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Welcome to the conference

This information gives the answers to some of the most frequently raised questions that arise at the conferences we organise.

Conference Outputs



· The Power Point presentations and delegate notes will be available shortly after the event on the CMS www.coastms.co.uk  and CIWEM www.ciwem.org websites.  We will notify you by email when these have been placed on the sites.

· The data from the questions posed and a short report will also be made available.

Questions – Bookings – Receipts – In house information
If you have any questions during the event about bookings, finances, or logistics please see Christina Beech at the registration desk; she will be pleased to help.

Timing  
We will try to ensure that the conference runs on time to allow the allocated time for speakers and as importantly for discussion. A bell will be rung 5 minutes before the start of sessions.

Refreshment Breaks  
In running events in London over the last 15 years we have used  two main refreshment breaks during the day that enable us to split the sessions and breaks more evenly.  A sandwich buffet is available in the first break and sweet course during the second.  

Food        There is always ample food at the events and you can come back for more.  Once you have collected your food could you move away from the serving table.  Catering staff are on hand if you need anything, including extra drinks.

Delegate list   A list of the delegates to 13 September is at the end of the delegate notes.

Evaluation form 
There is a questionnaire and evaluation form in your delegate pack; your views will help us improve future events. Please leave these at the registration desk along with your badge when you leave.  

NB Valuables 
If you have anything you value keep it with you i.e. do not leave laptops unattended.

Before you leave   Check you haven’t left anything in the conference hall. 

Please also take any leaflets or reports.

Introduction   The water sector has been at the forefront of the use of economic decision support tools in the recent round of water planning for the Periodic Review (cost benefit analysis - CBA) and WFD (cost effectiveness analysis – CEA). These tools have been applied to hundreds of projects, schemes and measures in a practical and transparent way which has been viewed as being largely positive and constructive. There are however a wide range of views about the use of these tools and this meeting will review our understanding of the lessons learned and stakeholder concerns arising from the recent water planning process. 
Ecosystem services   Over the last few years there has been a growing recognition, flowing from the desire for more sustainable outcomes, of the need for more holistic approaches to identifying environmental impacts and valuing these; this is now manifesting itself in a wider debate and application of ecosystem services to project appraisal. There are a growing range of practitioners applying ecosystem services to project delivery and this meeting will hear from practitioners who have used this approach and the lessons emerging.  

Issues   There are a range of issues that will be addressed by this meeting which are particularly timely including:

· Given the underlying similarities between CBA/CEA and ecosystem services how does their application overlap?  How can ecosystem services be used to support CBA/CEA? When is it appropriate to use these approaches?
· There are challenges of assigning a monetary value to the wide range ecosystem goods and services affected by projects – can these be better resolved in future?

· Although these tools are often portrayed as ‘objective’ in practice there can be considerable scope for subjective assumptions and expert judgement. Is there a need to refine guidance? 

· The link to decision making – CBA is only an aid to decision making but the impression is that, it’s the only thing that counts - what other issues are key to decision making?   

· There is a concern that CBA/CEA is being used as a cursory screening device prior to any more formal decision making process – is this the case? What would a more formal decision making process involve?

· The economic appraisal of schemes with multiple objectives and benefits is a particularly important area of developing work (e.g. catchment projects, surface water management). Are these tools fit for purpose in this context?

This conference will explore the emerging lessons from the recent water planning cycle (PR09 & WFD) on the use of economic decision support tools and to consider this in the light of the emerging practice from projects using ecosystem services. It will aim to identify and clarify important issues in order to inform the development of these tools for future project and planning appraisal.

The objectives include:

· To hear range of views on recent work, guidance and reviews  on Cost Benefit Analysis and Cost Effectiveness Analysis and their application in the wider water and environmental sector 

· Looking at recent applications of the ecosystem services approach at a practical level

· Exploring how the application of CBA/CEA could embrace more effectively the thinking embodied in the ecosystem services approach, not least in multi-objective – multiple benefit projects

· It will identify and clarify important issues in order to inform the development of these tools

Programme

9.00    Registration and refreshments

9.45    Welcome to the conference and introduction     Chairman: Ian Walker  WRC

9.50    Economic decision making, water and the environment: An introduction and case study 

 Professor Ian Bateman University of East Anglia
10.30   Combining ecosystem services and economic valuation for policy and project appraisal 

