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Executive Summary
In December 2004, Defra commissioned a consortium comprising ABP Marine Environmental Research
Ltd (ABPmer), Terence O’Rourke, Risk & Policy Analysts, Geotek, Hartley Anderson and Coastal
Management for Sustainability (the MSPP Consortium) to research options for developing,
implementing and managing marine spatial planning (MSP) in UK coastal and offshore waters.
The study had two key objectives. Firstly, to obtain a better understanding and appreciation of available
evidence and experiences to date in the field of spatial planning and its relevance and applicability to
UK marine and coastal waters. Secondly, and more importantly, Defra wanted to undertake a pilot
project to determine the feasibility and practicality of developing and applying a marine spatial plan.
The project has been overseen by a Project Management Group, chaired by Defra and including key
government interests. Stakeholders have also been involved at all stages of the project to simulate, as
far as possible, the consultation process.
The programme of work comprised a number of elements:
A literature review;
The development of a suggested process for marine spatial planning and management;
A pilot project that simulated the development of a marine spatial plan;
An exploration of the relationship between regional marine spatial plans and the plethora
existing marine plans;
Preparation of an initial Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA); and
Preparation of a final report including conclusions and recommendations.
Marine spatial planning is a process by which the sustainable exploitation of marine resources can be
planned and managed. While the process will result in the preparation and adoption of a marine spatial
plan, in the long-term it is the process of planning and ongoing management of marine development
within that framework that is more significant than the plan itself.
The stages required for the production of a marine plan include the initial setting of goals and
objectives, scoping and data collection, forecasting, analysis and generating spatial options. These
options are then evaluated in the production of the Regional Marine Spatial Plan, which involves
extensive consultation before a Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment, and
ultimately adoption and implementation of the plan. Subsequent monitoring should lead to a greater
understanding of the plan’s successes and failures and provide an objective basis for subsequent plan
reviews. The development of a simulated plan for part of the Irish Sea provided an important
opportunity to test aspects of the suggested marine spatial planning and management framework,
although the nature of and time scale for the pilot project meant that it was not possible to test all
aspects of the plan making process in detail.
The pilot project represented the first attempt in the UK to develop a marine spatial plan at a regional
scale. Inevitably, development of the plan identified a number of information gaps both in relation to
policies, objectives and targets and also for spatial data. Nevertheless, in bringing together the wide
range of existing information the pilot project was able to effectively simulate the plan production
process and to demonstrate how such information could be used for decision-making and ongoing
management.
The development of the pilot plan has provided a rich source of information to inform the future
framework for MSP. In particular, it has highlighted the important links to other planning processes both
on land and at sea, and the range of policies at national and international level to which such plans
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need to have regard. The pilot plan has demonstrated some of the distinctive requirements of a marine
spatial planning system compared to terrestrial spatial planning, but importantly, it has also identified
many similarities. The development of the pilot plan and the extensive stakeholder engagement has
provided stakeholders with an opportunity to consider the benefits and drawbacks of MSP and the
potential added value that such a system might bring.
In seeking to establish a system of MSP there are a number of significant tensions that the plan makers
will need to have regard to. Many of the misgivings we have heard from stakeholders (at all points on
the spectrum) about MSP concern whether the MMO (if established) might have an industry bias or an
environment bias. It is therefore fundamentally important that the MMO (if established) is given a clear
and unambiguous sustainable development duty. Other important tensions are the extent to which
MSP should intervene in what is effectively a free market for sea space and how to balance
requirements for certainty with those for flexibility. The plan will also need to strike a balance (as all
good plans should) between a top down approach to planning (cascading Government policy priorities)
and a bottom-up approach (local stakeholder consensus).
The development of the pilot plan has also highlighted the fundamental importance of integration as an
essential pre-requisite for achieving sustainable development. MSP provides the mechanism to deliver
that integration in a spatial context, and at a scale that can be understood by stakeholders. For this
reason alone, one might argue that MSP should be taken forward, although as the study has hopefully
demonstrated there are many further benefits to be derived from MSP. Indeed, the study has helped to
crystallise the benefits that MSP can deliver. These can be summarised as:
Providing a mechanism for delivering sustainable development in the marine environment;
Environmental benefits;
Providing a mechanism for the establishment of clear and comprehensive environmental
objectives;
Providing a management framework for achieving environmental objectives;
Supporting practical delivery of the ecosystem approach;
Economic and social benefits;
Optimisation of sea use;
Greater locational certainty for new developments;
Cost reduction (consenting process);
Administrative benefits;
A plan led approach to decision making for development projects;
Opportunities for consent streamlining;
Improved availability of information;
Better coordination and targeting of data collection;
A focus for stakeholder participation;
A forum for conflict resolution.
The majority of the drawbacks identified by stakeholders reflect particular concerns that can be
addressed through detailed design and implementation of MSP. Perhaps the two most significant
issues outstanding relate to data availability and the integration of devolved administrations’
responsibilities.
Based on the consortium’s experiences, eight key recommendations have come out of this project and
these are summarised as follows:
MSP should be implemented as a statutory (binding) system with a statutory purpose of
achieving sustainable development of the marine environment.
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MSP should be implemented at a regional scale, approximating to the draft regional sea
boundaries identified by the Irish Sea Pilot Project with precise boundaries determined on a
practical basis. Plans should be developed for sea areas out to the 200nm limit or national/UK
boundaries. The landward limit of MSPs should be established at MHWM or MLWM depending
on the practicalities of modifying the current terrestrial planning boundaries.
The MMO (if established) or another plan making body should be the guardian of the planning
and management process.
SEA/Sustainability appraisal and public participation should be integrated within the marine
spatial planning and management process.
MSPs should seek to plan for 20 years ahead, subject to quinquennial review. The plan making
body should take a long-term view on issues such as climate change.
A Marine Spatial Plan Framework and Scheme should be established to provide a framework
within which regional MSPs would be created and to provide a mechanism for co-ordinating the
production and content of other marine related plans. Regional subsidiary plans should be
developed in appropriate circumstances, where a non-statutory (non-binding) alternative would
not achieve the desired objectives.
MSPs should be used to identify preferred locations for future development activity for specific
sectors. However, such allocations are unlikely to be appropriate for all sectors. It is also
important that these allocations are applied flexibly and that they take account of rapidly
changing technology and uncertainties surrounding some of the potential constraints.
The SEA process for MSPs should be used to collect additional data to reduce key
uncertainties in plan policies.
In conclusion, the consortium consider MSP as a logical and progressive step forward in the
management of the marine environment, as long as it is applied in a flexible way that recognises the
uncertainties in future use requirements and environmental responses.
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1.

Introduction
The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) is seeking to research options
for developing, implementing and managing marine spatial planning in UK coastal and offshore
waters through a pilot study.

1.1

Purpose and Rationale of Project
In December 2004, Defra commissioned a consortium comprising ABP Marine Environmental
Research Ltd (ABPmer), Terence O’Rourke, Risk & Policy Analysts, Geotek, Hartley Anderson
and Coastal Management for Sustainability (the MSPP Consortium) to research options for
developing, implementing and managing marine spatial planning (MSP) in UK coastal and
offshore waters.
The study had two key objectives. Firstly, to obtain a better understanding and appreciation of
available evidence and experiences to date in the field of spatial planning and its relevance and
applicability to UK marine and coastal waters. Secondly, and more importantly, Defra wanted
to undertake a pilot project to determine the feasibility and practicality of developing and
applying a marine spatial plan.

1.2

What is Marine Spatial Planning?
Marine spatial planning can be defined as:
“An integrated, policy-based approach to the regulation, management and
protection of the marine environment, including the allocation of space, that
addresses the multiple, cumulative and potentially conflicting uses of the sea
and thereby facilitates sustainable development.”
While plans and their production are a defining component of marine spatial planning, the plan
is primarily a tool to assist in the process of decision-making and should be subject to regular
review and revision.
The key characteristics of marine spatial plans are that they integrate policies across different
sectors of activity; consist of a hierarchy of policies which span international, national, regional
and local levels; and look to the future to provide for foreseeable needs in a sustainable way.
They should form the basis for on-going decision making on marine development proposals,
resource exploitation, investment decisions and for the long-term protection of valued
environments.
There are a number of different elements that might be included within a system of MSP:
Collective spatial information;
National/regional policies, objectives and targets for all sectors;
National marine planning framework and planning policy statements which would
underpin:
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Sectoral integration
Spatial allocation policies
Co-ordinated management of implementation, enforcement, monitoring and review.
At its most basic level, MSP might be taken forward simply as an information system containing
spatial data and policy information which was accessible to stakeholders and could be used to
inform their own planning efforts. In a more advanced form, the information could be used to
develop a non-statutory (non-binding) plan that contained advisory policies that sought to
integrate the requirements of different sectors. Beyond this, the opportunity exists to establish
a formal statutory (binding) plan within a framework of national guidance. Such a plan would
have greater weight in seeking to integrate different sectoral aspirations and could provide a
basis for identifying future use allocations. The plan-making body with responsibility for
developing the plan could also coordinate its implementation, enforcement, monitoring and
review.
The three broad options identified above have been considered in taking forward the study.
Within the pilot project, most focus has been on the statutory (binding) plan option, on the basis
that it encompasses all the elements of the other two options.

1.3

Methodology/Approach
The project has been overseen by a Project Management Group, chaired by Defra and
including key government interests. In recognition of the importance of involving wider
stakeholders in the project, an MSPP Advisory Group was also established comprising a wide
range of government, environmental, heritage and industry stakeholders with an interest in
marine spatial planning. A list of organisations participating in the Advisory Group is presented
at Appendix 1.
The research has been taken forward in a participative manner through a series of stakeholder
workshops and informal meetings. A project website was also established to provide a
mechanism for sharing information and consulting with Advisory Group members and wider
marine interests. The website proved a highly effective means of disseminating information
including reports, newsletters and presentations to stakeholders throughout the project. In total
there were over 160,000 hits to the website, from over 17, 000 different visitors over the past
twelve months.

1.4

Project Scope
The programme of work comprised a number of elements:
A review of available literature, evidence and experiences on how marine spatial
planning and related initiatives have been developed and applied at the national level
and overseas, together with more detailed consideration of those experiences and
ideas that are most relevant to UK waters (MSPP Consortium, 2005a);
The development of a suggested process for marine spatial planning and management
(based on assumed requirement for a statutory (binding) process);
A pilot project that simulated the development of a marine spatial plan for part of the
Irish Sea (MSPP Consortium, 2005b);
An exploration of the relationship between regional marine spatial plans and the
plethora existing marine plans;
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Preparation of an initial Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) (RPA, 2005); and
Preparation of a final report including conclusions and recommendations (this report)
The project specification did not require the consortium to address governance issues
associated with MSP in any detail, although the pilot highlighted options and issues in a
number of areas and we have commented on these where appropriate.

1.5

Final Report
This final report draws together information and knowledge from earlier stages of the project
and makes recommendations on how marine spatial planning might be developed and applied.
The report is structured as follows:
Section 1 - Introduction (this section);
Section 2 - MSP Process. Describes a suggested process for marine spatial planning
and management that could underpin a statutory (binding) system of MSP;
Section 3 - Regional Pilot Plan. Describes how the simulated regional plan was
developed and the key findings from this process;
Section 4 - Relationship between MSP and Other Plans. Highlights how regional MSP
might integrate with and relate to existing marine plans;
Section 5 - Addressing Practical Issues of MSP. Addresses a range of practical issues
highlighted in the project brief and encountered through the pilot project;
Section 6 - Benefits and Drawbacks. Reviews the potential benefits of MSP and some
of the perceived drawbacks and considers the added value that MSP might bring
compared to the existing situation.
Section 7 - Conclusions and Recommendations. Draws conclusions on the findings of
the research and, where appropriate, makes recommendations on how MSP might be
implemented.

2.

MSP Process

2.1

Purpose and Scope
This section sets out the process of marine spatial plan production that has been piloted in the
Irish Sea. The pilot has been used to test elements of the suggested process, to identify
strengths and weaknesses and to highlight issues in taking marine spatial planning forward in
UK waters. The findings from the pilot are presented in section 3.
Marine spatial planning is a process by which the sustainable exploitation of marine resources
can be planned and managed. While the process will result in the preparation and adoption of a
marine spatial plan, in the long-term it is the process of planning and ongoing management of
marine development within that framework that is more significant than the plan itself. In this
sense, the Regional Marine Spatial Plan is primarily a framework for decision-making in the
future.
In particular, the plan will provide a framework for the integrated management of human uses
and assist decision-making across a wide range of cross cutting functions including:
Spatial allocation;
3
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Advice on EIA/SEA within given areas;
Consenting processes;
Research into potential threats and impacts;
Monitoring;
Data collection and evidence gathering.
The data collected to inform plan production, for example, on spatial resources and activities,
will have a long-term value. It would be expected that these information sources would be
maintained and developed over time to support ongoing management. Maintenance of the
information base would also provide a level of continuity that is currently lacking and would
avoid new studies having to start from scratch.
The general process is represented in Figures 1 and 2 and the policy framework within which a
marine spatial plan would be prepared is presented in Figure 3. The integration of policies and
objectives across different sectors of activity in the production of one unified plan is presented
in Figure 4.
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MSP Policy Hierarchy
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2.2

Integration of Plan Components

Definitions
It is important to be consistent in the use of terminology. For the purposes of the plan the
following definitions (defined with assistance from “Policies for Spatial Plans: A guide to writing
the policy content of Local Development Documents” Planning Officers’ Society, July 2005)
have been used:
Goal - An overarching aim which sets out the purposes of the plan and may be derived
from Government Policy for the marine environment;
Objective - A statement that specifies the direction of desired change in trends or
conditions;
Policy - The expressed intentions of the plan-making agency;
Proposal - A positively worded policy that proposes a course of action or an allocation
for a particular use or purpose;
Programme - A time-related schedule of operations and/or funding to achieve a stated
purpose;
Target - Proposals expressed in terms of specified amounts of change (thresholds) in
specified periods of time;
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Sectoral Policy - Policy that relates to a specific sector of activity e.g. fishing, mineral
extraction;
Spatial Plan - A document that integrates policies across sectors, producing spatially
differentiated application of those policies which may be expressed in plans or
diagrams.

2.3

Plan Production Process

2.3.1

Goals and Objectives
A plan cannot be produced in a policy vacuum and some overarching goals are required to set
out, in general terms, what is to be achieved. Following the Seas of Change consultation,
undertaken as part of the Marine Stewardship initiative, the Government adopted a set of goals
for the marine environment, which have been taken as a starting point for marine spatial
planning (Defra, 2004).
These goals have been translated into more specific objectives and targets. Initial broad
objectives have been developed for nature conservation (which incorporate existing objectives
in relation to designated sites) through JNCC’s Irish Sea Pilot Project undertaken as part of the
Review of Marine Nature Conservation (Vincent et al, 2004). While these objectives have not
yet been formally adopted, they provide a useful starting point when considering nature
conservation requirements within the context of marine spatial planning.
Objectives for many sectoral uses exist in relevant policy documents, for example, ODPM
policies in relation to mineral extraction, but the pilot has identified that further development of
objectives for some sectors will be needed to facilitate formal plan development. Similarly,
while some targets exist, for example, relating to sustainable development indicators,
Biodiversity Action Plans etc and some ecological quality objectives (EcoQOs) are being
developed, further development of targets is also likely to be necessary. For example, there is
a general lack of clearly defined targets for many of the economic and social uses.
The difficult issues concern the balance of choices to pursue one objective at the expense of
the others. One of the benefits of spatial planning is that sometimes it is possible to combine
objectives and balance benefits and costs over a specific geographic area. In any event one of
the main benefits should be the provision of greater certainty to future decision-making.

2.3.2

Scoping and Data Collection
The quality of the plan will depend (to some extent) on the quality of the data collected. JNCC
(Tyldesley 2004) describes this phase as “stock-taking”, but if plan making is to be efficient,
data collection needs to focus on those topics which are seen to be important and which will
enable decisions to be made. Large quantities of data are not required to justify a policy which
is unambiguous and unchallengeable, e.g. the protection of a “World Heritage Site”. However it
may be important to collect considerable weight of evidence in an area of high development
pressure and conflicts of use (such as an estuary), regardless of whether there is strong
ecological interest or not.
The process whereby the decision, to include certain information in the plan, is made, is called
“scoping”. The SEA process begins with just the same sort of scoping exercise, except that the
question here is “what information is necessary to assess the impact of the proposed plan?”
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The scoping phase will assist in determining the core set of information required for the plan
area which is essential to underpin plan development.
Data needs to be presented in a useable form which means mapping it (where feasible) and
manipulating it into comparable form i.e. covering similar areas of sea and time periods. This is
also the appropriate stage at which to identify possible sub-regions within the study area.
These may be determined on the basis of ecological, geographic and/or political factors.
2.3.3

Forecasting
The plan is envisaged to project forward over a twenty year period (2005-2025), and could
possibly be broken down into phases, say five-year horizons within that period, although this
has not been done in the case of the pilot. Thereafter, it is necessary to predict the demands
for activities and their spatial manifestations. Forecasting will be dependent on adopting a
number of assumptions about, for example, the relationship between past change and the
future, government policy, the economy, technological change and climate change. Clearly a
number of these parameters are unknowable but as long as the assumptions are well justified
and explicit, the plan’s proposals can be monitored in this context and the plan reviewed and
revised on a regular basis (possibly every five years).

2.3.4

Analysis
This is the point in the process where the information generated both through data collection
and forecasting has been brought together and compared to identify the conflicts and, where
there were any, the uncontested satisfiable demands on space.
Within the Irish Sea, while there are many different sectoral uses which overlap in time and
space, to a considerable extent users manage to co-exist peaceably with each other, reflecting
the already high level of active management of different uses and existing legal controls and
conditions which are designed to avoid/minimise conflicts.
However, it is clear that conflicts continue to occur between uses and the environment, for
example, some fisheries do not meet commonly accepted standards of sustainability. There is
therefore a need to ensure that the plan delivers an ecosystem approach which respects
environmental limits and that economic and social objectives are not set in such a way that
they will compromise achievement of environmental objectives.

2.3.5

Generating Spatial Options
The generation of alternative spatial options (strategies) is the creative stage in the process of
plan making. It can be aided by data handling techniques married to the weighting of objectives
such that strategies which emphasise one set of values rather than another are favoured.
However given the politics of environmental planning, options are rarely as open as quantitative
techniques would suggest and difficult decisions tend to focus on relatively few but critical
choices. Largely for these reasons the use of modelling techniques in land-use plan making
has reduced considerably and options tend to be developed through consultation and
consensus building.
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2.3.6

Evaluation
The evaluation of spatial options is an important stage in the process of developing robust
strategies and is the point at which consultation with interested parties can play a significant
role in shaping the final plan. To be credible options must be consistent with the objectives of
the plan. However choices present themselves because the different objectives will inevitably
conflict to some degree and giving more weight to one set of values rather than another gives
rise to contrasting spatial consequences.
The most frequently used technique in evaluating options is the Goals Achievement Matrix, in
which the axes of the matrix are formed by the objectives of the plan and the elements of each
option. Each element is assessed against the criteria of the objective and awarded either
pass/fail or a score/ranking. In this way the elements of each option can be compared and an
overall score/rank for the option as a whole ascertained. The assessment may be adjusted to
reflect the preferences of consultees and different options may be seen to meet the interests of
different groups to a greater or lesser extent.

2.3.7

The Regional Marine Spatial Plan
The plan itself is a document that consists of a statement of objectives, an explanation of the
spatial framework and a series of chapters setting out policies, explained and justified in
supporting text, a zoning map identifying those areas to which more general policies apply, and
supporting detailed maps indicating where specific policies operate, primarily mapping existing
activities and designations.
Where there is perceived to be a need for subsidiary plans either incorporated in the regional
plan or published separately (having gone through a similar process of plan making), these will
also be identified. It is recommended that consideration be given to the idea of a Marine Spatial
Plan Framework and Scheme similar to those which have been introduced in terrestrial
planning. The Framework and Scheme would consist of a portfolio of documents including the
regional marine spatial plan for the regional sea and the subsidiary plans which nest within it
covering those areas requiring more detailed planning, possibly over a shorter time period. The
scheme would be a project management document, programming the production of these
plans and clarifying their purpose. The scheme would be a project management document,
programming the production of these plans and clarifying their purpose.

2.3.8

Participation
The Government has been very keen to advocate greater public and stakeholder engagement
in terrestrial plan making in its Sustainable Communities programme and recent legislation.
Stakeholder engagement has also been a key tenet of its Marine Stewardship initiative. This
approach, reflected in marine planning, would suggest that there should be involvement before,
during and at the end of the process.
At the beginning of the process the stakeholders and interested members of the public would
be asked to contribute to the identification and prioritisation of objectives. Later in the process
further participation would be encouraged in the evaluation of options, as described above, with
the agreed plan going to further consultation prior to a formal consideration of objections at a
public examination (or equivalent).
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The requirement for SA/SEA (see below) will also necessitate a high level of structured
participation. Ideally a consolidated programme of public and stakeholder engagement should
be developed to meet both the plan making and SA/SEA requirements.
2.3.9

Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment
The overall objective of the SEA Directive is to provide high-level protection of the environment
and to integrate environmental considerations into the preparation and adoption of plans and
programmes. The Directive is implemented through UK Regulations and the ODPM has
published guidance which states that SEA is mandatory for plans which are prepared for a
number of sectors including fisheries, industry and water management, and for planning and
land use which set the framework for future development consent for projects likely to have a
significant effect on the environment. An SEA would therefore be required for each regional
marine spatial plan. Under the existing requirements, sectoral plans such as for oil and gas
licensing would also need SEA. These would be completed in the context of whatever marine
spatial plan policies applied for the relevant area/sector in question.
Under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, Sustainability Appraisal is mandatory
for Regional Spatial Strategies, Development Plan Documents and Supplementary Planning
Documents. Draft ODPM guidance uses the term ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ to incorporate the
requirements of the SEA Directive. SA/SEA is a systematic and iterative process the main
purpose of which is to appraise the social, environmental and economic effects of plan
strategies, from the outset of the preparation process. Consequently decisions can be made
that accord with the objectives of sustainable development, i.e. social progress which
recognises the needs of everyone, effective protection of the environment, the prudent use of
natural resources and maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth and
employment.
The question of the difference between MSP and SEA has been raised a number of times in
the course of the pilot. Essentially MSP is a process of planning and managing the marine
environment based on a plan which deals with all related activities and environmental
concerns. It is integrative across all sectors and produces policies and proposals as a
framework for future decision-making purposes.
SEA is essentially an evaluative tool which tests and influences the shape of policies and
proposals as they are being derived by other means. SEA seeks to integrate from its sectoral
perspective based on a limited knowledge of what other sectors are or will be doing, rather than
the more comprehensive approach possible within MSP. It assesses the impact of proposals in
environmental terms using strategic environmental criteria to judge impact. While this is
important in avoiding decisions which would have serious long-term effects on the environment
it does not produce a strategy for the future, or a policy framework for future decision-making.

