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1.0 Background
1.1
European Marine Sites

The implementation of both the European Habitats and Birds Directives is translated into English and Welsh legislation by the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 (since updated in 2010), commonly known as the 'Habitats Regulations'. The 1994 Habitats Regulations and the regulations to update them in 2010, ensure the designation and protection of internationally important:

· Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) for areas supporting rare, endangered or threatened species of plant or animal (other than birds) and important habitats 
· Special Protection Areas (SPAs) to  help guarantee the appropriate resources and habitats required to ensure the survival or viability of bird species listed under the Birds Directive.  
Together SACs and SPAs are known as European Sites and are part of the Natura 2000 network.  European marine sites are European sites which include an area of sea or shore.  "Ramsar sites" (are often coincident with SPA sites), the aim of which are to stem the loss and progressive encroachment on wetlands now and in the future, are included in the European marine sites as a matter of UK Government Policy.  
1.2
Solent European marine sites

The Solent European marine sites (SEMS) is one of a number of European marine sites in the UK which are designated as internationally important sites for their habitats and species. SEMS covers the harbours, estuaries, areas of open coast and inshore water around the Solent. The site stretches from Hurst Spit in the west to Chichester Harbour in the east and includes areas along the north coast of the Isle of Wight from Yarmouth to Bembridge Harbour, as well as the mainland shores. 

The aim of SEMS is: 

subject to natural change, maintain the favourable condition of the site through the sustainable management of activities. The objectives of the SEMS Management Scheme (MS)  are:
 

· Audit ongoing activities and their management. 

· Identify activities which may cause deterioration or damage to the site. 

· For activities which are shown to be damaging address those measures which fall within the responsibility of the relevant authorities 

· For activities which are shown to be damaging address additional measures needed which are not the direct responsibility of relevant authorities.
SEMS started in March 1999 with the formation of the Management Group (MG) of Relevant Authorities (RAs) and the decision to produce a management scheme for the site. A Strategic Stakeholder Group (SSG) was formed in October 2000 with the aim of informing and advising the Management Group (MG) on the production of the Management Scheme (MS). During 2000 funding was secured from the majority of the MG and a project officer from HCC was employed in November 2000. The role of the project officer was to facilitate the production of the MS and to act as secretariat to the MG and SSG. In 2004, the secretariat of SEMS passed to the Solent Forum who is tasked with ensuring the co-ordination of future MG meetings and to act as a contact point for SEMS issues. 
Prior to 2004, in order to facilitate the production of a Management Scheme, the secretariat went through a number of stages:
1. A Foundation Document was produced in February 2002. It describes the basic information and principles on which the management scheme is to be founded such as legislative background, reasons for designation, responsibilities of the relevant authorities and the agreed process for producing the plan. 
2. Identification of generic activities which could cause the operations to which the site features are highly vulnerable helped prioritise the initial work. 

3. Activity Pro formas were produced by each relevant authority which include information on where the activity occurs, how it is managed, any monitoring that takes place, possible impacts and which features of interest are at risk. 

4. An Activity Inventory was provided for the site based on the proformas. The existing management measures for activities in the site were investigated and assessed against the conservation advice. The assessment indicated which activities may cause the operations to which the site features are highly vulnerable and where these may occur in the vicinity of those interest features. The assessment continued by identifying which activities are 'plans or projects' and which have 'systems in place to manage the activity in line with the Habitats Regulations'. Where neither of these situations apply then the activity was seen as a 'key risk area' in the Management Scheme 

The information from all the stages was brought together to produce the first MS in 1994. The scheme summarised the results of the assessment and outlined how the SEMS was managed and listed a number of 'Management Considerations' for the activities. 
1.3
The First SEMS Management Scheme

The first SEMS MS was produced in 2004 and was written to ensure that the Relevant Authorities comply with the requirements of the Habitats Regulations. This resulted in the establishment of a framework for the effective management of the SEMS so that the conservation objectives are met.  The scheme recognised that there was no evidence submitted to suggest that any activities were causing damage or deterioration to the site. 'Key risk areas' indicated where the greatest risks were most likely to occur. Further action beyond simply categorising an activity as a 'key risk area' was required in order to investigate any potential link between deterioration or disturbance of a habitat or species and an activity. A framework was therefore put in place for continued mechanism through annual monitoring over a 6 year rolling timetable to establish whether the conservation objectives were being met. The framework also included a mechanism to set-up topic groups for “key risk areas” which may be causing damage to the site.
Since 2004 the Solent Forum has facilitated the monitoring of SEMS and collated the reports into an annual monitoring report.  In May 2009 the 5th Annual Monitoring Report was produced.  The Solent Forum established a Bait Digging Topic Group to manage this “key risk area”.
.

2.0 The requirement for a review of SEMS
There is a requirement to review the management scheme every 5 years and in 2010 the SEMS Management Group agreed proposals to complete the review during 2010/11.  As the scheme is under review, no Annual Monitoring Report was produced during 2010 and 2011.

ABP Marine Environmental Research Ltd (ABPmer), were commissioned to undertake the review.

 
The key objectives of the review process were:

· To ensure the conservation objectives of the SEMS continue to be met; 

· To ensure that changes in site usage are updated; 

· To ensure that improvements in knowledge and information are taken into account; 

· To identify whether an action plan is required and if so how this could be produced; and 

· To provide an improved method for annual monitoring and reporting. 

The methodology comprised interviews and workshops with each Relevant Authority to gather information and to obtain views on certain aspects of the Management Scheme. It also included consultation with the Strategic Stakeholder Group to enable other organisations to contribute to the review. 
The work was presented to the Management Group in March 2011 (Appendix A – Minutes of the meeting) and following a consultation period three final reports were produced:

1. Update to SEMS Management Scheme

2. Revised Annual Monitoring Process

3. Requirement for a delivery plan

The summaries of each of these three reports are shown in the following three sections.  Since the reports Natural England have made further comments, especially on the requirement for a delivery plan.  These comments are summarised in the relevant section below.   A full set of comments made by the MG and by Natural England can be found in Appendix C – Comments from MG.
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3.0 ABPmer update to SEMS Management Scheme
The original MS was produced in 2004 by the Management Group (MG) of RAs in consultation with the Strategic Stakeholder Group (SSG) to ensure that the European marine site (EMS) is managed in line with the Habitats and Birds Directives and prevent damage or deterioration to the habitats and species for which it is designated.  
To bring the SEMS MS up to date, this report has reviewed new information available since the original SEMS MS, as well as comments from the RAs. It can be considered as an addendum to the original document. The key objectives of this review process are summarised as follows:
· To ensure the conservation objectives of the SEMS continue to be met;
· To ensure that changes in site usage are updated; and
· To ensure that improvements in knowledge and information are taken into account (including condition of the habitats and species for which the site is designated).
The work has comprised undertaking a review of the current environment, in the context of climate change.  This has included undertaking an appraisal of climate change projects and programmes relevant to the SEMS area.  In summary, the effects of climate change will have implications when planning for future sea defences and in turn for the management of the SEMS.  Spatial planning and integration of the range of plans and strategies concerning the coast, in particular the North Solent and Isle of Wight Shoreline Management Plans (SMP) and ensuing work of the Regional Habitat Creation Programme, will be of fundamental importance for ensuring that a consistent approach is applied to protecting and enhancing the SEMS, whilst creating new areas for biodiversity that will survive in a changing climate.  
Any updates and changes in legislation and associated strategies, plans and projects relevant to the SEMS area have been reviewed.  One key change to the legislation is the 2009 Habitats Regulations Amendments which have extended the provisions of Special Nature Conservation Orders (SNCOs) from land to water, providing an additional mechanism for restricting certain marine operations within European sites. All the legislative drivers and the application of associated strategies, plans and projects will continue to contribute to the management of the SEMS.  This falls in line with one of the principles of the SEMS MS to integrate the sustainable management of the site wherever possible with both existing and future plans and initiatives (statutory and non-statutory) to avoid duplication of effort. The management measures identified in other plans and initiatives will remain the mechanisms through which these are implemented.  
Natural England’s draft condition assessments have identified that the ‘seagrass’ attribute of the Solent Maritime SAC sub-feature, ‘intertidal muddy sand communities’ is in unfavourable condition.  This unfavourable condition has been maintained in the Western Solent since the baseline status was established and has shown a decline at Chichester and Langstone Harbours and Southampton Water.  The reasons attributed to this change in trend are green algae pollution (from eutrophication), shellfish dredging and bait digging. The only other SEMS qualifying interest features with confirmed unfavourable condition status are Shelduck and Sanderling at Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA (Natural England, 2010c).
There are two other Solent Maritime SAC features that have been identified to date as unfavourable, although the draft condition assessments for these features are incomplete.  These are ‘Atlantic salt meadow’ and ‘Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and sand’.  Based on available evidence, the reasons for this draft unfavourable judgement have been considered to be saltmarsh erosion and coastal squeeze mostly due to coastal defences along the coast, and water pollution (and excessive algal growth) from agriculture and discharges.
Localised changes in Special Site of Scientific Interest (SSSI) condition comprising the SEMS have been reported within the annual SEMS monitoring reports. Overall, where deterioration in site condition has occurred, this has been primarily attributed to coastal squeeze, diffuse pollution (resulting in eutrophication and green algae pollution), bait digging and public access/disturbance issues. 
A key piece of work that has informed the SEMS MS review is Defra’s EMS risk review.  Defra commissioned Natural England to undertake a strategic review of risks from all ongoing activities within EMS, in order to identify and prioritise actions required to ensure site features are maintained or restored to favourable condition.  Activities were classified as those which could pose a high, medium, low, or no risk to EMS features. Activities which could pose a high risk were those which have been prioritised by Natural England as potentially requiring additional management measures to avoid deterioration and disturbance in line with the obligations under the Habitats Directive. High risk activities that have been identified to be an issue in the SEMS are bait digging, clam dredging and recreational activities causing disturbance.  Activities classified as a medium or low risk were considered to have existing management systems in place and/or less potential to pose harm to site features.
New and/or changes to existing activities occurring within the SEMS were identified by undertaking a review of SEMS annual monitoring reports and interviewing each of the RAs.  New activities that have been highlighted as potentially damaging the SEMS and have been monitored intermittently are kite surfing and hovercrafting.  The main impacts that are likely to result from these recreational activities are noise and visual disturbance to birds and physical disturbance to habitats.
As part of the review, members of the Strategic Stakeholder Group (SSG) were invited to a meeting on 17 January 2011.  The emerging findings of the work were presented and members were invited to raise any questions and comments.
The information that has been reviewed and presented in this update report, in particular Natural England’s draft condition assessments and Defra’s EMS risk review, indicates that features of the SEMS have deteriorated since the sites were originally designated and that certain high risk activities need further management consideration as part of the SEMS MS.  Opportunities for updating the existing SEMS MS tables and bringing them in line with Defra’s strategic EMS risk review are explored in detail as part of Deliverable 2 for the SEMS MS review.  Additional management considerations or delivery mechanisms that might be required to manage key high risk activities and ensure that the conservation objectives of the SEMS are met are also discussed and presented.  It is important to note, however, that recommendations have been made based on available evidence and ultimately Natural England will need to advise as to whether these are sufficient to ensure that the SEMS MS continues to meet its legislative requirements to protect the SEMS.  
3.1
ABPmer recommended revised Annual Monitoring Process

One of the key objectives of the review process is to recommend an improved method for annual monitoring and reporting.  The information gathered as part of the SEMS MS review project has informed the identification of those data that would be most useful to collect on an annual basis. Views from representatives of the RAs on the current reporting format and methodology, suggested text changes to the Scheme and how these could be implemented have also been taken into account. This report presents a proposed revised annual monitoring process with the aim of simplifying and streamlining the process whilst achieving maximum engagement from RAs. 

