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1.0 Welcome and Introductions					

1.1 The Chairman Euan Dunn welcomed all to the meeting and participants introduced themselves around the table. It was noted that the majority of attendees had been present at an NSAC workshop the previous day, on the subject of socio-economics and MPA management. The day’s working group session would build on discussions from this workshop. The agenda for the meeting was adopted with one alteration – item eight, control and enforcement in MPAs, would be dealt with under ‘Actions from the previous meeting’. 
Apologies were made on behalf of Ned Clark, NFFO.
2.0   Minutes of Previous Meeting
					
2.1	The report of the meeting held on 9th June 2017 was approved.

3.0 Matters Arising / Action Points

3.1	Lorna Duguid updated the group on actions from the previous meeting. 
· A letter on rationale for adding species to the Prohibited Species list had been drafted, approved by the EWG and by the Executive Committee and sent to the Commission. A reply had been received, and a follow-up letter sent, asking for further clarification, as the response had been ‘vague’. Further follow-up on this was required – Duguid would liaise with Irene Kingma, Dutch Elasmobranch Society.
· Research conducted by German scientist Dr Torsten Schulze on MPA management was to be circulated to the group and discussed. This had been done. 
· A research phase into a socio-economics workshop had been conducted, and the workshop itself had been held the previous day. Euan Dunn highlighted a matter of discussion for the day’s meeting: would this lead to the creation of a WG on socio-economics? 
· A letter was to be produced on control and enforcement measures for MPAs, to be sent to Member States, inviting dialogue on the subject. This was now part of a wider stream of work – incorporating discussions held at the Demersal Working Group. It was agreed that this would be raised at the Executive Committee meeting on 6th March in order to determine a clear way forwards for NSAC engagement on control and enforcement, including with regards to MPAs.
· Euan Dunn had been tasked with establishing whether regional coordination groups for the data collection framework would accept input and representation from Advisory Councils (ACs). Dunn reported to the group that contact with the regional coordination groups had not received a reply, despite repeated requests. It was understood that NSAC Chair, Niels Wichmann, knew one of the relevant regional coordination group co-chairs. A discussion would be held between Dunn and Wichmann and next steps determined at the Executive Committee meeting. 
· Tony Hawkins had been asked to provide an update on research into marine noise pollution. He was present at the EWG and due to present. 
· Pim Visser had been tasked with preparing a brief presentation on marine litter and plastics, and this was also on the EWG’s agenda. 
Euan Dunn noted that the final two actions come under the EWG’s attention to the delivery of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD).
				
4.0 Offshore wind park developments – Euan Dunn

4.1 Euan Dunn opened the discussion on wind power development within the North Sea by stating that proposed developments are a ‘game changer’ which re-frame much of the work undertaken by the EWG. The group had heard presentations on the proposed ‘North Sea wind hub’ (developed by TenneT, a leading European electricity transmission system operator, with activities in the Netherlands and Germany) during the previous day’s workshop. It was felt that the NSAC and EWG were in a strong position to engage on this project, given our relevant experience from the Forewind/ Dogger Bank development.

4.2 The EWG engaged in an expansive discussion with Thomas Aksan, of TenneT, following a presentation he delivered at the previous EWG meeting in Brussels. Since that time there had been no further engagement with the AC, but NGO members had been present at a ‘joint fact-finding’ meeting in November of 2017. Having attended that meeting, Dunn remarked that there were some ‘significant’ issues with proposals, and that it was important the EWG engaged with the project in a systematic way. 

Dunn detailed the scale of the proposed development. An Ecofys report states that Europe will require 230GW of wind energy to meet the Paris Agreement target of carbon neutrality by 2045. 180GW of this energy is envisaged to be sourced from developments in the North Sea. Currently, only 9GW of capacity is planned for the North Sea, under the Forewind-led development in the Dogger Bank area. To make such an increase in capacity feasible, a ‘hub and spoke’ model has been developed – comprising of an island (the hub) with a landing strip and accommodation, surrounded by potentially up to 7,000 turbines. The hub would facilitate 30GW of generation: still a relatively small proportion of the overall target. It was noted that the precise location of the hub was still to be determined, but the proposal as a concept had significant momentum behind it, as a key part of the ‘Blue Growth’ agenda. The European Commission (EC) has signed a public Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with developers Energienet and TenneT, showing political support. Dunn also highlighted significant positive media on the subject across Europe. 