2.3.10 Plan Adoption
The process of adoption would include independent examination of the plan and the production
of a report into its findings. In land-use planning the report of the inspector is binding on the
planning authority. Whether or not this approach is accepted for marine planning there does
need to be a formal adoption of the plan for it to be the statutory (binding) basis on which to
take action and monitor implementation.
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It is recommended that a process akin to the Examination in Public (EiP) adopted for RSS
should also be used in examining Regional Marine Spatial Plans. Following submission to the
Secretary of State of the Regional MSP which the Marine Management Organisation intends to
adopt, the SoS would appoint an inspector to convene an EiP and to invite objectors and others
with a direct interest to attend. The inspector would set an agenda of issues that s/he
considered to require further examination, invite evidence, and conduct a round table hearing.
On the basis of the plan, the objections, further evidence and EiP the inspector would issue a
report which would be binding on the responsible body. The MSP as amended by the
inspector’s report would then be adopted as the MSP for that regional sea.

2.4

Plan Implementation, Monitoring and Review

2.4.1

Implementation
The process of implementing the plan is arguably beyond this study as it will rely, in part, on a
review of existing procedures. It is assumed for the purpose of the Pilot that a new Marine
Management Organisation will be given overall responsibility for co-ordinating plan production.
As a minimum, it is desirable that relevant authorities would be required to have regard to the
plan and its policies in exercising their functions that relate to the plan, for example, in
determining a development application.
The existence of the plan will provide the opportunity to consider the introduction of an umbrella
‘marine development permit’, similar to a planning permission, which would incorporate a
variety of current licenses and permits in a one-stop application.
Plans are also used as mechanisms to steer public investment from Europe and national
government. The MSP could also be used for this purpose requiring bids for public investment
to demonstrate their conformity with and implementation of the marine spatial plan.

2.4.2

Monitoring and Review
Monitoring is an ongoing process by which the effects of the plan can be examined. It will play
a key role in assessing the effectiveness of plan policies and their impacts and will be crucial to
ongoing management decisions. There are different approaches to monitoring and these
should all form part of the process.
The report ‘LDF Monitoring; Good Practice Guide’ (ODPM March 2005) talks of targets and
indicators linked to policies and objectives as being the means by which monitoring is
operationalised. Four types of indicator are specified:
Process targets - which measure the progress of plan preparation.
Significant Effects indicators - linked to the sustainability appraisal and providing a
benchmark for measuring the significant effects of implementing policy.
Contextual indicators - to provide a backdrop against which to consider the effects of
policy. For example, these might include progress towards achievement of marine
EcoQOs, BAP targets etc in the plan area.
Output indicators - to measure quantifiable physical activities directly related to the
implementation of planning policies.
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In interpreting indicators it is essential to be aware of the limitations of the plan’s impact
compared with, for example, climate change or other significant environmental, social or
economic changes outwith the plan’s scope. Often the precise effects of these factors are
difficult to separate.
It is possible to track the plan’s influence in relation to decision-making by recording the
number of proposals which have been approved or refused by reference to the plan. Equally
the number of related organisations and their strategies which have referred to the marine plan
in arriving at their strategy. This is a further way of monitoring influence of the Plan.
Finally it is possible to measure the cost effectiveness of the plan by comparing the costs of
production, which are relatively easily measured, against the costs and benefits of the plan’s
impact, much of which is very difficult to measure especially, for example environmental
benefits, where a monetary value is difficult to attribute.
Monitoring should lead to a greater understanding of the plan’s successes and failures and
provide an objective basis for subsequent plan reviews.

3.

Regional Pilot Plan

3.1

Introduction
The development of a simulated plan for part of the Irish Sea provided an important opportunity
to test aspects of the suggested marine spatial planning and management framework, although
the nature of and time scale for the pilot project meant that it was not possible to test all
aspects of the plan making process in detail.
The main steps tested in the pilot project were:
Goals and objectives: to identify the extent to which goals, objectives and targets
already exist;
Data collection: to identify and obtain the information necessary to prepare a draft
plan;
Analysis: to identify significant existing conflicts;
Generating spatial options - a range of different scenarios were considered in the
plan making process, for example, expansion of marine renewables sector,
implementation of Natura 2000 offshore etc, which could be used to generate
alternative spatial options;
Evaluation: to assess the relative merits of different options;
The Spatial Plan: to determine whether it was possible to develop a credible plan on
the basis of existing information;
Participation: the time scale for the project did not permit the full application of
recommended approaches to participation in plan making. However, the plan was
developed in consultation with relevant stakeholders and through discussion at formal
and informal workshops.
It was not possible within the context of the project to undertake an SEA of the draft plan, nor to
simulate the process of plan adoption.
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3.2

Methodology
An initial specification for the pilot plan was prepared and discussed at a stakeholder workshop
in April 2005. In particular, this focused on the information requirements necessary to underpin
the production of a plan, including:
Definition of study area and basic defining data;
Definition of sectoral uses;
Relevant source documents for general and sectoral policies, objectives and targets at
a national level and their spatial application;
Relevant source documents for regional policies, objectives and targets and their
spatial application;
Information on the spatial distribution of marine resources;
Spatial information on sectoral uses.
Information on policies, objectives and targets was collated by the consortium on a series of
standardised proformas. The draft proformas were circulated to relevant Advisory Group
members for comment and subsequently updated in the light of comments received. The
proformas provided a helpful starting point for preparing the pilot plan policies and objectives
and targets.
An initial list of relevant data and accompanying maps were also circulated to Advisory Group
members for comment and subsequently updated in the light of comments received. The
previous work by JNCC on the Irish Sea Pilot Project (Vincent et al, 2004) provided a very
helpful starting point for the data collation exercise, supplemented with some additional data
arising from the Energy Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA 6) that was being
undertaken concurrently for the Irish Sea, together with a range of additional data identified by
different stakeholders.
An outline draft for the pilot plan was presented to a stakeholder workshop in Liverpool in June
2005 and, based on comments received, provided the framework within which the draft plan
was developed. The draft plan was prepared between June to September 2005 and benefited
from informal consultations with a range of sectors including:
Nature conservation;
Cultural heritage;
Fisheries;
Cables;
Oil & Gas industry;
Renewable energy industry; and
Marine aggregates industry.
To support the development of future plan options, three scenarios were developed for tidal
stream energy generation, marine aggregate extraction and the identification and designation
of a network of representative marine protected areas. The input to the tidal stream and marine
aggregate scenarios by the respective industries is gratefully acknowledged.
The draft plan was issued to the Advisory Group for consultation in September 2005 and
discussed at a stakeholder workshop at the end of that month. A number of amendments were
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made to the draft plan based on comments received from stakeholders and [a final plan issued
at the end of October 2005 (MSPP Consortium, 2005b)].

3.3

Plan Elements

3.3.1

Study Area
The initial study area included the majority of the Irish Sea, including the territorial waters of the
Isle of Man. However, in July 2005, officials within the Manx administration requested that their
territorial waters be excluded from the draft plan. The final study area for the pilot is therefore
as shown in Figure 5. The area was selected to ensure that it included waters from the four
devolved administrations and UK waters.

Figure 5.

Pilot Plan Study Area
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3.3.2

Human Use Classification
The pilot plan was developed to encompass all human uses including both development and
ongoing activities. The following categorization was applied, largely based on the classification
used in the Irish Sea Pilot Project (Vincent et al, 2004):
Fisheries;
Mariculture;
Coastal defence and engineering;
Shipping;
Ports and navigation;
Oil & gas exploration and production;
Oil & gas interconnectors;
Renewable energy (wind, wave, tides);
Mineral extraction;
Coastal land use;
Tourism;
Marine recreation;
Inputs of contaminants (point source and riverine inputs);
Submarine cables (telecomms, power interconnectors);
Military activities;
Nature and geological conservation sites (SSSI, SPA, SAC, Ramsar, MNR, LNR); and
Cultural heritage.

3.3.3

Policies, Objectives and Targets
The plan took as its starting point the Government’s sustainable development strategy
(Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, 2005) and the existing goals for
the marine environment set out in the Response to its Seas of Change consultation (Defra,
2004).
Development of the plan drew on a wide range of source material. In particular, it took account
of important international and European policies, as well as national and regional policies. For
each sectoral activity, policies, objectives and targets were collated and summarised within the
plan. Where gaps were apparent, new draft policies, objectives and targets were prepared,
drawing on relevant information.

3.3.4

Spatial Information on Marine Resources and Sectoral Uses
Spatial information was held in Arc GIS9. Appendix 2 provides full details of aspects of data
capture and its use within the pilot project, including metadata descriptions.
In addition to relevant spatial data for the human use categories described in section 3.3.2
above, information was also captured on the spatial distribution of the following key marine
resources:
Marine landscapes;
Water column features;
Sea birds;
Marine mammals;
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Geological/geomorphological features;
Heritage resources (wrecks, archaeological, paleo-environmental);
Fish spawning areas;
Fish nursery areas;
Fish distributions;
Shellfish beds;
Oil and gas reserves;
Marine mineral reserves (sand and gravel); and
Renewable energy resources (wind, wave, tidal resources).
The plan was supported by a series of maps identifying the locations of existing activities and
associated constraints to which sectoral policies apply.

3.4

Findings
The pilot project represented the first attempt in the UK to develop a marine spatial plan at a
regional scale. Inevitably, development of the plan identified a number of information gaps both
in relation to policies, objectives and targets and also for spatial data. Nevertheless, in bringing
together the wide range of existing information the pilot project was able to effectively simulate
the plan production process and to demonstrate how such information could be used for
decision-making and ongoing management. This section highlights some of the key findings
from the development of the pilot project.

3.4.1

Information Availability
Spatial Data
The pilot project greatly benefited from the previous work undertaken by JNCC as part of the
Irish Sea Pilot Project (Vincent, 2004) and a large number of spatial data sets were inherited
from this project. Additional spatial information was obtained from the Energy Strategic
Environmental Assessment for the Irish Sea (SEA 6) which was being undertaken concurrently
with the MSPP study. Nevertheless, collation and validation of the data and identifying and
obtaining the necessary permissions for its use proved to be an onerous and lengthy task. In
particular, a number of conflicts were identified between supposedly authoritative data sources
for the same data set.
A number of important gaps remain in our knowledge of the spatial distribution of marine
resources. For example, the knowledge base on marine cultural heritage assets is generally
weak; although this is currently being addressed through a number of ALSF funded projects. In
relation to nature conservation features, while the marine landscapes classification produced
by the Irish Sea Pilot Project represents a very useful advancement in mapping habitats and
features at a regional sea scale, it has been developed on relatively limited data and relies
extensively on interpolation. Knowledge of the seasonal distribution of mobile species such as
marine avifauna, marine mammals and fish is also limited.
Our knowledge of the distribution of some key economic resources such as marine sand and
gravel is also incomplete and underpinned only by a patchwork of local surveys. By contrast,
there is a reasonably good appreciation of the distribution of some other types of resources,
such as the main oil and gas reserves and good broad scale indications of renewable energy
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resources. Other economic resources such as certain commercial fish species are known to
shift in their distribution and abundance as a result of natural factors.
In general, our understanding of where human activities occur in the Irish Sea is better than the
information on the distribution of marine resources, for example, the location of fixed assets is
known precisely. However, some ongoing activities such as fishing and recreational boating
can occur widely throughout the Irish Sea and uses change over time, particularly in relation to
fisheries. It is important that the marine spatial plan captures this range of use so that the
consequences for these activities of new developments/activities can be evaluated. For
fisheries, the plan has accommodated this by identifying broad ellipses denoting individual
fisheries activities, although at any one time, fishing activity may be confined to a small area
within that ellipse.
Issues of uncertainty in the distribution of marine resources and location of activities add to the
complexity of attempting to plan in the marine environment and highlight the need for flexibility
in the plan to take account of new information as it becomes available and the need to respond
to changing circumstances.
Policies, Objectives and Targets
The availability of policies, objectives and targets at national and regional levels for the marine
environment was patchy across different sectors and for no sector could they be described as
comprehensive.
At a high level, the plan adopted the modified goals that were developed through the Seas of
Change consultation (Defra, 2004) within the overall context of the UK’s sustainable
development strategy (Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, 2005).
While these goals provided a suitable starting point for the pilot project, a number of areas for
further development of these goals were identified, including a clearer statement of economic
objectives, recognition of the requirement to deliver social justice and greater recognition of
cultural heritage requirements.
Many existing policies, objectives and targets have been developed to underpin terrestrial
planning and therefore do not specifically relate to the marine environment. Certain sectors
such as marine mineral extraction have well developed and clear national policies and
objectives, although targets are generally lacking, both at national and regional level. Other
sectors have few overt policies or objectives for their activities in the marine environment.
Military activities, for example, are conducted for the purpose of developing and enhancing
defence capability in order that the MOD can fulfil its aim to deliver security for the people of
the United Kingdom and the Overseas Territories by defending them, including against
terrorism, and to act as a force for good by strengthening international peace and stability.
Specifically, on targets, a wide range of environmental targets and indicators were identified but
these were generally lacking for many human uses. In developing the pilot plan, it was
therefore necessary to adapt and develop existing policies, objectives and targets to seek to
provide a comprehensive and coherent plan.
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3.4.2

The Plan Making Process
The pilot project provided an opportunity to test aspects of the suggested plan production
process including:
Goals and objectives;
Data collection;
Analysis;
Generating spatial options;
Evaluation;
Plan Production; and
Participation.
Issues relating to goals and objectives and data collection are described in section 3.4.1 above.
For the next stage of the process - analysis - no detailed analysis of issues in the Irish Sea was
carried out as part of this study, although stakeholders were invited to document issues of
concern as part of the process of plan development. In preparing plans for real such analysis
would serve to better inform policies, objectives and targets, and help to ensure that such plans
deliver sustainable development.
Option generation and evaluation within the pilot plan was undertaken to a limited extent
through the development of scenarios for future use requirements (see 3.4.3). Based on the
particular scenarios pursued, the respective objectives were relatively compatible such that
they could effectively be combined into a single option. In planning for real, and taking account
of a greater range of future use requirements, it is likely that plan makers would be faced with
more fundamental choices in seeking to achieve the various plan objectives. This might require
plan makers to take decisions to relocate existing activities in pursuit of the overall goal of
sustainable development.
In a real plan-making process the evaluation stage would be subject to several iterations and
represent the main opportunity for stakeholders to influence future spatial allocations. The
outcome would be a combination of the technical and the political, with explicit choices and
justifications being made to propose one type of future use rather than another in specific
locations.
The adoption of the preferred spatial option and the associated policies and proposals
represents a very significant stage in the process and would normally, in land-use planning, be
preceded by extensive public participation before the relevant body adopted its choice of plan
and policies. Because of the peculiarities of the plan simulation, consultation was restricted to
knowledgeable stakeholders and was informal and time constrained.
In most plan making situations there is clear understanding of the means by which policy will be
put into effect, the bodies who will be responsible and whether the tasks appear realistic. In the
MSPP that has not been the situation and assumptions have had to be made about the
existence of a Marine Management Organisation (MMO) and its powers.
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3.4.3

Spatial Framework
Collation of information on existing activities demonstrated that the great majority of the Irish
Sea pilot area is subject to multiple use. These uses reflect historic rights assigned at different
times in the past by different bodies. Some of these rights, for example, fishing and navigation,
stem from international and common law, while others, such as oil & gas exploration and
production or marine aggregate extraction, derive from domestic licensing regimes. By and
large, these different uses co-occur peaceably as a result of separation in time and space,
through voluntary co-operation and through specific conditions laid down in law or in individual
consents. The facilitation of multiple use, where appropriate, can support optimisation of marine
resource usage and provide for win-win situations and there are already many examples of
successful co-operation (Appendix 3).
The overlapping nature of existing uses makes visual representation difficult, other than
through a series of discrete maps. Visualisation tool such as GIS can assist greatly in making
such information more digestible, although licensing conditions on the underlying data tend to
preclude wide scale sharing of such information.
Attempts have been made to simplify this complexity through the development of zoning plans
(e.g. Boyes et al, 2005 for the Irish Sea). However, the approach adopted in that study resulted
in the large majority of the Irish Sea being identified as a multiple use zone with relatively few
areas assigned for a single use. It therefore did not provide a particularly helpful differentiation
for areas within the Irish Sea.
The spatial framework for the pilot project therefore did not seek to resolve this complexity
through the application of some arbitrary classification. Rather the approach adopted simply
sought to recognise the spatial relationships between different existing uses and to deal with
conflicts where they arose. The issue of zoning is discussed in more detail in section 5.3.
The plan also sought to use the underlying information to support decision making about the
locations for new sustainable human uses where it was perceived that there would be a benefit
from making such allocations. The pilot developed and tested three scenarios to identify
possible locations for future tidal stream energy production, marine aggregate extraction and
the designation of a representative network of marine protected areas (MPAs). While the
detailed methodologies varied they all essentially conformed to a similar process of identifying
suitable resource areas within which other constraints were minimised. The process also
included a further iteration to seek to optimize the allocation of space where there were
competing interests. In such circumstances, judgements were taken on the relative priority to
be afforded to different uses based on Government policy priorities and the availability of
alternative solutions for the sectors concerned. A number of stakeholders commented that
they felt there was scope to develop decision rules to guide such allocations, if MSP is
developed for real. A project note has been prepared (Appendix 4) to illustrate the potential
spatial allocation process between two sectors (fishing and offshore wind) where the two
activities are deemed to be in conflict and where such conflict can be resolved within the
framework of the MSP, based on the Plan policies developed for the two sectors.
Inevitably, some uncertainty remains about the suitability of identified locations for particular
uses at the end of the assessment process. In developing a plan for real, it would be possible
to reduce any specific uncertainties further through a process of targeted information collection
as part of the SEA for the plan. However, the process would still not provide a guarantee that
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development could take place in the identified locations and this could only be confirmed
through the detailed EIA and consenting process. Nevertheless, from an investment
perspective and a sea use optimisation perspective, the identification of preferred locations for
specific future uses should provide significant benefits. To address issues of uncertainty, it has
been suggested that such areas should be identified as “preferred” locations for particular
development but that this should not preclude users from seeking to permission to undertake
their activities in areas outside of these allocations should they so choose.
While, the development of a real plan would involve a larger number of demands for future
space allocation, the scenarios were helpful in identifying one possible approach to making
such allocations. As part of the consultation process, some stakeholders have suggested
alternative ways of seeking to make such allocations. In particular, it has been suggested that a
less conflict-oriented approach might help to deliver more win-win situations, by, for example,
identifying synergies between different future uses to better optimize use of sea space. There is
some attraction in this approach, if it can be delivered, although the reality of most planning
systems is that they have been developed from a perspective of resolving conflict between
competing interests.
3.4.4

Integration
The integration of economic, social and environmental policies, objectives and targets is
fundamental to the achievement of sustainable development. However, in practical terms, such
integration is hugely problematic in the marine environment because of the multiplicity of uses
and complexity of marine systems. Therefore attempts at such integration rely heavily on
judgement and attempt to synthesise information across a wide range of disciplines in the face
of considerable uncertainty.
The ability to adequately undertake such a synthesis in the pilot plan has been limited by time
and resources. However, the consortium has sought to develop a set of internally consistent
policies, objectives and targets based on their collective knowledge. For a real plan, it would be
envisaged that such information would be subject to a number of iterations through the
consultation process and would provide stakeholders to contribute their expert knowledge to
the process. In this way, the development of a formal plan would get as close to achieving
sustainable development as current knowledge might allow. Ongoing monitoring of the plan
would then indicate whether or not sustainable development was being achieved and provide
the opportunity for adaptive management to be applied where necessary.
As part of the consultation on the draft plan, some stakeholders indicated that they felt there
was opportunity to more fully integrate environmental objectives within specific sectoral
objectives. For some sectors such as marine mineral extraction, this is already the case to a
considerable degree, whereas for other sectors, the objectives are far less well developed.

3.4.5

Legal Competence
For many aspects of human use, the UK has full competence out to 200nm. However, in
relation to fisheries and navigation in particular, competence is partly or fully ceded to
international institutions.
In preparing the plan, the Consortium sought to take account of the different jurisdictions and
thus the mechanisms by which any necessary change might be delivered. For example, the UK
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(through the devolved administrations) has a high level of control over inshore fisheries but
progressively less control between 6-12nm and beyond 12nm. This limits the UK’s ability to
take direct measures to address conflicts between fisheries and other uses beyond 6nm.
However, while these limitations on the UK’s powers to act unilaterally need to be
acknowledged within the plan, they do not invalidate the benefits of seeking to plan either in
relation to the fisheries sector on its own, nor for the wider marine environment as a whole. It
simply flags up the need to respect the particular mechanisms that are in place to deal with
these issues. And increasingly, with the establishment of Regional Advisory Councils and
reforms to the CFP, there will be opportunities to deliver more sustainable fisheries within and
beyond UK territorial waters.
3.4.6

Scale of Plan/Plan Boundaries
Much has been written in the literature about the scale at which marine spatial planning should
be undertaken. From a practical perspective, in taking forward the pilot plan, no particular
difficulties were encountered in planning at the Irish Sea scale (although see section 5.2 for
discussion of devolved administration issues). In seeking to identify suitable locations for future
use, the study area selected provided a broad area of search and thus provided choices in the
decision making process. This is particularly important when seeking to make allocations for
uses such as renewable energy developments, aggregate extraction or identifying
representative MPAs. For example, if the scale of plan had been confined to inner Liverpool
Bay this would have resulted in a very different set of allocations.
The boundaries for the pilot plan were largely chosen on practical grounds. The landward
boundary was taken to be mean high water mark (MHWM) with the lateral boundaries largely
designed to limit the area of search required for the project. Again, no particular issues arose
with these boundaries, although, in spanning waters across devolved administration
boundaries, a wide range of subtle nuances in policy and terminology were encountered, to
which we may not have done justice in the plan. Nevertheless, given that such plans will be
prepared at a high level, it should be possible to accommodate minor differences through
careful drafting of the plan text. The benefit of including intertidal areas up to MHWM within the
plan is that it can explicitly include uses such as flood and coastal defence which have an
important interaction with other coastal uses, although many of these issues will be addressed
in coastal plans.

