Minutes from the Marine Protected Area Science Advisory Panel meetings to view and review the 1st iteration of the Regional Projects’ proposals for MCZ networks, held in Nobel House, Smith Square, London, SW1P 3JR on the 5th and 12th July 2010.
Attendees: 
5th and 12th July 2010 Meetings
MPA Science Advisory Panel: Peter Ryder (Chairman), Juliet Brodie (Natural History Museum), Mike Elliott (University of Hull), Graham Underwood (University of Essex), Keith Hiscock (Marine Biological Association), Beth Scott (University of Aberdeen) Michel Kaiser (Bangor University) Callum Roberts (University of York) 
Jason Hall-Spencer (University of Plymouth)
Secretariat: Claire Herdman (Defra) minutes: Carole Kelly (Defra)
5th July 2010 Meeting

Finding Sanctuary: Louise Lieberknecht, Tom Hooper
Net Gain: Chiara Polce, Steve Barnard
Balanced Seas: Hannah Thomas, Sue Wells
Irish Sea Conservation Zones: Greg Whitfield, Rowan Byrne
Defra (observers): Alison Reeves, Jo Myers
Introductory remarks 
1. The Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting and stated that the meeting on the 5th July 2010 was the opportunity for the Regional Projects to deliver their first iteration proposals. He requested that the SAP limit their questions to those seeking greater clarity as this meeting was not the time for debate. The meeting on the 12th July 2010 was for the SAP alone to review what had been presented by the Regional Projects and develop their responses. 
Presentation by Finding Sanctuary.

2. The Chairman commented that the quality of the electronic material that Finding Sanctuary had submitted already to the SAP was excellent.  Louise Lieberknecht gave the presentation; she discussed the progress made to date on planning, stakeholders meetings and projects teams. However no recommendations for MCZs were made within the Finding Sanctuary area in this round. 
3. Work so far on socio-economics was included in the package. The SAP is not required to comment on this so Louise Lieberknecht was not expecting feedback but feels this information is inherent to the process and provides useful background.
4. Louise Lieberknecht advised that, at the Finding Sanctuary Steering Group Meeting in February 2010, the participants were given the option of working as a group to select MCZ sites.  The participants decided to form two groups, offshore and inshore (within 12 nm). The Finding Sanctuary planner used the broad scale habitat maps and fisheries data to develop a set of building blocks for discussion within the working groups.
5. Jason Hall-Spencer asked if the Stakeholders had any commercial interest in the shelf break area.  Louise Lieberknecht advised that it was used by foreign fishers. Jason went on to ask if Finding Sanctuary had spoken to the French or Spanish fishers. Louise Lieberknecht advised that it was the job of JNCC to do this. Finding Sanctuary Stakeholders were aiming to meet ENG targets and avoid fishing areas, where possible.
6. Callum Roberts asked to what extent the Welsh fishing areas are involved in the process. Tom Hooper said that they have an agreement with the WMFA to access this information. Mike Kaiser considered that Welsh fishing interests were limited offshore and that the majority of activity occurred inshore within the 12 nm limit. Jason Hall-Spencer advised that there were French fishers in this area and that these MCZs will affect foreign fishers. Rowan Byrne commented that foreign fishers are an issue for all Regional Projects.
7. Louise Lieberknecht mentioned that there were also data gaps where Finding Sanctuary had not been able to obtain information from Cornish Fishers, although they promised delivery in 2-3 weeks. If this information was not received within this timeframe Louise Lieberknecht advised that the Finding Sanctuary fisheries liaison officers will go back to the fishermen to get the information.  Mike Kaiser offered to write to Paul Trebilcock to ask him to release the data.  Tom Hooper said that he is in discussion with the CFPO and was hopeful that the data would be released.  The Chairman also offered to discuss the false message given by patchy data with his contacts; the current situation was disadvantageous to those working in that area.  Hannah Thomas advised that this was a problem with all inshore fishing activities.
**Action 1** Chairman or Mike Kaiser who know senior people within the Fishing Industry to ask them to help release the required information. [See also action 5.]
8. Beth Scott commented that some of the big blocks on the Finding Sanctuary maps seem to refer to very small numbers of birds etc., so do not appear to be productive areas in terms of species.  Louise Lieberknecht agreed but said Finding Sanctuary are sticking to the ENG and the Steering Group have asked for more guidance under ‘Other Considerations’ as  the ENG criteria are currently very biased towards the seafloor. Finding sanctuary has generated a map of potential MCZs by picking broadscale EUNIS 3 offshore habitats. These cover 17.4% of the seabed. This map was given as an example to the Stakeholder groups. A similar process was undertaken for inshore but is complicated by the existing MPAs. 

9. The Isles of Scilly came up with lots of information including areas of habitats they would like to put forward as MCZs. They don’t want any reference areas, however.  Mike Elliott mentioned that on an earlier map the designated area was a perfect square and asked if this was correct.  Louise Lieberknecht advised that it was as it followed the 50m contour, other areas are not so clear cut. 
10. The SAP commented on gaps on the map, and Louise Lieberknecht said that they were due to areas already protected by SACs, where they are waiting for data from fishermen and some where there are limited data.  
11. Overall outcomes were that some sites were modified and some sites were added as suggested by Working Groups. Some sites were more controversial than others; off Dorset a renewable energy area caused a lot of discussion about what activities could cause problems. Dorset static gear fishermen feel as long as they can continue they have no objections to MCZs.  Around Cornwall there are still issues with data gaps as discussed previously. There are Fishing reps on the inshore working group.
12. Wind farms were also discussed; would they impact on the ecosystem? Could they co-exist with MCZs? Sue Wells advised that Defra had drafted a co-location document and there is JNCC and Natural England Guidance on how Regional Projects should use this where there is an existing wind farm. But the locations of new ones are not yet settled and won’t be completed until the compatibility matrix is finalised. New Round Three wind farms present this problem (the licensing has only recently been made public and relates to very broad areas that will broken into smaller consent areas that may not all be finalised) and this could hold up the MCZ process considerably. Louise Lieberknecht considered that co-location of wind farms and MCZs was an on-going renewables problem as other investments are due over the next 2 decades and we may need to build this aspect into our planning.  
13. Regarding historic wreck sites damaged by mobile fishing gear, or any other activity causing physical disturbance, Callum Roberts asked who would represent their interests. Louise Lieberknecht said English Heritage, is represented on their Steering Group and should suggest what needs to be done in the context of MPAs.