Overall, Dunn felt that, while acknowledging the primacy of meeting emission 
reduction targets through renewable energy, issues of deployment, scale and mitigation had not been fully enough explored with regards to the North Sea wind hub. NGOs had raised a number of concerns during the fact-finding meeting: 

· The footprint of the proposed array would be equivalent to ‘half of the Dutch continental shelf’ – a challenge on a scale never before seen;
· Demand would always outstrip supply – 180GW may not be enough, and the North Sea risks effectively becoming a default windfarm;
· Projected scenarios didn’t take developments in energy efficiency sufficiently into account; 
· Terrestrial wind farms were too easily written off, an EU-wide assessment of this option would be welcomed;
· Concern that TenneT doesn’t fully understand implications of the development on biodiversity. Whilst the Dogger Bank is ideally situated in terms of geography and wind conditions, it is also a Natura 2000 site. It was commented that an analysis of constraints to the project on the Dogger Bank site, conducted by Energienet, was ‘data deficient’ and had ‘gaping holes’ on the environmental side. 
Dunn detailed some of the environmental considerations presented by TenneT, including risks to birds and sea mammals. It had been concluded, by TenneT, that more research was needed on how species use the area. Risks from noise pollution had only been considered for marine mammals. Conclusions drawn by TenneT that more hard substrate in the area may lead to more fish had failed to consider the impact of noise on fish. Overall, TenneT has posited that increase in hard substrate may increase biodiversity, but Dunn felt this was optimistic and ignored the fact that the sandy seabed in the Dogger Bank area was the reason for its Natura 2000 status. 
He added that in the media coverage of the proposal, potential positive impacts were ‘played up’, with potential negative impacts ‘hardly mentioned. NGOs were concerned that pile-driving effects from building the development, described as ‘temporary’, may last as long as 30 years – notwithstanding additional noise in the water column once turbines are operational. There was a critical need to evaluate cumulative and in-combination impacts with other areas of wind farm development, and other North Sea uses. 
4.3	Next steps for the development were listed as follows:
· TenneT to set up a structured, running dialogue with NGOs and other North Sea stakeholders;
· Environmental studies to be undertaken;
· Hub and spoke model testing;
· A spatial study of the Dogger Bank to be carried out.
Two new members had recently been added to the TenneT consortium: Gasunie, and the Port of Rotterdam.
4.4	David Goldsborough, Van Hall Larenstein University of Applied Sciences, interjected that, as of the 1st February 2018, the European Commission is funding a €1 million project, called SEANSE, which will develop and test a common approach to strategic environmental impact assessments (SEA) with a focus on renewable energy, in support of the effective development and implementation of maritime spatial plans in the North Sea. The coordinator of the project is the Dutch Government, in partnership with Denmark, Germany and the UK. 
4.5	Opening a discussion on what the NSAC’s role with regards to the development could be, Pim Visser, of VisNed, commented that he was extremely annoyed by the lack of engagement from TenneT with the fishing industry. Much of the information presented was ‘new’ from an industry perspective. Visser referenced a conversation with the CEO of the North Sea Foundation (NSF), where both parties had remarked on their disappointment that a joint NGO and industry approach had not gained any traction with TenneT. 
Jip Vrooman, of the NSF, briefly spoke to a point from Euan Dunn’s presentation – detailing that the NSF would be holding a series of multi-stakeholder meetings on developments in the North Sea in relation to Marine Spatial Planning. She made a clarification point that this meeting series was not focussed specifically on the wind power hub, but looking much more broadly, at all uses of the North Sea – not just wind. 
4.6	Euan Dunn remarked on the challenge of maintaining an ongoing dialogue with TenneT, who had been very slow to respond to email inquiries. David Goldsborough commented that TenneT is Dutch government-owned and the lack of transparent external communication may be linked to ‘rapidly changing hats’ within the Government, reflecting internal political turmoil. 
4.7	Ideas for NSAC engagement with the subject were raised, including: a full, bespoke NSAC/TenneT meeting to go into issues in more detail, and an NSAC paper, setting out a joint NGO and industry position on the development.
4.8	Impacts of wind farms on the environment and industry were discussed. Dale Rodmell, NFFO, highlighted that power export cables, carrying DC current, are a key concern for industry – and that a number of other potential new wind developments were also in the pipeline around the UK, compounding fears that cabling will affect fishing. Tony Hawkins, Loughine Ltd, spoke to the risks of these cables with regards to fish species, describing how they can affect migratory patterns of species sensitive to electric currents such as salmon and eels, and affect elasmobranch behaviour; passing over cables can be a barrier for these species. Europe was considered to ‘ignore’ these impacts, whilst interest in the US was more significant. Calum Duncan, MCS, supported these concerns and agreed that securing a ‘supra-national view’ of impacts in terms of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) was a challenge. David Goldsborough noted data deficiency for doing this.
