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1.
Background Information
The PISCES project is a three-year, European Commission LIFE+ funded project
 with the aim of developing a set of practical guidelines for the delivery of an ecosystem approach
 to marine management in the Celtic Sea and Western Channel.  The guidelines are being developed by a group of multi-sector, multi-national group of Celtic Sea marine users to inform day-to-day management of marine activities.  This ‘bottom-up’ approach to developing the guidelines is innovative, as is the base of cross-sectoral, multi-national involvement.  The lessons learnt through the PISCES project will be used to influence future stakeholder engagement on European Union (EU) and national legislation and their implementation.  

The rationale for this bottom-up, ecosystem approach is that the development of practical guidelines by the stakeholders who are active in the area is more likely to result in an appropriate and effective management of the Celtic Sea, based on a holistic and integrated approach. 

The PISCES project is focussing on three main areas:

· Developing practical guidelines for the ecosystem approach that will translate legal requirements, particularly those relating to the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive, into practical actions

· Demonstrating the opportunities and an example of best practice for working at a regional level both within the Celtic Sea and across Europe. 
· Evaluating the best way to involve stakeholders in the decision-making process. 

For further information please visit the PISCES project website at http://www.projectpisces.eu/ 

2.
Purpose and Objectives of PISCES Stakeholder Workshop IV
A number of workshops are being held for stakeholders in order to support their engagement in the PISCES project and to deliver its aims.  The purpose of the workshops is to enable the marine users to work towards a shared understanding, through which they can collectively develop a set of guidelines for delivering an ecosystem approach for the Celtic Sea.  To view the PISCES principles for an Ecosystem Approach please refer to appendix 1.
To understand how PISCES Stakeholder Workshop IV fits into the wider project programme, please refer to appendix 2, which sets out the timeline for the project and shows how it fits in the wider future legislative context.
The specific objectives for the PISCES Workshop IV were as follows:
By the end of the workshop all participants will:

1. 
Review and give feedback on the latest draft of the guidelines for implementing more sustainable management in the Celtic Sea; this includes a review of the currently proposed tasks and actions and consideration of any further potential actions required. 

2. 
Share and gain insights on voluntary measures in the Celtic Sea and consider the opportunities for their wider application and implementation.
3.
 Identify their networks and relevant contacts who would undertake a review of the guidelines. 

4. 
Confirm the guidelines structure and way forward for the guidelines development process.
3.
Overview of the Workshop Programme and Process
The key areas of focus at Workshop IV were: Firstly, to share and examine the opportunities to build on the range of voluntary initiatives to enhance sustainability which are currently being undertaken by marine users in the Celtic Sea.  
Secondly, to review and further develop the current draft version of the guidelines (version 7), particularly the key section “Implementing the ecosystem approach in the Celtic Sea”.  This section had undergone significant development in the interim period following the previous June 2011 workshop.  This earlier workshop had used a mind mapping approach to consolidate marine users’ thinking on the guidelines, and further drafting had been done following that event, using the outputs from this process.  This had involved input from the PISCES team, Advisory Group
 and marine user stakeholders.    

Thirdly, Participants were also asked to give further thought to the overall structure of the guidelines that had been developed during this interim period by the PISCES team.  This included an introductory context setting section and a number of appendices as well as proposals for further content.  Stakeholders were asked to review this and consider whether it was fit for purpose and met the needs of their sectors of interest.
Briefing material was provided for attendees in advance of the event to help them prepare for participation in the workshop sessions.  This included the most recent version of the draft guidelines (version 7) Section 2 PISCES guidelines 31-10-11 on Implementing the ecosystem approach to the Celtic Sea.  This is available on the PISCES intranet at http://intranet.projectpisces.eu.  Other key briefing and reference documents provided were the PISCES guidelines overall document, 1 Nov 2011; which is also available on the PISCES intranet, and two companion briefing notes: PISCES Guidelines Made Simple and PISCES Guidelines Structure which explain the context to, and the various sections of, the draft guidelines and their purpose and can be found at appendix 3.  Also provided was a summary report of a number of interviews with marine users about voluntary measures to improve sustainability, which had been conducted by the PISCES team in the run up to the November 2011 workshop.  This interview summary can be found at appendix 4.
As PISCES is a long running project an introductory briefing session was offered to participants at the start of the workshop as a briefing on the background and progress to date as well as an opportunity to ask questions and meet other marine users who were joining the project.  Also attending were two marine users who had been involved in PISCES from the beginning, to share their own experiences and perspectives of participation in the project.
The design of the event took account of the experience of the three previous PISCES stakeholder workshops (May 2010, Cardiff, November 2010, Cork and June 2011, Dinard) and feedback from those participants who attended, in order to inform the planning for the November 2011 event.  This event, as previously, aimed to provide an environment in which the range of stakeholders could actively participate, share ideas and experience, work collaboratively and thus gain a better understanding of each others’ perspectives.  The event’s style of working was relaxed and informal to support relationship building between stakeholders and its participative approach.  

The workshop was planned and designed by the PISCES project team, which provided the structure for the workshop programme and undertook facilitation roles to support participation of the Celtic Sea marine users.  
The Environment Council led the facilitation of the workshop as the member of the PISCES project team with a particular specialism in stakeholder engagement.  In addition, The Environment Council is an organisation which holds no substantive perspective on marine or other environmental issues; instead it works as a neutral convenor to enable different parties to come together and achieve sustainable outcomes through dialogue and collaborative working.  With many different interests involved in the discussions, this attribute is intended as a further benefit to the process.

The role of independent facilitator was introduced at the beginning of the workshop.  It was emphasised to participants that the intention was to create an environment at the workshop where everyone can contribute.   Participants were asked to feedback about how things were working during the event so that if anything was not working well, adjustments could be made and that the sessions could be tailored to better suit them.  In introducing the agenda, the facilitator emphasised that the intention was to keep the programme flexible to match with the energy and pace of the group.   The facilitator also introduced a Code of Practice to provide some simple guidance for the discussions to help ensure everyone could participate effectively.
A copy of the workshop agenda which sets out the outline programme for the two-day workshop and the code of practice as guidance for participation for attendees can be found at appendix 5.
4.
Attendees
The PISCES project seeks the involvement of a core group of marine users from England, Wales, Ireland, France and Spain
, to represent a range of key activities that occur in the Celtic Sea. This stakeholder group includes representatives from shipping, ports, fishing, coastal tourism and recreation, mariculture, environmental statutory agencies, marine aggregates, renewable energy and undersea cables.  

Those marine users invited to participate in the workshop are well linked to networks within their sectors and have indicated a willingness to communicate PISCES to wider stakeholders.  The primary role of the stakeholders at the workshop was, through their discussions, to collectively move forward the development of the guidelines.
The workshop was also supported by a number of advisers which included; specialists from the PISCES project Advisory Group; and representatives from other marine management initiatives.  These advisers provided a resource for the marine users throughout the proceedings, whose knowledge and experience could be drawn by the marine users for advice and information.  
The PISCES project team were also present to provide clarifications about the aims and possibilities of the PISCES project, support everyone’s participation, and perform facilitation and scribing roles during the workshop.

For a list of stakeholder, advisor and supporter participants and invitees for the fourth PISCES stakeholder workshop please see appendix 6.  
5. 
PISCES Project Introduction and Update, Lyndsey Dodds, WWF England & Wales and PISCES Project Team
The workshop opened with a refresher and update about the project and its aims and progress to date by Lyndsey Dodds of WWF who is the Project Manager of the PISCES project.  Please go appendix 7 to view a copy of the presentation slides used by Lyndsey for this introduction.    Key points from Lyndsey’s talk are summarised below:
Lyndsey presented a picture of where the project currently stood and with regard to its aim to influence the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) legislation.  The project is seeking to:
· Develop a common view of the ecosystem approach, from a practical point of view.

· Develop a set of stakeholder-led guidelines

· Look at the best methods of engaging stakeholders.
There are a number of marine projects and initiatives, on planning and management, that are currently in progress that involve stakeholders and Lyndsey drew out the following unique aspects of the PISCES project:

· That it is multinational group involving: France, Ireland, and the UK and is cross sectoral; including the main interested sectors.
· PISCES follows the path of being stakeholder-led and is based on stakeholder views about how it should work and for stakeholders to be the driving force behind the project

· The project looks at innovative ways of engaging stakeholders
· It creates a forum for people to meet who would not otherwise have an opportunity to build trust and gain knowledge of others.
· PISCES is creating voice for the Celtic Sea
· The project seeks to act as a best practice model and to have impact beyond the Celtic Sea area.
The project activity and timescale is such that it has involved three workshops to date with the first one taking place in May 2010.  There is a further and final event (Workshop V) intended for April 2012.  It is expected that October 2012 will see the launch of the guidelines.  The workshops that have taken place so far can be characterised as follows:
· Workshop I: Cardiff, May 2010:  This first convened the core group of marine users and introduced and explored the ecosystem approach. 
· Workshop II: Cork, November 2011: Participants worked through the detail of developing the guidelines.  They developed PISCES principles, drawing from the discussions undertaken at the Cardiff event and the Convention on Biological Diversity.  The attendees also gained learning of other ecosystem based projects through a number of presentations.
· Workshop III: Dinard, June 2011: This enabled participants to review the guidelines, working through the ecosystem principles and looking at the objectives and actions using a mind mapping approach.
Lyndsey then outlined further progress on the project since June 2011: 
· Between Workshop III and the present workshop, the PISCES team has being working with the help of stakeholder volunteers to progress drafting to develop the structure of guidelines and involve Advisory Group members to check the draft and ensure that it is coherent, useful and influential as possible.  This was to be reviewed during the present Workshop IV.  
· A questionnaire has also been undertaken to gather information about the context in each of the various sectors and elements of this will also inform activities during the Workshop IV.

Lyndsey then presented an outline of the current structure of the guidelines that had been developed since the previous event (Workshop III).  As previously mentioned in this report the latest version of the guidelines is available via the intranet at http://intranet.projectpisces.eu.  The various sections of the report and which of these would be addressed the workshop were set out as follows.  Please also refer to slide no. 11 in appendix 7. 
1. 
Introduction section: Background and contextual information.
2.
Steps and actions for implementing an ecosystem approach.  This section brings in the work done by stakeholders at previous workshops.  This was covered during Workshop IV
3.
This section will build on the information gathered during the questionnaire responses and was also covered during Workshop IV
4.
A summary of recommendations.  This is still to be developed at next stakeholder event (Workshop V, anticipated for April 2012).
5.
Application of the guidelines to other marine areas.  This is also to be developed at next stakeholder event.

Beyond the activity at Workshop IV, there is a need to refine the drafts of these sections and involve wider stakeholders in order to make the output valid through wider review and feedback.  PISCES is will be looking for stakeholders’ help in doing this.  There is also the possibility of more surveys and questionnaires to gain further information about stakeholder needs and activities in the Celtic Sea context.   The main aim of Workshop V (expected April 2012) will be to look at role of stakeholders in making a difference in delivering the ecosystem approach, developing recommendations and considering how PISCES can have lasting influence.
There was then an opportunity for participants to ask questions about the information presented.  These questions (Q) and their responses (A) are summarised below:
Q:  
My question is on the guidelines document: what do we have copies of here at the workshop: we have just got Section 2; what about Section 1?

A: 
Section 1 is available on the intranet, but a link to the document was circulated to everyone here prior to the workshop.  Section 1 can also be provided at the workshop if it’s needed.  The workshop sessions will focus on a review of Section 2.
Q: 
How many pages will the guidelines be altogether?  Section 2 is 30 pages already.
A: 
We are aware it’s a long document.  This is partly due to way it’s evolving.  But we are aware of length and how it can be tightened and directed to particular audience. 

Q:
What about the length of the recommendations section?

A: 
That will be short, 1 page is intended.
A map was provided as part of the workshop briefing material which sets out key political administrative and management boundaries in relation to PISCES, see appendix 8.  This prompted the following questions and discussion:
Q:
The Celtic Sea is different things to different people.  The map is problematic.  The Celtic Sea coast of Ireland is sliced off by the PISCES division.  A more useful one is the Celtic Sea front from St David’s to the south east point. 

A:
Yes this is a continuing issue.  The map is inherited and is based on the ICES (International Council for the Exploration of the Sea) square: we can see that the boundaries are fuzzy and in the way we’re working, we are drawing in sea users from across that area.  

Q: 
Using a legislative boundary is not the way to go; it’s better to keep it broad and fuzzy.

A:
Presenting the boundaries in the context of how the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) will be implemented is important: if there are conflicts then these will have to be managed.  One of the aspects of Section 2 of the guidelines covers boundaries and there will be opportunity to review this as part of the workshop sessions.
Q: 
If we are trying to establish best practice with the guidelines and also something that can be rolled out beyond the boundaries, having the Celtic Sea as a notional boundary, it would make more sense.

Q:  
We’re doing PISCES around the MSFD and then there are the high seas on the map: which are a totally different kettle of fish.  We need to consider boundaries when we’re looking at the guidelines.
A: 
The boundaries shown cover a number of complex administrative areas.  It’s a great example of the problems of the delivery of joined up management.  The guidelines can influence this.
Q: 
My comment would be that boundaries inhibit.  This is not about boundaries; it’s about principles for management and applying them to the Celtic Sea, but also getting principles right to apply elsewhere and recommending them.  Let’s not focus on boundaries; it’s not helpful.
Q: 
You need boundaries to carry the discussion.
Q: 
But are you taking away the principles or boundary in which the ecosystem is applied?
Q: 
PISCES should have an acknowledgement that what were doing here can be used elsewhere in Europe or further afield.  We’re looking at the guidelines, not the actual place.

A: 
The recommendations section of the guidelines will draw out things that will work elsewhere.

Q: 
I agree that principles should be exportable and not have explicit boundaries.  However, as soon as you put map on table people get involved in territory.  Boundaries may seem trivial but they’re not as soon as you see it on a map, it’s a different perception.
Q: 
What is the meaning of EEZ on the map? 

A: 
This means exclusive economic zone.
Q: 
What’s the relationship between PISCES and Marine Conservation Zones (MCZ)? 

A: 
These are separate processes.  We try to keep up to date with what’s going on, for example we keep abreast of the activities of Finding Sanctuary.  Our objectives are our different however.  We are not creating a Marine Conservation Zone, but it’s important to know what it’s doing as it involves the Celtic Sea area.

6.
Voluntary Measures to Enhance Sustainability: Presentations
The content of Section 6 and Section 7, of this report, focus on the workshop sessions to understand and enhance existing voluntary sectoral measures, which are the activities and initiatives that marine users are already carrying out for sustainable management in the Celtic Sea.   These workshop sessions on voluntary sectoral measures are intended to contribute to the development of Section 3 of the PISCES guidelines.  
Lyndsey Dodds, of WWF England and Wales and the PISCES project team introduced the session.  Lyndsey highlighted that the target of Good Environmental Status (GES) under the Marine Strategy Framework Directive will require a range of measures.  National governments will suggest statutory measures to achieve this, but there are also voluntary measures that could help to address GES.  Governments are very interested to hear what measures marine users are taking and how they could help to meet targets towards GES.  It had been the intention of the PISCES team to have a UK representative to address this point at the workshop but unfortunately the government representative had had to give their apologies.  The presentation slides used to introduce the session can be viewed at appendix 9
The PISCES team had done some initial information gathering on the voluntary measures that are currently taking place in the Celtic Sea.  This had been conducted prior to the workshop via an interview questionnaire with a number of the marine user stakeholders.  As mentioned earlier in this report a summary of the questionnaire feedback on voluntary measures was provided to participants as part of the briefing material for the workshop and this can be viewed in appendix 4.   This information was used to inform the workshop session and will be further used to inform the developing guidelines.  Seven different types of measure were confirmed by the interviews.  These are characterised as follows:

· Changes in location / intensity / type of activity 

· Process / technical changes etc 

· Mitigation and remediation 

· Voluntary agreements / codes of conduct 

· Developing environmental plans / strategies 

· Stakeholder engagement / contributing to stakeholder fora 

· Data sharing / joint fact finding 

There was an opportunity for participants to ask questions of clarification.  These questions (Q) and their responses (A) are summarised below:

Q:
What do you mean by voluntary measures?  Are they funded?  Do they involve voluntary organisations? 

A: 
These are measures not led by a statutory process: organisations doing things at their own initiative for their own benefits.

In addition to the summary briefing material provided, eight short presentations were made by sea user participants along with the screening of two short case study films. This was to give participants an overview of the kinds of voluntary measure currently taking place to generate understanding about what had been learned, and to get some inspiration from these about what might be replicated or built upon in other contexts and/or in partnership with others.  These are set out in the following sub-sections, 6.1 - 6.10.
6.1
Roger Cook, Welsh Federation of Sea Anglers (Coastal Tourism/Recreational Industries)
Key points from Roger Cook’s presentation are summarised below.  The slides from Roger’s presentation can be viewed at appendix 10.  

