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The Irish Sea Conservation Zones (ISCZ) Stakeholder Process has been designed and 
facilitated by Rob Angell of R K Partnership Ltd (RKP) since March 2011. Lynn Wetenhall and 
Jim Welch have supported the facilitation and process design.  The facilitators hold no formal 
position on any of the substantive issues that have been, or might be, considered.  It is for 
the participants to decide what issues are raised, how they might be addressed and how any 
observations, conclusions and recommendations might be recorded and communicated. 
 
Meeting reports are produced by the ISCZ Project Team and RKP. 
 
Details of the ISCZ Project, the Regional Stakeholder Group, and all meeting reports are 
available on the ISCZ website www.irishseaconservation.org.uk  
 

http://www.irishseaconservation.org.uk/
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Regional Stakeholder Group Meeting 7 Agenda - Wednesday 29th June 

 

9.30 Arrivals & refreshments 

10.00 Start  
Review and agree the Agenda & Meeting Aims 

 Updates 
¶ There will be a brief update on the project by Greg Whitfield 

¶ The Project Team will give an update on how well the current Network performs against the ENG 
targets. 

You will have an opportunity to ask questions and discuss these updates so that you understand them to 
enable you to do the work during the rest of the meeting. 

 Reference Areas ï Context and Input 

You will see the Reference Areas that you agreed last time and the ones that you rejected and there will be 
a reminder of the Reference Areas Guidance so that you have a good context in which to do your work. 

You will see further suggestions from any focus meetings and from the Project Team. You will be talked 
through the materials the Project Team will have prepared to help you do your work: 

¶ A spreadsheet tool to show when you have met the guidance on Reference Areas 

¶ A matrix for you to use in group work to guide your choices on Reference Areas 

You will have an opportunity to ask questions and discuss these so that you understand them and are able 
to use them in your work during the rest of the meeting. 

 Reference Areas ï small group work 

Using your agreed Reference Areas from the last RSG as a starting point you will work in smaller groups to 
see if you can choose a set of Reference Areas that meet the ENG guidance. 

 Break 

 Reference Areas ï whole group work 

You will work as a whole group to see which, if any Reference Areas you can agree to. 

 

 Lunch 

 Reference Areas ï small group work 

Using the Reference Areas you have just agreed as a whole group you will now have a chance to re-visit / 
review what further Reference Areas might be needed to meet the ENG guidance. 

 Break 

 Reference Areas (contôd) 

You will work as a whole group to see if you can recommend a set of RAs. 

 Next Steps 

What to tell / feedback to your constituency, agree any actions and review all decisions made. 

 Reflection and evaluation 

On how the meeting has gone. 

17.00 Finish 
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Context 
 
The Network 
The Project Manager gave a brief presentation to update the RSG on the performance of the draft 
final network configuration that is, the network as it currently stands following the May RSG 
meeting on 9th and 10th May 2011. This focussed on the performance of the network against the 
ENG targets. The RSG were given an opportunity to ask questions about the network, although it 
was acknowledged that this would not form part of any further discussions at this meeting, which is 
focussed solely on Reference Areas. 
 
Reference Areas 
The Project Manager gave a presentation to summarise the headline points of the Reference Area 
Guidance. It gave details of the extractive and depositional activities that would not be permitted to 
take place within Reference Areas and potentially damaging or disturbing activities that may be 
permitted to continue within Reference Areas if appropriate management or mitigation is in place 
to reduce the pressure/s that these activities introduce. The RSG were given an opportunity to ask 
questions for clarification on the guidance. 
 
The Task for this meeting 
The Project Manager reminded the group of the task in hand at this RSG meeting ς to decide and 
agree a full set of Reference Areas that meets the ENG criteria. This involved reminding the RSG of 
the five Reference Areas that were agreed and the three that were rejected at the previous RSG 
meeting in May (Appendix 1). The previously agreed Reference Areas covered several ENG features.  
 