Based on the information provided by the RAs as part of the interview process and a workshop held on 25 January 2011, the following potential options and associated resource implications were identified for the SEMS monitoring process:

	Option
	Estimated Total Costs (£)

	Detailed online system
	£5,500-£16,000 one-off cost

£0-£1,500 annual maintenance costs

	Simple online system
	£3120-£3610 per year*

	Face-to-face interviews
	£6,700^ per year

	Existing e-mail approach
	£3,300 per year

	* Includes analysis of web responses by SEMS secretariat (approximately £2830 per year).

^ Includes existing monitoring duties of SEMS secretariat (approximately £3,300 per year)


Although there was some support for an online system to be used for future annual SEMS monitoring, there were strong concerns regarding its potential up front and ongoing costs, and where the funding would come from in the current economic climate.  Furthermore, some RAs did not consider that a web-based programme would necessarily raise awareness of SEMS or improve engagement.

From discussions that took place at the SEMS MG meeting and workshop held on 25 January 2010, there seemed to be more support for information to be gathered through face-to-face interviews.  Although such a process would also incur an additional cost to the present system, it would ensure that the SEMS secretariat would remain the overseer and that all RAs would be involved in the process.  Some interviews could take place following meetings held with individuals already attending another meeting, thereby negating the need to set up a further meeting and minimising resources.

There was also general consensus that the existing pro forma template should be revised to provide more clarity on the information required from RAs (Revised template found in Appendix B).  The proposed new pro forma provides the framework for reviewing the classification of activities and plans & projects into tiers (high, medium and low risk tiers) in light of new available evidence. It also enables the draft delivery plan that was proposed as part of Deliverable 2 of the SEMS review (ABPmer, 2011b) to be developed and reviewed.  

Following initial discussions with Natural England, there seems to be significant overlap between the annual SEMS monitoring and Defra’s EMS risk review.  There could, therefore, also be a potential opportunity to combine efforts involved in gathering information from RAs should Defra’s EMS risk review be undertaken annually. The proposed new pro forma template could also incorporate the information needs for the risk review.  This would ensure consistency in approach to the management of the SEMS and would avoid duplication, minimising individual RA’s efforts.

There are advantages and disadvantages associated with each of the different monitoring processes that have been identified as part of this study and outlined above.  Our initial recommendation would be to trial the proposed new pro forma template for a minimum of 2 monitoring years to evaluate its merit.  We would also recommend adopting the face-to-face interview option as this would ensure that all RAs are engaged in the process and would maintain the coordinating role of the SEMS secretariat.  An interview approach, however, would involve significant additional resources to the existing process (an extra £3,400 per year), which is unlikely to be supported by all of the RAs, given present funding constraints. 

3.2
ABPmer report on requirement for a delivery plan
This report has taken account of comments from representatives of the RAs * (NE made further comments after this report – see end of section) and other EMS MS elsewhere in the UK to determine whether a delivery plan for the SEMS is required to manage key areas and activities, and if so how this could be produced. 

This report will focus on the key activities to determine the following:

· The appropriateness of existing management considerations;

· The identification of new or revised considerations or actions; and

· The identification of the RA that would be responsible, if appropriate.

The recommended approach is to classify activities and plans & projects in the original SEMS MS into three tiers, according to the risk they are considered to pose to the SEMS (i.e. high, medium and low risk tiers). The assignment of activities and plans & projects to these tiers has required making judgements, which was primarily based on the results of Defra’s EMS risk review for the Solent EMS and Natural England’s draft condition assessments, but also other evidence, including observations made in annual SEMS monitoring reports and through discussions with some of the RAs.  Natural England has validated these judgements.  

Existing management considerations are considered adequate for medium and low risk activities (1 – NE disagree – see comment at the end); although as new information becomes available there may be a need to take active steps to address any issues.  Additional management measures or delivery mechanisms would be required for high risk activities and plans & projects to ensure that the conservation objectives of the SEMS are met. These include the following:

· Legislative drivers and associated plans & projects;

· Setting up of specific topic groups and/or use of existing discussion forums as and when necessary (2 – see comment at the end) ; and

· Introducing enforcement measures, such as byelaws, in sensitive areas as a last resort (3 – see comment at the end).
Classifying the activities and plans & projects into three tiers has a number of benefits in terms of streamlining the management process and focusing attention on those activities that pose the greatest risk to the SEMS.  This will help to encourage greater buy-in from marginal RAs. A number of activities that were listed separately in the original MS tables have also been grouped to further rationalise the list of activities (e.g. coastal protection and foreshore recharge are now grouped under the ‘coastal defence’ umbrella).  

The SEMS MS monitoring process would provide the mechanism by which these tiers of activities and plans & projects are annually reviewed.  Any recommendations for upgrading/downgrading activities between tiers would need agreement from all RAs and advice from Natural England before changes to the tables are formalised.  The options for a revised annual monitoring system have been considered as part of Deliverable 3 for the SEMS MS review which is reported in ABPmer (2011b). 

Although recommendations have been provided, Natural England will need to advise as to whether these are sufficient to ensure that the SEMS MS continues to meet its legislative requirements to protect the SEMS.  Initial views from Natural England are that a delivery plan would be the best mechanism to achieve this as proved by action plans that have been adopted by other EMS partnerships.  The proposed three tiers of activities and plans & projects would form the basis for producing such a simple delivery plan. A draft template for such a plan has been produced, which prioritises each delivery mechanism according to the level of risk (i.e. tier) associated with activities and plans & projects. The annual SEMS monitoring process would then provide the framework for populating and reviewing this plan. 
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3.3
Response to SEMS Review

The SEMS Review has involved the Management Group and the Strategic Stakeholder Group.  A sub-group of the MG, comprising Southampton City Council, Langstone Harbour Board, Natural England and Hampshire County Council formed a board to steer the review.  Each member of the MG had a chance to be involved through a) face to face interviews with the consultants undertaking the review b) a workshop to discuss the findings of the review organised by the consultants and c) full consultation on the final review outputs followed by a meeting on 7th April 2011 to discuss a way forward (see Appendix A).  The comments received by the MG can be found in Appendix C; these include some further comments made by Natural England after the final report. The SSG were invited to a presentation and question and answer session during the consultation period. All comments have been incorporated into this paper and the implementation plan below.
In summary there was a positive response to the review and the following was agreed:
· A new on-line monitoring system will be trialled for 2 years beginning in 2012, using the proforma template in Appendix B, which ranks risks by High, Medium, Low and No risk.  This to be administered in the summer each year instigated by the Solent Forum.  The Solent Forum will design an on-line proforma based upon the template and consider how it is integrated with consultation that may be required to update DEFRA’s European Marine Sites risk review.  Consider whether using new proforma will leave gaps in trend information.  Consider if respondents will be able to also see their past pro-formas on the system.
· Supplement the on-line monitoring with face to face interviews if affordable ( Using results from the on-line system to form any supplementary questions)
· To continue to consult annually with the Strategic Stakeholder Group.

· To consider the development, monitoring and updating of a delivery plan which would signposting actions being undertaken for all 3 tiers of risks (see example in Appendix D). The delivery plan, with examples, would be sent to  RAs and other relevant stakeholders at the same time as the on-line proforma to populate before the annual meeting late Autumn. During the annual meeting a time-limited round table discussion of each activity and corresponding action(s) could take place.  This system will need to be further developed between Solent Forum and Natural England to understand how it may change after each year in line with any new information on site condition
· To work with Natural England for general advice on SEMS and the MMO/IFCAs for specific site management/enforcement issues
· To use the Solent Forum to design the above and to continue supplying secretariat services for administration, an annual report, an annual meeting to manage activities (Autumn) and an annual newsletter if affordable

· To manage any high risk activities via topic groups organised via the Solent Forum Nature Conservation Group.  

The Management Group indicated that it was unlikely that further resource would be available to for the annual secretariat SEMS fees and that an implementation plan for the above should take this into account.  The annual SEMS budget for 2011/12 is £6541 and this pays for 26 days per annum.
3.4
SEMS Review – A way Forward
The consultation period for this summary report and way forward attracted a response three organisations.  
One respondent indicated that but some kind of consideration of the effect of the MCZ process should be made.  It is proposed that the need for this is put on the agenda of the SEMS Management Group meeting. A summary of responses to this report can be found in Appendix E – Responses to Solent Forum Summary Report 1st Draft.

Following the consultation period, the summary report was taken to the SEMS MG meeting on 14th September 2011. The plan was agreed, and it was recommended that a flow chart and timetable for the Annual Monitoring and the Delivery Plan was included to summarise the process and the timetable.  This has now been included in this final report.  The details of the scheme can be found in the following Section 4. 
4.0
Costed Implementation Plan

Scheme Development (2011/12)
	What
	Who
	SF Time

	Solent Forum Summary and Implementation plan
	Solent Forum


	5 FTE

	Develop delivery plan (with NE) and send to MG August 11
	Solent Forum

Natural England
	2 FTE

	Develop on-line pro-forma system based upon ABPmer template
	Solent Forum

LHB 

PCC 
	3 FTE

	Management Group Meeting (14/9/11) to agree Summary and Implementation Plan
	MG
	2 FTE

	Management Group Meeting (14/9/11) to Promotion of actions (using new delivery plan) to ensure SEMS not adversely affected
	MG
	See above

	
	
	12 FTE


The total costs of this time can be absorbed into the 2011/12 SEMS budget.

