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Cover Note

The Net Gaiistakeholder engagemenrocess invtves a wide range of organisations and individuals
interested in or concerned about Marine Conservation Zones (Mi@Zke English North Sea. This
draft final recommendatiomeport represents the work undertaken to date by the Net Gain Regional
Stakeholde Group (RSG)which iscomprised of four Regional Hubs and a Stakeholder Advisory
Panel. It is the collective responsibility of the Regional Stakeholder Group to make MCZ
recommendationgo Government by 3% August 2011.

We are making this report publicavailable 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 hastaketer

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 considerationMerely by having participated ie process, no stakeholder is thereby bound

to agree with every statement in the reporDue 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 therés potential that inaccuracies may be contained in this repdrhen the final
recommendations are submitted on 3August 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 suppbg from t
Stakeholder Advisory Pandlo assist the Chair in gigg off thedraft final recommendationeport,

the Stakeholder Advisory Panel has been given the opportunitevizw the suite of MCZs and to
comment on their view of the point the discussions have reached. T¢twsenentsare contained in

annex 6of thereport.

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 | am
satisfied that the attached draft final recommendation report properly reflékhesexcellent progress
YIRS G2 RIGS G261 NRa NBO2YYSYRAYy3 al %Qa Ay GKS
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Section 1 Introduction
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detailing progress made towards recommendations for a suite of Marine Congenzaines (MCZs)

in the English North Sea bys2August 2011. Following submission of tH&l&ration on 28

February 2011, two further rounds of Regional Hub meetings have beendmlibating to this

report.

o
)¢

In the March 2011 Regional Hubs, membeesenintroduced to theEast Inshore and East Offshore
marine planning process which overlaps with the Net Gain project area, and had the opportunity to
tie up outstanding discussion®fn our January meeting$he outcome of these hubs was a refined
list offeatures at each dMCZ to take forvagfior vulnerability assessmenit the sixth StAP meeting
held on the & April, the SAP feedback on th& Beration was presentedind progress made to date
was reviewed Recommendations were made for each Regiondl tdiconsider in subsequent
meetings with particular attention being @m to Reference Area targets.

WCANERG OdziQ @dzZ ySNI 6Af AGe | HtaabtarEiNaBrg GoisewalddS 02 Y LI
Bodies(SNCBsMarine Management OrganisatighMO) and Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Authorities(IFCAsyvith support from the project team. The resulting draft conservation objectives
for the dMCZ features were ground truthed in cApril/May Regional Hub workshops to incorporate
stakehdder experienceand knowledgeThis 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/atinge
conservation objectives.






Section 2 Summary of theplanning procesgpost 3¢ 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 sthklder engagement in that proces¥he 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 medtivegimportance of finalising

site locatons, boundaries and features wasressedso that we could move onto the task of
management at the next round of hubs. TarchRegional Hub meetings included:

* Welcome and introductions

* Plenary discussions on Reference Areas

* Plenary discussions omgndments 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 vulnerabiligssessment 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 issdxpabat pressure

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

The $atutory Nature ConservationBodies have provided the project team with sensitivity matrices

(interpreted by Net Gain in our PRISM and PISA}aghich lay out the pressures, pressure

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

and licensed and non licensed activiti@his advice was combined with information on the features

and activitid 2 OOdzZNNA Y 3 SAUGKAY SIFOK Ra/ % Ay W{¢!wCL{l QX
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 informeHirst 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



These discussions resulted in the completiodraift vulnerability tables for each dMCZ feature on a
site by site basi® be consulté on in the April/May Regional Hubs.

April / May 2011 Regional Hubs

Regional Hub meetings were delivered in April and May 2@titwo main outcomes expected.

Firstly, toground truth the vulnerabity assessment tablesnddevelop draft conservationtgectives

for the dMCZ featuresand secondly toqogress reference areas following StAP recommendaiions
April. The format of these hubs was different to previous ones in that the entire meeting was held in
plenary with discussions focusing on eackh sitturn. 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 featws have been suggested for designation

A reminder of the additional ecological value of the dMCZ
Confirmation ofany boundary changes sinttee 3rd iteration

An overview of thectivitiesunderstood to take place at the site

Hub members were asked ifyafeatures had been omitted in error and to confirm whetloerr
understanding of the activitiesccurringat the sitewas correct.