4.

Relationships with Other Plans

4.1

Introduction
This section seeks to describe the possible relationship between UK regional marine spatial
plans (MSPs) and a range of more local and specific marine plans. In particular, it describes
the possible relationships between regional MSPs and:
Subsidiary plans, including sub-regional, sectoral and multiple-use plans;
Other statutory (binding) plans with a marine element (Single Schemes of
Management under the Habitats Regulations, River Basin Management Plans);
Non-statutory (non-binding) plans with a marine component (e.g. Shoreline
Management Plans, Coastal Management Plans and Strategies, Beach Management
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Plans, Estuary Management Plans, Harbour Authority Area Management Plans,
Integrated Coastal Zone Management Plans).
It also considers the relationship between UK MSPs and the current terrestrial spatial planning
framework as well as how UK MSPs might interact with the possible development of broader
MSPs at a European level. For the purposes of this section, it has been assumed that UK
regional marine spatial planning will be introduced as a statutory (binding) system.
There already exist a wide range of statutory and non-statutory plans in the UK which impinge
on the marine environment. In introducing a new statutory (binding) system of marine spatial
planning, it is essential to achieve integration between regional MSPs and related marine plans
and to ensure that the relationships between the different types of plan are clear.
Coastal planning authorities have, in the past, produced a variety of plans such as beach plans,
coastal management plans, and estuary management plans. The advent of regional marine
spatial plans provides an opportunity for these informal plans to be rationalised and formalised
within both the marine and terrestrial systems.
The need for a subsidiary regional plan will emerge from the implementation needs of the
regional Marine Spatial Plan, usually during the course of its production and become
established in the Marine Spatial Plan Framework (MSPF) and Scheme (MSPS).
Within the marine environment, three different generic types of plan can be identified, for which
the relationship with regional MSPs needs to be clarified:
Subsidiary regional plans - such plans could include:
Sub-regional plans for areas of the regional plan where the intensity and/or nature of
the conflicts meant that more detailed policies objectives and targets were necessary;
Sectoral plans for particularly complex developments, for example, where a
development involved construction activities at a number of different locations in the
plan area;
Multiple use plans, for example, indicating how an area safeguarded for a specific
future use might be used by other sectors before, during and after occupation of the
site by intended use;
Other statutory (binding) plans with a marine element (Single Schemes of
Management under the Habitats Regulations, River Basin Management Plans) for
which close integration will be required with regional MSPs;
Non-statutory (non-binding) plans with a marine component. These include Shoreline
Management Plans, Coastal Management Plans and Strategies, Beach Management
Plans, Estuary Management Plans, Harbour Authority Area Management Plans,
Integrated Coastal Zone Management Plans etc. Such plans will need to be informed
by regional MSPs but will also play an important role in informing regional MSPs.
Given the large number of plans interacting with the marine environment and their interaction
with the regional MSP, there is a considerable benefit to be derived from adopting a framework
within which the production of these plans can be prioritised and managed. Proposals for a
Marine Spatial Plan Framework and Scheme to achieve this are discussed below.
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Given the extensive system of spatial planning that already exists for the terrestrial
environment, it is important that Regional MSPs also clearly document this relationship. A
description of this possible relationship is also given below.
At a European level, there are already a number of initiatives that are seeking to take forward
marine spatial planning on the basis of biogeographical subdivisions that extend beyond UK
waters. For example, ICES has proposed 13 Marine Regions or sub-Regions, 10 of which are
potentially to be included within the framework of the EU Marine Thematic Strategy (ICES,
2004). The relationship between possible UK regional MSPs and the proposed Marine Regions
is discussed in more detail in section 5.2

4.2

Marine Spatial Plan Framework and Scheme
The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 introduced the concept of a Local
Development Scheme (LDS) within the context of the Local Development Framework (LDF) for
land-use planning. The LDS provides for local planning authorities to set out a timetable for
preparing documents as part of the Local Development Framework and to manage the process
of their production. All Local Planning Authorities in England have now prepared LDS
documents as of March 2005. It includes both statutory (binding) and non-statutory (nonbinding) documents which they are intending to prepare.
It is suggested that a similar framework will be of assistance for the co-ordination of the
production of equivalent documents relating to the marine environment. This might be called a
Marine Spatial Plan Framework (MSPF). A schematic indicating the range of different
documents that might be incorporated within the MSPF is given in Figure 6.
A programme for the production, implementation and review of relevant documents would be
set out in a Marine Spatial Plan Scheme (MSPS) for each regional sea, scheduling the
timetable, purposes and scope of each of the MSP documents to be produced.
Such a framework would assist in clarifying the relationship between different marine plans and
the regional MSP. It would also serve to clarify the requirements for different types of plan in
different areas and assist in securing the necessary political support to commit resources to
their production and implementation.
In order for subsidiary regional plans to be statutory (binding) they would follow the full process
of plan preparation including stakeholder and community involvement and undertaking a
sustainability appraisal/strategic environmental assessment.
Non-statutory (non-binding) plans, would be referred to as ‘Supplementary Planning
Documents’ and would be particularly useful in complementing terrestrial plans of a similar
nature, e.g. where a supplementary planning document is produced for the landward side of
the coast and requires complementary policies in the adjoining marine environment. They
would be subject to the requirement to produce a Sustainability Appraisal and to the lesser
demands of public involvement associated with non-statutory land-use plans. It is also possible
to envisage a supplementary marine plan providing the marine element of ICZM. Consequently
the ICZM could be part of both the MSPF and the LDF for the neighbouring Local Planning
Authority.
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Subsidiary regional plans of all types, whether statutory (binding) or not would be required to
conform to the regional marine spatial plan. This means that the policies of the subordinate
document should be demonstrably in conformity with the policies of the superior document, and
that its parameters, such as time scale, should also be respected although not necessarily the
same.

4.3

Responsibilities
The MMO (if established), responsible for the production of the regional marine spatial plan
would also assume responsibility for ensuring the production of the MSPF and MSPS and for
the production of the documents within it. However where there was a significant overlap in
responsibility for a sub-regional plan it would be appropriate to establish a partnership with
other responsible organisations, for example local planning authorities, to oversee the plan’s
production. Ultimately the responsibility for adopting plans, whether regional, subsidiary or
parts of non-statutory (non-binding) regional marine plans would fall to the MMO.

4.4

Terrestrial Spatial Planning
Regional marine spatial plans will share a boundary with land-use plans, both statutory
(binding) and non-statutory (non-binding). Clearly plans on either side of the coastal divide
should respect one another and there should be close liaison between the relevant authorities.
The issue of where the boundary between terrestrial plans and MSPs should be drawn is
discussed in more detail in section 5.2.
The MSP literature review produced for this project sets out in section 3 the origins and extent
of spatial planning in the terrestrial environment, and identifies that there is a considerable body
of policy that already pertains to the coast. National policy is expressed in guidance notes
issued by ODPM and the devolved administrations. At a regional level in England and the
devolved national level there are spatial plans which set out development policies affecting the
coasts which marine plans will need to respect. In England these Regional Spatial Strategies
(RSS) now form part of the statutory (binding) development plan together with local
development plan documents (DPD) which prescribe policy and allocations for local planning
authorities (LPA) and again will need to be respected by MSP. In addition LPAs are able to
produce Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) which while not part of the statutory
development plan support those policies and elaborate upon them. Together the DPDs and
SPDs constitute the Local Development Framework (LDF). SPD plans with a direct bearing on
the coast could also be produced and the proposal of this report is that they should be
acknowledged in both the Local Development Framework of the LPA as well as the equivalent
MSP Framework for the adjoining sea.
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Marine Spatial Plan Framework

5.

Addressing Practical Issues of MSP

5.1

Introduction
The project brief identified a number of practical issues to be addressed by the project. Pointers
for a number of these issues were identified as a result of the literature review, but the pilot
study and consultation with stakeholders has also provided a rich source of information to
inform these issues. This section of the report seeks to specifically address the following
issues and pulls together findings from the entire study:
What scale of plan is appropriate (i.e. the appropriate magnitude of the area covered
by the plan, the detail included in the regional and sub-regional plans and the optimal
number of sub-regional plans). This should include consideration of how plans should
take account of devolution and the impacts of other countries’ activities in UK waters.
How zones to provide for different type of human activity and/or nature and heritage
conservation can be identified and designated, taking account of the nature of the
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activity/development/project or plan and the relevant environmental component being
considered. This will need to take account of the dynamic nature of the marine and
coastal environment (e.g. currents and sediment movement).
The availability of, and confidence in, the data required to underpin the plan. This
should cover environmental, social and economic data and seabed mapping. The
contractor should advise on whether there is a minimum amount of data currently
available to enable a meaningful plan to be prepared (and if not, where the gaps are),
whether there is confidence in the decisions taken based on the data currently
available and whether the existence of the plan provides greater certainty to
developers even if based on the available data which may not be perfect. The
contractor should also consider how the plan can adapt and evolve over time.
Advise on the flexibility and period of effectiveness of the plan and what arrangements
need to be put in place for managing and reviewing the plan (such as whether the plan
should be a five year plan or a one year plan that is continually or regularly updated,
how frequently the plan is likely to need to be revised in light of new data and
arrangements for enforcement and monitoring). This should take account of the scale
of different plans and nested plans.
How a regional plan could fit in with a national plan and contribute to national
objectives and targets for the marine environment (for example a national target for
offshore energy) together with terrestrial planning, Shoreline Management Plans, local
development frameworks under the Town and Country Planning Acts, existing coastal
planning guidance and River Basin Management Plans under the Water Framework
Directive. The contractor should specifically consider these in relation to marine spatial
planning and the land-sea interface.
How numerous and different stakeholders with a marine interest and/or bodies that
represent stakeholders should best be engaged in developing and implementing a
marine spatial plan, including arrangements for consultation and adoption of the plan
(in the most cost-effective way).
Advise on how the plan can ensure that sufficient marine areas are identified as
suitable for particular uses without compromising the scope for other human activities
or nature/heritage conservation objectives; and
Advise on how the plan might be used as a framework within which current procedures
for granting marine consents might be simplified (i.e. to what extent could a marine
spatial plan provide an opportunity to simplify the current consenting regime if marine
developments were undertaken within the framework of the marine spatial plan?)

5.2

Scale of Plans/Plan Boundaries
The literature review (MSPP Consortium 2005a) identified widespread acceptance across
many planning regimes for the concept of regional scale planning. It is important that such
planning is undertaken at a reasonably broad scale in order to provide a suitable area of search
and different options for the locations of particular use. The value of a broad area of search
was demonstrated through the scenarios undertaken for the pilot project. If the scale at which
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plans are developed is too constrained, it will prove very difficult to identify suitable locations for
development priorities or to optimize sea use.
There are no simple solutions to defining regional plan boundaries. The literature review
suggested that the up-shore boundary should ideally be set at MHWM, assuming that the
existing land use planning boundary can be moved from MLWM to MHWM. However, the
extent of required changes to the legal regime may be such as to preclude this possibility and it
may be necessary to retain the plan boundary at the existing MLWM. While this would not be
optimal, there will, in any case, be a requirement for the MMO (if established) and terrestrial
planning authorities to work together closely on issues affecting the land-sea boundary and the
main requirement will be to ensure that there is consistent and informed decision making by the
relevant authorities across this interface.
The literature review suggested that the offshore boundary should ideally coincide with the
200nm limit, because there is significant activity occurring beyond 12nm that also has
implications for territorial waters. The nature of the pilot within the Irish Sea (which is largely
surrounded by land) meant that it was not possible to test the relationship between offshore
and inshore areas in the pilot project.
The determination of appropriate lateral plan boundaries is particularly problematic for UK
waters. While from a scientific perspective, it would be desirable for plans boundaries to mirror
ecosystem boundaries, this does not sit comfortably with national or regional land boundaries.
For example, the Irish Sea, which might be considered as a large marine ecosystem, includes
elements of English, Scottish, Welsh, Northern Irish, Manx and UK waters as well as waters
under the jurisdiction of the Irish Republic. Under the devolution settlements, the devolved
administrations have responsibilities for certain activities both within and, in some cases,
beyond their territorial waters and it is for them to determine appropriate approaches for the
management of such activities. It is clearly desirable for the devolved administrations to cooperate in areas such as the Irish Sea and to provide for an integrated approach to its
management. However, such issues are outwith the scope of this study.
We suggest, as an ideal, that regional scale plans should respect, as far as possible, the
relevant ecosystem boundaries, but recognise that on practical grounds, boundaries may need
to align with existing administrative boundaries. Close co-operation and collaboration between
neighbouring authorities responsible for preparing plans should be encouraged. In particular,
consideration should be given to commissioning joint scientific research at the ecosystem scale
where appropriate. The cross-border arrangements for the preparation of RBMPs may provide
a pointer as to how co-operation might be progressed.
At a European level ICES has proposed 13 Marine Regions or sub-Regions (ICES, 2004).
These areas, which would include subdivisions such as the Celtic Seas and the North Sea,
would clearly be at a much larger scale than might be envisaged for the development of UK
regional marine spatial plans. In that sense, the UK Regional MSPs might then be seen as subregional plans in a European context. Nevertheless, the UK Regional MSPs are likely to be a
more suitable level for the management of UK interests and should therefore be retained. It
would clearly be helpful to align UK regional plan boundaries with the relevant ICES
boundaries where this was feasible.
The pilot project has considered in some detail the requirement for and purpose of sub-regional
plans (see section 4.1) and the extent to which such plans might also need to be statutory
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(binding). We have concluded that there are no universal answers to this issue. There are
already a wide range of existing plans at a local scale which, in a broad sense, might be
considered to be different types of sub-regional plan. Such plans would be expected to
continue within a framework of MSP. Integration with MSP would be promoted, possibly
through the establishment of a Marine Spatial Plan Framework which would provide a clearer
direction for such plans and potentially a greater legitimacy. In addition to these existing plans,
a case could be made for developing additional plans with a statutory (binding) basis which we
have termed “subsidiary regional plans”. The circumstances in which we envisage such plans
being required might include:
situations where the scale and nature of conflict was such that a plan with statutory
(binding) weight was required to resolve them;
where a statutory (binding) plan was necessary to deliver key policy priorities;
where a statutory (binding) plan was required to establish temporal access to an area,
for example a location safeguarded for a specific future development use.
However, from a regulatory perspective, it would be important that such plans were only
introduced where strictly necessary to achieve the desired objectives and in circumstances
where a non-statutory (non-binding) plan was inappropriate. We consider that it is unlikely that
there would be a requirement for many such plans within a regional sea area and that in the
majority of cases, the objectives could be achieved through a combination of the regional MSP
and relevant non-statutory (non-binding) plans.

5.3

Zoning
A variety of approaches to zoning were identified in the literature review, particularly in relation
to identifying areas for nature conservation. Boyes et al (2005) have proposed a zoning
framework for the Irish Sea comprising general use zones, restricted use zones, priority use
zones and exclusive use areas.
The pilot project has demonstrated that the majority of the Irish Sea is already subject to
multiple uses. Some activities are very localised (e.g. aggregate extraction), whereas other
activities occur over wide areas (e.g. fishing, recreational boating). There is no particularly
consistent relationship between the locations of different existing uses which tend to reflect
historical rights assigned by different bodies at different times. This means that attempting to
develop meaningful zoning schemes for existing activities is problematic. The pilot project
investigated the development of a tool that sought to prioritise and explain the policy
relationships between uses within a given area (similar to the priority use zone proposed by
Boyes et al (2005)), but this did not provide for the establishment of a clear zoning plan and
was discarded.
Rather than seeking to develop zoning plans based on where particular activities can occur, it
may be simpler to seek to develop zoning plans that identify where particular activities are
constrained. Much of this information can already be found on Admiralty Charts and has a
wider value to marine users. Such zones, for example, are represented by the restricted use
and exclusive use zones proposed by Boyes et al (2005). It is recommended that further
consideration should be given to the benefits of and requirements for a zoning of existing
activities within MSPs.
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As part of the pilot plan, a number of scenarios were undertaken to identify areas that could be
allocated for specific future uses. Information from the scenarios was used to develop an
indicative future use zoning plan. This is described in more detail in section 5.8.

5.4

Information Requirements and Availability
A wide range of spatial data was accessed for the pilot project. The pilot made use of some
200 data layers, although many of these were merged in the final GIS system. Much of the
spatial data derived from previous work for the JNCC Irish Sea Pilot. As noted in section 3.4.1,
a number of significant issues arose concerning data availability. The experiences of the
project team highlight the importance of the work of the Marine Data and Information
Partnership (MDIP) in seeking to develop common standards for data and metadata and the
development of a readily accessible data portal through which such data can be obtained.
Generally, the pilot area within the Irish Sea is well studied compared to some other UK coastal
seas and certainly far more information is available than for many offshore areas. However,
even within the pilot area there are still a number of gaps and weaknesses in the available
information (see section 3.4.1). Some of these gaps are being addressed by current research,
for example, improvements in habitat mapping (through HabMAP, CMAP and MESH) and
descriptions of cultural heritage resources (through ALSF funded research). However, it is likely
that a number of significant gaps will remain for the Irish Sea and larger gaps may remain for
other sea areas around the UK, particularly offshore. While the SEA for a marine spatial plan
will provide an opportunity for targeted additional data collection to address specific
uncertainties, it might not be the appropriate vehicle for initiating more widespread data
collection. This could be delivered by specific sectoral SEAs or might require specific and
focused data collection co-ordinated by the MMO.
The availability of policies, objectives and targets at national and regional levels for the marine
environment was patchy across different sectors and for no sector could they be described as
comprehensive. In developing the pilot plan, it was therefore necessary to adapt and develop
existing policies, objectives and targets to seek to provide a comprehensive and coherent plan.
Experience from the pilot project has indicated that existing information can provide a basis for
decisions on the locations of certain future uses at a regional sea scale, and that this can
reduce uncertainty for developers. Assuming that additional targeted data collection was
undertaken as part of an SEA for the MSP, this could further reduce uncertainties and provide
a reasonable level of confidence about locational choices for particular types of development.
There is also a requirement to further develop the marine policy framework within which MSP
might reside, for example by developing one or more Marine Planning Policy Statements
(MPPS) as well as sectoral marine policies either through new policy guidance or as part of an
expanded system of Planning Policy Statements that currently largely apply only on land.
Assuming a distributed data model is adopted for the provision of marine information in
accordance with the recommendations of MDIP (MDIP, 2005), it would be possible to
implement a system of real time updating of relevant data underlying the plan. This would
ensure that stakeholders involved in the plan had access to the best available data, even
though it may not result in immediate changes to plan policies. For example, should survey
work identify heightened nature conservation importance of an area earmarked for
development use, making such information available sooner rather than later would provide
developers with the earliest opportunity to take account of the new information.
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5.5

Duration and Flexibility of Plans
Based on the findings of the literature review and to be consistent with equivalent terrestrial
plans, it is suggested that plans should be developed looking up to 20 years ahead. Such plans
should be subject to periodic formal review (every 5 years). As noted in section 5.4, the data
underlying the plan could be updated in real time to provide stakeholders with up-to-date
information to inform decision making.
It is recognised that some issues such as climate change need to take a longer term view
beyond 20 years to ensure that human uses and management of the marine environment
adapt to these changes. In such areas, it is clearly important that MSP takes account of these
requirements in its policies. MSPs may also usefully be informed by horizon scanning and
scenario planning activities (which are also typically taken over time periods of longer than 20
years) to ensure that plan policies take account of potential future changes. This forward
looking element should be an important aspect of MSPs.
Ideally, MSP planning cycles would be tied in to other existing plans, but there are already a
number of different cycle times for existing plans and MSP will therefore need to fit in with
existing arrangements as far as possible.
The dynamic nature of the marine environment and rapid changes in technology require that
there is a reasonable level of flexibility in the plan. We suggest that this can be provided by:
establishing “preferred areas” rather than strict allocations for specific developments;
only making such allocations for sectors for which such allocations are appropriate;
and
undertaking regular reviews of the plan and changing policies and allocations where
necessary.
We recommend that the MMO (if such a body is created) should be responsible for overseeing
the implementation and enforcement of the plan, although many of the actions flowing from the
plan would be the responsibility of sectoral actors. Similarly, the MMO should play an important
role in co-ordinating marine monitoring programmes and reporting on progress against
objectives and targets, for example, through the production of an annual report.