Ece Ozdemiroglu eftec

11.00   UKWIR review of the application and experience of CBA and economic valuation  for PR09 

 

Allan Provins eftec  
11.25   Is money the correct currency for valuing the environment? Experience from financial and     

            economic planning in the water sector      

Jolyon La Trobe-Bateman  MWH Global
11.50   First break
Session 2: Chairman: Andrew Ball RPS - Aquaterra

12.35    Economic decision making and WFD – A Defra perspective – Kevin Andrews Defra 
13.00    The Defra/CRP WFD benefit values and their uses in policy, RBMPs, and Periodic Reviews



Bill Baker NERA 
Paul Metcalfe London School of Economics

13.25   Views from Nature Conservation/biodiversity/ecosystem perspective     

Stewart Clarke, Principal Specialist Water Natural England
13.50   Second break
Session 3: Chairman: Ruth Allen Director RSK Group Plc

14.30    Applying the ecosystems services approach in practice  Mark Everard Environment Agency
14.55    Combining CBA and ecosystem services to promote delivery of multiple objectives and 
             benefits -  with reference to Flood and erosion guidance and offshore aggregates









Teresa Fenn   RPA - Risk & Policy Analysts 

15.20     What are the outstanding issues and how might these be taken forward and resolved?    

 Bruce Horton    Environmental Policy Consulting 

One of the key objectives of the event is to highlight outstanding issues and begin to identify ways forward – this participative and interactive session will build on issues highlighted by the speakers and audience during the conference.

16.00   Closing Remarks
Economic decision making, water and the environment: 

Integrated and spatially explicit modelling of the economic value of complex environmental change and its indirect effects 

Ian Bateman

Professor of Environmental Economics and Director of the Centre for Social and Economic Research on the Global Environment (CSERGE), University of East Anglia. He is also Adjunct Professor in the Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics at the University of Western Australia, Perth and the Department of Economics, Waikato University. Contact i.bateman@uea.ac.uk and 
Co-authors: Amy Binner1, Emma Coombes1, Brett Day1, Silvia Ferrini1,2, Carlo Fezzi1, Michael Hutchins3  and Paulette Posen1.

1. CSERGE, School of Environmental Sciences, University of East Anglia, Norwich, NR4 7TJ (UK). 

2. Department of Economics, University of Siena, Piazza S.Francesco,7 - 53100 Siena, Italy. 

3. Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, Crowmarsh Gifford, Wallingford, OX10 8BB (UK).

Arguably the greatest challenge to contemporary decision making is to capture the inter-relatedness and complexity of the real world environment within analyses. Studies which restrict themselves to considering the effect of one policy upon one aspect of the environment are unlikely to provide accurate predictions of the true effect of such interventions. In reality policy initiatives have to compete with a variety of other pressures including market forces, other policies and the variability of the natural environment. Furthermore all of these ‘drivers’ interact over time to yield both direct effects upon the focus of policy attention and indirect effects upon other fields. Both direct and indirect effects are themselves partly determined by the variation in the natural environment which occur across different locations. An integrated decision making analysis attempts to bring together all of these various factors to trace through the direct and indirect effects of a change in the above drivers. 

In order to illustrate the challenge of integrated decision making the paper presents an analysis of the consequence of climate change upon water quality issues (leaving issues of water quantity aside). Although climate change will have direct consequences upon water quality, we start further up the chain of effects by considering the impacts it will induce upon land use. The model predicts the shift in land use which climate change is likely to induce and the impacts upon farm gross margins arising from this. However, both the direct driver of climate change and the induced shift in land use patterns will cause effects upon the water environment for which agriculture is the major source of diffuse pollution. We model the consequent impact of changes in such pollution upon water ecology showing that these will be spatially specific and significant. These impacts are likely to cause further knock-on effects upon the recreational benefits of water environments and these are assessed using a spatially explicit valuation of the values which are likely to arise from such changes. Our results suggest that climate change may result in substantial losses of water recreation values with poorer water quality reducing both the number of visits and their value. 

We complete our analysis by considering a possible policy response to these findings. Here we consider the recreation values generated by implementation of measures to attain the objectives of the Water Framework Directive. We estimate these values using a ‘revealed preference’ analysis which examines the behaviour of visitors in relation to variations in water quality already observed in the real world, thereby avoiding the hypothetical ‘contingent market’ survey based approach used in most assessments of the recreation values generated by implementation of the WFD. 