14. Finding Sanctuary is the only project to have a shelf-break area, so water column and seafloor blocks are here, Louise Lieberknecht put forward an area of interest for SAP discussion.

15. A number of concerns were aired. The Chairman was worried about the presumptions underpinning the use of the compatibility matrix; some people have reached judgements on this that may not be valid. Keith Hiscock said that MPAs have biodiversity conservation objectives but the public may think that choices are being made primarily to keep fishers happy.  Louise Lieberknecht felt that the EUNIS level 3 habitats are a problem, because everything is being delivered at once and the projects do not have the resources to deal with them at the required pace.
16. Hannah Thomas said they now fear that the results from MB0102 are not as good as users thought they would be. Mike Elliott considered that Stakeholders’ expectations had been raised and some disappointment was inevitable. In discussion it was agreed that no data are perfect, but MB0102 provides the best available evidence at present. 

Key Issues
17. The questions from Finding Sanctuary Steering and Working Groups to the SAP were for: guidance on water column protection, accuracy of the EUNIS list, wind farm issues, Seasonal Closure, (the Chairman advised this may be a management measure). Also Reference areas, Shipping Lanes, FOCI data, filtering and 30 year cut-off point.

18. Keith Hiscock advised that data over 30 years old should not be disregarded; he had revisited a site described 150 years ago and that description was still relevant today.  Juliet Brodie agreed but thought that whether or not data were disregarded would have to be considered on a case by case basis.
19. The Chairman closed this item by stating that this was exemplary work given the time available.  Finding Sanctuary had gone a long way with their successive approximation approach.

Presentation by Balanced Seas
20. Hannah Thomas stated that Balanced Seas started with a target-meeting exercise, where the Regional Stakeholder Group identified groups of 5 x 5km squares on the map to meet the ENG broad-scale habitats targets. Stakeholders were given acetate overlays of FOCI, with all records over 30 years removed, so Balanced Seas would also appreciate advice from the SAP regarding use of older data. A distinction could be seen between inshore and offshore areas in terms of the tangibility of the exercise for stakeholders. There were two proposed SACs included in maps. Margate & Long Sands pSAC boundary is currently under dispute. For wind farm areas, renewable representatives felt that some areas where these were suggested were not acceptable, as there was too much uncertainty regarding their co-existence with MCZs.  Controversy also occurred because fishermen consider that wind farm interests are given preference over theirs.
21. Hannah Thomas mentioned that the aggregates industry accepted that it had not given Balanced Seas the most up-to-date data so some sites may not be included at later stages. Graham Underwood asked how equitable the groups were, as in the greater Thames all the individual sub-estuaries were marked but nothing offshore, and the western channel area does not even indicate some of the large harbours and coastal sites that already have various designations. Hannah said that the remit was to delimit broadscale habitats, the stakeholders made a strong point that blank areas do not mean that they don’t want anything there. They would like to have another session to join up the regions. Both groups identified Goodwin Sands as important but need to match these up. Balanced Seas did look at Shipping Channels as having little disturbance(and potentially good sites for MCZs), but some fishers and aggregates use these channels so Balanced Seas RSG need more data and more time to discuss this potential.  
22. Hannah Thomas said that some areas have more confidence than others. Mike Elliot advised that this should be made clearer on the maps. Hannah explained that the maps show areas that were identified as having high confidence.  However, she explained that one major concern to stakeholders was the low confidence they had in the EUNIS level 3 broad-scale habitats. 
23. Balanced Seas presentation continued to show how they had met the ENG. The MPA reporting tool being developed by ExeGesis had been used to calculate how well they had met several of the targets (e.g. connectivity, replication, viability). The Chairman considered that the SAP should see technical notes regarding this tool.
**Action 2** Chairman to request technical notes regarding this tool, but will deal with this offline.

24. Hannah Thomas said that Balanced Seas have been looking for data outside of MB0102 and have used Environment Agency data from offshore and inshore and use their software to look at biodiversity hotspots. 
25. Balanced Seas Stakeholders have asked who will make the difficult decisions about areas where there is a lack of data and which sector is more important than another? The Chairman advised that it is the Stakeholders who have the collective responsibility to resolve issues of this kind, no doubt making use of impact assessment data for the latter.  Hannah is concerned that it could make an unwieldy network if stakeholders are not able to make those decisions and resort to producing several options for Ministers to resolve, for example. The Chairman agreed but considered that a resolution may not be found to this until it had been demonstrated that the criteria of the ENG can be met in a number of ways. Then optimisation to minimise risk and socio-economic impact should enable decisions to be made on a rational basis. It is clear that such decisions should be made by Stakeholders.
Key Issues.
26.  The Compatibility matrix needs to act as guidance. The Chairman asked if the timetable for the matrices was compatible with that of Balanced Seas for the 2nd Iteration.  Hannah Thomas advises that it’s not ideal as people want to know now, but it will be available to be used in the September meeting.  Louise Lieberknecht mentioned that the activities - features matrix will be available by September, but will require work by Regional Projects.

27. Hannah Thomas continued by noting that their priorities for the 2nd Iteration are:
· UKSeaMap

· High Quality Bathymetry

· Habitats and Species data

FisherMap was not used for this Iteration but will contribute to the next meeting. 
28. The Chairman concluded this item by thanking Balanced Seas for their presentation and saying how useful it was to see a different approach.
29. Keith Hiscock asked the Regional Projects if they had received the Natural England list of intertidal SSSI that have biological significance. Hannah said no.  Keith had thought Natural England was conducting this exercise.  Louise Lieberknecht agreed and said they would like draft access and that part of the list had been received. Chiara added some of the SSSIs were missing. Keith advised that some will matter more than others so clarification is needed sooner rather than later.
**Action 3** Chairman to seek early completion by NE of the exercise to produce a definitive list of intertidal SSSI that have biological significance.

