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Contents  
· Delivering sustainability
· People – Participation and Decision making 
· What is social in the marine environment?
· Social science tools
· Economic decision support tools 
· The Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ ) Process 

Delivering sustainability

A variety of points were raised about sustainability:

An ethical position     Whether we acknowledge it or not as Roger Lankester pointed out there is are underlying belief systems, and an ethical and moral position to everything we do.  One might consider a variety of points:

1. As technocrats we seldom acknowledge our underlying belief system routinely and certainly not in spiritual or faith terms.  

1. The main unifying idea that underlies much of what we do is based around a rational approach to sustainability.  The high level statements such as outline by the UK Government’s SD policy document (2005) provide the background to this. 

1. ‘Morals and ethics - this, interestingly, is one of the roles of scenarios - they test extreme social-political storylines, changing what aspects we might prioritise as a society - e.g. local communities, environment, economics, national identity and different religious outlooks. In addition to this, there are also aspects of unexpected change or catastrophic change that such studies seek to qualify if not quantify’. (JS)

1. Our view is anthropocentric. We respect other species right to exist only to the extent that people regard it as important. (ID)

1. Belief systems change with time, as do societal values and politicians reflect this.

1. It can be very difficult to quantify/describe belief systems in relation to the technical analysis often used to support decision making 

A view of the future     One of the key elements in terms of delivering sustainability is taking a view of the future. There are many methods that are used to do this for example, Foresight, Future search, long term planning, and scenario development (with and without modelling). 

Discussing sustainability will feel different from just dealing with the environment    There was a wide cross section of people with social, economic and environmental backgrounds at the conference. Since delivering sustainability is the aim of marine spatial planning (MSP) we will no doubt become more familiar with the more inclusive and ‘balanced’ debates. The discussion of sustainability in this context will feel rather different than in meetings just focussed on one dimension of sustainability such as environment.

Language  ‘ecosystems’       The ecosystem approach arose in the mid-1990’s and was formalised by the Convention on Biological Diversity. It was a response to concerns that the Sustainable Development of the time was too orientated towards economics and development. The CBD 12 points are well established in the environmental and nature conservation sectors but have little traction in other major sectors.  In effect the ecosystem approach, however, you dress it up is just a packaged version of sustainability which is particularly resonant with the environmental sectors. UK Government in its version of the ecosystem approach  (2008) produce a 6 point version which is almost identical to the points it used to advance integrated coastal management (2008); it did not subscribe to the full CBD 12 point version.  The ecosystems approach does increase the emphasis on systems thinking (a subset of integration) and in particular on the supporting functions of ecology.

Ian Dickie:   One of the points to emerge from ecosystems thinking is that of environmental goods and services and this  is now being packaged in terms of making it compatible with the economic decision support tool of Cost Benefit Analysis. The ecosystem services ideas  have been extremely useful in understanding the impacts of programmes and policies on ecosystems and the services they provide.  The experience to date shows that this usefulness is even more pronounced if the changes in services can be linked to changes in human welfare.  In other words, including economic value evidence (in monetary terms) of the changes in ecosystem services in decision making is advantageous. Using money as the unit of measurement allows the direct comparison of financial costs and benefits with the costs and benefits of changes in ecosystem services (and hence ecosystem quality and quantity). Economic valuation is a three stage process of: i) qualitative, ii) quantitative, and iii) monetary, assessments. The first two steps are made more comprehensive by the use of ecosystem services. A combined ecosystem services and economic valuation approach can be used to estimate the economic value of single, multiple or all services, or more correctly, of changes in services. 

People – Participation and Decision making 

In the simple model of sustainability that put forward by Bob Earll you will notice that ‘people’ are one of the key ingredients. Given that their involvement in delivering sustainability is usually done using one of the many participation techniques I thought hard about whether to include ‘participation’ as part of the days programme but in the end didn’t include it simply because there was too little time. Some points:

1. Participation is significantly different from ‘consultation’. Consultation can be considered to be almost the minimal requirement in terms of engaging with stakeholders.

1. The UK is a signatory of the UN Aarhus convention on Participation and Decision making.  The UK Government has just lost a marine case brought by the Marine  Conservation Society and Client Earth about their non-adherence to the convention.

1. The Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) process is using a participation model; no doubt the MSP process to come will also use some variant of this. 

1. Stuart Leather:  As I understand it socio-economics has moved up the agenda because of the requirement EIA  and SEA directives and the guidelines from the IPC for applications for stakeholder engagement, both statutory and non-statutory. Stakeholder engagement is the management of people and there didn’t seem to be an obvious paper addressing stakeholders – they were almost mentioned as a side issue.  But my point is that the conference dealt with the economic part of socio-economics but the socio part didn’t seem to be developed, which then begs what are we going to use social tools for?  [BE    These will be much more in evidence in marine spatial planning]


Our understanding of peoples choices and decision making  about the environment  - Diana Pound:   

Work by some researchers at  Macaulay (Integrated Value Mapping for Sustainable River Basin Management: Economics, Ethics and Social Psychology  2006) reveals some surprising insights into our understanding of peoples choices about the environment.   With a sample size of 1012 individuals, the study showed that three key models that are meant to explain human choices only explained a limited amount of people’s environmental preferences.
1. Social Psychological (process model where the assumption is that beliefs and preferences are formed or learnt as information is acquired and that human preferences are complex and driven by attitudes norms and behaviour control factors)  explained 31%
1. Environmental Ethics (Rights based models where the assumption is that there are moral positions that prevail over utility – and preferences are driven by rights based ethical beliefs about environmental entities)  explained 18%
1. Standard economic model (static models where the assumptions is that individuals hold both pre-existing preferences and perfect information.  Preferences are driven by rational utility maximising objectives) explained just 8% 

Even if you could sum these together which of course you can’t you can only get to 57% explanation which still leaves an awful lot that we don’t understand about why people make the choices about environmental change that they do.  

As a Stakeholder Dialogue designer and facilitator I think this is in the territory of tacit wisdom, knowhow, informed intuition, experience , ‘unconscious competence’  - all elements that people struggle to make explicit in their decision making.  And most of the socio economic models used rely on the ability of people to make their knowledge and rationale explicit.

(When I was given this report it was not yet published in a peer reviewed journal but had been published by one of the Authors who was African and could get it published on an African research network  of which he is now Director: http://www.atpsnet.org/Files/special_paper_series_22.pdf)

What is social in the marine environment?

