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Working Group Attendees

1 Dave Cuthbert Commercial Fishing

2 Richard Stride Commercial Fishing

3 Rick Parker Charter Skippers

4 Peter Bartlett Leisure Boating

5 Mike Bailey Recreational Angling

6 Colin Cornish Regional Development & Economy
7 Richard White Conservation NGOs

8 Roger Covey Statutory Conservation
9 Emma Jackson Science

10 Nick Russell Heritage

Project Team

11 Louise Lieberknecht Finding Sanctuary

12 Shaun Lewin

13 Tom Hooper

14 Alana Murphy

15 Rupert Haines
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Agenda
09.45 | Arrivals & refreshments Supporting Paper
10.00 Review & Agree Agenda
) Actions from last meeting
Feedback from constituencies
Members can share the feedback from their colleagues and constituents to
each other to help inform the rest of their work at the meeting.
Steering Group Input
The Group will need to consider the feedback and suggestions made by the
SG.
11.40 | Break
Economic Impact Assessment
Rupert Haines the FS economist will give an overview of his work and there
will be time for questions and discussion.
Dorset LG input / feedback
The Group will need to consider feedback on a couple of the building blocks.
FOCI & broad scale habitats
The project team will table the results of their work for the group to discuss,
and understand and consider how to take forward. It may be possible /
productive to compare the new work to the previous building blocks.
13.15 | Lunch
FOCI & broad scale habitats (contdd
Areas of Focus
The Group will have an opportunity to discuss the areas of focus that the
project team have previously identified to see if they are ok with these and
therefore the areas that are not being chosen for further consideration.
Compatibility Matrix
Update on progress with it nationally and a discussion to see if the group can
use the revised version to help keep progressing its work.
15.15 | Break
Next Steps
1 What to report / share with the SG
1 What to tell / feedback to your constituency
1 Agree actions and review all decisions made
Reflection and evaluation
On how the meeting has gone.
17.00 | Close
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Actions from IWG1 1 27" April 2010

IWG2 comments

Look at trawling data, particularly around Start
Point, where the map
FisherMap data shows mobile gear activity, but
the area has been closed to mobile gears for over
5 years.

Shaun Lewin; May 14"

we

FS are incorporating an additional phase in their quality
assurance process to address this issue.

Find out from the MMO the level of compatibility
between various renewable technologies and
fishing activities. Colin will try to pursue the MMO
official line on this.

Colin Cornish, Next IWG meeting

Colin found out tihéds pabds Dbt
process through Defra that dictates what the likely exclusion
zones will be with respect to renewables. The maximum
exclusion zone is 500m around any particular device during
construction and operation, based on safety. Colin believes

that wave devices have also been granted a 500m zone

around each device. The exclusion does not apply to the wind
or wave farm as a whole, but to each individual device.

Add heritage wrecks to the maps for the next IWG
meeting.
Tom Mullier; Next IWG meeting

Heritage wrecks have been added to the maps available both
in the WG and SG meetings. There are errors in the wreck list
from the UKHO, but we are unsure how that can be fixed. We
need to bear the errors in mind during our planning. Wrecks
that are known to be wrong can be removed by FS from our
map, if the Project Team are passed this information.

Check when the Inshore Potting Agreements
apply, whether they cover the sitesinthe A i
focus area and if the restrictions are seasonal.
Shaun Lewin; May 14"

E ¢

IWG_20 was circulated to the group. Much of the IPA is
seasonally closed and the rest is permanently closed to mobile
gear.

Talk to Paul Trebilcock and Andy Wheeler from
the CFPO to show them the building blocks from
the IWG meeting and to request the release of the
fishing activity data which Finding Sanctuary
helped to collect.

Dave Cuthbert: May 14"

We have not yet received the Cornish fishing data. Dave has
been finding it difficult to get the CFPO to agree to hand over
the collected data. There is at least VMS data for the offshore
areas, but the worry right now is that the inshore Cornish
fishing fleet are being disadvantaged as there is no data
available to the FS project about where fishing takes place. It
was suggested that adding a Cornish inshore representative to
the IWG would help bring that much needed fishing knowledge
into the meeting, but there is the dilemma of bringing a new
person into the group at this stage. These fishing
representatives are definitely in the Cornish Local Group and
at least information is being passed through this route. Tom
Hooper and Dave Cuthbert will need to continue the
discussion about better communications between the Cornish
fishing representatives and the project.

