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The Canyons rM(Z site report

11.3.1 The Canyons rMCZ
Basic site information

Site centre location (datum used: ETRS89):

Decimal Degrees Degrees Minutes Seconds
Lat Long Lat Long
48.3333 -9.6799 48°20'0"N 9°40'47" W

Site surface area: 660.58 km? (calculated in ETRS89 — LAEA)

Biogeographic region:
JNCC regional sea: On the boundary between Western Channel and Celtic Sea, and Atlantic
South West Approaches
OSPAR region: Region llI: Celtic Waters

Site boundary: The shape of the site is a simple rectangle, in line with ENG guidelines. The northern,
north-western and southern boundary sections align with the UK Continental Shelf Limit. The
western and eastern boundary sections were drawn as straight N-S lines. The site was placed on the
top edge of the shelf break, and it includes small slivers of continental shelf broad-scale habitats
along the eastern boundary, in addition to the deep sea broad-scale habitat beyond the shelf break.
This positioning was deliberate, in order to capture as much of the depth range along the steep shelf
slopes as possible, thereby maximising the biodiversity within the site.

Sites to which the site is related: The Canyons rMCZ contains a recommended reference area called
‘The Canyons’. The shortest distances to its two nearest neighbouring rMCZs are approximately
30km to South-West Deeps (East), and around 40km to South-West Deeps (West), respectively.

Maps of the site are included at the end of this site report. The main site map shows points with
coordinates along the site boundary (in WGS84 UTM29N).

Features proposed for designation within The Canyons rMCZ

Table 11.3.1.a Draft conservation objectives for the Canyons rMCZ. ‘Maintain’ = maintain in
favourable condition, ‘recover’ = recover to favourable condition. This is an extract of the
conservation objective summary tables in section 11.2.6. The full text of the draft conservation
objectives can be found in appendix 15.

Feature Conservation Objective
Deep-sea bed recover
Subtidal coarse sediment® recover
Subtidal sand* recover
Cold-water coral reefs recover

1During the vulnerability assessment discussions, it was highlighted that setting conservation objectives for
these two features may not be achievable as they only cover very small slivers of the seafloor within the site
boundaries (see site map series, and table 11.3.1b). The primary feature to be protected within the site is the
deep-sea bed beyond the shelf break. However, a decision was ultimately taken to include them, meaning that
the entire seafloor area within the site would be protected.
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The inclusion of conservation objectives for seabirds and common dolphins on the conservation
objective feature list for this site was discussed at length at the Joint Working Group meeting in May
2011, in the full understanding of SAP feedback following progress report 3, and the JNCC's position
that they would not support conservation objectives for mobile species in offshore rMCZs. The JWG
could not reach a conclusion on the matter.

The following tables show ENG-related statistics for this site, reported from spatial data available in
Finding Sanctuary’s GIS datasets. Greyed out rows indicate features for which GIS data exists within
the site boundary, but which have not been included on the list of draft conservation objectives (the
reasons are stated in table footnotes).

Table 11.3.1b Subtidal broad-scale habitats recorded in this rMCZ, based on an analysis of Finding
Sanctuary’s EUNIS level 3 broad-scale habitat GIS data (see appendix 8). Data sources: 1 -
UKSeaMap, 2 - MESH, 3 - Environment Agency.

Habitat Area covered within | % of total in Source(s)
rMCZ (km?) study area

Subtidal coarse sediment 0.12 <0.1% 1,2

Subtidal sand 3.95 <0.1% 1

Deep-sea bed 655.54 41.1% 1,2

Table 11.3.1c Habitats mapped by JNCC from seafloor survey data (Davies et al. 2008), represented
within this rMCZ.

Subtidal broad-scale habitats (EUNIS level 3)

Habitat Area covered within rMCZ % of total in study area
(km?)

Communities of Deep-Sea Corals 0.17 100

Deep Circalittoral Coarse Sediment 5.22 7.4

Deep-Sea Bedrock 27.93 65.6

Deep-Sea Biogenic Gravel 57.08 92.3

Deep-Sea Mixed Substrata 160.37 54.8

Deep-Sea Mud 114.46 81.9

Deep-Sea Sand 15.24 61.3

Table 11.3.1d  FOCI habitats recorded in this rMCZ, based on an analysis of Finding Sanctuary’s
amalgamated GIS FOCI datasets (see appendix 8). Data sources: 1 - MB102; 2 - INCC/ MESH Canyons
survey data; 3 - ERCCIS/Isles of Scilly Wildlife Trust; 4 - DORIS.