Combining ecosystem services and economic valuation for policy and project appraisal 

Ece Ozdemiroglu

Director, Economics for the Environment Consultancy Limited (eftec), 73 – 75 Mortimer Street, London, W1W 7SQ

Tel:  020 7580 5383
Email:  ece@eftec.co.uk 

Ecosystem services approach is increasingly used, in conjunction with economic valuation, in a number of decision making contexts including appraisal of projects and policies, creating markets for ecosystem services, full cost pricing, land management, national accounting and so on. 

Increased practice brings with it the realisation that a multi disciplinary research approach is required to identify, quantitative assess and value ecosystem services. Depending on the purpose of the research, identification or quantitative assessment of ecosystem services may suffice. Where economic valuation is required, this could be done on the basis of all services provided by a given ecosystem, multiple services (in particular if some services are affected by a decision and others are not) or a single service. Issues of double counting or ignoring services and interaction between the provision of services and their impacts on human welfare need careful attention by the practitioners. 

In this regard, accumulation of practical experience is at least as important as developments in theory and methodologies. Such experiences bring about not only the issues that may not have been thought about or given sufficient (or in fact sometimes too much) attention in theoretical discussions but also pragmatic (and robust) solutions to them. 

This presentation will outline how a combined ecosystem services and economic valuation methodology may work in practice and illustrate this by examples of real cases in the context of flood and coastal erosion risk management, renewable energy investments, and forestry management. Lessons for the water and wastewater management sector will also be drawn. The key recommendations are that, for a successful application of ecosystem services and economic valuation, we need to:

· Take account of synergies between individual services;

· Value bundles of services that jointly contribute to human welfare – unless a single service can clearly be distinguished from others;

· Recognise the variation in the services provided depending on the location of the ecosystems and timing and duration of the project or policy (or any other decision) that will affect the service provision. Use of Geographical Information Systems (GIS) for this purpose is set to increase in future; and

· Use this approach to bring different stakeholders together by involving them from the beginning of setting the assumptions of the analysis throughout the process of application. 

References

The presentation is a culmination of experience over a few projects and hence does not have a single reference. 

Website

EA Handbook on Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management which uses this approach can be downloaded from here: http://publications.environment-agency.gov.uk/pdf/GEHO0310BSFH-e-e.pdf
Forestry Research can be viewed here: http://www.forestry.gov.uk/forestry/infd-7yxk2h#economic (see Economic Research)

UKWIR review of the application and experience of CBA and economic valuation for PR09 

Allan Provins

Economics for the Environment Consultancy Limited (eftec), 73 – 75 Mortimer Street, 
London, W1W 7SQ

Tel No: 020 7580 5383    Email: allan@eftec.co.uk 

The use of cost-benefit analysis (CBA) and economic valuation (as the basis for ‘customer preference’ studies) in the 2009 Price Review (PR09) process provided the water industry with new, different and sometimes unexpected perspectives on what constitutes good value to customers. Shaping these outcomes into long-term strategic directions has been a key area of effort for companies. However, the PR09 experience has highlighted varied interpretation of Ofwat guidance by water companies, and the practical application of CBA and customers preference surveys has evidenced a variety of methodological approaches, differences in resourcing and uncertainties about regulatory intentions.

This presentation will outline the key findings from the recent review for UKWIR on the use and application of CBA and economic valuation in PR09 investment planning and decision making. Outcomes from the review include identifying good practice, strengths and weaknesses in companies’ approaches, and key lessons for the practical use of CBA. Based on the collective learning experience of companies and regulators, the main messages from the review include:

· CBA should continue to be used as a decision-support tool for investment planning;

· The scope and application of CBA should not be limited to particular investment types but applied to all; and

· Companies should continue to use economic valuation methods to elicit customers’ preferences as an input to CBA.

Continued use of CBA and economic valuation however requires further work across the water industry to formulate a coherent and common framework for future application. Key issues to be addressed include:

1. Establishing that good practice CBA requires good practice technical information about investment needs and impacts.

2. Clarifying the role of CBA in the water industry - CBA should be used as a decision support tool rather than a decision making tool. 

3. The need for further clarity from regulators on the steps required to transition from an investment planning approach based on capital maintenance and historic performance, to one based on CBA and an economic level of service.