Presentation by Net Gain
30. Steve Barnard explained how Net Gain had established Regional Hubs to cover their extensive area. At the Regional Hub meetings Net Gain made use of the broad-scale habitat information through Marxan.  Mike Kaiser asked how Marxan had been implemented. Chiara advised that it was set to address the higher standards of the ENG (i.e. it was seeking to meet the upper limit if the ENG adequacy targets for broad-scale habitats) and was then operated so as to include existing MPAs and to avoid windfarm areas; in meeting the targets, greater cost was assigned to areas of high fishing activity (as represented by VMS data). Mike Kaiser asked what target was set.  Chiara advised that it was a percentage amount of habitat in the area. Steve Barnard then continued that the Marxan output was made available to members to assist them in selecting sites, should they wish to use it.
31. Net Gain issued two reports: the official report contained the adequacy and replication of the broad scale habitats and FOCI within existing marine protected areas (and pSACs); a second report was made available to the SAP which contained the adequacy of broad scale habitats that resulted from the collated outputs generated at the hub meetings. Steve Barnard pointed out that stakeholders were not happy to release this second report to the public domain because of issues that they had with the quality and coverage of the underlying data. The Chairman asked for sight of this second document.
**Action 4** Claire Herdman to circulate both Net Gain reports to the SAP.

Key Issues

32. Inshore fishing activity data and the intertidal habitats were not available at the time of the hub meetings. The lack of a protection level and compatibility matrices was making the Stakeholders nervous about releasing their initial thoughts into the public domain and the lack of data means they do not have full confidence in the outputs.
33. Net Gain felt that they will move forward once they have the information they need to map and analyse. Then they will send this to the regional stakeholders, all to be done before the second iteration submission.

34. The Chairman stated that the data problem is being faced by all the Regional Projects and others have managed to go a bit further than Net Gain.  It appears that the Stakeholders have latched onto data inadequacy.  Steve apologised that he may have over emphasised this aspect, but he has been told if they can’t address these gaps before the next iteration Stakeholders may walk away from the process. 

35. Callum Roberts made the general comment that the FisherMap data are important to the Stakeholders to move things along but there are biases in them, as there are in all data, but perhaps even more so in FisherMap.  Louise Lieberknecht stressed that it is important to have liaison staff that communicate well with fishermen to make it clear how the data will be used; they have 2 ex fishermen working at Finding Sanctuary, which made a huge difference even to questions and answers at the quay side.  The Chairman said it was important for the SAP to know if the blockage is caused by the data or the attitude of stakeholders. .  
36. Juliet Brodie said that when she read the Net Gain report at the start it seemed that the Stakeholders are working very well but at the end the Stakeholders were being less constructive.  There will always be issues with the data but a way forward needs to be found.

37. Steve Barnard advised that, at the time of the first iteration, there was a lot of FisherMap data missing and it was difficult for Net Gain to get buy-in from Stakeholders as they do not have the activity data from Flamborough Head northwards. Although Net Gain has interviewed 300 fishermen, time constraints and available staff resources meant that at the time of the first iteration the data could not be provided back to stakeholders. Mike Elliott commented that it appeared notable that the Net Gain stakeholders were less reluctant to consider large areas offshore for MCZ than inshore where they had a better knowledge and greater interest (the fishermen stakeholders appear to reflect inshore rather than offshore interests).
38. Louise Lieberknecht stressed that her key concern was the time involved; FisherMap is huge to digitize and include all the data. Their time is more focussed on Stakeholder meetings so they don’t have time for this level of data processing.

39. Hannah Thomas said that Balanced Seas don’t have a digitisation problem but they still have not included FisherMap because of the delay in getting the data collated.
40. Sue Wells mentioned that everyone needs to be aware that the Regional Projects are working nights and weekends to deliver this.

41. Mike Kaiser asked Net Gain how they prioritise and process the data as they have lots of questionnaires and are up against a deadline. Steve Barnard replied that they have stratified their sampling, with a target of interviewing fishermen from at least 50% of the vessels at each port. Mike Kaiser stated that at some point Net Gain will have to stop collecting data and make sure they have the processed information that is needed. Steve Barnard said that there is an imperative to use the best available evidence. If evidence of error is presented that needs to be addressed and the conflict resolved. That takes time and effort.
42. The Chairman said it is not constructive for stakeholders to say that these data are rubbish so they are disengaging. Surely there is an obligation to provide evidence on which such assertions are based and then agree a process to find an accommodation and move forward? Undoubtedly this will take time and perhaps the size of the Net Gain region makes it particularly difficult to accomplish this. He thanked Steve Barnard and Chiara Polce for their presentation, noted that the SAP had  given the best advice it can, and promised to try to address any other issues in the SAP response  and at the York meeting in August.
Presentation by Irish Sea Conservation Zones (ISCZ).

Rowan Byrne stated that he was very proud of the Irish Seas team putting in the hours to complete this 1st Iteration. Any help they can get to support this delivery will be much appreciated. Greg Whitfield gave the ISCZ presentation.