· This presentation considers the sustainability of sea angling which has minimal impact and no affect on stocks (though this is arguable).  

· Angling is subject to minimal landing sizes.  Litter is an issue though this is also subject to laws and therefore covered by statutory measures.
· Voluntary measures include minimum landing sizes which are greater than the statutory ones.  These minimum landing sizes are practiced by clubs and individuals.

· The practice of catch and release is another voluntary measure that has been developed.  This was a response to sea angling on boats competitions. These would dump the catch and then the council would clear the tonnes of dead fish away.   These have moved to ‘caught and kill’.  Coarse anglers have long practiced catch and release; also salmon fishers for much of the season.  

· In competitive angling they measure and release more or less straight away.
· Anglers do not want to have an image of dumping fish.   There are also drivers in that most the fish caught are under minimum landing size.

· There are some issues that arise with catch and release:  
· It is not certain whether there is good fish survival after release.  So, instead of using barbed hooks, anglers use those which come out more easily, for example circular hooks that do not stick in the gut.  
· Landing and unhooking; dropping in buckets and handling can have an impact and fish such as mackerel are particularly affected.  Decompression is also an issue for deep sea fishing.
· The question is how catch and release can be further developed:  It’s quite difficult to pull anglers together and licensing is not wanted, but this is a way that angling could be more fish friendly, usually such things are going to progress through a voluntary code of practice.
Following the presentation there was an opportunity for participants to ask questions.  These questions (Q) and their responses (A) are summarised below:

Q: 
How does minimum landing size really work?  If I was in a match what I’d be bothered about is the big fish, which is what the competition is about.

A:
The length of fish is aggregate; it’s not based on single fish.  The strategy to get one big fish is not necessarily the match winner.  It’s how quickly you can get the hook in the water that determines how successful you are.  Boat fishing is the same.
Q:
The purpose of my question is that big fish are a better reproductive resource.
A:
A lot of anglers propose a maximum landing size for that very reason.
Q: 
Has that any thought been given to introducing these steps as part of the competition: returning fish within a set time as part of the competition?
A: 
I hadn’t thought of that.  It’s a good idea.  I’d have to go back to the stakeholders.
Q:  
Do you have data on who’s angling where; for example, in sensitive areas?
A: 
The data is not always robust or is disputed.  The Countryside Council for Wales is undertaking a fish mapping survey currently in Anglesea, which is funded by the European Fisheries Fund and supported by fishing organisations.  This is related to environmental maps to see how fishing relates to environmental sensitivity.  With regard to data sharing: people are loath to give data either because they think they are going to be stopped or don’t want others anglers to know where they fish.  Defra are also doing survey work on anglers (Sea Angling 2012) to produce more reliable data.  But anglers in England are cross with the way it has been introduced so are not cooperating.
Q:
A shark tagging scheme led by WWF has been a very positive experience for the organisation and would urge you to get involved.   Any further data would be really helpful.

6.2
Jerry Percy, Chair at Welsh Federation of Fishermen's Associations (WFFA); New Under 10 Fisheries Association (Commercial Fisheries)

Key points from Jerry Percy’s presentation are summarised below.  The slides from Jerry’s presentation can be viewed at appendix 11.  

· While there are pockets of best practice this doesn’t make it nationwide: we have problems with charter boats of anglers and these clearing areas.  

· There is a difference between the effectiveness of the voluntary and statutory measures in commercial sea fishing
· One example of this is St Agnes in Cornwall which had a voluntary No Take Zone for lobster and crab which didn’t work.  There was non-compliance although 90% were supportive and unfortunately even only a small percentage ignoring a No Take Zone will have an impact if they are persistent.

· Another example is the Lundy No Take Zone which was statutory and involved a no potting zone.  This was a larger exercise backed by statutory controls and works very well.  Lobsters have grown bigger as result.  What’s happening is that bigger lobsters are eating sea urchins which are thus not grazing on kelp beds causing a lack of light which has had had an impact on ecosystem, which is an unintended consequence.
· The voluntary Inshore Potting Agreement (IPA) in Devon to balance mobile gears, pots and nets worked well for a few years, but the nomadic effort on scallops, with people travelling to catch fish, made it break down.  A licence variation was made; you can be fined: and it now it works very well.  Within the IPA most of the species have got better.
· With the Isle of Man Closed Area Project, on scallop dredging no take measures started off as voluntary but these were affected by the nomadic scallop fleet, rather than the committed locals, so it had to be statutory to start working.  There’s been a massive improvement, especially as scallops are static.
· Voluntary management is unlikely to work in the long-term especially with nomadic activities.  It needs long term commitment.  The questions are: who does it, what penalties are there, etc.
· A voluntary ban on netting has worked; but these examples are few and far between.
Following the presentation there was an opportunity for participants to ask questions.  These questions (Q) and their responses (A) are summarised below:

Q:
 You seem quite disheartened by voluntary measures: Do you think that statutory measures would be the best way forward, or more inclusion in voluntary measures?
A:
It would be a naive hope that voluntary measures work, but most of my contemporaries would not agree.  We are very good at what we do and impact can happen very quickly: in 2008 we had an invasion of scallop dredgers in Wales and it took a year to get voluntary code of practice in place.  They only cooperated as they realised that the stick would then come in if they didn’t.  You only need one or two mavericks for example as at St Agnes, to undermine it.  Statuary measures are necessary if only because a lot of damage can be done during a voluntary period.
Q:
 Do you think that voluntary measures can help pave the way for statutory ones? 

A:
 I think that’s fine as a foundation.  It can take time to implement: so it helps to have an understanding which can be built on.
Q:
Where you have Marine Conservation Zones for example, where you get no-take areas, will that give more clout to the No Take Zones as nurseries, so that incubators are in place for species, which gives more fish in the peripheries like with Lobster at Skomer? 
A:
Not really.  There’s a bit of spill over effect, but not much.  There’s too much dogma and ‘just because it would be nice’ involved about Marine Protected Areas, though as long as there’s a strong rationale I don’t have a problem.  And they need to be focused about what’s permitted and what’s actually going to have impact.  
Q:
 Where the voluntary broke down in St Agnes, were the guys who broke it part of the agreement?
A:
 Yes, in fact one of them helped set it up

Q:
 There you need some kind of incentive or sanction

A:
 Peer pressure was what they relied upon

Q:
 But if you are marketing stuff, then that’s a sanction if people are doing it.

A:
 There is a middle way yes, but in the long term, voluntary measures have not worked.  We’re being closed down more and more, areas are more restricted, so fishing intensity increases as boats get excluded and displaced.
Q:
There are No Take Zones around Skomer and other natural features; what about where wind farms will be built, where there will be cables back and forth; where there are worries about fishing in the area.  These, as voluntary No Take Zones might be a perfect fish nursery.

A:
 There are debates in Irish Sea Conservation Zone about co-location; can you have a Marine Protected Area where there’s a wind farm: there are benefits, but there are pros and cons.  You stop mobile gear operations for example.  Then you have static set ups.  It’s an ongoing debate.  We favour co-location.  There are also some problems with electrical pulses from cables that attract and disturb fish, so these are not necessarily beneficial to fish populations; but there are opportunities. 

6.3
Sue Barr, Open Hydro, Marine Renewable Energy

Key points from Sue Barr’s presentation are summarised below.  The slides from Sue’s presentation can be viewed at appendix 12.  

· Commercially, there are regulatory hoops to jump through which are laid down, but they are important to the industry.  Science and data collection happens in areas that are volatile and where other people aren’t often operating and we are producing proprietary data about marine systems.
· We work in collaboration with the marine environment and ecosystem approach: otherwise we wouldn’t be able to operate.  The technology can’t be the only aspect that’s good; it’s about making the operations work for fishermen and environmentally.  Europe is looking at these things holistically: I think this group is a great template for how seas should be managed with a cross-sectoral approach and we should be proud of it.
· Marine mammals are a key issue, especially with regard to electro magnetic fields and acoustic signatures.  Science is being driven forward by these issues to generate understanding about how we can operate in the environment.
· We liaise and take advice from a range of different science and industry.

· Stakeholders are very important and unless you engage your project will not be sustainable.

· There are a number of areas with potential for wet renewables and political drivers for development in the Celtic Sea area.
· We are protective of our data for commercial reasons, so how we can share this is an issue.
· We’re working in a range of areas: for example the reef effects on crab and lobster.  We’re finding out some interesting information and we want to share what we can. 

· We don’t understand the various marine systems adequately and there are huge areas of variability.  If we have the data and the right people round the table sharing the data we can get the right approaches.

· How we might work together is important from a commercial perspective and also from the point of view of the longevity of the industry.  How management practices might impact is important to us.  Please contact me if you would like to share information.

· The company has invested £6.4 million in Orkney through using local resources for the development: that’s a model that we try to take everywhere.  Localised job creation is possible and you need local understanding of the local marine systems.  

Following the presentation there was an opportunity for participants to ask questions.  These questions (Q) and their responses (A) are summarised below:

Q:
Do you have any comments on the scales at which data exchange could be established: at project level and national level?  What’s the key need?

A:
It’s about the stage of the industry.  Minor demonstration projects are being conducted at the moment with small arrays.  For example a four turbine array has been deployed, in a fishery area, and work has been done to understand management needs in an area fished for lobsters.  Then there are larger installations requiring bio-geographic regional scale needs to understand management practices.  We are looking at scaling up.  We want to understand the effects of the small projects first.  We can’t determine yet how many turbines can go into an area yet.  We do work at SEA and regional guidance level, but the industry is at a spatially confined stage.  Ten years ago there was no licensing system for wave and tidal, so strong development processes are needed going forward.  What we are learning now is critical for going forward to larger scale projects.   Having regional locational guidance is all very well but a local fisherman may never have seen it so projects like PISCES are needed.
Q: 
Are you meeting any conflict or are you heading it off with the stakeholder approach?

A:
There is huge conflict.  There are potential impacts on recreation fishing; there are a number of research questions such as depleting fish stocks, marine or bird displacement, underwater noise, electro magnetic fields and benthic effects.  We are doing primary science to understand these impacts.  This is being done through practical roll out of the small scale projects.
Q:
 What’s the economic balance to make that equation?

A:
 What we’re looking at is whether policy measures make a real significant difference to develop a wind farm; are there unresolved issues?  If the balance sheet doesn’t work it doesn’t proceed.

Q:
In terms of voluntary measures, do you see a role for guidelines to assist with locational issues?
A:
Voluntary controls may not work.  The exchange of information is critical.  We require information and have information to share to be able to exchange that; and are getting good science to inform that.  Spatial constraining of people is not the way.
Q:
With regard to data sharing: I have been in fishing for 30 years and it used to be just us: then over those years many other industries are now out there.  The main shift has been that for a long time we didn’t share information: then the statutory environmental advisers sought to collect data to use against us.  We have now come to recognise that we have to say why areas are important to the fishing industry and thus share data, with the proviso that it’s not used against us.  Renewables are the flavour of the month and get priority and fishermen are being displaced.  For example, there are Marine Protected Areas projects where renewables are allowed.
A: 
We should be cohabiting areas.  We should be allowing this so that renewables and fisheries can go together.  These are the measures we should be looking for.

Q:
The answer is to engage at the outset.  The Milford Haven development is an example:  Tidal measuring kit for the development was installed by fisheries, and brackets were then put on the installations for mussel nets.  This kind of thing helps build trust and cooperation from the start.
A:
There’s a need to come up with common agreements that work at both an operational and regulatory level and getting everyone on board so that it works for everyone.
6.4
Alana Murphy, RYA (Coastal Tourism / Recreational Industries)
Key points from Alana Murphy’s presentation are summarised below.  The slides from Alana’s presentation can be viewed at appendix 13.  

· The Green Blue is a joint venture between the RYA and the British Marine Federation, with funding from the Crown Estate and Scottish Natural Heritage for projects.  It’s voluntary and funded by these bodies to share best practice advice to get people thinking more sustainably.
· These practices change depending on what’s happening in the real world.  Priorities change, for example, anti-foul measures are the current focus.  Using non toxic or phosphate free products (not a statutory requirement) has been promoted.  Users want to protect the environment because they are actually using their boats to go out to enjoy the environment.  

· Scraping boats down, disposing of toxic waste properly at mariners is not a statutory requirement, but promoting idea of the negative impacts that can happen if you don’t does make a difference: it’s about education.

· Using a funnel to stop oil spills is very simple measure.  Green Blue is reminding people about this and also distributing funnels.  Green Blue is also distributing cigarette butt holders to tackle waste.  This is all about raising awareness.

· Being considerate about wildlife; for example advice about not speeding up and not chasing things are ways in which Green Blue is educating people.

· The Cambridge Coastal Forum has a map showing where you can see wildlife which also has codes of practice about how you can do it responsibly.  This has been produced in cooperation with Green Blue.   The audience is interested in the environment.  They are not there to make money and they are interested in doing things responsibly.  
· Keeping such messages as the code of practice on the map short and simple and quick to read helps people to engage easily.

· Producing information to encourage resource efficiency; for example using sails instead of engines; how to build in a more environmental way: these are all ways in which Blue Green is making a difference.
· Discharge of sewage is an issue for both industry and leisure users.  There may be a leisure user who would want to pump out waste, but there aren’t many places where you do this.  Encouraging marinas to have this as a service that they charge for will not only help the environment but also provide an added attraction for their facility.

· We don’t just post leaflets, as it’s too passive, so the Green Blue team go out to marinas to give advice directly.  A more environmentally conscious approach can help marinas to save money (e.g. reducing electricity bills) and avoid the burden of legislation which motivates people to get involved.
· Voluntary No Anchor Zones where there are sensitive habitats: On the whole it works well.  Green Blue works towards making it easy for people to see where they shouldn’t go and where they can.  It’s about trying to work with people and identify a solution.
· With anchoring bans, Green Blue is working towards a solution to find a mooring system that would be suitable for the UK waters: both habitats and boats, which would work for everyone.  People are receptive in non commercial contexts to this sort of innovation.
· Total bans of boating in areas can have knock-on effects: economic impacts on local areas where boaters spend money.

· With encouragement from Green Blue, anti foul product producers have been setting up closed systems or filtering systems at marina.  They are willing to fund these installations if they are able to promote their anti foul at the same marina. 

· Green Blue has also introduced a marina star rating system for marinas that meet environmental criteria and people are starting to actively go to Green Blue for advice about how they can meet the standard.
· One of Green Blue’s success factors is because it is very well supported and partnered.
Following the presentation there was an opportunity for participants to ask questions.  These questions (Q) and their responses (A) are summarised below:

Q:
 Encouraging behaviour change seems to be dependent on infrastructure: is the information on infrastructure needs passed up to tourism agencies so that they can see what’s required in the region?
A:
We’re trying to bring that message to government bodies, but the small pots of money available are being focused on trialling pilot projects aimed at users in small areas that can be rolled out more widely.  We are trying to emphasise that you can change behaviour but unless the infrastructure is there it goes no where.  Thus we are going to the commercial sector for sponsorship of infrastructure.

Q:
The Welsh Government’s ‘Green Seas’ project which is aimed at sustainable tourism: Have you had much join-up with them?  It includes improvements to infrastructure.  There’s a funding round in June next year.  It’s probably worth connecting with them for funding.

A:
 I’m not sure whether they’ve been involved but Green Blue could explore this.
Q:
We developed a clean boating policy.  We would see that as tourism-led development initiative.  We put that into all our hire boats.  We ask our members to stick to the code.  It’s a product differentiator, as many customers come from other countries.  We’re affected by the Ship-Generated Waste Directive and all our marinas have to have an approved waste management plan.  We have food coming into the state from outside which has to be destroyed under supervision, which is a health issue.  It’s surprising that wash down areas are not funded at marinas because it’s something compulsory.  

A:
Legislation has not caught up with many marinas, so we are advising people about what they should be doing.  Things can slip through the net.
Q: 
What we’re finding with recreational boat users: the south coast of England, east of the Celtic Sea, is packed with boat users so the serious boater is coming more to the west-country.  We’re trying to get them to Wales and the Irish Sea.  People are coming because want more space and environment like the Celtic Sea offers.  The people who come for these benefits want to look at the marine environment and to look after it.  Green Blue is helping that process, so that marinas are geared up to protect the environment and so that boaters have knowledge of what they should and shouldn’t be doing, so it’s about providing information and infrastructure.  The hearts and minds are already there, so we’re providing a means to support that.
Q:
What’s the level of take up among marine leisure businesses; those who are running mariners: it’s a strong brand for those who are providing facilities?
A:
 It’s a big take up.   We’ve developed a marine toolkit.  We do a questionnaire about what they’re doing and what they need to change.  They get certificates and people love them.  People are keen and competitive to get that stage of certification and going through an environmental awareness process.   Club membership is more attractive by virtue of Green Blue and it is now very much a brand.  The next step is about making it more measurable and understanding impact.

