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Summary

Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) is the process used to develop a strategic plan to manage co-
ordinately activities in the marine and coastal environments. The project ‘Marine Spatial Planning for
the Falkland Islands’ is funded by Darwin Plus for two years (July 2014-June 2016) and aims at
initiating the development of the MSP process in these Islands. The Members of the Legislative
Assembly of the Falkland Islands have stated in their Islands Plan 2014-18 that they will implement a
‘framework for marine spatial planning’. A first series of workshops for the ‘Scoping’ step took place
in November 2014 in the Falkland Islands. A second series of workshops for the ‘Developing the
tools’ step took place in April 2015 in the UK. This report summarises the second MSP workshop.
This workshop gathered MSP experts, Falkland Islands representatives, and NGO representatives to
discuss data and analysis for MSP on the first day, and how to bring science into MSP policies using
lessons learnt from other countries on the second day. The list of important spatial data was
inspected and additions suggested along with new methodologies to produce them. A range of tools
were described to help develop the MSP process: the use of case studies where issues have been
identified (Berkeley Sound, Jason Islands and Beauchéne Island), the development of ecosystem
services to link the environment to the range of services it provides (economic and cultural), the
production of local compatibility matrices to help map conflicts, the use of integrative scenario
analysis and a scoping procedure for legislation. All these will be recommended for the sustainable
future of the MSP process. A series of talks by workshop participants showed MSP experiences in
other countries (the Shetland Islands, the deep sea, various European regional examples and St
Helena) in order to lead to discussion and identification of the key points for successful MSP in the
Falkland Islands. The next steps of the MSP project will be to conduct the Berkeley case study,
ensure political support and financial sustainability, deliver quantitative targets during the third
workshop and produce a complete framework for the Falkland Islands Government describing the
tools produced and next steps needed to move forward the MSP process.




1. The ‘Marine Spatial Planning for the Falkland Islands’ project

The project ‘Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) for the Falkland Islands’ started in July 2014. This two-
year project was funded by the UK Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs (DEFRA) as
part of the Darwin Plus program. No previous work or stakeholder education or engagement had
been conducted in the field of MSP in the Falkland Islands prior to the start of the project.
Legislation is also currently non-existent with the exception of fishery legislation and some policies
for oil and gas exploration and further ongoing development of legislation for oil exploitation and
shipping practices. However, these have been or are being produced independently. The aim of the
MSP project is to initiate the process of MSP by preparing data, tools and analyses, and by preparing
a framework for MSP for the Falkland Islands. The results will inform the Falkland Islands
Government (FIG) and its stakeholders on best practice and make recommendations on priority
zones for management and in developing a sustainable MSP process for the Economic Exclusive
Zone (EEZ, locally known as ‘Conservation Zone’) of the Falkland Islands (Figure 1). MSP definition in
the context of the project is based on the DEFRA definition: "A process to develop a strategic plan
for regulating, managing and protecting the marine environment that addresses the multiple,
cumulative and potentially conflicting uses of the sea". Figure 2 shows the conceptual map of the
MSP project with its different steps and outputs.

The MSP project is built around three main workshops that provide a structured platform for
stakeholder engagement and collaborations with MSP experts and other scientists. The analytical
and reporting steps of the project feed into the workshops. The main aim of the workshops is to
examine and discuss the findings, progressed in the MSP process, and provide new foundations to
develop the project The ultimate goal of the MSP project, after the third workshop, is to engage FIG
and all stakeholders in the MSP process and to obtain political support, providing a commitment to
implement the MSP process in the Falkland Islands to ensure the sustainable use of the marine
environment.
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Figure 1: The Falkland Islands Economic Exclusive Zone and location of the only town (Stanley) and
three suggested MSP case studies (Jason Islands, Berkeley Sound and Beauchéne Island).
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Figure 2: Conceptual map of the MSP project over its two years (in blue, workshops and public
consultation).

Developing an MSP process in the Falkland Islands will give FIG the ability to lead the Islands’ marine

development by promoting certain areas for economic growth, and protecting others for their
ecological or social values to reach the agreed vision. Rather than reacting to single development
projects that are submitted by, often, foreign-based companies that will produce single project
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Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) without accounting for cumulative impacts, the Government
will be able to use MSP tools to attain the comprehensive vision they and local stakeholders have for
the Islands’ marine environment. This Vision is currently summarised as: “Well managed marine and

coastal areas and resources of the Falkland Islands to support sustainable economic development

whilst protecting our biodiversity and wild unspoilt areas, and supporting the safe use of the sea and

celebration of our maritime heritage” (Augé, 2015).

The context of the inception of the MSP project and interest in MSP by the Government was the

potential development of oil and gas exploitation in the Falkland Islands. There have been increasing

activities in this field in the last few years and a number of environmental concerns have been

raised, along with concerns about the effects of this development on economic and social features
of the Islands. There has also been the recognition that other economic activities have the capacity
to grow (e.g. tourism, aquaculture). Political support in developing MSP for the Falkland Islands was
committed by the current elected members of the legislative assembly in their Islands Plan (Figure 3)




DURING THE LIFE OF THIS ASSEMBLY WE WILL...

Demonstrate the Falkland Islands’ commitment to responsible environmental management by

upholding and implementing our commitments to international environmental agreements.
Implement a responsible strategy to mitigate the effects of climate change, including:

1. Exploring and supporting further take-up of renewable energy in both Stanley and Camp;

and

2. Implementing measures to improve the energy efficiency of existing buildings so as to

reduce energy consumption.

Agree and progress a Waste Management Strategy for the Islands for the next 10-15 years,

and reduce the proportion of waste sent to landfill.

Implement appropriate land and marine spatial planning frameworks to ensure the
preservation and management of both the terrestrial and marine environments of the
Falkland Islands.

Address gaps in the Islands’ environmental legislation to ensure that it is fit for purpose
for future hydrocarbons production. We will continue to support joint programmes of

environmental research between FIG and the hydrocarbons industry.

Progress an ecosystem services assessment of the Islands so as to better understand the
value of our environment, and to improve the economic, social and lifestyle benefits that it

provides.

Review and update the Islands’ Biodiversity Strategy, and work with partners to ensure its

delivery.

Proactively manage Stanley Common to ensure an appropriate balance between nature

conservation and recreational activity.

Figure 3: Extract from the Islands Plan 2014-2018 highlighting the commitment of the Government to
develop MSP.

2. Workshop organisation and participants

This workshop was part of the project Marine Spatial Planning for the Falkland Islands funded by
Darwin Plus. Following a first series of workshops aimed at setting the scene for MSP in the Falkland
Islands, a second series of workshops aimed to: a) develop (and use) the best data and analytical
tools for MSP in the Falkland Islands; b) understand good-practice policy through examples and
analyses of MSP process in other countries; c) suggest how the Falkland Islands can benefit from the
lessons learned elsewhere to successfully develop MSP. During the same week as the MSP workshop
reported here, another workshop, part of the same ‘Developing the tools’ step of the MSP project
took place to investigate specifically analyses to define key areas for marine megafauna (report
available in Augé et al. 2015, downloadable on the MSP project webpage). The results of this marine
megafauna-focussed work will feed into the MSP process as detailed in this report.

