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Decision Areas and Subjects in Algarve
Regional Plan

Panel A — Environmental Conservationand
Biodiversity, Environment, Energy, \Water
ResourcesAgriculture and Fisheries

Environmental Conservationand Environment
Mining and quarying
Energy

Water resources
Agriculture andrural development

Fisheries
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Decision Areas and subjects

Panel B— Spatial System
Regional Infra-structures
Regional Social Facilities
Transportation and accessiblilities
Logistics

Spatial Model and land use

Panel C— Economic base, Tourism and Heritage
National and European setting

Economic Base

Tourism

Heritage
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Decision Areas and subjects
Panel D— Research, Development and Innovaticjg

TechnologicInnovation and its diffusion
Productivity, Competitiveness e Connectivity
Entrepreneurship

Panel E-Economic, Social and Territorial
Cohesion

Education and professional training, Health, Secuty,
Culture, Social Exclusion
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Spatial Model
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Idlentifying and ordering tne policy measures

aclequate to acnieve ine proposed Vision
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finitlon of the political measures— ey issues

Whicr policy mezasures are more adequate to achietse Vision, in

territorial, soclal and econormiceal, and in environrrental terrms 7

Which are the differences petween ine different piy reasuresdr)
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Idlentifying and ordering tne policy measures

aclequate to acnieve ine proposed Vision
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finition of policy mezasures— key-definifions

Forrulation of a cormplete set of golicy measures

Straitzegic analysis of policy reasuregersusiundarnenial

Beneit analysis— doapility of golicy measures

Definition of strategic alternzaily
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For each Decision Area:



Fundamental
Objective

Description




Vision

Economy and

Spatial system

Development Environ- Econfomic,
mental Social and
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To improve the understanding about the specific sge of
each policy measure:



Vision

Economy and

Spatial system

Development Envir?nl— gco_nrlwmico,I
menta OcClal an
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Tourism Develop. structures and I\ﬁ del
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Direct Impacts and cross impacts:

The expecier,
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Evaluation scale for value judgements:

Policy
Measure



Decision conferences:

cveluation, by the panel, of the expected contiduLvf ezich olicy

measlre to the acnievernent of each objective af Dacision Asa. The

AS rmeasures whnicn cross effects according to slekeperts are
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Decision conferences:

A large dispersion of value judgernenis of 2 pcingasure
irnplies tne need of further discussion arnong treees

a0ouUt the reasons for sucn differences, in ordescdce the
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divergerice of opinions tnrougn new value judgerner

Evaluation oy ine panel of ine relative weigntiref
Incdarnential opjeciives In order to esiablisn irelaive

]mportance witrin eacr Decision Area



Decision conferences:

Evaluation oy ine parnel of taeapility of each policy

rmeasure, Tne level dozwoility of eacn policy measure is

W

queh[auve terms, considering lisiisceal,

financial, Instiutional, and political feasioility

Depate and forrulation of recorrmerncdations aooulirioge
atiracilve policy measures, considering tneir juzinefits

and inelrcozoility



MACBETH methodology:
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MACBETH methodology:
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The different funcamenial opjeciives of eacn Decidires
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The criterion oldoaoility is not weignied in ine panels, oui
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The computing of the strategic weights between
Decision Areas is based upon the weighting of
the fundamental selected objectives (one by
Area)

1.—To scale ine relative weignis wiinin eacr Decisior
Area decided py ine panels so that ine reudrnurswing
IS 100

.— To determine now ine 100 weignis of eacn Area
| (0 eacr otner (In pairsy determination of tne



The computing of the strategic weights between
Decision Areas is based upon the weighting of
the fundamental selected objectives (one by
Area)

3.—To scale tne welgnits of ine opjectives witnin eacr
Decision Area, multiplying ezich one by e cross gt
of the corresponding selected opjective

2. —Tne final str
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Vision
100%

Economy and _
Development Spatﬂ Sé)(/;tem
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Rural Infra- .
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Ratings of policy measures
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Descriptor of the political cost



Implementation of policy measures
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pact/effort of each policy, togeiner with

poliepiions
Determining resource allocaiion:oudgei(s) and agents

Prograrmming actions (very snort, snort, reciurn and
long terms)



Implementation programme — establishing
priorities

First priority - Hign acnlevement level and nignly
cdloaole

Second oriority - Average acrieverneni level ard
nignly dozaple

Third priority - Flign acnievernerni out cifficuli to
irnplement (nigh effort and/or cost)

FOUrtn priority - Average acnievernent and
cdifficult to Implerment
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Implementation programme — Examples from
Algarve

First priority — Integrated meanagernent of weater
resolrces

Second priority - Manzagerment plans fotailraz000
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rd priority - R
ourtn priority —
\deFdUOrJ

,\

lﬂ.

()

Sl

r

cluction of catcnrment in fi:
peces for Internunicipal ¢

3

rer]

n s
(D

%3
(D
(P
(N