Q: 
Are you confident that infrastructure as limiting factor will be overcome?
A: 
Funding is the limiting factor.  People want our services more than we have the resources to give currently.  We’re seeking more funding.

6.5
Gill Moore, RWE Power (Marine Renewable Energy)
Key points from Gill Moore’s presentation are summarised below.  The slides from Gill’s presentation can be viewed at appendix 14.  

· There are a number of protocols that the industry is involved in.
· Archaeological discoveries: the protocols are voluntary but are backed by legislative requirements.  These involve how to protect unexpected finds and how to address archaeology through the survey activity.  The baseline knowledge usually isn’t there so finds are often unexpected.  The Marine Policy Statement talks about ensuring a sustainable marine environment and this also includes inherited assets.

· COWRIE (Collaborative Offshore Wind Research into the Environment) was set up as independent organisation, which was supported financially by developers, to act as library of data exchange.  The funding ceased in June 2011.  COWRIE issued guidance on offshore protocols for a discovery and how people can report and recover material; how to react when something unexpected is discovered.  There is a need for this standard system.
· The Crown Estate has economic rights and they do a lot of Round 3 coordination.  They fund strategic work-streams like the archaeology project.  The message is that success has been dependent on having an organisation to coordinate.

· Best practice has been taken from Round 1 & 2 developments and adopted by industry.  It’s expected that it will be a requirement of consent.  So it has been developed voluntarily but it will be applied legislatively.

· How it’s working: the developer has to appoint someone to take responsibility and be point of contact when there’s a find.  There are requirements on the vessel to stop and seek advice and to confirm whether an exclusion zone is needed.  There is a reporting process so that any artefacts are recovered.

· Training is very important so that people know what their responsibilities are and how to look after the artefact until the archaeologist can take over.

· A big challenge is to meet requirements with regard to underwater noise.  Piling requirements exist, but the question is whether this will keep pace with the Round 3 development.

· There has been a lot of monitoring through Rounds 1 & 2 but understanding is still quite limited.

· There is blanket legislation but this doesn’t take account of how many fish are in the area.

· Under legislation the approach is that noise source going out rather than the received effect should be restricted.  Different European countries have different approaches.

· Reducing source noise is a joint industry project which is voluntary.  The UK is also setting in place mitigation trials to see how effective they are.

· The emphasis has been on technical solutions and also standardised approaches to noise modelling and measurement as there has been disparity in this to date.

Following the presentation there was an opportunity for participants to ask questions.  These questions (Q) and their responses (A) are summarised below:

Q:  
With regard to archaeology: I’m member of the UK Fisheries Science Partnership, so both approaches of data collection from fishing and science are valid and it’s important to integrate the two.  There is an opportunity to recognise that there are more users that can supply data.
A: 
That’s right.  The project that we’ve been involved in on post-construction monitoring is about connecting with fishermen and the information and perspective they bring.  

Q: 
With regard to mitigation; stopping and not carrying on: No one wants to halt a project.  Do you think that current survey techniques are adequate?
A: 
We’ve developed survey techniques with archaeological consultants so that we can meet their requirements:  this helps to ensure that any risk is identified.
6.6
Frank Fleming, Fisherman (Commercial Fisheries)
Key points from Frank Fleming’s presentation are summarised below.  The slides from Frank’s presentation can be viewed at appendix 15.  

· Responsible Irish Fish: We’ve around 100 vessels involved in Ireland.  
· European rules and regulations govern activity in the Celtic Sea.  EU legislation is very hard to change.  We’d like relative stability (quotas in our waters) to be looked at in the Common Fisheries Policy as there is variation between species, but it won’t be.  There is a review, but some of the major areas will not be looked at.  
· The state of stocks is a huge issue as that affects what quotas we’re allowed to fish.  Haddock is a good news story.  There has been an increase in stocks and also in whiting because the science is good.  We got an interim year review for cod and an increase in the quota this year, because we made the case that the science did not reflect the actuality.  The science is slow: it can take 5 years for data to be fed into the ICES model and sometimes the science does not match what’s actually happening on the ground.  There needs to be a quicker system in place, because if stocks increase, unless you increase the quotas, you increase the discards.  The Celtic Sea has the fastest growing cod recovery in the world.
· Markets are hugely important which is partly why the code of practice has been developed to differentiate ourselves.  Over 771 thousand tonnes of one species was imported into the EU with little or no tariff: It’s hard to compete with that in the market, so it’s hard to act responsibly in that context and the same goes for voluntary codes of practice.  For two species alone 1.5 million tonnes were imported into the EU that we’re competing with and which come in with no tariff.  It’s hard to get people to take up voluntary codes of practice in that context.  There needs to be fairness in labelling so that the consumer can choose our fish if being responsibly caught is their preference.
· Why would people take up voluntary measures?  Just because sticks are coming down the road?  But this is always the case.  In fact it’s about being proactive and making a position and being influential by being so.

· Certification enables access to other markets but it can be difficult to get.  Science can be prioritised by the larger fisheries industries for this purpose that’s harder for smaller operators to achieve.  

· Voluntary codes of practice: It is voluntary, but there is a commercial reason for it: The provenance and differentiation.  We’ve develop a brand on the code of practice for market differentiation.

· Behavioural change: We try to influence environmental change.  We try to improve marketability.  More companies are stocking our fish.  We sometimes have to address big issues to get certification.  We address a problem in approaching fishermen: that’s why they buy into it.
· I think we need to work with stakeholders.  If we work separately we are not as strong.  Higher level decisions are dealing with us as individuals and stakeholders working together won’t get marginalised.

· The fishing industry has been marginalised because processing can import and cut us out.  Consumers are happy to buy our fish but the problem is getting the message across.
· We’ve had good press: we’ve a simple code of practice and we work in the supply chain, telling people about the process.  We worked with groups and they advise us to approach the multiples rather than the individual grocer: so it’s not always bottom up approach!

· The market has improved and we’ve now got more sales.  We’ve also got awards.  We have a cooperative and people can join: the more the better.
· Fishing for litter:  There are two parts to the code of practice: Firstly rubbish we generate that we bring ashore.  Secondly, rubbish we catch we that we dispose of ashore.  

· There is a problem that fishermen are being charged for bring litter ashore.  

· We developed a questionnaire about what the main type of waste is that’s in the harbour, to identify the types of waste and a route for it.

· If fishermen do it, then not may other people can 

· It’s very good for marketing: it’s a win-win.   One of the multiples promotes good housekeeping: Tidy Towns.  We can give people a business reason for working with us.  That’s how we get in, rather than on the environmental rationale

· We need to work with other stakeholders, science, leisure, oil and gas.  Our own group is too small and reaching agreement in advance of approaching government gives our ideas strength.
· The future: Helps get certification; develops a market differentiation and promotion. Many people join; we work on a strategic basis.  Fishery improvements: reducing discards, selling more fish into the market and achieving international sales.
· It is a voluntary code but when you consider the economic reason, it’s very compelling to get on board.
Following the presentation there was an opportunity for participants to ask questions.  These questions (Q) and their responses (A) are summarised below:

Q: 
Do you find you’re in conflict with other representative groups?  In my own position I may have to have a different position from those with larger mobile gear.
A:
We haven’t run into conflict.  The code of practice is adapted to all the vessels; the main things that each fishery could do and kept it to that: there’s no overall position.  It’s not political.  We give an opinion, but we confine ourselves to marketability and the label.

Q:
The measures within the code of practice: Do you have a feel for the extent to which this might lead to reduced regulation?
A: 
The Sea Fisheries Protection Authority look at us on a risk assessment basis.  They see us as less of a risk because were working so much on our market image.  It’s not an even playing field by doing something voluntarily.  It may be a small impact or benefit that we’re having, even though we’re only operating with 10% of the worldwide catch.  It’s like starting a religious cult.  When you get the first few it’s easier.  The processors were influenced by the multiples that we had engaged with.  The processor has more work as a result and we’re now being approached by them to be involved.

Q: 
With regard to providing data; are you involved in the Fisheries Science Partnerships?  And are you looking at incentives like days at sea (thinking about the Scottish Conservation Credit Scheme)?
A: 
Yes, It would be nice to see it; to start to look at measures like that working with WWF.  We do audit our vessels externally so we are transparent.  Around half of our vessels have gone through a Marine Stewardship Council project so there’s a baseline for how the vessels are operating.  Developing further credibility is the next stage.
Q: 
Your activities in marketing the catch: Are you a liaison body?  Or do you disseminate information to your members?
A: 
Not if it’s political; only marketing.  We tell them about the market and the competition.  We tell them about Marine Stewardship Council certification and why that’s important in certain markets.  That we should be developing a type of certification which can act as a stepping stone:  the Marine Stewardship Council certification looks at the state of the stock and the governance of it.  It’s not practical for us at the moment.  We’d have to coordinate with France and Spain who we fish besides.  We need a market driver to keep people interested.

Q:
Part of your area is high seas and you’re working with OSPAR; are you also engaging with NEAF as the high seas Regional Fisheries Management Organisation?   That could be worth looking at for the future as NEAF work closely with OSPAR.
A:
For us to participate, we would be talking about the positive things that were doing.  I’ve mentioned the difficulties caused by imports here in the context of voluntary measures because the reality is that a serious market driver would needed for voluntary measures to be viable.

6.7 
David Whitehead, British Ports Association (Ports)
Key points from David Whitehead’s presentation are summarised below.  The slides from David’s presentation can be viewed at appendix 16.  

· The industry has 1000 commercially active ports in the EU, 120 in the UK, which is the largest in Europe. These are different types of port and they have different markets or ownership.  These are private sector and privatised.  The government gives them nothing.  They are all competitive with each other.  
· There are complex politics due to devolution, for example, Wales has a different licensing system with devolution.

· In the south west for example, Milford Haven is the energy centre with liquid gas.  Bristol gets goods to the Midlands and there are lots of small fishing ports.  So even in just one area it’s a group of very different people with different motivations. 

· Three key pieces of legislation cover ports which are Environmental Impact Assessment regulations, the Habitats Directive and the Water Framework Directive.  That’s what they have to do, and this is the major interest.  There are also other legislative drivers: the UK Marine Policy Statement and marine planning is on its way.  There is also the Marine Strategy Framework Directive.
· The Eco Ports initiative started in the mid 1990s.  It was self-started with the European Seaports Organisational and unusually late for a Brussels based organisation, but this indicates how difficult it is to work collectively.  
· However, we all had an interest in doing things better concerning the environment and a code of practice was produced.  This produced the Eco Ports initiative.  It involves self-diagnoses methodology and comparison with others; and certificates are awarded.  It brings people together, so it’s successful in that respect.

· We can’t claim that the majority of ports have used it.  Some dip in to it.  It varies.   We try to get ports to participate and collect data and do monitoring and report on websites.  These are also variable.

· Ports are very commercial: the first thing ports will say with guidelines is: how will they benefit; what difficulties will it cause.  It’s a bit down beat.
Following the presentation there was an opportunity for participants to ask questions.  These questions (Q) and their responses (A) are summarised below:

Q: 
The Port of Cork was part of Eco Ports and went on to ISO14000.  What level of certification was Eco Ports?
A:
Eco Ports is very port specific.  No one knows what it is, so it’s been used as a stepping stone, and then on to ISO as it’s recognised by customers.  It also helps to differentiate between ports.  It was a side benefit that it got people together and talking about the industry problems.
Q: 
Who is the customer?

A: 
The ports themselves and it’s up to them what they do with it. The main benefit is commercial if you are qualifying for Eco Ports then it’s easier to get planning consents and licences.  Ports can also use it for marketing and stakeholder relations but its core is commercial benefit.  Some will only trade if people have the ISO qualification.  Eco Ports is not an international system though.
Q:
 Is Eco Ports the step to ISO?

A:
 It’s different but has been used as stepping stone.
Q:
So what is the content: Is it management?
A:
It’s a self diagnosis system, for example look at water quality, you go through a list; develop a score about how you are doing against legislation; so it’s an internal indicator that they can then compare with other ports. You can use it internally only to self asses or to get certification.
Q:
 Who developed it?

A:
 University of Cardiff: the results are analysed by the University of Cardiff

6.8
Doug Percy, Subsea Cables UK (Offshore Industries)
Douglas Percy provided an update on the activities of Subsea Cables UK for the information of the other participants.  Key points from Douglas Percy’s update are summarised below.  

· Subsea Cables UK is a trade organisation.  It has members from telecoms and other industries which have a cable through UK waters.  (Subsea Cables UK was formerly known as the UK Cable Protection Committee.)
· There is interaction between other seabed users primarily for coordination of planning between industries.
· The KISCA Kingfisher Information Service has traditionally produced information for cables, oil and gas and renewables.  Cables are mapped and if you want to keep track of cables that are present, look at KISCA website which has regular updates that you can sign up for: http://www.kisca.org.uk/ 
· KISCA is voluntarily funded: 50 % from members and 50% from the European Fisheries Fund.
· All UK cables are mapped and numbered with a telephone number.  If someone thinks they are interacting with a cable they can call and there is a 24 hour response.  Check the charts (there are five of them).  The South West Approaches one covers the Celtic Sea area.  

· The intention is that cables are buried whenever possible to protect them from fishing and anchors.
· Funding from Europe is being re-applied for and is seen as one of our primary activities.
Following the update there was an opportunity for other participants to ask questions.  These questions (Q) and their responses (A) are summarised below:

Q:
The Kingfisher system is very helpful.  

Q:
Do cables when buried resurface like oil and gas pipes?  

A: 
In some parts of the North Sea there is sand movement.  They can become exposed and then buried again.  They are buried down to 1200-1500 metres.  

6.9
Pesca Tourism at St Raphael, France: PISCES Case Study Film 
A filmic case study was provided by the PISCES team on ‘pesca tourism’ which demonstrated the combining of fisheries activity with tourism for greater environmental and economic benefit.  This case study video is available on the PISCES website at http://projectpisces.eu/about_us/sharing_what_we_learn/case_study_films/.  Key points from the case study are summarised below.  
· This small scale fishing case study focuses on the geographical area of St Raphael in the VAR region of the south of France.
· For the past few years there has been an image problem there for fisheries: a negative image from the media.  Fishing tourism has been introduced to show people how fishermen really work and live off the sea.
· Tourists are keen to take up the activity as many want to know what it is they’re putting on their plate, and where the fish comes from and more about the trade and tradition of fishing.
· Fishing tourism is about diversity of activity and an additional revenue stream for fishermen.  Originally taken forward by a tourism association, fishermen now own the initiative and the revenue from having tourists on board means that they don’t have to take as much catch because part of their revenue is covered by the tourism.  
· The operation of the project is regularly reviewed with financiers, fishermen and the FARNET network which are all involved.  
· The project has been funded and coordinated by the European Fisheries Fund and has been able to become established due to cooperation and range of skills shared between stakeholders.  Barriers have arisen but those involved feel that these can be addressed and that creative problem solving is the key to success with stakeholder initiatives.
Following the case study film there was an opportunity for participants to ask questions and for some discussion.  These questions (Q) and the responses (A) (the latter being provided by the PISCES team) are summarised below:
Q:
 I’m excited by the idea and we’ve established fishery-local action groups in Wales.  What do you do about licensing passengers for leisure trips as they boats are usually not equipped for this purpose?
A:
Do you mean insurance or space?
Q: 
Statutory requirements to provide gear, safety equipment and yes insurance.   If you were actually doing it; then it would be affected by those issues.
A:
We can find out.  Are you asking whether it’s economically feasible?
Q: 
We tend to gold plate things and it could be too expensive to do it.
Q: 
It is a great idea but you are right: in Ireland commercial fishermen did do this at weekends, but a legislative decision was taken that you needed a license for either/or: i.e. commercial fishing or passengers.  Such an initiative is also being suggested by renewable energy developers; but actually legislation doesn’t allow it so it needs to be looked at, otherwise the work will end up going to commercial organisations rather than the community.
A:
Do you think it could be a retirement activity?
Q:
No, it would be good to look at it again in the context of renewable energy coming in; so that the fishing boats could do the work: for small inshore fishing vessels it’s a more sustainable way of living that you’re doing fishing part of the time and then other activities.  It should be encouraged.  You could bring the boats up to standard; get over the legislation difficulties with dual licensing and do it.
Q:
Yes it is a good idea but in the UK the licence is gold plated and in Ireland its platinum: the cost is prohibitive.  
Q: 
There is one boat; he got a new vessel with a licence to crab fish in the summer and a passenger licence in the winter: that could pave the way for a new way of working.
Q: 
Irish and UK legislation is different.  We talk about harmonisation in the EU: this is an area that needs looking at.  Hopefully they won’t upgrade or downgrade too much either way and safety would be preserved, but it is difficult and expensive currently.
Q:
What is the market study?  Is the idea scalable for a wider initiative; or is it case by case, and only in specific areas?  What would the total market would be?
A:
 It could be rolled out more widely.
Q:
 It’s a tourism product in itself which should be looked out more seriously.
A:
It’s a different skill to run a passenger service: economies of scale are needed.  If you’re only taking out one or two people, could you make a new category of licence?  Like when you spend a holiday on a farm: a different type of tourism. So not like twelve people on a boat whale watching; it’s accompanying people on a working vessel.  They could come out as crew members rather than twelve tourists.  

