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FIRST MEETING OF THE WETLAND UK BAP HABITAT GROUP
Wednesday 25th November 2009

Venue: Natural England Offices 

Electra Way

Crewe

Cheshire

CW1 6GJ
Draft Minutes

Present:

Iain Diack (Chair)

Natural England




(ID)

Bobbie Hamill

             Northern Ireland Environment Agency 

(BH)

Andrew McBride

Scottish Natural Heritage


(AM)

Margaret Street


Natural England




(MS)

Pete Jones


Countryside Council for Wales


(PJ)
Bob Davidson (via telelink)         Northern Ireland Environment Agency                  (BD)
1.  Welcome and Introduction from Convenor
MS welcomed everyone to the meeting to the first meeting of the UK Wetland Group, explaining that the formation of the new UK Habitat Groups is an important step in the development of new BAP arrangements throughout the UK.  The group will  provide  opportunities to influence the development of targeting, reporting and information via feedback to the Biodiversity Reporting and Information Group (BRIG).  

2.  Introductions

Delegates introduced themselves, stating their involvement with the BAP process in their own countries, as follows:
Iain Diack, Senior Wetland Specialist, Natural England 

Bob Davidson, Northern Ireland Environment Agency

Andrew McBride, Wetland Ecologist, Scottish Natural Heritage

Pete Jones, Peatlands Specialist, Countryside Council for Wales

Margaret Street, Lowland Wetland Lead Coordination Officer, Natural England/JNCC
Bobbie Hamill, Northern Ireland Environment Agency attended the meeting because she was already at the venue for a previous meeting. She does not plan to be a permanent member of the group
3.  Appointment of Chair and Secretariat for the Group
Chair: Due to heavy workloads, no member wished to take on the role of Chair full-time.  Instead, members agreed to rotate the role amongst the Group from meeting to meeting.  Iain Diack agreed to chair this first meeting.

Secretariat: Due to a lack of resources from within the countries, the members of the group were unable to commit any support for Secretariat services for the Group.  
Margaret Street offered to provide secretarial support. 
Meeting arrangements: The Group agreed to use a combination of face-to-face and video/tele-conference meetings.  It was agreed that that the next meeting should be a face-to-face meetings because Bob Davidson was unable to attend this meeting in person and doesn’t know everyone else at present.
4.  Terms of Reference and Priority tasks for the new UK habitat groups

The following habitats have been assigned to the Wetlands Habitat Group:
1. Lowland Raised Bog
2. Lowland Fens

3. Coastal and Floodplain Grazing Marsh (CFGM)
4. Reed-beds

Four areas of work have been identified in the Terms of Reference : 
i. To agree methods for UK aggregation of country targets (this is a one-off but possibly challenging process to agree what type of targets will be needed - but not the quantitative targets, these will be up to the countries – such as extent, distribution etc; this work can include development of habitat definitions);

Each country group is currently in the process of revisiting its targets.

· Wales – targets are becoming more focussed in terms of actions proposed. The format will not change.

· Scotland – the targets are being re-worked in terms of what  the country needs e.g. flood control, carbon storage.  The Scottish targets do not contribute specifically to UK targets.

Action Point 1:  AM to ensure that more recording is done in Scotland  





Action: AM
· England – still working to 2005 review targets. Currently there is no intention of changing them.
Action Point 2: ID to talk to Alastair Burn re England targets                 Action: ID
· Northern Ireland – no current comments

The numbers within the targets may be increased but not the overall targets – this will be discussed at the next Wetland BIG meeting.
ii. To share best practice on how species’ habitat needs can best be incorporated into actions, objectives and targets for priority habitats

The country habitat groups are now assuming responsibility for species within habitats and habitats.  However, this is on a selective basis, for practical reasons. 
· England: The England Wetland BIG is working with species that are either widespread or have localised distributions but not those that are restricted to a few sites.  The England BIGs are working together to find the top 15 National Conservation Areas for all BAP species, where conservation efforts will be targeted. The identification of such areas may help with funding bids.
· Northern Ireland: Richard Weyl is leading on this area of work

· Scotland: Ian Straughan is undertaking this work.

Action Point 3: All to share information and experience on species work  





Action: ALL

The possibility of using species, such as fen orchid, as indicators of good habitat quality or successful habitat management was discussed.  Indicators are now being developed to measure success of agri-environment schemes in England.
iii. To aggregate targets developed at Country level to form UK targets (this is a relatively simple task arising from item i, to add up the quantitative targets set by the countries, following we hope the methods recommended in i, to form aggregated UK targets);

The group felt that same wordings and forms should be used, when adding up the figures.
Discussion point: If targets are aggregated and one country overachieves whilst another underachieves, the overall target could still be met.  But this may mask the fact that there are failures in one country. 
iv. To merge the results of Country progress reports to form UK reports.
There is a need for all habitat groups in each of the country  to enter  all data on BARS

Scotland – it is felt that the quality of data in Scotland is poor, with little SNH or government backing.