Habitat Area covered | Number of point Number of point Source(s)
(km?) records (total) records (pre-1980)
Cold-water coral reefs 1 2

T Conservation objectives have not been included for subtidal sands and gravels as we have considered any
conservation requirements met by listed broad-scale habitats.

For additional understanding on how this site is located in relation to environmental data layers,
including areas of high benthic biodiversity, offshore bird aggregation areas, or areas of seasonal sea
surface temperature fronts, please refer to the interactive PDF maps presented alongside this
report.

195



The Canyons rM(Z site report

Site summary

This site is located in the far south-west corner of our study region and of the UK’s continental shelf
area. It is more than 330 km from Land’s End. The area is unique within the context of England’s
extensive, but largely shallow shelf seas. It is located on the continental shelf break, which drops
steeply from the continental shelf to the oceanic abyss. The depth within the site ranges from 200m
at the eastern edge of the site, to 2000m in the west. Within the site, there are two large canyons
that indent the shelf break, further adding to the topographic complexity of the seafloor.

The site boundaries were drawn for the site to be located on the steep part of the shelf break, to
cover areas of diverse seafloor habitat within the ‘deep sea’ broad-scale habitat, including canyons
and deep sea corals, mapped from survey data supplied by the JNCC (collected during the research
cruise described in Davies et al., 2008). This is high-quality seafloor habitat data, which has been
used in addition to our EUNIS level 3 habitat data (described in appendix 8), and it is shown on one
of the maps at the end of this site report (map FR_009c). It shows a range of seafloor habitats
present, including bedrock and a range of sediments varying from mud to coarse sediments.

There is a small patch of live deep-water coral reef (Lophelia pertusa reef), located on the northern
flank of the northernmost canyon in the site. This is the only living deep-water coral reef recorded
within England’s seas (other deep-water coral reefs occur along the continental shelf break off
Scotland and Ireland). There are more extensive patches of biogenic rubble present in the site, on
the shallower spurs separating the deep canyons. This is an indication that the coral reef habitat may
have been much more extensive in the past.

The site also covers an area of additional ecological importance in terms of its pelagic environment.
There is upwelling of deep, nutrient-rich waters along the shelf break, as is indicated by persistent
sea surface temperature fronts located along the sea surface above the shelf break (see the
biophysical interactive PDF presented along with this report). The area attracts higher than average
numbers of seabirds and cetaceans.

Detailed site description

Detailed multibeam and backscatter survey work was carried out in the area of the south-west
Canyons in 2007, which focused on the canyons flanks, or interfluves, was undertaken, along with a
boomer and sparker survey by Davies et al. (2008). Ground-truthing was undertaken using a drop
frame equipped with high resolution digital stills and video. EUNIS habitats were classified from
video analysis of the Canyons, including communities of deep-sea corals, i.e. patches of cold water
coral (Davies et al. 2008). Habitats Directive Annex 1 bedrock reef and biogenic reef were all
observed within the area of the study. Cold water coral (Lophelia pertusa) reef was observed at the
seaward entrance to, and within Explorer Canyon between 743-925m (Davies et al. 2008).

Howell (2010a) collected biological data from the South West Canyons (SWC) over a thirteen day
period in June 2007 on the RV ‘Celtic Explorer’. Forty-five video transects were undertaken in total.
Transects were selected to cover a range of substrates, depths and geomorphological features using
existing multibeam bathymetry and backscatter data. Howell et al. (2010b) undertook an extensive
review of the benthic faunal studies from the region.

During the period 2000-2006, Ellis et al. (2007a) carried out approximately 150 tows with 2m-beam
trawl during groundfish surveys of the South West offshore area. Catches along the edge of the
continental shelf (130-350 m deep) were characterised by large numbers of the anemone Actinauge
richardi, with the hermit crab Pagurus prideaux dominating on coarse grounds in shallower waters.

196



The Canyons rM(Z site report

The study described the spatial distribution of the epibenthic fauna. Wilson et al. 2001 analysed the
benthic biodiversity of the Southern Irish Sea which may have included part of the Canyons.
Duineveld et al. (2001) compared the sediment and its community on the Celtic continental slope
(Goban Spur) with those in a branch of the nearby Whittard Canyon in search for evidence of canyon
mediated transport of (labile) organic matter. They studied the megabenthos and macrobenthos
biomass and taxonomic composition. Macro-infauna were collected with a 50 cm diameter box-
corer. Megafauna were collected using an Agassiz trawl with an opening of 1 m height and 3.5 m
width and a net with a mesh size of 1 cm. Three stations were sampled during July 1996.