5.6

Relationships to Other Plans
Regional MSPs might sensibly sit within a national marine planning policy framework in a
similar manner to terrestrial Regional Spatial Strategies supported by one or more Marine
Planning Policy Statements. National sectoral policies, objectives and targets would be
cascaded to regional level and integrated within the Regional MSP. Thus it would be possible
to identify, for example, a renewable energy target for a regional MSP as a contribution to an
overall national target. Where appropriate, regional subsidiary plans might be established to
support delivery of particular policy priorities or to resolve specific conflicts (see section 4.1).
Regional MSPs would also need to recognise the plethora of existing plans relating to the
marine environment. One suggestion is to establish a Marine Spatial Planning Framework and
Scheme (see section 4.2) that would identify when, by whom and for what purpose particular
local scale plans needed to be produced. This would provide useful clarification on the role and
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purpose of local plans. The policies, objectives and targets of the regional MSP would also
provide a framework within which local plans could be produced. Local plans would need to
have regard to the contents of regional MSP but would also provide an important validation
mechanism for these plans. This would help to combine both top-down and bottom-up
elements of planning.
A key issue is the integration of terrestrial planning and MSP at the land-sea interface. As
described in section 5.2, practical considerations may dictate that the boundary between
terrestrial plans and MSP needs to be set at MLWM because of the difficulties and disruption
that would be associated with amending the terrestrial planning regime. However, irrespective
of where the boundary is set, it will be important that there is a high level of communication
between any MMO and terrestrial planning bodies and consistent decision making across the
land-sea interface. It is envisaged that terrestrial planning authorities would be key partners in
the stakeholder groups contributing to the development of regional MSPs and that partnerships
are established to promote information exchange between the MMO and terrestrial planning
authorities. ICZM potentially provides an important mechanism for joining up planning
processes at the coast. Implementation of the European ICZM Recommendation
(2002/413/EC) is likely to result in the preparation of ICZM plans around the UK coastline. It is
suggested that such plans could be identified within a Marine Spatial Plan Scheme.
The relationship between regional MSP and River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs) required
under the EC Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) also bears comment. The RBMPs are
essentially concerned with achieving sustainable use of the water environment through the
achievement of defined water quality and ecological objectives. In this sense RBMPs will
deliver a number of the objectives of MSPs in the areas in which they overlap, although RBMPs
are primarily focused on the achievement of environmental objectives. In this sense, MSP
provides an important additional role in seeking to optimize sea use although RBMPs will be
the primary vehicle for defining and delivering the environmental objectives. The two initiatives
are seen as complementary rather than conflicting.

5.7

Stakeholder Engagement
The requirements for public participation in decision making are increasingly well-recognised.
Any system of MSP would need to have regard to the requirements of the EC Public
Participation Directive (2003/35/EC) and the public consultation requirements contained within
the SEA Directive (2001/42/EC). Such requirements are already firmly embedded within the
terrestrial planning framework (ODPM, 2003, 2004).
The key stages at which the public and stakeholders should be encouraged to engage with the
process are:
Inception - getting an input on priorities, objectives and purposes of the plan;
Options - engaging stakeholders and the public in the evaluation and choice of options
in the context of their knowledge of the consequences of different approaches on areas
for their interest;
Adoption - the formal opportunity for those who object or support the MSP to be heard
and for their points of view to be formally considered.
It is suggested that the MMO (if established) might adopt a co-ordinating role in the
development of regional MSPs, supported by an Advisory Group comprising key statutory
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stakeholders. It might also be appropriate to include non-statutory interests within the Advisory
Group, although this may make the Group too unwieldy. Interesting parallels exist with the
Liaison Panels being proposed by the Environment Agency in the context of RBMPs
(Environment Agency, 2005) that are intended to be relatively small groups representing key
stakeholders only.
In addition to regional Advisory Groups, consideration might be given to the establishment of a
national Advisory Group, particularly in the early years of implementation to assist with the
development of the plan making process and associated guidance.

5.8

Provision for Future Uses
Given the increasing pressures being placed on the marine environment and the important
economic and social benefits to be derived from it, the plan has an important role to play in
seeking to optimize sea use and the allocation of sea space while also protecting and restoring
marine ecosystems.
The scenarios undertaken to inform the pilot plan have demonstrated a process by which
allocation of sea space for future uses can be optimized. Allocations can be made on the basis
of specific objectives and targets for particular sectors and decisions can be made in an
integrated manner by looking across all future space requirements at a point in time.
However, it is important to recognise some of the uncertainties associated with such allocations
and to ensure that there is sufficient flexibility in the plan to take account of unforeseen or
changing circumstances. As noted previously, this might best be achieved by identifying
“preferred areas” for certain types of future development rather than fixed allocations. This
would enable developers to seek permission for development outwith these preferred areas in
appropriate circumstances.
For example, unanticipated constraints might be identified within a preferred area which render
a development unacceptable. In such circumstances it might be appropriate to identify an
alternative location for the development outwith the preferred area. Changing technologies or
new information on the distribution of a resource might also mean that particular developments
might sensibly proceed at locations outwith preferred areas identified in the plan. However, the
plan would still provide a far greater level of control over the location of development than is
currently achieved by the existing sectoral approach.
While some future uses will benefit from spatial allocations for future development, there are a
number of sectors where such detailed planning might be inappropriate. For example, demand
for submarine cables is market led and it might therefore be inappropriate to specify cable
routes across the sea bed between fixed points. From the cable industry’s perspective, it is
more cost effective to determine appropriate routes on a case by case basis, avoiding
obstacles where necessary. Similarly, many species of commercial fish are highly mobile and
the importance of individual fishing areas changes considerably over time. It is therefore
important that there is some flexibility in where such activities can occur if fishermen are to
maximise their effectiveness.
We recognise that there are important tensions here between a plan-led approach to provision
of future space and a purely market driven approach. The appropriate policy is likely to vary
between sectors depending on factors such as the predictability of future requirements and the
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predictability of the resource being exploited. The MMO (if established) will need to make
judgements on the most appropriate approach for individual sectors and for the development of
the plan as a whole.

5.9

Consent Simplification
The introduction of MSP should provide for a more plan-led approach to development in the
marine environment. The clearer articulation of sectoral policies, objectives and targets and
their integration within the plan should make it easier for regulatory bodies to come to a view on
the acceptability of development proposals. The greater availability and understanding of
relevant information should also support decision making and assist with what have to date
been highly problematic issues, for example, cumulative effects assessment.
Opportunities for consent simplification should particularly exist for specific development
proposals located within preferred areas in conformance with the plan. Such preferred areas
will have been identified through an objective and transparent process to identify the most
suitable areas in response to a defined and agreed need. The allocations will have been taken
through a formal adoption process and therefore be supported by the relevant statutory bodies
as well as having a measure of wider public support. In these circumstances, it should not be
necessary to revisit in detail issues of need and alternatives during EIA or through the
consenting process.
The selection of the preferred areas must also imply that these areas are subject to fewer
known constraints than other comparable areas of suitable resource. Additional data collection
associated with SEA of the draft plans could be used to further reduce any specific
uncertainties associated with preferred locations, which might have the potential to undermine
the allocation at detailed assessment stage. On this assumption, it should therefore be possible
at EIA scoping stage to restrict assessment to those issues which have the potential to be
significant. Given that the statutory bodies will have access to better information on such sites
than is currently available it should be possible to develop a more focused scope for EIA
studies and consultation requirements.
On this basis, there should be scope for a reduction in effort at detailed application stage while
still meeting in full, the requirements under the EC EIA Directive (85/337/EEC as amended),
EC Public Participation Directive (2003/35/EC) and, where appropriate, the EC Habitats and
Birds Directive (92/43/EC; 79/409/EEC).

6.

Potential Benefits and Drawbacks

6.1

Introduction
This section reviews the potential benefits of MSP and some of the perceived drawbacks that
have been voiced by stakeholders as part of the consultation process. It also considers the
added value that MSP might bring compared to the existing situation.
A number of recent reports have argued for the introduction of marine spatial planning from the
perspective of improved environmental protection (RCEP, 2004; EFRA Inquiry, 2004; Vincent
et al, 2004). A report commissioned by RSPB has also examined the potential benefits of MSP
to economic activity in the UK (GHK Consulting, 2004). The project has provided an opportunity
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to further explore the potential benefits of MSP and to consider these in the light of potential
drawbacks and costs.
The economic benefits and drawbacks of MSP have also been have also been reviewed in a
separate study (RPA, 2005), the findings of which are briefly noted within the following
sections.

6.2

Potential Benefits of MSP
A key aim of MSP is to deliver sustainable development in the marine environment. As the
Government’s current sustainable development strategy makes clear (Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, 2005) this can only be delivered through the integration
of economic, social and environmental objectives. By definition, the current sectoral approach
to marine management cannot deliver this required level of integration across all sectors,
although it is recognised that some sectors have made major efforts to integrate their activities
with those of others. In contrast, MSP provides a powerful mechanism to deliver high level
integration across all marine sectors. This integration of policies, objectives and targets within a
clearly defined spatial context would appear to be essential to move towards sustainable
development in the marine environment.
In addition to this headline benefit, there are also a number of more specific potential benefits
to different sectors including:
Environmental benefits;
Economic and social benefits; and
Administrative benefits.

6.2.1

Environmental Benefits
MSP would provide a number of environmental benefits including:
Providing a mechanism for the establishment of clear and comprehensive
environmental objectives;
Providing a management framework for achieving environmental objectives; and
Supporting practical delivery of the ecosystem approach by seeking to ensure that
economic and social objectives respect environmental limits.
The Review of Marine Nature Conservation (Defra, 2004b) recommended significant changes
to the framework for marine nature conservation. In particular, it argued for a move away from
purely site and species-based protection to an approach centred on the protection and
restoration of marine ecosystems. While it would be possible to take forward the development
of an improved system of marine nature conservation in isolation from MSP, clearly MSP
provides a valuable framework within which environmental objectives can be established within
an overall context of sustainable development.
Perhaps more importantly, MSP, as an ongoing management process, also provides a
fundamental mechanism for monitoring progress against environmental objectives and targets
and for adaptive management responses where these are not being achieved. There is
currently no established mechanism for monitoring delivery of environmental objectives in the
marine environment. While the Government’s State of the Seas Report “Charting Progress”
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(Defra, 2005) provides a snapshot of the state of the environment, MSP would provide a more
formal arrangement for ongoing monitoring and management of progress towards the
achievement of environmental objectives within the context of overall sustainable development.
A fundamental tenet of the ecosystem approach is that exploitation of the marine environment
must respect environmental limits. This is also a central theme of the Government’s sustainable
development strategy. Current implementation of the ecosystem approach suffers from the
existing sectoral approach to the management of human activities in the marine environment
because there is no strategic approach to identifying the cumulative effects of different sectoral
uses in relation to the carrying capacity of marine ecosystems. While a number of sectors have
made progress in considering the cumulative effects of their activities on the marine
environment (for example, oil and gas SEA) and some specific development projects have
sought to address cumulative effects from a number of planned developments, few if any
attempts have been made to consider the cumulative effects of all types of human activity on
the marine environment.
MSP provides a framework within which policies, objectives and targets can be integrated
across all sectors in seeking to develop an internally consistent set of objectives and targets
which respect environmental limits and are judged to represent sustainable development for a
given sea area. MSP should therefore support the practical delivery of the ecosystem
approach.
The pilot project has demonstrated how it would be possible to establish an integrated system
of policies, objectives and targets, although considerable further development of policies,
objectives and targets is required. Such a system would significantly assist practical delivery of
the ecosystem approach. The project has also illustrated how a planning and management
process might be used to monitor and manage progress towards these objectives and targets.
These environmental benefits would represent significant progress compared to what the
existing sectoral approach can deliver.
6.2.2

Economic and Social Benefits
A range of key economic and social benefits can potentially be delivered by MSP including:
Optimisation of sea use;
Greater locational certainty for new developments; and
Cost reduction (consenting process).
Under the current sectoral approach, each sector seeks to optimize its own use of the marine
environment. Historically, such activities were undertaken with little regard to the consequences
for the marine environment, although with the advent of more robust environmental controls, all
sectors now generally have to take account of their environmental impacts. Indeed some
sectors now have very well developed policies to protect the environment. However, there is
still no overall mechanism to manage the allocation of sea space in an optimal way. This leads
to unnecessary conflict, for example, recent conflicts between offshore wind and nature
conservation, fisheries and navigation, resulting in delay to projects and potentially sub-optimal
solutions.
The RIA study highlights planning risk and uncertainty as potentially imposing significant costs
for potential developers of the marine environment. Under the existing regulatory approaches,
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there is some assessment of the future requirements of some use sectors (for example
aggregates and renewable energy). However, this tends to focus narrowly on the technical and
logistical requirements of the sector of concern, with limited reference to other sectors’
potentially conflicting existing uses (and future demands) for the same area of the marine
environment. A number of examples are given in the RIA where this narrow focus has led to
problems for developers and regulators, by failing to identify potentially conflicting uses of the
same marine area, including;
conflict between an existing aggregate production area and a pipeline which has been
laid through it, sterilising a significant volume of licensed and consented aggregate
resource; and
conflict between the aggregates and offshore wind sectors at Scarweather Sands,
where the area was identified in the Welsh Assembly Marine Aggregate Dredging
Policy (MADP) as a safeguarded future resource area for marine aggregates, whilst,
separately, a windfarm was proposed for Scarweather Sands. This progressed almost
all of the way through the consent process before consideration was given to the
implications for marine aggregates.
As identified in the RIA study, direct costs to a proposed developer associated with such
problems can range from re-engineering, negotiating agreement on compensation with the
conflicting use, through to potentially re-locating or abandoning a project altogether. For a
single project, such costs can be very substantial (potentially of the order of tens/hundreds of
thousands of pounds up to millions of pounds), depending on the activity and the scale of the
problem.
Examples of the costs associated with resource sterilization for the marine aggregate sector by
another sector’s activity within a given area are given in the RIA:
Cables have a 250m dredging exclusion zone either side of them to protect their
integrity. Assuming an aggregate resource depth of 2m, 1km of cable laid over an
aggregate resource sterilises some 1 million m3 of aggregate resource. This is
equivalent to 1.7 million tonnes of aggregate with a value of £8.5 million at the wharf
(i.e. the financial value of the resource rather than the economic added value);
In the Eastern English Channel, a total of 74.8km of live cable route is located within
the current marine aggregate prospecting areas. Applying the above assumptions, this
equates to 74.88 million tonnes of aggregate or £636 million sterilised asset.
Delays can be of particular importance with regard to the economic viability of a project through
subsequent delay in generating returns on initial capital investment as well as through
requirements for additional (unforeseen) capital expenditure to get an activity or development
operational. Costs associated with delays can be even more significant than direct costs alone,
particularly where there is a finite period within which to accumulate the necessary revenue (for
example, offshore wind power renewable energy certificates). This can result in a developer
being effectively committed to a project, and thus the least-cost option becomes that of
overcoming any obstacles associated with the initial site selection, regardless of cost.
Identifying the most appropriate site for commercial activities in the marine environment is
obviously important for developers, to ensure swift progress of the application and subsequent
works. In addition to potential conflicts with existing or identified future use areas, having
identified a site/location that meets the technical, economic, and other constraints of the
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activity, development proposals can also run into problems related to environmental constraint
where through conducting the necessary environmental studies in support of an application, the
site/location is subsequently found to be significant for environmental conservation. This is a
particularly difficult issue in that often there is insufficient environmental data available to inform
the decision on site selection at an early stage and this lack of information constitutes a
problem for both developers and the regulators responsible for conserving such environmental
resources.
The combination of financial commitment to the project on the part of the developer, and
concerns on the part of the regulators responsible for environmental conservation (and the
National, European and International conservation commitments that underlie this) and
environmental NGOs, creates a situation where the developer must invest in more studies to
pursue the proposal, in order to demonstrate as far as practicable that any impacts are
insignificant and/or acceptable.
The RIA identified two resultant sources of cost for the developer; direct costs for undertaking
more studies and engaging in a dialogue to address the problems (in terms of the order of
magnitude of such costs, it is understood that each applicant for Round 2 of allocations of
offshore wind was required to budget for £5 million for such expenditure (RPA, 2005); and
indirect costs associated with further delays that may not have been budgeted for. Both of
these factors combined serve to increase the developer’s financial commitment to the proposal
(and the site) and to securing approval for the project and this loads the financial risks of delay
and failure on the part of the developer further.
MSP potentially provides a mechanism for a more rational allocation of sea space which
optimizes use from a sustainable development perspective. The pilot project has demonstrated
that it is possible to identify preferred areas for particular sectors that require future space
allocation which can help to address possible conflicts at an early stage in the planning
process. The RIA identified benefits in reducing planning risk and uncertainty, by;
bringing together information on the current uses of the marine environment, and key
marine features, across different sectors so that developers can be aware of
potentially-conflicting uses in selecting their proposed sites;
enabling the requirements of developers across a range of sectors for marine space to
be considered at the same time so that potential conflicts can be identified and
addressed at an early stage, before significant capital has been invested;
making the overall pressures of development on marine ecosystem features easier to
determine and facilitating the identification of mitigation measures.
It is likely that a MSP system would be able readily to identify, and potentially address, the risks
associated with conflicts between current and future uses of the marine environment. This
could generate significant benefits in avoiding the costs associated with delays and disruptions
to the planning process.
By providing greater locational certainty for new developments, this should boost investor
confidence and lead to higher and more sustained levels of investment in the marine
environment. It is recognised that much of the current investment in the marine environment is
designed to tackle issues of climate change. Therefore, facilitating such activity will give rise to
additional economic, social and environmental benefits.
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MSP also provides opportunities to streamline the consenting process (see section 5.9). In
particular, it could reduce the effort required for consent applications for development proposals
that are being promoted in accordance with plan policies, especially for those in “preferred
areas”.
6.2.3

Administrative Benefits
Implementation of MSP is also likely to give rise to a variety of administrative benefits:
A plan led approach to decision making for development projects;
Opportunities for consent streamlining;
Improved availability of information;
Better co-ordination and targeting of data collection;
A focus for stakeholder participation; and
A forum for conflict resolution.
The current approach to decision making on marine development proposals is primarily
reactive, with most decisions being taken on a piecemeal basis in response to individual
consent applications. Some sectors such as oil and gas and renewable energy have sought to
introduce an element of forward planning and this is also being considered for marine
aggregates (Posford Haskoning et al, 2004). However, the expansion of the offshore wind
industry has given rise to substantial conflict and resulted in significant costs being incurred by
statutory bodies in seeking to resolve such conflicts. A plan led approach under a system of
MSP would require an initial investment of effort in producing the plan and addressing conflicts
at the planning stage, but could assist in avoiding protracted wrangling at consent stage and
reduce the risk of expensive public inquiries. The pilot project has demonstrated that it would
be possible to introduce a plan led approach which should be robust in the face of challenge.
Streamlining of the consenting process (section 5.9) would have benefits to the regulatory
bodies and statutory consultees as well as to developers. The RIA study identified a variety of
potential administrative benefits arising from the implementation of MSP, including:
more efficient management of consent applications;
better understanding of future demands for consents;
improved environmental objective setting; and, possibly
reducing the costs of undertaking sectoral SEAs by virtue of the fact that these can
draw information from the plan and the planning process.
Thus, while there will be administrative costs to regulators of initiating and operating the MSP
process, these may be offset by the savings to the consenting authorities and the statutory
consultees in considering the subsequent consent applications. There may also be benefits
within the terrestrial planning system from better foresight into where land based reception
facilities may need to be located.
All marine stakeholders agree that access to and availability of information is a significant
constraint in the planning and consenting process. There is a strong consensus that
improvements in this area will provide worthwhile benefits. It is recognised that the ongoing
work of MDIP will play an important role in improving access to and availability of information.
MSP could add some further value to this initiative by focusing on improving key information
that is necessary to inform decision making. In particular, MSP could support targeted data
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collection (through SEA) and ensure that data collection initiatives are better co-ordinated. The
Marine Management Organization (if established) might also be a suitable repository for the
proposed marine information portal.
MSP could also provide a focus for stakeholder engagement and a forum for conflict resolution.
The current sectoral approach does not provide a single point through which such activities
could be promoted.

6.3

Potential Drawbacks of MSP
The process of stakeholder engagement throughout the project has provided a number of
opportunities for stakeholders to feed back concerns about MSP, both in terms of overall
concerns and from particular sectoral perspectives. At the Liverpool workshop delegates were
invited to identify those issues that they wished the pilot project to address. On the basis of
those responses, the following summarised list of concerns was established:
Would not create any more certainty;
Might prove to be inflexible;
Increase bureaucracy/complexity;
Data doesn’t exist/not available;
UK doesn’t have legal competence in some areas;
Introduce conflict with existing regimes;
Greater involvement of stakeholders;
Too environmentally focused;
Not sufficiently environmentally focused; and
Dynamic nature of marine environment defies planning.
At the September workshop stakeholders were invited to indicate any outstanding questions
that they felt remained unanswered through the pilot project. A review of this list did not identify
any additional concerns over and above those identified at the Liverpool workshop.
It is noted that some of these concerns represent different points on a spectrum. For example,
some stakeholders were seeking greater certainty from the plan but at the same time arguing
for an element of flexibility. Similarly, other stakeholders felt that there was a risk that MSPs
might be biased towards environmental protection whilst others considered that the plans might
be too focused on economic development objectives.
It is important that any final system of MSP and the MMO (assuming such a body is
established) take account of these tensions and that an appropriate balance is struck between
such concerns. The pilot project has demonstrated that it is possible to identify suitable areas
for future development that appear, on the basis of existing information to be subject to fewer
constraints. This clearly improves confidence compared to the current free-for-all system
although it must be recognised that it is not possible to create absolute certainty through such a
process. It will also be possible to implement a system of MSP that provides some flexibility for
developers by establishing “preferred areas” rather than strict allocations for specific
developments, only making such allocations for sectors for which such allocations are
appropriate and undertaking regular reviews of the plan and changing policies and allocations
where necessary. In determining requirements for future allocations, the MMO (if established)
will need to consider both the preferences of individual sectors and the overall needs of the
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plan and seek to balance the benefits of a plan led approach against the benefits of more
market-driven approaches.
Two of the potential drawbacks relate to how MSP might integrate with existing regimes, for
example, would MSP simply add another layer of bureaucracy and/or disrupt existing
processes? Clearly, it is important that any system of MSP is able to add value to existing
processes and deliver an overall net benefit (for a discussion of added value see 6.4 below).
However, it is also true that the benefits of MSP will not necessarily be equally shared. For
example, some sectors, such as oil & gas and marine renewables have already developed
forward planning processes that seek to take account of environmental requirements. A system
of MSP is likely to build on some of the good practices such sectors have established and
should result in little change to many of their existing procedures and processes. The main
additional benefit that MSP would bring to such sectors is to provide holistic integration of those
sectoral activities with those of other sectors and, for example, to optimize allocation of space
for marine renewables. This should assist in minimizing further the risk of future conflict with
other marine users.
The availability of sufficient data and information with which to plan is an important
consideration. The Irish Sea pilot area is comparatively well studied. Nevertheless, the pilot
project has identified a number of significant gaps in the availability of spatial information and
weaknesses in a number of other areas. While many of these gaps are being filled by new data
collection, it is inevitable that some gaps will remain at plan development stage. Where such
information gaps are critical to decision making, it should be possible to undertake further
targeted data collection as part of an SEA. However, it is possible that more fundamental
weaknesses might remain in the information about the broad scale distribution of marine
resources, for example, marine sand and gravel, nature conservation features, which could not
sensibly be addressed through preparation of an SEA. There may therefore be a role for more
strategic nationally co-ordinated data collection to address these gaps.
Experience from the pilot project has indicated that existing information can provide a basis for
decisions on the locations of certain future uses, although the ultimate assessment of data
sufficiency would only really be tested at plan adoption stage when stakeholders were invited to
sign up to the plan.
The issue of legal competence is recognised as a constraint on plan development. Where
competence for particular uses rests with institutions outside the UK, for example fisheries and
navigation, it is important that the plan recognises this and that actions to achieve objectives
and targets reflect the mechanisms in place to deal with these issues. This could mean that it is
more difficult to rapidly resolve conflicts in these areas but in the longer-term it should be
possible to make progress and, increasingly so, as such institutions implement necessary
environmental reforms.
While greater involvement of stakeholders will increase the costs of decision making, it also
brings benefits in providing opportunities to develop consensus, potentially avoiding costly
conflicts when plans are implemented. The development of such requirements stems from
European Directives and from broader UK policy and is not specific to MSP. Greater
stakeholder involvement should therefore be seen as a positive contribution to plan
development.
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The plan needs to take account of the dynamic nature of the marine environment and ensure
that policies and spatial allocations are sufficiently flexible to cope with changing circumstances
over a range of time and space scales. The pilot plan has sought to achieve this, for example in
relation to fisheries, by seeking to identify broad areas within which particular fisheries have
been pursued over time, rather than simply identify areas of current fisheries interest. The
planning process also provides for new information to be incorporated into the information
system underlying the plan as soon as it is available. While this may not lead to immediate
changes in plan policies, it will at least allow interested stakeholders to take decisions on the
basis of the most recent information.
Overall, while the importance of some of these constraints is recognised, none of them would
appear to be present insurmountable obstacles to a system of MSP.