Annual Monitoring Scheme -two year trial (2012/13  and 2013/14)
	What
	Who
	SF time

	Administering annual on-line pro-forma
	Solent Forum


	1 FTE

	Collating Reponses
	Solent Forum


	1 FTE

	Face to face interviews
	Solent Forum

 
	5 FTE

	Analysing Reponses
	Solent Forum


	4 FTE

	Producing annual monitoring report
	Solent Forum


	2 FTE

	Monitoring and Updating delivery plan 
	Solent Forum


	2 FTE

	Annual newsletter
	Solent Forum


	2 FTE

	Arranging annual meeting in the Autumn 
	Solent Forum


	1 FTE

	Holding annual meeting
	Solent Forum


	1 FTE

	Dealing with day to day issues
	Solent Forum


	2 FTE

	Arranging one topic group (Solent Forum Nature Conservation Group to pick up on any other topics)
	Solent Forum


	2 FTE

	Linking with national EMS
	Solent Forum


	2 FTE

	
	
	26 FTE


The Total cost of this time is estimated at £6041.  Together with expenses of £500 it is estimated that the total budget for 2012/13 would be £6541.  This is the same as the 2011.12 budget.
Flow Chart and Timetable for Annual Monitoring and Delivery Plan
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APPENDIX A – Management Group Minutes 7th April 2011
	


Management Group 

7 April 2011, 10am

	


SEMS Management Group  Meeting 

Minutes

Chair – Nigel Jardine, Langstone Harbour Board

4.0 Attendees and Apologies

Attached to end of minutes

5.0 Minutes and matters arising from the last MG meeting 

The chairman went through matters arising and actions from the last meeting.  All actions had been completed with the exception of:

Action 6 - This was an action on the Chairman (Stuart Roberts) to write a letter to NE to express the MG’s desire to have NE’s recent draft condition assessment quality assured and released so that it could be used for the SEMS Review.  This action was not pursued as NE have since agreed to release the draft condition assessment for use in the SEMS Review; this subject is discussed further on item 3.0 of the agenda.  

In relation to:

Action 7 -  the Chairman announced that Lindsay McCulloch would be the permanent SEMS MG chairperson.  

6.0 Natural England’s Condition Assessment on intertidal sites – status of information

The SEMS Review is based upon a rolling programme of condition assessments of SEMS, although, as mentioned above, this is not quality assured.  The Chairman asked NE for assurances that the SEMS Review would be considered by NE to be based on sound information.  DT stated that it was the best available information for the time being.  

DT stated that NE would be undertaking a condition assessment of SEMS intertidal mudflats and sandflats this year.  It is expected that it will be finalised and signed off by summer 2012.

7.0 SEMS Review 

Overview of process

RG provided an overview of progress on the review which included:

· ABPmers draft report was circulated to the Management Group and comments from 6-7 members were returned

· A presentation of the draft review was made to the SEMS Strategic Stakeholder Group and their questions fed back

· The SEMS Review project sub-group met with ABPmer to discuss all comments and how they should be incorporated into the final report

· The final report has now been produced and circulated to the Management Group for discussion at this meeting

· Rachael has produced Paper 1 – Items for Consideration, to be discussed in item 5 of this agenda

Summary of findings by Elena San Martin

Presentation to be attached with minutes

In summary ABPmer recommend that the MG implement:

· A 2 year trial of a new on-line monitoring system, using ABPmers suggested monitoring template that incorporates a risk assessment approach in line with NE’s 2010 risk review

· To consider the development of a delivery plan

· To supplement the on-line system with face to face interviews

It was noted that the above recommendations do not seek to replace the current organisation and work of the Management Group itself, and Solent Forum’s services to support it.  The Management Group still chooses to have an annual reporting system and an annual meeting to manage SEMS activities.

It was noted that Defra’s European marine site Risk Review is unlikely to be repeated annually, and that the results of the current risk review can now be used straight away by the Management Group to feed into an action plan.  The Delivery Plan may well be a sign-posting of actions being undertaken by different organisations, and would not necessarily include any new actions on Management Group members.

The roles of Defra, NE, the MMO and the IFCAs were clarified in respect to EMS.  Defra are increasingly taking a hands-off approach, leaving management and the provision of advice to the Marine Management Organisation and the Inshore Fisheries & Conservation Authority with Natural England providing advice only.  KMc has invited the IFCAs and Poole MMO to the MG meetings and will continue to encourage them to get involved.

8.0 SEMS Review Implementation – the way forward (Paper 1 – items for consideration)

RG took the group through paper 1 (appendix to minutes).

1. Final Review Sign-off

Some concerns were expressed and dealt with as follows:

DT concerned about some errors in the final report.  The Chairman and RG explained that the reports are now final contractually and there is no possibility to amend them.  It was therefore agreed that ES would send KMc a word copy of the reports which she can forward to DT so that he can make track changes to show the errors.  KMc would then address these when she produced the Solent Forum Summary Report of the SEMS Review.

GH would like a record of how ABPmer addressed the comments of the MG.  It was agreed that ES would send a record of this to KMc who will then circulate them.

SS asked for a summary of the changes that had been made since the draft.  RG listed them as a/ it now provides a delivery plan template for use  b/ it has changed its emphasis so as not to rule out the production of a delivery plan (action plan) c/ It  now provides some context on the original MS and how it came into being d/ The risk review has now been expressed in three tiers (high/medium/low)  rather than two tiers (high/everything else).

The Management Group agreed that ABPmers Review of SEMS could be signed off.

Action 1) – ES to send KMc a word version of the final report so that KMc can send this to DT to enable him to send in his track changes .
Action 2) – KMc to summarise ABPmers report on the SEMS Review, to include a list of any report errors, and to summarise the MG’s response to the review
Action 3) – ABPmer to send KMc  table on how each MG comment had been dealt with for circulation.
2. Summary of ABPmer’s report

The MG agreed that the Solent Forum should produce a summary of the SEMS Review (see action above)

3. Resources and preferred option for future monitoring

The Solent Forum are currently developing in-house capacity to design on-line forms and host them on the website.  The cost of this will not be recharged to groups and projects as it will be reflected in future increased efficiencies.  KMc handed out an example of a an on-line questionnaire currently being developed by Kate Ansell (Solent Forum) to update the marine consents guide to illustrate the type of work they can do.    There would be a resource implication for the following:

One off costs

· Writing the proforma template developed by ABPmer to the on-line proforma (estimated 2.5 days)

· Summary of ABPmer’s reports and the MG response to it (2.5 days)

On-going costs (in addition to current annual contributions)

· Future face to face interviews if required

· Topic groups if required

The chairman asked the group if they had any resources available for these costs and no one came forward with any cash resources.  A number of the MG stated that they had absolutely no resource for 2011/12.  PCC stated that they could assist in-kind by setting-up the on-line survey on Survey Monkey.

4. Preferred option for future monitoring

It was agreed that the new template should be used on-line for a two year trial and it was suggested that if the Annual Monitoring could be suspended for 2011/12, the Solent Forum would be able to write the proforma template to the on-line system and provide the summary of ABPmers Review of SEMS and the MG’s response to it within the current 2011/12 resources.  The Forum, on DT’s suggestion, could also hold a MG meeting to cover the following:

Process

· Agree the MG’s way forward for the SEMS Review to begin 2012/13 (monitoring likely to be in the summer and the Annual meeting in the Autumn)

· Agree the resources required to do this, to ensure that the MG have time to include in their budget requests

Promotion of actions

· Go through the delivery plan

· Promote actions from the High, Medium and Low risk categories and in particular discuss high risk actions

· Assess any new activities that are a threat to SEMS

This was agreed by the group and it was decided that the MG meeting should be held in September 2011.

SS expressed concern that if the pro-forma was changed that we might lose the ability to measure the same trends in the future.  The chairman felt that this should still be possible as ultimately we will still be collecting the same information.  It was agreed that we would actively look for any gaps in the information and discuss how they should be plugged,

The group expressed an interest in  being able to see their past responses on-line as well as the responses of others.  KMc will research this and feels that it will be possible.

There are a number of group members who felt that there is a real need for face to face interviews and that the resource implications of this should be costed in Solent Forum’s summary report.

Action 4) – The Annual Monitoring to begin in 2012/13 and for an on-line system to be trialed for 2 years
Action 5) – Within a summary report mentioned in action 2/ for KMc to cost out resource implications to resume monitoring in 2012/13 spelling out any costs for topic group and face to face interviews
Action 6) – KMc set-up a MG meeting in September 2011 to agree process as well as look at the promotion of actions to ensure SEMS is not adversely affected
Action 7) – Solent Forum to develop the ABPmer SEMS Review template onto their on-line system and to pilot it with LHB and PCC.  To look into ways that the MG can view their old reponses as well as responses of others.  This to be done before September 2011.
5. 2011 monitoring

The group agreed that it would be best to have the annual meeting in the Autumn of each year and that the annual monitoring should be conducted before then.  As previously mentioned the 2011 monitoring will be suspended so that Solent Forum can use its resources to set up the new system.  The annual monitoring will be resumed in 2012

Action 8) – Resume annual monitoring in 2012 prior to the Annual meeting in the autumn.
6. Strategic Stakeholder Group

The SSG meeting held in March had very few attendees.  RG’s paper provoked a discussion on whether to keep the SSG in its current form, combine it with the Solent Forum’s members meetings or disband it.

It was agreed that it was important that the MG continued to try and engage with the SSG even if they appeared to be less interested.  KMc will improve the contact information on the SSG database and keep them more informed as to the changing process.  The SSG to be contacted at least once per year regarding the annual  monitoring.  The Solent Forum membership based can be used to supplement this communication.

Action 9) – KMc to improve SSG database and communications.  To also include annual messages to the SF members on the SEMS process and annual monitoring. 
9.0 Feedback on national European Marine Sites meeting from 1st March

NE hosted and paid for officers of the various local EMS to attend this meeting in Newcastle.  The minutes of the meeting are attached.  

10.0 AOB

DT circulated an ideal Delivery Plan template and will send it to KMc for circulation

Action 10) – DT send Delivery Plan template to KMc for circulation
Ed Rowsell announced Chichester Harbour Conservancy’s new head as Siun Cranny
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Paper 1

SEMS Review – Way Forward

Items for Consideration

ABP mer have now completed the SEMS review which has resulted in the three documents that have been circulated with the agenda. The Management Group now need to consider the following issues. 

1.0
Final Review sign off

MG members were given the opportunity to comment on the draft report by ABP mer, the final reports have now been completed and circulated.  The reports will form an addendum to the original Management Scheme document. 

Recommendation: SEMS MG to signed off the report.

2.0
Summary of the ABP mer reports 

It is proposed that the Solent Forum produce a short summary of the 3 reports which will include the MG recommendations on the implementation as a result of discussions at this MG meeting. 

Recommendation: SEMS MG to agree to production of a summary.  

3.0
Resources

Currently the Solent Forum spend 29 days per annum, at a cost of £6780.80 per annum to administer the Management Scheme and act as secretariat to the Management Group.  This can be broken down into:

· Sending out pro forma

2 days

· Collating responses


2 day

· Analysis of responses


5 days

· Reporting



5 days

· Arranging meetings


2 days

· Meetings



2 days

· Dealing with day to day issues
4 days

· Linking with national EMS

3 days

· Admin/reading/website design
4 days

In order to decide on the best option for future monitoring the MG need to determine whether any further resources would be available. 

Action: SEMS MG to discuss availability of future resources.   

4.0
Preferred Option for Future Monitoring

The ABP mer report recommends trialing the revised template for 2 years, ideally through face to face interviews to ensure that the relevant authorities are engaged in the process and fully understand the requirements of monitoring. The new template provides the framework for assessing the plans, projects and activities within the new 3 tiered structure. It also enables the draft delivery plan that was outlined in the ABP mer review report ‘Requirement for a Delivery Plan’  to be developed and reviewed. It is also recommended that the monitoring is integrated with the consultation that needs to be undertaken by NE to produce  DEFRAs  European Marine Sites  risk review (it is not clear whether this will be an annual review).  