	Jip Vrooman said that we do need offshore wind to meet climate change targets. She informed the group that the North Sea Foundation is developing an extensive report on all available information on positive and negative impacts of offshore wind, including cables. She would circulate this to the group upon completion. David Goldsborough commented that it was interesting this research was being funded by an NGO, rather than government, and that impacts ‘were on the back-burner’. 
	Following on from this, Guus Pastoor, AIPCE, and Pim Visser both remarked that the hub was inevitably going ahead. Pastoor felt a useful NSAC function could be along similar lines to the NSF report – defining what knowledge is and isn’t available, and noting gaps. Pim Visser said the focus should be on defining mitigation measures. 
4.9	Dale Rodmell spoke of the difficulties of challenging environmental impact assessments (EIAs), which underpin developments such as the North Sea wind hub. EIAs are seen as a technical area of science, where many stakeholders don’t have the knowledge base to challenge conclusions – and without challenges, they pass through. He wanted to see NGOs being more active in challenging some EIAs, e.g. on noise issues. He also highlighted a number of research projects into marine noise and EMP effects. In an earlier phase of windfarm development in UK waters, we had the now defunct COWRIE (Collaborative Offshore Wind Research into the Environment) but last year Marine Scotland began the Scottish Offshore Renewables Research Framework (spORRAn) initiative in Scotland. He suggested we could invite someone from spORRAn to the EWG. 
	Calum Duncan said that this and previous remarks were useful takeaway points for a workshop Marine Scotland would be convening on offshore wind on 6th March – which will cover the scope of EIAs. He mentioned that the marine group of Scottish LINK, which he convenes, had responded on sectoral plans – most recently in 2014, including on marine noise. He noted that Whale and Dolphin Conservation and Hebridean Whale and Dolphin Trust were very actively engaged on the west coast of Scotland. 
4.10	Euan Dunn agreed with earlier comments on the NSAC identifying knowledge gaps and also noted Dale Rodmell’s suggestion of inviting a representative from the spORRAn project to present to the group.
	He noted that the consortium for the wind hub development was very Dutch focused, but that the issues themselves were transboundary. He noted the NSAC had a ‘very limited entry point into these discussions’, and asked if a bespoke meeting should be sought with TenneT. There was broad agreement that this should go ahead – that wind development was a North Sea-wide idea, and cabling would affect a number of Member States’ seas. It was also seen as an issue of principle: setting out a blueprint for engagement on any future developments that may be in a different area.
4.11	Dale Rodmell noted that the evidence base on fisheries is lacking, especially for small-scale but also the interpretation of the data we do have. In the English marine planning process, the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) used criteria to identify ‘areas of fisheries importance’. So instead of, e.g. displacement, you would have centrally defined fishing areas that would be elevated in the planning process. That is something the EWG could explore in different Member States, and to this end Rodmell raised the idea of a ‘fisheries atlas’ for the North Sea. Pim Visser said an atlas had been developed for Dutch fisheries, using VMS data from the MMO, and this could contribute to the wider picture. Rodmell remarked that a common framework for how to commission such an atlas would need to be agreed upon, which led Visser to remark on the need for a clear vision for how North Sea nations would work together post-2019 (post-Brexit). He commented that the NSAC as a hub was extremely valuable and it needed to be maintained, in one form or another. David Goldsborough agreed, saying this type of collaboration was essential. 
4.12	Lorna Duguid and Calum Duncan commented it was worth pursuing, noting the good example of stakeholder engagement provided by oil-rig decommissioning in the North Sea.
4.13	Euan Dunn brought the discussion back to whether a meeting should be sought with TenneT. Visser suggested another point of access to discussions would be the Dutch Ministry of Internal and Kingdom Affairs, and that a key issue was transparency: access to data, knowledge, and what they’re doing.
It was agreed that much of the discussion had focused on wider concerns about processes, rather than specifically the TenneT development. With this in mind, Heather Hamilton of ClientEarth questioned the scope of NSAC’s engagement. Tony Hawkins agreed, noting that the scope may not just be wind farms but also tidal energy. David Goldsborough also supported Hamilton’s suggestion. He noted that in scoping the Dogger Bank for a wind hub, the proposers hadn’t taken into account that it was a major shipping route, likely to increase with the arctic opening up. It was agreed that the TenneT project would be seen as an entry point, with the scope of work broadening out over time – it was felt that, in the short term, more specific engagement would be of more value. 
Euan Dunn requested volunteers for a drafting group to start setting out the EWG’s position on the TenneT development, before a meeting was sought. The group would be formed of: Euan Dunn, Jip Vrooman, David Goldsborough, Pim Visser, Tatiana Lujan, Heather Hamilton, and Dale Rodmell.
4.14	Throughout the discussions, questions were raised as to whether new decisions on the location of the development had been made: specifically, whether the hub would no longer be located in Dogger Bank.  It seems this is still an active area of search for the hub but a trial ‘island’ is proposed for construction on Ijmuiden Ver off the Dutch coast and, if realised, this smaller project might be seen as a precursor to extending and connecting to a central North Sea hub. 
			  