6.4

What Value Would MSP Add?
The discussion of the potential benefits of MSP in section 6.2 above provides a number of
comparisons with the existing sectoral approach. Many of these potential benefits cannot be
delivered by a sectoral approach and can therefore be considered as representing added value
provided by MSP.
As noted in section 1.2, there are a number of elements that could be included within a system
of MSP:
Collective spatial information - the information system;
National/regional policies, objectives and targets for all sectors;
National marine planning framework and planning policy statements which would
underpin:
Sectoral integration;
Spatial allocation policies
Co-ordinated management of implementation, enforcement, monitoring and review
These elements progress from simple concepts such as a spatial information system through to
a comprehensive statutory (binding) planning system underpinned by a national policy and
management framework. While the benefits that might be derived from MSP will depend on the
nature and form of MSP that is implemented, consideration of the individual elements provides
a clear indication of the added value that would be provided by different MSP options.

6.4.1

Information System
An information system would be common to all MSP options. It might include:
collective spatial data from all the different human uses;
information on marine resource distributions; and
information on existing sectoral policies, objectives and targets.
The information system would be accessible to all stakeholders and could be used to inform
their own planning efforts. Such a system would deliver very significant benefits over the
current situation because data availability (or more correctly, the lack of it) is a root cause of
many of the problems faced by regulators, developers and wider marine stakeholders alike.
There is currently no single point of reference for obtaining marine data and a massive amount
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of time is wasted by stakeholders in trying to source data as part of any new project. There
appears to be virtually unanimous support for such a system amongst stakeholders within the
Advisory Group.
The ongoing work of MDIP is likely to deliver much of the spatial data requirement, including
creation of a single data portal. However, there would be a need to ensure that the specific
information requirements for MSP were addressed; for example, some spatial data may require
processing to ensure it is useful for informing decision making. The spatial data would also
need to be supplemented by existing information on sectoral policies, objectives and targets,
which could be incorporated into the information system.
The costs of setting up an information system are presented within the RIA (RPA, 2005), where
costs were identified as being associated with gathering information and creating a single
access point for the information.
6.4.2

National/Regional Policies, Objectives and Targets for All Sectors
As demonstrated by the pilot project, there are many gaps in existing policies, objectives and
targets and as things currently stand, it does not provide a sufficient basis on which to develop
any kind of comprehensive plan.
Thus, to produce either a non-statutory (non-binding) or statutory (binding) plan, some further
development of sectoral policies, objectives and targets would be required, in particular to
develop these at the scale to support a regional plan.
The current absence of such information is a significant hindrance to the implementation of the
ecosystem approach and to any kind of holistic management of the marine environment. The
establishment of these policies, objectives and targets would provide a starting point for
identifying where and how environmental limits might be exceeded. Within the context of a nonstatutory (non-binding) plan, they could provide a basis for discussion amongst the relevant
statutory authorities about whether particular sectors might be prepared to make an
accommodation to address a particular concern. Under a statutory (binding) system of MSP,
they could provide the starting point to achieve more fundamental integration in pursuit of
sustainable development.
For either option they would add significant value in informing current decision making,
although in the case of a non-statutory (non-binding) plan such benefits might be limited by the
difficulty in ensuring voluntary co-operation amongst a large number of stakeholders. Detailed
estimates of costs and benefits of development and implementation of MSP are presented in
the RIA report (RPA, 2005).

6.4.3

National Marine Planning Framework and Planning Policy Statements
The introduction of a national marine planning framework, possibly supported by Marine
Planning Policy Statements (MPPS) - a statutory (binding) system of MSP - represents a
further step change compared to the other two options.
A statutory (binding) national framework would not just provide a clear vision for the marine
environment, but also a robust mechanism for delivering it. This study has repeatedly
highlighted the importance of achieving integration of economic, social and environmental

43

Marine Spatial Planning Pilot

policies, objectives and targets to deliver sustainable development in the marine environment
and this cannot be achieved by a sectoral approach and is unlikely to be successful through the
voluntary approach of a non-statutory (non-binding) plan. In addition to delivering this
integration, a further benefit of implementing a statutory (binding) framework is that it provides
a basis for future spatial allocation - optimisation of the use of sea space. Again, such
optimisation cannot be achieved by the sectoral approach, nor could it be meaningfully
delivered through a non-statutory (non-binding) route.
6.4.4

Co-ordinated Management
A statutory (binding) framework would probably necessitate the establishment of a new delivery
organisation (the MMO - if established). Such an organisation would confer a raft of additional
benefits. In particular, the MMO might assume responsibility for co-ordinating the
implementation, enforcement, monitoring and review of the plan. Delivery of these
responsibilities would cement not just the plan but, possibly more importantly, it would also
institutionalise the management process. This would increase the certainty that the potential
benefits of MSP could be delivered. Under the current system no such management framework
has been implemented and it is difficult to see how the sectoral system could deliver one.

7.

Conclusions and Recommendations

7.1

Introduction
This section draws conclusions based on the findings of the project and, where appropriate,
makes recommendations on behalf of the project consortium as to how MSP might be taken
forward.
MSP is increasingly being explored as a mechanism for managing human uses in the marine
environment and achieving sustainable development. However, there are no examples of MSP
which have been operational for a number of years from which a clear evidence base on the
benefits and dis-benefits of MSP can be obtained.
The MSPP Project was therefore commissioned by Defra to draw together existing information
on world-wide experiences with MSP and to explore some of the practical issues associated
with implementing MSP in the UK through a pilot study in the Irish Sea. The project has sought
to promote a high level of stakeholder engagement through a series of formal workshops,
informal meetings, consultations and a dedicated website. An initial Regulatory Impact
Assessment has also been conducted as an integral part of the project.

7.2

Conclusions
While the literature review did not identify many suitable existing examples on which the project
could draw, it helped to inform the development of a suggested planning and management
framework for MSP that could be tested through the pilot plan. It also helped to inform options
in relation to many of the practical issues on which Defra was seeking a steer.
Subsequently, the development of the pilot plan has provided a rich source of information to
inform the future framework for MSP. In particular, it has highlighted the important links to other
planning processes both on land and at sea, and the range of policies at national and
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international level to which such plans need to have regard. The pilot plan has demonstrated
some of the distinctive requirements of a marine spatial planning system compared to
terrestrial spatial planning, but importantly, it has also identified many similarities. The
development of the pilot plan and the extensive stakeholder engagement has provided
stakeholders with an opportunity to consider the benefits and drawbacks of MSP and the
potential added value that such a system might bring.
In considering the establishment of any type of planning process, it is always important to
reflect on the characteristics of the particular system for which one is trying to plan. In the case
of human uses in the marine environment, we are dealing with a system that is immensely
complex, both in the nature and variety of human uses, the institutional frameworks within
which they are undertaken and managed and also in terms of the complexity of physical,
chemical and biological processes in the marine environment itself. Faced with this complexity,
some argue that planning is futile - indeed, that is a wholly reasonable response when dealing
with truly unpredictable systems. However, while the marine environment is complex and there
is much that remains to be understood, there is a great deal that is already known and that we
can and do use in decision making. We would therefore argue that MSP is a logical and
progressive step forward in the management of the marine environment, as long as it is applied
in a flexible way that recognises the uncertainties in future use requirements and environmental
responses.
In seeking to establish a system of MSP there are a number of significant tensions that the plan
makers will need to have regard to. Many of the misgivings we have heard from stakeholders
(at all points on the spectrum) about MSP concern whether the MMO (if established) might
have an industry bias or an environment bias. It is therefore fundamentally important that the
MMO (if established) is given a clear and unambiguous sustainable development duty.
Other important tensions are the extent to which MSP should intervene in what is effectively a
free market for sea space and how to balance requirements for certainty with those for
flexibility. The plan will also need to strike a balance (as all good plans should) between a top
down approach to planning (cascading Government policy priorities) and a bottom-up approach
(local stakeholder consensus)
It has also become clear through the study, that MSP is not just about a plan, it is about a
planning and management process. While the plan provides a framework for future decision
making, the management process that surrounds this is vitally important. We have therefore
tended to use the phrase “marine spatial planning and management” rather than the simpler
MSP.
The development of the pilot plan has also highlighted the fundamental importance of
integration as an essential pre-requisite for achieving sustainable development. MSP provides
the mechanism to deliver that integration in a spatial context, and at a scale that can be
understood by stakeholders. For this reason alone, one might argue that MSP should be taken
forward, although as the study has hopefully demonstrated there are many further benefits to
be derived from MSP.
Sections 6.2 and 6.3 discuss the benefits and drawbacks of MSP. The study has helped to
crystallise the benefits that MSP can deliver. These can be summarised as:
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Providing a mechanism for delivering sustainable development in the marine
environment;
Environmental benefits:
Providing a mechanism for the establishment of clear and comprehensive
environmental objectives;
Providing a management framework for achieving environmental objectives;
Supporting practical delivery of the ecosystem approach.
Economic and social benefits:
Optimisation of sea use;
Greater locational certainty for new developments;
Cost reduction (consenting process).
Administrative benefits:
A plan led approach to decision making for development projects;
Opportunities for consent streamlining;
Improved availability of information;
Better co-ordination and targeting of data collection;
A focus for stakeholder participation;
A forum for conflict resolution.
The majority of the drawbacks identified by stakeholders reflect particular concerns that can be
addressed through detailed design and implementation of MSP. Perhaps the two most
significant issues outstanding relates to data availability and the integration of devolved
administrations’ responsibilities.
While there will never be enough information to prepare the perfect plan, there is a level of
information beneath which the value of any plan would be doubtful. Even with the comparative
riches of data for the Irish Sea, several key data sets are still missing and many others have
significant weaknesses. We accept that there are continuing improvements in data coverage
and availability and that a number of the critical gaps are likely to be filled by the time MSP
might reach the statute books. Nevertheless, it is likely that some strategic gaps will remain and
are likely to require significant multi-million pound investments in new data collection to
address. A prime example is the current limited knowledge of marine sand and gravel
resources around the UK coast which makes effective forward planning for the sector very
difficult.
Under the devolution settlements, the devolved administrations have responsibilities for certain
activities both within and, in some cases, beyond their territorial waters and it is for them to
determine appropriate approaches for the management of such activities. Should there be a
significant divergence in the approaches adopted towards MSP by the devolved
administrations, this could seriously undermine attempts to integrate devolved plans at a
regional sea scale.
Section 6.4 discussed the added value that MSP could provide and identified a series of
incremental benefits. Many of those benefits could not be achieved under the current sectoral
approach. While there are significant benefits to be derived from implementing elements of
MSP that would stop short of a statutory (binding) system, for example, an information system
only, the additional benefits that would be derived from implementing all of the elements of
MSP, would, to us, justify a statutory (binding) regime.
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7.3

Recommendations
Based on our experiences with the study, the consortium makes the following
recommendations about how MSP should be taken forward:
Recommendation 1 - Implementation
MSP should be implemented as a statutory (binding) system with a statutory purpose of
achieving sustainable development of the marine environment. The system should include a
national marine planning policy framework, supported by Marine Planning Policy Statements.
Sectoral policy documents should be reviewed and updated/developed to ensure that they
contain sufficient detail to inform the MSP process. In particular, the framework of sectoral
policies, objectives and targets requires further development.
Recommendation 2 - Scale
MSP should be implemented at a regional scale, approximating to the draft regional sea
boundaries identified by the Irish Sea Pilot Project (Vincent et al, 2004) with precise boundaries
determined on a practical basis. It is imperative that there is co-operation amongst the
devolved administrations (and with neighbouring states) to ensure that there is a commonality
of approach for regional seas administered by more than one country. Plans should be
developed for sea areas out to the 200nm limit or national/UK boundaries. The landward limit
of MSPs should be established at MHWM or MLWM depending on the practicalities of
modifying the current terrestrial planning boundaries.
Recommendation 3 - Implementation
The MMO (if established) or another plan making body should be the guardian of the planning
and management process. In particular it should be responsible for co-ordinating the
production, implementation, enforcement, monitoring and review of MSPs. The MMO may also
be a suitable location for the metadata portal being developed under the auspices of MDIP.
Recommendation 4 - Stakeholder Engagement
SEA/Sustainability appraisal and public participation should be integrated within the marine
spatial planning and management process. Given the purpose of MSP is to achieve
sustainable development, we recommend that SEA should be incorporated within a wider
sustainability appraisal process.
Recommendation 5 - Duration and Flexibility of the Plan
MSPs should seek to plan for 20 years ahead, subject to quinquennial review. The plan making
body should take a long-term view on issues such as climate change.
Recommendation 6 - Relationship to Other Plans
A Marine Spatial Plan Framework and Scheme should be established (similar to the terrestrial
system introduced under the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004) to provide a
framework within which regional MSPs would be created and to provide a mechanism for coordinating the production and content of other marine related plans. Regional subsidiary plans
should be developed in appropriate circumstances, where a non-statutory (non-binding)
alternative would not achieve the desired objectives.
Recommendation 7 - Provision for Future Uses
MSPs should be used to identify preferred locations for future development activity for specific
sectors. However, such allocations are unlikely to be appropriate for all sectors. It is also
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important that these allocations are applied flexibly and that they take account of rapidly
changing technology and uncertainties surrounding some of the potential constraints.
Recommendation 8 - Information Requirements
The SEA process for MSPs should be used to collect additional data to reduce key
uncertainties in plan policies. Consideration needs to be given to meeting some of the broader
strategic information requirements that would not be appropriate to address through data
collection as part of the SEAs for MSPs.
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David Erwin
Chris Vivian
Stacey Faire
Stuart Rogers
Nick Dodson
Tony Hall
Mark Smailes
Matt Lee
Patrick Stewart
Patrick Stewart
Bob Earll
Sue Gubbay
Alex Midlen
Roy Minakshi
Brian Shipman
Andy Gale
Jacky Martell
A Hill
John Hamer
Carolyn Heeps,
Richard Newman
David Dobson
Claudia Kenyatta
Leila Alkazwini
Alice Baverstock
Cheryl Case
Dominic Whitmee

Organisation
ABP Marine Environmental Research Ltd
ABP Marine Environmental Research Ltd
ABP Marine Environmental Research Ltd
Associated British Ports
Associated British Ports
Association of Scottish Shellfish Growers
Association of Sea Fisheries Committees England & Wales
British Geological Survey
British Geological Survey
British Marine Aggregate Producers Association
British Marine Industries Federation
British Ports Association
British Ports Association
British Tourist Authority
British Tourist Authority
British Wind Energy Association
British Wind Energy Association
BT Subsea Operations
Cable & Wireless
Cadw (Wales)
Cardiff University
Causway Coast & Glens
Centre for Environment Fisheries and Aquaculture Science
Centre for Environment Fisheries and Aquaculture Science
Centre for Environment Fisheries and Aquaculture Science
Chamber of Shipping
Chamber of Shipping
Civil Aviation Authority
Civil Aviation Authority
Clyde Fishermen's Association
Clyde Fishermen's Association
CMS - Coastal Management for Sustainability
Coastal Expert
CoastNET
Confederation of British Industry
Cornwall County Council
Countryside Agency
Countryside Agency
Countryside Council for Wales
Countryside Council for Wales
Crown Estate
Cumbria County Council
Cumbria Sea Fisheries Committee
Department for Culture Media and Sport
Department for Culture Media and Sport
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs
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Name
Hugh Llewelyn
Jennifer Hauser
Joe Bonsall
John Lock
Kim Gunningham
Matt Carden
Roger Smith
Anthony Hynes
David Mullin
Pansy Barrett
David Collins
Beth Greenaway
Dornford Rugg
Geoff Bowles,
John Maslin
John Roberts
Karen Morgan
Paul Leonard
Robert Canning
Sharon Thompson
Sonia Gharyal
Sue Reed
Andy Cooper
Colin Morris
Jim Spooner
Theresa Crossley
Valerie Richardson
Alan Reddick
Alan Hamilton
Bob Davidson
Carol O'Boyle
Claire Vincent
Kevin O’Carroll
Aiden Winder
Natasha Barker
Andrew Davison
Christopher Pater
Ian Oxley
Jennie Stopford
Chris Lumb
Jonathan Price
Liam Fisher
Paul Gilliland
Carol Hall
Jim Andrews
Mathew Ellis
Samantha Armstrong
Stephen Worrall
Tony Heaney
John Lambert

Organisation
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Fish
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Fish
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Fish
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Flood Management
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Marine and Waterways
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Marine and Waterways
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Marine and Waterways
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Marine and Waterways
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Marine and Waterways
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Marine and Waterways
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Marine and Waterways
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Marine and Waterways
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Marine and Waterways
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Marine and Waterways
Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs/Marine and Waterways
Department for Transport
Department for Transport
Department for Transport
Department for Transport
Department for Transport
Department of Agriculture and Rural Development Northern Ireland
Department of the Environment, Northern Ireland
Department of the Environment, Northern Ireland
Department of the Environment, Northern Ireland
Department of the Environment, Northern Ireland
Department of Trade and Industry
Devon County Council
Devon County Council
English Heritage
English Heritage
English Heritage
English Heritage
English Nature
English Nature
English Nature
English Nature
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency Wales

53

Marine Spatial Planning Pilot

Name
Rebecca Willis
Quentin Huggett
Caroline Read
Stephen Tindale
Alan Inder
John Hartley,
Sue Hartley
Tony Blackmore
Colin Wishart
Patrick Ashmore
Mike Elliott
Sue Boyes
Peter Burbridge
Duncan Shaw
Fiona Gell
Liz Charter
Martin Hall
Caroline Turnbull
David Connor
Malcolm Vincent
Steve Atkins
Zoe Crutchfield
P Iles
Dave Dunlop
John Riby
Angela Strange
Heidi Roberts
Peter Jones
Harvey Tyler-Walters
Melissa Moore
Micheal O’Cinneide
Eugene Nixon
Brian Elliott
S Farr
Rachel Donnelly
Jon Wilson
Pippa Morrison
Richard Bowles
Jill Thomas
Doug Beveridge
Doug Beveridge
David Rowe
Alan Watson
Rob Jarman
John Lawton
Andrew Ashall
Caroline Salthouse
Tim Hill
Sue Christie
Martyn Boyce

Organisation
Friends of the Earth
Geotek
Green Alliance
Greenpeace
Hampshire County Council
Hartley Anderson
Hartley Anderson
Health & Safety Exe
Highland Council
Historic Scotland
Hull University
Hull University
ICZM International expert
Irish Sea Forum
Isle of Man Government
Isle of Man Government
Isle of Man Government
Joint Nature Conservation Committee
Joint Nature Conservation Committee
Joint Nature Conservation Committee
Joint Nature Conservation Committee
Joint Nature Conservation Committee
Lancashire County Council
Lancashire Wildlife Trusts
Local Government Association
Local Government Association
Local Government Association
London University
Marine Biological Association
Marine Conservation Society
Marine Institute
Marine Institute Ireland
Maritime and Coastguard Agency
Merseyside Archaeological Service
METOC
Ministry of Defence
Ministry of Defence
Ministry of Defence
National Assembly for Wales Agriculture Department
National Federation of Fishermen’s Organisation
National Federation of Fishermen's,
National Federation of Sea Anglers
National Trust
National Trust
Natural Environment Research Council
North West Regional Assembly
North West Regional Assembly
North West Regional Assembly
Northern Ireland Environment Link (NIEL)
NW&NW Sea Fishery Committee
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Name
Steve Atkins
Brian Marker
Roger Orpin
Kate Parsons
Keith Parsons
Michael Regelous
Tonia Forsyth
Mike Kendall
John Howarth
Rowland Sharp
John Griffiths
Vernon, Jan
Annie Smith
Cheung, Mabel
Palframan, Lisa
Kelvin Macdonald
Howard Reynolds Jones
Tomson, Susie
Clive Gilbert
Jorgensen, Carmel
Stephen Midgely
Calum Duncan
Anton Edwards
David Ross
Imlah, Alayna
Ian Duncan
Cathy Tilbrook
Dominic Counsell
Thornton, Ralph
Simpson, Brian
Phil Macmullen
SteveLockwood
Alan Jemmet
Graham Lymbery
Paul Wisse
Wendy Dodd
Ali Hood
Peter Hunt
Jeremy Roberts
Sally Hart
Lee Cousins
Rebecca Mattingley
Gareth Halanen
Jim Claydon
Stephanie Massie
Steve Gallimore
Graham U'ren
Kate Hutchinson
Joan Edward
Dewi Davies

Organisation
NW&NW Sea Fishery Committee
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
Pembrokeshire Coast
Pembrokeshire Coast
Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Authority,
Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum Officer
Plymouth Marine Laboratory
Proudman Coastal Observatory
Recreational Anglers
Renewable Power Association
Risk Policy Analysts
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
Royal Town Planning Institute
Royal Yachting Association
Royal Yachting Association
SAIL
Salmon & Trout Association
Scottish Coastal Forum
Scottish Environment Link (SEL)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency
Scottish Environment Protection Agency
Scottish Executive
Scottish Fishermen’s Federation
Scottish Natural Heritage
Scottish Natural Heritage
Scottish Power
Scottish Quality Salmon
SeaFish
SeaFish
Sefton Council
Sefton Council
Sefton Council
Sefton Council
Shark Trust
Shellfish Association of Great Britain
Solway Firth Partnership
Sport England
Sport Scotland
Sports Council for Wales
Stenaline
Terence O’Rourke
Terence O’Rourke
The Mersey Docks & Harbour Company
The Royal Town Planning Institute in Scotland
The Ulster Wildlife Trust
The Wildlife Trusts
Tourism Partnership North Wales
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Name
Andrew Bellamy
Chris Fenn
Jason Scholey
John Dempster
Mick Borwell
Kate Hutchinson
Susan Evans
Manon Phillips
Nigel Adams
Rupert Kruger
Madeleine Havard
Gwenllian Owens
Sasha Davies
Abby Pulham
Chris Stroud
Annie-Smith
John Entwistle
Janet Brown
Claire Pescod

Organisation
United Marine Aggregates Ltd
UK Cable Protection Committee
UK Hydrographic Office
UK Major Ports Group
UK Offshore Operators Association
Ulster Wildlife Trust
Wales Environment Link
Wales Tourism
Wales Tourism
Water UK
Welsh Coastal Forum
Welsh Development Agency
Welsh Development Agency
Wessex County Council
Whale & Dolphin Conservation Society
Wildlife & Countryside Link
Wirrall MBC
WWF - UK
WWF- Scotland
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Appendix 2. Data Issues
Process for Data Collection
Identify Relevant Datasets

Request relevant data and
metadata from the Data owners

Receive data and metadata in a
variety of formats.