The workshop took place on 16 and 17 April 2015 at the Homerton Conference Centre in Cambridge,
UK. The first day included 12 participants and was focussed on spatial data and analytical tools and
included presentations, brain-storming sessions and discussions. The second day included 23
participants with short seminars on examples of MSP in areas of the UK and other countries,
followed by discussions and sub-group exercises about the Falkland Islands. The workshop agenda is
attached in Appendix A.

The aims of the Day 1 of the workshop were to:
% Explore maps available for analyses and planning, complete and under progress
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% Develop a framework to consolidate and combine maps for MSP for the Falkland Islands
Identify important missing data or data gaps

% Consider ways of categorising areas for management (e.g. areas of ecological, economic and
social importance) and of identifying overlap between values that can conflict

The aims of Day 2 of the workshop were to:
% From lessons learnt from other MSP experiences, identify the main elements that influence
the effectiveness of MSP process and which might help to get it right for the Falklands
% List the key mechanisms for effective integration of scientific data into MSP
% Identify and compile a list of organisations, local and international, relevant to successful
MSP and outreach

Workshop participants included experts in MSP that have had previous experiences with research on
and/or implementing MSP, and representatives of FIG, commercial fisheries and Falklands and
international NGOs. A smaller group of people was invited to Day 1 to target experts in MSP
implementation. On Day 2, managers and policy-makers from a wide range of backgrounds were
invited to join to discuss on items related to stakeholders and policy-focussed needs. The list of
participants is in Table 1.

Table 1: List of participants for Day 1 (analytical tools) and Day 2 (best practice policy) of the

workshop
Name Organisation Participated in
Dr Amélie Augé SAERI Day 1 and Day 2
Mr James Blair New York City University Day 1 and Day 2
Dr Paul Brickle SAERI Day 1 and Day 2

Professor John Croxall
Mr Scott Davidson

Dr Steve Fletcher

Dr Susie Grant

Mr Ben Lascelles

Ms Louise Lieberknecht

Mr James Marsh
Mr Nathan McNally
Ms Tara Pelembe

Mr Andy Pollard

Mr Daniel Pullan

Mr Nick Rendell

Ms Rachel Shucksmith
Dr Andy Stanworth
Ms Helen Stevens

Mr Alec Taylor

Ms Hannah Thomas

Dr Megan Tierney
Dr Phil Trathan

BirdLife International

Foreign Commonwealth Office
Plymouth University

British Antarctic Survey

BirdLife International

GoBe

Falkland Islands Government Office
SAERI

Joint Nature Conservation Council
Falkland Islands Fishing Companies
Association

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
Falkland Islands Government
University of the Highlands and Islands
Falklands Conservation

Natural England

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
World Conservation Monitoring Centre
(wemc)

SAERI

British Antarctic Survey

Day 1 and Day 2
Day 2
Day 2
Day 2
Day 1 and Day 2
Day 1 and Day 2
Day 2
Day 2
Day 2

Day 1 and Day 2

Day 2
Day 1 and Day 2
Day 1 and Day 2
Day 1 and Day 2
Day 2
Day 2

Day 1 and Day 2

Day 2
Day 1 and Day 2




3. Data available and further mapping and analyses

A set of mapping priorities was identified during the first workshop. During this second workshop,
maps, finished and under progress, of all the priorities were presented. Further mapping exercises
that would enhance the MSP process were suggested and are described in subsequent sections.
However, most of these new suggested mapping exercises will not be processed during the MSP
project due to time constraints. They will be suggested to FIG as further work needed. It was agreed
that the mapping be conducted in the most appropriate format for the data (vector or raster, best-fit
scale, accuracy and pixel size). For later analyses, the data format can be adapted as needed.

3.1. Spatial data and mapping for MSP

Table 2 presents the list of mapping priorities (original and added from this second workshop) with
brief descriptions of data and analyses used. Data collection and mapping is a crucial step in MSP
process (e.g. Shucksmith et al., 2014). Appendix B contains examples of mapping produced during
the MSP process and presented to workshop participants.

Table 2: List (and description) of mapping priorities as identified in the ‘Setting the scene’ workshop.
Further priorities (indicated with *) were added during this second workshop, and changes to
descriptions were made to reflect the workshop discussions.

Mapping item

Brief description

Anchoring

From one year of AIS data, map areas of concentration of locations
where vessel speed is < 0.5 nm/hr

Aquaculture

The existing trout pens and mussel lines near Fitzroy

Breeding sites of marine
megafauna

Breeding colonies (including counts) are known for some species and
were mapped

Coastal mined areas

The Environmental Planning Department (EPD) mapped these areas

Coastal recreational area
values*

Outside the scope of the 2-year MSP project, see details in text section
3.5

Cultural values

A pilot study based on interviews of local community members will be
undertaken and initial values mapped. Further in-depth work will be
needed to have a complete dataset.

Fishing economic values*

Outside the scope of the 2-year MSP project, see details in text section
3.2

Fuel transfer areas

These will need to be identified through Fisheries and Mineral Resources
Dpts for inshore areas; offshore bunkering may be more difficult to map

Jig fishing

Ten years of fishing data available — resolution of fishery grid cell (approx.
30km squares), map intensity as average number of hooks/year

Kelp distribution

A pilot manual mapping of coastal kelp beds will be conducted

Land-based marine
infrastructure

Ports, marinas, pontoons, map as dots with appropriate buffers for size

Long-line fishing

Ten years of fishing data available — resolution if fishery grid cell (approx.
30km squares), map intensity as average number of hrs/year

Long-term science
monitoring sites

Scientists from the Islands will be asked to list existing sites and to
suggest additional sites

Marine key areas for
marine megafauna

Ongoing analyses based on all tracking and sighting data (see Augé et al.
2015)

Marine tourism

Data from IAATO available for one year giving number of ships and
visitors per islands. Could map a scenic component.

Military management

Areas provided by the Royal Navy where they conduct exercises




Table 2. continued

Mapping item

Brief description

Most pristine areas

This was identified as a redundant item because this feature will be
repeating others — removed from list from now

Oil licence blocks

Data from Mineral Resources, indicates zones where oil and gas
exploration is authorised by the Government

Recreational boating

Areas used for motorboats and sailing boats in coastal areas. Map based
on stakeholder consultation with manual indicative qualitative mapping.

Shipping traffic

One year of AIS data now available, density of tracks overall and per ship
type (tankers, cargos, local transport, sailing and small boats, and others).
VMS data are used for fishing boats

Small tussac islands

Buffer of 500m around the islands and distance to nearest other island as
an attribute for analyses of importance

Spawning grounds for
fish and squids

The Fisheries Department has main areas mapped and working on
further data

Terrestrial protected
areas

Areas provided by Environmental Planning Department

Tourism economic
values*

Outside the scope of the 2-year MSP project, see details in text section
3.3

Trawl fishing

Ten years of fishing data available — resolution of fishery grid cell (approx.
30km squares), map intensity as average number of hrs/year

The recreational and economic value mapping was not included in the original set of mapping

priorities that emerged from the first workshop. However, discussions during this second workshop
revealed that such mapping would bring a further important dimension, in particular for stakeholder
involvement, to the MSP process. Mapping the economic values of marine activities will highlight
which areas are the most important to stakeholders based on monetary values of the resources they
contain. Producing such maps will require further studies and analyses. Within the scope of a 2-year
project, producing all these layers is not feasible but it will be recommended as part of the final
framework paper to FIG as important missing tools for MSP.