5.0 Marine Noise Update – Professor Tony Hawkins
5.1 	Professor Hawkins detailed his life’s work with regards to marine noise: this had been the subject of his PhD, prior to a career in fisheries management, and it was a subject he returned to upon retirement. In general the subject is not given sufficient attention in the UK and Europe, and is considered much more important in the US and Australia. 
	Conservationist and ocean explorer Jacques Cousteau wrote of the ‘silent world’ underwater: he was wrong. Noise and sound is of more importance in the marine environment than in the air. That the sea is ‘noisy’ was discovered by submariners during World War 2, who confused whale and fish sounds with other ships.
	Today, lots of underwater sounds made by humans have adverse impacts on mammals, fish and shellfish. Sound travels almost five times faster in the sea than in air, with low frequency sounds travelling up to 30 miles. Animals have evolved in relation to an environment where sound is so important, and so use sound a great deal.

5.2	Activities on land can create sound which travels great distances in the sea, through vibrations in the substrate (ocean floor). Apart from explosions, the loudest sounds come from pile-driving (inserting steel poles into the seabed).
5.3	Sound is made up of two components: sound pressure and particle motion. Fish are more sensitive to particle motion (the vibrations of particles). Humans are not sensitive to this, or much less so, so this has largely been ignored in studies of marine noise impacts.
	Fish and invertebrates can use the directional component of particle motion to establish where sounds come from, and are much better at this than humans. 
	Sound propagates through the seabed, and this is often ignored in Environmental Impact Assessments. Substrate sound may travel great distances. Measuring sound pressure in shallow water suggests a low impact, but when you look at this through particle motion, sound travels much further. 
5.3 	Significant sources of sound from human activity include: dredging, laying cables, naval sonars, offshore gas and oil activities, wave and tidal power, seismic exploration (for oil and gas), the use of ‘air guns’ under water, and pile-driving (‘the worst’). Wind turbines also generate sound by the column vibrating and transferring to the seabed.  
	This can have wide-ranging effects on animals, for the following reasons:
· Visibility underwater is poor, so sound is the main source of information for animals about what is going on in the sea around them;
· Sound is used by marine animals for communication;
· It is used to help forage for prey;
· It is used to detect and avoid predators;
· For orientation and navigation (e.g. migrating salmon detecting shore sound patterns of wave action);
· And for habitat selection.
5.4	Sound can be absolutely crucial to spawning behaviour. Professor Hawkins detailed an example of haddock spawning, which generates a constant low-level ‘rumbling’ noise, like a ship passing. This can be easily interrupted or masked by passing marine traffic. Having been the first, by means of a hydrophone, to identify and listen to noises made by haddock during spawning, Professor Hawkins had used sound to locate haddock spawning grounds – identifying a site near Tromsø,Norway. This also led to the discovery that haddock are like salmon, and return to the same, genetically unique spawning grounds year after year.
5.4	Sensitivity to the different types of sound – pressure versus particle motion – within fish is determined by where they live within the water column: with those closer to the seabed more sensitive to particle motion, and vice versa.
	Invertebrates can also detect particle motion. Recent work in Australia has shown that lobsters and scallops are extremely sensitive to seismic survey – showing increased mortality, impaired reflexes, and changes in blood chemistry.