If social is deliberately disentangled from economics then a long and rich list of points of interest emerge. [ A revised version of the listing will be circulated shortly]

But in the technocratic world we know that if it can’t measured then we can’t easily take it into account (manage it) – which is often the key reason for maintaining a close linkage of social and economic attributes.

The importance of different social attributes in the marine environment varies and comparison of differences between geographies can be a way of weighting that importance with for example marine, coastal, links between coast-sea-coast, and inland (the man on the Clapham omnibus or various measures of public opinion)..

Methodologies   The social attributes often come with their own methodology sets, for example participation or equality assessments

Recognising that human responses change    One of the differences that Diana Pound pointed out about social science techniques is that one can expect human responses during the process of discussion and debate to change; this can be regarded as normal. She said that when facilitating Stakeholder Dialogue workshops she can hear people changing their views even in a single sentence.  Some people refer to this as processes of social learning.  One method set – action research – assumes that this is exactly what will happen. 
 
Social science tools

Again it was great to have an overview of this area which will become much more evident a) with the use of more participative methods for engaging stakeholders, and also in relation to the marine spatial planning process whose aim is to deliver sustainability which will probably require a more balanced view of social, environmental and economic dimensions of sustainability. 

Methods and tools    In the implementation of major planning and assessment methodologies there will be an increasing use of various and task specific tools. In delivering a major method – ie a plan or an assessment – many different  ‘tools’ might be used. This will be Increasingly apparent in marine spatial planning where the aim is to deliver sustainability these tools will be derived from the social science sector. 

Guidance    As the range of tools increases there will be a need for guidance and greater consistency of application not least if regional delivery is being undertaken.  Understanding of how to deal with ‘expert judgement’ is a particularly challenging area.

Language     We’ll need to recognise that there are major  language difference between the disciplines 

The need to get more input from social scientists / specialists     There is still a need to get more social scientists / specialists in marine and coastal projects

Economic decision support tools 
 
An overview    

It was particularly helpful to have Ian Dickie’s overview of this area to provide a framework to see how the different techniques being used are related. There is still a real issue of communicating how the different techniques and ideas fit together. 
 
This point of clarity becomes increasingly important when one regards the range of Directives and Legislation socio-economic techniques are being applied to.

Socio-economic attribute sets and sub-sets

There are clearly a range of different attributes that could be included in any socio-economic analysis; a number were clearly demonstrated during the conference and the subject of debate.  Will we move to consistent sets of attributes for particular applications?

For example
1. The resolution of the Lyme Bay issue hung on the analysis of a relative small number of attributes – the value of scallop dredging, recreation etc
1. The UK National Ecosystem Assessment  - the marine sub- set 
1. The set used in the Crown Estate Project 
1. The set suggested by the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment  classification
1. The set to be used in the MCZ process 
1. The social question set – see Clive Gilbert’s note on page 19-20 

Language    The broadening of the set by the ecosystem goods and services argument is helpful – but fitting some of the attributes into ‘ecosystem’ terminology is a little challenging – perhaps a better name would be ‘sustainable goods and services’.

Attributes that are difficult to cost   - Stuart Leather 

The paper from Ian Dickie was very illuminating and I think elucidated the economics in socio-economics very clearly and set up the discussion for what ‘Total’ economics comprises i.e what are the attributes that are difficult to put a cost on.  Being an archaeologist several examples spring to mind, from a development angle:

Seascapes – the seascape is quantified in GIS layers but the layers themselves are somewhat subjective and the economic value hard to quantify. Value comes down to a judgement of the value of seascape (if anyone knows what that means) to the local community and society – this comes down to ethics – back to Rodger.

1. Visual impact  - quantifiable by vistas and view shed analysis. But then linking visual impact on to the effects on tourism for example is not particularly straight forward, I would have thought. And then what about the cost of the visual impacts of developments upon communities, this leads on to the change in ‘perception of place’ – something English Heritage is quite keen on. I have in mind wind farms in sight of the shore.

1. Heritage impacts – if lost or damage how do we quantify the resultant deprivation of knowledge to future generations. This also goes back to how society values heritage.

Ian did point out that some attributes would be difficult/impossible to include in analysis frameworks. How to cope with such attributes would be a fruitful area for further debate;

‘Extended Cost Benefit Analysis ‘ (CBA)       

At an event in September this year the issue of how the thinking behind ecosystem goods and services methodologies could be incorporated in to CBA was a key point. If this is now becoming a reality then it is a significant move forward. This is now covered in a note by Ian Dickie in the Revised Delegate notes [page 16-17]

Francesca touched upon the point that the (Regulatory) impact assessment / CBA process for MCZ’s  would  use a version of ‘extended CBA ..’ including various ecosystem goods and services measures’.  

Francesca Moore:

With regard to the 'extended CBA' question.... as I understand (from Ian Dickie's talk at the Sept CIWEM conference – Valuing Water and the Environment) this refers to a CBA that not only seeks to assess economic impacts as far as possible (by monetising and quantifying), but also widens the consideration of impacts to social and environmental....qualitative as well as monetary/quantity. This is what we are working towards in the MCZ IAs.’
 
We are working towards placing the MCZ IAs within the context of ecosystem services, as this helps emphasise the dependence of resource use.... on the availability of resources. Sounds obvious I know, but often over looked in traditional CBAs. It also helps to emphasise the benefits that the natural worlds provides to us and that it is important to endeavour to protect these to safeguard our own welfare. However, I think this is a separate point to the idea of an 'extended CBA'. It is of course, very important in itself in terms of pushing our thinking toward greater sustainability, and balancing long term resource use with short term resource use.

Ian Dickie

The Turner report( referenced) states in its conclusion that:
Modifications of the economic CBA can then follow which would incorporate fairness and distribution equity concerns (i.e. who gains or loses from environmental change). This social analysis can include qualitative as well as quantitative assessments, highlighting unemployment, loss of cultural assets/identity etc problems (multi-criteria assessment).

In terms of MSFD implementation I have described the principle as:
To use an extended CBA framework, which can accommodate non-monetary information where necessary, and can adapt to undertake other styles of analysis (e.g. cost effectiveness analysis and multi-criteria analysis),  where appropriate and desired by Member States.

