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Cover Note 
 
The Net Gain stakeholder engagement process involves a wide range of organisations and individuals 
interested in or concerned about Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) in the English North Sea. This 
draft final recommendation report represents the work undertaken to date by the Net Gain Regional 
Stakeholder Group (RSG), which is comprised of four Regional Hubs and a Stakeholder Advisory 
Panel. It is the collective responsibility of the Regional Stakeholder Group to make MCZ 
recommendations to Government by 31st August 2011. 
 
We are making this report publicly available to ensure openness and transparency about our work, 
discussions and developments. We are not, however inviting comments on the report as this is not a 
public consultation but a participatory planning approach. We are aware that Defra has undertaken 
to run a public consultation later on in the process, after we have submitted our recommendations. 
 
The report contains within it the agreements, comments and caveats regarding the sites currently 
under consideration. Merely by having participated in the process, no stakeholder is thereby bound 
to agree with every statement in the report. Due to time constraints the RSG has not had the 
opportunity to review the full regional hub documentation that the draft final recommendations are 
based on, so there is potential that inaccuracies may be contained in this report. When the final 
recommendations are submitted on 31st August 2011 the report will include a consensus log of any 
outstanding objections or concerns from Regional Stakeholder Group members.  
 
As laid out in the RSG terms of reference, it is the role of the Stakeholder Advisory Panel Chair to 
provide final sign off of any submissions to the SAP, JNCC and Natural England, with support from the 
Stakeholder Advisory Panel. To assist the Chair in signing off the draft final recommendation report, 
the Stakeholder Advisory Panel has been given the opportunity to review the suite of MCZs and to 
comment on their view of the point the discussions have reached. These comments are contained in 
annex 6 of the report.  

 

A note from the Chair of the Stakeholder Advisory Panel, Trevor 

Jameson: 

In my capacity as Chair of the Stakeholder Advisory Panel and on behalf of StAP members I am 

satisfied that the attached draft final recommendation report properly reflects the excellent progress 

ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ŘŀǘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘƛƴƎ a/½Ωǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ bŜǘ Dŀƛƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǊŜŀΦ  
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Section 1 Introduction 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ bŜǘ DŀƛƴΩǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ !ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ tŀƴŜƭ ό{!tύ 

detailing progress made towards recommendations for a suite of Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) 

in the English North Sea by 31st August 2011. Following submission of the 3rd Iteration on 28 

February 2011, two further rounds of Regional Hub meetings have been held contributing to this 

report. 

In the March 2011 Regional Hubs, members were introduced to the East Inshore and East Offshore 

marine planning process which overlaps with the Net Gain project area, and had the opportunity to 

tie up outstanding discussions from our January meetings. The outcome of these hubs was a refined 

list of features at each dMCZ to take forward for vulnerability assessment. At the sixth StAP meeting 

held on the 6th April, the SAP feedback on the 3rd iteration was presented and progress made to date 

was reviewed. Recommendations were made for each Regional Hub to consider in subsequent 

meetings with particular attention being given to Reference Area targets. 

ΨCƛǊǎǘ ŎǳǘΩ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ƛƴ !ǇǊƛƭ ōȅ ǘƘŜ Statutory Nature Conservation 

Bodies (SNCBs), Marine Management Organisation (MMO) and Inshore Fisheries and Conservation 

Authorities (IFCAs) with support from the project team. The resulting draft conservation objectives 

for the dMCZ features were ground truthed in our April/May Regional Hub workshops to incorporate 

stakeholder experience and knowledge. This work is still to be sense checked by the SNCBs, but 

represents an important step towards the realisation of management implications for each site, 

which in coming months will be used to identify suitable management measures to achieve the 

conservation objectives. 

  



2 
 

 

  



3 
 

Section 2 Summary of the planning process post 3rd iteration 

 

March 2011 Regional Hubs 

Regional Hub meetings were delivered in March 2011 with the Marine Management Organisation so 

as to introduce marine planning and facilitate stakeholder engagement in that process.  The purpose 

of this round of Hubs was to refine the dMCZs from the 3rd iteration, making amendments required 

to meet the ENG and consider feedback received from the last meeting. The importance of finalising 

site locations, boundaries and features was stressed so that we could move onto the task of 

management at the next round of hubs. The March Regional Hub meetings included: 

 Welcome and introductions 

 Plenary discussions on Reference Areas 

 Plenary discussions on amendments to dMCZ site boundaries 

 Presentations by the MMO and by Net Gain 

 Next stages 

 

Vulnerability Assessment Workshops 

The first step in developing draft conservation objectives and management measures for our dMCZs 

was to undertake a vulnerability assessment for each feature at each site.  Features are sensitive to a 

range of pressures which can be caused by a number of different activities.  In order to determine if 

the feature is vulnerable to any given pressure we must assess whether it is exposed to that pressure 

at levels above the pressure benchmark due to activities overlapping with the feature.  

The Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies have provided the project team with sensitivity matrices 

(interpreted by Net Gain in our PRISM and PISA tools) which lay out the pressures, pressure 

benchmarks  and associated sensitivity levels, together with additional advice on fisheries impacts 

and licensed and non licensed activities.  This advice was combined with information on the features 

and activitieǎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ Řa/½ ƛƴ Ψ{¢!wCL{IΩΣ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǘƻƻƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ōȅ bŜǘ Dŀƛƴ ǘƻ Ǉǳƭƭ ƻǳǘ 

only the relevant pressures that each feature is vulnerable to by linking them only to those activities 

occurring at the site.   

This information was used to inform the first cut vulnerability assessment workshops involving 

Natural England, the JNCC, MMO and IFCAs.   Workshop participants assessed each features 

exposure to pressures caused by relevant activities by discussing the activities:  

· Footprint over the feature,  
· Intensity  
· Duration  
· Frequency that the feature is exposed to the pressure 
· Existing management or mitigation in place 
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These discussions resulted in the completion of draft vulnerability tables for each dMCZ feature on a 

site by site basis to be consulted on in the April/May Regional Hubs.   

 

April / May 2011 Regional Hubs 

Regional Hub meetings were delivered in April and May 2011 with two main outcomes expected. 

Firstly, to ground truth the vulnerability assessment tables and develop draft conservation objectives 

for the dMCZ features; and secondly to progress reference areas following StAP recommendations in 

April.  The format of these hubs was different to previous ones in that the entire meeting was held in 

plenary with discussions focusing on each site in turn.  Hub members were given the option to attend 

one or both days depending on if their interests lay in the inshore or offshore area.   

 

Developing conservation objectives 

For each site the following discussion points were covered:  

· What ENG features have been suggested for designation  
· A reminder of the additional ecological value of the dMCZ  
·  Confirmation of any boundary changes since the 3rd iteration 
· An overview of the activities understood to take place at the site 
 

Hub members were asked if any features had been omitted in error and to confirm whether our 

understanding of the activities occurring at the site was correct. 

The vulnerability assessment tables were ground truthed, to check that exposure to pressures had 

been adequately captured incorporating any additional information provided by hub members.  

Particular care was taken to discuss those pressures falling into the red cells of the table, so that hub 

members could realise the management implications for the activities contributing to those 

pressures.  The draft conservation objectives were confirmed following these discussions and hub 

members were given the opportunity to reconfirm the level of support for the site.  

 

Reference Areas 

In the April StAP meeting, recommendations were made for each Regional Hub to target specific 

habitats for inclusion in reference areas as follows:  

· The Northeast hub members were asked to identify a reference area for intertidal rock 
broadscale habitats within the Berwickshire and North Northumberland European Marine Site 

· The Yorkshire/Humber hub members were asked to identify a reference area for subtidal sand 
and coarse sediment either in the southern part of the Dogger Bank pSAC, or alternatively 
around the Binks geological feature. 

· The Lincolnshire/Wash hub members were asked to identify a reference area near Gibraltar 
Point GCR for intertidal mud/sand/mixed broadscale habitats.  

· The East of England hub members were asked to identify a reference area for Sabellaria reef 
possibly in the Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC.  

 



5 
 

These recommendations were explored in each hub resulting in new reference areas being proposed 

for a number of features. Amendments were also made to other draft reference areas based on SAP 

advice in the 3rd iteration report, and also on new evidence provided to the project team.  
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Section 3 Summary of existing Marine Protected Areas and the 

Gap Analysis 

Marine Conservation Zones will contribute to an ecologically coherent network along with existing 

Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), and it is important therefore to take account of what is currently 

protected within these sites and adjust the adequacy targets required by the ENG to account for the 

contributions that they provide. ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǊƪΣ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨGap AnalysisΩ, has been lead by the 

Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCBs). 