3.2. Fishing economic value mapping

Mapping the commercial value of fishery areas was identified as an important data input to MSP, to
represent economic values. Mapping fishing priorities had been restricted so far to assessing
potential impacts of the physical operations of fisheries. However, it was noted that there is also a
need to map the economic values of the marine habitat for fisheries to assess the impacts of MSP on
economic benefits for the Islands. This will help getting support from fishing companies and clearly
show where their most valued areas are found in terms of financial values and how potential
management strategies might impact these. The commercial fishing data (per fishery reporting grid
cell) can be combined with economic data (average monetary value of fish retail) to produce a map
of economic importance for fisheries. The commercial value of a grid cell (CV) could be calculated for
each cell using the value for the average catch/year as:

CV = (average catch per year of species a x selling price value per kg of species a) + (average catch
per year of species b x selling price value per kg of species b) + ...

This would allow mapping the economic aspects of fisheries along the environmental ones. Using the
average over the last 10 years would likely give a good representation and not be affected by small
spatio-temporal changes that may occur in fishery distribution and small changes in price.




3.3. Tourism economic value mapping

It was suggested that a similar approach to that described above for fisheries could be conducted for
tourism. Islands or part of the coasts used for marine and coastal tourism can be identified and a
monetary value for each area could be calculated based on the number of people visiting each year.
The monetary value could be estimated from landing fees, permit fees or a percentage of the total
monetary amount that tourists spend across the Falkland Islands. This would produce an economic
value for tourism areas and help assess the financial importance of the tourist sites as input to the
MSP process.

3.4. Cultural marine ecosystem services mapping

A clear gap in the mapping was identified as the cultural values. This was identified as a priority that
should be initiated during the current MSP project to ensure that it is taken into considerations in
the next phases of MSP. Areas enjoyed for recreation under ‘well-being’, ‘sense of place’ or ‘scenic
enjoyment’ can be mapped from interviews with local inhabitants. An initial pilot study will be
trialled to determine how best to incorporate cultural values in the MSP process. However, a full
cultural ecosystem services study and mapping will be required later to ensure these values are fully
represented during the MSP process.

3.5. Coastal recreational activity mapping

The use of coastal areas for recreational activities can be mapped using the ‘people-day’ approach,
whereby people are interviewed and asked the question: “How many hours do you spend each
month on average at each site?”. The number of hours can be added up and the totals mapped to
highlight the most important areas for recreational activities along the coasts. This will provide
insights into how management actions or development could affect access to coastal recreation
hotspots. An application of viewshed analyses (indicating areas that can be viewed from a particular
location) was also suggested as necessary to identify the marine and coastal scenic views that should
be included as part of these areas because scenic values arelikely a part of why recreational areas
are chosen.

4. Developing MSP tools for the Falkland Islands

A range of tools, using the data gathered during the MSP process, to ensure stakeholders, managers
and politicians are engaged and understand the benefits that MSP can bring to them and to the
Islands were mentioned during the workshop. These tools include the use of case study areas, a
public and accessible platform for stakeholders and the public to consult the maps and results of
analyses produced for MSP, a clear sustainability plan including political support and commitment,
and the adoption of an ecosystem services framework to identify conflicts between pressures and
values of the marine environment.

4.1. Focal MSP sites as case studies

A number of potential focal MSP areas (see Figure 1 for locations) were identified through
discussions during the workshop; the most important were:
% Berkeley Sound (the most used marine area outside of Stanley harbour, with proposed new
activities related to oil industry raising concerns amongst stakeholders)
% Beauchéne Island (remote and data poor but known to be biologically significant)
% Jason Islands (biologically significant, with issues of transiting ships having to be re-routed to
avoid accidental groundings)




% The Noble exploratory oil well site (off the south-west coast of East Falkland, of interest for
overlap of fishing and shipping-related oil development, with potentially conflicting activities
and environmental values. This was not selected because it will be a short-term activity with
only a potential for further activities if exploitation goes ahead whereas the other three case
studies are existing long-term issues).

4.1.1. Berkeley Sound

Berkeley Sound (Figure 4) was consistently described as the most appropriate case study for MSP in
the Falkland Islands because it would bring together all stakeholder groups. During discussions, it
appeared that there are current and potential future conflicts within Berkeley Sound amongst
economic activities and between economic activities and environmental values. Therefore, Berkeley
Sound could be an excellent candidate as a focus area to work with stakeholders and demonstrate
how MSP and different outputs of MSP (policies, management areas and practices) can help
management of marine activities and facilitate economic growth, while achieving environmental and
cultural targets.

Figure 5 depicts the complex activities taking place currently in Berkeley Sound and locations of
important environmental features. The Sound is bordered by several National Nature Reserves, also
designated as land Important Bird Areas (IBAs). Amongst these sites, Volunteer Point and Kidney
Island are also both important sites for the tourism industry. Six breeding colonies of rockhopper
penguins are found within the Sound (these animals are also known to forage within the Sound), and
more colonies of this species, a colony of South American fur seals, and colonies of gentoo and king
penguins are found at or near its entrance. Large baleen whales (thought mostly to be globally
endangered Sei whales) are also often sighted throughout summer and autumn in Berkeley Sound,
and a small but growing whale-watching industry has started operating during these seasons, along
with bird-watching around Kidney Island where a large breeding colony of sooty shearwaters is
located.
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Figure 4: Map of Berkeley Sound (and its bathymetry) in the north-east of the Falkland Islands
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Figure 5: Human uses of Berkeley Sound with the hourly locations of all vessels that have used the
Sound over one year (May 2014-May 2015) and locations of environmental features. The only
mooring is found next to Kidney Island. Cochon and Kidney Islands are National Nature Reserves.

The Sound is already heavily used by the fishing industry for trans-shipping and refuelling. Reefers
(refrigerated container ships), fishing vessels and tankers come into the Sound to anchor (with
currently no indicative areas for best anchorage or moorings) to tranship fish and refuel. These
commercial activities are seasonal with the highest use during the Illex squid seasons (February to
June). Pleasure boaters also visit frequently the area around Cochon and Kidney Islands at the
entrance of the Sound. There is also launch traffic and some wildlife watching tours, similarly
seasonal in summer and autumn. No fishing takes place in Berkeley Sound.

Some accidental groundings and boat collisions have already taken place in Berkeley Sound. The
major concern for the near-future is the development of oil exploitation that may require at-sea
transfers. Berkeley Sound is the prime candidate for this activity. However, multiple activities are
already taking place within the Sound and there are concerns over the extended exclusion zone
required around at-sea transfers of oil. The risks of accidents and occasional spills may also threaten
nature reserves and important feeding areas for penguins and whales.