Spatial dimensions to socio-economics – the importance of scale

Marine socio-economics and GDP     Yesterday was an interesting illustration of how we have moved forward from a census view of the value of the main socio-economic sectors  as were covered by the Pugh reports   (the earlier Pugh report was published in 2002 but the data was based on 1999-2000 JS). These give a snapshot in time for each of major sectors of their economic importance to UK plc and then leads on to view of how this is set in the context of UK GDP used by groups like SUDG.  

Scenario testing and marine socio-economics    One interesting development outlined  by Justine Saunders [The Crown Estate Project] is where the sector economics were projected on  to various scenarios for the future.  There are a number of established scenarios developed and variously used by (AFMEC Alternative Futures of Marine Ecosystems, Pinnegar et al, 2006), the Office of Science and Technology in their ‘Foresight Futures’ project  and the UKCIP (JS). 
 
Scale and information gaps    There was an interesting point about the availability of data and information and various speakers alluded to the absence of key data sets and the need to collect these (at a national scale): this is a recurring theme in many events.  It begs the question of who is identifying these and what is being done to address these deficiencies not least because research and investment will be required?  JS - MEDIN are undertaking a massive amount of work going on to set standards and centralise data sets. No doubt this will be picked up by the MMO?  Is their a role for the Marine Science Strategy in this process? 

Spatial representation of socio-economic information   At the regional scale however what was interesting in Ness, Rupert and Francesca’s talks was that stakeholder engagement and mapping at that scale was providing information on things like recreation which at a national scale are difficult to collect. I wondered to what extent stakeholder led spatial mapping at the regional level would help fill gaps that are perceived from national programmes. The opportunity for MSP stakeholder lead processes  to systematically to fill otherwise difficult  gaps is an interesting issue.

Marine Conservation Zones

Sian’s talk provided an example of the sort of MPA designation process we don’t want, 20 years, 10’s of reports and endless procrastination and hassle along the way.

The MCZ process is very different from consultation models we have used in the past.  

There has been a lot of learning over the first year of the MCZ process. The learning is ongoing.

However, one of the key points to emerge over the last few weeks is that the documentation that was viewed as adequate at the start of the process is no longer fit for purpose.

In particular there needs to be:

1. A fuller explanation of how socio-economics are being taken into account in the MCZ process (including the clear input of regional stakeholders and revisions to the Impact Assessment process currently underway) ie as outlined in Francesca’s talk

1. The same also applies to the process and there needs to be a fuller example how decision making is being done during the first phase and post June. 

Diana Pound

Diana said that whilst it is important to provide the best available information and data to stakeholders it is not possible to demonstrate how they use, learn from, synthesise, or select this evidence in their negotiations with each other because that is all going on inside people’s heads.

[bookmark: _GoBack]It is not like computer models where you can collect data, put it through some known computer method and get a result which you can understand and know how you arrived at that every step of the way.  It would be a mistake to think that even understanding the questions and technique used in each process or reading a ‘word for word’ report will show what was going on in people’s minds at any given part of the process.    Not only this but the people actually using the information and making the decisions will not be able to explain fully what their rationale and logic was either (see point above about the amount we understand about why people make the environmental choices they do).




Socio-Economics and the Marine Environment – Why Now?
Introduction to the Conference

Bob Earll 
Communications and Management for Sustainability - CMS, Candle Cottage, Kempley, 
Glos GL18 2BU     01531 890415    bob.earll@coastms.co.uk

Introduction 

Perhaps the most immediate answer to this question is the current MCZ programme. Through its iterative and participative process it is prompting questions about how socio-economic issues interact with the MCZ designation process. However, this is just the topic of the moment because very shortly very similar issues will be arising in relation to the marine planning processes. In reality, the same issues arise with all the major legislative drivers including MCZs, MSP, The Marine Strategy Framework Directive, The Water Framework Directive, Habitats Directive, EIA and SEA. This reality poses many questions for practitioners in particular arsing from differences of legislation, guidance and methodology (Table 2).  

The main background driver to this embodiment of socio-economics in environmental legislation in both the UK and Europe is the need for legislation to deliver sustainability. The main reason social and economic issues are being more routinely in marine work is due to the routine application of sustainability in practice which considers social, economic and environmental dimensions together. 
Delivering sustainability at it simplest is about a positive vision for the future, considering a wide range of dimensions, involving people leading to a clear need for process (Fig.1)

The main approach this audience use to apply sustainability in the marine environment is the Ecosystems Approach and socio-economics is prominent in this context. Human activity is clearly an integral part of the environment and the recent elaboration and interest in ecosystem goods and services (see the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment classification Table 1) extends this idea to a wide variety of natural capital as well and societal interests.   

The conference will hear from a very wide range of practitioners who have been asked to highlight the key practical lessons from their work to help inform a more systematic approach to socio-economics in the future.

The aim of this meeting is to explore how social and economic information is being used in practice to deliver environmental programmes that are more sustainable and to understand the range of issues that this is raising and highlight possible solutions; the meeting will focus on practical delivery issues. The objectives of the meeting are:

1. To provide an overview of social and economic tools and their application in the marine environment
1. To clarify what ‘social’ means in the marine environment
1. To look at the practicalities and guidance needed in relation to the use social science tools and their application
1. To look at how ‘socio-economics’ and in particular how economic  decision support tools such as  impact assessment, cost benefit analysis and ecosystem services are being applied 
1. To focus on the practical lessons from the current work on the application and interpretation of socio- economic conditions in the Directives [Habitats, WFD, MSFD, EIA Directives]  and Marine Act [MCZs and MSP] to the marine environment.



Figure 1 A Framework for Delivering Sustainability 
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Table 1.1: Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) categories of ecosystem services and examples
	Category

	Examples of ecosystem services provided

	Provisioning services i.e. products obtained from ecosystems
	· Food e.g. crops, fruit, fish
· Fibre and fuel e.g. timber, wool
· Biochemicals, natural medicines and pharmaceuticals
· Genetic resources: genes and genetic information used for animal/plant breeding and biotechnology
· Ornamental resources e.g. shells, flowers

	Regulating services i.e. benefits obtained from the regulation of ecosystem processes
	· Air-quality maintenance: ecosystems contribute chemicals to and extract chemicals from the atmosphere
· Climate regulation e.g. land cover can affect local temperature and precipitation; globally ecosystems affect greenhouse gas sequestration and emissions
· Water regulation: ecosystems affect e.g. the timing and magnitude of runoff, flooding etc.
· Erosion control: vegetative cover plays an important role in soil retention/prevention of land/asset erosion
· Water purification/detoxification: ecosystems can be a source of water impurities but can also help to filter out/decompose organic waste
· Natural hazard protection e.g. storms, floods, landslides
· Bioremediation of waste i.e. removal of pollutants through storage, dilution, transformation and burial