An updated final Gap Analysis was provided to Net Gain on the 25th May, 2011. This version provides 

revised contributions and extractions of: 

¶ All SPAs, SSSIs, SACs (including dSACs and pSACs) that are considered to contribute towards 

the protection of broad scale habitats and species and habitat FOCI; 

¶ .ǊƻŀŘ ǎŎŀƭŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ά!рΦоΥ {ǳōǘƛŘŀƭ ƳǳŘέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘΩ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC 

¶ Iŀōƛǘŀǘ Ch/L άaǳŘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ƛƴ ŘŜŜǇ ǿŀǘŜǊέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘΩ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ 

The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 

¶ Iŀōƛǘŀǘ Ch/L ά¢ƛŘŜ-ǎǿŜǇǘ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭǎέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘΩ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 

Flamborough Head SAC 

¶ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎ Ch/L ά¢ŜƴǘŀŎƭŜŘ ƭŀƎƻƻƴ-worm (Alkmaria romiƧƴƛύέ  Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀŘŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘΩ 

feature to the Humber Estuary SAC 

¶ wŜǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ Ch/L ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƎŀǇ ǘŀōƭŜΩ  ŜǾŜƴ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ƛƴ 

the geodatabase to support their presence within existing sites 

¶ The combined broad scale habitat map version 7. This new map provides amalgamated data 

from UK Sea Map 2020 (JNCC, 2010), MESH collated habitat maps (MESH, 2010), REC habitat 

maps (MALSF, 2011) and MB0102 Intertidal maps (ABPmer, 2010). 

It is important to recognise that while some features are recognised as `protected` in the list 

provided, if there is no spatial data available the Gap Analysis tool fails to capture this information, 

and reports that there are no MPAs for that feature, for example broad scale habitat A3.3: Low 

energy infralittoral rock is listed as not occurring within Net Gain however three SSSI within Net Gain 

actually protect this feature (Creswell Ponds, Humber Estuary and The Lagoons). JNCC have made an 

effort to correct for these discrepancies but the project team has been advised to compare results to 

identify those features that are listed as protected with no supporting data have been captured.  

Figure 1 shows the MPAs that are included in the final Gap Analysis within the Net Gain project area.  

The outcomes of the Gap Analysis as provided to us are presented in Annex 2.  
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Figure 1 Existing MPAs included in the Gap Analysis 
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Section 4 The developing network configuration 

bŜǘ DŀƛƴΩǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻn zone (MCZ) recommendations include a total of 18 MCZs 

and 9 reference areas that hold a good level of support from the Regional Stakeholder Group (RSG) 

and 3 reference areas that require further survey work or clarification for the exact location of the 

features desired to be protected. Details of the discussions and caveats associated with each site 

along with the conservation objective for each feature are provided in Section 5. The distribution of 

the Net Gain dMCZs is provided in figure 2, with figure 3 providing a comparison with the 3rd iteration 

sites.  

Following the submission of the 3rd iteration, discussions have been held to finalise 

recommendations for site boundaries and features that are to be put forward for designation. Site 

figures in Section 5  only indicate those features that have been identified to be put forward for 

designation, and further discussions as to those that are present and not recommended are 

provided.  Figure 4 shows the developing network configuration including existing MPAs, dMCZs, and 

RAs.  

 

Adequacy 

The draft final recommendation adequacy assessment is based on the updated version of the Gap 

Analysis received May 26th 2011, together with the broadscale habitat map version7.  Additional 

information used to represent features and towards targets include:  

¶ Environment Agency (salt marsh data) (EA, 2011) 

¶ A5.3: Subtidal mud (LK) (Ritchie, 2010) 

Detailed information and presentation of the adequacy targets is available in Table 1.  

Adequacy targets for most broad scale habitats are either met or exceed maximum requirements, 

with the exception of A5.3: Subtidal mud. This broad scale habitat adequacy was met in the 3rd 

iteration, however with the inclusion of the new data and gap analysis the total extent of this feature 

increased, resulting in the amount present in dMCZs now falling below the new minimum target.  