Action: SEMS MG to discuss:

· Trialing the new template for 2 years 

· Face to face interviews

· Integrating with DEFRAs European Marine Sites  risk review.  

5.0
2011 Monitoring 

The SEMS annual monitoring has been on hold since the review process was initiated. The MG need to determine when the monitoring should resume (this may be dependant on whether it can be integrated with Defra’s risk review mentioned under 4 above), what it should comprise, at what cost and how should it be produced.

Action: SEMS MG to discuss 2011 monitoring

6.0
Strategic Stakeholder Group 

A Special SSG was held 17th March as part of the SEMS management scheme review process. The meeting was held so that the SSG members could be informed of the review and have a chance to comment on the draft recommendations proposed by ABP mer. The meeting was very poorly attended (5 of a possible 30 came to the meeting). The future role of the group needs to be considered, the options include  the following: 

· Continue as a virtual group (however mtgs could be held for special events as the need arises)

· Include items at the SF meetings on SEMS (however need to consider whether all SSG members are members of the SF)

· Hold annual meeting to tie in with the MG meeting. 

Action: SEMS MG to discuss future of SSG
APPENDIX B – ABPmer recommended risk review questionnaire
SEMS Management Scheme Monitoring/Risk Review Questionnaire

The SEMS Management Scheme (MS) states that RAs part of the monitoring process, where they have relevant information to report, each Relevant Authority (RA) will be expected to report back to the SEMS Management Group (MG) on their implementation of the scheme.’

The following questionnaire has been devised to be used primarily for face-to-face interviews which are to be conducted annually between key representatives of the RAs and the SEMS secretariat.  The responses are to focus on the area covered by the RA’s jurisdiction and report on progress (where appropriate) with the SEMS MS.

Information from these forms will be gathered to provide a summary of progress each year which will be reported to the SEMS MG.  It will enable the MG to comment on whether existing management considerations are considered sufficient and whether there are any proposed changes to the three tiers of activities and plans & projects (promotion/demotion). The information will also help to feed into Defra’s EMS risk review of the SEMS, although it has not been confirmed whether this will take place annually. This will help to ensure consistency and avoid duplication in effort.

	Name of authority/agency:
	

	Name of key person(s) interviewed:
	

	Date of interview:
	


	
	Questions
	Notes

	1
	Have there been any changes in site usage and activities? If so, for each type of use or activity, please answer the following:
	

	a)
	How? (the nature and intensity of the changes)
	

	b)
	Where? (the geographical extent)
	

	c)
	When? (the timing and frequency)
	

	d)
	Why? (what has caused or driven the change?)
	

	e)
	What information/evidence is available to confirm this?  Who has surveyed/monitored the changes, and how?
	

	f)
	What has been the response of the relevant authorities?
	

	g)
	Is any further action required?  If so, who should undertake it?
	

	h)
	Do you propose any changes to the three tiers of activities and plans & projects*? If so, please specify what changes you would recommend and why.
	

	i)
	Tier 1 - Activities and Plans & Projects
	

	ii)
	Tier 2 - Activities and Plans &Projects
	

	iii)
	Tier 3 - Activities and Plans &Projects
	

	2
	Have the management responsibilities of your authority/agency changed?  If so:
	

	a)
	How, and when?
	

	b)
	With what effect?
	

	3
	Has your authority/agency introduced any new management measures aimed at having an influence on managing uses/activities in ways that would help achieve the SEMS objectives? If so:
	

	a)
	What particular measure(s), and when?
	

	b)
	What have been the results, and how effective?
	

	c)
	What further action(s), if any, might be needed?
	

	4
	Have there been any changes to your understanding of impacts and/or issues relevant to the SEMS MS?
	

	a)
	If so, please provide details.
	

	5
	Have you identified any changes in the condition of the features of interest in the SEMS? 
	

	a)
	If so, please elaborate.
	

	6
	Have there been any new monitoring/scientific studies relevant to the SEMS? 
	

	a)
	If so, please give details.
	

	7
	Are there any other points you would like to contribute and/or additional issues to report? 
	

	a)
	If so, please give details.
	

	* 
Tier 1 to 3 activities and plans &  projects are provided in Table B1 for reference.


B2 
Tiers of Activities and Plans & Projects

Table B1 below presents the key activities and plans & projects that comprise the new three tiers
.  Tier 1 activities and plans & projects are considered as potentially representing a high risk and/or not having sufficient “systems in place to ensure they are managed in line with the Habitats Regulations” and, therefore, requiring further management consideration.  . All other medium and low risk Tier 2 and Tier 3 activities and plans & projects are considered to have existing systems in place to ensure they are adequately managed to comply with the Habitats Regulations.  There may be a need to take active steps through agreed actions to address medium and, where it is thought necessary, low risks in light of emerging information. The annual monitoring process provides the mechanism for promoting/demoting activities and plans & projects between tiers.

The assignment of activities and plans & projects to these tiers has required making judgements, which was primarily based on the results of Defra’s EMS risk review for the Solent and Natural England’s draft condition assessments, but also other evidence, including observations made in annual SEMS monitoring reports and through discussions with some of the RAs.  ABPmer (2011a) provides the rationale for assigning each of the activities and plans & projects to tiers.  

Table B1.
Activities and plans & projects in proposed tiers 

	Tier
	Activities
	Plans & Projects

	Tier 1
	· Access/Land recreation

· Bait digging

· Fishing (commercial; including shellfisheries)

· Water sports# (hovercraft, kayaking and kite surfing)
	· Coast defence

· Commercial shipping

· Landfill sites^

	Tier 2
	· Agricultural run-off

· Airborne sports

· Anchoring

· Oil spill and clean up

· Recreational boating (power and sail)
	· Aggregate dredging

· Coastal development

· Discharges*

· Dredging

· Land reclamation

· MOD and other aircraft

	Tier 3
	· Angling

· Barrage/sluice operation

· Beach cleaning

· Boat repair/maintenance

· Education/ scientific study

· Egg harvesting

· Grazing

· Moorings (management)

· Navigation (maintenance of infrastructure)
· Slipway cleaning and maintenance

· Wildfowling
	· Sea water abstraction

· Freshwater abstraction

· Oil and gas exploration

· Pipeline construction



	#
Defined as ‘other water sports’ in original SEMS MS.

^
New category identified as part of interview process.

*
Includes non-consented discharges.


The three tiers of activities and plans & projects form the basis for producing a simple delivery plan which prioritises each delivery mechanism according to the level of risk associated with the activity, and assigns responsibilities and timescales for implementation.  Table B2 presents a draft template for such a plan with example delivery mechanisms for activities and plans & projects.  The SEMS monito
ring process provides the framework for populating and reviewing this plan annually.  
Table B2.
Draft template for a SEMS MS delivery plan

	Activities and

Plans & Projects
	Delivery Mechanisms
	Relevant Authority Responsible
	Timescale

	Access/ Land Recreation
	Apply mitigation measures identified by the Solent Disturbance and Mitigation Project.
	Local authorities and Natural England
	Phase II of project is due summer 2011. Phase III timescales are unknown.

	Discharges
	Adhere to actions included in Southern Water’s Asset Management Plan 2010-15
	Southern Water
	2015

	Beach cleaning
	Ensure beach cleaning activities are carried out with due regard to the requirements of the Habitats Regulations
	Local authorities
	Ongoing


APPENDIX C - Responses from MG members on ABPmer draft SEMS review reports

A. 
Update to SEMS MG

	Karen McHugh – Solent Forum 
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	Page 1
	I believe this document would benefit from a small section summarising the current MS and the duties of RAs covering which activities.  Thus would describe very simply the SEMS and the various ways it can be managed through 1/ SEMS MS for activities, with some integration with other management 2/ Appropriate Assessment and Habitat Regulation for plans and projects.  
	We have included a brief section to provide some further background to the SEMS MS. We have kept this section short as the report is not aimed at replacing the original 2004 SEMS MS but providing an update to key issues and changes in policy etc. that have arisen since. In other words, it is as an addendum to the 2004 MS, not a stand alone document.

	Page 1
	Strategic Advisory Group, was renamed a number of years ago the Strategic Stakeholder Group
	Noted. This has been corrected in final report.

	Page 18
	Balanced Seas.  Once MCZs in Solent are agreed, would not SEMS be replaced by a Solent MPA(s) , which relevant authorities will have to manage with a management scheme?  In reality SEMS will need to incorporate the new MPZs, as there will be no other mechanism to manage the new areas.  I guess this will be a subject of the next SEMS review in 2015.
	Schemes of Management are a specific provision of the Hab Regs. We are not aware of anything in the Marine & Coastal Access Act that requires the establishment of Schemes of Management for MCZ. Given that there is no statutory basis for this I do not think we can mention this.  This could however be considered by the MG as part of the next SEMS review in 2015.


	Page 23
	The description of Phase 11 is slightly wrong, as we are currently still in Phase 11.  Phase 11 – so far Bird Survey and Visitor Survey complete and the results are as you suggest.  Next we are expecting the results of the Household Survey (postal questionnaire to 5000 homes in Hants to find out where they recreate) and the associated model of wher visitirs will go.  Finally the Bird Model is being constructed using data on bird’s food supply.  All of this information will be used in the model to show the baseline information on bird disturbance expected Summer 11.  Phase 111 will comprise a Mitigation and Avoidance plan, and scenarios will be tested in the model to show what affect5s of future housing and corresponding mitigation.  We are currently producing the brief for this phase.
	Noted. The text in this section of the report has been amended to take on board this comment.

	Page 28
	It would be useful to have a table summarising the condition assessments for SACs and SPAs with columns on what is being assessed, when, quality assurance or not, previous condition, condition now
	A summary of NE’s condition assessment for each of the SEMS (features and sub features) is already provided in Appendix C. It is very difficult to summarise these tables further and still include the information you have suggested.  The aim of Section 3.1 therefore was to provide such a summary and highlight the features/sub/features that have been identified as unfavourable. NB None of the condition assessments have been quality assured. Some features/sub-feature assessments are draft complete and others are draft incomplete as indicated in the summary table in Appendix C. Also the previous condition assessment (at time of designation) is assumed to be favourable for all sites (see Section 3.1).



	Page 31
	Again it would be useful to have a summary table.  Also should we not show Medium risk as well as there may be a need to act on this.
	Summary of high risk activities is provided in Table 6. Table will be included to show medium and low risk activities also.

	Page 35
	Would be useful to have a table first to show all activities.
	We have referred to Table 4 of the original SEMS MS which shows all activities. Do not think that copying this table here would necessarily add value to the section as this is specific to any new activities that have been identified through monitoring process.