Stakeholder narrative: Assumptions and Implications

As explained in part |, the stakeholder narrative is a vital underpinning of the site recommendations.
Working assumptions and implications are presented here, and additional comments are presented
in the following section.

The following fundamental assumption was recorded to apply to all activities in all sites: The
fundamental assumption about human activities within MCZs is that activities can continue (under
current licensing regimes where applicable), as long as they do not prevent the conservation
objectives from being achieved. This assumption applies to all activities. Table 11.3.1e shows more
specific working assumptions and implications that were recorded for this site over the course of the
planning process.

Following that, table II.3.1f shows the vulnerability assessment (VA) snapshot for this site. The VA
meetings took place at the end of the project, and they did not involve the Steering Group. They
started to discuss site management, but did not reach any firm conclusions. The VA snapshot table
reflects the point that the VA discussions had reached at the time of the last Joint Working Group
meeting in May 2011. Many Steering Group members expressed concerns about the VA process and
its outcomes (see section 11.2.1 for full details).
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Table 11.3.1e Specific assumptions and implications relating to The Canyons rMCZ. Black text reflects
the working assumptions and implications recorded throughout the planning discussions. The
development of the narrative recorded in black can be traced back through the Working Group and
Steering Group meeting reports from 2009 to 2011. Red and green text in the first column comments
on how the snapshot of the vulnerability assessment (VA) relates to each of the working assumptions
that had been made as planning took place (refer to part | for a full explanation of the VA snapshot).

Activities assumed to not be allowed within the site

Assumptions

Implications

Bottom-towed fishing gear will not
be allowed.

This activity was discussed during the
VA meetings, and it was determined
that the activity would be prohibited
in the whole site.

Direct implications:

o Loss of ground for bottom-towed gear fishermen, both
UK and non-UK (For this specific rMCZ, the implications for
the non-UK fleet will be the most significant. This is
relevant to longliners more than bottom-towed gear
fishermen).

o Displacement of bottom-towed gear

o Increased competition for fishing grounds

o Reduced diversity and flexibility of fishing

o Cumulative impact on bottom-towed gear fleet where
protected areas are close together

o No tow zones will be inundated with pots & static gear &
cause difficulties for sea anglers (This comment was
recorded during one of the early planning meetings.
Several stakeholder representatives have since stated that
the comment is unrealistic.)

o Potential environmental implications derived from
concentrating effort in alternative grounds or due to new
fishing ground searching activity.

Anchoring of large vessels will not be
allowed (except in emergencies).

Activity not taking place / not taking
place at high enough levels to cause
a problem in this site, so this was not
considered during the VA meetings.

Direct implications:
0

Given this assumption, there are still the following
concerns:

o There is a general right of anchoring as a consequence of
and incidental to the Public Right of Navigation.

Aggregate extraction will not be
allowed.

Activity not taking place / not taking
place at high enough levels to cause
a problem in this site, so this was not
considered during the VA meetings.

Direct implications:

o Aggregate dredging can only occur where the mineral
resources are geologically located — in highly localised and
discrete areas. If aggregate operations are not allowed in
MCZs (subject to appropriate monitoring, mitigation and
management), and MCZs coincide with aggregate resource,
then this will have significant impact on national
construction aggregate supply and coast defence.

o If aggregate operations (subject to appropriate
monitoring, mitigation and management) are restricted in
areas adjacent to an MCZ, then this will have significant
impact on national construction aggregate supply and
coast defence.
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Given this assumption, there are still the following
concerns:

o If aggregate operations (subject to appropriate
monitoring, mitigation and management) are restricted in
areas adjacent to an MCZ, then this will have significant
impact on national construction aggregate supply and
coast defence.

Dumping and disposal will not be
allowed. That includes dumping of
fish waste from processing vessels
and munitions.

Activity not taking place / not taking
place at high enough levels to cause
a problem in this site, so this was not
considered during the VA meetings

Direct implications:
o)

Activities assumed to possibly need restricting (limiting or mitigating) within the site or parts of

the site

Assumptions

Implications

Static fishing gear (except netting
and longlining) will be permitted, but
there may need to be a limit on the
amount of static gear used in the
area.