A:
Pesca tourism is not intended for tourists to help out.  Instead they are learning by watching; but this could be an added value for them to help out, though this could bring out barriers in terms of liabilities and insurance, but it’s more of a proven business model, because it’s already happened in parallel areas like farming.   It might have broader appeal.  The environmentally conscious tourist wants to learn, but a broader range of tourists might go out to experience it.  It’s a good idea and will feed this back to see whether it’s been considered.

Q:
With regard to the boat license there is a practical example of this; a best practice cable industry example:  We encourage developers to use local resources.  There are instances where developers would prefer to use local resources but there are barriers because of licensing issues.  This is something else to look at.
Q:
We need to be careful here in this day and age of litigation and legislation.  It’s all very well until something goes wrong.  Whether signed on as passengers or crew this needs to be covered.   FARNET also has initiated ideas is about wider diversification of effort by small scale vessels because of problems with catch.    However, this idea is one small bit of the toolkit; it’s not a panacea.  There aren’t the numbers of tourists or infrastructure there in all areas.  We should keep it in perspective.  It’s not scalable in this way.  It can help but not necessarily a great deal.
A:
In Spain they had the same problem of licensing until they got a special license to transport tourist and it’s been very complementary, but not a main activity for the area.  They have problems with the size of the vessels.  They are very small and this inhibits the activity.  There are only two or three vessels operating with tourists.

Q:
 It’s quite ironic that anyone can take anyone to sea without a licence as long as no money changes hands.
Q:
Visit Wales will focus on fishing tourism.  Are they looking to expand?  There are many operators who take tourists to look at wildlife.  There’s a voluntary code of practice for engaging with wildlife.  It’s a huge industry worth £80 million to Welsh economy.  The trick is to manage that so that it doesn’t generate problems.  
A:
Can fisheries benefit from this? 

Q:
Legislation is so strict with training, with equipment requirements etc.  It’s a commercially- based thing and a viable business.  The fishing guys have different set of legislation, put them together and you open a can of worms.  Do you have the business to cover the cost of meeting all the requirements and doing both? 

Q:
 With Wales, there are many specialist vessels for taking tourist outs.  These are fast rigs that are better suited to this thing.  In some areas it will provide benefit, but it’s a niche market.

Q:
Dealing with the public is a profession.  You have to take care of people.  If it’s not necessarily your job then it doesn’t necessarily work. It’s a very specific area.  If you look at the eco farm, then it’s a new dual business that’s being operated, so it would be new type of business, with the fisherman changing their job who does this.  

Q:
It is a niche business, but if you could address the licensing issue then that would help people that want to do it.
Q:
We also need to remember the high mortality rate in the industry.  It is a dangerous industry and you would be bringing tourists into that mix.
Q:
There’s also a PR issue to consider, with fishermen being perceived as rapists of sea.  You would start to re-engage the public, which would also be a benefit.

6.10
Severn Estuary Partnership UK: PISCES Case Study Film
A filmic case study was provided by the PISCES team on the Severn Estuary Partnership, which demonstrated the benefit of cooperative working between stakeholders in the area.  This case study video is available on the PISCES website at http://projectpisces.eu/about_us/sharing_what_we_learn/case_study_films/  Key points from the case study are summarised below.  
· The purpose of the Severn Estuary Partnership is to bring the diverse users of the estuary together.  It enables the various parties to sit down together and set out guidelines for using the Severn alongside each other and to each understand the priorities of other organisations.

· There is a considerable flow of traffic both leisure and fishries on the Severn along with an abundance of wildlife in the area and there are a number of environmental considerations such as the intake and outflow from the Hinkley Point nuclear power station.
· The network that has built up enables the industries involved to provide transparency about their activities.  Stakeholders can give feedback and advice on these which is all taken account of in how the estuary is managed.

Following the case study film there was an opportunity for all participants to raise questions and to have a discussion on the topic highlighted in the case study.  The various comments made are summarised below:
C:
Another example of this principle of a coastal partnership is the Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum.  Seven years ago when if first started it was great, as the key players, the CEOS were round the table and it was well represented.  Everyone who impacted on the coastal zone was there.  People could talk with decision-makers to manage the development of the area.  The funding has been lost though from the statutory bodies that jointly contributed.  The forum was autonomous.  It ran to no one’s agenda.  There was no single funder.  The core personnel who ran it have not been able to sustain it as they now need to chase money.  It’s a great model for integrating and working together.  The reality is that you needed funding for autonomy and the forum now no longer meets.

C:
This is increasingly a common problem.  My hope is that it comes back up.  There are some major issues coming up that only the forum is suited to deal with.
C:
What was interesting was when you move from national to multi-national you’re drawing participants from many organisations so it’s more difficult.  Are there any lessons for PISCES from Severn, as it involves England and Wales?
C:
How many of those types of organisations exist across the area?  In other countries this sort of organisation may not exist.

C:
We’re trying to establish a network of coastal forums as part of our INTERREG programme.  There’s a question about the economic context and the sustainability of these organisations.  All members contribute in a trade organisation, so unless you have self-finance, you cannot rely on funding.  If it’s good enough, people will put heir hand in their pocket, so it’s up to groups to look at how it adds value.  That’s the reality.
C:
As far as coastal partnerships go; it’s not just learning, it’s about them being available for people to go to them for advice and support and information and they need to be there ongoing: up and running.  When they loose funding, they meet less, and loose relationships.  Taking people with you is half the journey and partnerships are very good at keeping that going.
C:
When there’s more than one governance body it makes things more complex but not impossible to move ahead.  Countries involved in harvesting living resources in Antarctica has 28 countries involved and is a consensus process, but it is very innovative, so it’s not impossible.  It does take having leaders with good ideas, good communication, and working together.  There is an element of the lowest common denominator through the consensus process, but does mean that things are implemented and agreed.  It’s not perfect but it is working.

C:
There is an increasing requirement for organisations to have a conduit to engage with a wider group without reinventing the wheel and the coastal forum are there, they are ready made for it, so if they don’t exist it means that people will all have to do that individually.

C:
Coastal forums are at the sharp end and are in a position to help.  They need to advise central government on policy.  They need to feed up.  They are already there and it seems a shame to have to rebuild these.

C:
The Welsh Coastal and Maritime Partnership (WCMP) covers the Welsh coastline as a whole.  It gives the Welsh Government a sounding board on stakeholder issues, for example, Marine Conservation Zones.  This is another forum, its existence makes it hard for Pembrokeshire and the Severn to get funding since they are relatively small and the WCMP is on a national basis.  There’s a complex network of stakeholder set ups with more being introduced such as local fishery action groups and there’s an issue about scale. 
C:
It’s a dog’s breakfast.  From a personal perspective the local Pembroke Forum is more effective than the national one which is hidebound by protocol and less practical.
C:
Things that are working are where stakeholders have a common vision and understanding of the vulnerability of the environment and a driver to work together.  

C:
It needs to be about more than the interest in the environment: it’s about the sustainability of the resource and the livelihoods and bringing those things together

C:
It begs the question about the optimum scale at which management is best conducted.  It’s an aspect we’d like to touch on during the workshop for example the role of OSPAR in delivering the Marine Strategy Framework Directive: what is needed? What’s needed beneath the civil service framework?
C:
Voluntary isn’t free.  It needs funding.  We’re in an economic situation where all funding is being reduced.  Voluntary is still cheaper than statutory though.

7.
Voluntary Measures to Enhance Sustainability: Discussions
The content of Section 6 and Section 7, of this report, focus on the workshop sessions to understand and enhance existing voluntary sectoral measures, which are the activities and initiatives that marine users are already carrying out for sustainable management in the Celtic Sea.   These workshop sessions on voluntary sectoral measures are intended to contribute to the development of Section 3 of the PISCES guidelines.  
Following the presentations and case study films on sectoral measures in Section 6 of this report above, a round table discussion by participants took place in order to get a better sense of stakeholders’ responses to these measures and to identify which of these might be usefully replicated in other contexts and in conjunction with other sections to further enhance sustainability.   The attendees divided themselves into three small groups to have the discussion in order to enable a more in depth conversation and to enable greater participation from all those involved.  They considered the following questions which were proposed by the PISCES team:
· Which solutions impressed or inspired you the most?

· What could or should you replicate or extend in your own work (in your geography or in your sector)? 

· And what might you do in collaboration with other sectors?

As part of the discussion the participants were asked by the PISCES team to consider not only any barriers to replicating the voluntary measures selected but also potential solutions to overcome them.  Participants were also asked to consider which of the measures should be statutory and why.
The key points and ideas generated from the three group discussions are set out in the three sub-sections below (7.1 - 7.3).

7.1
Group One Discussion on Voluntary Measures to Enhance Sustainability

Which solutions impressed or inspired you the most?

· Eco Port initiative; Green Blue Five Anchor Scheme; and Responsible Irish Fish Code of practice.
· Why?

· These were measurable; auditable; and had an accessible step-up programme to participate i.e. not at the level of an ISO programme, but a step on the way to that.

· They involved a participatory approach, encouraging good practice (behavioural change)


· Those that were reward based:  Examples of this are:

· Five Anchor Award (Green Blue) 

· Positive PR 

· Tangible outcome 

· Those involving Partnerships 

· But although partnerships are worthwhile; understanding different motivations is a barrier:

· There are different motivational factors

· A level of flexibility to encourage participation [is needed]

· There are also different benefits from joining a partnership 

What could or should you replicate or extend in your own work (in your geography or in your sector)? 

· Benchmarking Codes of Practice (such as awarding certificates).  There are synergies between sectors so could have a single certificate for the Celtic Sea 

· RYA mentioned ‘cigarette butt pouches’ – this initiative could be rolled out in fisheries and cables, etc – relevant to all of the sectors 

· Many of the 7 themes in the RYA [Green Blue initiative] are common to Responsible Irish Fish: We could all issue guidance notes (like the Green Blue leaflets) as other sectors are.

· Point 2 & 3 of question 3 below** also applies here with regard to collaboration 

What might you do in collaboration with other sectors?

· RYA Green Blue and Responsible Irish Fish have a similar guidance system (the 7 themes) that could be applied across other sectors (Gareth)

· **Communication Pack: RYA Green Blue leaflets could be tailored to other sectors.

· **RYA guidance notes [or Eco Port notes] could be a model for guidance in other sectors 

· Align the communication pack and the guidance notes to the Marine Strategy Framework Directive descriptors e.g. 

· Develop a matrix of descriptors: Collate the various schemes and prioritise descriptors (Frank /Catherine) – see example table below.

· Develop a spatial map that identifies what areas are relevant to different sectors (Fei Fei)

· Gill Moore presentation: underwater archaeology description – another example to include on the matrix(Catherine)
	Descriptor
	Sector specific 

Stakeholder 1
Cable
	Sector specific Stakeholder 2
Fisheries
	Etc
	Summary from Celtic Sea PISCES group
	Recommend Measures for GES indicators

	1. Descriptor


	Cigarette pouch
	etc
	
	
	

	2. Descriptor


	A Nother Idea
	
	
	
	

	etc
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


· A tool or strategy is needed to address conflict resolution within sectors (Catherine) – this might be progress towards resolution i.e. reduction.

· To help the process of conflict resolution there should be an incentive to find a resolution (Catherine)

· Barrier: Conflict resolution and reduction: what is the reward to participate? (Catherine)
· Solution: A forum is needed and this would be funded jointly by the sectors
· Solution: Mediated by an independent neutral agency?
· Solution: By learning from previous conflicts, this may help to reduce conflict in future
· Statutory? No.
· All conflicts should be resolved in a non-aggressive manner if possible – a useful ground rule for the forum. (Frank)

· Solution: Non aggressive approach

Further discussion about ideas/strategies for reducing conflict:
· Development of a communications strategy inter and intra (e.g. within the fishing sector itself and within the group of sectors as a whole) in the context of decision-making (Frank)

· Communications are an effective tool to reduce conflicts. (Fei Fei)


· Investigate collaborative marketing opportunities e.g. Cork example of seafood/leisure/ tourism working together: ‘food trail’ initiative – this would be on a Celtic Sea wide level (Frank)

· Development of a ‘Celtic Sea Badge/Label’ or award of an certificate in line with Responsible Irish Fish if you achieve a certain standard and use a strap line e.g. PISCES: Supporting Sustainable Seas (Frank)

· Stakeholder scheme acting as a set-up (i.e. a step on the way) participatory scheme for marketing (Frank) i.e. stakeholder certification (Catherine)

· To achieve the certification a minimum requirement of the three of four most relevant descriptors must be met.  (Link back to matrix and guidance notes.)  This would be market–driven and reward-based but not statutory. (Catherine)

· Barrier: Unlevel (EU/Non EU) playing fields: Fisheries e.g. access to stock, ports (Frank/David)

· Solution Changes to the regulations (Gareth/Frank)

· Statutory: Shipping: there are different laws within EU and Non EU (David)

· Statutory: Fishing: quota regimes are different in Spain compared with Ireland (Frank)

7.2
Group Two Discussion on Voluntary Measures to Enhance Sustainability
Which solutions impressed or inspired you the most?

The group drew out the following themes or attributes that had contributed to the success of the voluntary measures; and their added value:

· The importance of statutory support where needed

· That the voluntary measures had external drivers

· Looking for win-win-win: for example the Pesca Tourism case study, where legislation wasn’t needed.

· There is a time lag with legislation – there’s also greater cost and fewer enforcement issues

· Though if you don’t monitor, enforce, regulate, adapt can it still be effective? - And resources are needed for those things.

· Voluntary measures target what it is that stakeholders want

· Development of best practice is a benefit of voluntary measures.

· Existing groups or forums (which are bottom up) are needed as a support mechanism for voluntary measures

· You need a directory of stakeholder organisations - and there is the issue of how do you know how representative they are?

· Responsible Irish Fish focused on a single aspect: marketing.  With voluntary measures, you need to recognise what it is you’re seeking to achieve.  This is what has contributed to the success of Responsible Irish Fish.  It looks at the business case for the voluntary measure.

· The ports sectoral example (Eco Ports) of the outcome of lowering consents and licensing time: reducing time and cost.  Certification helps the environment and business

· Incentivising can help to underpin voluntary measures.

What could or should you replicate or extend in your own work (in your geography or in your sector)? 

· Sharing data across the sectors. The group commonly agreed that this would be a significant enabler to the aim of sustainable management
· For example the environmental impact assessment for renewables is a potential source.  This could be potentially initiated through a blend of voluntary and statutory measures. 

· Solution: Specify for the environmental studies done for renewable projects what is the minimum data to study or collect and the way it will be done.

· Why statutory: If not specified it is not possible to enforce contribution of data or harmonize the format in which it is supplied. 
· The means of communicating data and presenting data has to be addressed in order to make it accessible (and understandable). 

The following benefits and ways of achieving data sharing were proposed:

· Move beyond the reliance on modelling (for example, for the purpose of setting catch quotas) by supplying better data. 

· Barrier: Trust needs to be established in order to encourage people to supply data.  People won’t supply data if they think its going to be used as a stick to beat them with 

· Solution: There should be transparency and accountability about how data supplied by marine uses is used 

· Why statutory: Statutory control of data use would help to address that issue and gain trust 

· Barrier: The capacity to collect and organise data 

· Solution: Produce a memorandum of understanding on data sharing which includes terms and conditions for so doing 

· Barrier: Lack of coordinating bodies on the boundaries 

· Solution: A protocol to share it.  

· Solution: Use lessons learned from the ESPOO Convention on Enviromental Impact Assessment in Transboundary Context. 

· Barrier: Not always being aware of data availability from other industries or countries 

· Solution: PISCES guidelines actions! 


· Barrier: Reluctance of stakeholders to engage in data sharing 

· Solution: The Crown Estate and the oil and gas industry are among others that need to be engaged.  

· Solution: The ability for stakeholders to influence and fear [of exclusion from influence?] are potential drivers to share data. 

· There is a lot of data out there sitting in industry silos that could be accessed.

· Solution: Standardisation of implementation of Marine Strategy Framework Directive regarding data sharing/ communication, for example, the UK to be the same as France.  

· There needs to be standardisation of collection of data: This requirement needs to be within the PISCES Guidelines 

· And possibly to be statutory: a guideline within the Marine Strategy Framework directive? 

· And the data needs to be fit for purpose (i.e. of value/use to stakeholders) 

7.3
Group Three Discussion on Voluntary Measures to Enhance Sustainability
Which solutions impressed or inspired you the most?

· The Green Blue – seems like a good model and some security of funding 


Industry and users working together – partnership that facilitates development of supportive infrastructure (i.e. the means as well as the will) 

Pooling resources to secure resources.