The vulnerability assessment tables were ground trutheaheck that exposure to pressures had

been adequately captureihcorporating 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 contributitiypse

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 mimteeach Regional Hub to target specific
habitats for inclusion in reference areas follows:

TheNortheast hubmemberswere askedto identify a reference area for intertidal rock
broadscale habitatwithin the Berwickshire andNorth Northumberland Eurpean Marine Site
The Yorkshire/Humber hulmemberswere askedto identify a reference area for subtidal sand
and coarse sediment either in tle®uthern part of theDogger Bank pSAC, or alternatively
around the Binks geological feature.

The Lincolnshire/Washub 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 aeabieliariaeef
possibly in the Haisborough, Hammband Winterton SAC.



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 3 iteration report, andalso on new evidence provided to the project team.






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), andsitmportant 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¢ KA & ¢ 2 NJ = NBap dmalsBRas heen lebdhihal K S W
Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies (SNEB

Anupdated final Gap Analysis was provided to Net Gain on tRevey, 2011. This versigurovides
revised contributions and extractions of:

)l

All SPA, SSSis, SACs (including dSACs and)BatGre corislered to contribute towards

the protection of broad scale habitats and species and habitat FOCI,;
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Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC
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feature to the Humber Estuary SAC
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the geodatabasdo support their presence within existing sites

The combined broad ate habitat map version. 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 whilsome 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 Lagdt@€) have made an
effort to correct for these discrepancies but the prof team has been advised to compare results to
identify those features that are listed as protected with no supporting data have been captured.

Figurel shows the MPA that are included in thénal Gap Analysis within the Ne&tid project area.
The outcomes of the Gap Analysis as provided to us are presented in Annex



Gz eeea reas Protected areas: Marine SACs, SPAs and SSSis

This map shows protected areas such as protected wrecks, Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Ramsar sites, as well as Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Special
Protection Areas (SPAs) with marine components.
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Figurel Existing MPA included in the Gap Analysis



Section 4 The developing network configuration

bSG DIFAyQa RN Ti nkdng(MEZ) rédordieidatior® hofudleSaNdiateivc 2

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 eaadafure are provided in Sectidh The distribution of

the Net GairdMCZds providedin figure2, with figure3 providing a comparison with thé®3teration

sites

Following the submission of thé&eration, discussions have been heldftoalise

recommendations for site boundaries and features that arbdéqut forward for designation.it®
figuresin Secion 5 only indicate those features that have been identified to be put forward for
designation, and further discussions as to those that are present ancbooinmendedare

provided. Figure 4 shows the developing network configuration including existings, dMCZs, and
RAs.

Adequacy

The draft final recommendation adequacy assessment is based arptteed version of the Gap
Analysis received May $®011, together with the broadscale habitat map versionXdditional
information used to represent feares and towards targets include:

1 EnvironmentAgency (salt marsh data) (EA, 2011)
T Ab5.3: Subtidal mud (LK) (Ritchie, 2010)

Detailed information and presentation of the adequacy targets is availafdlabiel.

Adequacy targetsof most broad scale habitatge either met or exceed maximum requirements,
with the exception of A5.3: Subtidal mufhis broad scale habitat adequacy was inghe 3¢
iteration, however with the inclusion of the new daaad gap analysihe total extent of this feature
increased, resulting ithe amountpresent in dMCZs now fallifgelow the newminimum target.

A similar case occurred for A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediment, wimfedata received meant that we
fell short of the minimuntarget by approinately 160kn? after our May hubsThe new habitat data
included in version? alterethe habitat compositionin NG 9rom being almost all subtidal coarse
sediment to roughly half subtidal coarse sedimendadnalf subtidal mixed sediment. This presented
an goportunity to recommendsubtidal mixed sediment in the site to be able to meet adequacy
targets. This option wadiscussed at th&tAPfollowing liaison with local stakeholders. It was agreed
that there was support for this feature to seiggested for deghation, with the caveathat there
would be no change to the curremtanagement implicationthat 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: Subtidamacrophytedominated sediment, where no spatial information was available).



Representativityand Replication

Represendtivity for broad scale habitais met for all features with the exception of A3.3: Low

energy infralittoral rock and A6: Deeyga bedfor which we do not have a viable patch size)

Representivity for A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock may be met as it is a feature that is currently
RSAAIAYI GSR 6AGKAY GKNBS {{{LQa OGKId Flrftf gAIGKAY
supportthe features presence is currently not available.

Replication targetsre met for all broad scale habitats with the exception of the two features above
In addition,the feature A5.5: Subtidal macrophytminated sediments short of one replicag due
to the lack of spatial data that is available to the project.