	Cultural services i.e. non-material benefits that people obtain through spiritual enrichment, cognitive development, recreation etc
	· Spiritual and religious value: many religions attach spiritual and religious values to ecosystems
· Inspiration for art, folklore, architecture etc
· Social relations: ecosystems affect the types of social relations that are established e.g. fishing societies
· Aesthetic values: many people find beauty in various aspects of ecosystems
· Cultural heritage values: many societies place high value on the maintenance of important landscapes or species
· Recreation and ecotourism

	Supporting services, necessary for the production of all other ecosystem services
	· Soil formation and retention
· Nutrient cycling
· Primary production
· Water cycling
· Production of atmospheric oxygen
· Provision of habitat







Table 2  Socio-Economics and the major UK legislation and EU Directives
Conceptually if you consider what detail would go in this table the potential complexity of the current situation becomes apparent. For example each specific piece of legislation has carefully crafted text describing how socio-economics is to be taken into account. Guidance and methods also vary between different pieces of legislation.



An introduction to socio-economics in the marine environment
[bookmark: ]
Ian Dickie
Economics For The Environment Consultancy Ltd, 73-75 Mortimer Street, London W1W 7SQ
E: ian@eftec.co.uk    w: http://www.eftec.co.uk


The presentation will cover: 

1. A definition:  What is socio-economic analysis? 

1. The main tools:  The difference between cost-benefit analysis (CBA) and other tools, and how CBA relates to requirements in policy.

1. Economic valuation of the environment:  this tries to measure changes in welfare in monetary terms to compare to other impacts assessed in CBA.

1. Supporting environmental analysis:  how the ecosystem services (ES) approach and DPSIR framework can feed into socio-economic analysis. 

1. Features of the ES approach:  Its features, benefits and limitations.

1. Different applications:  Why is each analysis seemingly different?

1. Challenges:  How to build on current and recent work to improve decisions.


References:
Treasury Guidance: http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_greenbook_index.htm 
Impact Assessment Guidance: http://www.bis.gov.uk/ia 
Defra ecosystem services valuation guide and eftec value transfer method: http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/policy/natural-environ/using/value.htm 
eftec marine aggregate impacts analysis framework: http://www.eftec.co.uk/MEPF.htm 
Impact Assessments for Marine Natura 2000 sites: http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/marine/sacconsultation/default.aspx and
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/page-4169 
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In recent years there has been a series of attempts to clarify the ways in which humans benefit from natural resources and environments. A key reference point is the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, (MEA, 2003)(1) which popularised the concept of ecosystem services as underpinning human well being. In the UK, Department for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) has adapted the MEA and other literature to produce the official guidance and action plan for incorporating the ecosystem services thinking into the policies of the central government and local authorities (Defra, 2007) (2). 

The approach has been extremely useful in understanding the impacts of programmes and policies on ecosystems and the services they provide. The experience to date shows that this usefulness is even more pronounced, if the changes in services can be linked to changes in human welfare. In other words, including economic value evidence (in monetary terms) of the changes in ecosystem services in decision making is advantageous. Using money as the unit of measurement it allows direct comparison of financial costs and benefits with the costs and benefits of changes in ecosystem services (and hence ecosystem quality and quantity). 

There are of course limitations to using money as a unit of measurement such as an incomplete coverage of services. Finally, in order to generate economic value evidence in monetary terms, first qualitative and quantitative analyses of changes in ecosystem services need to take place. Economic valuation is a three stage process of: i) qualitative, ii) quantitative, and iii) monetary, assessments. The first two steps are made more comprehensive by the use of ecosystem services. A combined ecosystem services and economic valuation approach can be used to estimate the economic value of single, multiple or all services, or more correctly, of changes in services. 

Marine ecosystem services

eftec’s work with ABPmer on the Productive Seas Evidence Group (PSEG) report for Charting Progress 2 (UKMMAS, 2010) (3) attempted to establish a common set of ecosystem goods and services for the marine environment. 
We adapted a list provided in Laffoley et al. (2004)(4), as discussed in a study on marine ecosystem structure and function for the Joint Nature Conservation Council (2007)(5):  

	[bookmark: _Ref212968277][bookmark: _Toc213222000]Marine ecosystem goods and services:

	Direct
	Indirect

	 Raw materials
 Food
 Genetic resources
 Medical resources
 Ornamental resources
 Spiritual & cultural values
 Education opportunity
 Coastal tourism
 Recreation
 Physical environment
	 Flood & storm protection
 Nutrient cycling
 Climate regulation
 Bioremediation of waste
 Functional habitats
 Geophysical processes




Relevant eftec work:
· eftec (2007) Offshore Special Areas of Conservation – Development of Impact Assessments. Report for JNCC: available through the eftec projects database at www.eftec.co.uk 

· Impact Assessments for Marine Natura 2000 sites*: http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/marine/sacconsultation/default.aspx and http://www.jncc.gov.uk/page-4169 

· eftec (2010) Generating Quantitative Evidence on the Socio-economic Impacts Associated With Dredging Activities and Using This Evidence in Decision Making. Report for the Aggregates Levy Sustainability Fund*: http://www.eftec.co.uk/MEPF 

· Defra ecosystem services valuation guide and eftec value transfer guidelines: http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/policy/natural-environ/using/value.htm

· eftec (2009) Economics of Subsidies to Whaling. Report for WWF and WDCS. See: http://wwf.panda.org/?167621/Norway-Japan-prop-up-whaling-industry-with-taxpayer-money also available from the eftec projects database at www.eftec.co.uk 


1 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA) (2003) Ecosystems and human well-being: A framework for assessment. Washington, D.C.: Island Press available at  http://www.millenniumassessment.org/en/index.aspx 

2 Defra (2007) An introductory guide to valuing ecosystem services, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs.

3 UKMMAS (2010) Charting Progress 2: Productive Seas Evidence Group Feeder Report. Published by Defra: http://chartingprogress.defra.gov.uk/feeder/PSEG_Preface_and_Summary.pdf

4 Laffoley D D’A, Maltby E, Vincent MA, Mee L, Dunn E, Gilliland P, Hamer JP, Mortimer D & Pound D (2004) The Ecosystem Approach: Coherent actions for marine and coastal environments. A report to the UK Government, Peterborough. English Nature. 