This activity was discussed during the
VA and it was determined that
demersal static fishing gear (which
impacts the seafloor, e.g. potting, set
netting, set lines) should not be
allowed where the most sensitive
feature occurs: cold water coral reef
(possibly to include biogenic rubble
areas).

Direct implications:

o No tow zones will be inundated with pots & static gear &
cause difficulties for sea anglers (This comment was
recorded during one of the early planning meetings.
Several stakeholder representatives have since stated that
the comment is unrealistic.)

Given this assumption, there are still the following
concerns:

o Static gear fishermen might face possible additional costs
for mitigation measures, should they be necessary

o There would be costs if monitoring is needed (e.g. the
introduction of static gear controls would require
monitoring)

The installation, operation and
maintenance of renewable energy
devices will be permitted

Based on SAP feedback the
assumption cannot apply to all sites
in the network, although it can apply
to any given site on its own.

Activity not taking place / not taking
place at high enough levels to cause
a problem in this site, so this was not
considered during the VA meetings

Direct implications:
o

Given this assumption, there are still the following
concerns:

o The MCZ designation may mean that additional
management requirements are defined for renewable
energy developments. This could result in:

- additional costs to the renewables industry, e.g. for
licensing mitigation and monitoring

- delays to renewables development

- delays, lost revenue and additional costs associated with
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cable repair activity restrictions

o Costs and delays associated with co-location of
renewables in MCZs, could result in long term implications
in terms of renewables deployment which could have
serious implications for industry and Government in terms
of loss of operational revenue and missing EU climate
change targets.

o Enforced co-location with MCZs would dramatically
restrict deployment.

If the assumption turns out to be wrong:

o If co-location assumptions are not correct the impacts
would/could be: site locations that can’t be developed,
increased costs (the implications could be re-routing of
cables around a feature could cost an additional £600,000 -
£1.3m/km depending on cable type, size and seabed
geology), construction delays, failure to meet renewables
targets, impacts on acidification, additional monitoring
requirements, increased uncertainty and declining investor
confidence in renewables activities.

o Increased competition for sea space with other sea users.
o Excellent wind and wave resource area but unlikely to be
developed in short or medium term due to distance from
shore.

Anchoring of small vessels will be
permitted.

There isn’t a clear, agreed Working
Group definition for what constitutes
a ‘small vessel’.

In this site, anchoring would not be
permitted where the sensitive
habitat (coral reefs, biogenic
rubble?) occurs, as the impact would
theoretically not be compatible with
the conservation objectives - but this
activity is unlikely to happen in
reality.

Direct implications:
o)

Given this assumption, there are still the following
concerns:

o No clear working group definition exists of what counts
as a ‘small’ vessel . 24m was proposed some time ago by
the RYA, but no decision was reached as to whether we
would adopt that size in MCZ planning.

Anchoring for maintenance and
access for licensed visitors to
heritage wrecks will be permitted.

In this site, anchoring would not be
permitted where the sensitive
habitat (coral reefs, biogenic
rubble?) occurs, as the impact would
theoretically not be compatible with
the conservation objectives - but this
activity is unlikely to happen in
reality

Direct implications:
o (No heritage wrecks currently present in the site)
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Activities assumed to be allowed to continue / occur within the site

Assumptions

Implications

Handlining (recreational angling and
commercial handlining) will be
permitted. Handlining includes sea
angling and trolling.

Direct implications:
o

Given this assumption, there are still the following
concerns:

o Handliners might face possible additional costs for
mitigation measures, should they be necessary

o There would be costs if monitoring is needed

Benefits:
o

Pelagic trawls will be permitted

Mobile species (seabirds and
cetaceans) not considered as
features needing protection when
the vulnerability assessment was
carried out with JNCC specialists.

Direct implications:
o

The installation and maintenance of
cables will be permitted and will not
be made prohibitively expensive
within the site. This applies to power
cables (including cables for
renewable energy devices), and
telecommunications cables.

In this site, any new cables would
have to be routed around the most
sensitive canyon seafloor habitat,
(areas of live deep-sea coral and
biogenic rubble, where coral may
recover).

Direct implications:
o)

Given this assumption there are still the following
concerns:

o Cable installation cost increases and delay

o Cable repair cost, delays and lost revenue could increase
due to activity restrictions on cable repair.

o There is no definition of what ‘prohibitively expensive’
means; the cables representative would like assurance that
no additional cost will result from MCZ designation
(beyond costs associated with existing management and
mitigation requirements).