4. Improving the level of co-ordination between companies and regulators with regards to customer preference studies to provide a more consistent basis for application.

5. The need to further develop organisational capability in CBA and economic valuation and allow time for this to ‘bed-in’.

Reference

UKWIR (forthcoming) Review of Cost-benefit Analysis and Benefit Valuation, Project No. RG07, Report prepared by Cascade Consulting, ICS and eftec. 

Website

See current UKWIR projects: http://www.ukwir.org/content/default.asp?PageId=65201
Is Money the best currency for evaluating the Environment? 
Jolyon La Trobe-Bateman  

Technical Director, MWH, Technical Director of Water Treatment

Tel:  01494 526240    Email:  jolyon.latrobebateman@mwhglobal.com

Cost Benefit Analysis was required to be used as a tool to inform investment plans during the 2009 Periodic Review.  Through the process the water industry has experienced a lot of what can be achieved through CBA, and also learned some useful lessons about what it is harder to achieve.

The presentation discusses the following issues:

· CBA is a real process – it takes place every time anyone purchases anything

· It is very difficult to do it quantitatively

· Some implementations of CBA may cause us to think that we are getting a more rigorous answer than is actually the case

· CBA may be too inaccurate a tool to make a “go/ no-go” decision due to the inaccuracy of the currency conversion for non-financial factors

· Cost/Benefit ratios do not require the numerator and denominator to be in the same units for rankings to be valid

· CBA can not tell you the level of expenditure that is appropriate

· Given a level of expenditure CBA can be very powerful in prioritising what to do first

Economic decision making and WFD – A Defra perspective
Kevin Andrews 

Economic Advisor, Water and Flood Management Economics, Natural Environment Economics, Defra, Area 2E, Ergon House, 17 Smith Square, London, SW1P 3JR 

Tel No:  (+44) (0)20 7238 1126    Email:  kevin.andrews@defra.gsi.gov.uk

The WFD is legislation which tries to bring economics into the very heart of decision making on the natural environment.  Kevin Andrews has more than ten years of experience in trying to make this ambition a reality. This presentation will give some of the background to that process including work with the Common Implementation Strategy; The Guidance on River Basin Planning; the Collaborative Research Programme on the Economics of River Basin Management Planning; the National Impact Assessment for the WFD and the River Basin Plans themselves.

In addition this presentation will attempt to provide a government economist’s perspective on the relevance of the ecosystem services concept in River Basin Planning and set out the key decision making issues facing River Basin Planners as we prepare for the second cycle of River Basin Planning.  In particular:

· What is the relationship between “ecosystem services” and “water uses/services”?

· What does an ecosystem service framework mean in the context of ecological status/potential?

· What sorts of questions do decision makers need to answer for the next round of river basin planning?

· How can we collect information to ensure these decisions are rational and reflect public preferences and the needs of the environment?

The Defra/CRP WFD Benefit Values and their Uses in Policy, in RBMPs and at Periodic Reviews

Bill Baker

Director, NERA, 15 Stratford Place, London, W1C 1BE

Tel No:  020 7659 8520    Email:  bill.baker@nera.com

Paul Metcalfe
Doctoral research, London School of Economics

Tel No:  07786 656 843    Email:  P.J.Metcalfe@lse.ac.uk

Website

www.nera.com

Defra/CRP anticipated that estimates of the benefits of WFD measures would be needed, for the National Impact Assessment of the scope of the WFD as a whole, and for the “disproportionate cost” assessments of measures for River Basin Management Plans.  They commissioned a nation-aide stated preference study to generate benefits estimates. The final report from 2007 is at http://www.wfdcrp.co.uk/pdf/CRPSG 4bcd Final.pdf.  At that time water and sewerage companies in England and Wales were preparing business plans for the 2009 Periodic Review, with cost benefit assessment of all schemes including WFD schemes and those affecting the water environment.  Companies made benefit assessments using their own stated preference studies and other sources, including the nation-wide WFD estimates.

Our presentation reflects on the nation-wide estimates were used, and issues that arose:

· In National Policy, the estimates were used in evaluating the phasing of WFD implementation.  Issues included the wide range of estimates, and discounting.

· For RBMPs the estimates were used to make evaluations at programme level.  Issues included the lack of local specificity, and the limited improvement types/sizes for which estimates could be generated.

