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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Marine (Scotland) Bill proposes a new framework for statutory Marine Planning
including the development of a strategic National Marine Plan and the creation of
Scottish Marine Regions (SMRs) within which Regional Marine Plans will be
developed.

This report examines the work of the Scottish Sustainable Marine Environment
Initiative (SSMEI) Clyde Pilot, which, over three years from July 2006, has drafted a
strategic Marine Spatial Plan for the marine or tidal extents of the Firth of Clyde. This
voluntary Plan has been developed by a small Project Team (1.6fte) overseen by a
pre-existing Steering Group of stakeholders and regulators with an independent
Chair. The report highlights lessons learned from the experience of the SSMEI Clyde
Pilot and makes recommendations with respect to the possible nature of Regional
Marine Plans, the structures and processes under and by which they might be
developed, and resource requirements.

The report includes a process chart and timeline detailing how the draft Clyde Plan
was developed (Appendix 3). This report’s conclusions were informed by critical
analysis of the process chart by the Project Team and Steering Group and by
responses to the public consultation on the draft Plan.

Several lessons are drawn with respect to the form and function of regional marine
plans. The scope, remit and overarching objectives of such plans, as well as their
relationship to other marine and coastal management tools (including RBMPs, IFGs
and terrestrial development plans), need to be clear from the outset. Plans should
focus on delivery of sustainable development of maritime activities. They should be
policy led, but also sufficiently spatial to provide useful locational guidance for
developers and regulators. This requires development of web-based GIS for SMRs,
which should both support the planning process (e.g. by enabling constraints
mapping) and also assist subsequent project level decision making within the
strategic context provided by the plans. The creation of a specialist marine data and
GIS team within Marine Scotland is recommended to support the work of regional
marine planners.

Regional marine plans should not be sectorally based, but should instead focus on
developing policies that arbitrate between different interests while also safeguarding
ecosystem functioning and the interests of (coastal) communities. Effective national
co-ordination will be essential across SMRs to ensure consistency of overall
approach whilst also addressing regional issues and opportunities. Guidance will be
required with respect to key issues including application of the ecosystem approach,
the role of marine planners with respect to the safeguarding of marine biodiversity,
and the relationship between marine and terrestrial plans.

The process of developing regional marine plans requires initial project scoping to
identify: resource requirements; which stakeholders should be involved in plan
development and how; and, key tasks. Focused data gathering and associated
stakeholder engagement are required at an early stage to assist planners to
understand the defining features of the SMR and to identify significant issues and
conflicts requiring development of policies for management. A matrix based
approach to gathering and presenting information on interactions amongst sectors
and activities proved valuable within the Clyde Pilot. Plan development should also
be underpinned by decision support tools, including Strategic Environmental



Assessment (SEA), to assist in choice of optimal policy options and to identify
mitigation or enhancement measures.

Ownership of the planning process needs to be clear from the outset. In this context
the respective roles and responsibilities of the Project Team, Project Partners and
any wider Steering/Advisory/other Stakeholder Groups, and the Chairs of such
groups, need to be clearly defined and agreed. A lack of clarity on these aspects
within the Clyde Pilot generated delays and uncertainties.

The Clyde Pilot benefitted greatly from the pre-existence of the Firth of Clyde Forum
Core Group and from the experience of this group’s Chair. When establishing
Stakeholder Groups it is necessary to balance width of interests represented against
the requirement to keep group sizes workable. This aspect should be considered as
part of the development of a wider consultation strategy from the outset of plan
devilopment. Particular attention needs to be given to how best to represent and
engage Local Authorities in SMRs where more than one such authority is involved.
Statutory regulators and advisers, including Local Authorities, need to be willing and
able to commit sufficient resources to enable their full and appropriate participation in
marine planning processes

Meetings need to be well structured and held at locations or via media convenient to
the members. The use of professional facilitators is valuable when seeking to gather
structured information or reach consensus.

Planning teams need to be of a size and made up of appropriate personnel to
encompass a wide range of skills and expertise including: policy analysis and
development; stakeholder engagement and facilitation; SEA; knowledge of maritime
activities, marine ecosystems and legislation; and project management and
administration. The Clyde Pilot project team, through their experience in the
development of the Plan, believe that resources equivalent to 6fte staff over 3 years
will be required to develop statutory spatial marine plans for SMRs in busy areas,
such as the Firth of Clyde.

A partnership approach to the development of marine plans provides planning staff
with autonomy whilst also enabling access to data and expertise within partner
organisations. However, management and employment arrangements for project
staff require careful consideration to ensure that no single body has undue influence
in plan development whilst also providing appropriate management support and
encouraging staff retention. Clarity is also required with respect to which
organisation(s) are ultimately responsible for information and data management and
where project documents and data should be held or archived.

The initial financial resources committed to the Clyde Pilot fell substantially short of
those which will be required for the development of statutory plans for SMRs. In
particular, no funding was initially put in place for SEA, for public consultation or for
printing and other dissemination costs. In addition, the funds available for data
gathering and collation were inadequate. Funding for this latter aspect will be
particularly important in the first round of statutory marine planning in Scotland if
fundamental issues with respect to availability of marine data in formats appropriate
to regional planning are to be overcome.



1 INTRODUCTION

The Marine (Scotland) Bill proposes a new framework for statutory Marine Planning
to inform the management of Scotland’s waters out to 200nm. The Bill includes
provisions for the development of a strategic National Marine Plan and the creation of
Scottish Marine Regions within which Regional Marine Plans will be developed.

The possible nature of Regional Marine Plans and the structures and processes
under and by which they might be developed are the subject of ongoing debate.
Marine Scotland are considering these matters, in consultation with marine
stakeholders, and will make recommendations to Ministers on relevant secondary
legislation once the Bill has been enacted.

This report draws on the experience of a Marine Planning pilot project, the SSMEI
Clyde Pilot, to make some observations and recommendations to Marine Scotland
concerning future Regional Marine Planning in Scotland.

1.1 Context: Marine Planning in Scotland

The first Scottish Marine Bill was introduced to the Scottish Parliament in April 2009
and in November 2009 entered Stage 2 of the parliamentary scrutiny process. The
Bill aims to enhance marine management and stewardship of Scotland’s seas and
covers marine planning, marine licensing, marine conservation, protection of seals
and enforcement.

Marine planning is increasingly widely recognised throughout the world as a valuable
tool for marine management. However, the relative emphases placed on its potential
contribution to:

e (sustainable) economic development;
e protection of marine resources and biodiversity; and/or,
¢ resolution of conflicts among maritime sectors

have varied considerably in those places where it has so far been applied.

Under the Marine (Scotland) Bill, marine planning is viewed as a tool for “managing
the competing demands for the use of the sea whilst protecting the marine
environment”"  The Bill proposes the development of a National Marine Plan, setting
out strategic objectives for the Scottish marine area out to 200nm, and the creation of
Scottish Marine Regions (SMR) within which Regional Marine Plans will be
developed. Regional Marine Plans are seen as enabling resolution of conflicts
between sectors and the identification of key areas for key uses. SMR boundaries
will be established by secondary legislation and have yet to be determined. Under
the Bill, regional planning might be delegated to the lead organisation of an SMR or
to a Marine Planning Partnership comprising a group of nominated stakeholders.