A similar case occurred for A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediment, where new data received meant that we 

fell short of the minimum target by approximately 160km² after our May hubs. The new habitat data 

included in version7 altered the habitat composition in NG 9 from being almost all subtidal coarse 

sediment to roughly half subtidal coarse sediment and half subtidal mixed sediment.  This presented 

an opportunity to recommend subtidal mixed sediment in the site to be able to meet adequacy 

targets. This option was discussed at the StAP following liaison with local stakeholders. It was agreed 

that there was support for this feature to be suggested for designation, with the caveat that there 

would be no change to the current management implications that have been discussed in the hub 

meetings.  

A narrative is provided for any other features where the adequacy targets are not met (for example, 

A5.5: Subtidal macrophyte-dominated sediment, where no spatial information was available).  
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Representativity and Replication 

Representativity for broad scale habitats is met for all features with the exception of A3.3: Low 

energy infralittoral rock and A6: Deep-sea bed (for which we do not have a viable patch size). 

Representativity for A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock may be met as it is a feature that is currently 

ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘǊŜŜ {{{LΩǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŧŀƭƭ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ bŜǘ Dŀƛƴ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ǘƻ 

support the features presence is currently not available.  

Replication targets are met for all broad scale habitats with the exception of the two features above. 

In addition, the feature A5.5: Subtidal macrophyte-dominated sediment is short of one replicate due 

to the lack of spatial data that is available to the project.  

Of the 12 low or limited mobility FOCI species listed as present within the Net Gain project area, 

representativity is met for four species that are either protected in MPAs or have been included as 

features in dMCZs.  The replication guideline (at least three replicates) is met for two species, Lagoon 

sand shrimp (Gammarus insensibilis) and Starlet sea anemone (Nematostella vectensis), and nearly 

met (one more replicate required) for Ocean Quahog (Artica islandica). For the species where 

replication targets were not met the general reasons for this are: 

¶ Only a single record available, and SAP advice was to not designate the species based on a 

single record 

¶ Data available is associated with man-made structures , SAP advised against designating for 

such specie occurrences 

¶ Data available provides records that are on land  

¶ No data available (Lagoon sea slug (Tenellia adspersa)) 

Table 2 shows the detailed results of the representativity and replication within the network of MPAs 

and dMCZs; a detailed narrative explaining the reasons why ENG guidelines could not be met is 

provided following the table. Table 3 provides information about data that is available to the project 

team. 

 Of the 14 FOCI habitats listed as present within the Net Gain project area, representativity was met 

for all habitats except two, and the replication guideline (at least three replicates) was met for nine 

habitats and nearly met for an additional two habitats. The reasons for not meeting the guidelines 

for all habitat FOCI was mostly due to a lack of available evidence (e.g. horse mussel beds and sea-

pen and burrowing megafauna communities) or a lack of trust shown by the Regional Stakeholder 

Group regarding the validity of the data (e.g. mud habitats in deep water). Table 4 shows the 

detailed results of representativity and replications within the MPAs and dMCZs; a detailed narrative 

explaining the reasons why ENG guidelines could not be met is provided following the table.  

 

Connectivity 

The assessment for connectivity was based as the Euclidean distance between individual MPA/dMCZ 

boundaries protecting similar habitats (`similar` being a habitat belonging to the same EUNIS level 2 
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class). This approach was agreed following receipt of advice from the SAP and SNCBs.  The ENUIS 

level 2 habitats present within Net Gain are: 

¶ A1: littoral rock and other hard substrata 

¶ A2: littoral sediments 

¶ A3: infralittoral rock and other hard substrata 

¶ A4: circalittoral rock and other hard substrata 

¶ A5: sublittoral sediments 

The broad scale habitat A6: deep sea bed was not assessed as its extent within Net Gain is <5km² and 

is only represented close to the northern boundary of the Net Gain project area.  

¢ƘŜ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9bD ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨIn the absence of species-specific information on 

connectivity, MPAs of similar habitat should be separated, where possible, by no more than 40-80km 

(between individual MPA boundaries)Ω όtŀƎŜ псΣ 9bDΣ WǳƴŜ нлмлύΦ  For each of the five EUNIS level 2 

habitats two buffers of 40km and 80km were created to analyse the connectivity of the sites. Figure 

5 summarises the percentage of sites that satisfy the connectivity criterion (e.g. separation between 

40-80km) whilst the maps (Figures 6 - 10) show the location of each MPA, dMCZ and RA protecting 

each EUNIS level 2 habitat, and their connectivity.  