5. JNCC (2007) Conservation Challenge No. 2. Discussion document on ecosystem structure and function: How can we use concepts of structure and function to integrate the ecosystem approach into marine monitoring? Report produced by the Marine Resources Assessment Group (MRAG) & World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC).




What is Social in the Marine Environment?  

Bob Earll 
Communications and Management for Sustainability - CMS, Candle Cottage, Kempley, 
Glos GL18 2BU     01531 890415    bob.earll@coastms.co.uk

We all know that ‘social’ is a key dimension of sustainability but what precisely does it mean 100km off the coast? How should we take into consideration in our routine work?

We often all too readily slip into using the well know socio-economic stakeholders who are in reality the main economic stakeholders involved in the day to day way we use our marine environment. There is however, a rather richer answer to this question 

The answer can also depend on who you ask, four examples

1. At Coastal Futures in January 2010 Peter Jones provided an interesting view of this which focussed on societal values relating to marine protected areas in particular but clearly identified the link between different members of society to the marine environment [Go to www.coastms.co.uk – Conferences -> past conferences]

2. Tom Appleby will  give you a lawyers perspective of this question posing interesting questions about how wider societies interests in the marine environment are represented and met. How should the views of the man on the Clapham Omnibus be viewed and represented and who is doing this?

3. Clive Gilbert will approach this from the perspective of the practical ways one can measure views on social aspects of the marine environment, such as in the sustainability appraisal methodology. 

4. Taking the viewpoint of treating ‘social’ not coupled to economic issues I have set out a simple checklist – an aide memoir – to perhaps remind us of the wealth of influences that we might consider in this question. In the checklist you have been given there are a number of components including:
· A listing of the major elements of what social might include 
· There is a clear geographic dimension to this question since the marine environment 100km of the shore is clearly rather different to a coastal setting where land and sea issues are often closely inter-twined. 
· Bearing these geographic elements in mind helps weight their relative importance 
· Often the elements come along with their own specific social science methodologies 

The checklist in your delegate packs has been included to prompt any comments you might have on this listing and the issue in general. 

What is ‘social’ in the marine environment?

Clive Gilbert
Sustainability Assessments, Tanyard house, High Street, Staplehurst, TN12 0AU
Tel No:  +44 (0)1580 893284; +44 (0)7748 634907
Email:  clive.gilbert@tanyardhouse.fsnet.co.uk    


Pick any FTSE 100 company.  Go to its website.  Nine times out of ten you’ll find something about what the company is doing to build its sustainability profile, often prefaced by a mission statement like this:
“We believe that our business activities have direct social, environmental and economic impacts and we therefore aim to act responsibly in everything we do to help secure a sustainable future.” 
Most companies don’t articulate exactly what they mean by ‘sustainable’ but they generally adopt the so-called ‘three pillars’ approach whereby the meaning of sustainability is encapsulated in three broad goals:   
· the preservation of ecosystem integrity, including the capability of natural systems to maintain their structure and functions and to support biological diversity;
· respect for the right of future generations to the sustainable use of human and natural capital; 
· the attainment of durable and equitable social and economic benefits.

It follows that a methodology is required which will assess whether an activity pursued by the company (or organisation, agency and authority) is meeting (or is likely to meet) these goals and hence will help (or is likely to help) ‘secure a more sustainable future’.  
The first step is to specify the decision criteria against which the sustainability of any activity is assessed, ensuring that they relate directly to the goals set out by the three pillars approach.

· is ecosystem integrity assured over the long-term?
· will the activity reduce the carbon footprint of the company? 
· does the activity help with adapting to climate change?
· is the economic viability of the activity assured, and will local and wider communities be better off as a result, both in the short and the long term?
· will the common good be enhanced, both for present and future generations?
· is there likely to be an investment in social capital as a result of the activity?
· will the activity increase material security and effective choices, and reduce social exclusion?
· does the activity meet with local and general approval?

Subsequent steps involve the reduction of these questions to measurable entities, at each stage fleshing out their meaning in practicable terms.  The presentation will show how this may be done and illustrate both the difficulties and the possibilities of developing a social dimension.

Asking the right questions

The questions in the left-hand column are what we mean when we talk about the social (and economic) dimension.

Although it might be useful in theory, in practice I don't think it's possible or desirable to separate the social and the economic aspects of this question.  

The question then is, what do we measure - column 2 is already broad and suitable for just about any activity or organisation but you could add others.  And then column 3 shows examples of what metrics you could use to measure the measures.  

These are the sort of questions that would arise in the routine application of sustainability appraisal of particular measures or projects
	Social questions
	Measures
	Metrics

	Is the economic viability of the undertaking assured, and will local and wider communities be better off as a result, both in the short and the long term?
	Employment generated.
	· Number and status of people employed directly.
· Remuneration of people employed.
· Origin of the labour force.

	
	Impact on the value chain.
	· Number of dependent jobs upstream and downstream.

	
	Relationship of labour to capital.
	· Labour costs as a proportion of total costs.
· Public subsidy per employee.

	
	Value added and regional impact.
	· Gross value added.
· Origin of goods and services purchased.

	
	Likelihood of lasting impact.
	· Duration of licenses and leases.
· Demand for output.
· Prospects of meeting forecast demand.

	Will the common good be enhanced, both for present and future generations?
	Rate of use of non-renewable resources.
	· Rate of use of resource(s).

	Is there likely to be an investment in social capital as a result of the undertaking?
	Education and understanding.
	· Number of reported finds of archaeological interest.
· Attempts to enhance public understanding and appreciation of the activity.

	
	Net social benefits.
	· Networks, liaison groups, social activities, community projects, funded, set up or arranged.

	Will the undertaking increase material security and effective choices, and reduce  social conflict?
	Risk reduction.
	· Number of working days lost through work-related injury.
· Degree of danger to the public.

	
	Security of energy supply.
	· Electricity generated offshore as a proportion of total UK consumption.
· Equivalent number of homes powered by offshore wind energy.
· Energy produced as a proportion of the amount of energy imported.

	
	Conflict reduction.
	· Interactions with fishing, shipping, recreation, military, marine renewables and other human uses of the offshore environment.

	Does the activity meet with local and general approval?
	Public preferences.
	· Balance of support for, and opposition to, the activity.