4.1.2. Beauchéne Island

Beauchéne Island (Figure 6) is the most remote island of the Falkland Islands archipelago and is a
hotspot for marine wildlife. It includes a small main island and a few rocky outcrops around it. It is a
National Nature Reserve and a Land IBA. Seldom visited by people, with the exception of rare
scientific expeditions, it is safeguarded from human activities due to its remoteness. Fishing does not
appear to take place within 5km from its shores (Figure 6). However, there is some ship traffic
nearby, and a few fishing vessels each year shelter from the weather within 5 km of the islands (in
some instances as close as 200 m). Some transiting ships have also been recorded passing within 10
km of the islands. This poses a threat of accidental groundings, and also a serious biosecurity threat.
The Islands are rat-free and host the greatest diversity and number of breeding seabirds in the
Falkland Islands. Therefore, a rat invasion from ships would be catastrophic. Beauchéne Island was
consequently also identified as a good case study for MSP.
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Figure 6: Beauchéne Island, with locations of all fishing vessels over one year (2013) from VMS data,
with a 5km buffer around the islands. Each individual fishing vessel is displayed in a different colour
(8 fishing boats entered within 5km of the islands in 2013).

4.1.3. Jason Islands

The Jason Islands are a long archipelago of uninhabited islands owned by the Wildlife Conservation
Society (Steeple Jason, Grand Jason, and Clarke's Islet) and FIG (all other islands of the archipelago)
in the north-west of the Falkland Islands (Figure 7). The southern islands of this group are listed as
National Nature Reserves by FIG and the entire archipelago forms a Land IBA. The islands and their
vicinity are used for various purposes. Fishing vessels use some of the bays around the islands for
sheltering from the weather and a fishing vessel route passes in between two islands through a 2.6
km passage, but there is no fishing ground within 5 km of the islands. The islands are also visited by
tourist cruise ships that anchor at various sites around Steeple Jason and Grand Jason. Steeple Jason
was identified as a favoured coast for pleasure boating by the Falkland Island-based sailing
community and a number of research expeditions visit each year, at least twice for the annual
seabird monitoring. A few land tourists can also access Steeple Jason using a local charter boat that
drops them on the island (however most would arrive by helicopter). A shipping route occurs to the
west of the group of islands, with some large cargo ships and tankers regularly passing within 20 km
of the islands regularly and sometimes within 5 km (near-miss groundings have occurred in the
past). Due to their environmental importance, the Jason Islands have been identified as a priority for
management , due to concerns over shipping accidents and biosecurity; they were therefore,
identified as a good candidate for an MSP case study.

4.2. Identifying and mapping conflicts with compatibility matrices

The MSP process seeks to minimise risks to economic, ecological and cultural values from increased
activities in the marine environment and to mediate conflicts between activities. Therefore, an
important element is assessing systematically the different risk levels that particular activities or
developments are associated with. This will then allow considering appropriate spatial management,
such as favoured areas to be developed or areas to be protected.
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Figure 7: The Jason Islands and hourly locations of all fishing vessels over one year (2013; from VMS
data) and areas of anchoring used by tourist cruise ships (from AlS data), with a 5km buffer around
the islands. Each individual fishing vessel is displayed in a different colour.

Using an ecosystem services assessment approach was supported by most workshop participants
because it may provide the most opportunities to engage with stakeholders and show them how
values are interlinked. This approach also displays how a risk that may not directly be seen to be
affecting a stakeholders’ value could, however, indirectly impact that particular value. The
development of ‘impact’ matrices was seen as a necessary step for the MSP process. These matrices
were described during the workshop as:

® A ‘compatibility’ matrix is a global assessment available from other sources and
representing the general potential compatibility between marine uses and marine uses and
features

F* A 'risk’ matrix is a local assessment of the compatibility between activities if they occur in
the same area or if their pressures overlap by identifying whether there is a risk (for safety
or for effects on the benefits from the other activity) according to the current levels,
practices and policies in place in the Falkland Islands

% A '‘vulnerability’ matrix is a local assessment of the compatibility between pressures from
activities and the values of features if they occur in the same area according to the current
activity levels, practices and policies in place in the Falkland Islands.

The matrices will allow a semi-quantitative assessment of incompatibility and potential risks
between activities, and between activities and values, by looking at all the pressures from activities
and the vulnerability of other activities or values (and the features that they contain) to these
pressures with the opportunity to identify the hotspots of potential conflicts (Figure 8).
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These matrices will be crucial for the MSP process; however, they will require significant resources
to produce and, therefore, will be a recommendation as the next step to develop in the MSP process
in the Falkland Islands. The matrices can be based on those produced in other parts of the world, but
the risk levels need to be established for local conditions (practices and established legislation, in
particular, will change pressures and level of impacts of activities). The MSP project steering
committee (along with a few additional stakeholders such as a tourism representative) was
suggested as an appropriate group to complete the matrices via expert elicitation. The matrices
would allow stakeholders and the MSP team to discuss trade-offs according to targets because they
will be able to link the activities and their pressures. Some pressures will be affecting all values and
therefore there will be a higher demand for management if the MSP process can demonstrate these
links and relationships, spatially and categorically (Figure 9).

During the workshop, a start was made in trying to develop what these matrices would look like and
what the entries should be (Tables 3 and 4). However, instead of activities, the workshop decided
that pressures from the different activities should be evaluated rather than activities directly. It was
recognised that such matrices will be complex and that final summary matrices presenting activities
and values only could be produced for stakeholder involvement. The use of template matrices
already established in another country (UK for instance) was suggested so that local stakeholders
can compare the impact ratings from the Falkland Islands with another country, and identify where
they may be doing better or worse. For instance, the issue of seabird bycatch has been largely
resolved in the Falkland Islands and therefore the risk from fishing on seabirds may be high in the UK
but low in the Falklands, indicating a positive feature to Falkland Islands’ stakeholders. Figure 10
shows an example of a risk matrix between current and new activities produced as part of the MSP
process for the Shetland Islands.
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Figure 9: Process to determine risks during MSP process if an overlap is identified between two
activities or between the pressures of an activity and the features of a value. The mechanisms to
analyse potential conflicts then allow identifying the actual areas of conflict and the causes of

conflicts.




Table 3: Initial trial of creating the ‘vulnerability’ matrix when activities and features would overlap —
Activities should be pressures and list the pressures coming from each activity. The values could be
either qualitative as Low, Medium and High, or binary Yes or No (although workshop participants
thought that this would denote too many impacts without identifying the most significant). The
entries are only samples and are not complete. Features are what compose the values (several
features can be found within a value).