1.2 Scottish Sustainable Marine Environment Initiative (SSMEI)

The Scottish Government's Scottish Sustainable Marine Environment Initiative
(SSMEI) was established in November 2002 in order to test novel approaches to the
management of Scotland’s seas and coasts. The SSMEI has included three phases:
Phase | - management framework options design and pilot project scoping; Phase Il -
management framework creation and the inauguration of pilot projects; and, Phase Il

' Scottish Government (2009) Scotland’s First Marine Bill
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- pilot project implementation. The programme is now in its third phase, with four
pilot projects at various stages of completion. Three of these pilots, based in
Shetland, the Sound of Mull, and the Firth of Clyde include various forms of Marine
Spatial Planning within their remits.

1.3 SSMEI Clyde Pilot

The SSMEI Clyde Pilot covers all the marine or tidal extents within the Firth of Clyde,
encompassing some 1000km of coastline and a surface water area of some
3,650km?. The Pilot began work in July 20086. :

The Clyde Pilot aims to deliver better integrated and -
sustainable ecosystem-based management of marine -
and coastal areas of the Firth of Clyde, through the
operation of an effective voluntary stakeholder-
regulator partnership?. Accordingly, a Steering Group
made up of the main stakeholders and regulators ™
within the Firth of Clyde, and with an independent
chair, has provided direction and oversight to the
project (see Appendix 1 for details of membership).
This Steering Group was based upon the core group *
of the Firth of Clyde Forum, a long-established Local
Coastal Partnership.
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Based on Ordnance Survey Data with

Pilot's aims through the creation and trial the permission of the Controller of
implementation of a Marine Spatial Plan, together with Hmso (GD03135G0005)
improved decision support mechanisms and integrated

decision making. These tools are to be underpinned by the application of an
ecosystem based approach to sustainable development.

1.4 Firth of Clyde Marine Spatial Plan

The Clyde Pilot was specifically tasked with the development of a long-term “marine
spatial plan for natural resource use, development control and management of the
marine and coastal areas of the Firth of Clyde” (Cappell, 2005, p. 9). The marine
spatial plan was required to integrate forward development plans for key sectors and
to be delivered through a stakeholder-regulator partnership operating within the
marine regulatory regime extant at the time of the Plan’s development.

The draft Firth of Clyde Marine Spatial Plan (the Plan) was launched in March 2009
and opened to public consultation through to the end of June 2009. The Plan and
associated technical documents can be accessed on the Plan Consultation page of
the project website (www.clydeforum.com/ssmei).

The Plan establishes an overarching policy framework to facilitate the sustainable
development of activities within the Firth of Clyde in support of a 20-year vision.
Policies within the Plan have been developed in accordance with six guiding
principles to support three high-level (social, economic and environmental) aims and
eight more specific objectives.

2 Cappell, R. (2005) SSMEI Clyde Pilot Project proposal — Final Report. (Contract report prepared for
Scottish Executive by Royal Haskoning Ltd)



The Plan includes policies for five key sectors and four cross-cutting themes. As
shown in Table 1, this structure differs somewhat from that proposed in the original
project brief ;

Policy areas within Plan Original proposal for sectoral plans
Sectoral polices
recreation and tourism recreation and tourism
inshore fisheries inshore fisheries
shipping and transport shipping and industry
energy, sub-sea cables and pipelines | offshore energy
mariculture -
defence

nature conservation and biodiversity

Cross-cutting themes

Environment

Heritage

Communities

Safety

2 Plan Development: Process, Structures and Resources

2.1 Development Process and Timeline

The timeline in Appendix 3 details the activities and associated elements/projects
which supported development of the Plan. The activities directly associated with
Plan development were:

e Information and Data gathering (including Environmental Baseline
Report; Socio-economic Review; Review of Biodiversity; Indicative
Seabed Habitat Mapping; Landscape/Seascape Assessment; and
collation of GIS data)

o Stakeholder Engagement (including Sectoral Workshops; Sectoral
Interactions Study; and public consultation on the draft Plan)

e Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) (including preparation of
Scoping Report and Environment Report)

e Policy Development (including analysis of existing policy instruments)

The overall process by which the Plan was developed from these key activities is
summarised in the diagram below. The information gathered for the environmental
baseline and socio-economic review, together with study of sectoral interactions,
enabled identification of issues that the Plan could potentially address within the
wider existing policy and regulatory framework for marine management in the Firth of
Clyde. This process, in conjunction with reference to the original project remit and
the development by the Steering Group of a vision and high-level aims, informed the
development of a set of overarching objectives and guiding principles for the Plan.

The compilation of the environmental baseline report also identified various data
gaps, which were partially addressed through the seabed habitat mapping,
landscape/seascape assessment and biodiversity review contracts.



Polices were developed with reference to the issues identified through the data
compilation exercise and to the aspirations of key sectors, as identified through a
series of facilitated workshops. The integration of policies within the Plan’s
overarching framework was informed by the sectoral interactions study and by the
SEA process. The SEA was tightly integrated with the policy development process
and identification of associated proposals within the action plan.

SEA Procass

Diagram 5. Process for Plan and Policy Development

Other activities which supported the Pilot were:

¢ Project Management (including fundraising and budgetary management;
general reporting; management of external contracts)

e Dissemination (including giving presentations to policy makers and other
interest groups; and, development of materials such as an interim SSMEI
Lessons Learned brochure and display banners)

2.2 Partnership Working

Working arrangements for the Pilot were established by a Memorandum of
Understanding (MoU) between the Scottish Government, SNH, Firth of Clyde Forum,
SEPA and Glasgow and Clyde Valley Structure Plan Joint Committee (GCVSPJC).
The key elements provided by these agencies were:

e Scottish Government: project funding

¢ SNH: office accommodation for the Project Team and IT support

e Firth of Clyde Forum (SSMEI Clyde Steering Group): lead organisation
with overall responsibility for implementation

e SEPA: employment agency for Project Officer and Project Assistant

e GCVSPJC: holding and disbursing funds on behalf of the project



The MoU also placed a general onus on the signatories to cooperate on delivery of
the Pilot.

A second MoU concerning recruitment, employment, management, office housing,
training and equipping of the Project Team was drawn up between SNH and SEPA.

2.3 People

2.3.1 Project Team

The original Project Team comprised a full-time project officer and part-time (0.6fte)
project assistant. The team were further assisted by SEPA’s Senior WFD Marine
Scientist, who was allocated to the project for one day per week.

Lead responsibilities for the various activities outlined in section 2.1 were allocated
within the Project Team as follows:

Project Officer

Overall project (including financial) management

Plan development

Management of external contracts

Dissemination (including development of materials; external presentations)
GIS data compilation

Public consultation

Project Assistant

SEA

Sectoral Interactions Study

General support (including events management, maintenance of reference database,
minuting Steering Group meetings)

Senior WFD Marine Scientist, SEPA
Environmental Baseline Report

These allocations reflected the skill sets and experience brought to the project by
individual team members. In particular, the Project Assistant role was not originally
conceived to be of such a technical nature.