· For PR09 the estimates were used in evaluation of some company schemes.  Issues included: difficulty in mapping scheme drivers/outputs to improvements in WFD terms; uncertainty about relevance of nation-wide benefits in scheme specific CBA.

This experience suggests that some Next Steps should be worthwhile:

· Nation-wide stated preference studies can be considered as ways to generate benefits estimates which are useful for framing policy, for forming or cross-checking improvement plans at programme level, and as default values where schemes are being compared or need regulatory approval (Periodic Review, Planning, CAMS).

· More use could be made of the WFD nation-wide estimates – or similar or updated figures – as default benefit values, by establishing a mapping from programme or scheme choices to environmental effects to benefits, and by providing users with guidance covering this.

· A stated preference study should be capable of generating nation-wide estimates of the benefits of restoring flows in various circumstances.  These estimates could be used as defaults in programme or scheme evaluations, and in CAMS rounds, if more specific benefit estimates are not available.  They could also be used as default shadow prices for abstraction.  

How can we deliver and pay for multiple benefits?

Experiences from the Natural England ecosystem services pilot projects

Dr Stewart Clarke 

Senior Project Manager: Ecosystem Services, Evidence Team, Natural England, Touthill Close, Peterborough, PE1 1XN (address valid from 27 Sept 2010) 

Tel No:  0300 060 0526  Email:   stewart.clarke@naturalengland.org.uk  

www.naturalengland.org.uk 

Introduction 

The ecosystem approach and a recognition of the many benefits (ecosystem services) a healthy natural environment brings, are fast becoming part of mainstream environmental policy. Recent government policy guidance has sought to embed the ecosystem approach (of which a recognition of ecosystem services is a component), into environmental decision making (e.g. Defra, 2007). In addition, the current discussion document for the new Natural Environment white paper contains many references to the need to recognise multiple benefits and the value of the natural environment (Defra, 2010). Both the UK National Ecosystem Assessment and TEEB (The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity) will publish reports later this year and this is likely to create further interest in applying the ecosystem approach. A major challenge is to demonstrate what this means in practical terms. For example, how can we change the way the we manage land, water and the seas to safeguard and enhance ecosystem services?     

Delivering Nature’s Services – Demonstration Projects 

Natural England recently embarked upon three pilot projects in the English uplands, under the umbrella ‘Delivering Nature’s Services’, to test the ecosystem approach in practice. The pilots are located in Bassenthwaite catchment (Lake District); the South Pennines national character area and the south west uplands (Dartmoor and Exmoor).  In each of the areas we are working with a range of partner organisations to develop a bottom-up, consensus view about how land and water management should look in the future. Key partners are the respective water companies who have PR09 funded catchment management projects in place within the pilot areas. By using ecosystem services as a unifying concept, the pilots aim to demonstrate that investment in the natural environment can result in multiple benefits for society.

Key challenges and questions 

Our pilots aim to test various approaches and identify both opportunities and barriers to implementing the ecosystems approach. A number of fundamental questions are already emerging, both from our practical experience with these pilots and from wider work considering the ecosystems approach. These questions relate principally to targeting and paying for ecosystem services and are briefly considered here. 

How do we decide which ecosystem services should be safeguarded/enhanced (and where)?

Managing land and water for multiple benefits represents a significant shift towards a more holistic approach. Arguably this has been the goal of integrated catchment management but in future we need to cast the net wider and take account of many more benefits. Furthermore, if we are to reach a consensus view on what services we are targeting, we need to be able to take account of the views of those who benefit (particularly, if in the longer term we wish to instigate payment schemes). How do we engage and communicate with these beneficiaries?    

We understand that some services can be provided together and are compatible. Others may be incompatible, whether because they compete for the same space (e.g. it is difficult to produce timber and graze animals on exactly the same land) or because management for one service impacts on other services even where these are provided elsewhere (e.g. intensive food production practices have led to deterioration in water quality downstream). We need to establish a way to deal with such trade-offs.      

What are the management decisions we need to make?

Once we have decided what services we want from a particular place we need to understand what management actions will safeguard, or enhance, the provision of that service. For some services we have a good understanding of how management affects that provision, for example we know how to modify ecosystems to produce food. However, for other services our understanding is much poorer, for example we are only beginning to understand how to manage flood risk through land management interventions. 