	
	Transparency.
	· Degree of openness and willingness to respond to criticism.





Society, the Sea and the Law
Tom Appleby 
Senior Lecturer in Law, University of the West of England, Bristol
Email:  tpsappleby@hotmail.com


The UK still controls a huge area of sea because of its colonial legacy, but the disparate and far flung nature of most of it means that it is not in the public imagination as much as it should be.  There are two legal functions the state has in this area as a result of UK sovereignty.  The first is an ownership role.  Marine assets are publicly owned with a few exceptions.  There are a number of state entities which exercise these ownership rights.  In practice and usually in law the state can only dispose of public assets if it does so at full value or there is some other definable public benefit which attaches to the disposal.  The state also has a regulatory function, usually delegated to state entities and some quangos, to administer different aspects of marine management. 

Public bodies in this area rely heavily on public consultations, and this process if often flawed.  Much of the literature governing such engagement relies on engaging with coastal communities.  A recent conference we hosted on Arran was criticised by the delegates from traditional stakeholder engagement backgrounds because no commercial fishermen were invited to the conference.   The Arran conference organisers took the view that fishers were already heavily consulted in marine administration regime, and that the environmental crises facing the sea meant that a wider pool of interested parties needed to be consulted; those attended represented non-commercial stakeholders who might be expected to take a longer view than those driven by commercial pressures.  There is a tendency in marine consultation to talk to the usual suspects.  

Once public consultation has been completed, a second stage commences where the results of such consultation are exposed to lobbying from various sectors.  There are some interests who fail to provide lobbyists those include: the environment itself, the next generation, and civil society. There is a third stage of public engagement with judicial activism which has even less protagonists; the ports, the environmental sector and particularly the fishing sector engage in this practice.    There is a danger with these three tiers of public engagement that the needs of the broader community for a long term vision for our seas are too heavily compromised by over consultation of the interest groups, and regulator capture.  

At heart, marine resources remain publicly owned and the needs of the broader public should be reflected in management practice. There is a gratifying shift in this direction on the ground with the proposed designation of marine protected areas networks in the UK and the recently announced Chagos Marine Conservation Area.  Institutional changes are also happening rapidly with the formation of government bodies such as DG MARE, Marine Scotland, the English Marine Management Organisation and with the broader membership of Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities; these have wider ambits than previous incarnations.  There are some still some retrograde practices though with the domination of the trawling sector on the Clyde Inshore Fisheries Group being a good example: if you ask the wrong people, you’ll get the wrong answer.



Social science tools in practice                                                           

Dr Steve Freeman
Technical Director, Emu Limited, 1 Mill Court, The Sawmills, Durley, Southampton, SO32 2EJ
Tel No:  01489 860050    Mobile:  07824 443731
Email:  steven.freeman@emulimited.com    Website:  www.emulimited.com


Social science methods and tools are now being widely applied to marine projects and increasingly in policy formulation. Their application in decision-making and assessment provide opportunities for more inclusive approaches that align with sustainability objectives. Increasingly, stakeholder engagements require ‘society needs’ to be better integrated with scientific data. Methods and developments that firmly sit within social science, but outside the repertoire of many environmental practitioners, need to become more universally accepted. In practise, this may be a slow process, although ecosystem and adaptive management provide examples where social science tools are effective. To achieve wider integration there is a need to address some fundamental questions, namely:

· Should social scientists/science take a more central part in our scientific endeavours and would they be ready, willing or able to meet the challenge of integration?
· Is there a lack of awareness among policy makers, scientists or unwillingness from social scientists to engage?
· What are the relationships with social science and environmental sciences? 
· How do we look at and assess the interactions between humans and the ecosystem from a social science perspective?
· How do we make decisions using integrated social science and translate this knowledge into meaningful policy and planning instruments?

There is no universally effective way to incorporate stakeholders, researchers and practitioners and so better guidance and opportunities for capacity building is urgently needed.





The National Ecosystem Assessment project – Lessons from the marine work      

Mel Austen 
Plymouth Marine Laboratory/Marine Management Organisation, Prospect Place,
Plymouth, PL1 3DH
Tel No:  01752 633100
Email:  mcva@pml.ac.uk or melanie.austen@marinemanagement.org
Web:  www.pml.ac.uk; www.marinemanagement.org.uk


The current understanding of the status and trends in delivery of all of the ecosystem services and benefits by UK marine ecosystems has been collated in a marine habitat chapter for the UK National Ecosystem Assessment (UK NEA).  The UK NEA is the first analysis of the UK’s natural environment in terms of the benefits it provides to society and continuing economic prosperity (http://uknea.unep-wcmc.org/).  Part of the Living With Environmental Change (LWEC) initiative the UK NEA, commenced in mid-2009. The marine habitat chapter of the UK NEA covers all UK marine waters and includes coasts, estuaries and all of the intertidal. It is highly linked with information arising from DEFRA’s Charting Progress 2 report. The UKNEA aimed to examine past status and trends in ecosystem service provision and changes in values over the last 50 years. The final phase of UKNEA, currently in progress, looks forward to project future changes over the next 20-30 years.

UK Marine seas cover 3.5 times the UK land area and a wide range of goods and services that are essential for the maintenance of the social and economic wellbeing of our society are supported by marine ecosystems and their living components. 

This talk will indicate some of the key results of the marine chapter of the NEA including:

· tradeoffs between different services; 
· interactions with service delivery in other UK NEA habitats; 
· some of the successes and failures in attempting to quantify and value changes in marine  ecosystem services. 

Finally, it is hoped that the UK NEA marine chapter will further raise awareness among the sponsoring departments and agencies of the potential benefits of quantifying changes in marine ecosystem services and their values within the ecosystem approach in order to support marine policy, planning and management. At the same time the UK NEA highlights the requirement for research and targeted collection of appropriate ecosystem and socio-economic data to provide tools and robust evidence concerning ecosystem services and their values.  

The following have also contributed to the delivery of the National Ecosystem Assessment Marine Chapter and marine component of the Economics chapter and hence to this talk: Stephen Malcolm (CEFAS), Mathew Frost (Marine Biological Association), Caroline Hattam (Plymouth Marine Laboratory), Stephen Mangi (Plymouth Marine Laboratory), Nova Mieszkowska (Marine Biological Association), Grant Stentford (CEFAS), Michael Burrows (Scottish Association for Marine Science), Momme Butenschön (Plymouth Marine Laboratory), Gorka Merino (Plymouth Marine Laboratory), Alison Miles (Environment Agency), Tim Smyth (Plymouth Marine Laboratory). Callan Duck (Seal Management Research Unit), Stephen Benjamins (Joint Nature Conservation Committee), Ian Mitchell (Joint Nature Conservation Committee), Nicola Beaumont (Plymouth Marine Laboratory).