Employment Arrangements

The Project Officer and Assistant were initially employed for three years from July
2006. In January 2009, the SSMEI Clyde Pilot and associated Project Team
contracts were extended by ten months (to end March 2010), at the same grades as
initially applied to the posts. This was with the intention of enabling the Pilot to
continue over the anticipated interim period up to the enactment of the Marine
(Scotland) Bill without prejudicing decisions on future arrangements. This interim
arrangement, which was also applied to the Shetland Pilot, was seen as potentially
providing a platform for future development of sub-national marine plans in Scotland.

The Project Officer moved to another post in SEPA in early September 2009. The
Project Assistant remained as the sole Project Team member until January 2010
when she moved to a post within SNH.
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For most of the project lifetime, the Project Officer and Assistant were line managed
by a senior member of SEPA’s Environmental Science team who also sat on the
national (but not local) SSMEI Steering Group.

2.3.2 Steering Group

As outlined in section 1.3 and detailed in Appendix 1, the Pilot was directed and
overseen by a voluntary Steering Group made up of representatives of the main
stakeholders and regulators within the Firth of Clyde. This Steering Group was
based upon the core group of the Firth of Clyde Forum, a long-established Local
Coastal Partnership, but included representatives from some additional sectors,
including inshore fisheries.

This group had an independent chair, who also represented both the Pilot and Firth
of Clyde Forum within various Scottish Government advisory groups — including
AGMACS, SSTF and Marine Strategy Forum — and at other events during the course
of the Pilot (see Appendix 3 for details). The Chair received payment for her role.

The timeline in Appendix 3 indicates when this group met, level of attendance at
these meetings and key items discussed and decisions made. It also summarises
progress with key action points agreed at these meetings.

2.4 Funding and Expenditure

A summary of project expenditure and income sources in the initial three years of the
project (from July 2006 until the end of the consultation period for the draft Plan in
June 2009) is given in Appendix 2.

3 EVIDENCE BASE AND METHODS

This report sets out key lessons from the experience of the SSMEI Clyde Pilot to
inform consideration of the possible content and form of statutory Regional Marine
Plans in Scotland and of the structures and processes under and by which they might
be developed. These Lessons Learned have been derived from:

e responses to the public consultation on the draft Plan®. These responses
included submissions from many of the organisations represented on the
Steering Group

e critical reviews, by Project Team* and Steering Group members, of the
process adopted for Plan development. The views of the Steering Group
on these aspects were captured through a facilitated workshop (see below).

3.1 Steering Group Workshop

The views of the project Steering Group, on the process by which the draft Plan was
developed and of associated structures and resources, were sought through a
facilitated workshop on 13 November 2009. Participants were provided with copies
of the Process Chart (Appendix 3) for the development of the draft Clyde MSP and
summary of expenditure (Appendix 2).

® Thompson, K. and Donnelly, J.E. (in prep) Draft Firth of Clyde Marine Spatial Plan: Consultation
Report

4 Including the former Project Officer



In the first part of the workshop participants were asked to review this process and to
address the following questions:

1. Were the main activities and associated elements/projects included within the
development of the Plan the correct ones — were any key ones missed,
conversely were any redundant?

2. Do you have any views on the timing and ordering of key elements/ projects
and on whether or how this aspect could have been improved?

3. What are your views on how any particular elements / projects were carried
out and how the approaches adopted affected outcomes?

The second part of the workshop examined structural and resource issues.
Participants were asked to identify both positive and negative aspects of the following
topics with respect to SSMEI Clyde Pilot:

. Leadership/management/decision making authority
. People (Project Team, Steering Group, others)

. Partnerships

. Resources (financial and other)

. Data and information

. (external) Policies and strategies

The final session used the outcomes from the first two sessions to arrive at a series
of Lessons Learned and related recommendations for the delivery of regional Marine
Planning functions as proposed by the Marine (Scotland) Bill.

Eleven members of the Steering Group took part in this workshop and an additional
member, who was unable to attend on the day, submitted written comments in
response to the workshop questions.

4 KEY TOPICS AND LESSONS LEARNED

This section draws on the evidence sources outlined in section 3 to consider what
lessons might be learned from the experience of the SSMEI Clyde Pilot with respect
to the possible nature of Regional Marine Plans, the structures and processes under
and by which they might be developed, and resource requirements. Section 5 lists
specific recommendations arising from this analysis with respect to future statutory
Marine Planning in Scotland.

Note that in the following, Steering Group denotes the SSMEI Clyde Pilot Steering
Group and Project Team denotes the Project Officer and Project Assistant.

4.1 What Form Should Regional Plans Take?

4.1.1 Spatial aspects

The responses to the consultation on the draft Clyde Plan indicated a general desire
for it to be more spatial. Critical data gaps (see section 4.3.5) limited opportunities to
make the Plan more spatial and it was also decided to focus the limited project
resources on developing strategic policy aspects in order to provide contrast with the
approach adopted by the SSMEI Shetland pilot, which had a greater focus on GIS
mapping and analyses. These different approaches provide greater opportunities for
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wider lessons to be drawn from the SSMEI pilots than would have been the case had
the same approach been used in the different pilot areas.

4.1.2 Function and Structure of Marine Plans

The comments received in response to the public consultation on the draft Plan
highlighted differences in opinion as to whether the overall purpose of marine
planning should primarily be about conservation and/or restoration of natural
environment and resources or about forward, sustainable, development of sectors
such as mariculture, fisheries and recreation and tourism.

The remit of the Clyde Pilot to develop and then attempt to integrate sectoral
development plans proved very difficult in application. The initial suggestion that
Nature Conservation and Biodiversity should be treated as a sector (Table 1) was
particularly problematic. The restructuring of the Plan to include a set of guiding
principles and four cross-cutting themes (Table 1) was helpful to addressing some of



the difficulties arising from a sectoral approach, but did not fully resolve these. A
number of consultees (including Steering Group members) felt that sectoral
aspirations were given undue prominence in the Plan and that the Plan failed fully to
integrate or arbitrate between, differing sectoral interests. This was recognised by
the Steering Group and Project Team as being in part a consequence of the
structures and remit under which the Plan was developed (see section 4.3.1), in
particular the requirement to attain consensus within a large and diverse Steering
Group.

4.2 What Should the Process be for Developing Regional Plans?

The Steering Group and Project Team reviewed the process chart (Appendix 3) to
consider whether the main activities and associated projects/elements undertaken
were appropriate.  This review also considered the timing and ordering of
projects/elements and how they were undertaken.

The Steering Group and Project Team recognised that 3 years was an unrealistic
time-frame within which to develop a full spatial Plan, in particular given the level of
resources as well as the Firth’'s geography, the novelty of the process for all
concerned and lack of external guidance, and the work commitments of Steering
Group members (see section 4.3). In this context, the completion of the draft Plan
within this time frame was recognised as being a significant achievement and the
Steering Group felt that the basic activities and associated projects/elements
undertaken to develop the Plan were broadly correct and of value to decision makers.

However, poor project definition and limited guidance meant that the Project Team
struggled initially in grasping what was needed to develop the Plan. This resulted in
a gap of some 8 months before some of the major data collation and analysis
projects required to inform the Plan’s development were begun. As a consequence,
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the policy development phase had to begin before the data gathering/compilation
phase was completed.