· Tidal energy industry – learning how to develop sector/new industry through gradual process/smaller scale projects before wider scale development plus input/leadership by marine biologist. 

Solution: use tidal energy approach as a learning model – addressing issues in advance of development 

· Responsible Irish Fish – enlightened self-interest. 

Barrier: problems come with scaling this up, ‘tragedy of the commons’. 
Barrier: prevailing economic model – race to the bottom in wages. 

Solution: Occupy
What could/should you replicate or extend in your own work (in your geography or in your sector)?

· Bring together Recreational Sea Anglers association (RSA) and tackle industry to promote sustainable practices. Most members of RSA are not members of clubs. No evidence that affiliated or non-affiliated members operate differently.  

· Learning for other sectors from tidal energy model?  Stakeholder engagement is key – links with PISCES. 

Possible solution: collaborative working within sectors to pool/secure resources. 
Example given was working on non-native species – all players working together to secure funding to tackle the problems together. 
Solution: Joining efforts to develop joint funding approaches e.g. Invasive Species Project – getting funds from all relevant stakeholders to support this project. 
Solution: Problem shared concept.
· But at what scale is it most effective to get buy-in and engagement because at larger scale resources go to major threats (e.g., climate change) and not to localised issues.

Barrier: funding for schemes for projects with different timescales and boundaries 
Barrier: too many small projects with different timescales and boundaries create difficulties to join efforts 
· Prompt: Is the model used in Responsible Irish Fish replicable (RIF)?  Not infinitely scalable as devalues the brand.  Fishing industry using brand but not getting a price premium (some discussion about this about relative impacts of price premium and maintaining market share). 
Barrier:  Small scale sectoral funding not joined up and insufficient.  RIF not infinitely scalable (and if everyone certified there would be no market advantage) 
And what might you do in collaboration with other sectors?
· Sole surfers and boarders come together in competitions (may be opportunity to introduce voluntary code of practice in competitions)

· Working with multiple sectors (including Wildlife Trusts)

· Branding Celtic Sea as environmentally good place – need consistent brand rather than multiple brands. 

Barrier: How many people know where the Celtic Sea is?
· Like a national park – create sustainably booming marine economy.

Solution: Analogy to ‘National park’ for the Celtic Sea – appreciate environment but make sustainable. 

· Positive feedback - If marine operators/sectors are perceived to be working to high environmental standards will encourage others to join in. 

Solution: Develop rating criteria to rate GES of sea regions.

· Earlier consultation/engagement between industry and developers in marine proposals to identify and address solutions to potential conflicts. Example is RYA working with wind energy industry to ensure wind farms are not an obstruction to yachts. Requires sectors to come together to form strategic views to feed to/influence developers. 
Solution: sectors taking initiative in producing their own long terms strategies and communicating them. 
Solution: merging of sectoral visions/views to develop model of sustainability for the Celtic Sea. 


Solution: Advisory role of respected organisations, e.g., RYA. 
Barrier: getting differing sectors to join together strategies. 
Barrier: Some industries are not sectors, e.g. fishing. 
Barrier: Fishing industry is continually losing ground ‘beating the long retreat’.
7.4
Plenary Discussion on Voluntary Measures to Enhance Sustainability

Following the group discussions, participants joined together to feedback on what they had considered in the individual groups.   The meeting facilitator asked the participants to share what had been the most outstanding ideas from the group conversations.  The following is a summary of the key points made and the issues that were identified.
· The idea of the different sectors within the Celtic Sea jointly developing a certificate, with a logo, as marketing tool was particularly well received. This would be a cross-sectoral, trans-national initiative.  A similar idea was generate in two of the groups.

· The principle of learning from experience, like we heard earlier with the tidal energy example, developing from a small to a larger scale and the opportunity to learn and do better engagement through that process seems a really good model for a whole range of sectors that are increasing their presence in the Celtic Sea. 

· Where sectors are coming in new to the existing mechanisms, then there is more time and ability to engage with the various sectors; but where industries are established there needs to be more of a behaviour and mindset change to start adopting these process and mechanisms for better integration.  How that mindset change happens is fundamental and needs to be addressed.
· There is another difference with renewables which are part of and financed by multi-nationals and fishermen who are sole operators: it’s difficult to compare how each of them should interact.

· These multi national organisations talk the talk. There’s a whole language growing up around the controls and Directives and you need to be able to engage with the debate at that level.
· There is a difference between strategic engagement and engagement at the project and local level.  At the local level we all talk the same language: we’re trying to understand particular uses in an area and we still need to gain understanding at local level about how others are using the space.  
· It’s not a level playing field: there’s language and resources as a barrier: there’s dedicated jobs and organisation within large organisations to address the situation.   Fishermen don’t have this.

· Fifty years ago fishermen occupied that space; now with competition everyone’s moving into that fishing territory and competition for space is apparent.  They don’t have the time and resources to engage and what’s in it for them?  They are always being forced out more and more.
· The approach in different sectors can be different but the output can be the same, so there’s need to approach engagement on a bespoke and case-by-case basis.  The prospect of win-win-win needs to be put across: not only marketing; but being in front of legislation; making it bespoke and enable all sectors to link in.

· With engagement, there’s a tipping point where you decide you’re better in than out and it’s hard to call that point.  Get in now, or be left out of the higher level decision making which happens anyway without you.
· There’s a difference between a fixed point user and those that are mobile.  Some use the whole environment, whereas a wind farm takes over the space.  So these are two different drivers and which needs to be recognised as a constraint.
7.5
Next Steps on Voluntary Measures to Enhance Sustainability


The PISCES team made a proposal for what should happen next to take forward the outputs from the workshop discussions on voluntary measures.  The proposal was to use the output to develop a new Section 3 for the PISCES guidelines, which would explore voluntary measures to enhance sustainability.  The PISCES team suggested that the next steps were to involve more people and to feed in comments from the Advisory Group.  The team also highlighted that the government perspective was missing from the discussion, so that this would be useful to bring in during the next stage of development.  The PISCES team also proposed that case studies be included as part of the guidelines Section 3 and would approach stakeholders about what could be used. 
Stakeholders were also asked what they thought of the proposal from Defra that PISCES stakeholders make suggestions towards the draft programme of measures to contribute to Good Environmental Status.
Participants were asked by the PISCES team for their response and further thoughts on the proposals and next stages.  The key points from the discussion are set out below:
· We need something; we need to engage with the sharp end.

· Yes, I think this is the right thing for PISCES to do.
· One idea from the group conversation was to benchmark voluntary codes of practice against descriptors and to produce a matrix of what’s being done in each area.
· This still doesn’t address the contribution to Good Environmental Status (GES) definition though.
· What do people think about the proposal that voluntary measures could contribute to meeting targets for GES and narrow the gap that needs to be filled; and thereby leave a smaller requirement for statutory measures?
· In principle it seems like good idea for PISCES to be involved; you need to see how the voluntary measures write up and Section 3 develops and use that as a basis.
· It’s not just Defra that needs to be involved; it’s other governments as well.

· What’s the timescale?  Is there time for Section 3 to come back to the next workshop before it goes to Defra?  
· There’s a national public consultation in spring next year.  And PISCES should contribute at that point.  The difficulty will be that at that point there won’t be any measures in place and only a rough idea of GES indicators.
· If PISCES is proposing to be the vehicle to advise governments on the ecosystem approach and stakeholder engagement, it’s worth drawing up a list of every sector that does impact on the Celtic Sea and look for gaps, so that PISCES can say it’s legitimately representing all the stakeholders.
· We’ll discuss the whole package during the workshop, but yes, it’s important to draw in the whole sectors and you can help us with that by drawing in as much representation as possible.

· We connected with the Irish government through the PISCES stakeholder workshop and as a result we’ve networked and taken forward fishing for litter.  We need to go back to the descriptors and who’s responsible: identify this and network with those responsible.  Going too high up the government level means it’s not necessarily an appropriate level to get action.

· There are two things that a group like ours can do: comment on the indicators and measures; or start addressing delivery into the descriptors, for example, marine litter.  Fishermen are best placed to give information on this.  Anglers could give information on biodiversity.  As well as commenting on the process we can deliver in to it, for example, counting the number of plastic bags on the tow.  

· Are PISCES stakeholders comfortable, with PISCES team drafting the section and sending it back to group?
· I’m very happy with the way with the way that drafts have been prepared.

· Involve individuals from the group discussions with the drafting as needed and send back to group.
8.
Presentation from David Johnson, OSPAR Secretariat and PISCES Advisory Group
The purpose of the presentation was to give participants a greater sense of how regional implementation of an ecosystem approach could work in a practical context.  In opening his presentation David described his background and professional experience which includes coastal ecology, fish protection (Naval), environmental impact assessment, academic roles and the OSPAR Secretariat.  David emphasised that the presentation he was making was a personal perspective as a PISCES Advisory Group member rather than an official OSPAR view.  David’s presentation slides are available to view at appendix 17.   The key points from David’s talk are summarised below:
· The OSPAR convention includes the key phrase: preventing and eliminating pollution and protecting against the adverse effects of human activities.  It is a regional convention driven by guiding principles.  It is divided into annexes for which OSPAR has legal responsibilities.
· OSPAR doesn’t have competence over fisheries management or international shipping: the European Union and North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission and International Maritime Organisation respectively cover these aspects.  This is a flaw for joined up management, so we shouldn’t perpetuate this on the ground.
· The OSPAR regions were created in 1994 for assessment and monitoring.  OSPAR is more focused on the North Sea than the Celtic Sea.
· There is a new strategy for OSPAR which has the ecosystem approach as an overarching theme.  This has thematic strategies to deliver the OSPAR aims.  It has a joint assessment and monitoring programme which is complex.  
· OSPAR has thematic committees of civil servant representatives of the contracting parties which take forward measures: decisions which are legally binding or recommendations which are advisory.  These are fed by expert groups which deal with problems.

· A lot of the work that relates to PISCES comes into the OSPAR Committee on Environmental Impact of Human Activities and its sub groups looking at marine litter, cumulative effects and socio economic analysis which links to the Marine Strategy Framework Directive. 
· How do stakeholders engage with these?  They are all private meetings and attendance is only by government nomination.  OSPAR observers allow umbrella groups to be represented, for example the European Boating Association, but because OSPAR has no mandate for fisheries there are no fisheries organisations attending.

· OSPAR tries to look at impacts from each sector (avoiding adverse impacts) and so moves away from an integrated approach.  It then makes rules on these which are translated back into national policy.  OSPAR has put together a rule book through integrated consideration by contracting parties: they have to be ratified by these parties.
· Does OSPAR make a difference?  This can be seen via the Joint Assessment and Monitoring Programme and its targets, for example, the oil and gas industry had to reduce the amount of oil in water.

· OSPAR gives a status report on the thematic sectors including the level and impact of human uses.  OSPAR has tried to pull the regions together.  The information is aggregated so it doesn’t tell you a lot about the individual regions, though it’s useful for comparing them, and it tells you what information is missing.  It’s fine for high end policy making but not so much for people working on the ground.
· The conclusions for the PISCES Celtic Sea area are that there are some positive aspects to environmental change since the Quality Status Report of 2000.  But also there are new things coming on board which PISCES is addressing.

· One of the benefits from PISCES is to say:  Have you thought about oil and gas expansion in the QSR?  Do we know enough about these things?

· There are scientific challenges that OSPAR has to face, for example, scale.  I think PISCES is at right scale, but OSPAR operates at greater scale and regions are very different.  Targets and indicators are a problem, for example, is pristine the right approach for the ecosystem approach?   How can we increase confidence levels?  When it comes to cumulative effects how is that going to be taken account of?

· Marine Strategy Framework Directive: Where is OSPAR with this?  OSPAR has an expert group on it.  This is looking at things like regional coordination of implementation: for example whether the initial assessments should be brought together to look at commonalities.  I personally think yes, but this is not a wider view of contracting parties.
· This is cyclical process so OSPAR will look at the regional and the sea basin approach again.
· What is Good Environmental Status?  It’s not just sustainable use; it’s also ensuring pollution is taken account of: how will member states interpret it in their Strategies, whether ambitiously or not.  And how does this stick together across the piece; how does it work in a sea basin context? Not well.

· The Commission has spelt out how marine strategies will come together regarding management of human activity and how it will relate to other instruments in Europe.   However, OSPAR is not looking at things like the Common Fisheries Policy.  We are not looking at Marine Spatial Planning as the States will only commit so far.

· OSPAR’s Ecology Quality Objectives are indicators of Good Environmental Status as they give an indication of how the environment is doing on surface oil, for example the percentage of guillemots washed up dead with oil.

· OSPAR has a list of threatened or declining species and habitats and has started to put measures in place for those (this is a first on biodiversity recommendations for OSPAR)

· OSPAR Marine Protected Areas have to be coherent and representative of bio-geographic regions.  They need to be well managed and resilient of climate change.  This is another layer that OSPAR is bringing to the piece.  

· My view of the Marine Conservation Zones planning process based on the example of the Finding Sanctuary work:  When you look at the outer edges of Finding Sanctuary, there are lots of Marine Conservation Zones that finish at the edge: more worry is that this was a huge stakeholder engagement exercise.   What will happen with these?  How will that be fed back to stakeholders if recommendations aren’t taken up in the political process?   Also what of the coherence between the boundaries of these proposals and how will they be determined?
· My take on PISCES is that it’s at the right scale and is needed.   It has a sense of purpose and information and data will be of a better quality from it.

· OSPAR doesn’t balance the vested interests or understand the socio-economic drivers in the way that PISCES can.  
· What do we do about planning with longer time horizons and anticipate future uses?  OSPAR is very reactive rather than planning ahead.

· Some implications and conclusions: We are in an interesting time.  We have problems that need to be addressed and these are of different priorities to stakeholders and decision makers; so for example CBD has a biodiversity priority: it’s not interested in food security.

· OSPAR and Marine Strategy Framework Directive have complimentary governance arrangements, but it’s hard to understand that from the outside and it would be helpful if the guidelines could make that clear.
· The OSPAR Quality Status Report document is helpful to understand current pressures but will quickly go out of date: it needs to be updated by stakeholders.
· It’s difficult to have dialogue at OSPAR level because it’s a closed shop.  Representation is at very high level;   PISCES can have a more level playing field at its level.
· Coordinating partnerships needs to happen elsewhere: it’s about building trust and that is happening in PISCES.
· We are going to have another global initiative from Rio+20.  This will filter to policy-making for OSPAR and national areas, so PISCES needs to anticipate that socio–economic information will be important in future in the planning process and is well placed to do that.
Following the presentation there was an opportunity for participants to ask questions.  These questions (Q) and their responses (A) are summarised below:

Q:
Fishermen are not included in OSPAR – I didn’t understand that.
A:
In terms of managing fisheries, this legal competence is held by the European Union and the North East Atlantic Fisheries (NEAF) Commission.  All OSPAR can say is ‘there is pressure from fishing please do something about it’: we can’t make any stipulation about what can be done.

Q:
Can you have representatives of fishermen in your groups?
A:
No, because what OSPAR does is not of interest to them because we don’t have influence.  We do have NEAF as an observer, and we understand what they are looking at, but we have no locus on them.  The EU is a contracting party but doesn’t send fisheries people, only DG Environment.

Q:
Does OSPAR take a position on how the separation of fisheries should change?
A:
No we don’t have a place to say that to national government

Q:
What are your long term views on how to rationalise governance arrangements in view of the ecosystem approach?
A:
I think the OSPAR convention will have to be re-written and that small regions are more realistic in scale for governance.  Shipping is not going to accept being governed by a regional organisation.  It may take an environmental catastrophy before governments do anything about it.
Q:
With the Marine Strategy Framework Directive and the reluctance to look at assessment together and the difference between descriptors: how successful do you think OSPAR will be at addressing this?
A:
Descriptors are at different levels in terms of maturity and the confidence in them: this will be the first time round for Marine Strategy Framework Directive.  The difference in how they are addressed between the different States will have to be looked at by the European Commission as it wasn’t the original idea.  The Member States will go to the European Court.  The European Commission is saying that it’s up to the Regional Conventions to ensure that integration applies.  What OSPAR can do is compare and contrast what’s coming forward: that’s an important role for PISCES as well, to say if things don’t work at a sea basin level.

Q:
How did the Quality Status Report (QSR) go down with interested people?  Would it be sensible to subset this down to the sub level of the Celtic Sea?
A:
There was decision in producing the QSR not to have regional volumes.  I think that we might need to go back to that, because the QSR is a good document and underpinned by compound assessments and data sets.  It’s the best example of a regional scale assessment.  It quickly dates however and stays on a shelf.  Whether it will have a long life in 10 years to the next QSR?  It’s up to OSPAR to keep pushing it at people.  It has had positive feedback so far.
Q:
It’s useful as a context setting document.