Sound can affect mammals, fish and invertebrates at considerable distances from the source: from masking and interrupting communication to death and injury. Good criteria exist for ear damage in marine mammals in the US, and some criteria for injury to fish from pile driving exist. No criteria exist for invertebrates. 
Pile driving can kill fish at a short distance, have physiological effects and impair hearing at moderate distances, and have masking effects and induce behavioural change at greater distances. 
More data is required across the board to accurately assess impacts of noise on fish and invertebrates. Translating observed behaviour into population impacts requires modelling.
5.5	Professor Hawkins explored the question as to whether the MSFD is set up to help with these issues. He concluded it was not: monitoring of amount of noise is required – for example, averages of sound from ships – and number of pile-driving sites, but this does not support modelling of impacts on species. He said we need ‘Good Environmental Status for marine sound-scapes’, and added it was ‘entirely possible’ that we need MPAs for marine sound-scapes of particular importance for animals, for example during spawning. This could be done seasonally.

	Professor Hawkins concluded that sound in the marine environment needs to be given greater importance in Europe. He said wind farms were particularly strong noise polluters, with multiple ‘piles’ for each turbine, and construction lasting years. Governments and companies need to fund more research into these developments and their impacts.

5.6	Pim Visser commented that the effects of sound are not taken seriously. Fishermen see the impacts: they may notice fewer fish in areas around wind farms, for example, contrary to TenneT’s suggestion that they may serve as ‘refugia’.  He said it was important to move beyond seeing marine noise as a box-ticking exercise. 

	Sander Meyns, Rederscentrale, asked if noise can significantly impact migratory patterns – affecting, for example, the absence of sole in the Irish Sea? Professor Hawkins said this was very possible, but added that this could also be due to impacts of shallow burial of cables, Direct Current (DC) cables in particular, as they generate a magnetic field. Flatfish are especially sensitive to substrate vibration. 


6.0 	Marine Plastics Pollution – Pim Visser

6.1	Pim Visser detailed three strands of work in the Dutch fishing fleet under the Dutch government’s Green Deal initiative, linked to marine waste and plastics pollution. Firstly, the fleet is working to replace plastic ‘dolly-ropes’ (fine yellow or blue plastics strands that keep nets from chafing). This is a highly visible waste stream. Secondly, the fleet are seeking end markets for netting and dolly-rope waste – how can this waste be effectively delivered into the recycling system? Finally, the fleet work with KIMO international on the Fishing for Litter initiative: a huge success in some ports, and a scheme that is also active in the UK.

	Despite the success of Fishing for Litter, a new proposal from the European Commission is threatening the scheme in the Netherlands. Proposed changes to ‘port reception facilities’ would mean harbours would have to pay for waste disposal through harbour dues, this is a problem as it would shift the cost of disposing of Fishing for Litter waste onto harbours (and those who pay dues). Fishing for Litter receives a small amount of government funding, but has been very successful – clearing 200 tonnes of waste from the ocean per year. 

	Visser suggested that, as a WG, the NSAC could form an opinion on the port reception facility regulation and provide advice to Member States on the regulation draft. The issue is now being discussed within Member States and the PECHE Committee is due to appoint a rapporteur on the subject. The regulation has come from discussions between DG Environment, DG Transport and DG MARE.