[NB. Since the IWG2 meeting, the Cornish fishing data has
been received from the CFPO and is being mapped by FS]

Roger Covey and Louise will look at the FOCI and
what is already being protected by existing MPAs.
Roger will also look at whether the remaining
FOCI targets are met within the dark green
example network that was presented to the group.
Roger Covey and Louise Lieberknecht; Next IWG
meeting

This is extremely complicated, but the south west portion was
completed on Friday 25" June. For some of the sites, it is
di fficult to work out what
notes are ambiguous. It is likely that by the next IWG meeting,
Louise will be able to assess what is protected through
existing designations within the building block areas.

i 9

Check with the Crown Estate about their marine
audit of resources and economic value of those
areas.

Shaun Lewin; May 14"

We have not received the information we were expecting from
the Crown Estate. Colin Cornish will follow this up with David
Tudor.

Remove the reference sites from the version of
the map that will be in the IWG report.
Louise Lieberknecht: May 7"

The reference sites have been removed from the maps.

Digitise hand drawn suggestions from the IWG
meeting as part of the meeting output.

The hand drawn sites have been added to the maps
presented at the IWG meeting.

decide@rkpartnership.co.uk
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Tom Mullier; May 7"

Analyse what habitat/FOCI are covered within
suggestions drawn in IWG meeting.
Louise Lieberknecht; Next IWG meeting

Data regarding habitats/FOCI are available during this
meeting.

PT to bring along printed maps available in the
IWG meeting for the IWG to refer to when
presenting their work to the SG.

Louise Lieberknecht: June 9" SG meeting

Maps were available at the SG meeting in June.

Clarify with NE/JNCC as to whether we have to
meet ENG sediment targets both inshore and
offshore, or whether we simply have to meet the
target for the region.

Louise Lieberknecht; Next IWG meeting

We have to reach the targets within the region and not
necessarily equally inshore and offshore, as long as we meet
connectivity targets. As the Working Groups have been
arbitrarily split at the 12nm limit, we could potentially increase
the amount of sediment target which could be met offshore to
relieve the pressure on the inshore group. At some stage in
the process, we have to bring the inshore and offshore areas
back together and look at the region as a whole.

Clarify with NE/JNCC what qualifies as a further
ecological consideration.
Louise Lieberknecht, Next IWG meeting

Wedve had no f iamewquestios raslieen T h ¢
recorded from the SG to go to the SAP.

91 All other actions have been completed or are ongoing.

Feedback from Constituencies

1 Will anchorage take into account the size of vessels? Further work is being done nationally on the

compatibility matrix and through this we expect anchoring to be considered by vessel size.

Ports authorities, the steering and Local Groups have commented that they feel the water column
and seabed building blocki D1 i sndt pr a KogerCavéylayd Rishard Wiate willecheck if
the bird data is correct in that area.

Initial feedback from some fishermen to the building blocks h a s n 6 t begrostrangaand a lot of
questions were asked. Having maps available to go from harbour to harbour would be useful,
especially including a smaller latitude/longitude grid on maps.

How accurate is the inshore broad-scale data? 1t is modelled data so we have to accept its limitations
and work with it as it is the best available data we have. We have more accurate FOCI data for
habitats which will be used more and more as the planning process progresses.

Roger Covey and Richard White will be getting together to take an inventory of what data FS have
and what new information will be useful to pass on to fill in any gaps.

People have been concerned that we may be excluding areas based on socio-economic factors, but
at this stage, it is recognised that we will look further at sites when we are taking FOCI and FOCI
quality into account.

There are concerns that Local Group views are not being fed in to the WGs. All LG suggestions are
available on the wall during meetings as well as having been incorporated into the original building
blocks presented to the group in the first meeting. Louise also explained that some suggestions were
not created as building blocks due to conflicting views within the LG. New site suggestions and
amendments will be fed through from the LG, to the next available IWG meeting.