	Stuart Roberts – HCC
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	Section 4
	This is titled ‘Summary and Conclusions’ but as far as I can see there are no conclusions are such. I expected there would be some conclusions offered on the appropriateness of the existing Scheme in the light of legislative change since it was adopted, on the adequacy of the Scheme generally in today’s circumstances, how useful/effective it has been etc. These are the Objectives for the Review - as reiterated in Section 1 on page 1 of this document - so it is surprising that conclusions on these matters are not part of Section 4. If ABPMer say the conclusions are implicit in the text in Section 4, then they should be more explicitly teased out /stated; 
	The key objectives of the review process as stated in Section 1 are:

1. To ensure the conservation objectives of the SEMS continue to be met- as unfavourable condition has been determined for a number of features by NE’s draft condition assessment (Section 3.1) the conservation objectives are not being met and therefore the SEMS MS is not fulfilling its ultimate aim to prevent damage or deterioration to SEMS features.  This is based on the working assumption that the features comprising it were in favourable condition at the time of designation. 

2. To ensure changes in site usage are updated – this has been fulfilled by reviewing the findings from NE’s risk review and SEMS monitoring reports, as well as undertaking interviews with each of the RAs (Sections 3.2-3.4 and summarised in Section 4).

3. To ensure that improvements in knowledge and information are taken into account – this has been covered by a comprehensive review of legislative/policy changes, new projects, plans and initiatives, as well as climate change issues (Section 2). The main conclusions of the changing context and implications to the management of the SEMS are outlined in Section 4.

We believe that Section 4 (which has now been revisited and moved to the front of the report) provides an outline summary of the review report with some initial conclusions from all the information that has been made available to us. Ultimately NE will provide advice on our recommendations and the effectiveness of the MS in preventing damage and deterioration to the SEMS (as stated in original proposal).

	Page 42, paras 4 and 5 (which begin “A key piece of work…”) -
	these two paragraphs seem too detailed for a summary and their depth/length is unbalanced compared to the preceding and subsequent paragraphs. They could be shortened 
	Noted. These paragraphs have been shortened into one paragraph.

	Page 42 para 4 -
	the final sentence doesn’t make sense (“Judgements were then consulted on RAs.”) 
	This sentence is now removed from these paragraphs.

	Page 3 Table 1
	: The word “allowances” is inappropriate - it implies that Defra is ‘allowing‘ some sea level rise!
	This is how the Defra guidance refers to these projections. We have, however, amended to avoid confusion.

	
	On a more general format point, the Summaries (including any conclusions) in each document would be better placed at the front instead of near the back, so that they are more immediately accessible to anyone who wants just a summary. The front of any document is the customary place for a summary.
	Noted. We have moved each of the summary sections to the front of the reports.


	Lindsey McCulloch – Ston City Council
	

	Comment
	Action/Response

	Impressed with the standard of work and thought the resulting draft plan was very comprehensive.
	No action required.

	Liked the idea of splitting activities into Tier 1 and 2.  This quickly gives a clear indication of those activities with the potential to cause harmful impacts and the likely negative effect.  In addition, regular review of the constituents of each tier would provide a productive outlet for the monitoring data, something which is missing at present.
	Noted. Following the sub MG meeting on 17 March 2011, the recommended approach is to restructure the original SEMS MS into three tier tables (high, medium and low risk tiers). The revised monitoring process will provided the mechanisms for reviewing the tiers and promoting/demoting activities and plans & projects based on available evidence.  


	Ed Rowsell – Chichester Harbour Conservancy 
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	
	With the exception of some areas of detail, we are generally satisfied with the direction the review is taking. However there is something of a disconnect and/or lack of rigour in how site specific issues are dealt with, for example some site specific issues (e.g. storm discharges from Apuldram WWTW) are seemingly ignored, while others are generalised where they may only be affecting individual sites (e.g. anchoring damage to seagrass beds).
	Noted. Please see response relating to the issue at Apuldram WWTW below.

	Section 1-Introduction
	We do not think that this review forming an addendum (Chapter 1 para 2) to the 2004 document is the best way forward. There already exists a great deal of confusion over the status of the 2004 MS, we feel this review would work better as a new standalone document.
	This constitutes a change to the project brief. The opportunity of providing a summary document (covering all 3 deliverables) was discussed at the MG meeting on 7 April 2011.  Resourcing this would be an issue in current economic climate however this something to be considered in future by MG.

	Section 2-Changing Context
	The review make a comprehensive trawl through the changing policy and evidence context, there are a few areas that we feel need some additional commentary on the possible effects of these policy changes. For example Continuous Coastal Access ( Chap 2.2.3 para 6) has the potential to exacerbate the effects of recreational disturbance, through opening up areas of previously undisturbed coastline, and this should be noted. 
	Noted. We have reviewed and amended the text in this section accordingly.

	3.1.4
	The condition assessment for Chichester and Langstone Harbour SPA indicate that the SPA may be in unfavourable condition for Shelduck and Sanderling, based upon the data it is considered there may be site specific issues. While we acknowledge that there have been undoubted declines in these species, the understanding of the causes is not well developed, indeed there is currently a project investigating the international decline in the Sanderling population.
	We are unaware of the project on Sanderling. It may be useful to provide further information of this study to NE so that they can review their assessment in light of latest evidence.

	3.2.2-para 5
	we understand that the site risk review was completed prior to the emerging evidence for high levels of storm discharging from the Apuldram WWTW, that falls outside the current consenting regime. We feel that this point source may be contributing significantly to the eutrophication issue and until evidence to the contrary or a solution is presented it must be considered a high risk. 
	Both consented and unconsented discharges are considered under the  “discharges” plan/project in the MS. Pollution from point source discharges was considered to be low risk by Defra’s Risk Review. However, highlighted by Natural England’s Condition Assessment as one of the contributing factors for saltmarsh interest features being in unfavourable condition. We have therefore classified discharges under Tier 2 (medium risk). Should further evidence emerge and be agreed by all RAs, then this could be re-classified to tier 1 (high risk) as part of the revised SEMS monitoring process.

	3.3.1 para 6
	Again we would note that point source discharges arising as the result of storm discharges (particularly in relation to known issues at Apuldram WWTW) are also a potentially significant source of nutrients, leading to eutrophication.
	Noted. A bullet point on eutrophication in Chichester Harbour has been included in this section to highlight the issue at Apuldram WWTW.


	Graham Horton - Hamble Harbour Authority 


	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	
	Even though the update to the SEMS MS is to be considered as an addendum to the original report, it would still be helpful to have a summary included at the start of this document.
	Noted. A summary section has been included in all 3 reports.

	R1735a - P33 - Table 5 
	Hamble Maintenance Dredge Baseline document is in production, rather than completed. 
	Noted. Table has been updated. 


	Rachael Gallagher – HCC
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action

	3.1
	State here what EN will be doing regarding condition monitoring in the future
	Noted. As far as we are aware, Natural England will continue to monitor the condition of site features over a 6 year monitoring cycle.  At the MG meeting on 7 April 2011, NE stated that they would be undertaking condition monitoring of the SEMS in 2011/12.

	3.4
	although individual RA’s responses are in the appendix it would be useful to have a summary of key responses from the interviews that relate to condition and activities in this section.  The previous section 3.3.2 summarise the updates from the Monitoring reports so it would be logical to have a summary from the interviews as well. You have referred to the  fact that this info is included in the Tables 2 and 3 of the action plan report in order to avoid repetition, but I think it’s also important to have a summary of the relevant info from the interview in this report (as it could be read as a stand alone document) . This was a major part of the work that you have undertaken and it would be useful to see a summary of the key points and in particular any new activities that are indicated in the interviews.
	Noted. A brief summary has now been included in the report.

	Section 4:
	 This section still seems more of a summary than conclusion.  It might be useful to split it  into 2 sections i.e. a conclusion and a summary (summary to go to the front of the report).  The conclusion needs to state where this report has got us, and tell us what you have concluded from the further info that has been gathered  and  then  lead the reader  into the second report that you have produced i.e. explain how this work is then taken forward in the action plan report. This could be done by expanding on the last paragraph. I think it might be useful for the conclusion to list all the new activities which should go into a revised MS.  I realise this is included in the action plan report but make sense to also have in this report as it then gives a final list to be added to the MS and gives a final output from this report which is then worked up in more detail in the action plan report?  

I an issue is that this doc only really makes sense when read in conjunction with the second doc. Maybe need more reference to each in the summary, intro and conclusion. I realise that the project brief asked for 3 outputs but do you think it makes more sense to combine them into one doc?  You could recommend this? 


	Noted. We have moved the majority of this section into a summary at the beginning of the report.  See also our response to Stuart’s respective comment above.

Combining delivery 1 and 2 would constitute a change to the project brief. The opportunity of providing a summary document (covering all 3 deliverables) was discussed at the MG meeting on 7 April 2011.  Resourcing this would be an issue in current economic climate. This is therefore something to be considered in future by MG.

	Last sentence in last para on 43
	I’m not sure this statement is correct. It’s all RAs  duty to ensure that their activities meet the requirements of the Hab Regs not just NE. The MG have previously had extensive discussions on ‘onus of proof’ etc. See first MS key principles 
	Noted. We have updated sentence to reflect NE’s suggested edits.




	Rachel Williams – Natural England 
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	Section 3.1
	The assumption that the features for which EMS are designated are in favourable condition at time of designation contradicts the draft condition assessment that states the baseline (2004) condition of the seagrass attribute was in unfavourable condition.
	The review is based on the working assumption that the features comprising EMS were in favourable condition at the time of designation (despite the lack of evidence from NE to support this). See previous comments to Stuart Roberts.


	Dylan Todd – Natural England 
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	3.2.1
	ABPmer assert that activities classified as a medium or low risk were considered to have existing management systems in place and/or less potential to pose harm to site features – NE comment that this suggest that medium & low risk activities are sufficiently managed which isn’t the case. Medium risk activities still need to be addressed to bring them down to low risk through improvement management. This should be addressed through the SEMS Management Scheme and Action  Plan.

ABPmer assert that as more evidence and information becomes available in future reviews, the need for measures to manage these activities may be identified. Where available, factual evidence was used to inform the process, in liaison with RAs. A lack of full scientific certainty required best available information to be used with expert judgement to determine final risk, albeit at lower confidence. There was, for example, a lower confidence associated with scoring risk for recreational disturbance, due to the complexity in determining the extent to which mobile species (such as birds) are disturbed. – NE comment that This is why the Solent Forum Nature Conservation Group established the Solent Disturbance & Mitigation Project to fill the gaps in knowledge.

ABPmer assert that this review covered ongoing activities within or adjacent to EMS. It did not directly cover wider scale ecosystem effects (e.g. climate change); future development pressures, both on a small scale (e.g. moorings) or a larger scale (e.g. renewable energy projects, coastal developments); or oil or chemical spills at sea.- NE comment that this  does include marine pollution and specifically risks associated with oil spills. It does include moorings, pontoons, slipways, jetties and marinas. I’m fairly sure it also included renewable energy project and certainly coastal development. 

ABPmer assert that Natural England will continue to gather information related to risk from human activities on EMS and will work with Defra and RAs to develop plans and “report cards” summarising results from all activities reviewed developing plans to address the risks which are currently deemed a priority – NE comment that Actions plans have been developed for the high risk activities and work to manage the risks are underway led by the appropriate body e.g. IFCA and MMO.


	Solent Forum comment = Recommendations in this report include method of monitoring actions for High, Medium and Low Risk.