43. Mike Kaiser mentioned that the landings data and values in the impact assessment seemed to be incorrect. Greg Whitfield said he would ask Francesca Moore to clarify this. Mike Kaiser suggested that Francesca contact him so that Welsh data could be included. 
44. Greg Whitfield said the Stakeholders were not happy with the data; there was a lot of frustration that FisherMap was not included in the Irish Seas maps. He explained that this was because only a small amount had been digitised and so the sample size was very small.
45. ISCZ had involved their Stakeholders in the process by dividing them into 6 groups and giving them a large map showing the broadscale habitats and paper squares so they could set down their own ideas on how the ENG targets for representivity and adequacy of habitats might be met.  ISCZ took the six maps, digitised them, and merged them into one to analyse where there might be areas of interest/agreement (the next workshop built on these areas of interest/agreement).  Feedback from this workshop showed that the Stakeholders wanted large MCZs as they considered these would be easier to manage, cover more different habitats and be easier for the habitats to recover, where damage had occurred.
46. Further feedback informed ISCZ that if there was a need to place an MCZ in key grounds they would like them to be kept as far apart as possible so there was still an area between them where they could fish. 
Key Issues
47. After the 3rd workshop there were 5 areas for MCZs identified in the ISCZ presentation. Some stakeholders were concerned that the map may be published and did not support the proposed areas. Greg Whitfield felt that this was due to lack of FisherMap and European VMS data and mentioned that the fishermen are the most vocal at the meetings. Many caveats were contained in the 1st iteration as a result of stakeholder concerns.
48. Callum Roberts advised Regional Projects not to shy away from areas of high fishing activity as he could see from the maps that they are important on ecological grounds. There was also a discussion that if fishermen chose areas where fishing was limited then there is a danger that the least biologically productive areas would be chosen.
49. Mike Kaiser advised Irish Seas not to get too concerned about the bedrock target, as the adjacent Welsh waters contain a lot of bedrock and it is likely that the equivalent Welsh proposals will provide the necessary protection nearby. 
50. Greg Whitfield said that the next workshop would have a whole host of new data coming in. The fact that Peter Ryder will be at that meeting in October will be beneficial to all.
51. The Chairman thanked Irish Seas, commending the process and productive strategy being pursued. 
52. On the subject of fishermen being the most vocal, Mike Elliott again warned of the danger that the projects would end up protecting areas where there is little productivity or biodiversity. Greg Whitfield said he was aware of that and Louise agreed adding that some fishermen had little confidence in their own data.  Beth Scott questioned what was being protected. Mike Kaiser suggested that in terms of fishing impact not a lot. However Greg Whitfield reminded the Panel that the ENG seeks protection of a certain percentage of habitats and that was the focus of this first set of proposals. Necessarily such protection would also conserve the associated benthos. 
53. Greg Whitfield also raised the issue of co-location of MCZ and wind farms and how this would affect conservation objectives. A discussion on the impacts of wind farm turbines led to the conclusion that the Regional Projects would need guidance on this. The Chairman advised that there is a Defra, JNCC, NE line on this but the SAP would try to provide further advice. Mike Elliott indicated that more empirical evidence on the effects of Offshore Wind Power is now becoming available, e.g. a recent review in the journal Energies.
54. Beth Scott mentioned a wave and tidal review may be useful to Regional Projects and should be out this month.

**Action 5** Beth Scott to inform SAP when the wave and tidal review is available.

55. Jason Hall-Spencer raised the issue of historical non-UK fishing rights and how the Regional Projects would engage with these. Greg Whitfield said that Rowan Byrne has been trying to engage with the Irish, French and Belgians, but this is a JNCC remit. Sue Wells mentioned that there is an enormous amount of discussion to take this forward. A contract has been issued to a consultant to advise how this should be handled and has gone out to the Regional Projects. The process is now underway but is starting late and has lots of risks.  The consultant has listed options and Regional Projects need to get back to JNCC on this.

Chairman’s remarks
56. For openness and transparency he promised to  provide on the web

· Minutes

· SAP responses

· Links to the presentations made by Regional Projects held on their  web sites

SAP will conduct an individual assessment for each Regional Project which will be a standalone document, the lead on each will be:-
· Keith Hiscock -  Finding Sanctuary

· Mike Kaiser -  ISCZ
· Mike Elliott -  Net Gain

· Callum Roberts -  Balanced Seas

The reporting deadline for this is end of July 2010
The SAP would also produce a general review document for Defra, JNCC and NE.

57. Date of next meeting. The Chairman suggested that group put their availability on the Doodle for first two weeks in November for the second iteration, the equivalent of what we have done today.
58. The Chairman then raised the subject of the matrices.  SAP has been given a steer on what will be provided but may still be able and need to help with the creation of the feature-activity compatibility matrix. Mike Kaiser and Juliet Brodie will attend the feature-sensitivity matrix workshop this week and ABPmer will visit Jason Hall-Spencer in Plymouth. The SAP have been asked to quality assure the feature-sensitivity matrix.
59. Mike Kaiser felt that the MPA Fishing Coalition had been quiet and the SAP needs to know what is happening on this front. He suggested that the Chairman might draft a letter regarding the inshore data and mention the time at which there would be no point in the MPA Coalition sending on information. The Chairman agreed. Callum Roberts considered that the lack of full engagement by the fishing industry was a real risk to the overall process.

**Action 6** SAP Chairman to send a letter to MPA Fishing Coalition Chairman raising the SAP concerns.
60. The Chairman closed the meeting by thanking the Regional Projects and confirming that the SAP would meet the following week.
61. At the meeting on the 12th July 2010 The Chairman thanked the SAP for their draft comments on the Regional Project 1st Iteration and advised that he would like  general comments and then to discuss specific scientific issues. The areas that we need to address are :-
· 30 year rule provenance of data and quality of data.

· Use of existing zoning, shipping lanes, seasonal closures, 
· Designation or non-designation of wind farms and aggregate extraction
· Areas of additional ecological importance, where we feel the ENG is not as strong as it should be 

· Definition of Reference sites

· Replication within large MCZs, as raised by Regional Projects.
62. Juliet Brodie mentioned that Finding Sanctuary wanted clear guidance on water column features and the compatibility matrix.
63. Keith Hiscock added the issue of UKSeaMap accuracy (data quality)
64. Callum Roberts mentioned that there were also the de facto MPAs (e.g. no trawling areas introduced by byelaws, potting agreements). Treatment of existing MPAs and finally we need to consider the approach by all Regional Projects to identify areas of high fishing use to avoid them in their planning.
65. Mike Elliott stated the need to treat all the stakeholders favourably and equally.
66. The SAP agreed to review the items to be published under the Chairman’s remarks and went on to discuss Freedom of Information and soft intelligence, whereby the SAP are knowingly or unknowingly talking to different stakeholders and may hear the ideas from stakeholders meetings.  They asked the Chairman how they should handle or deal with this soft intelligence. 
67. The Chairman considered that we cannot ‘unknow’ things picked up in this way and it is helpful to have context for the propositions that are put to us, but our advice must be bedded in science, we can have opinions on such matters but the politics are outside our concern.
30 year rule, provenance of data and quality of data.