If the assumption turns out to be wrong:

o For renewables/power cables, re-routing of cables
around a feature or site might mean longer cable routes, at
a cost of £600,000 - £1.3 million/km depending on cable
type, size and seabed geology.

o There may be other costs, e.g. costs associated with
licensing, mitigation measures and monitoring
requirements.

o Increased licensing requirements and costs of cabling
may have serious implications for industry and
Government in terms of loss of operational revenue,
missing EU climate change targets etc.
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The operation of cables (power and Direct implications:
telecommunications) & pipelines o
will be permitted (i.e. any existing

cables will be allowed to stay If the assumption turns out to be wrong:
operational). o Two inactive telecoms cables.

Activity not taking place / not taking

place at high enough levels to cause

a problem in this site, so this was not
considered during the VA meetings

Tourism and recreational activities Direct implications:
will be permitted. o]

Activity not taking place / not taking
place at high enough levels to cause
a problem in this site, so this was not
considered during the VA meetings.

Passage of ships will be permitted. Direct implications:
o

Activity not taking place / not taking

place at high enough levels to cause

a problem in this site, so this was not

considered during the VA meetings.

Acoustic survey work (geological Direct implications:
surveys) will not be allowed. o

Military Sonar will not be allowed.

This activity was discussed during the
VA and it is likely that no added
restrictions on acoustic work or
military sonar would result from an
MCZ designation in this site.
(Cetaceans were not considered as a
feature for protection in this site
when the vulnerability assessment
was carried out with JNCC experts.)
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Table 11.3.1f VA Snapshot table: This table records the point which the vulnerability assessment
discussions had reached regarding site management, at the time of the final Joint Working Group
meeting in May 2011. The outcome is not definitive, and the VA did not carry out an exhaustive
review of all the working assumptions recorded in the longer table above. The Steering Group were
not directly involved in the VA discussions, and at their final meeting, expressed considerable
reservations about the VA outcome (see section I1.2.1). The reason this VA snapshot table is included
here is so that readers have a record of what the VA snapshot was showing at the time the final
stakeholder comments were recorded for this site. For a full explanation of the VA snapshot, please
refer to part I. The maps in appendix 13 show a visual representation of the information in all the VA
snapshot tables in the rM(Z site reports.

Sector Potential Management

Commercial Fishing — all mobile | Management:

bottom gears - Prohibition of fishing in the rMCZ
Measure:

- Common Fisheries Policy

Commercial Fishing — all mobile and | Management:
static bottom gears - Prohibition of fishing over specific BSH/FOCI. These
are: cold-water coral reefs (possibly including
biogenic rubble).
Measure:
- Common Fisheries Policy

Stakeholder narrative: Uncertainties and Additional Comments
Uncertainties

The most significant uncertainty faced by the project was the lack of knowledge on management of
MCZs, and this uncertainty still applies to all rMCZs in the network. There was uncertainty over what
activities will be affected by MCZ designations: what activities will be permitted to continue within
(or near) MCZs, what activities will not be permitted, and what activities will require mitigation or
some form of restriction other than a complete ban. There was also uncertainty over what measures
will be taken to ensure any activity restrictions are put in place (e.g. byelaws, voluntary measures).

The following additional uncertainty has been highlighted for this site:
e There have been conflicting statements as to whether or not the UN Convention on the Law
of the Seas (UNCLOS) allows the permanent right to lay cables in the offshore outside of 12
nautical miles or whether this activity can be managed following MCZ designation.

Additional comments

The following is a set of additional comments made by stakeholder representatives over the course
of the planning work. Some of these comments were made specifically about this site, others were
more generic comments which the project team consider to be relevant to this site.

e Fishing
o This site is important to almost twenty fishing vessels from South Normandy.
o Seasonal closures of bottom-towed mobile gear are an inappropriate measure for
benthic conservation.
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e Pelagic gear
o As this site had previously been considered to provide protection for pelagic and
mobile species, assumptions had been made that netting and longlining would not
be permitted, and pelagic trawls would be permitted, but with mitigation against
bycatch for seabirds.

e General benefits of MCZs
o Some stakeholder representatives would like the following recorded and for these
to be considered during the impact assessment:

- Fisheries spill-over.

- Improvements for the local economy.

- Education opportunities.

- Benefits to science.

- Focus for voluntary groups.

- Potential increase in the amount and quality of recreational activities
(diving, sea angling, environmental tourism, etc).