	3.2.3
	ABPmer assert that activities classified as a medium or low risk were considered by Defra’s EMS Risk Review to have existing management systems in place and/or less potential to pose harm to site features.-  NE comment that this implies that these risks are appropriately managed which isn’t always the case. Medium risk activities need to be under review to ensure that the management ensures that the sites conservation objectives continue to be met.


	Solent Forum comment = Recommendations in this report include method of monitoring actions for High, Medium and Low Risk.



	NB. Additional comments were provided by NE in a track-changed version of report. The above is only a summary of the key points needing further consideration.


B. 
Action Plan

	Karen McHugh
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	Page 21 & 22
	Solent Forum Recreation Group will be disbanded as of 1/3/11 due to lack of resources.  We would be happy to start it up again if resources were identified.
	Noted. The text in these sections has been revised to reflect this.

	Page 22
	Balanced Seas. As mentioned above – think it more likely that SEMS would include MCZ’s and not the other way around? 
	See comment above.



	Page 23
	Please can you clarify the existing duties that the Solent Forum has to SEMS.  It spends 29 days per annum, at the cost of £6780.80.  To do all of the things I put in my e-mail to Elena.  Outputs:  We do not specifically provide up to date info. Relevant to SEMS areas, including legislative changes, and plans and projects, although as you suggest we are likely to cover this generally as part of our Solent Forum service through the website and news service.
	The email was about SEMS secretariat duties rather than Solent Forum. I have updated text to reflect this comment.


	Stuart Roberts
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	Page 2 - 
	 Where is summary of responses from RAs in the update report
	Alan Inder to discuss.


	Lindsey McCulloch – S’ton City Council
	

	Comment
	Action/Response

	I also liked the suggested approach for the action plan, it appeared to link well to RA’s existing activities.  
	No action required.  


	Ed Rowsell – Chichester Harbour Conservancy


	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	
	We are generally in agreement with the approach suggested for the action plan, the following are some points of detail. Indeed some of the robust positions lacking in the main document are found within this document and should be incorporated in the final text.
	No action required.

	Table 1
	 we feel that storm discharges from WWTW should be included at a tier 1 activity.
	It was agreed at the Sub MG meeting on 17 March 2011 that non-consented discharges should be included under “discharges” in MS. See also previous comment.

	Table 2-Recreational boating (power and sail)
	there is a risk of basing actions on limited evidence, there is no evidence that anchoring of recreational vessels is a cause of damage to seagrass beds in Chichester Harbour. Indeed anchoring areas in Chichester Harbour are well away from seagrass beds and the areas where beds are found are highly unlikely to be used for anchoring purposes. As we understand it this issue is more likely to be a problem for subtidal seagrass beds, rather then the intertidal beds in Chichester Harbour. This is a possible example of a generalisation being apply across the SEMS area.
	Anchoring has been recommended as a tier 2 (medium risk) activity due to the work undertaken in Defra’s risk review. There may be site specific areas within the SEMS where this is not an issue but the MS needs to encompass all issues across sites. Not sure whether there is a more practical way of doing this within the MS other than through the monitoring process, where site specific issues can be flagged up and where significant the proposed MS tables can be revised on an ongoing basis. 

	Table 3- Access/land recreation
	this section should refer to the SDMP, rather then the limited ‘trial’ activities that are underway.
	The SDMP is referred to in the proposed MS tables rather than here as a possible additional delivery mechanism for managing this tier 1 activity.

	Table 3-Watersports/kayaking
	it is unlikely that an safety of navigation issues arises from using these vessels.
	Agreed. Harbour Authorities still have a statutory duty to control navigational safety of all vessels.

	Table 4-Discharges
	this section misses the site specific but potentially highly significant issue of storm discharges from Apuldram WWTW. We would also question if there is any evidence of reduced eutrophication across the SEMS area. Storm discharges by their very nature fall outside of the current consenting regime, there is an acknowledged problem at Apuldram and investigations are underway, this issue should be highlighted to ensure it is considered in future consents.
	The issue of eutrophication and storm discharges from Apuldram WWTW has now been highlighted in the update report (see previous comments) and we do not feel is appropriate to include in these ‘general’ tables. 

	Table 4- Dredging
	some of the maintenance dredge arisings in Chichester Harbour are used via an agreed beneficial use plan.
	This table just provides a general overview rather than presenting site specific information.

	Table 5
	 In general the action plan tables add some robustness to some of the positions, but there is a need for more robust positions in some instances.
	Noted. The delivery plan can be developed and reviewed by each of the RAs as part of revised SEMS monitoring process and future MG meetings.

	Table 5- Access/land recreation
	 the potential impact of the planned Continuous Coastal Access route should be highlighted. We would also note that NE is a key player here for possible delivery a robust stance on the issue and the use of HRA should be included.
	Coastal paths will need to ensure designated sites are taken into account- a note of this is now included in Table 3.

	Table 5-Airbourne sports
	 this is a very weak stance to deal with the identified key risk area, it should be noted that new and existing locations for airborne sports such as model aircraft and microlights should constitute a plan or project and require an HRA.
	This is a medium risk and that is why no further delivery mechanism has been identified. Also, as far as we are aware, airborne sports are unregulated and therefore do not constitute a plan or project. 


	Graham Horton  - Hamble Harbour Authority
	

	Comment
	Action/Response

	I think the idea of an action plan for those activities that are considered by the EMS review to be medium/high risk would be a good thing. The EMS review has highlighted where an activity is causing (or has the potential to cause) damage to a site and therefore an action plan detailing how these risks will be reduced (delivery mechanisms) is needed. We have come a long way from thinking as in the original SEMS MS that all the activities are suitably well regulated so an action plan is not required. I think an action plan is an appropriate means of addressing those activities which are considered to be medium/high risk.

If we are going to have action plans, we need to think about what might trigger an action plan for an activity. The EMS risk review was a good example but the SEMS MS needs a range of measures which may trigger when an action plan is required. It could be a change in SSSI / SPA / SAC condition assessment which prompts the production of an action plan. However condition assessments are only carried out typically every 6 years and we might need to be more pro-active than that. Also need to recognise that some activities are highly localised and others occur throughout the Solent and this variation would need to be taken into account. For example, the Review highlights hovercrafts as a potential new risk, at what point or how do we decide that an action plan needs to be produced? What is the trigger?

Any actions assigned as a delivery mechanism within an action plan for an activity need to be unambiguous, assigned to an authority or agency and be realistic. A time scale for delivery would also be helpful but this also needs to be realistic. Before these actions are formalised it would be worth checking with the appropriate RA that the action is within their remit. 

As I see it there are two options to avoid: 

· a vague action plan which delivers/achieves very little because the plan itself is so vague that it does not justify any action being taken 

· a very detailed action plan which is unfeasibly given the expense/timescale or nature of the activity. 

Somewhere in between is likely to keep the RA's engaged and ensure that those activities that pose a medium/high risk are addressed which is to the benefit of those designated sites affected.
	The scope of the review is to identify whether an action plan is required. As first presented at the workshop in January 2011, the review has concluded that there is no pressing need for a new action plan. Activities and plans & projects can be managed through existing management considerations and any key (high) risks should have additional measures or ‘delivery mechanisms’ as suggested in Tables 5 and 6 of the draft report.

Initial views that have since been received from Natural England are that an action or ‘delivery’ plan would be the best mechanism to achieve this.  The proposed three tiers of activities and plans & projects would form the basis for producing such a simple delivery plan which would prioritise each delivery mechanism according to the level of risk associated with the activity, and assign responsibilities and timescales for implementation.  These would enable existing positive actions that are being taken by RAs to be conveyed.  The final deliverable includes a draft template for such a plan with example delivery mechanisms for activities and plans & projects.  The depth of colour in the table reflects the level of risk and priority that has been assigned to delivery mechanisms.  The SEMS monitoring process would then provide the framework for developing and reviewing this plan annually. 


	Karen Eastley Test Valley Borough Council

	


	Comment 
	Action/Response

	In addition, based on the discussion within the 'Requirement for an Action Plan' report, I would support the view that there is no need to produce a separate action plan at this time. It might be useful if website links could be provided (where available) in relation to key projects, plans and strategies (e.g. to the SMPs, Balanced Seas Project website, etc) within the update to the MS either as an appendix or as a footnote where they appear within the report.
	Noted. We have provided links to key projects, plans and strategies within Section 2.3 of the update report.


	Rachael Gallagher – HCC


	

	Comment 
	Action/Response

	During the preparation of the MS the MG discussed action plan in depth. Might be useful to refer to the key principle that came out of those discussions: 

The Relevant Authorities have agreed the following principle for the management actions: 

-Where reasonable evidence is found to clearly demonstrate the cause and effect relationship the Relevant Authorities involved will instigate changes to the management of the activity, which will be within a Relevant Authorities statutory obligations and will provide a solution that is in accordance with the Regulations and be fair, balanced, proportionate and appropriate to the site and the activity.

 -Where the cause and effect relationship is uncertain but deterioration in the condition is still significant the Relevant Authorities should consider any potential changes in management practices in light of the precautionary principle* and the cost effectiveness of proposed measures in preventing damage. However, the precautionary principle should not be used to prevent existing management actions continuing where there is no evidence of real risk of deterioration or significant 

*All forms of environmental risk should be tested against the precautionary principle which means that where there are real risks to the site, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures that are likely to be cost effective in preventing such damage. It does not however imply that the suggested cause of such damage must be eradicated unless proved to be harmless and it cannot be used as a licence to invent hypothetical consequences. Moreover, it is important, when considering whether information available is sufficient, to take account of the associated balance of likely costs, including environmental costs,and benefits.” (DETR & the Welsh Office, 1998)disturbance to site features
	Noted. This key principle has been included in Section 2.

	
I still wonder whether it’s worth having 3 tiers rather than 2 i.e. high, medium and low, especially as the ‘High’ ones are currently identified with an * in the tier one table?   3 tiers takes away the need for *.

	Agreed. The final deliverable now includes 3 tiers, in line with Defra’s EMS risk review.

	I think the addition of Table 2 is really useful to explain  why each activity is included in each tier. 
	No action required.


	Rachel Williams – Natural England 
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	
	The suggested ‘existing management considerations and possible delivery mechanisms’ activity tables prove to be more confusing and onerous than a simple action plan would have done. I think the key is simplicity, a few RAs indicated in their interviews that the MS/monitoring of, is sometimes repetitive and over complicated – this may prove a couple of them right. Maintain a watching brief isn’t greatly useful and progress cannot be measured from this. It is clear that there are projects currently underway (e.g. SDMP/CC2150 etc.) that are aimed at providing more information and tackling certain issues, an action plan would capture these  (all in one place). A RA stated in their interview that there was nowhere in the annual monitoring form to state proactive/positive actions taken, an action plan would enable this info to be captured.

An action plan is a tool to achieve an agreed outcome. Actions can be as simple as communicating the importance of the SEMS, promoting codes of conduct e.g. bait collecting, the continued monitoring of important local populations e.g. seagrass or working with the Southern IFCA on fisheries issues etc. For an EMS as important environmentally, economically and socially as the Solent, an action plan is required. Without an action plan there is no clear direction of what can be done, it does also ofcourse provide the opportunity to highlight the ongoing work already being carried out e.g. the Solent Disturbance and Mitigation Project.