9.
Review of the Draft Guidelines Structure and Content
Considerable drafting work on the guidelines document had taken place since the June 2011 workshop involving the PISCES team, marine users, government representatives and the Advisory Group.  The overall document, its structure and its main section: Section 2, which was based on stakeholder discussions at the workshop, needed to be reviewed by the participants to consider whether this was the right way forward for the guidelines and any changes that needed to be made.   The latest guidelines had been circulated to stakeholders prior to the workshop and both the overall document and the latest version (version 7) of its Section 2 can be found on the intranet at http://intranet.projectpisces.eu
9.1
Presentation on the Draft Guidelines Overall Structure and Section 2 
Toby Roxburgh, who is part of the PISCES team and WWF’s Policy Liaison Officer, provided a presentation on the rationale for work on guidelines since June 2011 to the November 2011 workshop.   A copy of the presentation slides can be found at appendix 18.   Key points from the presentation are summarised below:
· The aim of the presentation is to recap on the guidelines structure, including where stakeholders input has featured.

· The aim of the session is to collectively reach agreement on a structure and format which would be appropriate and fit for purpose to move forward.  Lots of information has gone into the structure from stakeholders already and this is another chance to review and change it: it’s open to review.

· Since June 2011 there are a number of considerations that have gone into building the guidelines.  These include the target audiences; which includes sea user sectors.  Given that one of the objectives is to influence policy; policy makers are also a second key target audience. 
· A lot of progress has been made through workshops two and three through stakeholder input.  
· There is a policy context and drivers for the ecosystem approach especially the Marine Strategy Framework Directive.  Part of the emphasis of the guidelines is establishing the key issues in the context of the Celtic Sea though they have been kept at quite a high level.  
· There’s a need to position the guidelines as there are a lot of other products out there, so we need to provide something different.  What is missing currently is guidelines that apply to a place; a sea area, which PISCES can meet. 
· There is a balance to achieve with the guidelines in moving towards something that’s quite simple; that consolidates the quantity of information and comments that have come in on the guidelines.  The guidelines need enough information to make sense, but also to be simple and readable.
Toby then took the participants through the current draft structure of the guidelines and its source material.   The briefing on the structure of the document is also set out in appendix 3 of this report.
Section 1:  
This is an introductory section created by the PISCES team.
Section 2:  
This is to be reviewed during the November 2011 workshop by participants.  Version 7 was circulated to attendees in advance of the workshop. 

Section 3:  
It is intended that the examples and discussions covered on voluntary measures set out in Section 6 and 7 of this report will go into Section 3 of the guidelines as approved by participants.
Section 4: 
This is intended to be a recommendations section.  This is ultimately what the guidelines are driving at.  It is currently blank.  The next stage of the work of PISCES will be to develop that and it’s potentially the key part of the guidelines document.
Section 5:
This is intended to be about applying the guidelines.  Again it’s currently blank.  The intention is to produce a product that is useable elsewhere, and it will cover how to apply Celtic Sea guidelines elsewhere.
Section 6
The appendices containing background information.
Toby concluded the presentation with the following points:

· The detail of Section 2 is as follows: It has a step-based process that governments going through the Marine Strategy Framework Directive will have to follow.  By matching this structure is should make it easier for target audiences to follow PISCES guidelines and what it is advocating.  It is composed of six steps which form a cyclical process and which is iterative.  Adaptive management is a feature of the ecosystem approach, so the six steps in the cyclical process align to that.
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· Feedback is welcome on the structure of Section 2.  We want to check whether it’s going in the right direction in terms of the detail of the Steps and their individual Tasks.  Each Task integrates the stakeholder work to date and explores the overarching requirement of the ecosystem approach.  

· Please give your feedback on the content as well as the structure.  It’s a critical review so please share your thoughts.

9.2
Discussion and Comments on the Draft Guidelines Overall Document Structure 
Participants had the opportunity to ask questions of clarification on the presentation and were asked to consider the overall guidelines document structure in light of the following questions:
· How user friendly is the current structure: For your sector?  For policy makers or decision makers?
· What do you like most?
· What do you think needs to be changed?
· Is anything missing?
Questions (Q) and Comments (C) from participants and the responses (A) (the latter being provided by the PISCES team) are summarised below:
Q:
Is part of the guidelines about environmental best practice to do an operation, for example, how best to lay a cable sustainably, or for oil and gas, or fishing: is it down to that practical level of detail?
A:
One of the first questions that occurred to me is whether it could do that.  Whether, within the Celtic Sea context, we can make recommendations about sectoral operations, and the overarching considerations to make them in line with the ecosystem approach: operating in an integrated way considering other users of the sea and above all that, for it to be able to ‘speak’ to stakeholders.   So, the answer is yes, but how we do that is up to you.  Within Section 2 with its step-based process we can make recommendations to policy makers about how stakeholders would like to engage with the Marine Strategy Framework Directive.  Another way is through exploring voluntary measures.  Additional ideas would be welcome. 

C:
This process is innovative and so I don’t think you can expect it to include sectoral plans for what the sectors should do with the ecosystem approach because it hasn’t been done yet.  You can have references to codes of practice and the action then is that sectors have to address their practices, and procedures as described in the guidelines.  I wouldn’t expect a compendium of best practice for ecosystem based management for all sectors because we won’t be there.  It’s about principles.  It’s about a structure that can present recommendations. What we need is more links to existing information sources.

A:
We can’t pre-empt the Marine Strategy Framework Directive and its programmes of measures.  We’re not developing programmes of measures for each sector.  PISCES can however look at where sectors can take the initiative such as with voluntary measures and provide a forum for ideas.

C:
 We need something at beginning that says what’s in it for you.  Why do you want to read more about this document?  What’s the benefit for the various sectors of having an ecosystem approach?  They’re not going to go through it otherwise.
C:
That’s exactly right.  No one in my sector will read this.  That’s why the recommendations are so important.  That’s what people are going to read.

C:
Different audiences are going to looking at this for different reasons and in different ways.

C:
You need to avoid individual interpretation by sector, so that what the guidelines are trying to do becomes circumvented.  There’s a danger of over-input to please European funders and you end up with war and peace.  It’s pointless if it’s not readable.  You have a policy maker audience and how can they integrate this to existing policy.  When stakeholders look at it we want to know what effect and what changes will it have on our operations.  Most of our guys won’t read it and we’ll be responsible for breaking it down and explaining it to them.  I had a couple of meetings recently regarding the European Social Fund.  The language was so difficult that it was difficult to understand it.  The guidelines need to be accessible.  You are steeped in it, but the language needs to be accessible to others.

C:
What is difficult with this document is that it’s like a management plan.  But it’s hard to know who will take it and carry it.  It’s difficult to address it in a practical way.  It says what has to be done but not who will do what; who will implement it.  If you include boundaries then this implies which bodies are involved.  It’s not strong enough about who would take responsibility for it.  If it’s not practical there’s not going to be interest or pro-active action.

A:
We do need to address that next in the guidelines’ development.  Workshop V will focus on who will be involved in the steps and earmark the actions and identify who might contribute or be responsible for them.
C:
These things have to be done together, otherwise it’s too theoretical.  You have a great idea and there’s no-one to do it!  It needs to be concomitant.

A:
We will address some of this in outline during these workshop sessions.
C:
There has been good process but it’s time we had some clear objectives about what stakeholders want to get out of these guidelines.  This is good stuff and the approach is good:  it’s heading in the right direction.  We need a pause though: What is the end use of this document?  So that it’s clear simple and understandable and usable.

A:
I agree that this is one of things we’d like to go away with today.  The document is a working draft and it’s up for review.  We’d like to refine it.  I wonder whether the workshop exercise that follows might be a testing ground. 

C:
We all have slightly different objectives but I think we all want the same outcome to be able to contribute to the direction that the Marine Strategy Framework Directive is going to take.  This is the one chance we have to contribute to that.  But we need a clear idea of what we need this for.  The step approach is right.  Whether we’ve got there or not I don’t know.  We all want to get to a good document.  It doesn’t have to be complicated.  Thinking about the end game might be a good place to start.

A:
We could go straight into reviewing the document if you are comfortable with the framework.  The opening section covers the audience and sets the scene.  This is the PISCES team interpretation of what’s been said, so it’s all up for grabs.
C:
I was confused about whether the document was guidelines for how you might develop an ecosystem approach or actually developing it.  Is it specific or is it principles?  Is it guidelines or is it a plan?  It sits too much in the middle and the definition needs to be clearer.

A:
It’s definitely not a management plan, so that needs to be clearer and needs to be addressed.   It’s about influencing how the planning process should take place, particularly the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD), to influence and bring about an ecosystem approach, rather than producing a plan per se.  
C:
MSFD is not an ecosystem approach it’s about deciding what’s important and monitoring those things and currently it’s about measuring those things.  It’s not a guide to how the sectors might do an activity.  It doesn’t provide an ecosystem approach.
C:
It needs a sheet of paper at the beginning, telling you what it will do for the reader.
C:
I agree with that from the policy side.   Policy teams have limited resources, and from that perspective will ask, why should I read these guidelines?  Do they contain any new information on the policy side?  No.  Most importantly, will it help sectoral understanding and influence and dialogue?  As a policy maker I have an obligation to engage with stakeholders.  So, will it help me engage with stakeholders and gain a level of understanding?  That’s where the guidelines need to go to from the policy side.  Will I pick this up as policy maker?  No.  Will I share it?  Yes.  And if I have a problem I will refer to it, to see if the problem has been addressed in the guidelines and by stakeholders.  Does it link to other key policies?  Ultimately I think they have a value in saving money for policy makers by not having to reinvent the wheel because we’ve had this dialogue already in this area.  Will the guidelines be adopted by policy makers?  Yes, if there something in it for them and if they’re correct.
C:
That’s very accurate.  My view is that when the guidelines are set out I see myself as a stakeholder having an input and saying, this is something we can do:  It’s realistic and a step on the way to the ecosystem approach and the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD).  The point of PISCES is that the guidelines are relevant to me and help me to get there.  Other stakeholders need to help make it relevant for them too: they have that responsibility.  There’s a meeting point, that PISCES helps the industry respond and it’s relevant for the policy makers too.  That’s the challenge for this group.
A:
Are there any issues and themes to explore generally about the ecosystem approach?  For example, the ecosystem approach favours large scale thinking at regional level. Three Member States in the Celtic Sea will be producing strategies but there’s no medium to facilitate stakeholder engagement within that.  PISCES is filling that gap.  The guidelines could explore statements about participation mechanisms that are needed at regional level to enable the ecosystem based management.

C:
I want look at the guidelines and know that it’ll help my industry get to where the policy maker wants and the policy maker can refer to it and know what industry can do and it’s actually relevant; that’s the role for PISCES.   If you don’t take that approach, you could end up with a comprehensive document that might not be relevant, or that policy-makers will look at.  That needs to be built in from this stage and to give it a clear goal.
C:
My idea is that PISCES enables and empowers us to address the policies and make them doable at the ground level for all stakeholders rather than to rewrite another policy.  That doesn’t help me in my job: i.e. another policy document to help us address the policy of MSFD.  Our role is to help identify what it is we can do on the ground to help us address the Marine Strategy Framework Directive, and present that to the policy makers so they know whether the boxes can be ticked.  

C:
All stakeholders are here for different reasons on their personal agendas; developing relationships and so on.  So we’re all here for specific reasons which we should talk about.  We need to highlight in the document that PISCES is the link between stakeholders on the ground and policy and that makes it a relevant document.  We need input from policy makers now to ensure that it will be relevant later on. 

C:
It would be good to include a commentary on the PISCES process from an outsider’s view: of how the stakeholders got round the table and made their agreement.  The process is as valuable as the results.
A:
There will be a report that distils the lessons learned.  Section 1 could cover that: about how the guidelines were developed.

C:
We could include a declaration: it’s unique that we have that level of agreement and understanding: that would make it more powerful.

C:
I would like to agree with what’s been said.  I shared the document with a colleague.  After reviewing it for half an hour, my colleague’s response was: what is it?  We need a well indexed and accessible document, so that policy makers can see what they can get from it. 

C:
I think we have to do the workshop exercises.  It took me three days to read it.  I got lost.  I think we need to come back to this discussion later, after we’ve gone through the detail.  It’ll give us more clarity about what we want to do with the document.

C:
We could use the ‘one simple document’ idea.  Produce a two page, very punchy document for policy makers.  From these bullets you need a clear path down to the material, like a web page, wading through the material.  Junior civil servants will read the detail.  We need that kind of structure to provide something for everyone.

9.3
Discussions on the Draft Guidelines Section 2: Tasks within Steps 1-6
The subsequent workshop sessions involved a more detailed review of Section 2 of the guidelines.  Participants divided into three smaller groups, choosing which of the six steps that comprised Section 2 they most wished to spend time on.  Toby Roxburgh of the PISCES team introduced the session.  Key points from the introduction are set out below; please also refer to the sides available in appendix 19:
· For each Task set out under each of the Steps in Section 2, there is a generic structure based on international best practice.  The added value from PISCES is the application of the task in the Celtic Sea.
· At the end of each Task section is summary of issues for the implementation of the Task in the Celtic Sea.  This has some preliminary ideas on applying the Task in the Celtic Sea.  These are for consideration and to bear mind during the exercise, but you don’t have to be influenced by these and you may disagree with them.

· We are asking you to consider what more needs to be done: this is your input.  

Following the presentation there was an opportunity for participants to ask questions and for some discussion.  These questions (Q) and the responses (A) (the latter being provided by the PISCES team) are summarised below:
A:
We can start to record the recommendations now: they might be the building blocks; there may be reoccurring themes that come out: these might feed into the recommendations.

Q:
Is there such a thing as a list of benchmarks or is there a process to identify them?

A:
We have an ecosystem approach definition and principles in the document, so that is something to think about.  Certain elements are fundamental.
Q:
People are already complying but haven’t identified it as an ecosystem approach.  It might already being done in best practice, so we need to look for the gaps, so we’re not identifying the whole thing.
A:
It’s about trying to make the best of existing policy structures: We’ve got to work with what we’ve got in the intervening period to the Marine Strategy Framework Directive.  It’s about the small things that can be done and also about the bigger picture.
Q:
When we’re inputting; we’re looking at forming the guidelines, but not individual tactics for the individual sectors; and applied to the Celtic Sea as an example?
A:
It’s trying to get governance and management arrangements lined up: are existing provisions adequate?  And if not, how should they be done.  It will become clearer when we start the exercise as we’re thinking in the abstract now.

The following sections, Step 1–Step 6, summarise the small group discussions on each of the Tasks in the guidelines Section 2.   Participants were asked to consider for each task, what are:

· The key issues or considerations which are important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?

· The potential implications and impacts of these issues or considerations? 

· Solutions and/or further requirements for each issue or consideration, and who will deliver these?

· The further information needs required to identify solutions? 

STEP 1: ORGANISING/ PRE-PLANNING

Task 1.1
Organise Stakeholder Engagement and Expand Participation
Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).
· Stakeholder list – need to keep in mind that not everyone wants to be engaged
· Stakeholder list – it is missing industry lists, which need to be developed, in particular list of relevant stakeholders or sectors of stakeholders.
· For expanding participation from other stakeholders   need to think beyond the immediate area. The stakeholders and their activities are not geographically bound – land-based & sea
Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these? 

· Add an explanation of why you need stakeholder engagement, e.g. the ‘what’s in it for me’ approach to attracting interest – fear and opportunity.

· Stakeholders need to choose whether or not they engage 
· Display the stakeholder intent on declaration? 
· Put an example in the list of the specific stakeholders/ sectors/ platforms (potentially in appendices)
· Send out the guidelines to encourage stakeholder interest. Produce newsletters/information prior to engagement to generate discussion and interest – post / email / web based / media. 

· There are two drivers that will encourage stakeholder interest – legal requirement for action and the benefits that the action will bring. 
Further information required?


· Need a vehicle to  the mapping and boundaries
· Stakeholder ‘mapping’ to confirm who’s where
· Needs to be trans-national with stakeholders

Task 1.2
Agree on Ecosystem Approach Definition and Principles

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).
· Recognise the number of ecosystem approach definitions – include the 3 pillars of sustainability
· *BF has problem with Principle 2 because it puts the question of balance in a conflicting way

· Need to have a common understanding and shared overall objectives between the stakeholders 
Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these? 