The Steering Group felt that too much time was spent initially in considering the high
level vision, aims and objectives rather than in identifying issues and developing
policies to address these. The late development of draft policies was a factor leading
to some interim loss of engagement on the part of some bodies within the Steering
Group (see section 4.3.2)

The Review of Biodiversity project was useful in highlighting the lack of good habitat
data and identifying sources of grey data. Its use within the draft Plan itself was
limited as there was concern that highlighting known biodiversity hotspots, in the
absence of sufficient information to assess the biodiversity value of large areas of the
Firth, could be misleading. Similarly, the Indicative Seabed Habitat mapping project
highlighted fundamental data issues, which limited the application of the outputs to
the Plan itself. Some members of the Steering Group felt that there was an unequal
allocation of time spent on environmental versus socio-economic data gathering
projects.

The decision to subject the Plan to SEA, and the timing and quality of the SEA, were
commended by both Steering Group and statutory consultees. The SEA assisted the
policy development process through assessment of potential environmental (and
some social) implications of individual policies, but there was no equivalent
assessment of economic or wider social implications.

The matrix-based sectoral interactions study was very useful and provided the
relevant information in an accessible visual format. The sectoral workshops were
also seen as extremely valuable. Some members of the Steering Group felt that their
format led to some polarisation of interests and the inclusion of inputs from other
interests would have been beneficial. However, the single sector approach was a
deliberate feature, which proved successful in encouraging openness amongst those
participating. The use of professional facilitators to support key elements, such as the
sectoral workshops, was found to be a good approach, although outcomes were very
dependent on the quality and experience of the facilitators.

The project would have benefited from an early coherent plan for local consultation
and engagement, and it was recognised, in hindsight, by both Steering Group and
Project Team that earlier public consultation would have been valuable. The
Steering Group’s decision (in March 2009) to expand the role of public consultation
on the draft Plan from that previously agreed (in September 2008) was symptomatic
of the absence of a clear focus on this aspect of the planning process. Opportunities
for greater consultation were also constrained by available resources, in terms both
of staffing (see section 4.3.2) and funding (see section 4.3.4).

In the context of a pilot project, the variety of formats used during the public
consultation (e.g. drop-in sessions, formal presentations, trade exhibitions) and the
comprehensive geographical coverage were felt to be useful. However, some
Steering Group members and attendees of the consultation sessions felt that the
content of presentations at such events should have focused more on the draft Action
Plan (i.e. proposals which might affect local residents) rather than on the process by
which the Plan had been developed.






4.3 What is Needed to Support the Process of Developing Regional Plans?
This section considers the structures and resources required to support marine
planning.

4.3.1 Leadership/management/decision making authority

The pre-existence of a knowledgeable group of stakeholders, within the core group
and wider membership of the FOCF, gave the project a very valuable head start,
including access to a baseline of knowledge. However, the pre-existence of the
Steering Group also presented leadership challenges to the incoming Project Officer.
Both the Steering Group and Project Team felt that there was a lack of necessary
clarity about who had overall responsibility for project management and decision
making. It was unclear throughout whether the Project Team, Steering Group or
Scottish Government were ultimately in charge of the process. Steering Group
members continue to remain uncertain as to whether their role was intended to be
strategic or managerial.

This lack of clarity as to overall responsibility for the project both fed into and was
compounded by some lack of consistency in decision making by the Steering Group
(e.g. with respect to format for public consultation — see section 4.2). Decisions
made at the National SSMEI Steering Group also clouded this issue. The underlying
uncertainty about the Steering Group’s role led to inadequate support for the Project
Officer, and there were no mechanisms available to ensure that action points agreed
at Steering Group meetings were carried through (see Appendix 3 for examples).
There was no formal agreement as to the expected role and work programme for the
Chair. In particular, the absence of agreed delegated powers for the Project Team
caused delays in some instances.

The retrospective identification by the Steering Group of flaws in the plan
development process (section 4.2) highlights the problems around project leadership.
Some on the Steering Group felt that there was a lack of structured/consistent
communication between the Project Officer and Steering Group, which both reflected
and further exacerbated these problems.

The Steering Group welcomed the supportive environment provided by the
sponsoring department in Scottish Government, despite changing structures during
the course of the pilot. However, more initial guidance, particularly with respect to
ownership of the project, would have been welcomed. Also, in the latter stages of the
project, due to the timing of the Marine Bill parliamentary process, uncertainties about
how the Clyde Pilot might link with future statutory regional marine planning
precipitated departure of both members of the Project Team before final completion
of Phase lII.




4.3.2 People

Steering Group

The Steering Group demonstrated commitment to production of the Plan, particularly
in the latter stages of its development when they were required to take ownership of
the Plan and sign it off for public consultation. Steering Group members provided
time and energy to the process over and above their day jobs. The diversity of
interests represented by the Steering Group and members’ networks of contacts
provided valuable opportunities for wider stakeholder engagement. The importance
of the Chair’s role is also recognised and her experience, commitment and strong
relationships with other groups were seen by both Steering Group and Project Team
as making a very valuable contribution to the pilot.

There was some absence or loss of interest from some organisations in the early part
of the process, but once an initial draft Plan had been developed most organisations
fully engaged in the process. The lack of clarity about the Steering Group’s role (see
4.3.1) made it difficult for some organisations to identify appropriate representatives
on the Steering Group.

The inclusion of some additional stakeholders within the Steering Group (beyond
original membership of the FOCF Core Group) was felt to have improved the quality
of debate and discussions. The size and geography of the Plan area presented
challenges with respect to achieving consistently high levels of attendance at
Steering Group meetings. It was found that it was best to hold meetings centrally, in
Glasgow, but this still incurred very considerable travel time and cost for those
members of the Steering Group based in the more distant parts of Argyll and
Ayrshire. The inability of all Steering Group members to attend every meeting, as
well as the timing of some later additions to the Steering Group, generated delays as
previously debated topics were revisited at subsequent meetings (see Appendix 3).

Five of the seven Local Authorities within the Clyde Plan area were indirectly
represented on the Steering Group (through members of the terrestrial
Structure/Strategic Plan teams). This limited the extent of direct engagement
between the Project Team and Local Authority Councillors and staff, however, wider
representation could have rendered the Steering Group too unwieldy to be workable.
Recognising this limited engagement a meeting was arranged to communicated the
key principles of the Plan to invited Local Authority Councillors and staff.

The extent to which partners were potentially willing to commit resources to the
development and proposed trial implementation of the Plan was limited by its
voluntary nature. Some nominal partners (e.g. Historic Scotland), who might
otherwise have become more deeply involved, were further constrained from the
outset by limited internal resources being available to address marine issues.

It was recognised by both Steering Group and Project Team that opportunities to fully
utilise the wide-ranging expertise of Steering Group members were perhaps not fully
grasped. This in part stemmed from the lack of clarity about who was ultimately
responsible for the Plan (see section 4.3.1) and about the levels of resources that
Steering Group members were able to commit to the process. Ultimately, however,
this arose from the lack of resources within the Project Team. It was accepted that
the Steering Group was too large for detailed Plan drafting. One possible approach
would have been the creation of smaller working group(s) to address specific aspects
and develop documents for wider consideration. However, the early failure by the
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Steering Group successfully to convene such a sub-group (to consider linkages to
terrestrial plans) (see Appendix 3) discouraged the Project Team from further
pursuing this approach. Such a structure would also have required additional input
from the Project Team to organise meetings and collate outputs.