It is potentially damaging activities that the action plan should focus on to ensure they’re sustainable.

It would be better to first develop an action plan which can then be reviewed/reported on in the future.

If the SEMS is sensitive and vulnerable to a pressure, whether an activity or a plan/project, it should be included in an action plan to address the pressure through a workable solution. The action could simply be to ensure that an increase in activities arising from certain plans/projects are also taken into consideration at the planning stage.(link to SDMP).

An action plan could state how plans/projects are managed or regulated in the same way as activities.

An action plan does not only show what needs to be done, but also what is currently being done to reduce the impact on the SEMS.

Many of us are facing reduced resources and are under greater pressure, however this should not detract us from identifying actions in order to resolve high risk activities. If resources are reduced, then we can report against the action stating that this was the case and the action can be ‘parked’ until resources allow.

I agree that high risks activities are a priority and as such in many cases they are already being addressed e.g. clam dredging. However, our knowledge of the Solent, environmentally and socio-economically, remains poor so we require actions by all to improve our collective understanding of how it is used. We require from each RA a quantitative assessment of their sectors use e.g. what is the fisheries resource (Southern IFCA) so we are able to understand better the past, present and future use that will enable us to position ourselves to take advantage of future opportunities in a way that is compatible with the features we are tasked to protect. We also need to take active steps through agreed actions to address medium and where it is thought necessary low risks because new imformation may promote risks very quickly and we need to be proactive where possible to address any issues.
	As discussed above, the proposed three tiers of activities and plans & projects forms the basis for producing such a simple delivery plan which would prioritise each delivery mechanism according to the level of risk associated with the activity, and assign responsibilities and timescales for implementation.  The final deliverable includes a draft template for such a plan with example delivery mechanisms for activities and plans & projects.  The depth of colour in the table reflects the level of risk and priority that has been assigned to delivery mechanisms.  The SEMS monitoring process would then provide the framework for developing and reviewing this plan annually. 


	
	Happy for activities and plans/projects to be separated in the tables, however wouldn’t want to see that actions associated with plans/projects are downgraded as assumed that they are sufficiently well-managed. Actions should be prioritised according to the level of risk (high, medium and low).
	Noted. Tier 1 table includes plans and projects, as well as activities.

	NB. Additional comments were provided by NE in a track-changed version of report. The above is only a summary of the key points needing further consideration.


	Dylan Todd – Natural England 
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	3.
	NEED FOR A NEW DELIVERY PLAN

Milestones or target deadlines enables progress to be measured and reviewed so should be included in any actions agreed.

Where ever possible it is important that all RAs are present at this meeting so recommendations can be agreed. It is therefore important for RAs to be aware prior to the meeting so if they are unable to attend decisions can be made without unnecessary delay.

ABPmer asserts that all other medium and low risk Tier 2 and Tier 3 activities and plans & projects are considered to have existing systems in place to ensure they are adequately managed to comply with the Habitats Regulations - I don’t agree with this statement. The high, medium & low status is just a way of prioritising risks. There is and should not be a risk threshold between medium and high that prevents action being taken to further reduce the risk. If actions are available to reduce risks these should be presented in the action plan so RAs are aware of what could be done. Obviously there are resource constraints that will limit our collective ability to take action but this should not prevent options being discussed and recommended so action can be taken when resources allow.

DISCHARGES are highlighted by Natural England’s Condition Assessment as one of the contributing factors for saltmarsh interest features being in unfavourable condition and ABPmer have put this in Tier 2 - This demonstrates that a low risk activity can still exert an impact when incombination with other pressures underlining the point at all pressures need to be addressed to reduce the overall pressure on the area.

	Submitted after ABPmer deadline

Solent Forum comment = Recommendations in this report include method of monitoring actions for High, Medium and Low Risk.


	3. 1
	SUMMARY RESPONSES OF RAs

ABPmer asserts Only 18 out of the 31 RAs interviewed for the SEMS provided feedback about possible delivery plans for the MS. Some RAs fundamentally questioned the need for a delivery plan in the SEMS MS.  In line with Principle 4 of the SEMS MS, a number of RAs considered that there is no need for any specific new actions given that development, uses and activities are already sufficiently well regulated and that appropriate actions are driven by existing management and other plans/initiatives.  Furthermore, given that Natural England’s draft condition assessments have not all been quality assured and signed off, further information was considered to be required from Natural England before deciding whether a delivery plan would be appropriate – NE comment - Defra’s European marine site risk review does exactly this so both Defra & NE have provided the information on what the risks are to enable RAs to take action, where necessary, to manage these risks. Condition Assessments follow a 6-year cycle so the previous condition assessments remain valid until they are superceded by the next round of condition assessments. Clearly a fundamental misunderstanding of the process by a number of the RAs.

ABPmer asserts The declining levels of resources within RAs, and the uncertainty regarding what the future capabilities of RAs will be to take on any new actions – NE comment - This doesn’t prevent actions from begin discussed and agreed even if resources aren’t presently available to undertake actions immediately.

	Submitted after ABPmer deadline

Solent Forum comment = Recommendations in this report include the monitoring of a delivery plan (which may signpost existing regulation).  Solent Forum will work with Natural England in designing a delivery plan that may annually reflect updates in the condition of the site.


	3. 1
	RECOMMENDED APPROACH

Disagree that existing management considerations are considered adequate for medium (Tier 2) and low (Tier 3) risk activities
ABPmer assert about BAIT DIGGING that Natural England to advise whether the SNCO for Fareham Creek is amended to prohibit all forms of bait collection. – NE Comment - Defra regard the IFCA management option the most appropriate to manage bait digging.

ABPmer assert that Harbour authorities might be able to control for safety of navigation, but not for environmental reasons – NE Comment - Not true. See Section 28G responsibilities of the Habs Regs here http://www.pla.co.uk/display_fixedpage.cfm/id/2634/site/environment
Their priority is obviously Navigational safety and environment is often lower on their list.  Why would watersports be different from any other activity that needs management/zoning etc?

	Submitted after ABPmer deadline

Solent Forum comment = Recommendations in this report include method of monitoring actions for High, Medium and Low Risk.




C.
Revised Annual Monitoring Process

	Karen McHugh


	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	Generally
	The Solent Forum believe that an on-line system would be good if it was simple and the Solent Forum could organise its cheap maintenance.  We could be trained to maintain it.  We believe face to face interviews would be good.  It is essential to have an overview body such as the Solent Forum.  It is essential to have one annual meeting.  It would be beneficial if affordable to have a newsletter and topic groups.  Changes to the pro-forma that ABPmer suggest seem good.
	No action required.

	Page 1
	Should also mention that there is an annual meeting of RAs, to discuss the annual report

I think it would be a good idea to summarise what the Solent Forum secretariat provides, the number of days we give and the annual cost of £6780.80
	Noted. The section has been revised to include these points.

	Page 4
	Ultimately the options you provide only cover an on-line system or face to face interviews with RAs – Could we not have elements of both  I think there should breakdown all elements of the current and possible system and cost it -  further options on top of  annual report  and annual meeting elements to consider  1/ requirement for an annual newsletter, with associated costs 2/ Setting up of topic groups with associated costs 3/ An action plan and associated costs (although you may then say that this is not required by most RAs).
	Elements of both monitoring options would be a good approach but may be more costly overall, and judging by comments from other RAs would therefore not be feasible in current economic climate. The summary has been revised in light of other comments received below.

Further options that you have identified are in addition to the annual monitoring process. This is almost a review of the SEMS MS costs/resource requirements as a whole. We agree that this needs further consideration but falls outside of the scope (and objectives) of this report.  

	Page 4
	Comments from RAs – to put here that RAs at the workshop were concerned that any on-line system would not be expensive to set-up or maintain
	Just to clarify we assume you mean that “RAs at the workshop were concerned that any on-line system would not be expensive to set-up or maintain”. We have included a sentence in the paragraph in Section 4.2 to this effect.

	Page 6
	Discussion Forum – we already meet once per year, and this should continue
	Noted. The discussion forum is not proposed to replace existing MG meetings. 

	Page 7
	Need some sort of overview body otherwise the system will fall apart.
	Noted. This is a comment we have included in introduction section of Section 4.2.

	Page 8 
	Resource implications:  I sent Elena an e-mail to breakdown Solent Forums time and this does not seem to reflected properly here.  We spend 29 days per annum (£6780.80) and of this 4 is sending out the current proforma and collating responses.  If this changed to say a face to face interview programme, you would still need to take into account the 25 remaining days (£5845) on top of the new costs (not £3150 per year)
	The emails Elena was sent regarding this issue referred to a different total cost and a breakdown of estimated time spent on the monitoring/admin tasks (“we currently obtain £5824 per annum from Relevant Authorities to provide the SEMS secretariat to fulfil the annual monitoring and reporting duties.  This pays for .5 days per week officer time and meeting costs”). 

Based on the following breakdown of time provided by Karen in an email to Elena we will amend the values referred to in the monitoring report to reflect this latest information (i.e. as a proportion of the total £6780.80 not £5824):

Sending out pro forma

2 days

Collating responses

2 day

Analysis of responses

5 days

Reporting



5 days

Arranging meetings

2 days

Meetings



2 days

Dealing with day to day issues4 days

Linking with national EMS
3 days

Admin/reading/website design
4 days

NB please note that this report is looking at specifically the monitoring effort involved i.e. not admin, meetings, website, linking with EMS etc. that are additional SEMS secretariat duties and would still incur cost to RAs.


	Stuarts Roberts 


	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	Page 2 - 
	2nd para - good useful summary.  Ist bullet - ?
	We think “one size fits all” is referring to the fact that pro formas can be overly prescriptive and not flexible enough to be applicable across RAs.


	Lindsey McCulloch – S’ton City Council


	

	Comment
	Action/Response

	I was less convinced with the revised annual monitoring process which appeared to increase costs significantly.   At present I wouldn’t expect to see support for anything that increased costs bearing in mind how difficult it is to maintain existing levels of funding.
	No action required. Any changes to the monitoring process will need agreement from all RAs as stated in summary. This has been discussed further at MG meeting on 7 April 2011.


	Ed Rowsell – Chichester Harbour Conservancy 
	

	Comment
	Action/Response

	We would agree that despite the potential benefits, the costs associated with an online system make it an unviable option. However, we also don’t see face to face interviews as a viable option either; the first option should be to improve the existing paperwork and process to make it more usable and useful
	AS above- no action required. Any changes to the monitoring process will need agreement from all RAs as stated in summary. This has been discussed further at MG meeting on 7 April 2011.