6.2	Visser briefly touched on the idea of a deposit return scheme for plastic netting. He felt this idea was flawed: fishing gear is made up of different types of plastic, so determining the deposit for each element would be problematic. Gear is also lost, by accident, at sea – such a scheme would add a further cost to fishermen on top of replacing nets. Raising awareness of the marine litter issue and providing schemes such as KIMO’s Fishing for Litter was considered a more effective option.

	VisNed recognises the importance of a healthy ocean to deliver healthy food. They are now advocating for a deposit return scheme for small plastic bottles, including caps, in the Netherlands (where such a scheme already exists for large bottles).  There would be a vote on this in the Dutch parliament on 15th March. 

6.2	Jip Vrooman agreed bottle caps were a significant issue. 10,000 caps are found annually during North Sea Foundation (NSF) beach cleans. NSF would be publishing a report into the provenance of caps found, and also pushing for a deposit return scheme for small bottles.  

	Calum Duncan, MCS, asserted his support for such a scheme, saying this was an important issue for MCS. Beach cleans run by the organisation have been used to collect vital data on marine plastic pollution, and this has supported schemes such as ‘Have you got the bottle?’ – a successful campaign for a deposit return scheme in Scotland. He was aware that KIMO are seeking additional funding to keep running Fishing for Litter in Scotland.

	In terms of port waste reception facilities, a manifesto request of the MCS was to see facilities for processing waste from the fishing industry made available. Pim Visser interjected that the issue was one of funding those facilities. Dale Rodmell supported Visser in suggesting the NSAC examine this issue. 

	Euan Dunn asked the group for agreement to proceed on the subject, which was given. It was determined that a position on the draft regulation should be drafted by Pim Visser for approval by the Executive Committee meeting in June 2018. 

6.3	Further discussion followed. Sander Meyns explained that a similar dolly-ropes project in Belgium had found alternative materials to be too expensive, Pim Visser said the Dutch fleet were trying yak hide as an option.  Tatiana Lujan (ClientEarth) queried the current impact of ghost fishing gear.  Pim Visser replied that most ghost gear originates from static gear lost 25-30 years ago, whereas modern fishing gear does not commonly give rise to this problem. 

	It was agreed that Lorna Duguid would circulate the North Sea Foundation report on bottle cap provenance and that Pim Visser would draft a position on the port waste reception facilities regulation in time for June ExCom.. 



7.0 Socio-economic issues for MPAs	- Heather Hamilton, Pim Visser

7.1 Pim Visser offered reflections on the previous day’s workshop. He felt that the session had ‘preached to the converted’, and asked how the group could bring forwards the idea that socio-economic factors need to be given equal weighting as ecological concerns. He suggested the idea of a manifesto, or a special workshop, organised with policy-makers, to promote change. This is a moment of significant change: the next CFP reform, Brexit – he suggested now might be the time to organise a follow-up workshop with a much larger audience. The workshop outputs could be discussed at a meeting of fishing communities in April, and then a joint session held by those communities and the NSAC.

7.2 A point made by David Goldsborough during the previous day’s session had been that there is a very narrow constituency of actors in the world of socio-economics, assessment, and fisheries – EU projects and ICES. Euan Dunn pointed out that Visser was talking about a much larger constituency, and getting decision-makers to see the deficit in this area through working with that larger constituency. He asked if Goldsborough could see useful linkages. 

David Goldsborough responded that they were parallel initiatives. Looking from the ICES perspective, what could the NSAC get involved in? The NSAC could collaborate in a number of areas: the WG on North Sea Integrated Ecosystem Assessments; a new WG to be formed on economic indicators; a new WG on social indicators and effects. These groups would be happy to have linkages with the NSAC, and to use the NSAC knowledge base. Finally, an ICES workshop held in 2017 on ‘institutional drivers’ would also be converted into a WG in 2018, and would be developing a case study on the North Sea – again, an opportunity for significant NSAC input.

Dunn responded that this might be an effective use of NSAC time – whereas broadening the work out to a large conference may risk little being achieved. 