Of the 12 low otimited mobility FOCI species listed as present within the Net Gain project area,
representativityis met for four specieshat are either protected in MPsAor have beemcludedas
features in dMCZs. Theplication guideline (at least three replicatésjnet for two species, Lagoon
sand shrimpGammarus insensibijignd Starlet sea anemonBNématostella vectensisand nearly
met (one more replicate required) for Ocean Qualfagica islandica For the species where
replication targets were not met the general reasons for Hris:

1 Only a single record availieh and SAP adwavas to not designate the species based on a
single record

1 Data available is associated with mra@de structures , SAP advised against designating for
such specie occurrences

1 Data available provides records that are on land
1 No data available (Lagoon sea slligr(ellia adsperga

Table2 shows the detailed results of the repradativity and repliation within the network of MPAs
and dMCZ; a detailed narrative explainitige reasons why ENG guidelinesittl not be met is
provided following the tableTable3 provides information about data that is aaile to the project
team.

Of the 14 FOCI habitats listed as present within the Net Gain project area, re@tggntvas met

for all habitats except two, and the replication guideline (at least three replicates) was met for nine
habitats and nearly meor an additional two habitats. The reasons for not meeting the guidelines
for all habitat FOGlas 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 Re§iakaholder
Group regarding the validity of the data (e.g. mud habitats in deep watable4 shows the

detailed results of represeativity and replicions within the MPAs and dM&Za detailed narrative
explaining the reas@why ENG guidelines could not be met is provided following the table.

Connectivity

The assessment for connectivity was based as the Euclidean distance between individwgVIKIRA/
boundaries protecting similar habitats ('similar® being a habitat belgnginhe same EUNIS level 2

10



class). This approach was agreed following receipt of advicether8AP and SNEBrhe ENUIS
level 2 habitats present within Net Gain are:

1 A1l littoral rock and other hard substrata

1 A2: littoral sediments

1 AS3:infralittoral r&ck and other hard substrata
1 AA4: circalittoral rock and other hard substrata
9 A5: sublittoral sediments

The broad scale habitat A6: deep sea bed was not assessed as its extent within Net Gain is <5kmz2 and
is only represented close to the northern boundantte NetGainproject area.

¢KS 3IdzA RSt Ay Sa ft A alh®d&absente di dp&isgdifiDinférmiakion 6ha (G K G W
connectivity, MPAs of similar habitat should be separated, where possible, by no more-8@knmi0
(between individual MPA boundas? ot F 38 nc X RobeAch of HdAVSEUNIS level® d
habitats two buffers of 40km and 80km were created to analyse émmectivity of the sites. Figure

5 summarisesghe percentage of sites that satisfy the connectivity criterion (e.g. sjuar between

40-80km) whilst the mapsHiguress - 10) showthe 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 shweeh
57% (EUNIS level A3) and 89% (EUNIS level Al) are connected bet88&m4fbm the centroids
of each site.

Conservation Objectives

In addition to extracting the targets for the ENG from the draft network configuratierproject

team along withSNCB completed a vulnerability assessment to determine the conservation
objective for each featureA vulnerability assessment "first cut™™ was done by the SNCBs with the
support of the Net Gain team. This identified activities that were likely toecanampact 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 featuletails of these discussiomase
provided n Section5 and the vulneability assessment tables are provided in Annex 3 with an
accompanying excel spreadsheet

11
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Figure2 dMC% and Reference areas at draft final recommendations
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Figure3 dMCZand reference areas at th8rd iteration
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StMary's voluntary data provided by, North Tyneside coundil. WF O limits provided by Jess Woo (E SFJC). Marine protected areas boundaries: natural England and JNCC vebsites. Protected Wrecks: English Hertage and UKH 0. GCR stes: ABPmer / Defa contract and Natural en gland.
0 boundary line {1an High Vater) and Net Gain boundary: © Crown copyright, All ights reserved. Licence No. 0100031673, Human Seftlements: ESRI® Data & Maps. Regional seas: Copyright Joint Nature Con srvation Com mities (2009). Rivers: 05 Strategi © Crown copyright,

This product has been derived in part fom material obtained fom the UK Hyd g raphic Office wih the pemission fthe Controller of Her Majestys Stationery Office and U K Hydrographic Office (vwwukno.gov.uk). NOT TO BE USED FOR NAVIGATION

Figure2 Thedeveloping network configuration
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Tablel Assessment of adequacy, represetivity and replication for broad scale habitats within the dMCZ network

Information for he contribution of existing MPAIs based on the Gap Analysis (Gryided to the Regional Projects on"28lay 2011 by the SN6BThe GA was

informed by spatial and non spatial evidence.