- The designation as an MCZ will be a selling point and will undoubtedly be
used as an identifier to the area to highlight it as somewhere to visit.

e  Monitoring
o There are two main types of monitoring which will need to take place within rMCZs:
- Monitoring the activities within a site and the various levels at which they
are occurring.
- Monitoring the ENG features for changes in condition.

e Management measures

o For sites beyond 6nm, stakeholder representatives repeatedly voiced concern over
how the activity of non-UK fishing vessels might be managed, and stated opposition
to any unilateral measures that would apply to UK vessels only. At the time of the
third progress report, we had received the following statement from the SNCBs and
Defra: ‘When considering the impacts of fishing restrictions on non UK vessels, it is
the Government’s intention that fishing restrictions will not be imposed unilaterally
on UK vessels before they can be applied to equivalent EU vessels operating within
the relevant areas. In the case of those EU fishing vessels with historic fishing rights
in UK waters between 6 and 12 nm, Defra will negotiate with the relevant Member
States and the European Commission before introducing byelaws, or orders that are
applicable to all EU vessels, or seeking Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) regulation
measures. Once introduced, these would apply to all EU vessels (including UK
vessels) equally and at the same time.’

e Vulnerability assessment
o Steering Group representatives voiced general concern over the process and

outcome of the vulnerability assessments. This was mainly in relation to inshore
sites, however, please refer to the Steering Group statement in section 11.2.1.

Levels of support
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The network report (section I1.2) includes a project team reflection on levels of support for the
network recommendations as a whole, and the site specific reflection presented here should be read
within the wider network context.

This area was one of the earliest that was drawn by stakeholder representatives as an area to
include in the network (see first progress report), and there is a general recognition from a wide
range of stakeholder representatives that the shelf break and coral reef habitat are unique
ecological areas. Furthermore, the site is located a long way offshore, so the diversity of interests
that might generate conflicts over the site designation is much more limited than closer to shore.
Therefore, the site has relatively wide support.

The fishing sector have questioned the rationale for the selection of such a large proportion of the
deep sea habitat feature within the region as a rMCZ, when the ENG does not set any quantitative
guidelines, and some concern has been raised over possible impacts on non-UK fishermen (including
Spanish longliners) who use the area of the shelf break. NCS comments from non-UK fishermen
reflect these concerns.

Supporting documentation

GIS data used for reporting the quantitative habitat and species figures in the tables above includes
the following sources: UKSeaMap modelled broad-scale habitat data, MESH, MB102, and
JNCC/MESH Canyons survey data (Davies et al. 2008). Refer to appendix 8 for details, and to the
tables above for data sources for specific features in this site.

Further evidence underpinning the site can be found in the publications and datasets referred to in
the detailed site description. There may be additional information relevant to this rMCZ in Stewart &
Davies (2007).

Site map series

On the following pages there are three maps of this site.

e The first map (FR_009a) is the main site map showing the rMCZ boundary and includes
points with coordinates (in WGS84 UTM29N). The map also shows charted depth and
existing Marine Protected Areas for reference. Please note: the lat/long coordinates of the
vertices in the following maps have been calculated in decimal degrees, and in degrees,
minutes and seconds. For plotting on a standard Admiralty (UKHO) chart, the seconds of
each coordinate need to be converted to decimal. An MS Excel table showing all coordinates
in degrees, minutes and decimal seconds has been provided in the additional materials
section (see Appendix 14) for plotting purposes.

e The second map (FR_009b) shows the rMCZ boundary over broad-scale habitats, and
records of habitat and species FOCI.

e The third map (FR_009c) shows the detailed seabed habitat data from the JINCC/MESH
survey referred to above (Davies et al. 2008). The data shown on maps FR_009b and
FR_009c corresponds with the information in tables I1.3.1b to 11.3.1d, data sources are
indicated in the tables.

e Most site reports include a map showing socio-economic information, but this one does not,
because there is not a lot of spatial data indicating activities occurring this far offshore
(except for fisheries data, which is included in interactive PDF maps provided along with this
report — see appendix 14). One of the maps included in the South-west Deeps (East) rMCZ
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site report (map FR_011c) shows a cable that clips the south-eastern corner of The Canyons
rMcCZ.

Because of the large number of features shown on the site maps (especially inshore
biophysical maps), it has not been possible to embed comprehensive legends within the site
maps themselves. A comprehensive map legend is therefore provided in appendix 7, which
explains the symbology used on all the maps within this final report.

Appendix 8 describes the data sources for the information shown on the final report maps in<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>