Features

Coastal Important areas | Tussac Kelp Spawning | Sailing Coastal

seabird for marine islands beds grounds preferred preferred

breeding megafauna areas areas
Activities/infrastructures | sites
Tanker traffic Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Other commercial No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
shipping traffic
Trawling Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Jigging Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes
Long-lining Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes
Ports, marinas, pontoons Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Anchoring Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes
At-sea fuel transfers Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Aquaculture Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes
Destructive marine Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
military activities

Table 4: Initial trial of creating the ‘risk” matrix —The values as simply Yes or No was thought to be
sufficient for this matrix by workshop participants. The entries are only samples and are not
complete. Activities needs to be re-worked into more defined activities and perhaps pressures. The
assessments in the table are preliminary and indicative.

Activities
Tanker Other Trawling | Jigging | Long- | Ports | Anchoring | At-seafuel | Aquaculture
traffic commercial lining | etc transfers
shipping
Activities traffic
Tanker traffic
Other No
commercial
shipping
traffic
Trawling Yes Yes
Jigging No No Yes
Long-lining Yes Yes Yes No
Ports, No No No No No
marinas,
pontoons
Anchoring Yes Yes No No No No
At-sea fuel No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
transfers
Aquaculture No No No No no No Yes Yes
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Figure 10: Example of matrix showing level of potential interactions (conflicts) between existing
marine uses and new marine uses in the MSP Shetlands example (from Kelly et al., 2012).

Monitoring risks of impacts was also highlighted as important in the case when particular activities
are displaced by management actions. This must be taken into consideration in the MSP process.
Examples were given during the workshop of MSP that displaced fishing activities into new areas
where damage to the environment occurred and fisheries were economically less viable. Therefore,
attention must be given during the MSP process to potential consequences of spatial measures and
the need to assess these risks as well using the matrices.

A number of potential risks arising from human activities were mentioned during the discussions.
These risks are what will feed in the matrices. Invasive species (i.e. biosecurity) were identified as an
MSP issue. There are already a few marine invasive species recorded in the Falkland Islands.
Mapping and managing biosecurity risk will require further study but a combination of spatial
exclusion around islands and appropriate regulations for practices (such as cleaning and quarantine
procedures) would reduce risk. Anchoring near pristine islands is a high risk activity for biosecurity.

4.3. Integrative analysis approach using scenarios

Mapping marine values (economic, environmental and cultural) is an initial step for MSP. In order to
have an integrated view of important management areas, it was suggested, as a future step, to
rescale all maps to values between 0 and 1 and create a heat map of relative importance of the
different sectors and value types (using a classification as high, medium and low). This integration of
values could help visualising how MSP recommendations could impact or protect values. The main




recommendations made were to ensure that the choice of the set of values should represent inputs
from all stakeholders.

The idea of using a scenario approach, in particular a spatial scenario approach, was discussed. It
was unanimously regarded as a useful approach, in particular for stakeholder involvement, and for
showing the importance of having proper MSP in place to avoid undesirable scenarios occurring in
the future that might prevent FIG attaining the agreed vision for the marine environment. A scenario
approach might also assist the analysis and management of cumulative impacts, including through
appropriate spatial designations (Halpern et al., 2008). A scenario approach would provide the tools
to conduct integrated analyses, not only of the current marine uses, but of several plausible
configurations if different activities start, increase or change, and if the values change in the future.

4.4. Existing legislation scoping

It was noted that in Europe, as in other more urbanised parts of the world, there are suites of
legislation in place to designate an area or create a policy for the marine environment. There are a
number of areas already designated as, for instance, UNESCO World Heritage Sites or listed as
nationally important sites. In the Falkland Islands’ marine environment, relevant provisions are
currently lacking. The goal of this MSP process is to have a marine spatial plan for the Falkland
Islands adopted and implemented by FIG. Therefore, it was highlighted that appropriate legislation
would be needed for MSP to be successfully implemented in the Falkland Islands. This will be
recommended as a priority topic for the next step of the MSP process in the Falkland Islands.

5. Experiences in MSP from other regions

Various MSP experts were asked to give short presentations on one or more examples of MSP and
the lessons learnt from them to help inform the discussion about the Falkland Islands.

5.1. The Shetlands experience

Rachel Shucksmith is the Marine Spatial Planning Manager for the Shetland Islands (see
www.nafc.ac.uk/smsp.aspx). This archipelago is isolated, small but with a large coastline and many
islands, most of these being uninhabited, and a small population. The economy is mostly marine-
based (60% of GDP) and relies on aquaculture, fishing, oil and tourism. There are, consequently, a
large number of characteristics that are similar between the Shetland and Falkland Islands. The level
of human activities in the Shetland Islands is significantly greater than around the Falkland Islands,
but mirrors some of the same issues and a similar social context (with the exception that, in the
Falkland Islands, the coastal marine environment is currently little used for commercial or
recreational activities).

MSP in the Shetland Islands was initiated in 2006, funded by Marine Scotland, and guided by a local
and national advisory group. The first National Marine Plan was voluntarily adopted by the
Government in 2008, and in 2014 the 4™ edition was launched after reviews (Kelly et al., 2014). The
Shetland Islands are now developing their 5™ edition of MSP under the Scotland Marine Act. The
MSP mapping and work was conducted by the NAFC Marine Centre of the University of Highlands
and Islands. Rachel and her team collected 127 datasets and conducted mapping and modelling on a
sector-based approach (e.g. mussel farms) but have recently integrated an ecosystem services-based
approach to management and constraint mapping, looking into the future with scenarios and
cumulative impact assessments (Kelly et al., 2012). Currently, the MSP for the Shetland Islands is not
a complete zoning plan but they are developing the idea despite the adverse first responses from
stakeholders to a full zoning plan, now that the benefits of MSP have been demonstrated.
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The main difference identified between the Shetland and Falkland Islands during the workshop is
that, by comparison, the Shetland Islands are more data-rich than the Falkland Islands. It was
recognised that making decisions in this latter situation may bring a higher risk of taking
inappropriate or inefficient management actions. The Falkland Islands, however, already have
excellent fisheries data and adequate initial data on marine megafauna, shipping and tourism. Also,
in some cases, over the ongoing MSP work in the last 10 years, the Shetland Islands had to re-design
zones due to the findings that the initial set of data did not represent the complete picture of a
marine area. The changes have been taking place smoothly in consultation with stakeholders.

5.2. The deep-sea experience

Hannah Thomas from WCMC presented the plan for a 5-year FAO/UNEP-led GEF project about to
start looking at developing a methodology and tools for spatial planning in deep sea ‘Areas Beyond
National Jurisdiction’ (ABNJ), in particular focussing on global sustainable fisheries management and
biodiversity conservation. International agreements are necessary in these areas. The general
situation is that there is currently no global mechanism for managing deep seas in ABNJ but there
are some regional examples of spatial planning (Sargasso Sea, Mediterranean Sea, Southern Ocean
and North-East Atlantic) that could be built on. The project will assess the applicability of existing
spatial planning tools and approaches, and then apply these to spatial planning processes in two
pilot areas: the Southeast Pacific and the Western Indian Ocean. More information can be found on
the website https://www.thegef.org/gef/ABNJ. The challenges identified were:

% No direct state interest in ABNJ

% No mechanism for implementing spatial planning under UN Law of the Sea

% Sector-based management does exist but there are gaps

% Geographically remote, logistically challenging

Interestingly, three out of the four main challenges match the context of the Falkland Islands where
there are currently no mechanisms in place to implement MSP, not all sectors are fully managed and
the islands are remote, and obtaining data is often logistically difficult and expensive. The plan for
the project includes investigating the applicability of spatial planning tools such as cost benefit
analyses, ecosystem service valuations, and trade-off analyses, and starting with smaller scale
planning of more manageable Marine Protected Areas which could lead the way to MSP. The
discussion led to the thought that managing high seas could also promote and help re-developing
partnerships with neighbours to ensure sustainable management within the entire Patagonian Shelf.