Round 3 wind farm sites seem to be the biggest controversy at the moment. From speaking to a
broader range of constituents, renewable representatives d o n 6 t want tlocation of Isites
without knowing the management measures of potential MCZ sites. They feel the need to de-risk the
process somehow, by looking at alternative places we could put MCZs. Multi-million pound sites
could be made unviable/unattractive to investors if designated with management measures that
arendt c o mpeaewable use. Particalanly for wind farm sites, the renewables sector would
like the IWG to look elsewhere to reduce the risk for the developing sites. Progress with a dual track
approach was suggested; one with MCZs and renewables co-locating, and the other with MCZs

decide@rkpartnership.co.uk www.rkpartnership.co.uk Company Registration: 4774770
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being in separate areas from potential wind/wave energy sites. However, it was noted that what we
are currently doing through looking at building blocks is already allowing for this dual track approach.

1 Wind devices have a 20-25 year lifespan and all the licensed areas may not be developed. It is
therefore felt there is little point in disregarding the possibility of co-location or to stop looking at
certain areas as potential MCZ sites. However, it is essential to be clear on any assumptions being
made about co-location, when considering building blocks.

1 If wind farms may not be developed in certain places for 30 years, commercial fishing may end up
conceding ground much earlier than is needed. MCZs can be reviewed and renewables could put
their case forward when the time comes for development. Process-wise, we will need to recognise
the time scales involved.The EIA does take account of economic activity over the next 20 years.

1 We need to be careful about removing sites on the basis of economic value as this would be treating
one sector differently from the others.

1 To date we have been looking at the current situation in terms of economics, but in the future, work
will look at how industries will be developing over the next 20 years or so. Including technology
change, time frames, reviewing sites, etc. Guidance is being developed nationally to look at
situations such as these.

1 The Environment Agency has sent through data about the value of estuaries as fish nurseries. The
data will be looked at during the next IWG meeting in July. Richard White and Roger Covey will look
at the data in the mean time.

1 The ENG has been finalised and the June 2010 version released. There will be no more changes.

It was AGREED:

9 Roger Covey and Richard White will check if the bird data in Torbay around building block iD1 is
correct.

1 Roger and Richard will be getting together to take an inventory of what data FS have and what new
information will be useful to pass on to fill in any gaps.

1 The IWG will revisit Environment Agency data on the value of estuaries as fish nurseries in the July
meeting.

1 Colin to do further work checking with his renewables constituency regarding their needs and wishes,
including the Crown Estate

Feedback from the Steering Group (June 9" meeting)

1 The feedback from the Steering Group was discussed and the IWG made suggestions as to which
elements they would take onboard and which they would pass on to the project team and SAP.
1 Full details of the feedback and IWG comments are in Appendix 5.

Impact Assessment

1 Finding Sanctuary Economist Rupert Haines will put in a submission of the Impact Assessment (I1A)
to Defra at the same time that Louise submits the Progress Report to the SAP. The submission will
include background chapters and additional baseline studies. It complements the Regional Profile by
adding context. This is a work in progress, but it is important for sector representatives to look at the
relevant sections to provide comment and ensure that the most up to date and comprehensive data
is being used. The IWG/OWG/SG will have access to the document.

1 Do you think you have enough information to quantify the fishing analysis or will it be qualitative? It
will be a bit of both, although the knock on effects will be harder to quantify. There is better, more
refined data than the SAC/SPA process had access to. It will still need some level of refinement,
especially inshore, in order to make it useful. The methodologies used in the Natura 2000 sites have

decide@rkpartnership.co.uk www.rkpartnership.co.uk Company Registration: 4774770
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been considered. FisherMap seeks to give us an initial dataset that will give us better figures as it is
gualitative.

There has been no impact assessment at this stage as possible sites or an array of sites needs to be
chosen for their impacts on stakeholders to be assessed.

Rupert is looking at what useful data he can bring to IWG meetings for consideration in the process.