68. Graham Underwood supported using older data as they could show if an area was ecologically good in the past and then we could aim to achieve this in the future. Juliet also supported the use of older data because if something has been recorded for 200 years you don’t want to lose that sort of information. 
69. Callum Roberts agreed completely with areas having the potential to come back but hopes species/habitats come back by creating well protected MCZs. He asked how many of the data being used are over 30 years old.
70. Keith Hiscock remarked that surveys were undertaken from 1974. From information that he has, the same biology has been there for 80-150 years. In terms of biodiversity we shouldn’t throw away those data.
71. Mike Elliott considered that a lot of the old data, the MAFF atlas for example has been converted into e-versions and UKSeaMap has had all these older data transposed into it.  It feels like modern recent data, but often it is repackaged old data. 
72. Callum Roberts supported the idea that old data should be used unless there was evidence that they no longer applied. 

73. The Chairman moved the discussion on to new data and incorporation of data from stakeholders. He asked whether the SAP should offer guidance to Regional Projects about how to use these data. Previously he had recommended to Finding Sanctuary that they could use such material provided there was collateral evidence to back it up e.g. photos etc. He would like to see the concept incorporated in the advice as it would expand the data base and encourage stakeholders to participate constructively.
74. Keith Hiscock felt that there will be sparseness in stakeholder data, especially from recreational divers. There will be lots of things that they don’t know – such as relevant species identification, so such data would be useful for an indicative survey but not necessarily for FOCI and other important species. The issue of the MCS ‘Your Seas Your Voice’ campaign was raised and it was commented that there is likely to be some authoritative information submitted there and that MCS should be encouraged to make information obtained available in a useful form through an appropriate route.
75. Graham Underwood had spoken with Balanced Seas and Hannah Thomas said they know additional data are there, but because they were not digitised they were discounted. The SAP was concerned that the Regional Projects seem over-reliant on having data in GIS format. 

76. The Chairman considered that it may be down to a question of time. Lots of the data have been collected but not collated for GIS purposes. Fishing effort data, anecdotal data have not been digitised. The SAP can’t insist that the Regional Projects include them, but on scientific grounds we can encourage their use and take the view ‘If there is evidence against, take them out, if there isn’t, keep them in’. He advocated an accepting philosophy, which is almost essential in an under-sampled domain such as the marine environment.
77. The SAP discussed other sources of modern data that were available such as industry data from aggregate extraction or nuclear power but again there would be a high volume of data that needed to be worked up. However, the SAP emphasised that all recent data should be available in digital form.

78. Juliet Brodie said that there were some intense biotope studies that the Regional Projects may not be aware of and they need to find these.

79. Beth Scott advised that Cefas had done work in the Balanced Seas area using acoustic techniques which could be linked to EUNIS level 3 and used as ground truthing. Beth Scott also mentioned EUNIS level 3 is used for pragmatic reasons whereby the links are a proxy for habitats and this may have been forgotten. 

80. Mike Elliott was concerned that Regional Projects would not have time to work through the other data as they don’t even have time to work through all the fishing intensity data.  Graham Underwood considered that they would have to look at particular areas and build a case, and all the data do not have to be in the system but could be brought into the process as supporting evidence.  Jason Hall-Spencer pointed out that the GIS data layers used by the Regional Projects are highly accurate in some places, but are based on interpolation and are inaccurate in others.  Where instances arise that stakeholders can provide sound evidence for the presence or absence of particular features then this evidence should be incorporated wherever possible.
81. Keith Hiscock suggested that one could mark data at certain sites as dubious. Then he said he was still frustrated that biologists who know the area aren’t on the regional teams and that MB0102 seems to have missed valuable data. He felt that the key task now is to encourage and support input from the stakeholders.
82. Mike Elliott raised the concern that there was different quality of data dependent on which team had pulled them together. He was concerned to know how to integrate that into wider network of MCZs to sustain the quality of advice provided.

83. The Chairman said that all teams would get the same advice from SAP through its encouragement to take specific action. Our job is to point out to them the best way of gaining access to scientific evidence, to do the job as set out in ENG.
84. The SAP discussed the issue that some of the Regional Projects were struggling to work up all the data. Beth Scott suggested that Masters Students could be employed to help the Regional Projects or staff seconded from other organisations.

**Action 7** Graham Underwood to lead on this data item to find a form of words that captures what was discussed and provide a draft report for the SAP .

Use of existing zoning, shipping lanes, seasonal closures, designation or non-designation of wind farms and aggregate extraction

85. Callum Roberts led on this item and considered that it was acceptable to use an existing zone and overlay the MCZ, reinforcing the protection that’s already there, in the same way MCZs could be added over wind farm footprints. 
86. The Chairman stated that in the final analysis it is the management measures necessary to deliver the conservation objectives for an MCZ that will define the compatibility of activities within them, but these measures are not within the gift of the SAP, nor the Regional Projects.  For example we say we can see there are no scientific grounds to preclude MCZ co-location with a wind farm. However final management measures are yet to be agreed. 1.) Intensity of wind farm installations are likely to be material to the success of an MCZ and 2) During the life of the wind farm, benthic disturbance and water column disruption may be minimal but during construction that may not be so. We must be careful not to mislead the RPs and their stakeholders on this point.
87. On the issue of using shipping lanes as MCZs, Callum Roberts stated that we don’t want all MCZs to be in shipping lanes. We need a balance. We have seen the benefits of doing this in the Baltic.  Some MCZs may overlap shipping lanes, but other habitats will be represented somewhere else. Decommissioning of a wind farm, if in an MCZ, may cost the renewable companies more so some have asked the Regional Projects to avoid these areas.  All of the Dogger Bank has been selected for wind farms so SAP need to say something here.