As well as the ‘what’ we also need to understand the ‘where’. Many services are site specific and so a good understanding of where we need to apply our management decisions may be critical. In some cases we may have a choice about where we do things and this may help with trade-offs.

How can we value all ecosystem services?  

Whilst there is growing recognition of the wide range of services provided by the natural environment, it is clear that some services are currently valued more than others. Some services such as food and timber production have well established market values but other services are difficult to value in monetary terms. Although there are techniques that allow values to be assigned to non-market services (e.g. biodiversity and landscape) these are currently limited in scope. Whilst most people acknowledge that monetary value will never be the sole driver for decisions that impact upon the natural environment, it is important that we can better express the value of these benefits to ensure they are compared with more marketable benefits in an equitable way.     

How do we pay for ecosystem services? 

Assuming we can place a value on these services we need to find ways of paying for them. Payment for ecosystem services (PES) schemes are widely touted as a solution for securing investment in the natural environment but are very difficult to develop. How do we convince people to pay for services they already receive for nothing? What sort of markets or institutions would we need to enable a transaction between providers (land managers) and those who benefit? Where examples do exist it is generally governments who are paying on behalf of beneficiaries; the environmental stewardship scheme in England is arguably one of the largest PES schemes currently in existence.      

Next steps 

We hope that through our experience with the three pilot projects and other initiatives answers to these questions will begin to emerge. However, it is highly likely that this exercise will raise further questions. Put simply, environmental management in the UK is still highly sectoral and our institutional frameworks may not be adequate or appropriate to move towards this more holistic way of viewing the world. By emphasising and accounting for the true value of the full suite of ecosystem services, rather than just those with a readily identifiable market value (e.g. food, timber), environmental decision making should become more robust and ‘future-proof’. In summary the following issues need to be addressed:           

· A clearer understanding of the links between land and water management and ecosystem service provision 

· A way of recognising and dealing with trade-offs 

· The spatial distribution of ecosystem services and the appropriate scale at which to make decisions  

· Valuing non-market services such as biodiversity  

· Developing payment for ecosystem services (PES) schemes 

References 

Defra (2007) Securing a healthy natural environment: an action plan for embedding an ecosystems approach. Defra, London

Defra (2010) An invitation to shape the Nature of England: Discussion document

July 2010

Lessons learned from ecosystem service case studies    


Dr Mark Everard

Environment Agency, Block 1, Government Buildings, Burghill Road, Westbury on Trym, 

Bristol, BS10 6BF

Tel No:  0118-953-5251    Email:  mark.everard@environment-agency.gov.uk
Ecosystem services provide us with a powerful means to assess the range of benefits and negative consequences arising from interventions in the environment.  They do this by relating directly the means by which people benefit from ecosystems, and are thus amenable to quantification and, potentially, monetisation.

Government engagement with ecosystem services and the ecosystem approach is welcome for many reasons, significant amongst them being that we can look forward to addressing out interactions with ecosystems on an integrated basis rather than through narrowly-blinkered functional ‘siloes’.  It is anticipated that this will help us cause unintended problems in the ways that we have solved narrowly-framed ‘solutions’ including, for example, loss of habitat in traditional flood engineering or increasing greenhouse gas emissions due to more stringent wastewater treatment.

This presentation will draw upon a range of ecosystem service case studies looking at the outcomes of completed aquatic managed schemes as well as some anticipated outcomes of planned interventions.  Many of these have used simplified appraisal and valuation techniques aiming to increase the operational take-up of the ecosystems approach into day-to-day decision-making.

The presentation will draw out ‘lessons learned’ and consider how they may be applied in helping us make better decisions for the environment and the many people who benefit from it.

Combining CBA and ecosystem services to promote delivery of multiple objectives and benefits - with reference to flood and erosion guidance and offshore aggregates

Teresa Fenn
Principal Consultant, Risk & Policy Analysts Limited, Farthing Green House, 

1 Beccles Road, Loddon, Norfolk, NR14 6LT

Developing approaches to encourage delivery of multiple objectives and benefits requires an appraisal process that starts in the right place.  This begins with identifying a wide range of objectives.  As well as considering objectives that link directly to the reason for undertaking the project, it is important to also think about wider objectives.  Control of expectations should not be used as an excuse for focusing too narrowly.  The objectives can then be used to help identify options.  These options must deliver the key objectives, but it may be possible to deliver some of the wider objectives as well.  The Environment Agency’s Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Appraisal Guidance (FCERM-AG) makes identification of objectives a key step.  This is to be done by working with others, to begin the process of partnership working from the outset.