In summary, sites protecting (or proposed for the protection of) the five EUNIS levels show between 

57% (EUNIS level A3) and 89% (EUNIS level A1) are connected between 40-80km from the centroids 

of each site.  

 

Conservation Objectives 

In addition to extracting the targets for the ENG from the draft network configuration the project 

team along with SNCBs completed a vulnerability assessment to determine the conservation 

objective for each feature.  A vulnerability assessment ``first cut`` was done by the SNCBs with the 

support of the Net Gain team. This identified activities that were likely to cause an impact on each 

feature and these were taken to the RSG for further discussions about the intensity, seasonality, 

duration and footprint of the activities occurring over the feature. Details of these discussions are 

provided in Section 5 and the vulnerability assessment tables are provided in Annex 3 with an 

accompanying excel spreadsheet.  
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Figure 2 dMCZs and Reference areas at draft final recommendations  
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Figure 3 dMCZ and reference areas at the 3rd iteration 

 

Figure 2 The developing network configuration 



 
 

Table 1 Assessment of adequacy, representativity and replication for broad scale habitats within the dMCZ network 

Information for the contribution of existing MPAs is based on the Gap Analysis (GA) provided to the Regional Projects on 26th May 2011 by the SNCBs. The GA was 

informed by spatial and non spatial evidence.  
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A1.1: High energy intertidal rock 1.46 21%-38% 0.24 16.7% Nearly met* Met* 2 Met*

Need to meet 
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Min met - 
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by 0.1 km2
2 >2

Min met; max 
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Met

A1.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock 8.38 21%-38% 4.08 48.7% Met Met >2 Met Met Met Met 0.77 9.2%

Min met - 
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km2

Max met- 
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km2

4 >2

Max met- 
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surplus of 0.17 

km2

3 >2

Max met- 

surplus of 0.17 

km²

Met

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand 177.15 25%-42% 167.69 94.7% Met Met >2 Met Met Met Met 0.65 0.4%

Min met - 

surplus of 

124.06 km2

Max met- 

surplus of 

93.94 km2

3 >2

Max met- 

surplus of 

93.94 km²

Met

A2.3: Intertidal mud 241.76 25%-42% 237.33 98.2% Met Met >2 Met Met Met Met 0.16 0.1%

Min met - 

surplus of 

177.05 km2

Max met- 

surplus of 

135.95 km2

3 >2

Max met- 

surplus of 

135.95 km²

Met

A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments 7.18 25%-42% 2.84 39.5% Met Met 2 Met Met Met 0.23 1.76 24.5%

Min met - 

surplus of 2.8 

km2

Max met- 

surplus of 1.58 

km2

2 >2

Max met- 

surplus of 1.58 

km²

Met

A2.5: Coastal salt marshes and saline reed beds 20.28 n/a 20.27 100% n/a Met >2 Met

Replicates met;

n/a targets but 

>99.5% 

protected by 

MPAs

n/a n/a 0.0% n/a n/a >2 n/a

Repl met; no targets 

but 100% protected 

in MPA

A2.6: Intertidal sediments dominated 

by aquatic angiosperms (2) 6.26 n/a 6.26 100% n/a Met 1 Nearly met

Replicates nearly 

met by MPA's; no 

target but 100% 

of available area 

protected in MPA

n/a n/a 0.0% n/a n/a 0 >2 n/a

Repl met by MPA's; 

no targets but 100% 

of available area 

protected in MPA

A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs 2.51 n/a 0.85 34% n/a Met* 2 Met* BHS <5km2 n/a n/a 0.00 0.0% n/a n/a 0 2 n/a

Repl met by MPA's, 

but adequacy not 

viable
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Table 1 Continued
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A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock 333.21 15%-31% 4.83 1.5% Not met* Met 1 Nearly met
Need adequacy 

& 1+ replicate
46.17 100.48 86.79 26.0%

Min met - 

surplus of 

41.64 km2

Not met - short 

by 11.67 km2
4 >2

Min met; max 

short by 

11.67km²

Met

A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock 442.95 17%-32% 0.00 0.0% Not met Not met 0 Not met
Need adequacy 