88. The Chairman and Beth Scott advised the SAP that if there was a good ecological reason to designate an area that is already a shipping lane or wind farm there is no reason to rule this out. All big developments have to be looked at first to see what the impact might be.
89. Mike Elliott suggested that we have to be careful not to assume that there is an automatic link between activities and impacts. The Science paper by Halpern et al (2008) recorded the large marine impacts in the Skagaratt but this merely related to shipping activity rather than proven deleterious activities. 

90. Keith Hiscock raised the issue of nesting of MCZs in other MPAs, as the SACs don’t include all species or have such strong regulations under the Habitats Directive as those available potentially for MCZs. The key point is that the MCZs will fill some of the Broad Habitat types that are not protected by the Habitats Directive. The Chairman recalled that there is a gap analysis being conducted to look at existing levels of protection for each species/habitats. He was surprised that this work had not been completed. 
91. Jason Hall-Spencer considered it odd that the Regional Projects had avoided existing SACs. Callum Roberts considered that following the ENG may imply this – it may be that as the ENG indicates that existing designated sites will automatically become MPA then these may have been assumed by the Regional Projects and not commented on further. There is a need to clarify this so they don’t avoid them. 
92. The Chairman pointed out that Defra considered there should be multiple benefits from MPAs. So as a principle it exhorts the use of existing zoning in the design of MCZ networks.
**Action 8** Callum Roberts as lead on this item to incorporate all these zoning issues into the report to the SAP.

Areas of additional ecological importance – where it was felt that the ENG is not as strong as it could be 

· What we want to see

· Data requirements

93. The Chairman had included this item because Finding Sanctuary asked for advice on how to protect the water column, ENG page 55. He found the section lacking in the description of how to do this. It may be due to lack of data (no biodiversity layer until late September and issues with nursery and spawning grounds data) but felt that the SAP should try help. 
94. Beth Scott suggested putting more data into Marxan. When she used the bird map it showed immediately what was there and what overlapped, so even with simple statistics it could show a prevalence of features.  
95. Graham Underwood mentioned that on page 56 of the ENG there was guidance and a list, but the data would not be available until September.

96. Graham Underwood commented that at least Finding Sanctuary has had a go at addressing water column issues etc. and we should encourage the other projects to follow that lead.
97. The Chairman was concerned that the content of the biodiversity layer was not specified. Mike Kaiser advised that it cannot be used to produce contour maps so may not be very useful. Nevertheless, in discussion, the SAP thought that innovative use of data that are surrogates for productivity such as the consistent frontal positions and bird foraging hotspots could be fruitful. Such data might be incorporated without reverting to complex contouring and digitisation. Residual concerns about the availability of staff with the relevant skills and time to apply them were voiced.  
98. Callum Roberts felt that it may be that we need to advise on how to incorporate all the information in discussions with stakeholders groups. This will help the designation process and engage stakeholders in the selection process.

99. Beth Scott agreed, once we have information from the stakeholders we can formulate this, i.e. if fish are spawning in area what does this mean for ecological diversity?  The panel should be able to point the Projects to experts in the country who could write a paragraph on what this means for the area to be put back to stakeholders for consideration.
100. A general discussion on the engagement of Stakeholders then followed. Beth Scott considered that the maps showing potential MCZs demonstrated a ‘Not in My Back Yard’ situation and the Stakeholders do not seem to be considering ecological interests. Keith Hiscock felt that once the special features of a location had been pointed out there was a more accepting response from Stakeholders. Other members considered that Stakeholders should be encouraged to undertake ecological assessments and strengthen their case to argue their points. At the moment the outputs from the 1st Iteration were looking scientifically unbalanced.
101. Callum Roberts considered that another issue for the Regional Project teams was that they felt that they had to be neutral. This was a waste of their talents and expertise. In this context, the SAP discussed the implications of a process that is Stakeholder led. The Regional Projects and their facilitators were providing leadership on process. They were also receiving guidance from the SNCBs. The SAP response to this first iteration could and should contribute by giving guidance where a gap was identified in advice, particularly over the interpretation and use of data. 
**Action 9** Beth Scott to lead on areas of additional ecological importance and to draft the report for the SAP based on the above discussion.
102. The final issue discussed under this item was whether the MB0102 project would fulfil all expectations; the SAP considered probably not. All have to work with the data that are available and perhaps the SAP could suggest alternative ways of doing this and to point the Regional Projects to data that would enable them to do better. Graham Underwood suggested that the SAP advice on data may prove helpful in this regard.

103. The opportunity for the Stakeholder to provide their data was discussed and Carole Kelly was asked to send SAP information on the Regional data collection tool.

**Action 10** Carole Kelly to send MB0102 Regional data collection tool information sheet to the SAP.
Definition of Reference sites
104. Callum Roberts noted that Finding Sanctuary had defined reference areas as areas of no disturbance that would be off limits to everyone. This was not how the Lundy site was working, as it allowed recreational activities. 
105. Mike Elliott stated that we need to consider why we need a reference site, we are told not to think of management measures or monitoring so we need to think of them as a good example of what we are trying to protect. To be more powerful scientifically we need 2 types of reference area:
· A site which excludes damaging activities
· A site that has exemplary biology.
These areas will cater for sensitive features; the implication is that there will be zoning. Mike Elliott mentioned that the Regional Projects need to be aware of the recent discussions by the EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive’s Descriptors Task Groups in determining Good Environmental Status (especially as the designation of MPA will have to fit with the MSFD approaches).
106. The Chairman asked Callum Roberts to take account of the comments made and to put together a definition, description and rationale as to why we think they need to exist and should be abided by. 
107. Callum Roberts accepted this role and agreed with Keith Hiscock that local management measures may be needed. He would also like to see all round eco-system protection as a mechanism for reference sites designation.
108. The Chairman agreed with this and the implication that there will be a monitoring programme. This should be stated as a corollary in the rationale. Defra should acknowledge the need to be planning for this.