Initial Data Processing and
Correction.

PDF Maps Sent to data owners for
verification

Any Queries from the data owners
are Actioned

Updated data is loaded in to the GIS
Load Final datasets into GIS

Figure 1.

‘Flow’ diagram illustrating the steps involved in the process of collecting digital atlas.
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Data formats
Where possible, data owners were asked to supply data in ESRI GIS shapefile format. However,
supplying information in this format was not always possible, and a variety of other data types were
provided for the project, including map based digital data, for example MapInfo and AutoCAD,
spreadsheets and databases in addition to hard-copy maps.
Tables were widely used to store point data and these are also GIS compatible provided the
information is geo-referenced to the required degree of accuracy and to a known and explicitly stated
datum. Some data were only available in hardcopy (paper maps) and required digitising, for example
the data received from the Cumbria Sea Fisheries Organisation.
Co-ordinate System
The datasets that were received were generally in one of three formats; WGS84, OSGB National Grid,
or OS Northern Ireland, although some data had no associated projection stated. For the purposes of
the Pilot Study and in order to provide consistent and comparable data, all mapping information was
saved and displayed in WGS84. The selection of this projection was considered most suitable for the
marine datasets, which include offshore areas, as this was the only one of the three projections
supplied which covers the entirety of the Pilot Study area.
Data Resolution
Data resolution posed one of the main problems on this project as many of the datasets provided were
at vastly different scales and resolutions. The bathymetric and meteorological data, for example, were
mapped at a detailed scale, with other datasets, such as seabed geology, mapped at a much lower
resolution. This had several disadvantages including:
Difficulties in direct comparison of data due to overlapping and inconstant boundaries i.e.
coastlines collected at differing scale didn’t compare well; and
data storage issues resulting from the large amount of data associated with detailed (high
resolution) map layers.
Metadata
Metadata is the technical word for 'information about data'. It is the term used to describe the summary
information or characteristics of a set of data. In the area of geospatial information, or information with a
geographic component, this normally means the ‘What, Who, Where, When and How’ of the data.
With the advent of GIS and the expanding use of digital data, the benefits and requirements for
geospatial metadata are now well known. Consequently, there are recognised approaches to metadata
documentation.
The reason for collecting metadata is to assist in information management through improvements in
efficiency and through collation of information on the quality and consistency of the data. With
increasing amounts of data being created and stored (but sometimes not organised) there is a real
need to document the data for future use to ensure that it will be as accessible as possible and to as
wide a "public" as possible. There are significant benefits in so doing:
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Metadata helps organise and maintain an organisation's investment in data;
It provides information about an organisation's data holdings in catalogue form or to brokers,
resellers and clearing-houses.
Accessible metadata records help to avoid duplication of effort by ensuring awareness of the existence
of data and promote the availability, and therefore use, of geospatial data beyond the traditional
geospatial community.
Throughout the project the collection and cataloguing of metadata to a recognised standard has been
problematic because of the data management resource differences between various organisations, for
example some government organisations such as CCW and English Nature have well resourced
metadata systems in place and could therefore supply map data and associated information to the
preferred formats, whereas the Regional Sea Fishery organisation had very little metadata. In cases
were metadata was sparse, the data manager completed as much as possible with the information
supplied.
Data Licensing
Many of the datasets that were collected had some form of restrictive licensing associated with them.
The majority, for example the environmental designations from English Nature, had associated licences
that allowed the use of data without payment, however, some datasets, for example the SeaZone
hydrographical and PEXA military charts, had more restrictive licensing that required a payment for use.
In order to overcome this issue, agreements were made with the data owners that allowed the use the
data for the duration of the pilot project. It should be noted, however, that should the pilot study be
extended and further use of the data be required, any such licence agreements would have to be
renegotiated.
Data Processing and Correction
One of the key tasks carried out during the data collection phase of the project was the conversion of
data, received in a variety of forms, into a common format. File formats such as MapInfo and AutoCAD
were easily imported into ESRI ArcGIS, as were spreadsheets and database files containing
geographically referenced information although some time and effort was often required to change the
layout of spreadsheets and databases to enable data import into the GIS. Inclusion of data only
available in hard copy or as paper maps was accomplished through a process of scanning and
importing it into the GIS and then digitising features as vector layers, points, lines and polygons.
The most common data processing issue was the use by data owners of multiple coordinate systems
(see Co-Ordinate System). These were converted to OSGB, using GeoQuest conversion software. The
reasons for using this rather than the numerous other software’s available within ESRI itself were
twofold:
(i)
(ii)

Having tested several software options, GeoQuest was found to be the most accurate. (e.g.
ESRI was found to have 50-200m error); and
GeoQuest is certified by the Ordnance survey for converting to and from OSGB projected coordinates.
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Quality Assurance
When datasets were received from the data owner, they were visualised using MapInfo GIS. Often it
was possible to open files directly into the GIS viewing package following small modifications to the file
format or following a projection conversion. Data supplied with coordinates in a text, spreadsheet or
database file, required processing so that the data could be viewed in a mapped GIS format before they
could be checked for quality. The data were checked for gaps in geographical coverage, spatial
resolution and accuracy, as well as for projection problems. The attribute database for each GIS layer
was also checked to ensure that it contained useful and relevant information about the features
mapped. Where information about the same subject or theme came from different data providers and
for different areas, the datasets were also checked for consistency in terms of data collection methods,
category definitions and spatial resolution.
ArcGIS Software
The datasets were incorporated into an ArcGIS project where they were assessed visually for spatial
inaccuracies and attribute data was examined for accuracy and completeness. Once assessed,
decisions were made about how to display the different information themes through the use of suitable
colours and symbology. In cases such as Oil and Gas data, industry standard formatting was used.
Data Assessment
ABPmer distributed PDF maps of all the datasets and requested feedback from all the data providers.
The recipients were asked to consider the following issues, to ensure the data’s validity.
Are the data correct and error free?
Are the data up-to-date and current?
Are the data formatted appropriately and compatible with industry standards e.g. correct name,
colour/shading, symbology, and scale?
Are there any inconsistencies or gaps?
Other comments?
Following the receipt of comments from this consultation process, the datasets were corrected or
updated as required.
Data Gaps
The assessment of the datasets highlighted several gaps in the data. For example, the data on fishing
zones was difficult to locate and where it did exist, was mainly in the form of hard copy maps which had
to be digitised. However more often than not the data only existed as local knowledge and had not
been formally collected and as such it could not be included in the pilot study. Other gaps that were
highlighted included a lack of detailed biological (macrofaunal and floral) records in offshore areas, with
the majority of such data available for the nearshore and intertidal zones within the Pilot Study area
only. Data that were available for offshore habitats were found to be sparse in comparison to areas
closer to the shore, reflecting the focus of biological surveying towards the inshore and intertidal zones
within the Pilot Study area.
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Recommendations for Future Data Management
The process by which ABPmer compiled the digital data is described and illustrated in Figure 1, with
Section I describing the issues and problems encountered during the pilot study. It is useful to
appreciate this process, not least because many of the same tasks will need to be performed in order to
effectively maintain and update the application as an on-going process. The proposed process for
maintaining and updating the data is illustrated in Figure 2 and is described below.
The Data Publisher/Owner will need to be consulted on a regular basis, to ascertain whether their data
has changed or if new and better information has become available. The mapping and recording of
coastal habitats in both England and Scotland, for example, is on-going and it is understood that
environmental surveying work is scheduled that will improve current knowledge.
Such consultation should take the form of a formal request for an update. In some cases data could
merely be downloaded from recognised sources such as industry websites, e.g. English Nature’s
Environmental designations can be downloaded from their website. Where data changes have
occurred, the Data Owner should forward the updated information to the ‘data maintainer’, ideally in
ArcGIS shapefile format with updated metadata forms, so that the information can easily be uploaded
into the GIS. Written confirmation of ‘no-change’ should also be provided to help keep the datasets
current and to inform the ‘data maintainer’.
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Data Owner Receives request for Data
update

Data is Received in ESRI
shapefile format

Data is Received in a
format other than ESRI
shapefile

Confirmation is given
that update is not required

Data is Converted to
ESRi Shapefile format

Request Made to Data
Owner for data Update

Data is Checked and formatted

Updated data is loaded in to the
Load Final datasets into GIS

Figure 2.

‘Flow diagram’ illustrating the steps involved in future data review process.
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Appendix 3. Datasets, Data Providers and Contact Details
Data Category

Layer Name

Data Provider

02072385613

peter.law@environment-agency.gov.uk
Alison.Dickson@defra.gsi.gov.uk
Mike.Osborne:Seazone.com

01132 303978
0870 0130607

Carolyn Heeps

Carolyn.Heeps@thecrownestate.co.uk

020 7210 4323

Andrew Younger

A.D.Younger@cefas.co.uk

01305 206600

FRS

Neil Summers

n.summers@marlab.ac.uk

01224 876 544

DEFRA

Michael Meekums

michael.meekums@defra.gsi.gov

020 72386653

SEERAD

Bruce Stewart

bruce.stewart@scotland.gsi.gov.uk

0131 2446233

Environment Agency

Susan Macleay

susan.macleay@environment-agency.gov.uk

Scottish Executive
EN, CCW, SNH
EN, CCW, SNH
EN, CCW, SNH
EN, CCW, SNH
EN, CCW, SNH
EN & CCW
EN, CCW, SNH

Jane Sanderson

jane.sanderson@scotland.gsi.gov.uk

Ordnance Survey

UKHO Charts
3 Mile Nautical Limit
12 Mile Nautical Limit
Bathymetry

SeaZone Hydrospatial

SeaZone
Environment Agency
MAGIC
Seazone

Round 1 & 2 windfarms
Wind farm Grid connections
The Crown Estate
Wind farm exclusion zone
NW SEA area
Shellfish harvesting areas (England and
Wales)
CEFAS
Shellfish Sensitive areas (England and
Wales)

Fishfarms and Shellfish
Farms
Standing Approvals for
Dispersants - England and
Wales
Standing Approvals for
Dispersants - Scotland
Bathing Waters England & Wales
Bathing Waters - Scotland

Conservation Designations

SACs
SPAs
SSSIs
NNRs
RAMSARs
Biosphere
MNRs

Telephone
Number

Alan.Waller@defra,gsi.gov.uk

1:50000 aps

Coastal Shellfish Beds

E-mail\Website

Graham Smith via
Alan Waller
Alison Smith
Peter Law
Alison Dickson
Mike Osborne

OS Basemapping

Offshore Windfarms

Contact Name

0131 2441441

SNH - Heather
Heather.Shirra@snh.gov.uk
Shira
EN - Stuart Wallace
Stuart.Wallace@english-nature.org.uk
CCW - James
Dargie
J.Dargie@ccw.gov.uk
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Data Category

Layer Name

Saline Lagoons polygons
Saline Lagoon points
Sand Dunes and Machair
Saltmarsh points
Coastal Habitats - Scotland Saltmarsh polygons
Coastal Vegetated Shingle points
Cliffs
Intertidal Flats Polygons

Coastal Habitats - England

Coastal Habitats Wales

Maritime Grassland polygons
Coastal Sand Dune
Saltmarsh
Coastal Vegetated Shingle
Maritime Cliff and Slope
Intertidal Mudflats
Seagrass Beds
Saline Lagoons
Sand Dunes
Saltmarsh
Nationally Important Intertidal Habitats

Intertidal Substrates England & Scotland
Intertidal Substrates Wales
Seabirds
Sensitive Fish Areas

Data Provider

E-mail\Website

JNCC on behalf of SEPA Natalie Coltman
SNH
Heather Shirra

natalie.coltman@jncc.gov.uk
Heather.shirra@snh.gov.uk

English Nature

Down Loaded fro EN website - English
Nature.gov.uk

CCW

BGS /DEFRA
CCW
Autumn Mean peak (July-Oct)
Winter Mean Peak (Nov-March)
Seabird nesting counts
Vulnerable concentrations to oil spills
(Monthly, January to December)
Monthly, January to December

Contact Name

JNCC
MarLab

James Dargie
Matt Harrison
Beth Greenaway
James Dargie

Andy Webb
Derek Moore

Telephone
Number

01733 866914
0131 447 4784

J.Dargie@ccw.gov.uk

01248 385547

mharr@bgs.ac.uk

0115 936 3172

J.Dargie@ccw.gov.uk

andy.webb@jncc.gov.uk
mooredc@marlab.ac.uk

01248 385547

01224 655705
01224 295441
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Appendix 4. Datasets Metadata Table
Metadata
ID

Title

Description

Area covered

Base Data
UK DEAL

1

Common coastline

UK coastline form UK DEAL

2

Offshore limits

12 mile offshore limits for UK and Ireland UK

3

Charted features

Including wrecks navigation areas,
anchorage zones outfalls, cables,
Bathymetry etc

4

OS 50k maps

Ordnance Survey 1:500000 maps for UK
Eastern Irish sea Ordnance Survey
mainland

5

Bathymetry

6
7

Marine Sediments
Gas Seeps
Marine Water column
Data

8
9

Inlet Data

10
11
12

Marine Landscapes
Intertidal SubStrata
Intertidal SubStrata

13

Protected sites

14

ANOB

15
16

Important Bird Areas
(IBA’S)
RSPB reserves

Depth contours

Inlet Classification data for the Irish sea
area

UK

Data owner
organisation

Date
Data
Metadata Last
received
updated

Data
supplier

Conversion required
and comments

1

Already in GIS format
Already in GIS format
Not Licensed to this
Project
Already in GIS format
License for this data only
available till mid March
Already in GIS format
License for this data only
available till mid March

Y

07/03/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Y

06/03/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Metoc\ UKHO

2

Eastern Irish sea Metoc\ UKHO

1
1

Geophysical Data
US Navy and UK
UK
Renewable
Atlas(POL)
Irish Sea
BGS
Irish Sea
BGS

1

Converted to polygons

Y

07/03/2005

1
1

Supplied in GIS Format
Supplied in GIS Format

Y
Y

04/03/2005
04/03/2005

Irish Sea

JNCC

1

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

Irish Sea

JNCC

1

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

1
1
1

Supplied in GIS Format
Supplied in GIS Format
Supplied in GIS Format

Y
N
N

04/03/2005
04/03/2005
04/03/2005

1

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

07/03/2005

Countryside Agency

1

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

RSPB

1

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

07/03/2005

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

Irish Sea
JNCC
England
Wales
CCW
Conservation Data
JNCC and Country
Irish Sea
Agencies

SACs, SPAs, SSSIs, (ASSIs), MNR,
NNR, LNR, Ramsar, MEHRA
Boundaries of areas designated as Areas
England
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (ANOB)
Areas deemed important for bird
UK
populations by the RSPB
Location and boundaries of RSPB
UK

RSPB
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Metadata
ID
17

Title

Mudflat

19

Coastal Vegetated
Shingle
Reedbeds

20

Maritime Cliff Slope

21

Fens

22

Habitat Areas

23

Habitat Areas

24

Intertidal Habitat layers
Nationally important
Marine Habitat areas
BAP data
Bird Hotspot Data

18

25
26

Description
reserves
Areas of intertidal mudflat collected by
English Nature
Areas of Coastal Vegetated Shingle by
English Nature
Areas of Reedbeds by English Nature
Areas of Maritime Cliff Slope by English
Nature
Areas of Fens by English Nature
The Locations and boundaries of various
Welsh marine habitats including Sea
grass, Saltmarsh and Mudflats etc
The Locations and boundaries of various
Welsh marine habitats including Sea
grass, Saltmarsh and Mudflats etc

Data owner
organisation

Area covered

Data
supplier

Conversion required
and comments

Date
Data
Metadata Last
received
updated

England

English Nature

1

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

07/03/2005

England

English Nature

1

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

07/03/2005

England

English Nature

1

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

07/03/2005

England

English Nature

1

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

07/03/2005

England

English Nature

0

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

06/03/2005

Wales

CCW

0

Supplied in GIS Format

N

04/03/2005

Wales

CCW

1

Supplied in GIS Format

N

04/03/2005

Wales

CCW

Supplied in GIS Format

N

04/03/2005

Wales

CCW

Supplied in GIS Format

N

04/03/2005

Wales

CCW

Supplied in GIS Format
Supplied in GIS Format

N
Y

04/03/2005

Fisheries
Spawning areas of key commercial
fish/shellfish species (cod, herring,
whiting, plaice, sole, Nephrops)
Nursery areas of key commercial fish
species(bass, cod, herring, whiting,
plaice, sole)

27

Fish spawning areas

Whole Irish Sea

CEFAS

1

Provided in GIS format

Y

07/03/2005

28

Fish nursery areas

Whole Irish Sea

CEFAS

1

Provided in GIS format

Y

07/03/2005

29

Key Fishing Grounds

Map of Inshore Fishing Grounds

30

Key Fishing Grounds

Map of Inshore Fishing Grounds

E&N Wales
Coast
S Wales Coast

NW&NE SFC

1

Provided in GIS format

N

04/03/2005

SWFSC
Thomas: Aberystwyth
Univercity
CSFC
UMBS

1

Provided in GIS format

N

04/03/2005

31

Key Fishing Grounds

Map of Inshore Fishing Grounds

Wales Coast

1

Provided in GIS format

N

04/03/2005

32
33
34

Key Fishing Grounds
Key Fishing Grounds
Key Fishing Grounds

Map of Inshore Fishing Grounds
Map of Inshore Fishing Grounds
Map of Inshore Fishing Grounds

Cumbria Coast
Clyde Sea Area
Isle of Man

1
1
1

Provided in GIS format
Provided in GIS format
Provided in GIS format

N
N
N

04/03/2005
04/03/2005
04/03/2005

DAFF/IOMFA
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Metadata
ID

Title

Description

35

Key Fishing Grounds

Map of Inshore Fishing Grounds

36

Key Fishing Grounds

Map of Inshore Fishing Grounds

37

Fishery closed areas

Details of fishery closed areas

38

Fishery closed areas

39

Fishery closed areas

40

Fishery closed areas

41

Fishery closed areas

Area covered

Data
supplier

Provided in GIS format

FF/FPO

1

Provided in GIS format

N

04/03/2005

SWSFC District

SWSFC

1

Digitised from
coordinates and imported
into ArcGIS8 (CEFAS)

N

04/03/2005

Details of fishery closed areas

NW&NWSFC
District

NW& NWSFC

1

Provided in GIS format

N

04/03/2005

Bass nursery areas

UK

Defra

1

Digitised from
coordinates and imported
into ArcGIS8 (CEFAS)

N

04/03/2005

Irish Sea

Defra Sea Fisheries
Inspectorate

1

Provided in GIS format

N

04/03/2005

N Ireland
DARD Sea Fisheries
Oil and Gas

1

Digitised from

N

04/03/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Details of UK CS offshore areas under
licence.

UK

DTI/UK DEAL

1

UK 20th Offshore Licensing Round

UK

DTI/UK DEAL

1

Details of UK CS offshore areas under
licence.