Contribution of possible designated dMCZ's (u

sing remaining targ

Contribution of existing MPA's after MPA protection) Assessment MPABlusdMCZ's
g
£ ‘g 0 2 g < % B g 3 = 4
8 g g g 5 3 : ) g £ 58
8 z 8 ~ = ) 2 £ s £ 8 £
: g £ z E A 3 g 2 < £ 8 5 7%
£ 2 < = g =t £ £ 3 = E E e - o 8
E g 3 = ) £ 5 S 22 = E i g 3 ) 5 s z g5
S £ g g g 2 5 g g3 2 2 < g g g 5 5 g 3
5 5] ) = o o = o = k) k) < N z > = 2 3 c 2
2 & ] o 9] =3 E S b E = S g o @ I 5 S 2 s
Broad Scale Habitat i & a S 2 & 2 & <8 & & i 2 2 2 2 & 2 [
Need to meet Min met - Min met; max
AL.1: High energy intertidal rock 1.46 219%-38% 0.24 16.7% Nearly met* Mett Mett adequacy 0.06 0.31 0.21 14.3%  surplus of 0.1 N‘;‘ ":)e‘ ’ks"z"" 2 >2 short by 0.1 Met
but BSH <5kfn km2 Y01 km km2
Min met - Max met- Max met-
Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock 8.38 21%-38% 4.08 48.7% Met Met >2 Met Met Met Met 0.77 9.2% surplus of 3.0¢surplus of 1.67 4 >2 surplus of 1.67 Met
km2 km2 km?
Met but BHS Min met - Max met- Max met-
A1.3: Low energy intertidal rock 212 22%-39% 142 67.2% Met* Met* >2 Met* 2 Met Met 0.08 3.8% surplus of 1.0¢surplus of 0.6¢ 2 >2 surplus of 0.6¢ Met
=N km2 km2 km?
Met but BHS Min met - Max met- Max met-
A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment 4.27 35%-42% 1.76 41.3% Met* Met* >2 Met* Met 0.03 0.21 4.8% surplus of 0.47surplus of 0.17 3 >2 surplus of 0.17 Met
<kt km2 km2 ke
Min met - Max met- Max 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% surplus of surplus of 3 >2 surplus of Met
124.06 km2  93.94 km2 93.94 km?
Min met - Max met- Max met-
A2.3: Intertidal mud 241.76 25%-42% 237.33 98.2% Met Met >2 Met Met Met Met 0.16 0.1% surplus of surplus of 3 >2 surplus of Met
177.05 km2  135.95 km2 135.95 km?
Min met - Max met- Max met-
A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments 7.18 25%-42% 2.84 39.5% Met Met 2 Met Met Met 0.23 176 24.5% surplus of 2.8 surplus of 1.5¢ 2 >2 surplus of 1.5¢ Met
km2 km2 km?
Replicates met;
n/a targets but Repl met; no targety
A2.5: Coastal salt marshes and saline reed be 20.28 n/a 20.27 100% n/a Met >2 Met >99.5% n/a n/a 0.0% n/a n/a >2 n/a but 100% protected
protected by in MPA
MPAs
o S
A26: Intemc@ sedlwents et 6.26 nla 6.26 100% nla Met 1 Nearly met target but 100% nla nla 0.0% nla nla 0 >2 nla T LTREIEE
by aquatic angiosperm§&’ ) B of available area
of available arez !
protected in MP/A [rRo=ETEE D AR
Repl met by MPA's|
A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs 2.51 n/a 0.85 34% n/a Met* 2 Met* BHS <5kfh n/a n/a 0.00 0.0% n/a n/a 0 2 nla but adequacy not