A Defra perspective on socio-economics and marine environmental programmes

Sarah Baxter

Defra marine economist, Natural Environment Economics, Defra  Area 3D, Nobel House, 17 Smith Square, London SW1P 3JR 
t: (+44) (0)20 7238 4331   e: Sarah.Baxter@defra.gsi.gov.uk


The value of the natural environment is at the heart of Defra’s policy and central to the Coalition Government’s aim to be the ‘Greenest Government ever’.  Defra’s Marine Programme aims to improve the state of the UK’s marine and fisheries environment and achieve our vision for clean, healthy, safe, productive and biologically diverse oceans and seas.  This is underpinned by policy surrounding ‘The Marine and Coastal Access Act’ 2009 and the ‘Marine Strategy Framework Directive’.  The Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009 implements marine planning, streamlines marine licensing and enables the Government to designation Marine Conservation Zones to create a network of marine projected areas.  The ‘Marine Strategy Framework Directive’ requires Defra to ensure that we are taking measures to achieve ‘good environmental status’ for our seas by 2020.  This short presentation will highlight how socioeconomics is being used in each of these policy areas.

A key challenge facing the adoption of socio-economic analysis within Defra’s marine policy must lie in developing a common understanding of this discipline, its value and “how to do it”.  Even more so than marine science, the conclusions from socio-economic analysis will be contestable and perhaps even contradictory.  It is imperative, however, that we do not shy away from using these techniques to take bold decisions on policy.  This short presentation will highlight how an ecosystems approach, cost benefit analysis and impact assessments are being applied to Defra marine policy.  It will also endeavour to highlight the limitations of socio-economics in a constructive manner, demonstrating the kind of policy conclusions we can reach even in the presence of great uncertainty.


Valuing change in the marine environment – The Crown Estate Project     

Justine Saunders
ABPmer
Email:  jsaunders@abpmer.co.uk


In order to fulfil its duties under its three core values of commercialism, integrity and stewardship, The Crown Estate has a desire to assess the sustainability of various activities and use such information within a decision support tool to optimise the sustainable value of marine estate. The Crown Estate therefore commissioned ABP Marine Environmental Research (ABPmer) and Economics for the Environment Consultancy Ltd (eftec) to develop a framework within which marine economic activities can be evaluated, both in terms of their ability to deliver a commercial return but also in terms of other economic impacts and their wider social and environmental costs and benefits.  

A valuation framework has been drafted that: 

1. Considers the principles of the Government’s existing Total Economic Value (TEV) framework and current research on the classification of marine ecosystem goods and services. 

1. Makes use of information on the categorisation and analysis of human use activities developed by the Productive Seas Evidence Group (PSEG) as part of Charting Progress 2 and aims to be consistent with outputs from the National Ecosystem Assessment.

1. Adopts a dynamic baseline and takes account of future development scenarios, ecosystem responses and the projected effects of climate change;

1. Is applicable at a range of different spatial and temporal scales. To facilitate this aspect, information used to populate the framework will be compiled within a geographic information system (GIS). 

Key elements of the framework that therefore need to be prepared include:

0. a static baseline that identifies current day values (as at 2008),
0. a dynamic baseline that identifies values up to 100 years into the future, and
0. a spatial and temporal framework within GIS that identifies where values are produced. 

A scoping report for the framework was published March 2010 and the initial static baseline in October 2010. Both reports can be downloaded at:
http://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/mrf_general_studies.htm

The dynamic baseline is currently being drafted and due to be completed in November 2010. Static and dynamic GIS layers for the spatialisation study are currently being compiled.

This seminar gives a brief overview of the framework and summarises outputs from relevant stages.


Lyme Bay and Socio Economics: lessons from practice

Siân Rees
Marine Institute, Marine and Coastal Policy Research Group, A108 Portland Square,
University of Plymouth, PL4 8AA
Tel No:  0752 584732    Email:  sian.rees@plymouth.ac.uk


A statutory 60 square mile ‘closed area’ in Lyme Bay, South West England entered into force on the 11 July 2008 to protect the reef substrate and the associated biodiversity from the impacts of trawling and dredging with heavy fishing gear. Experience of marine spatial planning in Lyme Bay has highlighted some key issues in terms of incorporating socio-economic information into decision making.

· How much information is needed and what is the balance between social, ecological and economic factors? 
· Monetary valuations for marine spatial planning are largely a political tool to influence policy. Valuation should inform the decision making process and decision makers need to be aware of the overall objectives and limitations of valuation methodology. 
· There is a need to manage expectation amongst stakeholders about how socio-economics will be used in decision making. 
· Monetary valuations only capture part of the true value of marine biodiversity. Many challenges still remain on how to value irreplaceable and fundamental supporting and regulatory functions of marine biodiversity and its intrinsic value when set against competing economic interests. 
· There is a need to advance a framework for integrating goods and services into decision-making process.
· A thorough evaluation of the socio-economic impacts of a policy decision must be part of a long term monitoring programme. It is the change in value that we should be interested in.

Key Papers

Rees, S. E., Attrill, M. J., Austen, M. C., Mangi, S. C., Richards, J. P. & Rodwell, L. D. (2010) 'Is there a win-win scenario for marine nature conservation? A case study of Lyme Bay, England'. Ocean & Coastal Management, 53 (3). pp 135-145.

Rees, S. E., Rodwell, L. D., Attrill, M. J., Austen, M. C. & Mangi, S. C. (2010) 'The value of marine biodiversity to the leisure and recreation industry and its application to marine spatial planning'. Marine Policy, 34 (5). pp 868-875.