& 2+ replicates
76.73 144.43 203.42 45.9%

Min met - 

surplus of 

128.37 km2

Max met- 

surplus of 

61.93 km2

5 >2

Max met- 

surplus of 

61.93 km²

Met

A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock 5.04 16%-32% 0.00 0.0% Not met Not met 0 (3) Not met

Need adequacy 

(BSH is only 5km²) 0.81 1.61 0.0%
Not met - short 

by 0.81 km2

Not met - short 

by 1.61 km2
0 0

Not met - short 

by 0.81 km²

Repl might be met by 

existing MPA's; need 

adequacy, BSH 

<5km²

A4.1: High energy circalittoral rock 13.47 11%-25% 9.81 72.8% Met Met 1 Nearly met Need 1+ replicate Met Met 0.05 0.3%

Min met - 

surplus of 8.37 

km2

Max met- 

surplus of 6.48 

km2

1 2

Max met- 

surplus of 6.48 

km²

Met

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock 5057.74 13%-28% 0.00 0.0% Not met Not met 0 Not met
Need adequacy  

& 2+ replicates
657.98 1417.18 862.99 17.1%

Min met - 

surplus of 

286.75 km2

Not met - short 

by 471.91 km2
8 >2

Min met; max 

short by 

471.91km²

Met

A4.3: Low energy circalittoral rock 20.34 16%-32% 0.00 0.0% Not met Not met 0 Not met
Need adequacy 

& 2+ replicates
3.25 6.51 20.34 100.0%

Min met - 

surplus of 

30.97 km2

Max met- 

surplus of 

27.72 km2

2 2

Max met- 

surplus of 

27.72 km2²

Met (available only

in 1 location within 

Net Gain)

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 12141.05 17%-32% 3219.99 26.5% Met Met >2 Met Met Met 2044.96 1717.36 14.1%

Min met - 

surplus of 

2915.72 km2

Max met- 

surplus of 

1094.56 km2

12 >2

Max met- 

surplus of 

1094.56 km²

Met

A5.2: Subtidal sand 86012.47 15%-30% 14155.00 16.5% Met Met >2 Met Met Met 11137.80 7621.85 8.9%

Min met - 

surplus of 

9205.83 km2

Not met - short 

by 3696.04 

km2

14 >2

Min met; max 

short by 

3693.04km²

Met

A5.3: Subtidal mud 1168.72 15%-30% 95.97 8.2% Nearly met Met >2 Met Need adequacy 36.59 177.32 14.01 1.2%
Not met - short 

by 60.5 km2

Not met - short 

by 235.81 km2
3 >2

Not met - short 

by 60.5 km²

Repl met but 

adequacy not met (4)

A5.4:Subtidal mixed sediments 6161.21 16%-32% 127.79 2.1% Not met Met >2 Met Need adequacy 412.71 1018.52 1302.41 11.2%

Min met - 

surplus of 

444.15 km2

Not met - short 

by 541.64 km2
8 >2

Min met; max 

short by 

541.64 km²
Met (5)

A5.5: Subtidal macrophyte-dominated sediment 
Spatial data 

not available
n/a Not available 0% n/a Not met 1 Nearly met Need 1+ replicate n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0 1 n/a

Lacking evidence to 

spatially locate 

feature

A5.6:Subtidal biogenic reefs 218.77 n/a 84.64 39% n/a Met 2 Met Met n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0(8) 2 n/a

Repl met by MPA's, 

but adequacy not 

viable

A6: Deep-sea bed 4.69 n/a 0.00 0% n/a Not met 0 Not met BHS <5km2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0 n/a Not viable
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after MPA protection) Assessment MPA's plusdMCZ's



 
 

 

Notes 

Only non-protected broad scale habitats are listed as "present" in dMCZs. Non-protected broad scale habitats were provided as spatial data with the Gap Analysis 
(GA). Reference areas that have not had boundaries confirmed or have multiple options for the site have not been included in the analysis, but will be included in the 
final recommendation once there is confirmation of boundaries.  
 