An action on the project team from the last RSG meeting was for the project team to come up with 
further reference area options in order for the to address the shortfall that resulted from the 
Reference Areas that were previously rejected. This further suite of five Reference Area options 
(Appendix 2) were presented to the RSG so that there were options for the RSG to meet the 
guidance and cover every broad-scale habitat and habitat FOCI in the ISCZ project area. .  
 
Discussion following Context presentation 
Several of the RSG raised concerns about the short timescale over which they were being asked to 
make decisions on Reference Areas. As a consequence RSG members felt as though they were not 
being given the opportunity to discuss the Reference Areas with their constituent stakeholders (i.e. 
those not on the RSG).  
 
The NFFO representative informed the RSG of the OrganƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ !ǊŜŀǎΦ  
They had a prepared statement to explain this: 
 
ά¢ƘŜ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ bCChΣ bLCth ŀƴŘ b¦¢C! ŀǊŜ ŀŘŀƳŀƴǘƭȅ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ 
the government policy to include reference areas as part of the network of MCZs and there is no 
legitimate requirement under the Marine and Coastal Access Act.  We believe it is a 
disproportionate measure and unnecessary for monitoring the ecological performance of MCZs and 
is a policy that has a caǊŜƭŜǎǎ ŘƛǎǊŜƎŀǊŘ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘǎΦ 
There is also insufficient time and information available to the regional projects to make robust 
selections of sites.  As part of the Regional Stakeholder Group we are therefore not proactively 
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identifying sites though we are responding in terms of highlighting what harm selections may 
ŎŀǳǎŜΦέ 
 
Tools to help the RSG choose Reference Areas 
The Project Team gave a short demonstration of the tools that they had prepared in order to make 
ǘƘŜ w{DΩǎ ǘŀǎƪ ƳƻǊŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŀōƭŜ. These materials included an interactive spreadsheet that 
identified the features (i.e. those included within Reference Areas) as they were accepted or 
rejected in real time. This spreadsheet was also provided in hard copy on each table. An interactive 
PDF of the regional profile mapped data was available to each group to help decisions on Reference 
Areas. These data were also provided in hard copy. A hard copy map of all Reference Area options 
was also available on each table. 
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Choosing Reference Areas 
 
Small group session 1 
The RSG were divided into four small multi-sector groups (5 or 6 stakeholders on each table). Each 
group were asked to consider each of the Reference Area options presented to them and either 
accept the options outright (i.e. using the existing Reference Area boundaries), reject the options 
outright or accept the options with some kind of qualification or caveat. This latter category could 
include some kind of modification of the boundary presented. Each sub-group had a facilitator on 
the table, who recorded the main reasons why the Areas were agreed/rejected/accepted with a 
qualification.  
 
Plenary session 1  
The outputs of each sub-group (i.e. whether the sites were accepted, rejected or accepted with a 
qualification) were added to a large-scale paper matrix that was visible to the whole RSG. Most 
options were either rejected or accepted with a qualification.  
 
Discussions in plenary session 1 provided each sub-group with an opportunity to provide the other 
sub-groups with the rationale of their decision on each area.  
 
Plenary discussion then focussed on those sites that had been rejected by most or all sub-groups. 
This allowed the whole RSG to make a decision on these areas, before moving on to the second 
small group session. Rejecting some sites in this first plenary session refined the task that each sub-
group needed to undertake in the second small group session, as they had less Reference Area 
options to consider. 
 
Small group session 2 
Participants worked again in their sub-groups to look through the Reference Area options again to 
see whether they could accept any of the options if they were altered/modified to take into 
account the changes suggested by other sub-groups in plenary session 1. 
 
Each sub-group also went on to discuss those Reference Area options that they had not considered 
in small group session 1. 
 
Plenary session 2 
The large-scale paper matrix was used again to collect the results of the second round of small 
group work.  It was used to indicate whether the sub groups were able to accept a previously 
rejected site in light of the modifications discussed in plenary session 1. Results on the sites not 
previously discussed in small group session 1 (because of a lack of time) were also added to the 
matrix.  
 