Local Group Considerations of Building Blocks

1 The IWG were presented with the Dorset Local Group comments on the building blocks around
Dorset as well as the LGs suggestions for amendments to the blocks and additional sites.

1 The IWG like the work that the Local Groups are undertaking and think it is useful local feedback for
the WGs to take into account when selecting sites.

1 Many of the suggestions, both amendments to existing building blocks and new site suggestions,
were taken on by the IWG due to the rationale given by the LG for their inclusion/exclusion.

1 The IWG feel it would be useful to know what sectors were represented at the LG meetings so it is
clear which stakeholder interests have been considered.

1 The LG opinions of the building blocks around Dorset were presentedt o t he | WG usi
approach to show where there was consensus or differences in opinion. The IWG found this really
useful as they could quickly see building blocks that had Local Group support as well as exploring
the rationale supplied by each of the LG subgroups.

1 The Dorset Local Group suggestions are available on the Finding Sanctuary website, in the
resources section.

It was AGREED:

9 An attendees list will be included on all LG reports in the future.

Marxan Summed Solutions

=a =

Marxan is a type of decision support software which is being used by Finding Sanctuary to aid MCZ
planning.

For this meeting, Marxan was run 700 times with feature data and cost factors; the solutions were
added together and output provided as a single, combinedmap. The result was
showing the areas that continually come up as important for meeting ENG targets. This could be
because conservation targets are only found in limited areas so they are always chosen in a Marxan
run, or because grouping together areas with many different ENG features is an efficient way to meet
the targets whilst minimising costs (area/impacts/future risks) to stakeholders.

The Marxan process was done with and without taking socioeconomic factors into account and a
summed solution map of each was produced. This allowed IWG members to compare where
socioeconomic factors had influence and where they had little/no effect (e.g. where a feature is only
found in one place).

ng

a

I't is Iimportant to remember that the summed sol

nor will it be used to choose final sites. It can however be used to identify areas that are important to
efficiently meeting ENG targets.

Only feature data from the last 30 years has been used and any uncertain data has not been included
in our mapped dataset. This is to ensure we are working with as accurate and reliable a dataset as
possible.

The Working Groups will have to look at connectivity targets separately later in the process.
Abundance hasnoét been taken isnoh the Maxancsummmed solian
map could be because there are many different FOCI in a given area, because there are many of the

decide@rkpartnership.co.uk www.rkpartnership.co.uk Company Registration: 4774770
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same FOCI in a given area, or because there are habitats and FOCI close to each other which would
be the most efficient way of meeting ENG targets whilst keeping a small MCZ/MPA footprint.

It was AGREED:
9 Louise Lieberknecht and Emma Jackson will work on how the buffers have been applied to the data.

Building

Block Exercise

1 The IWG split into two groups (group 1 in the meeting room and group 2 in the dining room) to look
further at building blocks as possible MCZ sites, to make amendments to them and to look at Local
Group comments/suggestions.

1 The groups made some selections of building blocks they would like to consider further as possible
MCZ sites. The group discussions are shown below.

1 New building block suggestions are highlighted in yellow. A map of original building blocks and new
suggestions is in Appendix 1.

Subgroup 1

IA7

IWG2 (June 28th) suggestion to shift iA6 west to include sublittoral mixed sediments and
chalk FOCI. The area is highlighted as important to meeting conservation objectives on the
Marxan maps showing the summed solutions.

iA8 Accept suggestion 5 (Poole Bay area) by Dorset LG (May 13th) which encompasses the
whole of iAl and part of IA2.

iB3 Accept suggestion 4 (west of Portland Bill) by Dorset LG (May 13th) which encompasses
part of iB1 and iB2.
Additional notes from group 1

Focus Revisit FOCI on Start Point (focus area iE) to see if any boundaries of the building blocks

area E need changing.

iH3 and iH3 and iH12 are building blocks on the map due to "further ecological considerations" and

iH12 the group are unsure whether they should be there at all at this stage. Maybe it is better to

include these types of considerations if a MCZ is being designated for another purpose, for
example if the areas are proposed for protecting birds, the group feel that restricting all water
column activities would be too stringent.