Project team

The Steering Group commended the Project Team’s positive attitude, dedication,
flexibility and overall commitment to the project. However, both the Steering Group
and Project Team felt that the number of staff (1.6 fte) attached to the project was
inadequate. Such a limited team size also resulted in gaps in skills that would have
helped deliver the project. Particular skills that the Steering Group felt the project
could have benefited from included greater marine and local knowledge, economic or
business experience, delivery of strategic planning, policy development, and GIS.
The Steering Group were sometimes frustrated by the amount of time they spent
proof reading drafts; this was due to the limited time available for the Project Team to
deliver stages of the Plan.

The Project Officer role was to oversee day to day management of the project, to
raise additional funds as well as to deliver the Plan and disseminate information to
internal and external audiences. In addition, the requirement for an SEA of the Plan
had not been recognised in the original project brief and this placed major additional
demands on the Project Team’s time, which were partially compensated for by
additional funding from Scottish Government for external consultants.



The Project Assistant role was originally envisaged as one of administrative support,
events organisation, publicity, dissemination and data gathering/collation, however,
the individual employed brought additional technical skills (e.g. with respect to SEA)
and competencies (eg expertise in marine ornithology) to the project.

The Project Team felt that the grading and salary levels for both the Project Officer
and Project Assistant posts were low as compared with similar roles elsewhere (e.g.
SEPA RBMP Project Team or Local Authority Planners).

4.3.3 Partnerships

The focus on partnership working provided opportunities for organisations to learn a
lot about others’ activities and processes and for the Project Team to seek assistance
from lead stakeholders. Many partners committed considerable time and effort and
the partnership approach provided breadth and depth of stakeholder involvement.
The decision by SEPA to leave the local Steering Group following launch of the draft
Plan was regretted by other Steering Group members and by the Project Team.

The direct involvement of SEPA and SNH in respectively employing and housing the
Project Team between July 2006 and March 2010 was seen as very valuable. This
arrangement provided useful autonomy for the Project Team and ensured that no
single organisation was seen to be leading the Steering Group and all views were
equal. However, despite very good on-the-ground co-operation from both
organisations, there were some practical difficulties for the Project Team in being
employed by one organisation but housed by another, particularly with respect to
some incompatibilities and shortcomings in IT facilities.

Also, for most of the project’s lifetime the Project Team’s line manager within SEPA
was not SEPA’s representative on the local Steering Group, and so had limited direct
involvement with the project, although he did sit on the SSMEI National Steering
Group. While this was not an issue for the majority of the project, it exacerbated the
uncertainty and instability associated with changes in partnership priorities and
project staffing towards the end of the Project.
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Additional expertise in fields such as land-use planning and policy development might
potentially have been accessed through Local Authorities, but there were no
structures in place either within the project or Local Authorities for such direct
engagement (see also 4.3.2).

The Project Team were housed (by SNH) alongside the FoCF Officer. This proved
beneficial to both projects and provided staff with opportunities to test ideas and
benefit from each other's experience and knowledge. Similarly, the existence of
three other SSMEI projects enabled the projects to learn from each other and to trial
different approaches to marine planning.

There is an ongoing lack of clarity on who is responsible for the project’s
documentation and data beyond the initial lifespan of the project.

Lessons Learned

A partnership approach to the development of marine plans brings considerable
advantages with respect to autonomy for Planning Teams and access to data and
expertise within partner organisations. However, line management and housing
arrangements for marine planning teams require careful consideration to ensure
appropriate and continuous support for staff and to facilitate access to wider
knowledge and skill sets within partner organisations. Clarity is also required with
respect to which organisation(s) are ultimately responsible for information and data
management and where project documents and data should be held or archived.

4.3.4 Resources

The Steering Group believed that, given the size of the Project Team (see section
4.3.2), the overall level of financial support provided by the partners was largely
sufficient. However some 40% of the final budget was funding additional to that
originally committed (see Table A2.1). The Project Officer's success in bidding for
additional funding was crucial with respect to a number of major elements, which had
not been included in the original proposal and subsequent funding package,
including: SEA; review of biodiversity; and, design and print costs. This highlights the
desirability of early scoping of resource requirements (see section 4.2).

The Steering Group also felt that the Project Officer had managed the project
finances well. Some members questioned whether the consultants employed
provided good value for money and wondered whether some of these funds might
have been better directed towards employing additional staff within the project.
Some of the work contracted out might potentially have been undertaken within a
larger and suitably skilled Project Team (see section 4.3.2), but there was no scope
within the project remit for employment of additional staff members. Also, much of
the work contracted out required high levels of expertise in specialist areas, which
would have been difficult to assemble within a small team (see also section 4.1). For
example, the Biodiversity Review project undertaken by MarLIN involved eight
personnel with specialist knowledge in several key areas.

The in-kind support from SNH, SEPA and GCVSPJC were recognised by all as
important to the project. However, as alluded to in sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.3, some
opportunities were perhaps missed to formulate what other resources might
potentially have been contributed by partners (e.g. access to planning or GIS
expertise).



Lessons Learned

Resourcing of marine planning needs to be sufficient from the outset of the
development of each plan to support both a full range of core skills (see section
4.3.2) within planning teams and/or partner bodies as well as particular specialist
data gathering requirements (see also section 4.3.5).

4.3.5 Data and information

The generic problems associated with availability of and access to marine data have
been well documented elsewhere and issues of data accessibility and sharing are
subject to a number of UK initiatives such as MEDIN and DASSH. The Project
Officer was actively involved with the MEDIN project, which in part is looking to
develop a national dataset for marine planning

Generic marine data issues are not revisited in detail here, but can be categorised as
follows:

» No (known) data available

» Data exists but unavailable to or unsuited to project because of:
e Cost; and/or
e Format and/or resolution; and/or
e Unwillingness of external bodies to share data; and/or
¢ Inadequate meta data to enable use of data

It proved particularly challenging to access appropriate data for a project at the scale
of the Firth of Clyde. The resolution of various international or national marine data
sets (e.g. MESH seabed habitats or ICES fisheries statistics) is too coarse to be
useful to marine planning at a regional level whereas some other more localised data
sets (e.g. MNCR) are difficult to apply to strategic marine planning (as opposed to
project level decision making). In addition, much of the relevant coastal data is held
by individual Local Authorities or other agencies and proved difficult and costly to
compile across the Firth as a whole.

The main marine dataset, which is broadly equivalent to the Ordnance Survey base
dataset, is Seazone’s Hydrospatial Dataset. Licenses for this dataset are extremely
costly. The SSMEI Clyde project was able to access this dataset in the first instance
through SNH’s license and latterly through SEPA’s license, but this option may not
necessarily be available to future SMRs, particularly where there is a requirement for
ongoing use of the data.

The Steering Group felt that the Project Team, within the available resources and
with assistance from external consultants, made considerable progress in gathering
data, identifying data gaps and identifying other potential data sources not yet
accessed. The Project Officer was supported by the relevant agencies in terms of
time and money when the need for new data gathering projects was identified. A lot
of data were gathered that can be used in the future, but some data gaps identified
by the project have yet to be filled and these constrained Plan development.
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In the first 6 months of the project, the Project Team met on a one to one basis with
key data holders (including SEPA, SNH, Crown Estate, Historic Scotland, FRS,
Clydeport and Seazone) to discuss what data they held and accessibility issues.
However, the Steering Group felt that overall there was inadequate consultation with
stakeholders on data held.