* Extent in the whole of Net Gain area >5km² 

 (1) Not protected by existing or overlapping MPAs,  
(2) The available spatial data and the gap analysis show that 100% of the "A2.6: Intertidal sediments dominated by aquatic angiosperms" is protected but the 
"Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast" SAC and "Lindisfarne" SPA/SSSI (data supported by Broad Scale Habitat map) 
(3) "A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock" is present in the Gap table in three SSSIs, "Creswell Ponds, Humber Estuary and The Lagoons", however spatial broad scale 
habitat data is not available within these sites, and is only present in two other locations within the Net Gain boundary 
(4) Adequacy not met because of  change in BSH distribution map (received 20th May,2011), and total areas within Net Gain increased significantly causing the 
required km ² target to increase, and where features previously met adequacy they now no longer do. The contribution of MPAs to protect this BSH might be greater 
than that resulted from the gap analysis: communication with Natural England informed the project that the mapped Subtidal mud within The Wash and North 
Norfolk SAC corresponds to the sandy mud and muddy sand particle size end of the spectrum, which is a subfeature of The Wash and North Norfolk SAC 
(5) Following the availability of new BSH data over the Net Gain area this feature increased substantially in size, and subsequently we then did not met out adequacy 
targets. An option to designate this feature in NG 9 was put forward to both the StAP and local fishermen (through liaison work), and both were happy to designate 
the feature on the condition that the new out puts would not have any management implications to the commercial potting and trapping sector. This site was 
previously covered almost in its entirety with subtidal coarse sediment and the pressures are considered to be similar, and the conservation outcome would still be 
maintain.  
 

  



 
 

Table 2 Assessment of representativity and replication: species FOCI

 

For notes see over 
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Alkmaria romijni Tentacled lagoon-worm Met 1 (1) Not met Not met 0 Not met Met 1

Not met-records available are 

approximately 20 years old and have are 

have been considered unreliable

Artica islandica Ocean quahog Not met 0 Not met Met 2 Met Met 2 Nearly met-many of the records available 

are associated with man made features

Cruoria cruoiaeformis Burgundy maerl paint weed (red seaweed) Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met-Single record

Gammarus insensibilis Lagoon sand shrimp Met 3 (2) Met Not met 0 Not met Met 3 Met

Gitanopsis bispinosa Amphipod shrimp Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met Not met 0

Not met-Single record available within 

dMCZ's, SNCB advise to disregard the 

record as it is from 1992 and will be 

unlikely to go forward for designation

Haliclystus auricula Stalked jellyfish Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met-Single record

Hippocampus hippocampus Short snouted seahorse Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met-Single record

Nematostella vectensis Starlet sea anenome Met 3 (3) Met Met 1 Not met Met 4

Met-LK suggests that the lagoon that will 

be protected for a RA is likely to have 

more than one replicate

Ostrea edulis Native oyster Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met Not met 0
Not met-Records available are 

associated with man made structures, 

and SAP advice is to ignore these records

Palinurus elephas Spiny Lobster Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met-Single record

Phymatolithon calcareum Common maerl Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met Not met 0

Not met-Only record available is >1km 

inland from the site, is l ikely to be 

associated with historic data, and has 

therefore been considered unreliable

Tenellia adspersa Lagoon sea slug Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met-No records, spatial data missing

Species FOCI Contribution of exisiting MPA's (GA)* Contribution of dMCZ's Total representivity and replication (MPA's + dMCZ)



 
 

Notes 

This table is based on the Gap Analysis (GA) provided by regional projects in May 2011 by the SNCBs. The GA was informed by spatial and non-spatial evidence, 
therefore the spatial data presented in the site specific information may not necessarily fully reflect the GA.  
Due to the lack of spatial data documenting the occurrence of the Species FOCI, it might not be possible to meet the replication guideline - additional evidence from 
local knowledge (LK)  is included.  

 * Species FOCI records that are considered protected have been extracted from the Gap analysis table delivered by the SNCBs in May, 2011 

** Only if listed as "feature to protect within a dMCZ or reference area" 

 (1) Protection for Alkmaria romijni is provided by the Humber Estuary SAC 
(2) Protection for Gammarus insensibilis is provided by the Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoon SAC, The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC and Orfordness and 
Shingle Street SAC 
(3) Protection for Nematostella vectensis is provided by Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoon SAC, The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC and Orfordness and Shingle 
Street SAC 
 

  



 
 

Table 3 Records of species FOCI within Net Gain and within dMCZs  

 

 

Notes 

Numbers of records in brackets are based on point locations without accounting for the precision associated with their positiƻƴ όάǘǊǳŜ ǇƻƛƴǘǎέύΦ 
Records outside of the brackets use the precision attributed to their position to establish their spatial relation to the Net Gain or dMCZ boundaries, to determine  
ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ Ŧŀƭƭ άǿƛǘƘƛƴέ ƻǊ άƻǳǘǎƛŘŜέ ǘƘŜ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅΦ 