109. Juliet Brodie mentioned that page 61 of the ENG states that science can be conducted in reference areas.
**Action 11** Callum Roberts, as lead on this item, to draft a report for the SAP to clarify the purposes and corresponding implications of reference sites for the Regional Projects.

Replication within large MCZs raised by Regional Projects.
110. The SAP discussed the replication at EUNIS level 3 which was considered fine for broadscale habitats, with the replicated areas being within the same biogeographical areas even if they were between projects. 

There was the potential for huge number of sites but this was considered a good thing as the ENG states that there must be replication sites within different MPAs to protect against total loss if there was a damaging incident i.e. oil spill. Having them in several locations would reduce the risk.  
111. The Chairman considered that the ENG was not prescriptive enough to deal with replication. For example where there is replication of a particular habitat in different parts of a larger MCZ, it was not clear whether each can be considered to be replicates.  Callum Roberts believed that the Regional Projects want a numerate definition of an acceptable separation.
112. The SAP discussed the use of the 40 - 80km figure which was used as a rule of thumb for the connectivity of similar habitats, on the basis that MPAs were required to be within that distance to be connected. It follows that similar habitats further apart than that could be considered to be disconnected. It was recognised that a large pollution event, for example, might affect both habitats but logically a disease on one would not readily transfer to the other via propagules.  Concerns were expressed that too much reliance might be placed on the rule of thumb and that incorporation into the network design would not stand up in a public enquiry if there was an oil rig blow out in the North Sea. Juliet Brodie was asked to express the rationale and limitations of any single figure in a draft of our further guidance on replication.
**Action 12** Juliet Brodie to take responsibility for writing a choice of words that SAP can comment on for replication within large MCZs.
Review of Regional Projects Presentations & members analyses.
113. Members had received the reviews back from SAP drafters and liked Graham Underwood’s scorecard approach so requested that all responses use this format.  The Chairman also requested that the title of these documents was changed to ‘Assessments of performance against principles’, to reflect the additional comments Graham Underwood had made. He wanted these documents to be put in a form that can go to Regional Projects; each standalone document would be self contained and include general advice. They will be addressed to the Stakeholders but need to be understandable to the Project Team.  A more general document might be provided to Defra, Natural England and JNCC, or they could be sent all four responses. A decision on that could be made later. All would be in the public domain when finalised.
Review of 1st Iteration from Finding Sanctuary 
114. Keith Hiscock considered Finding Sanctuary was making good progress on representivity and replication, for adequacy they were working to minimum areas only, no assessment had been made for viability and work was required to demonstrate connectivity at each habitat FOCI.

115. The SAP advised that for Connectivity, Finding Sanctuary use the MPA reporting tool. They should review inshore and offshore areas of interest, so that areas that straddle 12 nm limits are not avoided and greater connectivity between offshore and onshore levels is generated.
116. Some generic issues rather than specific to FS were raised. In reports the ENG should be quoted and not the associated Act. There is concern that in some areas and for some purposes SACs are not sufficiently protected and so Regional Projects cannot assume that SACs can be relied upon to deliver the ENG targets. The SAP feel it is fine to have an area designated as an SAC but if it is not designated for the habitat in question then it should designated as a MCZ for that habitat. Commensurate management measures will be required. 

117. The Chairman advised that the engagement with other countries regarding foreign fishers was not an issue for the SAP.
118. The Regional Projects should encourage Stakeholders to make use of the Regional data collection tools interactive map 
**Action 13** Keith Hiscock to further develop an assessment of the Finding Sanctuary report based on his initial draft, comments made at the meeting and subsequent advice from members provided by email.
Review of 1st Iteration from Net Gain 
119. Mike Elliott advised the SAP that Net Gain is further behind in the process than the other Regional Projects. They have the disadvantage of a larger area with more activities and so to meet the 2nd Iteration they must focus on delivery.  Net Gain had delivered 2 reports and notes send back to Net Gain from the SAP will only cover the first report as Net Gain said the 2nd report was for SAP information only.
120. The SAP feedback to Net Gain is that they have the same data as the other Regional Projects and they have made some progress. There will be more data available soon but is Net Gain really making use of the data they have and what are the issues that are not allowing them to make more progress?
121. The SAP will go back to the Net Gain Regional Profile and have a look at what was achieved then and where Net Gain is now.  The SAP will help and advise where they can; the Chairman has a meeting with Net Gain 18th August 2010 and will report SAP concerns at the lack of progress and will try and find out what the real problems are. There are a number of candidates – the size of the region, the complexity of the management structure, the lack of real engagement by stakeholders, unique problems with data in the region, etc. Defra to be made aware of SAP concerns.
**Action 14** Claire Herdman to raise SAP concerns over Net Gain with Defra.
122. Mike Elliott offered to write the first draft of the Assessments of performance against principles document for Net Gain and also to be available to advise them if required as his office was only 20 minutes away from theirs.
**Action 15** Mike Elliot to further develop an assessment of the Net Gain report based on his initial draft, comments made at the meeting and subsequent advice from members provided by email.
Review of 1st Iteration from Balanced Seas 

123. Callum Roberts considered the Balanced Seas proposal well thought through and the planning tool was working, although there was some unevenness over the area. As in the case of other Regional Projects Balanced Seas need to connect nearshore to offshore, not rule out the use of shipping lanes as MCZs and  have to solve the data quality issue over the inshore fishing fleet, but he was confident they’ll plug that gap.  Using the support scorecard led to the same conclusions, Balanced Seas are doing well and some of the questions they’ve thrown up will be dealt with in broader issues coming up, the 1st iteration was confidently done. He was impressed.
124. The Chairman advised that it is the job of the Stakeholder Group to come to as much of a shared level of support as they can for the sites that they put forward, otherwise decisions remain contentious/political where everyone just promotes their own favourite. The SAP and others need to make it clear that it is their remit and they need to organise themselves to fulfil it. He advised use of the economic impact assessment mechanism to compare scenarios and to make corresponding judgements but said Regional Projects should try and make decision making as evidence based as they can.
125. Callum Roberts liked the Irish Seas approach, of agree/ don’t agree areas as this may allow groups to come to a consensus agreement which may overcome some of the conflicts of interest that seemed to be causing blockages within the Net Gain area.