	Graham Horton - Hamble Harbour Authority 


	

	Comment
	Action/Response

	I would remain cautious about committing additional resources to the monitoring in the current financial climate. Would it not be better to use the new pro formas and tables (in conjunction with action plans for medium and high risk activities) for a year or 2 and then ask the SEMS MG to decide whether it is working better. If this does not improve engagement etc then consider using a different approach such as interviews or online submission. I think if we can find a way to improve engagement with RA's then I believe a lot of the monitoring issues will disappear. This can be done by emphasising why the info is collected, how it has been used and what it has achieved. Then the RA's will feel that it is worth doing, particularly if positive actions taken by each RA can be recorded in the submission. 
	Agreed. Recommendations proposed in summary section have been updated to reflect this suggestion.


	Karen Eastley Test Valley Borough Council
	

	Comment
	Action/ Response

	It seems a good idea to link the NE Risk Review process into the SEMS annual monitoring. I understand the reasons for recommending an online tool for monitoring purposes, however, I am not sure whether it would actually be used in the way that it is being promoted (e.g. RAs regularly providing updates, etc) and facilities like a discussion forum may be equally well provided through group emails. Also, some of the value of the annual monitoring report is based around the discussion that accompanies the data, I assume this would be less easy to provide through an automatically generated report. As such, I think it may be beneficial to continue with the existing process of annual monitoring, subject to the amendments to the proforma if there is consensus on this point, rather than developing an online tool.
	No action required. See responses above.


	Rachael Gallagher - HCC 


	
	

	
	Comment
	Response/Action

	Revised template/proforma
	I think all the questions in the revised proforma are valid, although I wonder whether its is any easier to complete as there are still a lot of questions and they need to refer to the tables of tiers of activities. I think it needs to be trailed to see whether its more effective at gathering information. 

It would be useful if the new template included in the appendix also considered  how to incorporate NEs risk assessment (as outlined in 4.4.  and 5.)  this would help determine whether this would work in practise.
	Good idea to undertake a trial of the revised pro forma (subject to all RAs agreeing at next MG meeting). We have included this as a recommendation in the summary.

NE has advised that Defra’s EMS risk review is unlikely to become an annual process in the current economic climate. Defra/MMO will need to be consulted on to confirm this. In future EMS reviews, there may be opportunities for Defra/MMO to contribute (financially) to the SEMS monitoring process with a view to minimise overall resources and avoid duplication of efforts.

	Section 4
	I still think it would be useful to include a summary table of the different options, their costs, and pros and cons (implications for RAs and implications for secretariat) . Then you could recommend which option would be the best for SEMS.  Possible options : i) - detailed online system ii) simple online system iii) continue as at present iv) combine with risk assessment and send out as at present  v) combine with Risk assessment and face to face interviews... etc
	Noted. A summary table has been included in the summary section which includes the range of options and associated cost implications.

	Section 5
	Currently the conclusion is more a of discussion it should make a  clear recommendation.
	The summary section has been refined and should make recommendations clearer. 

	
	I think we need to ensure that the SEMS secretariat is funded to drive  the work and this should be a key consideration. We would not want any RA funds to be diverted to an automatic system at the expense of the secretariat.
	Noted. A number of RAs agree with this and the report concludes that the best approach would be for the SEMS secretariat to remain involved and for face-to-face interviews to be undertaken to ensure RA engagement.


	Rachel Williams – Natural England 
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	
	Reporting against an action plan may help, as this would allow for reporting positive actions.
	See previous comments regarding scope of review work and production of action plan

	NB. Additional comments were provided by NE in a track-changed version of report. The above is only a summary of the key points needing further consideration.


	Dylan Todd – Natural England 
	
	

	
	Comment
	Action/Response

	3.3
	South White EMS – Have never know this monitoring to occur


	Submitted after ABPmer deadline




Appendix D - Example of a Delivery Plan
	1.     listing all activities in the 1st column
	
	

	2.     assign actions underway,  RAs can add their own action whether the activity is low, medium or high risk

	3.     agreeing desired outcomes for the above examples
	
	High

	4.     agreeing lead(s) for the above examples
	
	Medium

	5.     milestones & deadlines for the above examples
	
	Low

	Activity
	Action
	Outcome
	Lead
	Milestone

	Disturbance
	Agree and implement management measures suggested as part of the Solent Disturbance & Mitigation Project
	To ensure that disturbance to birds and their supporting habitats are minimised to achieve favourable condition
	Solent Disturbance & Mitigation Project Partners
	From  May 2011 (when this phase begins)

	Bait digging
	Agree and introduce a sustainable bait digging regime across the SEMS
	1. Promote a Code of Practice for bait collection activity in the Solent. 2. In highly sensitive areas (e.g. seagrass beds) establish exclusion zones for bait collection activity. 3. Establish seasonal closures in areas used by birds.
	Angling & Bait digging groups, Southern IFCA & Natural England
	By end of F/Y 2011/12

	Fishing (General)
	Better understand the level & value of fishing activity across the SEMS (see Sussex SFC 'Sussex inshore fisheries' publication)
	Document detailing inshore fisheries across the Southern IFCA district, including SEMS
	Southern IFCA
	to be agreed by Southern IFCA

	Marine pollution
	Natural England to provide advice on nature conservation interests across the Solent
	Advice available to relevant RAs on priorities and approved methods of clean-up to assist in marine pollution response
	Natural England
	To be updated annually

	Clam dredging
	Southern IFCA to introduce protection for eelgrass beds across the Solent EMS
	byelaw, or other such appropriate measure, to ensure that eelgrass beds are protected from fisheries-related damage.
	Southern IFCA with support from Natural England & MMO
	Before end of emergency MMO byelaw (17th Jan 2012)

	MCZs
	RAs to provide socio-economic and environmental information to Balanced Seas MCZ project, either directly or through sector representatives. 
	The establishment of a network of MPAs
	All RAs
	Throughout 2011

	Recreational boating
	Better understand the level & value of recreational boating activity across the Solent.
	Highlight hotspots of recreational boating activity. Make available seagrass maps to members.
	Recreational boating reps & Hampshire Wildlife Trust
	Annually

	Climate change
	Improve the Solent residents understanding of the possible future impacts of climate change to the Solent
	 
	Solent Forum C-Catch project
	 

	Fisheries
	Small fish survey
	Langstone & Chichester Harbour to undertake an annual small fish survey to understand the importance of the site as a nursery area.
	Southern IFCA, Langstone Harbour Board, Chichester Harbour Conservancy
	Annually


Appendix E - Responses from MG members on Solent Forum Summary Report – 1st Draft 
Chichester Harbour Conservancy
First

Any updates and changes in legislation 
and associated strategies, plans and projects relevant to the SEMS area have been reviewed.  
Second

Natural England’s draft condition assessments have identified that the ‘seagrass’ attribute of the Solent Maritime SAC sub-feature, ‘intertidal muddy sand communities’ is in unfavourable condition.  This unfavourable condition has been maintained in the Western Solent since the baseline status was established and has shown a decline at Chichester and Langstone Harbours and Southampton Water.  The reasons attributed to this change in trend are green algae pollution (from eutrophication), shellfish dredging and bait digging.
 The only other SEMS qualifying interest features with confirmed unfavourable condition status are Shelduck and Sanderling at Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA (Natural England, 2010c).
Third

. High risk 
activities that have been identified to be an issue in the SEMS are bait digging, clam dredging and recreational activities causing disturbance.  Activities classified as a medium or low risk were considered to have existing management systems in place and/or less potential to pose harm to site features.
Forth

	Option
	Estimated Total Costs (£)

	Detailed online system
	£5,500-£16,000 one-off cost

£0-£1,500 annual maintenance costs

	Simple online system

	£3120-£3610 per year*

	Face-to-face interviews
	£6,700^ per year

	Existing e-mail approach
	£3,300 per year

	* Includes analysis of web responses by SEMS secretariat (approximately £2830 per year).

^ Includes existing monitoring duties of SEMS secretariat (approximately £3,300 per year)


Fifth
Existing management considerations are considered adequate for medium and low risk activities (1 – NE disagree – see comment at the end)
; although as new information becomes available there may be a need to take active steps to address any issues.  
Sixth

To consider the development, monitoring and updating of a delivery plan – 

Comment While we don’t see the need for a detailed delivery plan that is annually reviewed. There is a need for action to resolve high risk items, and it is not clear how this will happen.

Test Valley Borough Council
Responded with grammatical errors and small date errors.  Has been corrected.

Southern Water
Responded with small date error.  Has been corrected.

No





Does the response on the proforma indicate any change in activity level over previous year or over historical baseline





March





Annual Monitoring on-line proforma administered to MG using High, Medium, Low risk categories





* Comments by Natural England made after final report submitted





(1) Disagree with this statement as it suggests doing the minimum possible rather than taking responsible action to further the conservation objectives of the site. SEMS MS should address medium risks with improved management. This will enable medium risks to be reduced thereby reducing both real and potential pressure to the area (proactive action).





(2) Believe there are enough groups already to enable members to discuss issues without the need to establish further gatherings. The Nature Conservation Group (NCG) is taking steps to fill the gaps in our knowledge of high risks recreational disturbance pressures to SPA, supporting the Solent Seagrass Project that is vital in managing activities that damage eelgrass beds through fisheries and bait digging, which are the other two high risk activities. If members feel an activity needs to be discussed then they should raise it with Karen or Amy so it can be added as an agenda item to the NCG. 





(3) It needs to be made clear that Defra will only allow the MMO and IFCA to introduce byelaws if all other options, such as voluntary measures, have been trialled first. A byelaw will usually take around 28 weeks to be introduced as an impact assessment and public consultation must be submitted and completed.


�
Full comments are found in Appendix C





The Management Group required the Solent Forum to produce and consult on a summary of these reports and a costed implementation plan for the updated Management Scheme.





Topic Groups – to meet as agreed





Final Delivery Plan – inc. Actions/Projects to investigate issues





Draft Annual Monitoring Report consulted with MG and SSG – agree any activities to escalate





Issues to be escalated 





May





November





October





September





August





May





July





Nature Conservation Group – set timetable for projects





Annual Newsletter to SSG and MG 





Annual Monitoring Meeting – Discuss Report and Track Delivery Plan





�





Final Annual Monitoring Report





Yes





No





Decrease 





Is the change and increase or decrease in activity





Increase 





Refer to NE for consideration for next year





Telephone or face to face follow-up from Solent Forum to agree whether or not the issue needs to be escalated for further investigation





Does the response indicate that the risk category may need to be changed





Yes








� 	Definition of each of these activities and plans& projects is provided in the original SEMS MS.  





�The timing is unfortunate, but some kind of consideration of the effect of the MCZ process should be included


�Action will have to rely on NE and potentially the IFCA’s taking robust action


�We would reiterate that we feel waste water discharges should fall into the high risk group. While management and regulation is in place , consented and non-consented discharges are having a recognised significant impact on the SEMS


�We would support the simple online system. We would reiterate that face to face interviews and a detailed online system are not a good use of limited resources


�We would both agree and disagree with NE’s comments. In some instances evidence exists that harm is occurring  despite management measures being in control or a high potential for especially damaging incidents causing significant harm e.g. discharges. However, one of the basic premises of the SEMS management group is that evidence of damage and evidence of causation must be presented. Actions that will impinge on existing managed activities or constitute a resource implications for RA must be based on the best available evidence, particularly in the current financial climate   
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