4.3.6 External Policies and Strategies

The timing of the Clyde Pilot has been fortuitous in relation to the development of key
external policy drivers including EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive and the
Marine (Scotland) Bill. In particular, the Pilot is considering lessons learned at a
perfect time for debate on SMR structure. The SSMEI pilots have permitted greater
flexibility and opportunity to make and learn from mistakes than would be possible or
desirable under a statutory marine planning system.

However, this timing also means that the Pilot has operated largely in the absence of
a clear understanding of what the content of the Scottish Marine Bill would be and
without reference to a National Marine Plan for Scotland or UK Marine Policy
Statement. These documents will be available to Planners developing statutory
regional marine plans, but careful consideration will be required to balance the desire
to develop local approaches to addressing local issues and opportunities with the
need to maintain consistency of approach at national and international levels. This is
of particular concern to interests such as Scottish Water.

It proved difficult to arrive at a consistent understanding of the ecosystem approach
and how this might be applied to marine planning. In an effort to stimulate further
debate on this, and to assist future production of guidance for marine planners, the
Project Assistant acted as co-supervisor to an MSc dissertation on this topic (see
Appendix 4)5.

® Williamson, A. (2009) How can the Ecosystem Approach be applied to Scottish (Regional) Marine
Planning? Dissertation submitted to University of Strathclyde in 2009 in support of an MSc
Environmental Studies.



The development of coherent policies within the Plan with respect to biodiversity
conservation was hindered by the absence of clear national policy guidance on this
aspect from SNH and others. This related both to identification of which marine
species and habitats are regarded as priorities for action at Scottish national and
regional levels and to which mechanisms (e.g. creation of protected areas or other
measures) should be applied to their safeguard. This is radically different from the
policy framework for biodiversity protection within which land use planners are
required to operate.

The relationship between marine and strategic or local terrestrial development plans
is unclear. Terrestrial planning authorities and others broadly welcomed the linkages
recognised in the draft Plan with other types of Plan, including terrestrial development
plans. However the mechanisms whereby such linkages could be implemented need
more exploration (see also section 4.3.3). The draft Plan sought to take account of
existing coastal policies within relevant terrestrial Plans where these did not directly
conflict with its high level aims, objectives or guiding principles. However, there was
no clear process by which terrestrial planning authorities might be required or able to
take account of or implement strategic regional marine planning policies.

Several respondents suggested that boundaries of future SMRs should coincide with
those for other key management tools, including RBMP and IFGs.
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5

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR STATUTORY MARINE PLANNING

These recommendations are for the long-term future development of regional marine
plans once Scottish Marine Regions are established.

Scottish Regional Marine Plans

The scope, remit and overarching objectives of Plans for SMRs need to be
clear from the outset. This should be co-ordinated at a national level to ensure
consistency between Plans and should be informed by the National Marine
Plan.

Marine Plans should focus on delivery of sustainable development of maritime
activities

The relationships between statutory Marine Plans and mechanisms for the
management of the marine environment (e.g. RBMP) and resources (e.g. IFG)
need to be clarified

Marine Plans should not be sectorally based

Regional Marine Plans should be sufficiently spatial to provide useful
locational guidance for developers and regulators, but should not be overly
prescriptive.

Exclusive zonation for particular interests/activities should not be the norm.
However, when developing policies, it may be appropriate to divide SMRs into
smaller planning units having distinctive characteristics and/or to develop sub-
regional plans for particularly busy or sensitive areas.

Regional Marine Plans should primarily be policy documents supported in their
application to project-level decision making by bespoke web-based GIS

Planning Process

A project scoping exercise should be undertaken as the first element in
developing a marine plan and resource requirements identified

Data gathering should be focused on key areas and issues to support
evidence-based policy development, identify critical data gaps, and enable
resources and effort to be targeted effectively

The knowledge and experience of stakeholder groups should be explored and
incorporated from the beginning of a project.

A consultation strategy should be developed at the outset of the planning
process and should include early consultation on Issues and Opportunities

The matrix-based approach to gathering and presenting information on
interactions should be further elaborated as a marine planning tool

Marine Planning should be underpinned and informed by SEA and other policy
option assessment tools



Structures

Ownership of the planning process needs to be clear from the outset and
should be underpinned by written guidance from Marine Scotland. The
respective roles and responsibilities of Planning Teams, Project Partners and
any Steering, Advisory or other formal Stakeholder Groups need to be clearly
defined and understood.

Stakeholder analysis is needed to determine the optimal membership and
structuring of Steering, Advisory or other formal Stakeholder Groups. Such
Groups require strong, committed and neutral Chairs whose responsibilities
should be clearly defined within a job description.

Planning teams need to be given sufficient and appropriate (delegated)
authority to make policy decisions when drafting plans

A clear governance structure for the delivery of marine spatial plans is
required

Marine planning teams should be housed by agencies and at locations which
minimise the danger of perceived bias and which facilitate coverage and
engagement of stakeholders across the whole SMR.

Particular consideration is required of appropriate representation and
involvement by Local Authorities in Marine Planning Partnerships, particularly
where multiple authorities have an interest in a single marine plan

The provision of regionally based secretariat facilities might assist effective
management of meetings for stakeholders involved in multiple regional fora
such as Marine Planning Partnerships. RBMP Advisory Groups and IFGs.

Guidance

e Marine Planners require guidance on how statutory marine and terrestrial

plans relate.

Marine Planners require guidance on application of the Ecosystem Approach
(see Appendix 4)°

Marine Planners require guidance on national and regional priorities for
conservation of marine biodiversity and clarification of their role with respect to
delivery of these priorities through designation of Marine Protected Areas
and/or other measures.

Resources

Statutory regulators and advisers, including Local Authorities, need to be
willing and able to commit sufficient resources to enable their full and
appropriate participation in Marine Planning and implementation; prioritised
actions need to be embedded into the business and corporate plans of
stakeholders

Resourcing needs to be sufficient from the outset of the development of plans

to support both core skills within planning teams and specialist data gathering
requirements (particularly for the first round of plans)

27



e The production of regional spatial plans requires access to the following skill
sets: project management; policy analysis and development; SEA and other
assessment tools; stakeholder engagement; data collation, analysis and
management including GIS; administration; and, marine knowledge including
ecosystems, sectors and legislation/regulation. The Project Team consider
that this would involve the equivalent of 6fte staff over three years.

e Recruitment and retention of suitably qualified staff within planning teams
requires appropriate employment terms and line management arrangements

e There should be national co-ordination of marine data collection, formats and
management. Marine Scotland should consider housing a specialist marine
data and GIS team to support regional marine planning teams.



APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1 Membership of SSMEI Clyde Pilot Steering Group

Arayll & Bute Council

Ayrshire Jaint Planning Stesring Group
Eritizh Marine Industries Federation, Scotland
Caledonian Maritime Asssts Limitad

CalMac Ferries Ltd

Chyde Fisheries Development Project

Clyde Fisherman's Association

Chideport Harbour Master

Chydeport Operations Limited

Economic, Planning & Emdronmental Services
Firth of Chede Farum

FRS Marine Laboratory

Glasgow and Clyde Valley Structure Plan Jaint
Committee

Glasgow City Council

Histaric: Scotland

HMME Clyde

Lighthause Caledonia Ltd

Cueen's Harbour Master Chyde

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
Royal Yachting Association Scatland
Scottish Coastal Farum

Scottish Creslers and Divers (SCAD)
Scottish Enterprise

Scottish Government Marine Management Division
SERA

SMH

Strathclyde Passenger Transport

The Crown Estate

Liniversity Marine Biclogical Station
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APPENDIX 2 SSMEI Clyde Pilot Budget

Table A2.1 Project Income
Initially Agreed Funding

Organisation Originally Amounts paid to project
Agreed

Contribution Yr 1 Yr 2 Yr 3
Scottish
Government 146,751 68,751 47,750 30,250 | 146,751
SNH 37,500 12,500 12,500 12,500 37,500
Leader Plus 16,000? 10,548° 10,548
SUB-TOTAL 200,251 81,251 70,798 42,750 194,799

Additional Funding
Yr 1 Yr 2 Yr 3

Scottish
Government 12,500’ 39,000 | 13,500° 65,000
SNH 40,000 17,391™ 57,391
SEPA 10,548 10,548
SUB-TOTAL - 63,048 39,000 30,891 132,939
TOTAL 200,251 144,299 109,798 | 73,641 327,738

In addition to the cash income provided by partners, the project also received in-kind
contributions over the initial three years of: £23,525 from SNH (for housing project
officers), £24,000 from SEPA for line management, payroll and other costs
associated with acting as employer of project officers and £5178 from GCVSPJC for
finance administration costs.

® Initial bid was for £16,000 but final eligibility was £10,548

" £10,000 for SEA; £2,500 for Chair
®£10,000 for sectoral workshops; £12,000 for Plan design and print; £8,000 for Plan consultation
events; £6,000 for additional publicity materials/ reporting; £3000 for Chair costs
°£1,000 overtime payments; £1,500 Chair (5 additional days); £1,500 additional meeting expenditure;
£1,500 additional leaflet costs (Freepost); £5,000 additional design and print costs of Plan and SEA,;

£3,000 microsite

"% Biodiversity Review Phase |
" Biodiversity Review Phase |I
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APPENDIX 4 Application of the Ecosystem Approach to Scottish (Regional) Marine
Planning

How can the Ecosystem Approach be applied
to Scottish (Regional) Marine Planning?

Author: Alana Willlamson
Fabruary 2010

Summary of Key Findings

Background

The 1882 Convention on Blologlcal Diversity describes the Ecosystem Approach as “a strategy for the Integrated
management of lnd, water and Iving esources that promotes conservation and sustalnable sse I an
equitable way. I k& a framework for assessing blodiversity and ecosystem services, and evaluating and
Implementing potential management responses. The approach has been further elaborated In a set of

12 *Malawl® principles (see text box).

The Marine (Scotdand) Bill, as Introduced to the Scottish Parllament on 29th April 2009 will, when enacted,
provide a stattory requirement for marine planning at both national and regional levels In Scottish waters. The
BiIll endorses an Ecosystem Approach to marine planning and management, In Ine with the requirements of the
European Manne Strategy Framework Direct iva.

The Ecosystem Approach
(Malawi) Principles

1. Tha objectives of managemeant of land, water
and Iving resounces ara a matter of socletal chokce
2. Management should be decentralizsad to the
lowest appropriate leval

3. Ecosystam managers should conalder the effects
[actual or potential) of their acthitlas on adjacent
and other acosystems.

&. Meed to undarstand and manags the scosystam
In an sconomie conest

5. Conzanvation of ecosystem structure and
function to provide ecoeystem sarvices should ba

a priority

6. Ecosystem must be managed within limitz of
thalr functioning

7. The approach should be taken at the appropriate
apatial and temporal scales

B. Process and objeciives for acosystem
managemant shoukd be set for tha lang tarm

B. Managemeant must recognisa that changa Is
Inevtable

10, Sesk the appropriate balance betwean
Integration, conservation and wss of biodiversity
11. Decialon-making should consider all forms
of relevant Information (sclentfic, Indigenous
and local)

12 Invalve all relevant sectors of society and
sclantific disciplines

Research Project

Thiz rasearch Irvastigated how the Ecosystam Approach might potentily be
applled to planfing within Scotfish Marne Reglons (SMRBs). It axamined
Ecosystem Approach oriterta for the manne emdrcnment and methods for thelr
application.

The ressarch proposss an Integrated framewaork to guide reglonal planners,
basad on an exsting framework used by the Helsinkl Commission (HELCOM)
and two erwironmental models, the Drving forces-Fressuras-State-Impacts-
Resporse [DPSIF] Model as adopted by the Europsan Environmantal Agency,
and the Oslo-Park Cormmission (CERAH) Ecolealca Quality Chjactve (EcoCld)
Modal. This framework B supported by 8 structured methiod of application
basad on guidance published by the International Coundl for the Exploration
of the Sea (ICES). The mesearch also conslders the Institutlonal capadty
requirad to framskats the proposal from a highdevel framewaork to miore speciflc
guidanca.

Key Points
+ To apply the Ecosystemn Approach to the long-tarm managemeant of
actvities and resourcas through manne planning, the process must:

- consist of co-ordingted amvironmental and sodo-sconomic objectves;
- be based on an Integrated declsion-making system that hag strong
stakeholders participation;

- be supported by adaptve management approachses, with manitonng,
and research and development.

+ There are a number of key 1ssues that require further attention In order to
produce more spachic guidance for policy-makers:

- Directional guidance on key policy areas e.g. blodiversity conservation
- Defintion of ‘Good Erironimental Status’
- Ecological Capacity and Cumuative Effects

+ There wil alzo be a need to develop co-ordinated capacity among
kay agencles to support Integrated monitoring and adaptive management.
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Application Framework

Flgure 1 I|dentifies the propossd Ecosystam
Approach Application Framework, and sssociated
stapwise process of Implamantztion. The frameawork
1= Intendad to allow development of strateqles that
balance consenation and sustainable usa within a
Mariria Flanning contast.

The Vision descnbes the ovardl ambition and desired
outcome for the manne emvirormant.

Strategic Goals woud be used to defime major
themes desmed Importart to ecosystam Intagriy.
Ecologlcal Objectves describe central charactenstics
of a healthy ecosystem.

Indicators of ecosystem status prowvide 2 method of
monitonng progress and must be accompaniad by
Targets which defime the Indicator walue, and
represent accaptable devistion from referanos lovels.
Progress to achieving the Vision would be monitorad
by dewlation from Targets, and therefora Specific
Maragement Meachanlzms that cam be Inttlsted to
Implement change whare required are attached to
each ohjectiva.

Two models have been Identified that would provida
guidarce on hiow to achieve each of tha hlerarchical
lewels In the framework: tha DPSIR Model and the
O5PAR Ecological Quality Objective [Ecol0) Model,

DPSIR Model: This model ams to develop a
robust system for marine emvironmental data
managemeant.  Systematic consideration of 1ssues
ensures that Important matters are not overooked.
The modal sacks to (denttfy and bulld [Irks to human
activities and the sssociated Impacts on the
erwiranmant, with the dm of developing approprists
management plans to mirimize Impacts.