126. Beth Scott mentioned that some of the data used were not up to date, for example in the case of invasive species such as the pacific oyster. Mike Elliott said that these data were in EA maps established for the Water Framework Directive, cataloguing pressures in each area e.g. defences, alien species, and harbour activities.

127. The Chairman concurred. We must point to where the data are not up to date and to where the EA have potentially useful data. 
**Action 16** Callum Roberts to further develop an assessment of the Balanced Seas report based on his initial draft, comments made at the meeting and subsequent advice from members provided by email.
Review of 1st Iteration from Irish Sea Conservation Zones.

128. Mike Kaiser looked at Irish Seas 1st iteration in light of Graham’s Underwoods scores matrix and it showed Irish Seas had done a fairly good job and he liked their approach, the methodology of using blocks got the stakeholder group to think and accept things on the right spatial scale.  However they ended up protecting the sea bed where the vocal stakeholders have little or no interest. He questioned whether stakeholders with science/conservation interests were influencing the process. If not, it was a matter of concern. Northern Irish fishermen pushed MCZs away from waters that affected them the most; he believed that the network needs a protected zone to the west of Isle of Man. There is nothing inshore yet; there is a Liverpool Bay SPA that links with the North Wales’s coast so they must include Welsh stakeholders to ensure Welsh interests are addressed. He expressed concern that other governments and stakeholders who should be on the group are not included currently.
129. The Chairman said that it is critical that the right people are on the Stakeholder groups. This is a matter outside the SAP’s remit he will raise the concern with the SNCBs who have responsibilities here.
**Action 17** The Chairman to raise the SAP’s concern about liaison across jurisdiction boundaries with the SNCBs.
130. Juliet Brodie said macro- algae data were available there but not being used (Natural History Museum data). The Chairman asked that Juliet Brodie sends a paragraph on her comments to Mike Kaiser as this could be used to start a conversation on data gaps.

**Action 18** Juliet Brodie will draft and send her thoughts on data gaps to Mike Kaiser
131. Mike Kaiser mentioned that he wanted clarification regarding issues on economic data. All could show a trade off with socio-economics, e.g. what proportion of fisheries income actually affected. The Chairman advised that as we had the draft socio-economic data it would be fair to comment on them if they conflict with other data available to members. However their interpretation and implications were for others.
**Action 19** Michel Kaiser to further develop an assessment of the ISCZ report based on his initial draft, comments made at the meeting and subsequent advice from members provided by email.
132. In summary, the Chairman noted that the SAP had advocated a strategy of focussing on Broad Scale Habitats EUNIS L3 and that had clearly worked in getting the Regional Projects to think about representivity and adequacy at least at that scale. But that approach had its limitations and now attention must be directed to L4 data where they exist, FOCI and areas of additional ecological importance. He also believed that attention should begin to be paid to conservation objectives to provide a clear, shared and well-articulated view of why an area of interest, and eventually an MCZ, was required at a particular location.    
**Action 20** The Chairman to coordinate and pull together the various draft contributions as agreed and recorded in the above actions, with the aim of  achieving a consistent style and delivering consensus texts by the end of July. 
Compatibility Matrix
133. The Chairman expressed his concerns over the pressures from the pressures ‘v’ features matching in the pressures ‘v’ activities and the activities ‘v’ features matrices. He considered whatever was used for designation of pressures would have to be the same in each matrix. He was also concerned about lack of gradations in pressures. In the documents that he had seen, under physical pressures there is sufficient gradation regarding heavy impact (dredging) and light impact (anchors) but under biological pressures there is no gradation. For example under the lethal bycatch pressure, there is nothing to distinguish between a recreational fisher killing a single fish caught unintentionally and a trawler pulling up lots of fish and damaging large amounts of benthos. 
134. Mike Kaiser said that the recent Sensitivity Matrix workshop had developed benchmarks for each pressure.  The benchmarks describe the breakpoints between high/medium and medium/low pressure intensity. This should help with the problem described.
135. The Chairman advised the SAP that they were to quality check the sensitivity matrix between 16th and 24th July and the final matrix was due for release on 6th August 2010. He had concerns that the matrices may lead to a mechanistic approach and he always wanted to see scientifically sound application of tools rather than as a box ticking exercise. He looked forward to seeing the proposed thresholds and their rationale. 
136. Mike Elliott suggested that once the final matrices had been agreed there should be a workshop for the SAP and the Regional Projects on how to use all the matrices as the Regional Projects will not have the expertise to interpret them otherwise. 

137. The Chairman agreed and said it was also a good idea from Keith Hiscock that once we’ve got MCZs, to encourage the production of dossiers in more detail than just ticking boxes to show where the connectivity for that particular MCZ is thought to be. It could be kept as a living document so as more information emerged on that site as time progressed and it would become a monitoring tool.
Date of next meeting.
138. The Chairman mentioned that the SAP and Regional Projects were next scheduled to meet in December and that he reiterated the goal to deliver the SAP responses to the Regional Projects, Defra and the SNCBs by the end of July. 

139. Graham Underwood suggested it would be useful for the SAP to have a meeting in October as the biodiversity data and some of the tools and matrices will be available then. The Chairman agreed and a date for such a meeting was set provisionally for 29th October 2010.
The Chairman thanked everyone for attending and closed the meeting at 1730hrs.
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