UK

UK DEAL

1

Details of seabed wells

UK

UK DEAL

1

46

Oil and gas

Details of Surface platforms

UK

UK DEAL

1

47

Oil and gas reserves

Details of oil and gas fields in the Irish
Sea

UK

DTI Oil & Gas/UK
DEAL

1

43
44
45

Date
Data
Metadata Last
received
updated
N
04/03/2005

1

Oil and gas licence
areas
Oil and gas licence
areas
Oil and gas licence
areas
Oil and gas seabed
wells

42

Conversion required
and comments

DARDNI

Herring spawning grounds; juvenile
herring nursery grounds; herring
spawning grounds (Manx stock)
Details of fishery closed areas

Northern Ireland
Eastern Irish
SEA

Data owner
organisation

48

Oil and gas pipelines

Details of oil and gas pipelines

UK

UK DEAL

49

Approved and
proposed offshore

Renewable energy (wind, wave, tides)
Locations and other details of approved
UK
Crown Estate
and proposed offshore windfarms

1

1

Provided in GIS format;
clipped to study area
Provided in GIS format;
clipped to study area
Provided in GIS format;
clipped to study area
Provided in GIS format;
clipped to study area
Provided in GIS format;
clipped to study area
Supplied in GIS format
Provided in GIS format;
clipped to study area

Supplied in GIS Format
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Metadata
ID

Title

Description

windfarm sites
(Round1)
Approved and
proposed offshore
windfarm sites (Round
2)
Irish Sea offshore wind
energy potential areas
Irish Sea offshore wave
energy potential areas
Irish Sea offshore Tidal
energy potential areas

Maps of potentially exploitable offshore
wind energy areas
Maps of potentially exploitable offshore
wave energy areas
Maps of potentially exploitable offshore
tidal energy areas

54

UK Irish Sea offshore
wind SEA area

Area in Eastern Irish Sea for which
offshore wind SEA being undertaken

55

aggregate extraction
sites

Details of licensed/leased extraction sites UK

50
51
52
53

56
57
58

59
60

Locations and other details of approved
and proposed offshore windfarms

Data owner
organisation

Area covered

Conversion required
and comments

Date
Data
Metadata Last
received
updated

UK

Crown Estate

1

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

07/03/2005

UKCS

DTI

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/04/2005

UKCS

DTI

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/04/2005

UKCS

DTI

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/04/2005

1

Digitise coordinates and
import into ArcGIS8

Y

04/04/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Y

07/03/2005

Liverpool Bay
(Eastern Irish
DTI
Sea)
Mineral Extraction
BMAPA

Details of actual extraction areas within
UK
BMAPA
licensed sites
Dredging and dredged material disposal
Details of Maintenance Dredging
Maintenance Dredging
activities in the Study area
Details of actual maintenance Dredge
Dredge Disposal Sites
UK
CEFAS
Disposal Sites
Military Activities
Details of coastal and sea firing &
Military Practice areas bombing ranges etc and vessel exercise UK
METOC
areas (PEXA)
ESRI Digital Chart of the World dataset
ESRI Digital Chart of
National Electricity Grid
UK
of the UK national Electricity Grid
the World
Submarine Exercise Areas
MOD Danger Areas
MOD Controlled Sites
Extraction Areas

Data
supplier

1
1

Converted to GIS format
from Excel Spreadsheet
Converted to GIS format
from Excel Spreadsheet

1

Converted to GIS format
from Excel Spreadsheet

Y

04/04/2005

1

Supplied in GIS Format.
Not Licensed to This
Project

Y

07/03/2005

3

Supplied in GIS Format.

Y

07/03/2005

Y
Y
Y
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Metadata
ID

Title

Description

Area covered

Data owner
organisation

Date
Data
Metadata Last
received
updated

Data
supplier

Conversion required
and comments

1

Converted to GIS format
from Excel Spreadsheet

Y

07/03/2005

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

Submarine cables
61

Submarine cables

62

Protected wrecks

63

Scheduled Ancient
Monuments

64

Scheduled Ancient
Monuments

65

Scheduled Ancient
Monuments

66

Scheduled Ancient
Monuments

67

Protected Wreck and
Important
archaeological sites

68

World Heritage Sites

69

World Heritage Sites

70

World Heritage Sites

71

National Parks

72

Heritage Coast

Locations with supporting data on type,
in or out-of service, Date of Installation
Details of wrecks designated under UK
Protection of Wreck Orders
Details of Scheduled Ancient Monuments
adjacent to or below mean high water
mark
Details of Scheduled Ancient Monuments
adjacent to or below mean high water
mark
Details of Scheduled Ancient Monuments
adjacent to or below mean high water
mark
Details of Scheduled Ancient Monuments
adjacent to or below mean high water
mark
Details of Wreck and Important
archaeological sites adjacent to or below
mean high water mark
Details of all areas adjacent to the Irish
sea (English Coast) designated as a
world heritage Site
Details of all areas adjacent to the Irish
sea (Scottish Coast) designated as a
world heritage Site
Details of all areas adjacent to the Irish
sea (Welsh Coast) designated as a
world heritage Site
Details of National Parks with boundaries
adjacent to or below mean high water
mark
Details of all areas in the Irish sea
(English Coast) designated as heritage

UK

Kingfisher Cables

Archaeological
UKHO Wreck
DEFRA
Section/CADW
England

English Heritage

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

Wales

CADW

2

Supplied in GIS Format

N

04/03/2005

Scotland

RCAHMS

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

N Ireland

EHS/University of
Ulster, coleraine

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

N Ireland

EHS/University of
Ulster, coleraine

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

England

English Heritage

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

Scotland

RCAHMS

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

Wales

EHS/University of
Ulster, coleraine

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

England

DEFRA

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

England

English Heritage

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005
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Metadata
ID

Title

73

Heritage Coast

74

Heritage Coast

Description
coast
Details of all areas in the Irish sea
(Scottish Coast) designated as heritage
coast
Details of all areas in the Irish sea
(Scottish Coast) designated as heritage
coast

Data owner
organisation

Area covered

Data
supplier

Conversion required
and comments

Date
Data
Metadata Last
received
updated

Scotland

RCAHMS

2

Supplied in GIS Format

N

04/03/2005

Wales

CADW

2

Supplied in GIS Format

Y

04/03/2005

DEFRA ( METOC
SEAzone Data)

All Known Wreck Sites
Historic Parks and
Gardens
Historic Parks and
Gardens
Listed Buildings

England
Scotland
Scotland
Tourism & Recreation

75
76

Pleasure Boat Speed
Restriction Zones
Pleasure Boat
Exclusion Zones
Bathing Waters
Bathing Waters

Location of EU-listed bathing waters
Location of EU-listed bathing waters

E&W
Scotland

EA
SEPA

2
2

77

Bathing Waters

Location of EU-listed bathing waters

N Ireland

DOENI

2

78

Bathing Waters

Location of EU-equivalent bathing waters IOM

DLGE

2

79

Blue Flag beaches

Blue Flag beaches (2003 awards)

UK

Encams

2

80

Marinas

Locations of existing and proposed
marinas and numbers of berths.

UK

RYA Marina Guide/

1

81

Watersports

Locations of Sailing Clubs and Teaching
Establishments.

UK

RYA

2

82

Coast protection
structures

Y
Y
Imported into ArcGIS8
Imported into ArcGIS8
Collate and import into
ArcGIS8
Collate and import into
ArcGIS8
Collate and import into
ArcGIS8
Added Irish marina data
and proposed marina
developments
Digitise paper records
and import to ArcGIS8

N
Y

04/03/2005
04/03/2005

N

04/03/2005

N

04/03/2005

N

04/03/2005

Y

04/03/2005

Y

04/03/2005

Supplied in GIS form

N

04/03/2005

Coastal defence and engineering
Location of coast protection structures

England

EA

1
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Metadata
ID
83
84

85

Title
Coast protection and
flood defence
Coast protection and
flood defence

Shipping Routes
Shipping Separation
Zones
Shipping Avoidance
Zones
Laden Tanker Zones
Harbour Jurisdiction
Zones
High Speed Craft
zones

86

Key ports

Description

Data owner
organisation

Area covered

Data
supplier

Conversion required
and comments

Date
Data
Metadata Last
received
updated

Location of coast protection structures

Scotland

SE Environment
Group

1

Data agreed: tabulate
and import into ArcGIS8

N

04/03/2005

Location of coast protection structures

N Ireland

?

1

Import into ArcGIS8

N

04/03/2005

1

Provided in GIS format

Y

04/03/2005

1

Provided in GIS format

N

04/03/2005

England & Wales CEFAS

1

Import into ArcGIS8

N

04/03/2005

Scotland

FRS

1

N

04/03/2005

N Ireland

DARDNI

1

N

04/03/2005

IOM

DAFF/PEML

1

Provided in GIS format

N

04/03/2005

NWNWSFC

1

Provided in GIS format

N

04/03/2005

NWNWSFC

2

Provided in GIS format

N

04/03/2005

Shipping & Navigation
Shipping routes and volumes by 4 vessel
types (merchant shipping; tankers;
Irish Sea
Anatec UK Ltd
ferries; offshore vessels) and by 4 size
categories.

Out side study area

Locations of major ports together with
details of some port jurisdictions

Irish Sea

Anatec UK Ltd

Mariculture
87

Mariculture sites

88

Mariculture sites

89

Mariculture sites

90

Mariculture sites

91

Shellfish Several
Orders

92

Seed mussel
harvesting areas

Details of sites licensed for mariculture
by type and species
Details of sites licensed for mariculture
by type and species
Details of sites licensed for mariculture
by type and species
Details of sites licensed for mariculture
by type and species
Details of Several Orders (covers all
Several Orders on England & Wales ISP
coast)
Details of areas used for
harvesting/bottom-dredging seed mussel
for re-laying for mariculture

NWNWSFC
District

Data being extracted for
ISP
Data being extracted for
ISP
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Metadata
ID

Title

Description

Data owner
organisation

Area covered

Data
supplier

Conversion required
and comments

Date
Data
Metadata Last
received
updated

Marine inputs
93

Wastewater discharges

94

Wastewater discharges

95

Wastewater discharges

96

Wastewater discharges

97

Riverine inputs

98

Sensitive areas

99

Classification of
shellfish beds

100

Classification of
shellfish beds

101

Classification of
shellfish beds

102

Classification of
shellfish beds

103

TBT contamination

104

Marine litter

Location and details of wastewater and
industrial discharges
Locations of discharges, population
equivalents and treatment
Location and details of wastewater and
industrial discharges
Location and details of wastewater and
industrial discharges
Maps showing N & P inputs from riverine
sources
Location of areas identified under the
Sensitive Areas (Eutrophic) Directive
Location and classification of shellfish
beds under the Shellfish Hygiene
Directive
Location and classification of shellfish
beds under the Shellfish Hygiene
Directive
Location and classification of shellfish
beds under the Shellfish Hygiene
Directive
Location and classification of shellfish
beds under the Shellfish Hygiene
Directive
Sea coast by TBT in 1997 as indicated
by the deformity (VDSI) of dog whelks.
Estimated quantities recovered off
beaches in the Irish Sea (Beachwatch
2001 report)

E&W

EA

2

N

04/03/2005

IOM

DLGE

2

N

04/03/2005

Scotland

SEPA

2

N

04/03/2005

N Ireland

DOENI

2

N

04/03/2005

2

N

04/03/2005

1

N

04/03/2005

E&W
Irish Sea

Environment
agencies
Environment
agencies

E& W

EA NCEDS

2

N

04/03/2005

Scotland

SEPA

2

N

04/03/2005

N Ireland

DOENI

2

N

04/03/2005

Ireland

EPA

2

N

04/03/2005

Irish Sea

Research Service
(FRS Report 5/98).

2

N

04/03/2005

UK

EA NCEDS/Cumbria
Marine Litter/MCS

2

N

04/03/2005
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MARINE SPATIAL PLANNING
PILOT
PROJECT NOTE:
MULTIPLE USE AREAS

MSPP Consortium, October 2005
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1.

Introduction

The purpose of this note is to use information within the Irish Sea Regional Plan to demonstrate
areas where multiple use either currently occurs or is anticipated to be able to occur based on
potential future allocations of space. It provides an indication of opportunities for achieving
multiple use in making spatial allocations for future uses. It concludes by identifying the
potential for higher levels of multiple use in the future.
One of the most obvious uses of any spatial plan is the integration of different sectoral
requirements and the allocation of areas for each use. Often such uses are, at least to some
extent, mutually exclusive, where two or more sectors require, for example, the same location
for their specific activity where these activities preclude the operation of the other. To illustrate
using a generic case in the marine environment, the oil and gas industry may identify an area
within an offshore zone where economic production of oil could be achieved through drilling.
This same area, for the sake of argument, may also represent a prime future resource of gravel
material in the superficial seabed layers, which would provide the aggregates industry the
opportunity for economic supply of gravels for the construction industry. Obviously these two
activities could not be undertaken in the same area as the dredging of seabed adjacent to an
oil production platform would represent an unacceptable safety risk. Thus the allocation of
space for the oil production platform would preclude the operation of an aggregate dredger
within a specified distance of the drilling and interconnector infrastructure, with provision of
adjacent, but safety-risk-acceptable, areas for aggregate extraction activities also achieved
through the spatial planning process, should the oil and gas operation be afforded a higher
priority in terms of national and regional policy drivers.
There are, however, cases where activities can co-exist within the same area without resultant
incompatibility. This already occurs within the marine environment, but the escalation in
demand for sea area provision from different sectors through both pressures for increased
anthropogenic development together with requirements for the conservation of natural habitats
highlights the need for such currently ad-hoc co-existence to be formalised within the auspices
of a marine spatial plan.
The collation of sectoral data for the pilot study area has allowed investigation of current uses
of the sea and it is relatively straightforward to draw from these data the activities concurrently
occurring in a given zone within the regional sea area.
A number of examples of current multiple use within the regional sea area are presented in the
text below to illustrate the potential for identification of multiple use zones. In order to illustrate
the capacity of the plan to provide for future spatial allocations, a potential; future use example
has also been identified, drawing from the data collected during the pilot study and the
understanding of the potential for future requirements of a potentially significant growth sector,
that of tidal (renewable) power generation.

2.

Examples of Multiple Use

2.1

Marine Aggregate Extraction and Recreational Sailing

The marine aggregates industry is one of the sectors in the marine environment, which requires
the discrete allocation of seabed areas in order to operate. Currently the spatial allocations are
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made under a non-statutory procedure, the ‘Interim Government View’ process, although a
statutory mechanism for licensing has been anticipated for some time. The permission granted
under this licensing procedure enables the industry to extract seabed materials, under certain
conditions, from a specifically boundaried area over a specified time period. The rights over
the seabed are not exclusive outside of the industry, for example existing legitimate activities
such as fishing can still be undertaken within the active dredging zone, but in practice there
could be no provision for placement of devices, pipelines etc on the seabed within this area
without consultation and agreement with the licensee.

Figure 1.

Aggregate Extraction Activities, Recreational Sailing Areas and Recreational
Cruising Routes

The figure above (Figure 1) shows the locations of licensed dredging grounds within the pilot
study area overlaid upon areas identified as recreational sailing zones in addition to routes
identified as ‘recreational cruising’ routes, along which non-commercial vessels transit from port
to port. It is evident from the plot that although the licensed extraction areas exist within the
broad areas identified as comprising sailing areas, both activities are free to occur. This is also
apparent for the recreational cruising routes detailed in the two insets on the Figure. Although
the upper inset indicates that the dredging area occurs beyond the offshore boundary of the
general sailing zone, cruising routes are apparent crossing the dredging area, including the
active dredging zone indicated by the darker blue shading in the southern half of the larger,
licensed area. Although there may be occasions when the activities of an active dredger
require avoidance by recreational vessels, no sterilisation of sea-use areas by either sector in
this instance arises.
One of the reasons behind the acceptable use of the licensed areas by both sectors lies in the
frequency or duration of use. Although dredging may occur on a daily basis, or even several
times within a 24 hour period, there will be significant periods of time when the dredger is either
transiting to/from site or is otherwise outside of the licence area. Likewise, the recreational
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boating activity within the boundaries of the licence area is not likely to be occurring 100% of
the time. Additionally, and perhaps more importantly, although the physical presence of the
dredger and recreational vessels occur within the same area, the resource targeted by the
aggregates industry exists on the seabed rather than at the sea surface. The mapping of uses
of the sea area within the pilot study area is conspicuously two-dimensional, but the actual
spatial allocations need to be three dimensional, thus an activity at the surface of the water
need not necessarily interfere with an activity on the seabed and this is the case in this
instance. This situation is further illustrated in the next example, again using recreational
sailing as one sector, and using tidal stream energy extraction as the comparative sector.
2.2

Tidal Stream Energy Extraction and Recreational Sailing

The areas identified as providing future areas for the extraction of tidal energy through
placement of tidal stream power generating devices on the seabed and areas used by the
recreational sailing sector coincide at various locations. Taking the area north of Anglesey as
an example, only part of the available (and potentially practical) tidal resource areas coincide
with the sailing zones.

Figure 2.

Tidal Stream Power Generating Locations and Recreational Sailing
Zones

Currently tidal stream energy devices can be divided into several generic types. For the
purposes of the MSPP project, two general types were considered, those that are deployed
using piling into the seabed (and which protrude through the sea surface at some point during
the tidal-cycle); and those that are placed directly on or anchored to the seabed. The former
type generally has requirements for depth ranges of 20-30m, with the latter device types
requiring deeper water sites for successful operation.
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The shallow-water devices, which have some part of the device protruding from, or in close
proximity to, the sea surface present potential problems for satisfactory, and safe coexistence
with recreational sailing as a result of the potential collision risk. Deeper water devices,
however, provide the opportunity for the two sectors to co-exist within the same area.
Successful multiple use of an area for these two sectors would obviously rely on water depth
being sufficient to provide an adequate safety margin below the keel of the vessel in transit
along the shipping route (or above the tidal device on the seabed). This being the case, during
the operational phase of the tidal energy device ‘farm’, there would be no need to sterilise the
area for recreational boating, i.e. multiple use could be permitted for these sectors.
There would be occasions when this multiple use would need to be rescinded temporarily. For
example, during the construction phase of the tidal farm, there would need to be an exclusion
zone established around the development site to ensure safety standards were met. During
this time it would be envisaged that the area would be sterilized for sailing activities. A second
such exclusion period would necessarily follow during any decommissioning activities for the
tidal power farm. Temporary restrictions may also be necessary during maintenance
operations, though as these would be temporary, no significant sterilisation of the area for
sailing would result.
Further examples for recreational sailing representing a sector for which areas can be identified
for multiple use designation are apparent from the pilot study datasets including fishing.
Fishing is another sector which is currently undertaken in areas which are also recognised as
supporting recreational boating activities. The areas where these two sectors overlap are
presented below in Figure 3.
2.3

Recreational Sailing and Fishing

Figure 3 indicates that both recreational boating and fishing activities occur over wide areas
with considerable overlap between the two. The relationship between the two sectors with
regard to legislative provision are largely related to safety considerations, avoiding collisions at
sea and such, although there will be restrictions imposed upon fishing rights, potential seasonal
restrictions etc. Nevertheless, sailing and fishing activities are clearly currently co-existing and
thus represent effective and on-going multiple use with the pilot study area.
Both sailing and fishing activities provide obvious opportunities for multiple use with the
majority of other sectors as they occur over vast swaths of sea area, though of course there will
be exceptions where certain types of fishing activities, demersal trawling for example, would
not be practical. In areas where seabed mounted (and unburied) infrastructure has been
placed, trawling activities would not be practical due to the potential for snagging of nets on
devices leading to damage to both fishing equipment and to devices or infrastructure etc and
the consequent potential for unacceptably high risks to public safety.
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Figure 3.

2.4

Recreational Sailing, Recreational Cruising and Fishing Areas.

Cultural Heritage and Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)

In contrast to the example above, some sectoral uses, or interests, can be more discrete in
geographical extent, but still provide opportunity for successful multiple use. Sites of cultural
heritage importance in the maritime zone, for example, comprising wreck sites etc., can be
protected with exclusion zones imposed to avoid damage to the feature of interest. Although
this may sterilise the area for activities such as commercial fishing, which in any case would not
be pursued by the fishermen if the wreck site presented a significant fastening-risk, other
designations could be made encompassing these areas which could not only co-exist, but also
add protection to such sites. To illustrate this case, cultural heritage sites within the pilot study
area have been overlaid on the potential network of MPAs developed through the scenariotesting phase of the project (Figure 4).
Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) have been defined by IUCN, the World Conservation Union,
as:
“Any area of intertidal or subtidal terrain, together with its overlying water and associated flora,
fauna, historical and cultural features, which has been reserved by law or other effective means
to protect part or all of the enclosed environment”.
There are various types of MPA, the most comprehensively protected of which could be
deemed as no take zones where all extractive activities are effectively prohibited, but some
areas will be deemed less sensitive to certain activities as a result of the capacity for the
features of interest, for which the site has been ‘protected,’ being able to maintain a favorable
status, or at least not significantly decline, when subject to the activities of specific sectors (or
specific activities). These areas, therefore, may be zoned for multiple use where the
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management objectives are compatible with the nature conservation interest of the site. The
occurrence of cultural heritage sites within areas identified as offering potential for MPA
designation allows for beneficial multiple use for the two ‘sectors’ as the protection afforded to
the site on the basis of ecological conditions could offer greater protection, in terms of size of
exclusion zone, for the feature of cultural heritage interest. Indeed the synergy between the
two could potentially lead to the designation of an MPA on the basis of containing a site of
archaeological importance, as the designation of MPAs, though generally based on the
premise of conservation of biodiversity, can also be designated for other, non-ecological,
grounds.

Figure 4.