However, Goldsborough developed the conference idea – saying that it might be possible, within a new funding cycle in 2019 (COST MARCONS – ‘Advancing Marine Conservation in the European and Contiguous Seas’), to arrange a one or two day workshop on MPAs in the North Sea, looking at transboundary conservation and MPA governance. He felt these could be large meetings, and ‘really interesting’. Pim Visser encouraged the group not to forget about the initiative shown by communities gathering on this topic, and to bear in mind the CFP reform in the pipeline.

7.3 Heather Hamilton also cautioned against being too broad in approaching the topic. Overarching discussions on socio-economics proved extremely interesting, but there was no one-size-fits-all approach. She felt engagement in ICES working groups would be a constructive way forwards. Euan Dunn agreed but said that even engagement at that level was not an insignificant time cost. David Goldsborough said ICES had found a ‘format that works’ – compact, one-day workshops which produce good results. His suggestion was a focused workshop, tailor-made to answer a specific question.

7.4 Dale Rodmell felt Goldsborough’s suggestion was in the right direction: but generally that the lack of granularity in detail on impacts of regulation was a real challenge. He said that specificity is key, and returned to the idea of a fishing atlas – with more interpretive information, represented spatially, forming a useful tool that could be updated over time, and shared with other marine sectors to consider when planning proposals.

Rodmell moved on to comment on management of MPAs: emphasising the need for a ‘much more sophisticated’ evidence base in order to match management more closely to ecological needs, minimising socio-economic impacts where possible. He pointed to work undertaken in the UK on adaptive management – whereby conservation objectives and fishing impacts are closely monitored, so that management can be adjusted according to up-to-date data on real-world impacts.

Guus Pastoor highlighted that the Blue Growth agenda need not mean fishing going extinct within MPAs, that it could be framed as innovative approaches to keeping fisheries going within these areas. With Blue Growth increasingly important, he predicted new funding to support projects in this area.

7.4	Euan Dunn concluded the discussion by re-asserting that the group would seek closer linkages with the ICES processes detailed by David Goldsborough, and requesting that Pim Visser consider the possibility of ‘bridging’ this work with the Dutch conference referenced earlier in the session.

       
8.0 Updates from regional MPA processes – Euan Dunn

8.1	Euan Dunn provided an update on the Dogger Bank process. It had been 10 years since the group had first started engaging on the subject. The first and ‘obvious’ issue with the process derives from paragraph 3, Article 11 of the CFP which includes the statement that ‘The initiating Member State and other member States with a direct management interest may submit a joint recommendation, as referred to in Article 18(1), within six months from the provision of sufficient information’. Although it seems that sufficient information available to the Member States last September, triggering the final ‘formal consultation period’, no such joint-recommendation has been submitted to the Commission. It is not clear what the Commission does under such circumstances. 

	Dunn wanted to find out what timeline the Commission is on with regards to developing fisheries management measures for the Dogger Bank – which currently don’t exist. At this point, everyone has had their say for better or worse. He felt the issue of seine gears had not yet been adequately dealt with: there was a lot of published material on the bottom impact of seine gear that was not included in the last version of the Joint Recommendation. The immediate issue Dunn identified was whether the NSAC can find out what the next steps are in the on-going Dogger Bank process. 

8.2	Pim Visser advised that the group get in touch with Anne-Marie Svoboda (Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs and Climate Policy). Euan Dunn suggested the group draft a letter from Niels Wichmann, NSAC Chair, to Anne-Marie Svoboda, to be presented at the Executive Committee meeting on the 6th March in Gothenburg. He remarked that the Dogger Bank process was making a mockery of the idea of managing international areas of importance for sensitive species and habitats.

8.3	Calum Duncan spoke of his experience with regards to MPAs in Scotland. He had recently been at a meeting where a package of SPAs and Scottish MPAs had been presented. Management proposals had been arrived at following a number of collaborative workshops: MCS and the Scottish Fishermen’s Federation had developed a transparent ‘form of words’ detailing where there were differences of opinion, but stating that all parties wanted proposals to move forwards regardless. The latest update on this process was that France, Germany, Belgium and the Netherlands had agreed to measures – with agreement pending from Denmark. It seems to be that the package of measures is going through and getting approval from other Member States. 