Eco0D Model: This model prvides additiond
guidance for translating the analyses camled out
under the OPEIR modal, Into quantifisble ecological
objectivas that can diract policy.

Figura 1: Proposad Ecosyetemn Approach Application

Framesark and stepwise procees of Implemerntation
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Operational Guidance for Implementing the Proposed Framework

Step1: Scope the Current Shusatlon:- complla Informatlon
that will Inform development of policies that sack to achiove
'‘Good Emdronmantal Status’ [GES).

Stap2: Contrast with the Wislon:- provides the besis for
dewvalopment of strategic goals and effectwe policies and
managemeant measures.  Tha Imvolvement of a range of
stakeholders In dafining tha vigion |s cantral to tha application of
tha Ecosystem Approach. At a raglonal kewvel the vislon should
be drafted by the reglonal planning suthonty and consuted on
prior to a fimal vslon being adopted.

Step3: ldentlfy Important Ecosystem Properties and

Threats:- complate a comprehiensive cross-analysis of the
acosystem properties that determine 'GES, and Issues
regarding status, against major human acdthitles Impacting the
marne anvironment.  This will identify major threats to
acosystam status, as well as where addtive or synargistic
Impacts of human actties mey ocour, so highllighting areas
requiing higher priority managameant or mora detalled
sub-reglonal planning.  Stetutory advsors, regional planning
partmership members and the wider stakeholder audlencs
should be consuted on tha outoome of such anayses, to ensura
that both ecological sclantfic reasoning and =

direct polcy.

Key Challenges

This saction sets out key chalenges to Implemeanting the proposad framesvork and

proposed solutlons to thesa.
Directional Guidance on Key Policy Areas

In order for sustaimable economic development to take placs, there must be a
common understanding of consanvation objectives In Scottish waters.
should be provided by Marne Scotland, with proactve Inputs from key advisory

agencles such as SMH.

Regional planners should be provided with a set of criteria on which to base policy
devalopments that will ensure that reglonal analyses give appropriate considaration

to priorty ecosystem components.
Defining Good Environmental Status’ (GES)

Stepé: Setting Operational Ecological Objectives:- this
15 centra to the compatbilty of ecological mamagemeant and
sustainable devalopment SMAs shoud have objactives that are
complementery to ngtonal level objectvas, taking Into account
reglonal characteristics. They should be realistic In number to
gllow coherant and Intagrated management, and shoud be
based on major ecosystem components. They shoud ghve
corslderation to existing long-term monitonng programmes to
Improva the robustness of analyses.

Steps: Ongoing Improvement, adaptive management:-
a precautiorary adsptive management system should support
policy on arzas in the maring plan whers 'unknowns’ are
Idantfied. It would achiewe this by attaching precautonary
magsures appropriate to the lewel of Information avalkable.

The applcation of thesa messwres would be informad by the
findngs of @ monitoring programme.  Adaptive management
systems are o necessany for consideration of natural dyramics,
and to assass the effectivaness of manageament strategles whers
‘uncartainties’ are less of an 1ssua.

Stepe: Periodic Reviews:- This will allow new sclentfic
knowladge, ongoing changas In ecosystam status and changing
socletal neads to be Incorporated, and ansure that stratagic
goals remain relevant and fit for purposs. This stap s therefore
directly Inkad to stap 5, and should be an In-bullt component of
the monitoring programmas for adaptive managemant strateglas.

The Role of Strategic
Environmental Assessment

(SEA)

SEA plays a central role in the epplication
The
synthesis of information required in step

Guldance
of the Ecosystem Approach.

1 will ba achieved by tha bassline
scoping stage of tha SEA. SEA will also
be wseful to inform discussions in stap 2

to achieva consensus on the Vision, by

providing aternstive scerarics for the

Thera 1= no overarching concept of what ‘good amaronmental status’ (GES) 15 for the
marne amdronment.  Without darfication of this concept, regional planners may
struggle to develop and Implemeant sustainsbla manne maragement to achieve GES.

To ensure corslstancy of status determination within and between ecosystems, the
dewelopmeant of Marine Ecosystem Objectives at the natloral kewvel nesds to be
translated to the regloral leval. This should Include clarfication of what are realistic
ecologcal references, or basaline status polnts at varouws management scalas and will
raquira input from key adwsory bodies such a3 Marine Scotland and SMH.
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regon.  Furthermora, SEA will support
and enharca the application of the
Ecosystam Approach by ensuring that
mitigation and enhancamant proposals
are incorporsted in the Pan, and wil
the

assist in identification of an

appropriate and comprehensive

monitoring system.




Ecological Capacity and
Cumulative Effects

Central to ecosystem-based marne spatlal
planning 1z conslderation of the overall
gcologlcal capadty of a planning area and
gdjacent affacted areas. In order for cumulste
gffectz to be fully considersd, policy
developmeant should be directed by reference to
Integrated ecosystem limits, rather than sector
speciic imits.  This s challenging, and requires
knowledge of all impacts. Work will also be
required to determine owerall imits that should
not be breached and should be linked to work
camied out for setting Marne Ecosystam
Objectives. Guidance for reglonal planners will
be required from Manne Scotland, to ensurs that
the cumulative effects of dl Scotiish Marne
Reglonal Mans do not breach the owerall carmying
capachty of the Scottlsh manne amvironment.

Conclusions

Imtegrated Monitoring

Implementztion of an affective monitonng systam requires
suffidlant and appropriate Institutional capacity to enable an
Integrated approach Induding Information sharing, and the
frarelztion and communication of sclentfic knowladge to
support policy decision-making. Efforts will b2 raquired to
Idantify how such an imtegrated approach might work 10
practice, and will require co-ordingion and co-operation
from various bodles (Marine Scotland, SMH, SEPS, JMCC,
Regloral Parning Partmership Stakeholders).

Thera Iz often more than one possible iIndicetor for each
objectva.  The cholce of Indicators must faciltate =
comprahansive revew of the reqion, and should pimarly
be chosen on thelr abilty to prowide the necessary
Irformation for management decisions, rather than for
corwvanlence.  Advice from key advisory bodies [(Marine
Scotland, SNH, SERA, JMCC) will ba necaszary to ensure
that efficlent and effective monitorng programmes are put
In place to achieve GES.

This resaarch provides an intagrated method by which the Ecosystem Approach can potantially be appliad to
Soottish (Raglonal) Manne Fanning. 1t has also highightad that currently there are many ‘unceraintles’ that
prasent practical difficulties In producing Regloral Marina Plans that fully endorse the Ecosystemn Approach.

In this comtaxt marne plannars sill raquire the development, by Marine Scotland and associated agendes, of
‘ground-evel’ guidancs on toplcs Including: key marine policy arezs; definition of GES; and acological capacity
and cumulstive effects. Such guidancs will provida a basis for proactive Ecosystem Approach maragament
sirateqies.

With tha first Scottish Manne Bill reaching Rioyal Assent, there are opportunitias for Manne Scotland, and other
kay advisory bodles, to work with Reglonal Flanning Partnarships, to translate work being conducted at the
Matloral and European lesel, Into useful gudance for Reglonal Manning. The development of such guldancs
will arsura consistancy In the application of the Ecosystem Approach to planning and maraegemeant of the
Soottizh Manne Ervirormant
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