5.3. Regional MSP experiences around the UK

Louise Lieberknecht presented the results of two studies of MSP examples. The first study was
conducted across 13 European countries as part of a project called Monitoring and Evaluation of
Spatially Managed Areas (MESMA). This project delivered a toolbox for the governance of these
areas (Jones et al., 2013). She reported on the key messages that these examples showed in relation
to challenges and tips for effective MSP, in particular on governance analysis and the case studies.

She first introduced the concept of spatially-managed areas (a plan) versus the concept of MSP (a
process). The abbreviation MSP can be misleading as people may interpret it as a plan whereas it is
the Marine Spatial Planning process, and this process may lead to the establishment of spatially-
managed areas if required. The tools to develop efficient governance of MSP were identified as a
series of characteristics that an MSP process needs to get right. MSP should be:

% Legal: laws and associated regulations and sanctions

% Participative: consultation, collaboration, co-decision making with all types of stakeholders
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% Knowledgeable: apply multiple knowledge in planning (related to participative)

% Economic: integrate livelihood considerations and needs for economic development

% Interpretative: influencing values and opinions of stakeholders and the community
The second study was conducted as part of a project ‘Finding Sanctuary & Marine Conservation Zone
Planning in England’ where case studies across England were used to analyse MSP process, with an
emphasis on stakeholder involvement. The concept of Social Capital “The networks of relationships
among people who live and work in a particular society, enabling that society to function effectively”
was highlighted as an important one to integrate in the MSP process to ensure conflicts can be more
pragmatically resolved. Competition for space has been the main driver of conflict identified.

5.4. Multi-use management in St Helena

Steve Fletcher participated in and reported on a study, in collaboration with Elizabeth Clingham from
St Helena, aimed at supporting marine management and planning in St. Helena. St Helena marine
activities are mainly based on fishing and tourism. The current management issues identified are:
marine recreational activities, marine pollution, introduced marine species and the construction of
an airport in a coastal area. The St Helena Government produced a Marine Management Plan in
2014 described as a “multiple-use management to support community and government aspirations
for biodiversity conservation, sustainable use, nature appreciation, scientific study and public
enjoyment” and that will be legally bound through the draft St Helena Environmental Protection
Ordinance 2014.

In April 2015, a follow-up project funded by Darwin Plus entitled ‘Sustainable development and
management of St Helena’s fisheries and marine tourism’ started to identify appropriate
management measures as the Management Plan does not specifically describe those. A fisheries
analysis and a marine tourism analysis are being conducted. Quantifying ecosystem services was
mentioned as a tool, but a note was made that this process needs to ensure that culture is
incorporated despite not having monetary incentives.

In a second part, Steve presented the results of a project called Valuing Marine Ecosystem Services
in the Western Channel (VALMER, more details at www.devonmaritimeforum.org.uk/index.php/valmer)
with examples from the UK and France, with a focus on improving stakeholder engagement in
marine management through ecosystem service assessment. It demonstrated how framing and
understanding how changes in the ecosystem support changes to society can provide and support
positive engagement between stakeholders in a MSP process (Fletcher et al., 2013).

6. Key points identified for successful MSP in the Falkland Islands

A series of questions were given to the workshop participants to work through in three sub-groups.
The exercises aimed to achieve consensus within each group and report back.

6.1. Who are the key actors to involve for efficient MSP, locally nationally, internationally
or specific to the UKOTS? What are the best timeframes?

A unanimous answer was that the timeframe for engagement with MSP actors is as essential as the
mechanisms of communication with these actors and the scientific and analytical work for successful
implementation of MSP. Some actors must be identified and involved from the inception of MSP in
an area. Others can be brought in during the process, while some actors or groups should only be
involved when the process is well underway and recommendations are made. Table 5 presents the
list of actors needed for successful MSP process, as identified by participants during the workshop.
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Table 5: List of actors to be involved, according to workshop participants, in relation to the Falkland

Islands.
Actor type Specific actors Best involved  Notes
when
Local stakeholders  One representative for each From start The representative must be
(marine users) stakeholder group. supported in their role to ensure
-Fishing industry they report back to their group and
-Tourism industry provided with tools to report back.
-Conservation groups Within small communities
-Military stakeholder tiredness is likely high
-Research community so need to ensure the best
-Recreational users (e.g. sailing) coordinated use of stakeholder
-Oil industry groups.
-Port authority Suggest organising sectorial level
meeting with targeted material.
Local government Departments identified as most ~ From start Representatives of these
influenced by MSP. governments.
-Environmental Planning
Department
-Fisheries Department
-Policy Unit
-Department of Mineral
Resources
-Falkland Islands Development
Corporation
Politicians -Members of the Legislative From start A champion is needed to promote
Assembly (MLAs) MSP
UK government -Foreign Commonwealth Office  During the Relationship should be built to

(FCO) process
- Department for Environment,
Food & Rural Affairs (DEFRA)

ensure best practice policy,
implementation and international
relations with neighbouring
countries. Need to ensure they are
aware of the process and receive
updates and reports.

Local Non- -Falklands Conservation From start or

Governmental -New Island Conservation Trust  during the

Organisations -Shallow Marine Survey Group process

(NGO) -Beaver Island Landcare Trust

International NGO  -BirdLife International During
-Royal Society for the process

Protection of Birds (RSPB)
- Joint Nature Conservation
Committee (JNCC)

Most of the actors identified have currently been involved in the MSP process for the Falkland
Islands and, therefore, this indicates a good foundation for this MSP process. A more targeted
communication strategy would enhance their involvement but would require further resources and
will be included as a recommendation to FIG.

An important note was made regarding stakeholder groups and their representatives. Taking on the
role of representative of a stakeholder group is a challenging position because the representative
has to represent a potentially wide range of views within their group. Representatives of stakeholder
groups require appropriate support to attend and report to their group about the process. Hence, a




range of tools (communication help, clear statement, ready-made presentations available, websites
etc) should be developed to facilitate the successful involvement of stakeholder representatives.

6.2. What are the mechanisms and influences that may impact the process of
implementing MSP? List and prioritise

The workshop participants listed those mechanisms that may impact successful implementation of
MSP. ‘Implementation plan’ and ‘stakeholder engagement’ were frequently mentioned as key
elements, in particular notes on dealing with personalities and welcoming atmospheres to ensure
stakeholders are coming to meetings (such as “nice biscuits”). The list below contains all
mechanisms mentioned or recorded in no particular order but with the most important ones
identified across the participant groups underlined:

% Understand the context for the plan (environmental, social, legal and cultural, and
stakeholder aspirations

% Clear aims and objectives (“Why does FIG want it to happen?”)