Plenary discussions initially focussed on those sites where most or all of the sub-groups had come 
to a similar conclusions. This allowed the whole RSG to make a decision on these areas, before 
moving on to the third small group session. Discussions next focussed on those sites which still 
remained as being accepted with some kind of qualification or caveat. The relevant sub-groups 
were asked to explain, in plenary, the reasons why they had not accepted the options outright. 
Most of these reasons included some kind of boundary modification, which was displayed visually 
(projected onto a large screen) to the whole RSG using live GIS. In several instances, different sub-
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groups proposed similar boundary modifications. This allowed some of the sites to be accepted 
without the need for further small group work. 
 
The RSG were given an update on how the accepted Reference Areas performed against the list of 
features that needed to be covered. This reduced further the scope of the remaining task, but also 
indicated several features where there were no other possible Reference Area options. 
 
Small group session 3 
The sub-groups were asked to further consider if they could accept any of the options based on the 
modifications suggested by other sub-groups in plenary session 2. 
 
Plenary session 3 
All remaining Reference Areas (i.e. those that had not been agreed or rejected in the previous 
plenary sessions) were discussed in plenary to see whether the RSG could collectively reach a 
conclusion on these options. This work was supported by live GIS and the interactive spreadsheet 
that indicated the features that still remained un-captured by the agreed Reference Areas. This 
resulted in further accepted and rejected Reference Areas.  
 
This plenary discussion did not result in a final conclusion to the Reference Area work. The RSG 
acknowledged that they were satisfied that they had chosen as many of the options (with 
modifications) as they could. They acknowledged that this meant that they had not met the ENG 
guidance for Reference Areas. The implications of this situation were considered in the concluding 
plenary discussion (recorded towards the end of this report).  
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Small group sessions (a composite record of all discussions on site by site basis) 
 
Table 1 (KB/SM) 
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Table 2 (MS) 
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Table 3 (GW) 
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Table 4 (HM/AC) 
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Plenary discussions (a composite record of all plenary sessions) 
 
Option L 
 
All sub-groups rejected on the basis of the folowing 

o Haaf netting ς an activity that has taken place in the Solway for ~ 1000 years. 
o Not a good example of the habitat in question (Low Energy Infralittoral Rock) 
o Several public activities taking place here (e.g. beach combing) 

 
It was AGREED that Option L was rejected 
 
 
Option W2 

 

¶ Concerns were raised over potential outfalls into this area 

¶ Positive aspects of the area were referred to. The tide swept communities (reefs) were 
partly removed during a capital dredging exercise. However, these are the best examples in 
the northwest. It was suggested that if some additions are made to reduce the size of the 
site (to capture three smaller satellite sites ς two for tide swept reefs and one for seagrass 
beds) then this would make a good, robust Reference Area.  

¶ Queries were raised about the proximity of dredging to this Reference Area (even though it 
ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƻŎŎǳǊ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ !ǊŜŀ ƛǘǎŜƭŦύΦ DrŜŘƎƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŀ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƘŜǊŜ ŀǎ 
this is a turbid environment anyway which suggests that the existing features can cope with 
the existing degree of turbidity. It was also suggested that turbidity following dredging in 
this area drops back to background levels quite quickly.  

¶ Moorings and recreational activities would appear to be compatible with the seagrass beds 
ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎΦ LŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ then the features 
ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ present in such good condition at present. 

 
In plenary, the site was modified to include the seagrass beds and tide-swept features and to 
minimise conflict with human activities. 
 
When modified (shrunk) it was AGREED that option W2 was accepted.  
 
Action for the Project Team to redraw this boundary with straight lines to meet the ENG guidance. 
This should be based on the map (to be provided by Natural England) of the seagrass beds. 
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Option G 
 
It was AGREED that option G was accepted. This was on the basis that it follows the boundary of 
the rock / Pisces Reef, plus a 300 m buffer around the feature. The ENG guidance was consulted in 
the derivation of the distance of buffer required. It was noted that this Area is within a proposed 
SAC ς the boundary of which has yet to be decided. 
 