2.5

Cultural Heritage Sites (Wrecks) and Potential MPA network

MPAs and Fish Spawning/Nursery Areas

The protection of fish spawning/nursery areas is of high importance, not only to conservation
agencies, but also to the fishing industry as it is upon the successful conservation of such
areas that the sustainability of the fishing industry relies. The protection of spawning areas
would preclude some activities occurring, particularly those which directly affect or perhaps
alter the nature of the seabed as this is one of the main factors which governs the suitability of
ground for spawning of any particular species. The designation of an MPA which coincides
with a known spawning ground therefore has benefits to the fishing industry sector. As with
cultural heritage, the synergy between the principles behind MPAs and spawning areas is such
that MPAs can also be designated specifically to protect fish stocks, for example as fisheries
reserves, where restrictions in fishing activities, for example seasonal licensing or the
prohibition of specific fishing methods (demersal trawling etc) can be used to protect the area.
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An MPA network could also include ‘de-facto’ reserves through designation for the provision of
space for MOD activities or for oil and gas infrastructure in order to restrict access on the basis
of ensuring public safety.
2.6

Aggregates and Fishing

A further current multiple use apparent from the pilot study data exists between aggregate
extraction activities and the fishing sector. Although a license to extract seabed aggregate
provides exclusive use of the seabed to the licensee with regard to other aggregate companies,
it does not, as stated earlier, prohibit ongoing (and permitted) activities occurring in the same
area. Fishing, for example, currently occurs across dredging areas, even within the active
dredged zone, when the dredging vessel is not working the area. Figure 5 below presents the
areas over which trawling activities occur (selected species only) within the pilot study area with
licensed aggregate grounds overlaid.

Figure 5.

Marine Aggregate Extraction and Fishing

Again it is evident that these sectoral uses overlap, with fishing for cod, turbot, haddock, plaice
all being undertaken across the dredging licence area.

3.

Multiple Use in the Context of Future Allocation of Sea Space

The illustrations presented in section 2 highlight the opportunities for multiple use in appropriate
circumstances. In seeking to make allocations for future use of sea space, such opportunities
to achieve win-win situations should be pursued.
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In addition to the above examples, it is considered that a number of further opportunities exist
for multiple use. These include:
Exploring the suitability of incorporating restricted use zones for economic
development activities within an MPA network. For example, areas used for offshore
wind, wave or tidal stream energy production form which fishing is excluded, may be
suitable for MPA designation for particular seabed habitat types. However, it is
recognised that the desirability of providing for such multiple use will depend on the
nature of the economic development activity, the nature of the receiving environment
and the compatibility of the related economic and environmental objectives.
Nevertheless, in a number of circumstances, it may be possible to achieve win-win
solutions.
Deployment of tidal stream energy devices on the sea bed beneath shipping lanes. For
example, it may be possible to manage collision risk to an acceptable level to permit
placement of structures on the sea bed.
Exploring the compatibility between renewable energy generation and fish
spawning/nursery areas. For example, it may be possible to undertake such
developments in a way that contributes to the spawning/nursery function of an area
rather than detracting from it.
Location of renewable energy developments to provide additional coastal protection
benefits, for example, by reducing the amount of energy reaching the shoreline;
Co-location of renewable energy and aquaculture developments in appropriate
circumstances;
Using depleted oil & gap wells for carbon sequestration;
Incorporating Military Exercise and Danger Areas within an MPA network;
Implementing multiple benefit schemes, for example the placement of offshore reefs to
provide coastal defence, fish nursery and marine recreation benefits.
Crucially, the extent to which such win-win situations can be achieved will depend on the
compatibility of the different use objectives and the requirement to respect environmental limits.
It must also be recognized that some activities may require exclusive use of an area if the
specific objectives are to be achieved and thus the benefits to other sectors in these areas
could only be derived passively. For example, the protection of a wreck may only be secured
through implementation of an exclusion zone for other human activities. However, such a zone
could provide passive benefits to nature conservation and or fish spawning areas/nurseries.
Similarly certain habitat features could require strict protection from the majority of human uses
if the conservation objectives are to be achieved, but this too could passively benefit fish
spawning/nursery function.
In commenting on the draft pilot plan, a number of stakeholders have indicated that they would
wish to see a greater focus on delivering win-win scenarios in the allocation of sea space. The
principal difficulty with this is that planning systems, by their very nature, are mechanisms for
conflict resolution. Nevertheless, there could be an opportunity to incorporate elements of
integrative planning in the allocation process, if stakeholders are prepared to work
collaboratively.
ABPmer
10/10/05
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Appendix 6
Project Note - Conflict Resolution
Paper: Fishing and Offshore
Windfarms
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MARINE SPATIAL PLANNING
PILOT
PROJECT NOTE:
EXAMPLE OF POSSIBLE
ROLE FOR MMO IN
CONFLICT RESOLUTION

MSPP Consortium, January 2006
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Introduction
The purpose of this note is to illustrate a possible role for the MMO in conflict resolution where
there are issues in the plan concerning spatial allocation.
There are various potential issues which have become apparent during the collation of
information for the Marine Spatial Planning Pilot (MSPP) study with regard to sectoral conflict in
the provision of space for future development [in this instance ‘future development’
encompasses the provision of space for both socio-economic and environmental protection
‘developments’]. Many of these have been found to provide at least the potential for resolution
based upon the requirements of the various sectors and incorporating the various sectorspecific constraints which dictate the locations of any such areas. There are also likely to be
situations which arise that are not immediately resolvable within the framework of the marine
spatial plan (i.e. directly through the process administered by the Marine Management
Organisation). In such cases the MMO is envisaged as acting as a facilitator, assisting in
brokering an agreement that would need to be reached between Government departments at
Secretary of State level.
In the middle ground between these lies the opportunity for the MMO to resolve conflicts within
the structure of the Plan, where two or more sectors require the same area for
development/safeguarding, where the policies behind the two sectors allow decisions to be
made, albeit in reality through stakeholder consultations, to enable a decision to be made
which will satisfy the obligation for both sectors to achieve stated objectives, within the
overarching goal of sustainable development. A brief consideration of one example is
presented in this paper comprising a hypothetical, but potential, conflict between the Fishing
and Renewable Power sectors (specifically, offshore windfarms).
Within the pilot plan produced for the Irish Sea pilot study on Marine Spatial Planning (MSP), a
policy statement was developed for each sector. The two sectoral policies for fishing and
offshore wind are presented below.

Policy ER 6 Fisheries and Shellfisheries
The sustainable management of fisheries and shellfisheries will be supported. Key fishing
grounds and routes between fishing ports and harbours to key fishing grounds will be
safeguarded from sterilization by other developments where appropriate. Fish nursery and
spawning areas will be safeguarded where appropriate.
The relevant authorities should take account of the management requirements of national
and international nature conservation sites and protected species where appropriate.
Relevant authorities should balance the needs of recreational and commercial fishing in
circumstances where conflicts arise.
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Policy ER4 Renewable Energy
Proposals for renewable energy developments within the plan area will be supported in
areas identified as potentially suitable following SEA, subject to:
Evaluation of the findings from an environmental impact assessment
Complying with the requirements of the Habitats Regulations (for locations within or
in the vicinity of designated or proposed SPAs, SACs or Ramsar sites, or affecting species
protected under these Regulations);
Satisfactory resolution of potential conflicts with shipping, commercial and military
radar, fisheries or other site specific interests.
No new offshore wind farm development should be licensed within an established
exclusion zone extending up to 8-13km from the coast. [Currently the exclusion zone only
applies to English and Welsh coasts in the plan area, but logically should apply more
widely. However, this limit was a temporary precaution applicable to SEA2 and will be
revisited in the light of better information on visual and bird impacts]. Licensing decisions
will also take account of risks in relation to national air traffic services.
A consultation zone has been established whereby developers should consult with MOD
for all proposals for OWF developments within 2km of Danger Areas
Areas identified for potential future offshore wind or tidal stream energy generation will be
safeguarded.

In addition to these sectoral policies, a statement of objective was made for each sector. For
fishing, the stated objective was to establish and maintain sustainable fisheries and
shellfisheries; for the renewables sector (including offshore wind), the sectoral objective was to
exploit renewable energy resources in the Irish Sea in a sustainable manner.

Identification of Potential Areas for Offshore Wind Farm Development
Within the renewables policy statement is specific mention of the current DTI exclusion zone
which extends between 8 to 13km offshore of the English and Welsh coast. This exclusion
zone is not necessarily a permanent zone wherein no development of windfarms will be
permitted, but rather a temporary, and precautionary, zone to ensure that nearshore issues
such as the potential for visual impacts are taken into account, together with precautionary
protection for bird species such as Common Scoter & Red-throated diver so that potential
impacts on these species are adequately considered, and the species protected, until such
time that sufficient data is collected to assess the implications on these species with sufficient
certainty to undertake meaningful evaluation of potential impacts arising from the schemes.
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For the purposes of this paper, and in the interests of providing for potential spatial allocations
for future development the exclusion zone has been assumed to be relaxed, with the bird
issues, which extended the exclusion zone beyond the 8km (5 mile) visual impact zone not
continuing the need to extend any protection zone beyond this distance. It is not intended to
suggest that this will be the case, but is used to create further potential areas of opportunity for
the offshore wind sector in this paper. A buffer zone of 8km (5 miles) is, however, maintained
to protect seascape character in coastal areas.
The offshore windfarm sector is, in general, relatively unrestrained with regard to potential
areas of resource, since wind resource exists throughout the pilot sea area. However, there
are obviously areas of more (and less) wind resource and selection of site location will be
influenced by the strength and predictability of the resource where this affects economic
viability. There are a number of additional broad constraints on the sector, which for the
purposes of this paper have been assumed to comprise:
Wind speeds likely to be in excess of 8m/s
Water depths of between 5 – 30m below LAT for cost-effective foundations
Within ‘proximity’ to electricity transmission network.
Additional considerations include that the site falls outside of any known sites of environmental
importance, will not lie within a major shipping route, does not have low-flying military aircraft
zone constraints, not within an area with national landscape designations in the vicinity and
does not coincide with known wreck site locations. A buffer zone of 2km has also been applied
around Ministry of Defence (MoD) Danger Areas. An additional general constraint on OWF
placement is that the site is not exposed to extreme wave conditions. This is not considered to
be a significant issue in the Irish Sea pilot area, since the area is considered to be of limited (if
any) value in terms of wave resource for the wave-power industry, being characterised by a
relatively low energy wave climate. The SEA undertaken for Round 2 sites, which identified
three strategic areas for offshore windfarm development (one of which is sited within the Pilot
Study area), has been used as a first stage filter in identifying potential windfarm locations.
It is also reasonable to assume that locations in proximity to existing OWFs are suitable for the
placement of additional windfarms within obvious restrictions of buffer zones around sites for
logistical, safety and resource-shadowing considerations. Although in reality there are also
restrictions in terms of grid connectivity, based on the capacity of the national grid network to
accept additional input at a given point, this has not been used as a limiting factor in this
scenario test.
Applying these criteria to the Irish Sea Pilot Study Area has allowed a figure to be produced
indicating the potential area (highlighted in red) satisfying the OWF sector constraints to be
produced and is presented below (Figure 1).
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Figure 1

Potentially exploitable area for offshore wind farm development

All other sectoral constraints were then applied to the potential OWF area with the exception of
those for the fishing, recreation and shipping sectors. The process followed that described in
the scenario test documents for Tidal Stream Energy production and Marine Aggregate
Production Areas provision and is not repeated in full here, but the general approach was to
systematically overlay sectoral sea use and interest areas on to potential resource areas to
refine the available area for OWFs, thus highlighting areas of least constraint which may then
be offered as those most suitable for developments to be undertaken within. Figure 2 below
presents the area with the additional sectoral constraints applied. The locations of shipping
routes, surface structures, existing interconnectors and existing (or planned) OWF sites have
also been applied to clearly illustrate how the subsequent ‘preferred’ site locations have been
identified.
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Figure 2

Potentially exploitable area for offshore wind farm development with
additional sectoral constraints overlaid

In the previous scenario tests, fishing, in addition to recreational use, was identified as a
sectoral use which in general is undertaken across wide areas of the regional sea. Figure 3
below shows these areas overlaid by fishing activity areas, with Figures 4 and 5 indicating
spawning and nursery areas respectively, to indicate zones of overlap. From this it is evident
that the all of the potential wind farm site locations are subject to fishing activity and are of
importance for spawning and/or nursery areas for various species of commercial importance.
The map was submitted the NWNWSFC in order to obtain comment on the locations of any of
the potential OWF areas in relation to areas of specific importance for fishing, be that resulting
from a specific species interest, or from an area of prime economic importance. Although
much of the area that satisfy the criteria for OWF development lies beyond the 6nm limit, and is
thus effectively beyond the limit of the sea fisheries committee’s remit, useful comments were
received over the area in general. Much of this comment was available through experience
gained from the committee’s involvement with other OWF schemes in the area which, though
again generally beyond this 6nm limit, had parts of the scheme crossing this line boundary,
enabling comment to be made. Additionally, all of these developments had or will have cables
running to shore in order to connect to the National Grid, and thus all schemes have some
overlap with, and potential for interaction with effort within, the NWNWSFC district.
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Figure 3

Fishing areas overlaid on potential offshore wind farm development area

Figure 4

Spawning areas for selected species overlaid on offshore wind farm
development area
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Figure 5

Nursery areas for selected species overlaid on offshore wind farm
development area

As a result of the wide-scale occurrence of fishing within the Pilot study area, it was decided
that the co-occurrence of such activity would not be deemed as necessarily sterilizing a
potential resource for renewable energy, as exploitation of such was totally dependent upon the
occurrence of exploitable resource and such areas can, in the case of tidal stream power
generation for example, be particularly discrete in nature. This results in potential priority use
of such an area to the power industry on the basis of the industry not having alternative
locations to site developments. Thus if there is a national policy driver promoting the sector (in
the case of renewable power, the driver is largely related to the Government commitment to
targets stated in the Renewables obligation), the area is likely to be prioritized for this use over
and above use by another sector, wherever sufficient flexibility within the other sector exists to
give-up/concede the area whilst ensuring that no significant impact upon the sector
relinquishing the area is identifiable or anticipated.
The allocation of an area for, for example, OWF development may, therefore, lead to areas
currently used for fishing to be relinquished for use by the OWF sector. It may be that some
multiple-use between the two sectors can be workable, subject to particular restrictions on
fishing gear types etc in the vicinity of the wind turbine pilings and so on, but some degree of
reduction in total fishing area is likely to result from such spatial allocation to the renewable
power industry. Such reductions have been contextualised, and to some degree justified, by
comparison of such areas in terms of total area fished for a given species. This led, in the
main, to the highlighting of the lost areas as very minor proportions of the total available space
for catch of a specific fish resource.
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This type of allocation of current use to another sector in order to provide area for future use is,
however, governed by the understanding that the provision of space to the future use sector
does not have significant repercussions of the current-use sector. This is made clear in the
Policy statements developed for each sector within this pilot study project. It is therefore
imperative that consideration is given to the specific areas affected in terms of ensuring the
protection of important, or more productive, fishing areas. Additionally it must be noted that not
all fishing fleets have equal access to all fishing grounds and although on a regional basis the
allocation of a previously fished area to another sector may result in an insignificant loss to the
industry on a regional basis, local impacts may be significant. Although provided for within the
policies governing the fishing sector, this is unlikely to be achievable without direct consultation
with individual fishermen and local fishing organisations in addition to regional bodies.

Area of Potential Conflict
As demonstrated by the figures presented above, almost all of the area that is potentially
exploitable by the offshore wind power sector, both in terms of economic resource and
technical constraint, is also subject to fishing effort and is also identified as representing
spawning or nursery grounds for key fish species.
Within the policy governing fishing sector activities, it is stated that key fishing grounds, along
with important nursery and spawning areas will be safeguarded where appropriate. Obviously
safeguarding of the entirety of all areas noted as supporting fishing activity and/or nursery or
spawning habitat, would preclude any OWF development taking place as there are no locations
outside such areas that are also reconcilable within the OWF area. Some flexibility in terms of
the duty upon the MMO to safeguard fishing areas is given within the statement to ‘balance the
needs of recreational and commercial fishing in circumstances where conflicts arise’, and such
‘conflict’ is obvious in this theoretical instance.
The need for any development of OWFs within the area is made within the policy statement for
the sector in terms of safeguarding areas of potential future offshore wind (or tidal stream)
energy production. There is a powerful driver for further development of this sector in the
Government’s commitment to supply 20% of electricity supply from renewable sources by 2020
in addition to carbon emission targets and the threat of environmental effects arising from
climate change in general. Even in the context of facing these challenges and achieving such
targets, the renewables sector does not have automatic precedence over other sectoral needs
and uses within the marine environment, and specific mention is made for the necessity to
satisfy certain stipulations including acceptable environmental impact following detailed
assessment, compliance with Habitats regulations and satisfactory resolution of potential
conflicts with other sectoral uses including fisheries.
Whilst much of the potential OWF development area is subject to high existing use, there are
areas which fall outside any high conflict with any sectors apart from fishing and recreational
use. Recreational use is at greatest density within inshore or nearshore areas, though
locations further offshore are often subject to cruising routes. Beyond this, it is fishing areas
and areas of importance to fish species which comprise the only remaining conflict. To
illustrate this point further, three areas have been identified from the various sectoral-constraint
overlays within the potential OWF development area, which fall between recognised shipping
routes, for example, or protected (or potentially protected offshore Natura 2000) sites and so
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on. These are highlighted in Figure 6 below, and have been termed, for the purposes of this
paper, North Barrow, Ribble East and North Great Orme’s Head. Although there are other
areas which are subject to similar levels of constraint (i.e. relatively low) within the potential
OWF area, these three were selected as a result of the size of area being approximately
equivalent to the Round 2 project areas, providing the economies of scale which bring such
developments

Figure 6

Constraints map indicating three possible OWF development areas

Comments received from the North West North Wales Sea Fishery Committee (NWNWSFC)
highlight issues for fishing resulting from development at the North Barrow site. The area is
already subject to four OWF developments and these, together with other offshore
infrastructure for oil and gas concerns, have been identified as creating an area within which
the fishing industry is currently under significant pressure, particularly for trawling effort and for
smaller vessels unable to travel to alternative areas in order to fish due to the limited economic
and practical range of such small vessels. As a consequence, additional OWF development in
the Barrow area, adjacent to the current proposed developments, could potentially be
prevented in the interests of safeguarding areas for existing fishing use. The area is also
regarded as being subject to squeeze for other sectoral interests, for example shipping and
navigation safety. The offshore developments within this area lie within the recognised
shipping routes from the North West of England to the Isle of Man and Ireland, in addition to
being important for connectivity for, for example, the marine aggregates industry in providing a
route from the currently worked licence area east of the Isle of Man and the port at which the
aggregate extracted is discharged (Heysham). Shipping is already required to navigate around
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these structures and areas, leading to a greater density of shipping along relatively narrow
routes in order to pass from port to port (or port to Licence area and return). Such increases in
density, particularly where these routes involve a point of course-alteration for vessels, greatly
increases the potential safety risks of collision. Although this risk is currently at a manageable
level, additional increases in constraint in the shipping sector would not be favoured if this led
to further increases in density within these routes.
The potential site at North Orme’s Head is also considered to be constrained by fishing activity.
The suitability of the site, in relation to the selection criteria employed for this paper, is reflected
in its proximity to another wind farm site, North Hoyle, which itself comprises the only offshore
wind farm to be completed within the Pilot Study area. However, this site lies in proximity to
Constable Bank, a linear sandbank feature comprising the westerly extent of a major sandbank
system on the southern margin of Liverpool Bay. The area is considered to be of significant
importance to the fishing industry, comprising both an important fishing ground, particularly for
Sole and Plaice, and as a general area for passage of fishing vessels from port to fishing
grounds further offshore. Indeed, the siting of the North Hoyle OWF and the proposed
Gwynt-y-Mor OWF are considered by the fisheries committee to cause potential problems
associated with the displacement of vessel traffic into a constrained area between the two wind
farm sites. Again, the safeguarding of this area for fishing interests rather than allowing future
OWF development is provided for within the policies governing the two sectors in terms of
protecting grounds, the loss of which would comprise a severe loss of resource for the inshore
fleet and in terms of prohibiting OWF development where satisfactory resolution of conflict with
other sectors cannot be made.
The final potential area considered within this paper is that of the Ribble East site. This site,
though subject to fishing activity, and identified as supporting spawning and nursery grounds,
does not appear to offer the same degree of constraint as is evident at North Barrow and North
Great Orme’s Head. This area, then, is more likely to offer potential for OWF development as
although there will be potential impacts on the fishing industry arising from the loss of this area,
the impacts are of less significance than for the other two potential areas off Barrow and Great
Orme’s Head. The allocation of this area for OWF development, even though this may result in
a limitation on an existing use (fishing), is consistent with the concepts of both sustainable
development and the governing principles contained within the sectoral policy statements. The
loss to fishing has been minimised through the safeguarding of areas of significant importance
to the sector, whilst still allowing for development of a sector which has a contribution to make
in terms of providing sustainable power generation and being consistent with the achievement
of Government targets to combat climate change.
The fishing sector policy highlights the need for balance between development and fisheries
interests. Taking the three example areas together, this has been achieved through
safeguarding fisheries interests within two of the three potential sites, whilst relinquishing one
area currently fished to allow for future development of renewable power infrastructure. Such
allocation of space for offshore wind, whilst minimising potential impacts on existing sectoral
use also provides for achievement of the stated sectoral objectives; exploiting renewable
energy resources in the Irish Sea in a sustainable manner and maintaining sustainable
fisheries and shellfisheries through protection of key fishing areas.
It should be noted, however, that although comment on the importance of areas for fishing has
been received from the NWNWSFC for this paper, discussion with individual fishermen in
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addition to local and regional fishing organisations would be required prior to the allocation of
any areas for OWF development to ensure any adverse effects on individuals are minimised.
The MMO could play a constructive role in bringing together the relevant stakeholders and in
seeking to broker a solution within the framework of the sectoral policy statements.
Specifically, the MMO could assist in seeking to reconcile Government objectives to tackle
climate change, whilst protecting fisheries interests at a regional level where conflicts became
apparent. Optimization of the use of sea space could potentially ensure that both objectives
could be delivered without imposing a significant constraint on either sector. The outcome of
such discussions could also usefully inform further iterations of the regional MSPs, for example,
by ‘freeing up’ additional suitable space for development as part of the sea use optimization
process.
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