Mangi, S., Hattam, C., Rodwell, L., Rees, S., Stehfest, K., (2009) Initial report on socio-economic costs of closing Lyme Bay to scallop dredging and heavy trawling gear. Report to the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs from the Plymouth Marine Laboratories and the University of Plymouth-led consortium. Plymouth: University of Plymouth Enterprise Ltd. 50 pp. Defra Contract No. MB101 






Socio-economics and ecology: application to MSFD, offshore renewables and fisheries 

Dr Peter J Kershaw
Environment & Ecosystems, The Centre for Environment, Fisheries & Aquaculture Science (Cefas), 
Pakefield Road, Lowestoft, NR33 0HT, UK
 Tel: +44 (0)1502 562244 
peter.kershaw@cefas.co.uk  www.cefas.co.uk  



The presentation will cover:

1. An outline of the FP7 Knowseas project (Knowledge-based management of Europe’s seas; http://www.knowseas.com) – links to the MSFD

1. The role of socio-economics in Knowseas – why the natural sciences are not enough
1. Communicating between the disciplines – learning new languages and perspectives
1. Tools and techniques – methods of combining approaches
1. Offshore windfarms case study – ecosystem services valuation, governance & conflict resolution
1. Fisheries & habitats case study - ecosystem services valuation, governance & data issues

     



The application of ‘socio-economics in practice’ an issue of consistency and guidance? 

Peter Barham   
Sea Bed Users Developers Group 
Tel No:  01780 450931    Email:  peterjbarham@googlemail.com

The SUDG have welcomed and played an active and constructive part in the Marine and Coastal Access Act as well as the implementation of a number of European measures that affect the marine environment including the MSFD, WFD and EIA Directives.  As part of this new legislation, there is a growing statutory requirement that socio-economics is taken into account in the implementation of these measures and that consideration of social and economic aspects is critical to ensuring sustainable development. SUDG and others have always welcomed this principle, but there is growing concern that while we have extensive ecological guidance to help deliver the environmental elements of new legislation, there is very little regarding the way in which socio-economic issues should be examined or implemented.  

By definition, the inclusion of socio-economic information is critical if decision making in the marine environment is to truly embrace sustainability and marine industries welcome the requirement of social and economic information if the process of including information is to be objectively achieved. But as with ecological input into decisions, more is required than a simple expression of the economic value of industry or what this means in terms of jobs in local or national contexts. The financial contribution of marine industries to the UK economy has been estimated as in excess of 4.5% of GDP, but can such enormous figures simply be applied as a basis for socio-economic consideration?

To examine some of these issues, SUDG organised a workshop with the intent of asking the following questions:-

· What mechanisms exist to examine socio-economic considerations?
· Are there gaps in our understanding of socio-economic issues that need addressing?
· Do we have a clear understanding of the timescales associated with applying socio-	economic considerations to decision making?
· Do we have a clear understanding of how any socio-economic mechanisms will be applied 	to decision making?
· What mechanisms will be put in place to ensure consistency of approach?
· What are the priorities for action if all the above cannot be answered fully?

Without the answers to some of these questions, there is a fear that the collection of socio-economic information becomes an exercise in itself and that without further clarity on the use of this information, its importance in decision making may be lost or even add to potential confusion.

As much of the current legislation begins to take effect in marine management with the designation of MCZs and the imminent launch of marine planning, the urgency for some of the answers also becomes ever more critical.

This paper examines the outputs of the workshop and how they can be used to define the issues, priorities and potential solutions that will ensure that socio-economic consideration becomes an essential tool in the drive towards sustainability and not simply a mill stone round the neck of potential investors.

Initial feedback on using socio-economic tools for 
Marine Spatial Planning 

Ness Smith 
C-SCOPE Project Officer
Dorset Coast Forum, Environment Services, County Hall, Colliton Park, Dorchester. DT1 1XJ.
E: ness.smith@dorsetcc.gov.uk  W: www.dorsetcoast.com


It is clear that socio-economic considerations will play an important part in marine spatial planning how this will be done in practice is unclear. This presentation will reflect on initial work being undertaken by the C-SCOPE project on using socio-economic tools in the MSP process 

The presentation will cover: 

1. C-SCOPE Project overview – background, funding, structure
1. Stakeholder engagement – a primary socio-economic tool
1. Economic Impact Assessment – methods,  results and limitations
1. Issues surrounding socio-economic data in the marine environment
1. Sectoral Interactions Matrix – rationale, methods and application
1. Results of the C-SCOPE workshop on trade-offs in the marine environment
1. The SEA/SA process within MSP









Socio-Economics and Marine Conservation Zones
Rupert Haines
Project Economist, Finding Sanctuary, Darts Farm, Topsham, Devon, EX3 0QH
Tel No:  01392 878341
E:  rupert@southwestfoodanddrink.com w: www.finding-sanctuary.org 

Francesca Moore 
ISCZ Economist, Spencer House, 91 Dewhurst Road, Birchwood, Warrington, WA3 7PG 
Tel No:  01925 855 774
E:  f.moore@irishseaconservation.org.uk W: www.irishseaconservation.org.uk


The presentation will cover: 

1. Project Background:  How is the MCZ project operating and how much progress has been made 

1. Socioeconomics in the Planning Process : Detail how socioeconomics are directly incorporated into the planning of MCZs

1. Impact Assessment :  Detail how socioeconomics are captured in the Impact Assessment

The Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) Project was established to deliver MCZs that will contribute to ‘an ecologically coherent network of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)’, as prescribed for in the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009. Socio-economics may influence the location of MCZs, as long as key ecological considerations are met first, and is embedded in the MCZ Project through two key channels:
1. Through regional stakeholder negotiations that decide where MCZs should go;
1. The Government’s evidenced review of stakeholders’ final recommendation.

An innovative approach has been adopted that provides for an iterative process, allowing stakeholders to decide where MCZs are located and what the conservation objectives and management measures should be. This is being conducted at the regional level, by Regional Steering Groups (RSGs) that represent the wide range of stakeholder interests. Socio-economics directly influences MCZ planning and the RSG negotiations via.

The Government’s review of the RSG’s recommendation is informed by an Impact Assessment which details the socioeconomic costs and benefits associated with the MCZs. The detail of the Impact Assessment follows the Government’s ‘Green Book’ guidance and is developed iteratively, in line with the progress of the RSGs and allows for ongoing stakeholder feedback.




Meeting Evaluation
Socio-Economics in the Marine Environment
1st December 2010



1.  Name: ___________________________________  Phone No: __________________________




2.  How valuable did you find the meeting? (circle)
	Not valuable 				              Very valuable		
1   	      2      	  3  	       4		  5



3.  Comments

1. ________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________

            ________________________________________________________________________________

	

1. ________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________

            _______________________________________________________________________________



1. _______________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________

            _______________________________________________________________________________
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