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Agenda

10.00

Review & agree Agenda and meeting Ground Rules

Planning MCZs 1 Conservation Focus

Using the map fr om f radgigoussionramund whytbe sited have beenv i
identified and what does the fipictureo tel

Planning MCZs i Non conservation Mapping

Time will be spent working in smaller sub groups to discuss and see if you can agree / identify
areas you want outside of any MCZs. You will be able to draw these on maps and to record
your rationale.

Planning MCZsi Non conservation Mapping (contdd)

On completion of the group work you will be asked to share and discuss your work with the
whole group

Process Governance

You will be asked to agree the revised SG Protocol and the PG recommendations on: SG
membership, Working Groups & Named Consultative Stakeholders. There will be discussion
of the updated process / project plan.

Planning MCZs 1 Already Protected Areas / Areas of Economic Activity

The results of the analyses you asked the Project Team to do at the last SG meeting will be
presented. Firstly on whatdés already prot
because of economic activity. Time will be spent discussing these to see what they tell you.
You will then have an opportunity to review the lines you have drawn on your maps with the
context of this information.

Progressing The Detailed Planning Work

This session will be about considering the proposal to establish an Inshore and Offshore
working group and if so, agree on what basis they are defined

Next Steps
Agree any actions, review all decisions and set SG meeting dates for the year

Reflection and evaluation
Reflection on how the meeting has gone and progress so far.
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Planning MCZs i Conservation Focus
Participants were given the chance to map where they felt MCZs should be placed on arrival.

The following is a picture of the map at the end of the meeting.

The results will be processed by the Project Team and fed into the appropriate Working Group.

Comments made on the mapping process

e Some people have drawn lines that included areas that contain some form of protection
such as SPAs, SACs and SSSis in Estuaries.

¢ Should we not be |l ooking at completely new are
protection before?

e Several people chose not to mark any areas on map as they felt they need more
information and/or did not feel they knew enough about conservation.
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What have we learnt from the mapping process?

o Difficult to propose a site without further scientific and socio-economic information

¢ Management within proposed area needs to be thought about, but is difficult at present
without information regarding what activities occur in that area

¢ Most suggested sites lie with the 6nm limit, which is very important for inshore fishing fleet
and other stakeholder groups. The group needs to consider areas that are offshore, not just
inshore.

e Exploration of what can and cannot occur within an MCZ is crucial. Management/
restriction of activities for a proposed MCZ must be considered at the same time as
identifying the areas themselves, otherwise discussion and agreement from sectors is very
difficult.

¢ Need to discuss what activities would actually need to be restricted for a proposed site, as it
may often be the case that the majority of act

¢ Need to be aware that any restrictions within MCZs may result in displacement of activities,
especially of fishing fleet. The impacts of this need to be considered.

e Can we clarify whether habitats and species not in the Finding Sanctuary Interim Ecological
Guidance can be used as a rationale for proposing an MCZ?

¢ The Regional Profile should be used to identify what is where, and it can therefore be used
to help zoom in on areas for consideration. We actually have a lot of information already in
the RP.

o ltis difficult to make sense of all of the information in the Regional Profile as it is spread
over many maps, not one that shows the whole picture.

e The entire project area is already managed to some degree by various rules and
regulations. These need to be mapped to enable the group to see what is already protected
/ restricted and use this as a starting point for additional site selection.

e Scale of the regional map used this morning lacks finer details needed for any sites to be
distinguished and for the other sectors to then understand the possible connotations.

e The risk of shifting regulations was raised e.g. restrict one type of fishing gear initially, but
then change it to include more or different gears at a later date that not everyone would be
willing to agree to. We need to ensure that what is stated stays as is and cannot be
amended later.

e ItwasnotedthattheSt eering Gr oup doafamabremittorcptoposiigl v have
management measures at the moment. Louise noted that the Steering Group can
recommend levels of protection, although the group has no power to recommend
management measures as this implies legal remit and byelaws that the project cannot
directly influence. Therefore she suggestedt hat t he Steering Group Uus:é
me a s u r Thesedwas agreement on the need to be able to propose levels of protection for
each MCZ.