Qualitative Information 

Information on habitat quality, is needed, particularly for species reporting.

For example, there are issues with CFGM in term of defining habitat quality e.g. should we distinguish between floristic flood plain and species poor grassland that provides good habitat for breeding waders (some of which gets picked up under the purple moor grass rush pasture habitat targets.

The following need to be addressed:

· What are the best sources of evidence?

· How can the data be collated in a meaningful way? 

· Currently sources of data include CSM, agri-environment scheme reporting and the Countryside Survey but there are still gaps 

· Scotland and Wales have the biggest problems in terms of data ability across all habitats

· Need to push this on an individual country basis

· Members of the group need to work together to ensure a reasonably consistent evidence base

· Should BRIG address these difficulties? – they should ensure that the processes are in place to enable adequate data collection and collation.

· There is a need for a clear main standardised sources of information for reporting and for sharing between countries
Action Point 4: All to produce a brief note on the main sources of information for their respective country and outline the improvements that are necessary in to enable confidence in the data produced.                                                 Action: ALL
5. Briefing report from BARS team (by Megan Ellershaw)
· Northern Ireland – it was felt that BARS is useful for reporting activities on the ground but does not provide qualitative data (see above).  There is still a need for on the ground monitoring to record changes in habitat condition etc.

· BARS leads to multiple recording due to the fact that everyone inputs data be it local, regional or national level.

· There is a need to be realistic about what BARS can achieve – it will never produce an accurate figure for quality and status of habitats.

· Automatic links e.g. to agri-environment schemes would help with the above .  All land parcels in schemes need to be identified.

· Need GIS links to BARS – each country needs to conform to a common form of GIS data entry and output.  GIS would provide a better overview of data.
Overall the Group is supportive of BARS but need to see interlinking developments.

6. Targets
No time frame has been given for this work.  The paper by Paul Rose is not explicit in term of what it requires or when.
i)  Pre-2007 priority habitats (inc revised habitats) (coastal and floodplain grazing marsh, lowland fens, lowland raised bog, reed-beds) 
The group is not looking to change anything significantly with regard to the above
ii) ‘New’ priority habitats
The only change for wetland habitats was the introduction of a new category ‘upland fens and flushes and swamps, , which meant that the former habitat category ‘fens’ became ‘lowland fens’.  
The group noted the following:

· The current alignment of BAP habitats and Annex 1 Habitats is not useful

· ‘Landscape’ is a new aspect of targets – targets for condition could be included.

iii)Target Types

General discussion of target types – i.e. maintaining extent, achieving condition, 

restoration,  expansion and landscape

· There is no expansion target for fen.  The target which currently exists really refers to recreation.  Expansion needs to be incorporated into restoration of sites (such as former potato fields ) and landscapes targets.  However, in England we do not have an accurate measure of the current resource.  A fen expansion target would also help with funding bids.
· There is also no expansion target for lowland raised bogs

· Achieving condition – currently there is very little data available outside designated areas. 

· In England, while the area targets are met for CFGM, some of it is in very poor condition.  Better inventories would help tackle this problem.

Summary: the group is happy with the expansion target apart from the lack a target for fens. For lowland raised bog, there is no new data is available on extent beyond he SAC work done by Richard Lindsay.

Action Point 5: BD and BH to add in new data for Northern Ireland   
                                                                                                               Action: BD, BH
Action Point 6: ID to circulate summary tables that Hans Schutten produced for the 4 UK countries                                                                                        Action: ID

Classification of bogs within target reporting is also important – some bogs in Northern Ireland are already in the degraded category.
iv) Wording of targets

The use of the phrase “no net loss” in the maintenance target allows developers to build on statutory sites whilst creating habitats elsewhere.
Currently, fen and lowland raised bog targets say “no loss” – this should be the same for wet grassland.

The annex on different fen types is not well known or used , leading to lack of understanding of the targets by LBAPs

Action Point 7: ID to circulate fen types document to the group      Action: ID

Achieving condition target:
· The target for fens is not realistic

· The achieving condition target is much better worded for fen than it is for lowland raised bog.

v) Landscape Target

This target incorporates much of the gain for the  expansion targets for reed-beds and CFGM and also a nee fen expansion target.  There is need to be opportunistic in achieving this –e.g. on drained peat in England, on coastal sites in Wales.  Lowland raised bogs expansion also needed in the landscape target.  Current and predicted coastal losses add to the need for expansion targets for all wetland habitats.  
It was agreed to drop the clause in the landscape target ‘in which successional processes within the fen are allowed to proceed unchecked’ from landscape scale targets – no intervention is not a realistic option in the UK landscape.
Current situation with regard to large-scale wetland projects:

· England, due to the Wetland Vision is doing well on this target.
· Wales – are currently planning 10 large scale projects 

· Scotland – current projects include the Tweed Wetland Strategy and the Cairngorms large scale project.