The subgroup has requested the analysis of building block data and frontal data to help
compare it with habitat and FOCI data.

decide@rkpartnership.co.uk www.rkpartnership.co.uk Company Registration: 4774770
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Subgroup 2

IA8

Accept suggestion 5 (Poole Bay area) by Dorset LG (May 13th) which encompasses the
whole of iA1 and part of iA2. Subgroup 2 commented that they should check whether this
incorporates Old Harry Ledge (they felt it should not as the proposed site is important for
seagrass/seahorses and need notinclud e ar eas t hat dondét have

IA9 IWG (June 28th) suggestion encompassing parts of iA4, iIA5 and iA6 outside of the R3
windfarm site. The idea here was to cover a similar range of habitats as the original building
blocks, but without going into the windfarm licence area.

iD3 IWG1 (April 27th) suggested modification to Torbay building block.

iE5 IWG1 (April 27th) suggested modification to Start Point building blocks.

iG5 IWG2 (June 28th) suggestion around Whitsand Bay as an alternative to some of the original
iG building blocks, containing the same EUNIS L3 habitat but with less negative impacts for
mobile gear fishing and possible support from divers expected.

iH6 This site was included based on recognition that something would probably be needed within
the iH focus area in order to meet all the targets; iH6 was picked to generate some
discussion & feedback, if possible from Cornwall LG.

iJ1 Mounts Bay, one of the original building blocks, was picked due to perceived low levels of
controversy and recognised habitats of importance (incl. seagrass beds).

iL1toiL11 |loS Local Group agreed suggestion.

inclusive

iL17 Picked to help meet sediment targets, on the basis of feedback from the Isles of Scilly LG
that a couple of the additional blocks around the Scillies would be okay from their
perspective.

iL19 The subgroup nudged iL12 east into the traffic separation scheme, to bolt onto the possible
SAC off Landdés End. This was also chosen
LG that a couple of the additional blocks around the Scillies would be okay from their
perspective. [NB. From the project team: at the time of digitising this suggestion, we were
still pursuing accurate data on traffictely
reflected the intention of the group with this new block i to be discussed at IWG3 meeting].

iM4 | WG2 (June 28th) suggestion to include th
for water column protection.

iIN2 IWG1 (April 27th) modification of iN1 to narrow it to the habitat of interest (rocky reef) without
including adjacent sediment areas.

iP4 IWG2 (June 28th) modification of original iP building blocks to have less potential impact on
future renewable interests.

iR1 Included on the assumption that the Atlantic Array windfarm will go ahead as planned and
will be compatible with an MCZ in the same location. If the two are compatible, then
including this building block will reduce the need to find equivalent habitat elsewhere,
thereby minimising costs/potential displacement effects on fishermen.

iIS1 Coastal site off Somerset, seen as (relatively speaking) uncontroversial.

iIS2 Coastal site off Somerset, seen as (relatively speaking) uncontroversial.

decide@rkpartnership.co.uk www.rkpartnership.co.uk Company Registration: 4774770
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Group Feedback on Building Blocks

I The subgroups then rejoined and shared their discussions. The IWG asked the Project Team to map
the combined selections as a possible network array (see Appendix 2) and to assess what
percentage of ENG targets has been met (this will be available at the next IWG meeting).

The IWG will take the mapped array to their constituents for comments.

Several building blocks were modified to minimise the impact on commercial and renewable sectors

(see Appendix 1).

f The Isles of Scilly Local Group, during their meeting on June 16", discussed having a couple of
additional sites surrounding those they have already agreed (iL1-iL11). Based on this, subgroup 2
suggested iL17 and iL19 for the LG to consider.

I The S building blocks in the Bristol Channel are not considered contentious so are useful to include.
Cabling may be the only issue due to its incompatibility with reference areas (the IWG will discuss
this at a later stage).

91 iH6 could go back to the Cornwall LG to get them to consider this area and see if it would be suitable
for designation. [NB. Since the IWG2 meeting, the Cornwall Local Group have met and discussed the
building blocks surrounding Cornwall. The results of this discussion will be available at the next IWG
meeting.]