8.4	Jip Vrooman, North Sea Foundation, shared a presentation on MPAs in the Netherlands. This was based on a brochure, produced by the Foundation, aimed at creating a ‘common fact base’ on MPAs and at sharing different views on these areas. The brochure showed legally protected areas around the Netherlands, where the government aim is to attain protection for 20% of the Dutch North Sea. Vrooman highlighted that whether an area is considered ‘protected’ by different groups depends somewhat on differing expectations or definitions. Each stakeholder has a different perception of ‘protection’: the North Sea Foundation consider this ‘full seafloor protection’, whereas the fishing industry may think of this as ‘based on gear restriction’. These differing views led to the production of the ‘shared fact base’ brochure.

	Dale Rodmell commented that from ‘whichever point of view’ one approaches MPAs, whether it is effective ‘protection’ remains a matter of ‘conjecture’ – as there are no impact assessments carried out on effects of these sites. He remarked this was a ‘bizarre situation’, where European marine sites have no ‘proper, analytical underpinning of impact’. For example there’s different points of view on seining, as a result of not having a proper impact assessment. He added “we have proper IA inside the 12nm zone but not beyond.”  

	Jip Vrooman noted that Denmark had not yet agreed to sufficient information on the gill-net measures proposed for the Frisian Front SPA. 

	Calum Duncan spoke of the need for collective understanding of the issues surrounding seafloor integrity, the role of the seafloor in ecosystem services, and protection. 

David Goldsborough remarked on the ‘fact of life’ of differing perspectives at different levels – highlighting a disparity between EU-level and Member State approaches to Natura 2000 sites. He said that the ‘core issue’ should be conservation: implementing measures, monitoring their impacts and then introducing adaptive management. 

8.5	In response to a query from Calum Duncan, Dale Rodmell then provided a brief round-up of further developments in the UK. He noted that a consultation had taken place on process of designing management measures for sites in the Southern North Sea. He added that there would be a consultation in ‘late Spring’ on Tranche 3 MCZs in the UK – with a view to ‘completing the network’ for England, with designation to take place in 2019. He said some further potential sites for protection had been identified by Natural England and the JNCC as a result of a gap analysis process. 

9.0 	AOB & Close of meeting

9.1	Pim Visser noted his disappointment that Member State officials were not present at the meeting, especially given that a commitment to the EWG would only represent two meetings per year. Euan Dunn noted this point with regards to NSAC meetings more generally. 

	Lorna Duguid felt this may be as a result of increased engagement with the Scheveningen Group – with the NSAC being more regularly invited to the high-level group. She noted that Member State officials received a monthly update on all activities of the NSAC. 

	



Attendees

	Name
	  Organisation

	Lorna Duguid
	NSAC

	Euan Dunn
	Birdlife

	David Goldsborough
	Van Hall Larenstein

	Heather Hamilton
	ClientEarth

	Tony Hawkins
	Loughine Ltd

	Tatiana Lujan
	ClientEarth

	  Sander Meyns
	Rederscentrale

	Guus Pastoor
	AIPCE

	Dale Rodmell
	NFFO

	Katrina Ryan
	NSAC 

	Pim Visser
	VisNed

	Jip Vrooman
	North Sea Foundation



Actions
	Action
	Responsibility

	1. Lorna Duguid to liaise with Irene Kingma on further steps regarding clarification of use of the Prohibited Species list, and communication on this with the Commission. (3.1)
	Secretariat
Irene Kingma

	2. North Sea Foundation report on all positive and negative impacts of offshore wind developments to be circulated to the group upon completion. (4.8).
	Secretariat
Jip Vrooman 

	3. EWG to invite a representative of the spORRAn project, covering marine noise and EMP effects, to present at a future meeting. (4.10)
	Dale Rodmell
Euan Dunn


	4. A drafting group to be formed, and meet to establish the EWG’s position on the proposed TenneT ‘North Sea wind hub’ development. (4.13)
	Euan Dunn, Pim Visser,
Heather Hamilton, Tatiana Lujan, Dale Rodmell, Jip Vrooman, David Goldsborough


	5. North Sea Foundation report on provenance of bottle caps (as marine litter) to be circulated to EWG.
	Secretariat
Jip Vrooman

	6. EWG position on financing issue arising from new EC Port Waste Reception Facilities regulation to be drafted for approval by June 2018 ExCom 
	Pim Visser
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