Equally important is being able to identify and record all the benefits of the options.  Use of Appraisal Summary Tables (ASTs) allows qualitative and non-monetised benefits to be recorded so they can be taken into account when choosing between options.  ASTs themselves can be linked to include or be structured around ecosystem services.  

One key difficulty with ecosystem services is assessing the extent to which options affect, maintain or enhance the services.  This can be addressed by taking a step back and looking at how each option affects the functionality of ecosystems.  At present this requires expert judgement, as does the identification of which services to include and which to combine, to reduce the risk of double counting.

Having a clear structure makes it possible to undertake a series of repeated appraisals.  The level of detail and, hence, time and resources required for each appraisal should be driven by the amount of information that is needed to choose between options.  Focusing on differences between options can help, but this can leave you with different levels of information across different appraisals, which can make comparisons and prioritisation more difficult.  

Good guidance can make all the difference as it can encourage consistency without forcing every appraisal into excessive detail.  Development of guidance must take account of the time and resources available to prepare the appraisals and recognise what can realistically be covered.  If the guidance sets out and explains the structure that is to be followed by all, this provides the basis for consistency in approach and in outputs.  Users can then be allowed to apply the guidance flexibly, so they can come to a conclusion on the best outcome for their project.

The approach to decision-making also has to be flexible enough to allow multiple benefits to be taken into account.  It has to go beyond just the benefit-cost ratio.  Non-monetised benefits must be considered.  This can be through justification where another option is preferred, linked back to the AST and the benefits recorded there.  It is also essential that the process supports partnership working and contributions.  Working together it may be possible to deliver more for less, thus increasing opportunities to deliver multiple objectives.

Key issues/discussion points:

· Can ecosystem services be linked to benefit end-points so they can be valued in money terms but with a reduced risk of double counting?

· Should benefits delivered by ecosystem services be ‘forced’ into money values?

· Is a decision-making approach based on CBA, but which allows non-monetised benefits to be considered, an appropriate way forwards?

· If so, who gets to decide what is or is not justifiable or acceptable when it comes to choosing an option other than that suggested by CBA alone?

What are the outstanding issues and how might these be taken forward and resolved?    

Dr Bruce Horton

Director, Environmental Policy Consulting, PO Box 63570, London, N6 9AU

Tel No:  07990757902    Email:  bruce@envpolconsulting.co.uk
Website

Environmental Policy Consulting
This conference is extremely timely as the use of economic tools to value services provided by ecosystems is still in its relative infancy but is increasing fast. This will inevitably lead to a dichotomy of views. 

For some, the valuation of ecosystem services is at the cutting edge of environmental economics, offering a brave new world for practitioners and enabling policy makers to appraise and justify programmes on a rational basis in a way that was not previously possible.

For others, it is yet another horrifying example of the pernicious nature of economic tools and a clear attempt by economists to take over the world. Some things are simply beyond measurement and efforts to extend the use of valuation still further are a threat to the ecosystems and biodiversity that they purport to support.

This final session will reflect on the day’s proceedings and seek to address some of the questions expected to emerge from the increased use of valuation in the context of ecosystem services.

· Do we yet have a common understanding of the ecosystem services approach?

· Are economic values derived using the approach robust enough to be an effective and reliable aid to decision making?

· How can the outputs of the National Ecosystem Assessment be best used?

· Does the ecosystem approach more readily capture multiple benefits than more ‘traditional’ CBA?

· Can the approach be readily integrated into existing CBA guidance and practice?

· Do we need some new guidance and who should be taking the lead?

· Who should be using the answers from ecosystem services appraisals and what if we don’t like the answers?

· Do we have the information and data we need? If not, what are the key data gaps, how do we fill them and by when?

· What difference has the new government made to the potential for use of valuation?

· Will valuation of ecosystem services help to lead to a market in biodiversity offsets that is even more controversial than carbon offsetting?

By engaging with (and possibly picking on individuals within) the audience, this participative and interactive session will seek to build a platform for taking economic valuation forward in a consensual and constructive way.
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