· Add a note to say ‘when applying the guidelines in another region, the principles form the basis for discussion. They can be used as a baseline and specific ones for that region can be added on top.
· Make the clear point they’ve been developed with a full range of stakeholders engaged in this project
· Keep ‘outside stakeholders’ informed to “re-engage”
· Recognition to define the balance/ find a better way to define Principle 2 – FB has sent suggestion through on email
· Add as a principle N°1 that this work is done in relevance with the ISO 26000 “Social responsibility of organisations”, and that it is a mean for organizations which have something to do with the Celtic sea to fulfill their SR: economic performance, social progress and environment preservation.
Further information required?
· Proposition BF : Balance - there should be a suitable balance between long term conservation of the ecosystem  and the use of resources by individual and organisations

· This is an important statement because this standard is the only international document done in cooperation between countries (north/south) and stakeholders (NGO, government, companies, employees, international organizations such as OCDE, OIT, UN etc…) and it is applicable to any kind of organization. Therefore, it is an excellent tool to structure and communicate between stakeholders. It covers environment issues, as well as territorial involvement which are key issues to the PISCES project.
Task 1.3
Define and Agree Boundaries of the Marine Management Area

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).
· Boundaries & geographical focus
· Issue-bound
· Activities range
· Regulatory bound
· Some impacts that may need to be managed by come from outside of whatever area is defined and need action outside of the area – but the impact of the activity and the result of action / management would be felt within the area 

Impacts: Boundaries have a geographical focus– but it may not be geographical. Activities don’t all occur just in one area – there is cross-over between areas
Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these? 
· Ecosystem approach – defining scales and focus over stakeholder activities
· Stakeholder consultation – need to consider a plan for  the whole EA via engagement
· Guidelines to be applicable to multiple scales
Further information required?
· Work with OSPAR to set areas
· Tasks to be iterative: having defined the boundaries the stakeholders can be more easily identified, but the stakeholders need to be identified to influence the definition of boundaries and of the ecosystem approach and principles and therefore the will need to be an interative aspect to the delivery of the guidelines and the 6 steps.
· Boundary to be defined by a particular body – or would it have to be a group of bodies and could this be problematical if there was disagreement.
STEP 2: ASSESSMENT OF BASELINE

Task 2.1
Determine Current Governance and Management Arrangements

NOTE: In discussing Task 2.1, it was affirmed that this focused on how you might go about assessing the government baseline.  It was NOT about considering alternative management arrangements or how these could be improved.

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).
· Each sector needs to provide a description of the hierarchy of communication and debate [i.e. how and between whom such matters are discussed] between government and stakeholder organisations.

· There is a need to ensure that there are no gaps and no stakeholders are missed.

· There is a need to identify who the responsibility holder is at a government level.
Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these? 
· Build on the existing information which is available at EC level

· Talk with the government within each geographical area in order to understand, to whom do we need to present this; and to identify gaps.

· There are three key bodies: ICES (International Council for the Exploration of the Sea), OSPAR, and the North West Water Regional Advisory Council which can influence jurisdiction.  These can act as conduits that would be a starting point and that can be used to address gaps.  These organisations would be a stronger ‘messenger’ and provide greater weight and influence. 

· The national government ministers and civil servants along with the three above mentioned bodies need to be approached in parallel.  The government bodies need to be kept informed about what is happening so that any consequent communication or interaction from the key three is unexpected.

· Note that national management arrangements are well known and won’t change quickly; it is the region that is less well known.

Task 2.2
Determine Current Environmental Conditions and Human Uses

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).
· Validate existing assessments, including the following, and identify any gaps: 

[This is also relevant to Task 2.1]

· Charting Progress (Defra, UK)

· Initial Assessments from Marine Strategy Framework Directive

· Quality Status Reports (QSR) (OSPAR)

· Offshore Oil and Gas Celtic Sea (Eire)

· Crown Estate

· RYA Boating Atlas

· Marine Management Organisation: Collation of Marine Conservation Zone project data

· National data: Look at whether there is there sufficient metadata which is compatible, up to date (and needs to say what age it is), accurate, complete.

· Note that with regard to completeness you may not actually know where the gaps are, and there will be a situation of uncertainty in this respect.

· Note that you need to use the same criteria to collect data to make it comparable.

· There is a need for integration of data sources.

Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?
· Stakeholders [as a data source] can add value since they haven’t been asked for information before.

· You need to get to a consensus among stakeholders about whether there’s enough information yet to make decisions on.  You need to decide where you can draw the line, as it will have to be a case of being ‘good enough’.

· There needs to be a holder of data. This still needs to be resolved.   There is no-one in existence at the regional level to do this.

· State the necessity that whoever is carrying out analysis should be relevantly qualified with the necessary experience and understanding (this is not happening currently and validating information is difficult otherwise).

· Data gathering is also about the identification of who you need to go to for particular bits of information, not necessarily actually gathering that information [This is also relevant to Task 2.1]

Task 2.3
Determine Current Conflicts and Compatibilities

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).
(1)
Lack of information on cumulative impacts: The methodologies aren’t there for cumulative impacts.
(2)
Interactions between sectors

Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?
(1)

· The Crown Estate is doing this work

· Industries (e.g. renewables) through the EIA process are also doing this work, and they are beginning to discuss and share information on methods.
(2)

· All sectors to pro-actively produce position statements on how their activities might impact on other sectors and also how they might be impacted on by the activities of others along with suggestions for mitigation.  It should cover all interactions both positive and negative.  It enables transparency.  RYA, for example, is already doing this.

· Documented Environmental Management Systems should include risk to /from other sectors.  [NB some sectors’ systems may be on a project by project basis, depending on the context.]  Stakeholder interactions should be looked at as a part of the EMS.  The ‘top 3’ stakeholders you most interact with (whether through conflict or cooperatively or have compatibility with) should be documented.

· Coastal forums:  Decision-makers from relevant organisations are a good model for resolving potential conflict.  Such situations can be very immediately addressed round the table.  They provide a means to proactively give a heads up to other sectors or activities through advance sharing of potential issues and gaining feedback on future plans.  The relationship building of participation in a forum also helps to deal with and resolve any issues arising.
Task 2.4
Project Future Human Uses and Environmental Conditions

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).

(1) 
Oil and gas exploration and production (EIAs have been already been done) could have huge impact on commercial fishing sector and leisure use.

(2) 
There is commercial discretion (i.e. protection) applied to information from the newer sectors like oil and gas, but not to fisheries.

(3) 
There’s no integrated methodology for plans from the various organisations and sectors

(4) 
Some industries are better able to plan for future than others and can protect their industries for the future.  For example, renewables is well placed to do this, while fisheries operate are in too dynamic a context to plan.

(5) 
Climate change, for example the impact of sea level rise.
(6) 
Displacement of one activity by another and the unintended consequences, i.e. beyond the immediate level of initial development e.g. renewables development and exclusion from fishing grounds.  This can be compounded by governments’ external influence on value and thus priority between sectors.  For example Celtic Sea herring has increased in value by 230% but there is a risk of loss if displaced.
Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?
 (1) 
Make a by-sector identification of trends [in commercial/other development]:  Go to the relevant bodies.  Need to generate a list of them.

(2) 
Governments need to acknowledge that there’s not a level playing field with regard to commercial discretion.

(3) 
A better methodology of accessing information is needed.  There’s nowhere that’s pulled or accessed together.  A central point of access from which you can go out to the various sectors is needed and this needs to be coordinated somewhere.  There is the working example of the cables industry telephone book that has been created.  There’s a need for review of this.
(4) 
Guidelines should suggest that planners should identify areas of uncertainty: Acknowledging the uncertainty is as important as finding the solution.

STEP 3: DETERMINE TARGETS/INDICATORS

Task 3.1
Develop a Vision and Strategic Objectives for the Marine Management Area

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).

· Don’t have a shared vision for the Celtic Sea but want a shared vision. This vision should have a number of components and functions:
· Should develop an identity that works for all sectors across the Celtic Sea and encourages a voluntary code of practice that provides the framework for achieving the ecosystem approach
· Includes but is more than a way to market the Celtic Sea and is based on an understanding that sectors will act in ‘enlightened self-interest’
· Science and industry work together to develop understanding of the Celtic marine ecosystem
· Promotes economically and socially responsible fisheries and sustainable exploitation of marine resources
· Stakeholder groups operate in a coherent way and regulating authorities consult with them. E.g., there is a stakeholder forum that has the status of RAC and is extended to other sectors.
· Also advocates that each sector should be governed fairly but this does not necessarily mean that they should be treated the same

Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?

· The vision is accepted by organisations responsible for governance across the Celtic Sea.
· It’s recognised that there are ‘players in the region that are not regional players’, i.e., that some stakeholders of the Celtic Sea are beyond the direct influence of organisations responsible for the governance of the Celtic Sea. These include, for example, shipping and fishing industry from countries outside of the Celtic Sea area. The solution is to get these sectors/stakeholders involved with a requirement that ‘if you use the Celtic Sea, you should comply with the vision’.
· To make progress on vision to get science and industry working together, a potential case study on fisheries sector proposed. This would aim to bring scientists and fishing industry together to share data and undertake analysis to come to consensus on the status of fish stocks that would feed into ICES and speed up the integration of data into policy.

Task 3.2
Determine Appropriate Targets and Indicators

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).

(Point to note and agreed by all: the current document is too UK-focused and too many examples of UK government)

· Nothing on social and economic indicators
· Inadequate access to and transparency of data on industries across the member states, e.g., on shipping and fishing industries, such as access to fishing log books 

Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?

· Proper analysis of social and economic impacts/implications of GES targets. Use case studies across the Celtic Sea to explore the relationship between GES and social and economic impacts. Gareth highlighted the challenge in putting economic value on impacts/resources and others agreed. It was suggested that this analysis could include evaluation of ecosystem services. There was not consensus about this. It was agreed that this approach would provide a tool useful for other areas.
· MSFD indicators and descriptors should be interpreted in the context of each sector and sub sector, i.e. review and risk assess each sector and sub-sector against the MSFD indicators and descriptors.

STEP 4: PLANNING

Task 4.1
Specify Alternative Future Management Scenarios and Select Preferred

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).

· Agree with all issues presented.
· Lack of holistic management
· Different things managed by different people (CFP outside)
· Different legislative drivers and targets
· 3 member states
· Lots of bodies (e.g. government departments, MMO etc)
· Lack of willingness to join up (at government level)
· Devolved administrations (in UK)
· Precautionary principle – taken too far delivered despite saying it’s not
· EU infraction proceedings
Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?

· Evidence based risk assessment and prioritisation based on GES descriptors
· Industry self assessment to start process
· Use matrix, use existing work e.g. industry guidelines, need measurable outcomes
Further information required?
· Who players are
· Identify problem – understand perceptions
Task 4.2
Identify Measures Required to Achieve Preferred Scenario

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).

· Same issues as in 4.1

· Institutional arrangements etc, 
· Lack of holistic approach
· Cumulative effects
· Need for measures to be compatible with other measures affecting sectors (eg ballast water requirements – differing targets/ levels)
· Lack of stakeholder input into PoMs (eg dredging in the UK – not consulting stakeholders)
Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?
· Need for more research
· Need co-ordinated research programme
· Stakeholders can help make case for this
· Need to stakeholders engagements at start and in review period – MSFD
· Use stakeholders as sounding board
· ‘Proper’ engagement not consultation
Task 4.3
Develop Management Plan

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).

· (Marine Institute consultation tender on MSP - & MSFD delivery in Ireland)
· What, how, who?
· National systems need more time to mature. Don’t want to be told what to do.
· Differing levels of development between countries
· Will there be a MSP Directive? – co-ordination
· No statutory basis
Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?
· Who could co-ordinate? Should it be independent?
· Fear of EC running (but could at least provide funding)
· OSPAR? possible but
– challenges of sub-regional scale
- change of (new) approach, and costly 
· MSP Directive could solve ‘no statutory basis’

Task 4.4
Develop Monitoring Programme

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).
· Expensive
· Lack of expertise of auditor – multi-sector makes more difficult so need sectors to monitor each other (not external)
· Need to understand what the different sectors are doing (and how they could collect data/ monitor) and what already collecting. And what everyone is doing to collect data (science, government) 
· Data needs to be collected for a purpose – MSFD
· Need proper incentives/ drivers (eg government to demonstrate willingness/ lead) – important to secure stakeholder support
· Initiatives need to be well developed, structured and managed. Otherwise danger that stakeholders are disengaged
· Data format
· How to take account of different types of data – “weighting”
· Need standards for co-ordination for monitoring long timescale for change (eg ICES) – monitoring protocol
· Layers of monitoring – governments, stakeholders 

Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?
· Independent auditor also peer review, e.g. Iseal
· Build low cost model for monitoring standards
· Eg Marine Institute training fishers to collect data
STEP 5: IMPLEMENTATION

5.1
Adopt and Gain Approval for the Management Plan

· Change the title of the Task 5.1 to “Gain approval for tools for delivery of an Ecosystem Approach”.
· Rationale: Talking about a management plan may cause confusion: You don’t necessarily need a management plan to deliver an ecosystem approach, or, for example you may ‘ecosystem approach-proof’ your existing management plan.

· It might be worth referring to some of the other types of plans that could be being developed that would serve the purpose e.g. marine spatial plan
Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).

(1) Primarily there is a need to address the audience in order to gain approval
(2) Gaining approval is also dependent on communicating it widely enough.
(3) When communicating to different audiences in different ways, there’s a need to keep on message; a consistent message.
(4) There is a need to be relevant and accepted at a higher (policy) level.

Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?

· Address the audience and the benefits it gives them and what the relevance is to them, and for the stakeholders especially, explain the drivers and what it is they’ve got to do.

· There is a need to identify “what’s in it for them” when communicating it, i.e. benefits.

· You need to get industry approval and involvement to help with that endorsement

· Use relevant language and format for the audience.  For example, for stakeholders, provide a short document, easy language; simplicity is the key note.

· In communicating, you need to go to where the stakeholders are and take it to them.  You can’t just ‘circulate’ it.  NB: This is resource intensive and a ‘big ask’.  To address this and make the most of resources you could identify and target the opinion formers and influencers in the sector; who in turn will influence others.  Getting industry level approval and involvement is one way of doing this.

· With a range of different communications being rolled out differently, there’s a need to ensure that there is a common message and everyone keeps on it.

· Use two documents: one for the policy audience and one for the stakeholder audience.

· You need a parent document to inform the range of bespoke communications (and be a point of common and authoritative point of reference).

· Get senior people to champion it and get it accepted at a higher level.  Use advisory groups to promote it to government.

· Herald the document in the media as a van guard.  Note that timing would have to be thought about: otherwise the launch could appear too top down.  To address this use a two pronged initiative and run in parallel: i.e. top level people buy into it; people on the ground understand the relevance and benefits.

· ‘Think outside the docs’:  Not just communicated through a paper document but through phone apps; online etc.  Bespoke communications/versions will need a range of media, including industry specific media.

5.2
Implement Monitoring Programme

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).
· Timeframe: implementation is post-PISCES; so where will funding come from and identification of who will do it are issues.   Someone has to have ownership of the PISCES process.  It’s unlikely that OSPAR can give attention to the Celtic Sea.

· What are the benchmarks, and how can these be established.

· Using the phrase “management plan” is causing confusion: we’re not creating a management plan per se, but we are producing the guidance for creating one.


Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?
· A stakeholder group is needed as a driver for encouraging monitoring.

· There’s a need to collecting and collating the data from the various sectors

· ISEAL model overcomes the need for ISO /external auditor costs.  Develop instead inter-supply chain audits /relationships within each sector as a starting point.  It’s cheaper and it develops relationships within sectors.  It’s more applicable because of the range and difference between sectors that a single auditor would have to deal with.

· Need as a start point to get a sense of what is being done.  Link things to MSFD descriptors and its guidance notes as a start point.  Use existing best practice from industry.  Note: this does not prohibit anything new being used.

· Would need to identify gaps

· Would need a standard system to enable compatibility.

· Use existing benchmarks to avoid duplication.  Use MSFD or industry or others as long as these are acceptable.  

· Need to spell out added value

· Don’t duplicate.

· Test the programme: get case studies and endorsements.  This also makes the guidance notes have more relevance.

Note: internally within PISCES we need to put across the message that it’s: “Guidance to get to a management plan”
Task 5.3
Implement Management Plan

Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?

· Use stakeholders to bring it to their own contemporaries and constituencies

· Use the media in conjunction with the above.  Include industry relevant media

· Use quick wins as success stories

· Pro-active press would head off any negative news stories.
STEP 6: EVALUATION
Task 6.1
Evaluation Result of Monitoring Program

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).

This question initially prompted more questions about the monitoring program than discussion about issues. The questions raised were:

· What is the nature of the monitoring program?

· What should be the scale for monitoring?

· What would be the appropriate frequency depends on what is being measured?

· Should monitoring be by sector or by GES targets?

· What mechanisms do stakeholders want and can guide stakeholder input? (Roger was able to readily articulate what monitoring would be useful for sea anglers. Would other sectors also be able to do this?)

Some ‘needs’ and opportunities were also identified:

· External confidence in data management

· Data management issues relevant to collecting the data for the baseline are also relevant to monitoring

· Stakeholder-led approach could help with cross-boundary data collection (avoiding problems of collecting data across governance boundaries) 

Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?

· Needs to be appropriate to sector and targets

· Frequency relevant to issue being monitored

Task 6.2
Review, Update and Adapt Management Plan
Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).