It was AGREED that:

e Tom Hooper will take it to the National MCZ Project Board that the Steering Group need to
recommend the levels of protection for the MCZs that they propose.
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Planning MCZs i Inside and Outside MCZ Focus

Participants worked in smaller groups (mixed by sector), at their tables to draw on the larger scale
maps areas they would like to suggest are kept outside of any MCZ and note their rationale for why
these areas should not be considered for MCZ designation.

Participants were also given the chance to map more areas that they do want to see become
MCZs, and their rationale.

Page 6 of 22

Lessons learnt /issues arising from mapping exercise:

e |t was expressed how difficult it is to share and understand the knowledge and data, using
the Regional Profile information and maps, even with a small group. More IT is going to be
needed.

e There seems to be a tendency to select non-controversial options e.g. lines of least
resistance. Is that just a human factor? Another reason to use more IT.

e There are just too many variables for us to be able to hold in our heads and not enough
time to work our way through one habitat or species at a time. We must therefore use more
IT such as Marxan to help us with the process.

¢ It was suggested by several people that the use of IT to aid with analysing more layers at
once would be useful and allow a more informed decision regarding each proposed site.
This could also give more options and highlight which groups need to engage in the
discussions surroundingapartic ul ar site i f it doesndot affect

e The use of software such as Marxan would allow options and a network for Steering Group
members to then react to and fine tune the boundaries and restrictions for each site.

e This is similar to any other land use development process i you have to go from the
compulsory parts as the starting point. Would therefore like to see a computer-based
guidance that sets out t hos e chwices. acsthamhosewleo we do
have most to lose can focus their attention on those areas where there is more to be
discussed as to their activities.

e Are we going ahead too fast yet going nowhere? For example, should we pick one key
species or habitat and sort that out, then move onto another ecological aspect. Too difficult
to look at everything at once as we are here. One table did thisi started with one element,
then moved onto another and found that helpful.
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Could we be split up into smaller groups, where each group is allocated a feature/group of
features listed in the Interim Guidance for which we would select possible sites? The group
could then look at how other features could fit within that site where possible.

There are a lot of information gaps

Many people do not feel they are in a position to make a decision as to where lines should

be drawn, becauset hey eit her dondét have the knowl edge
for them to decide because any restriction placed on the proposed MCZ would not affect

them. This highlighted how much specialist information needs to be inputted for any aspect

of the line drawing.

Can we draw any lessons from the work done on Special Areas of Conservation?

Comment from SG member who sits on the three other regional MCZ processes: we are in
a relatively strong position here due to the prior work done by Finding Sanctuary. We have
a lot to share with the other regional processes, which are far behind us and starting from
scratch.
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Process Governance

Process Group Recommendations
Participants were asked to consider the Process Group Recommendations.

It was AGREED that:
e Process Group members are to make themselves more visible at the SG meetings

e SG members should try their best not go over things that are unchangeable or that are out of
the control of the FS process e.g. the National process. However, the groupagreed to direct
the Project Team to send key messages to influence certain national issues where necessary.

e The SG should not spend time on matters which have already been agreed, e.g. the make-up
and role of the SG

¢ Allamendments to the draft SG agenda must be done within the given timetable for agreeing
the draft agendas i no substantive amendments will be considered on the day of the SG
meeting, unless they are because of nationally important issues (e.g. an announcement from
Defra regarding MCZs)

Steering Group Membership

Recommendations put forward by the Process Group on applications to join the Steering Group
were considered.

e |t was questioned why the British Chamber of Shipping and the BSAC were being
considered for a position on the Regional Steering Group and not on the National Group.

¢ Jamie Stewart should be listed under conservation and not just shooting on the current SG
list.

e Keith Bower clarified what he meant by his proposal that the SG be loaded with commercial
interests in that he did not mean only commercial industry, but also conservation bodies
and those groups with a national interest.

It was AGREED that:
e There is no gap in the current SG membership for an environmental/marine campaigning NGO i
Marinetdos application was therefore rejected

e Marinet be encouraged to participate in the future formal Defra national MCZ consultation

o If there are specific and detailed conservation concerns held by Marinet, these should be raised
with the Project Team, who will pass these on to the appropriate Local MCZ Group

e The British Chamber of shipping to be offered a place on the SG as either a full member, or as a
Ainamed consultative stakeholdero (see | ater

e BASC have been offered a place on the SG and will be asked if they wish to be either a full
member,ora A named consultative stakehol der 0.

e The proposal to load the SG membership with those with a commercial interest was declined.

e The SG membership remains as is.
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Named Consultative Stakeholder group
Participants were asked to comment on the proposed Named consultative Stakeholder group.