 

  

Scientific Name Common Name Protected within MPA Designated in dMCZ

Alkmaria romijni Tentacled lagoon-worm 6 (4) 3 (2) 1 0 1 0.0

Artica islandica Ocean quahog 251 (245) 64 (61) 0 2 2 0.8

Cruoria cruoiaeformis Burgundy maerl paint weed (red seaweed) 2 (2) 0 (0) 0 0 0 0.0

Gammarus insensibilis Lagoon sand shrimp 3 (0) 0 (0) 3 0 3

0 - one of these records put 

forward is covered within 

The Wash and North 

Norfolk Coast SAC , however 

the data point is >1.5km 

inland

Gitanopsis bispinosa Amphipod shrimp 5 (5) 1 (1) 0 0 0 0.0

Haliclystus auricula Stalked jellyfish 1 (1) 0 (0) 0 0 0 0.0

Hippocampus hippocampus Short snouted seahorse 1 (1) 0 (0) 0 0 0 0.0

Nematostella vectensis Starlet sea anenome 2 (0) 2 (1) 3 1 4 50.0

Ostrea edulis Native oyster 9 (9) 6 (6) 0 0 0 0.0

Palinurus elephas Spiny Lobster 1 (1) 0 (0) 0 0 0 0.0

Phymatolithon calcareum Common maerl 3 (0) 2 (0) 0 0 0 0.0

Tenellia adspersa Lagoon sea slug 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 0 0 0.0

Species FOCI Within Net Gain; with 

and (without) buffer

Within dMCZ's; with 

and (without) buffer

Put forward to be 

designated (MPA+dMCZ)

% of designated records 

of Net Gain with buffer



 
 

Table 4 Assessment of representativity and replication: Habitat FOCI 

 

Notes 

*Only presented if the feature is designated to be protected within a dMCZ or reference area 
¢ƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ǘƘŀǘ bŜǘ Dŀƛƴ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƘƻƭŘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƛŘŜ-ǎǿŜǇǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ άǘƛŘŜ-ǎǿŜǇǘ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭǎέΦ 
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Blue mussel beds (incl. Intertidal beds on mixed and 

sandy sediments) Met 2 Nearly met Met 1 Not met Met 3 Met

Estuarine rocky habitats Met 4 Met Met 2 Nearly met Met 6 Met

Horse mussel (Modiolus modiolus) beds Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met

Intertidal underboulder communites Met 2 Nearly met Met 3 Met Met 5 Met

Littoral chalk communites Met 1 Not met Met 2 Nearly met Met 3 Met

Mud habitats in deep water Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met

Peat and clay exposures Not met 0 Not met Met 2 Nearly met Met 2

Nearly met-this will be met 

once there is confirmation 

about RA LW 1 boundaries 

as this is to be designated 

for peat and clay exposures

Ross worm (Sabellaria spinulosa) reefs Met 4 Met Met 4 Met Met 8 Met

Seagrass beds Met 3 Met Met 1 Not met Met 4 Met

Sea-pen and burrowing megafauna communities Met 1 Not met Not met 0 Not met Met 1 Not met

Sheltered muddy gravels Met 2 Nearly met Met 2 Nearly met Met 4 Met

Subtidal chalk Met 1 Not met Met 3 Met Met 4 Met

Subtidal sands and gravels Met >5 Met Met 10 Met Met >15 Met

Tide-swept channels Not met 0 Not met Met 2 Nearly met Met 2 Nearly met

Contribution of existing MPA's (GA) Contribution of dMCZ's Total replicates (MPA's + dMCZ)
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Figure 5 Percentage of sites (MPAs, dMCZs, RAs) separated by 40-80km, for each EUNIS level 2 broad scale 

habitat 
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Figure 6 Connectivity of MPAs and dMCZs for EUNIS level 2 broad scale habitat - A1 littoral rock 
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Figure 7 Connectivity of MPAs and dMCZs for EUNIS level 2 broad scale habitat - A2 littoral 

sediments 
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Figure 8 Connectivity of MPAs and dMCZs for EUNIS level 2 broad scale habitat - A3 infralittoral rock 






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