1 A modification was made to building block iG2 to make it more elongated and move it further inshore,
away from scallopers. This new block is called iG5 (see Appendix 1).

1 It is recognised that the approach taken for drawing iA9 is the opposite to the reasons stated for
incorporating block iR1 (the area covered by the Atlantic Array plans). Avoiding windfarm areas
upfront (on the assumption they might not be compatible with MCZs) vs. including windfarm areas
upfront (on the assumption that they will be compatible with MCZs) are opposite approaches to
dealing with the same uncertainty over whether co-location of windfarms and MCZs will be possible.

I The IWG studied the Dorset LG suggestions and put 2 forward as new building blocks; these are iA8
and iB3 (see Appendix 1).

i iH3 and iH12 were considered in terms of what the management measures would mean, and
whet her we coul d desihgmratee ojl bwggti cfad.r ctomess e eff fau ri to n ¢

E

It was AGREED:

9 The Project Team will map the combined selections from the two subgroups as a possible network
array.

1 The IWG will take the mapped network array to their constituents for comments.
i Finding Sanctuary will look at which building blocks encompass frontal systems.

Focus Areas and nAnwhiteo Areas

T The | WG di scussed t h buildihgvilocktmapwhiahrinelades aoyrareds kithin the
Finding Sanctuary project boundary that are not within a focus area.

1 The group are generally happy with the white areas on the map in the sense that they avoid areas of
high commercial fishing use.

1 They also recognise that they may need to look at the white areas as they move on from broad scale
habitat data and focus more on species and habitat FOCI.

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

1 We will continue to work with the Finding Sanctuary interim compatibility matrix as needed until
national guidance is available.

1 A pressure/activities matrix will be made nationally and will also be used beyond the scope of this
project.

1 Following this, there will be a link made between the pressures/activities matrix and the ENG features
(broad scale habitats and FOCI) to make a specific activities/features compatibility matrix. This will be
developed with the SAPs guidance and will be consistent nationally.

1 Comments on the interim matrix should be fed in from the IWG members to help feed into the SAP in
order to improve the usability of the matrix.

What to share with constituents / colleagues (SG/OWG/LG)

What to put in front of the Steering Group
1 Meeting report with the mapped outputs from this meeting.

1 /s it possible to use liaison officers to get more feedback from fishing industry? Not until October
when data collection has been completed, but specific questions can be asked.

The Group AGREED to share:
9 The report from this meeting with the Steering, Local and Offshore Working Groups.

1 The meeting report and any maps provided to them with their constituents. The agreement was on
the understanding that IWG members explained the context of the building blocks and the dynamic
nature of the possible network with the people they shared it with.

Feedback on the meeting

1 Grateful to be able to progress in the next meeting without having to go through the SGinput as
t her e wan 8@ meetimgebefore the next IWG. We need to find a better way of dealing with
the SG input.

Smaller grid on maps, particularly the building blocks.

Index of maps.

=a =

Next Inshore Working Group Meetings

Inshore Working Group meetings will be held:

T 27" July 21 October
T 9" September 1 24" November

decide@rkpartnership.co.uk www.rkpartnership.co.uk Company Registration: 4774770
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Actions
Action Who By when

1 [Colin will provide Loui se watbnhto safetyl | Colin Cornish July 6"
zones around offshore renewabl es ern

2 | Wrecks that are known to be wrong can be removed from our maps by | Peter Bartlett June 29"
Finding Sanctuary. Peter will liaise with Shaun to remove the wreck he | and Shaun
knows is incorrect. Lewin

3 IWG members will email the FS team with additional wrecks not on maps or | IWG and Shaun | Ongoing
amendments to incorrect wreck positions/names/etc on existing maps. | Lewin
Shaun will add these to our dataset and maps.

4 Explore further ways to engage with the Cornish fishing industry Tom Hooper July 9th

and Dave
Cuthbert

5 Having received on 25" June the analysis of what habitats and FOCI are | Louise Next IWG
already being protected by existing MPAs, Louise will assess what amounts | Lieberknecht meeting
of the various ENG target habitats and species we have already met and the
shortfalls which we still need to protect.