There was a concern that by changing the role of some groups from being a full member of
the SG to being a member of the consultative stakeholder group would limit their ability to
engage and therefore could be detrimental to the process.

TH pointed out that the two stakeholders who have requested becoming named
consultative stakeholders have both requested it as they no longer feel that they can attend
meetings and will not be affected by MCZ as much as other sectors

Concern was expressed about the creation of the named consultative stakeholder group as
if groups were allowed to join the SG, then they were on it for a reason and should either be
a full time member or not at all.

The Group AGREED :

To create a category of named consultative stakeholders, with the role as set out in the
Process Group meeting notes on January 18" 2010.

The British Water Ski Association and UK Cable Protection Committee be offered Named
Consultative Stakeholder status instead of SG members.

Setting up working groups
Recommendations from the PG to the SG about establishing WGs were considered.

It was raised whether or not the boundary between the INSHORE and OFFSHORE should
be 6 or 12nms.

The recommendations were AGREED:

2 Working Groups be established 1 INSHORE group (between MHWM and 12nm) and an
OFFSHORE group (12nm out to FS boundary).

Only SG members to be eligible for the WG. Local group coordinators should not be on the
WG as it would dilute their availability for the LG work.

WG meetings must be facilitated.

WGs must be cross-sectoral with a minimum requirement of people from two sectors. People
be asked to put themselves forward at the SG meeting to be on a WG. If the PG sees that
there is a sectoral gap on a WG after SG members have volunteered to join, then the PG could
request a SG member to join a WG to fill this gap.

Final make-up of WGs to be sorted out by the Project Team after the SG meeting. In the event
of sector duplication on Working Groups, the Project Manager will discuss this with the relevant
individuals to agree and finalise the most appropriate representative for each WG.

If agreement cannot be reached on sectoral representation on the WG, the Process Group will
be asked to help and finally RKP will be asked to act as an arbitrator to make a final, impartial
decision.

WGs should have a maximum of ten people.
WGs are a subset of the SG i they are not a separate entity.
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Steering Group Protocol

Participants were asked to comment on the latest draft of the Steering Group protocol.

e Some queried the protocolds | imit of onker,named
as for their organisation, this would not enable them to attend all the Steering Group
meetings.

¢ RKP, in their role as process consultants for the Finding Sanctuary process, gave a brief
explanation of why RKP advised and the Process Group came to recommend just one
named substitute. (continuity of knowledge, that it was for the benefit of the group as a
whole as if people attend meetings who dondét h
and past decisions, the whole process is slowed down considerably)..

¢ Crown Estate asked that the notes show that they will live with the protocol on one named
substitute T but reluctantly, as they feel they are thinly stretched across the four Regional
Projects.

The Group discussed the proposed changes to the protocol and AGREED:

e To accept the 2" Draft of the Steering Group protocol 27" January 2010 and operate within the
boundaries of this document.
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Results of Marxan

Louise Lieberknecht presented work based on the use of Marxan since the last Steering Group
meeting in November 2009 and highlighted that currently we are missing data from the Cornish
Fish Producers Organisation (CFPO) regarding inshore fishing around Cornwall. She explained
that there is a time lag between us collecting data from the Fishermap project and it being
processed and then incorporated into a Marxan run and this combined with the lack of CFPO data,
may have lead to Marxan possibly skewing the results; for example, there appearing to be
relatively little fishing activity within the 6nm limit around Cornwall and South Devon. At present
there are still some data gaps and the Project Team are working to plug them.

Discussion

e Some groups hadndét dr awimtheemominglworksessionamd t hei r
therefore were unable to compare what they had to drawn with the Marxan results.

e Other people felt that it was difficult to weight the activities and therefore the activities that
should be restricted in an MCZ without knowing the sensitivity of a particular feature.

e There are a lot of impacts to consider, and it is very complex and therefore difficult

e Some uses of the sea and seabed in the future, such as offshore wind farms, will result in
the displacement of other activities, which will then change the level of activity in other
areas and it is likely this will also change the level of impact which occurs.

e The gap analysis carried out by Louise highlighted that the inshore area is already quite
heavily protected, and most of thismo r n i sesgidnsalso resulted in groups focusing on
the inshore area. Therefore, should the SG focus more on looking at the offshore area for
possible MCZs?