· Review process should be independent – done either through public involvement or by independent appointees

· Timescale of review should be linked with fixed timescale of other policy review process but should be flexibility to respond and adapt to other important factors including:

· Information about change in baseline

· Results of monitoring

· Changes in sectorial activities

Task 6.3
Identify Research and Information Needs and Implement Collection

Question: Given the information provided, what key issues and considerations do you think will be important in implementing the task in the Celtic Sea?  Please feel free to draw on the suggestions included in the text, but please don’t be constrained by them (you can suggest any issues you like).
· Same data management issues being considered in development of baseline for GES. 

· Important to keep knowledge base up to date 

Question: For each of these issues and considerations, can you suggest any solutions and/or further requirements, and specifically who will deliver these?
· Need to build on progress and the systems being used to develop the baseline. Opportunity now to influence those systems so that they can be useful for future monitoring

· Recommended to apply for funding to the EC 7th Framework Programme for research project to review the availability, quality, compatibility and coverage of scientific, grey and fuzzy data and how it can be applied to the monitoring program.

10.
Next Steps for PISCES and the Guidelines
At the conclusion of the event, the next steps for the project were outlined, based on feedback that had been received from participants during the workshop.    These were presented by Lyndsey Dodds, of WWF and the PISCES Project team.   The slides used are available at appendix 20.   Key points from Lyndsey’s talk are set out below:
· As a priority following the meeting, the material generated by the group discussions, especially those to review Section 2 of the guidelines, will be sent out for approval by the participants and then circulated to all attendees.  
· The next steps will be for the project team to pick up the output from the workshop and to use that to continue to develop the guidelines, creating a new draft for others to review.  

· The next guidelines draft will be sent out around mid-January 2012 and stakeholders will have four weeks to give their review and feedback

· The PISCES team wish to take forward the idea of the marine users sharing and bringing in more comments on the guidelines from their sectors, if people are willing to do this. 

· The PISCES team would like to aim create another draft before the next workshop following feedback on the January revised version.

· The next workshop is in April 2012 and the core stakeholder group and advisors should indicate when they are unavailable along with any clashing conferences and holidays across the countries.

· The focus of the fifth workshop will be to finalise Section 2 and 3 of the guidelines and to think about the recommendations and role of stakeholders in the process and what happens once the PISCES process has ended.

· The questionnaire survey conducted prior to the Workshop IV to gather information on voluntary measures and sectoral activity was really helpful and this may be a process that is used again.

· The PISCES team will prepare a summary report of the workshop which participants can use to send on to constituents, colleagues and contacts and communicate updates about PISCES progress.

Following the presentation there was an opportunity for participants to ask questions and for some discussion.  These questions (Q) and the responses (A) (the latter being provided by the PISCES team) are summarised below:
Q:
Will it be in English?
A:
We can have simultaneous translation at the next workshop.  The guidelines draft can be provided in the right language so that it can be reviewed.
Q:
With the guidelines document, we want a bible and then two other versions:  one for stakeholders and one for policy makers, showing different audience language.  We need a shorter version with focus on what the benefit is to the sharp end if we’re to share it with my sector in January.

A:
 We need to be clear what we’re expecting from people and specific questions for guiding the comments coming in will be provided.

11.
Evaluation

The PISCES team is conducting an evaluation of the third stakeholder workshop.  The evaluation seeks to feed into and influence the engagement process as well as measure its success.  Throughout the PISCES project duration, stakeholder engagement processes will be transparently and collaboratively monitored to assess its relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, and sustainability. Learning from each evaluation process will be fed back in to the project to ensure continuous improvement.

11.1
Interim Feedback

Feedback from stakeholders on the proceedings was sought by the lead facilitator throughout the two days of the workshop.  This including checking in with the participants about the appropriateness of the workshop programme, the effectiveness of the working methods and style, the level of support provided and audibility of speakers and questions during plenary sessions.  All these elements were regularly asked about at the conclusion or opening of sessions during the event to check whether these were working well.  Participants were asked to let the facilitator know whether there were any comments that they’d like to give on the process; whether there was anything they’d like to change or do differently or if they had any questions or concerns.  This was so that any feedback could be acted on immediately to accommodate stakeholders’ needs and to ensure that participants were getting maximum benefit from their attendance at the workshop.  The participants were encouraged to approach the facilitator in breaks and between sessions so that if people felt more comfortable doing this one to one then this opportunity was provided.
11.2
Closing Evaluation

At the close of the second day of the workshop, participants were asked to complete a short questionnaire which asked them to reflect on the workshop process and progress.  These questions and their feedback have been collated in an unattributed format and are set out in appendix 21.
Appendix 1: Briefing notes: PISCES Guidelines Made Simple and PISCES Guidelines Structure
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PISCES Guidelines made simple                                                   
Why develop guidelines?
The EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive stipulates that member states must achieve “good environmental status” by 2020.  Each member state will need to set out a programme of practical measures by 2015 that uses the ecosystem approach to achieve GES. The PISCES Guidelines are an opportunity to influence the implementation of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive, and will also outline what the ecosystem approach means for sea users in practical terms.
What is the ecosystem approach?
The ecosystem approach involves the consideration and integration of all the elements of an ecosystem; living and non-living, including the diverse human impacts and interactions.  This approach should result in a more fair and equitable future, where resources are available to humans without compromising the health of the environment. 
Who are they for?

A) 
They are intended for use by the relevant government departments and statutory agencies in EU member states who will be developing their own country’s set of measures for achieving “good environmental status”.
B) 
They are also for sea users and wider stakeholders who will be participating in the implementation of the ecosystem approach.
Layout of the guidelines

the proposed structure for the guidelines is:
Section 1
Introduction Background, objectives and target audience for the guidelines, and instructions on how to use them;
Section 2 
Step-by-step guidelines on implementing the ecosystem approach in the Celtic Sea through the MSFD. For each step in the MSFD implementation process, suggestions are made on: key aims/actions, progress in the Celtic Sea, further actions required, and on how stakeholders might participate. The focus is on strategic/overarching requirements for implementation of the MSFD 
Section 3 
Potential measures that could be implemented in the Celtic Sea. Exploration of what sea users can do to make their operations more sustainable, thereby helping to achieve policy targets. The focus is on voluntary measures, though the case for measures being put forward as statutory will also be explored.
Section 4
Summary of key recommendations for the Celtic Sea, grouped by target audience (e.g. specific organisations)
Section 5 
Recommendations on how to apply the guidelines in other locations. 
(In addition, an accompanying set of Appendices are provided in order to provide supporting information, background and context).
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This project is being delivered by WWF-UK in partnership with The Environment Council and WWF Spain. With thanks to country technical support from SeaWeb in France and The Coastal & Marine Research Centre in Ireland.
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PISCES guidelines structure: 

Incorporating lessons learned from Workshop 3 

Development of the six step structure

A considerable amount of discussion and ideas were generated at the third PISCES workshop in June 2011 about how to structure the guidelines going forward. For example, when completing the “mind mapping” exercise (in which stakeholders were asked to record objectives and actions for each principle), a number of common objectives/actions recurred across more than one principle – e.g. having the right policy/governance structure in place, the need to establish an effective stakeholder engagement forum, seeking funding and understanding the environmental baseline. Many of these could be interpreted as “operational” steps, i.e. they define a series of logical steps which should be undertaken in a specific order.  

In order to maximise the potential for the guidelines to influence marine policy, there appears to be considerable benefit to align the guidelines with the “operational process” that will be followed during the implementation of marine policy. The key policy focus for PISCES is the implementation of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD). There is also scope for PISCES to influence Marine Spatial Planning (MSP), Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) and even Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM). 

What does this operational process look like? 

When looking across these different marine policy areas, and other existing examples of guidelines related to environmental management and planning, the key steps tend to follow a similar operational process. This results in a generic model for environmental management based on an adaptive approach. This can be set out as six main steps:

1. ORGANISING / PRE-PLANNING: What are trying to achieve and how do we do it?

2. ASSESSMENT OF BASELINE: Where are we now and what are future trends?

3. DETERMINE TARGETS / INDICATORS: Where do we want to be?

4. PLANNING: How do we get there?

5. IMPLEMENTATION:

6. EVALUATION / ADAPTATION: Have we got there?

How do the PISCES guidelines fit this generic framework?

To explore the potential use of this framework for structuring the PISCES guidelines, and show how the information could be incorporated, we have grouped the mind-mapping outputs from Workshop 3 to the six steps identified in Section 2. The mind-maps (converted into electronic format) are on the stakeholder intranet (http://intranet.projectpisces.eu - log on using you username and password and view the Workshop 3 page).

Key observations from this process include:

· The principles/objectives/actions, whilst in high-level format (and requiring further drafting), appear to map in a useful way to the operational steps. 

· There is considerable overlap in the objectives/actions between the principles.

· The principles/objectives/actions previously agreed by stakeholders don’t consider target setting. This is an important step in the implementation of environmental policy in any context, including both MSFD and MSP, - agreeing what we are trying to achieve through intervention. For example, under the MSFD it has already been agreed that the target should be to reach “Good Environmental Status” by 2020 (whilst the characteristics of GES are yet to be fully determined). 
What are the potential benefits of structuring the guidelines in this way?

Structuring the guidelines according to the six steps provides a number of potential benefits:

· It enables objectives/actions to be arranged in an iterative and logical time-sequence;

· The sequence is directly compatible with relevant operational steps that policy makers are following for implementation of the MSFD and MSP;

· It should provide greater clarity on where and how the guidelines might be used in influencing the MSFD, and how it might be applied in other contexts (e.g. MSP, ICZM, MPA planning etc).

· It should help to focus guidelines development and show the practical ways the PISCES Stakeholder Group can potentially engage in and support the policy implementation process at each step (which will help ultimately with advocacy). Note that some steps in the MSFD process have passed (e.g. characterization in Step 2), but others remain. Similarly, whilst progress differs between member states (and even between regions within member states), the marine planning process is generally in its infancy and work on MPAs is ongoing, presenting many potential opportunities. 

· It highlights a gap in the consideration of targets (which hasn’t been explored fully yet);

· It removes duplication in objectives/actions identified previously in different principles.
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This project is being delivered by WWF-UK in partnership with The Environment Council and WWF Spain. With thanks to country technical support from SeaWeb in France and The Coastal & Marine Research Centre in Ireland.

Appendix 2: Stakeholder Invitees list (by sector of interest, organisation and country)
CORE STAKEHOLDERS

	Sector of Interest
	Organisation
	Country

	Coastal Tourism / Recreational Industries
	FNPPSF (national recreational fisheries association)
	FRANCE

	Coastal Tourism / Recreational Industries
	RYA
	UK

	Coastal Tourism / Recreational Industries
	Welsh Federation of Sea Anglers
	UK

	Coastal Tourism / Recreational Industries
	South and West Wales Marine Leisure Federation 
	UK

	Coastal Tourism / Recreational Industries
	Irish Marine Federation
	EIRE

	Environmental Statutory Agency
	Bord Iascaigh Mhara (Irish Sea Fisheries Board) 
	EIRE

	Environmental Statutory Agency
	Agence des Aires Marines Protégées (MPA Agency)
	FRANCE

	Environmental Statutory Agency
	Countryside Council for Wales
	UK

	Environmental Statutory Agency
	Environmental Protection Agency
	EIRE

	Environmental Statutory Agency
	Natural England
	UK

	Fisheries
	Under 10m Fisherman's Association
	UK

	Fisheries
	Cornish Fisherman
	UK

	Fisheries
	Fisherman
	SPAIN

	Fisheries
	CEPESCA
	SPAIN

	Fisheries
	The Basque Countries fisheries federation
	SPAIN

	Fisheries
	Fisherman
	FRANCE

	Fisheries
	Federation of Irish Fishermen
	EIRE

	Mariculture
	Comite National de la Conchyliculture
	FRANCE

	Mariculture
	Shellfish Association of Great Britain 
	UK

	Marine Aggregates
	British Marine Aggregate Producers Association
	UK

	Marine Renewable Energy
	BLUE H FRANCE (renewables)
	FRANCE

	Marine Renewable Energy
	ANGELINA Consultant
	France

	Marine Renewable Energy
	Open Hydro
	EIRE

	Marine Renewable Energy
	RWE NPOWER
	UK

	Offshore industries
	Irish Navy
	EIRE

	Offshore industries
	Global Marine Systems
	UK

	Offshore industries
	Subsea Cables UK 
	UK

	Offshore industries
	Hibernia Atlantic
	UK

	Offshore industries
	Global Marine Systems
	UK

	Ports
	Chambre de Commerce des Cote d'Armor
	FRANCE

	Ports
	British Ports Association
	UK

	Shipping
	Chamber of Shipping 
	UK


OTHER STAKEHOLDERS
	National Government Department
	Defra 
	UK


Appendix 3: Briefing Material: Map which sets out key political administrative and management boundaries in relation to PISCES
PISCES Celtic Sea project area in relation to

key political, administrative and

management boundaries
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Appendix 4: Voluntary measures
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Appendix 5: Roger Cook, Welsh Federation of Sea Anglers (Coastal Tourism/Recreational Industries) Voluntary Measures
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Appendix 6: Jerry Percy, Chair at Welsh Federation of Fishermen's Associations (WFFA); New Under 10 Fisheries Association (Commercial Fisheries) Voluntary Measures
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Appendix 7: Sue Barr, Open Hydro, Marine Renewable Energy, Voluntary Measures
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Appendix 8: Alana Murphy, RYA (Coastal Tourism / Recreational Industries) Voluntary Measures
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Appendix 9: Gill Moore, RWE Power (Marine Renewable Energy) Voluntary Measures
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Appendix 10: Frank Fleming, Fisherman (Commercial Fisheries) Voluntary Measures
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Appendix 11: David Whitehead, British Ports Association (Ports) Voluntary Measures
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This report is intended to provide stakeholders with a more detailed account of the fourth PISCES workshop (November 2011, Dorking) for their reference.  Comments made by participants at the workshop during presentations, small group and whole workshop (plenary) discussions were noted during the proceedings and are summarised here.  Comments are shown without attribution, which was a code of practice for the discussions.  





A two-page summary report of the workshop is available on the PISCES website which stakeholders may find helpful for briefing others about this event � HYPERLINK "http://www.projectpisces.eu/" ��http://www.projectpisces.eu/�








This is an EC LIFE+ project


With the contribution of the LIFE financial instrument of the European Community.


Project number: LIFE07 ENV/UK/000943





This is an EC LIFE+ project


With the contribution of the LIFE financial instrument of the European Community.


Project number: LIFE07 ENV/UK/000943





Data CC-By-SA by OpenStreetMap


OSPAR regions: OSPAR Commission, North Western Waters RAC: MEFEPO 


Regional MCZ Projects: © Crown Copyright – UKHO and Ordnance Survey




































































This is an EC LIFE+ project.


With the contribution of the LIFE financial instrument of the European Community.


Project number: LIFE07 ENV/UK/000943





This project is being delivered by WWF-UK in partnership with The Environment Council and WWF Spain, with thanks to country technical support �from SeaWeb in France and The Coastal & Marine Research Centre in Ireland.











� LIFE is the European Union's financial instrument supporting environmental and nature conservation projects throughout the European Union


� The PISCES project working definition of the ecosystem approach is as follows: “The Ecosystem Approach is a strategy for the integrated management of land, water and living resources that promotes conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way” (Convention on Biological Diversity). This includes people, their activities and institutions. “Sustaining Benefits – For All – For Ever”


� For further information on the PISCES Advisory Group please visit http://projectpisces.eu/about_us/who_are_we/advisory_group/


� The PISCES project is actively seeking the involvement of Spanish marine users, but was unable to their secure attendance at the November 2011 event.
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[image: image66.png]he Bad*News:

As well as practical difficulties with sampling, there were problems
of noncompliance with the St Agnes voluntary NTZ. Compliance
monitoring showed that in each fishing season from 2000 o 2003
the NTZ had been subject to a continuous, but low-level of
shellfish potting.

“This non-compliance was mainly attributed to one of the two full-
time fishermen in the St Agnes QFA:

Because of persistent non-compliance with the voluntary NTZ and
outside interference with sampling gear in 2003 it was reluctantly
decided to terminate the Demonstration Trial two years earlier
than planned.
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[image: image74.png]= within the spectrum of voluntary to statutory approaches to site protection
there is no single best response to marine site management that will fit al
cases;

« voluntary management is unlikely to be an appropriate approach to
controlling damaging activities for sensitve features within highly protected
MPAS;

« voluntary measures are not a quick fix solution, but can require considerable
resources and 2 long-term commitment;

« even if a voluntary initiative is Successful, the effort of reaching consensus
might mean compromises. on the conservation objectives;

< statutory approaches can allow for the possibilty of legal action to prevent a
potentially damaging activity, or regulate potentially damaging activities;

« 3 statutory approach can introduce a system of licensing or permitting which
can provide validity to stakeholders, be used to limit capacity of an activity and,
in'the event of serious or continuous non-compliance, be revoked.
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