6 | Colin will follow up with David Tudor regarding sharing the Crown Estate | Colin Cornish July 2™
data with Finding Sanctuary.

7 PT to discuss production of maps for WG members to use as a support tool | Richard Stride July 2™
when talking to constituents in the field. Consider use of Admiralty charts of | and Shaun
Western approaches and Portland Bill with a Finding Sanctuary acetate of | Lewin
building blocks at the appropriate scale/projection as an overlay.

8 Email link to final Ecological Network Guidance (ENG) and ENG summary | Louise June 29"
by Finding Sanctuary to SG members. Lieberknecht

9 | Ask the OWG to look at encompassing proportionally more of the sediment | Louise Next OWG
from the ENG targets to relieve pressure on inshore areas which are already | Lieberknecht meeting
heavily designated with various existing MPAs.

10 | With reference to iD1 and the modified block iD3 (NB. This building block | Richard White July 9"
was incorrectly labelled iD2 on the map at IWG2 - see notes on next page), | and Roger
check where the bird populations are around Berry Head and Torbay. Covey

11 | Rename EUNIS Level 3 to broad-scale habitats to reflect the fact that it is | Louise Next IWG
not the classification scheme but the data we are referring to. Lieberknecht meeting

12 | Reinforce with Local Groups and coordinators how their work is fed into the | Tom Hooper July 16"
WGs/SG via the process agreed by the Process Group and SG.

13 | Natural England will explore the data available on the GCR sites and pass | Roger Covey July 23"
this back to Finding Sanctuary. Gap analysis will follow.

14 | Colin will communicate with SWRDA to see whether there are any local | Colin Cornish July 23™
economic issues that havenot been
sectors, e.g. ports, are considered at this stage of the process.

15 | PT to review data held on disposal sites and look at iA3 and other building | Louise July 217
blocks to show which of these intersect disposal sites. To be brought to the | Lieberknecht
attention of both WGs.

16 | PT to look at mapping and making available port, harbour, pilotage, | Tom Mullier July 21%
anchorage and disposal grounds (as with above action). To be brought to
the attention of both WGs.

17 | Make recommendation to MMO that the LGs/WGs have brought many | Tom Hooper July 21%
different sectors working effectively together and could be used in the future
for continued marine spatial planning.

18 | Send the SG a new link to the maps available to them in meetings. Tom Mullier July 6"

19 | Process Group to consider a more efficient way to relay feedback from SG | Rob Angell and | July 9
to WG. Process Group

20 | In future LG reports, the PT should ensure a list of those present at the | Alana Murphy Ongoing
meeting is included.

21 | Process Group to consider how to integrate the work of the IWG and OWG, | Rob Angell and | July 9"

including the possibility of a joint meeting.

Process Group
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22 | PT to look at how to incorporate frontal data within building blocks. PT July 21%

23 |Map outputs from todayds | WG meet i|PT JuIy21§t
building blocks, on a map with the existing building blocks, and provide
explanatory note regarding the ENG targets met.

Digitise modifications from 2 IWG subgroups and include list of picked sites July 7"
so the group have this available before above is ready on 21°.
24 | Report from this meeting including mapped outputs to be sent to IWG. Alana Murphy July 9"
25 | Make the latitude/longitude grids smaller on building block maps. PT Next IWG
meeting
26 | Create and bring to next IWG meeting a map list of the maps available for | PT Next IWG
use at the meeting. meeting
Map brought to IWG 1 Output from IWG1 Map brought to IWG2 CORRECT CODES

Output from IWG2
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Order of meetings and map production

In preparation for IWG2, the estuaries iD2 and iE4 were removed in error and the new building blocks were labelled
with these codes. This has been spotted and corrected, so the correct building block names are shown in the last
map extract on the right. The estuaries have been put back on the map and are labelled as they were originally as
they were referred to in the minutes from IWG meeting 1.

iD2 - Dart Estuary

iD3 - IWG suggestion around Torbay
iE4 - Salcombe Estuary

iE5 - IWG suggestion around Start Point
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Appendix 1: Inshore Building Block Map (including IWG2 amendments)
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