 
 
 
Option F 
 
The movement of the western boundary to the east to remove the conflict with the cable was 
AGREED. There was a query over the need for additional subtidal sand, but it was confirmed that 
the other accepted RAs provided only a small aggregate amount of subtidal sand. 
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Option B 
 
Queries were raised over the need to cover anything in addition to the two rock types (high and 
moderate energy circalittoral rock). The site was reduced in size to cover just the rock features. 
 
It was AGREED that option B was accepted taking into account the above modification. 
 

 
 
 
Option Y 
 
It was AGREED that option Y was accepted in light of a boundary modification to include only the 
western part of the Walney channel. This would overlap with the intertidal North Walney Nature 
Reserve but not Scarth Bright. 
 

 
 
Option T 
 
Queries were raised about outfalls in the Area. Furthermore, the only other alternative for 
moderate energy intertidal rock is the reference area adjacent to Hilbre Island (Site P). Given that 
site T is far from settlements it would be a good reference area, with minimal human disturbance. 
 
However, it was raised that there is significant amounts of artisanal fishing, angling competitions 
and commercial potting activity in the area; these are negative points that would indicate that this 
would not be a good Reference Area. 
 
There was no agreement on whether option T was agreed or rejected. See concluding plenary notes 
(below) for further details. 
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Option I 
 
This Reference Area is heavily accessed by recreational users. Furthermore there is a significant 
amount of potting activity adjacent to St Bees Head, which would mean that this would not be an 
ideal location for a Reference Area. 
 
There was no agreement on whether option I was agreed or rejected. See concluding plenary notes 
(below) for further details. 
 
Option A 
 
The MOD firing range activities were assumed not to be compatible with the Reference Area as 
there would be likely deposition of the ammunition detritus. 200,000 kg of ammunition is fired in 
this area per year, so deposition of such detritus may be significant.  
 
Moving the site to the northern extent of pMCZ1 (and away from the MOD license) was suggested. 
This would also cover the FOCI.  
 
 
It was AGREED that option A was accepted based on the above movement of the Reference Area 
further north within pMCZ1. 
 

 
 
Option U 
 
There is a significant amount of anthropogenic pressure on this site ς BAE, APB, windfarm 
maintenance vessels, and also a patch is actively grazed saltmarsh. 
 
It was AGREED that this option was rejected 
 
Option N 
 
It was AGREED that this site was rejected as the coastal saltmarsh habitat is found in another site 
which has already been agreed (option Y).  
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Option M 
 
It was AGREED that this site was rejected, as the features within option M had been covered by 
other agreed Reference Area options. 
 
Option W1 
 
It was AGREED that this site was rejected, as the features had been covered in other agreed 
Reference Area options. 
 
Option D 
 
It was AGREED that this site be rejected, as the features had been covered by other Reference Area 
options. Furthermore, military activities were identified that conflict with the Reference Area 
guidance.  
 
High additional biodiversity interests in this site (as discussed at the March Focus Group meeting) 
were noted, but it was acknowledged that the features are covered in option F (previously agreed). 
 
Option E 
 
This site includes features that are met in other Reference Area options. However, it was raised that 
most of the Reference Areas are in the north of the project area and that an Area in the south 
would be desirable from a conservation perspective.  
 
The Area conflicts with French bottom trawling activity. It was raised that it is unnecessary to have 
a further Reference Area when features are covered elsewhere. 
 
It was AGREED that site E was rejected as it is not needed.  The conservation interests agreed to 
this but wanted it noted that they had done so reluctantly because of the above points. 
 
Option T 
 
There was no group decision on whether this option was accepted or rejected. See further notes 
from the concluding plenary session for how this option will be progressed by the RSG. 
 