e It was picked up that although there appears to be a large amount of protection inshore, it
wasnodot cl ear what | evel théshaareaswenr protecting. iltoonld wa s
be that there are still features within the interim guidance that need protection inshore.

e FSwill need to incorporate present and potential future aggregate extraction zones
e What do FS class as a socio-economic activity?
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Setting up the Working Groups

Following the decision to create two Working Groups, the group were asked if they agreed with the
PG6s proposal that they should be split into I nsh

¢ |t was noted that there are fewer sectors present offshore than inshore and therefore the
groups may not be balanced with regards to size. Therefore could there be three Working
Groups; one offshore; one inshore coastal; and one inshore but further off?

e Does there need to be such a clear cut between the two groups? Could the SG not just be
split in two and then come back together to discuss what either group came up with? This
would then produce twice the amount of maps/ iterations - could the project team cope with
this?

e Project Team could support two groups, but would the groups not then be competing with
each other if they were doing the same job?

e Local knowledge is important with regards to local industry and some members felt that a
North/South split might work best.

e ThePGdiscussed North/ Sout h, but decided it didnot
problem of the sector split; it was also noted that the South coast is busier than the North
coast.

o If it was North/South, some people would be required to sit on both groups.
e What about a single working group?

e The group was asked to give an indication of who would be prepared / interested to
participate in the three options: Inshore/Offshore; North/South; Single Group. The outcome
was that there were mostly the same people volunteering for the N & S groups, several
different people volunteering for Inshore / Offshore groups.

e Are the WGs not to come up with suggestions for the SG as a whole to then discuss, in
which case, In/Offshore seem like they will fulfil this.

e Whyarewe wasting time discussing this? Wed&ve alr

The Working Groups are to be used to do more detailed work and then report back to the SG.

The group AGREED:
e To confirm that two working groups; Inshore and Offshore would be set up.

e That the Project Team will determine and confirm membership of WGs and communicate this
with all SG members.

Participants were given the opportunity to put themselves forward for the working groups; the
results are shown below:

decide@rkpartnership.co.uk www.rkpartnership.co.uk Company Registration: 4774770



KT

RKP

Stakeholder Engagement, Facilitation & Mediation

Page 13 of 22

INSHORE:

OFFSHORE:
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Miscellaneous queries

Q: When will the official ecological Guidelines be released?

A: Working Draft will be released at end of March, although it is not guaranteed that it will be widely
shared. The full guidance should be released in June

Q: What are the Local Groups being tasked with and how does this fit in with the SG and WG
meetings so that the first iteration is ready for submission to the SAP in June?

A: Early on, LG will be suggesting sites for discussion by SG and WG, later they will then be
reviewing suggestions by WG and SG

QWhat 6s the role of the project team i n relation

A: The Project Team does what the Steering Group asks of it as well as collecting better
information for the project. Since the last SG meeting in Nov 2009, the PT has done analysis using
Marxan at the SG request.

Q: Will the project team continue to run Marxan analyses on the list of criteria produced at the last
Steering Group meeting?

A: The project team said that they will be doing more, as the working groups guide them, but
unlikely to be able to produce results on all of the criteria on the list.

Q: How can the SG produce their first iteration and make a submission for the SAP in June if we
havendét had a cdbhoogealé&sut dasree when [ to6s released?

A: The SG needs to make a submission, with or without the EG, but TH willmake a point again to
the National Project Board for the Draft Guidance to be released to the SG in March/April.

Q: When can we see the maps and lines that were drawn at the meeting today?

A: They will be included in the SG meeting report i RKP will work with Project Team to work out
how best to include them and in what format.

Q: Can the map work results from the working and local groups be digitised?

A: Yes, but will take around 3 weeks to turn this around. This will have implications for what can be
sent to the Steering Group by when, before their next meeting.

Q: When do the working groups start looking at information from Marxan?
A: That is what the working groups will be doing i.e. key part of their work.

Q: Question on behalf of the Dorset Local Group.: When should they meet again, to do what, in
relation to the Working Groupdbs work?

A:Local Groups and project team need to discuss th
whether or not they feel they have more work to do.

Q: Will we see the results of today?
A: The results from today will be shared as part of the report of today
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