· Northern Ireland – areas of wetland are currently being expanded in the Loch Neigh (?) area and bring it into favourable condition. This is part of the RSPB Futurescapes project.  Also the RPSB are also looking at 2 upland and two lowland areas in Antrim and also in Fermanagh.  These projects are in the early planning stages.

vi) Discussion of Terminology

The difference clarification and consistency in the use of the terms ‘expansion’ and ‘restoration’ –both between the processes and between different habitats.  For example,  ‘expansion’ is wetland such as fen, created from arable land or improved grassland and ‘restoration’ refers to removing tree etc). In the case of lowland raised bog, the process of restoration is followed by expansion. 
Action Point 8: ID to produce a table to explain terminology                  Action: ID
7. Alignment of Targets and International Obligations
Aligning targets with international obligations (e.g. EU Habitats Directive) – this is difficult  as was apparent in the FCS reporting, particularly with regard to transition mires. The match between BAP habitat types and Annex 1 habitats is poor.

There is a clear need to improve inventories. SEPA are currently compiling an inventory using typology from the Water Framework Directive.  This work is being driven by the recent Scottish Floods Act.
Suggested that an extra field could be added to BARS to indentify Annex 1 habitats.  The awareness of and use of the Annex 1 classification for fens needs to encouraged by different country agencies.

8.  Liaison with other UK Habitat groups 
The possibility of more engagement with other UK habitat groups, including the  farmland group and the freshwater group was discussed.  Other habitats that would benefit from joint working and keeping in contact include wet grassland and wet woodland.  

There was a discussion with regard to whether the UK Farmland Habitat group should include CFGM but this was tempered by the fact that the presence of features such as ditches do provide high quality freshwater habitat.  Some group members are keen to retain CFGM in the wetland group.

Action Point 9: ID to liaise with the UK Farmland Habitat group re: CFGM and also discuss the above with Alastair Burn                                                   Action: ID
It was decided that if the situation arose when the Wetland group felt there was a need to work with another habitat group , then they would approach the appropriate group(s) –e.g. work areas such as the implementation of the Water Framework Directive, including the application of hydro-morphological criteria, could require joint working with the Freshwater group as may the work on River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs), which currently do not consider the role of wetlands in ecosystem functioning.

Action Point 10: All to talk to specialists in their country re: the possibility of a WFD workshop looking at the RBMP pilot areas                                     Action: ALL
Action Point 11: MS to speak to Alison Lee, Freshwater group re the groups thoughts on joint working                                                                            Action: MS
9. Extending the group - inviting representatives from other groups  

Ann Skinner (Senior Conservation Policy Adviser, Environment Agency) and Hans Schutten (Wetland Ecologist, SEPA) have already been approached regarding participation in the group and have agreed to a watching brief and to contribute if required.  

Other suggestions for contacting included:

· Helen Perkins, Water for Wildlife Offcer, Wildlife Trusts 

· Rob Stoneman, Chief Executive, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

Overall the group agreed that for the time being, there would be a small ‘core’ group that would approach representatives from other groups as required

10.  Feedback to and Key Requirements from BRIG
1. There was a general feeling that corporate planners are not paying much attention to the BAP targets – the lack of organisational buy-in needs to be addressed. The group felt that the JNCC/BRIG do not put in place what is required in order to provide reporting information that is based on a sound baseline.   There is neither sufficient resources or staff within the country agency to provide high quality data.  This was very apparent in the 2006 FCS reporting – the data available was insufficient. Within the devolved countries there needs to be more emphasis on data collection and collation and this and this needs to be enabled and supported by BRIG and the JNCC at Chief Scientist level. 
2. The ToR do not provide an opportunity to add value to the work that is already  being done – it appears to be just servicing a process.  The group want to know how this will help wetlands in their own countries.

3. The members of the Wetland group are keen that this should be a proactive group – and discussed the possibility of using the group to take forward landscape targets and possibly developing an EU LIFE bid to finance some of this work.
4. More feedback from BRIG was requested– access to agendas, papers and minutes, allowing the Group to keep up-to-date with BRIG decisions and information.  
5. Clarity on processes and timescales is a particular need i.e. what is needed and by when to enable work planning. 
6. Clarity on reporting process- when is the next UK-level report due and how will the process work?  
7. There is a clear need of qualitative as well as quantative data reporting

11.  Any Other Business
There was a brief update on the report on peat use in horticulture by Roger Meade

The common research needs that exist for all group members, especially with regard to monitoring and large–scale projects 
12.  Date and Place of the Next Meeting
The next meeting will be held on Thursday May 4th 2010 and will be held at the Natural England offices in Crewe
Action point 12 : MS to co-ordinate the agenda and papers for the next meeting.











Action: MS
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