Option V 
 
Several activities that are unsuitable in Reference Areas were identified - dredging activity in north, 
cables in south and fishing in between the two.  
 
It was AGREED that this option was rejected. 
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Option X 
 
This option falls within an area of privately owned seabed, and there were queries over whether 
this was a suitable example for intertidal rocky habitats.  
 
It was AGREED that this option was rejected.  
 
 
Option C (previously agreed at the last RSG meeting)      
             
The MOD representative commented that this Area lies within the outer part of a range danger 
area designated as a buffer zone around the fishing area. Although inert weapons may occasionally, 
they would be unintentional. The MOD supports the designation of this Reference Area only on 
condition that its current activities are permitted to continue.  
 
 
As the plenary session progressed, results were recorded on a large-scale matrix which was visible 
to the whole RSG. A photograph of how this matrix looked at the end of the workshop is included 
below. A red border indicates that an agreement was reached over the names reference area 
option A, B, C etc.) and the red tick or cross along the bottom row of the matrix indicates whether 
the option was accepted or rejected. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



19 
 

Concluding plenary session 
 
General comments 
 
It was noted that (ISCZ) have the smallest length of coastline out of the four Regional MCZ projects 
and it is populated heavily in places. It is therefore difficult for the RSG to suggest intertidal/coastal 
RAs relative to other Regional Projects who may have more isolated patches of coastline that are 
more suited to Reference Area designation.  
 
It was AGREED that the RSG request that the Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies (Natural 
England and JNCC) and the Science Advisory Panel seriously consider the above point, relating to 
the geography of the ISCZ project area, when they evaluate the work done on Reference Areas. 
 
Concerns were raised from the NUTFA and other commercial fisheries representatives about the 
need to talk to wider stakeholders who are not on the RSG. It was recorded that reference areas 
have been accepted by the RSG as the RSG is the group that has been given the responsibility for 
making recommendations in this process.  It was acknowledged that the RSG cannot speak on 
behalf of all stakeholders that are likely to be affected.  
 
The RSG AGREED that they wanted it to be formally acknowledged (by way of this report) that the 
decisions over Reference Areas, and the enormity of the task, had been very difficult and led to 
many disagreements amongst the group. The Project Manager wanted it to be formally 
acknowledged that the Project Team fully understood how difficult this work has been and that 
they were very appreciative of the work that had been undertaken and the spirit in which the RSG 
approached the task. 
 
The remainder of the concluding plenary session focussed on the shortfall of features that are not 
captured by the Reference Areas agreed at the workshop.  
 
²Ƙŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ w{D ŎŀƴΩǘ identify Reference Areas for all ENG features in the project area? 
 
The facilitator encouraged the RSG to discuss what they wanted to do / say ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ 
Reference Areas that cover all of the features required. This resulted in several actions, as listed 
below. 
 
Action: Project Team to explore options for Reference Areas for the features that we have not met.  
These options are to be brought to the final RSG meeting in July. The July RSG will then be asked to 
say yes/no to these options, recognising that there will be limited time to discuss reference areas 
again in detail. There will be an explanation of how the boundaries have been identified, but there 
will not be an opportunity to modify these boundaries at the July RSG workshop. Most features are 
spatially discreet, so the options will be minimal in number. These options will be circulated by 6th 
July. 
 
Action: For Chris Lumb, Ron Graham, Dave Dobson and John Amery to discuss options for site I 
and/or T and to come back to the RSG with an agreement/proposal. Again, this will have to be a 
yes/no exercise for the RSG (i.e. accept/reject) and there will be no opportunity to amend 
boundaries. These proposals will also be circulated (by the Project Team) by 6th July.  
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Action: The Project Team will list the features that cannot be realistically met in light of the rejected 
Reference Areas. This will be circulated by 6th July. 
 
Action: The Project Team will send out the report from this meeting by 6th July. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



21 
 

Appendix 1 
Reference Areas agreed/rejected/still to be discussed following May RSG 

 