% Clear expected outputs

% Time scales (realistic and possible, keeping in mind that they may take longer)

% Clarity (in terms of expectations, mandate and remits and roles of the different actors, and
need to “think through other people’s eyes on the process”)

% Scales (islands, resources)

% Clear and realistic achievable exit strategy for the project with a post-project
implementation strategy

% “Make it fun”

% Describe uncertainties (“what are they? How can they be addressed, how can they present
an obstacle for decision making?”)

% Horizon scanning (“measure what people think is relevant to them”)

% Good communication

% Starting small and getting bigger

% Legal basis

The presence of local champions for MSP was mentioned in each sub-group as an important factor
that will contribute to the successful development of the MSP process in the Falkland Islands.
Identifying these champions and ensuring they have all the tools needed should be a priority for the
MSP process.

6.3. What are the pitfalls to avoid for the Falkland Islands?

Many workshop participants had previous experiences with MSP and they described what they
thought had been the main pitfalls that may have prevented MSP to be fully successful during these
experiences. Their answers were summarised (in no particular order but with the most important
ones identified by the groups underlined):

% Individual personalities: In order independent and neutral facilitator can help, along with
appropriate framing of the question and having representatives of stakeholder groups that
are able to work with individual personalities in their own group.

Poor communication

Lack of understanding culture: It is important to ensure the process is Falklands-led.

Lack of common aspirations: A shared agreed vision will help stakeholders to be involved
Short-term process and loss of momentum

Lack of political buy-in

¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥




% No explanation of management implications

Governance issues preventing implementation

Sporadic scientific involvement (bridging the gap between science and management is
crucial)

Avoidance to deal with difficult decisions

Stakeholder fatigue

Poor spatial data

‘Wheel of conflicts’

:

¥
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In an Information Document on global MSP experiences for the Convention on Biological Diversity
(CBD), the main challenges to meeting MSP objectives were identified from 97 case studies of MSP
(UNEP & GEF STAP 2014). The top challenges that affected the successful implementation of MSP for
developed countries were:

% Governance issues (19%), this included legal framework, alignment of local policies,
government support)
Insufficient funds (13%)
Data and knowledge issues (11%)
Human capacity (8%)
Technical capacity (3%)

¥ ¥ ¥ ¥

The top enabling factors that contributed to successful implementation of MSP for developed
countries were:
% Strong stakeholder engagement (45%)
Good data and tools (23%)
Sufficient resources (7%)
Good legal framework (7%)
Effective partnerships (8%)

¥ ¥ ¥ ¥

Therefore, the MSP framework will make recommendations for FIG to avoid these pitfalls and
ensure enabling factors are prioritised.

7. Towards a framework for MSP in the Falkland Islands: Developing the tools

Throughout the discussions on both days, a framework emerged for MSP in the Falkland Islands,
including incorporating MSP into ongoing legislation effort and ensuring the MSP process is
integrated within FIG.

It was unanimously accepted that the process has to be Falklands-led and that it needs to start with
a small scope and then developed progressively. To ensure that the MSP process is successfully
implemented as an ongoing part of the Falkland Islands’ marine management, more resources will
be needed: FIG needs to commit to an agreed way forward and appropriate financial contributions
by the end of the current project. For instance, the Shetland Islands have had MSP full-time staff for
the last 12 years (a project manager and three staff based at a University but funded by the Scottish
Government) to ensure the sustainability of the MSP process and its successful implementation. A
legal basis for MSP is also needed with clear political support as a foundation. The legislation for
MSP may take several years to develop. In the case of the Shetlands’ experience, it took up to a
decade to become fully effective. However, it was noted that in the context of the Falkland Islands
with a small government and community where communication is easier, MSP could be
implemented within a shorter timeframe, particularly for specific measures and management for
high values or high conflict areas.




The current development of oil and gas legislation was seen as an opportunity to include MSP in this
new legislation despite the short timeframe. Qil and gas exploration has worked as a catalyst in
other parts of the world to start having marine legislation and MSP in place. It should be the case in
the Falkland Islands and, therefore, it is a good timing to start the MSP process.

Using the discussions, exercises and key points made during the workshop, a general framework for
MSP planning process in the Falkland Islands evolved. This framework was finalised after the
workshop (Figure 11). The MSP process applies to the entire EEZ from the low tide mark to the
offshore boundary of the EEZ. It is a Falklands-led science-based, stakeholder-informed process. The
boxes in blue represent all the critical components needed to achieve a successful MSP process
(note the MSP project has focused on only three of them due to resource constraints: seascape
character assessment, stakeholder and public engagement, and political engagement). The light
green boxes show examples of the decision-making tools that the MSP process can provide for
managers and policy makers, including via recommendations made by scientist using these tools
(these green boxes are not exhaustive and only show examples of the type of tools MSP can
provide). The dark green boxes are the management tools that can then be developed by managers
(these are the main examples). The red boxes indicate the long-term strategy that implementing an
MSP process in the Falkland Islands will allow to be developed and successfully implemented. All the
MSP tools produced can feed back into the MSP process to evaluate benefits and improve the
process.
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Figure 11: Framework proposed for the Falkland Islands Marine Spatial Planning.

MSP Falkland Islands: Developing the tools




One of the MSP tools included in Figure 11 is a systematic and complete recording of any vessel
grounding or collision and near-misses. This is something discussed during the workshop which will
be needed in order to understand and prevent shipping accidents (Patraiko & Holthus, 2013). The
minimum information would be the location, date, type of boats involved, description event and
reasons for the accident, or near-miss accident. Such information will be crucial in developing more
tailored management policies to avoid accidents in a busy area such as Berkeley Sound. The risk
areas of collision and grounding could be mapped in more detail and used further for MSP.

The ultimate outputs of the MSP process are tools to complement comprehensive and targeted
strategies for marine economic development, marine environmental conservation and management
and for promotion and enjoyment of the marine environment by the local community. The MSP
process will provide the tools to the Government to be pro-active in developing its marine
environment and ensuring they fulfil the vision that that Falkland Islands have for their marine
environment. MSP should be a continuous process to ensure updated data are obtained and
monitoring takes place; its achievements and utility should be formally reviewed at least every 10
years.

The MSP project aimed at starting this MSP process and the related stakeholder and public
engagement and consultation and political engagement were the main targets worked on in this
project. Detailed recommendations on how to tackle the other critical components and some tools
(spatial analyses, matrices etc) will be included in the final report to FIG for the project.

7.1. Clearly defined, quantitative and time-bound operational objectives and targets

MSP obijectives for the Falkland Islands were drafted during the first MSP workshop and later agreed
by stakeholders and managers (see Augé, 2015). These were approved as good general objectives by
the workshop participants but it was noted that there needs to be associated quantitative time-
bound targets to each objective. They could be framed around the economic development targets of
the islands and also be linked to international environmental targets, such as those for Aichi
Biodiversity Targets “10 per cent of coastal and marine areas, [...] especially areas of particular
importance for biodiversity and ecosystem services, [...] are conserved [...] through protected area”
(Target 11). It was suggested that ranges rather than exact targets could be more flexible and
accepted by stakeholders and politicians.

7.2. Political commitment and sustainability

Part of discussions at all steps of the workshop focussed on the need to develop strong political
support to ensure the scientific work and recommendations are moved forward in the legislature.
This was recommended as being conducted from the initial step of MSP. Political commitment is
imperative to develop MSP and financial sustainability will allow its development. The Members of
the Legislative Assembly (MLAs) must be fully aware of the work done, what they are to expect and
what is needed for delivery.

The involvement of the FIG Policy Unit was also highlighted as a priority for the MSP process. They
have attended workshops and a number of informative meetings took place, but they should also be
invited to a steering committee meeting where policy discussion could be targeted.

7.3. Seascape character assessment

The concept of landscape character assessments (LCA) was mentioned as one of the methods to
complete to have informed planning. The description of LCA from DEFRA is “the process of




identifying and describing variation in character of the landscape. LCA documents identify and
explain the unique combination of elements and features that make landscapes distinctive by
mapping and describing character types and areas. They also show how the landscape is perceived,
experienced and valued by people”. This LCA concept can be applied to the marine environment
under a ‘seascape’ approach. The example of the seascape character assessment conducted in the
Shetland Islands to inform their marine spatial plan could be adapted to the Falkland Islands. They
are also using social media such as Facebook and Twitter to connect with the local community to
find out what they value about the marine environment.

Seascape character assessment in the context of the Falkland Islands might include all the GIS data
gathering and analyses as well as mapping and modelling. The data should include economic,
environmental, but also cultural characteristics.

7.4. Ecosystem-services approach to MSP

The idea of using an ecosystem services-based approach for MSP was presented and endorsed in
principle by workshop participants. It is a holistic method that reflects the inter-links between the
three types of marine values: economic, environmental and cultural (Douvere, 2008). Most marine
values (at the exception of non-renewable mineral extraction) are dependent on a healthy marine
environment as illustrated in Figure 12 for the Falkland Islands. Economic values such as fisheries
rely entirely on a clean, healthy and sustainably managed marine environment, not only where
fishery catches occur but also in all areas. Figure 13 shows the more in-depth links used for
explaining the ecosystem-service concept in the context of MSP in the Shetland Islands. Using this
approach and previous experiences in analysing and drawing the links between the ecosystems and
the human well-being benefits would be an important step for MSP in the Falkland Islands.
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Figure 12 Simplified visualisation of the relationships between examples of economic, cultural and
environmental values in the Falkland Islands, illustrating the ecosystem services-based approach to
MSP where the environment provides a range of services such as fishing and personal enjoyment that
form the basis of economic and cultural values.
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Figure 13: lllustration of the ecosystem services based approach presented by Rachael Shucksmith
during her talk on the Shetland Islands experience.

8. Next steps to develop MSP in the Falkland Islands

Through the exercises and discussions conducted during the workshop, a set of priorities were
suggested as the immediate next steps for the MSP project. These are:

% Ensure political support so that the MSP process is implemented in the Falkland Islands

% Ensure financial sustainability to move the MSP process forward in the future, with no loss
of momentum after the initial Darwin-Plus project

% Create a clear and targeted GIS database and accessible platform such as an online open-
access GIS platform for displaying maps

% Demonstrate the benefits of MSP using case studies with enhanced targeted interactions
(Berkeley Sound was identified as the best case study for interactive approach, with
Beauchéne Island and the Jason Islands other case studies for best mapping approach).

The final output of the project will be a ‘policy’ paper where the suggested framework to implement
the MSP process in the Falkland Islands will be based on Figure 11 presented in this report, and will
include all the main points identified during this workshop as crucial for successful MSP.

During the final workshop (Workshop #3 ‘Framing MSP for the Falkland Islands’) that will involve
local stakeholders, Government, and MSP experts, this framework will be further developed. This
third MSP workshop will also include a local stakeholder-only session to discuss more quantitative
targets to include in the MSP framework. At the end of this initial MSP project, all the main tools and
recommendations will be available for the next steps of the MSP process and its successful adoption
by the Falkland Islands Government.
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Appendix A.
Workshop agenda

DAY 1 Thursday 16 April —9.00 to 17.30 — Bamford Room

Aim of the day: determine the data and analytical tools for MSP available for the Falkland Islands,
and how best to use them.

8.30-8.50

9.00

9.00-9.30

9.30-10.30

10.30-10.50

10.50-12.30

12.30-13.30

13.30-15.00

15.00-15.30

15.30-16.30

16.30-17.00

17.15-17.30

Arrival, registration —tea and coffee At conference reception

Start

Introduction, aims of the day, forewords Amelie, Nick
Exploration of datasets and mapping Amelie
Smoko

Framework for marine spatial planning: Everyone
-Anthropogenic data

-Environmental data

-Cultural data

Lunch

Development of analytical tools to define Everyone
priority areas for management

Smoko

Inshore versus offshore planning, focused Everyone
areas; cell size

Priorities for data analyses and next steps Everyone
Wrap the day and tomorrow’s plan Amelie

DAY 2 Friday 17 April — 8.30 to 14.00 — Horobin Room

Aim of the day: Discuss best practice policy through examples and analyses of MSP process

8.30-8.50 Arrival, registration —tea and coffee At conference reception
9.00 Start
9.00-9.30 Introduction, aims of the day, forewords Amelie, Nick
9.30-10.00 The Falkland Islands and the MSP project Amelie

Series of sessions: Lessons learnt from other countries
10.00-10.30 MSP in deep offshore areas Hannah and discussion
10.30-10.45 Smoko
10.45-11.15 The Shetland Islands example Rachel and discussion
11.15-11.45 Analysing multiple European MSP examples Louise and discussion




Appendix A - continued

11.45-12.15 Supporting MSP in St. Helena Steve and discussion

12.15-12.45 Lunch

12.45-13.00 Key points for approprlate approaches for Discussion
successful MSP policy

13.00-13.15 MSP outside of the territorial sea Discussion

13.15-13.45 !.essons learnt: list of mechanisms and Discussion
influences

13.45-14.00 Wrap up and next steps Amelie

14.00 End




Appendix B.
Selection of mapping examples presented to workshop participants during the MSP workshop.
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Appendix B - continued

Areas favoured for pleasure boating

Boating (sailing and motor)
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Anchorage areas

Anchorage areas
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B Medium
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Appendix B - continued

At-sea sightings of black-browed albatross (Source: INCC at-sea sighting surveys)

I ralkland Islands EEZ

JNCC survey 'on effort'

e Black-browed
albatross
sightings

Locations of all available (as of April 2015) tracking locations of seals within the EEZ of the Falkland
Islands and a 50km buffer around it (Data source: Alistair Baylis, lan Staniland, Filippo Galimberti,
Dave Thompson, Claudio Campagna).
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