viable




Tablel Continued

Contribution of possible designated dMCZ's (using remaining targ
Contribution of existing MPA's after MPA protection) Assessment MPABlusdMCZ's
S
g = 3
= o= " € ﬁ Q = > g
3 g @ 2 3 = b= 2 5 2 2
(U] 5 L . o o 13} = = 3 < S o
s B 8 & = S e £ g 8 £5
= 8 z 2 s A 5 8 £ 2 £ ] = E
£ = S g © e £ 3 = S E o ©
£ 5 =t £ 5 § 58 E E £ = FS S 5 5 48
E £ 3 g g g 5 = = = = 3 5 g g 5 = g L
= £ ° < S 4 = o B 2 ) ) 1= N 3 = 2 L = ® L
o 8 Q < o 5 = = o 5 2 2 S O <3 o e = <3 &=
. b3 71 o [ 3 3} S ) 25 3 3 < S 3 3 S ) 3 2 g
Broad Scale Habitat i 2 & s < 4 2 i <8 i [i2 i 3 < < z 4 < 6 &
. . y Need adequacy i = Not met - short 1 e (e
A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock 333.21 15%-31% 4.83 1.5% Not met* Met 1 Nearly met X 46.17 100.48 86.79 26.0% surplus of >2 short by Met
& 1+ replicate by 11.67 km2
41.64 km2 11.67km?
) ) Need adequacy Min met - Max met- Max met-
A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock 442.95 17%-32% 0.00 0.0% Not met Not met 0 Not met & 2+ replicates 76.73 144.43 203.42 45.9% surplus of surplus of 5 >2 surplus of Met
128.37 km2  61.93 km2 61.93 km?
Need adequacy N horlIN h N h Re_pl Imighl;tpb: |
. s ; ot met - short Not met - short ot met - short existing 's; neg
A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock 5.04 16%-32% 0.00 0.0% Not met Not met 0® Notmet  (BSH is only 5kir 0.81 1.61 0.0% by 0.81 km2 by 1.61 km2 0 0 by 0.81 km? adequacy, BSH
<5knt
Min met - Max met- Max met-
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% surplus of 8.3 surplus of 6.4¢ 1 2 surplus of 6.4¢ Met
km2 km2 km?
S Need adequacy WOz Not met - short OB
A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock 5057.74 13%-28% 0.00 0.0% Not met Not met 0 Not met 8 2+ repli 657.98 1417.18 862.99 17.1% surplus of 2 8 >2 short by Met
plicates by 471.91 kmz
286.75 km2 471.91km?
Need adequacy Min met - Max met- Max met-  Met (available onl
A4.3: Low energy circalittoral rock 20.34 16%-32% 0.00 0.0% Not met Not met 0 Not met & 2+ replicates 3.25 6.51 20.34 100.0% surplus of surplus of 2 2 surplus of in 1 location within|
30.97 km2 27.72 km2 27.72 km22 Net Gain)
Min met - Max met- Max met-
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% surplus of surplus of 12 >2 surplus of Met
2915.72 km2 1094.56 km2 1094.56 km?
Min met-  Not met - short Min met; max
AS5.2: Subtidal sand 86012.47 15%-30% 14155.00 16.5% Met Met >2 Met Met Met 11137.80 7621.85 8.9% surplus of by 3696.04 14 >2 short by Met
9205.83 km2 km2 3693.04km?
. Not met - short Not met - short Not met - short ~ Repl met but
AS5.3: 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% by 60.5 km2 by 235.81 kmz 3 >2 by 60.5 km? adequacy ot mef®
Min met - Not met - short Min met; max
AS5.4: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% surplus of by 541.64 km: 8 >2 short by Met ®
444.15 km2 ) 541.64 krd
Spatial data Lacking evidence
A5.5: Subtidal macrophyte-dominated sediment e Py 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 spatfially locate
eature
Repl met by MPA's|
AS5.6: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 o® 2 n/a but adequacy not
viable
A6: Deep-sea bed 4.69 n/a 0.00 0% n/a Not met 0 Not met BHS <5kf n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0 n/a Not viable




Notes

Only nonprotected broad scale habitatze listed as "prsent” in dMCZ Nonprotected broad scale habitats were provided as spatial data with the Gap Analys
(GA). Reference areas that have not had boundaries confirmed or have multiple options for the site have not been inttiedethlgsis, but will bercludedin the
final recommendatioronce there is confirmation of boundaries.

* Extent in the whole of Net Gain area >5km?2

(1) Not protectedby existing or overlapping MBA

(2) The available spatial data and the gap analysis show that 100% '#2tf: Intertidal sediments dominated by aquatic angiosperms" is protected but the
"Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast" SAC and "Lindisfarne" &P £AdSta supported by Broad Scale Habitat map)

(3)"A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock” is preden the Gap table in three SSSICreswelPonds, Humber Estuary and The Lagoons"”, however spatial broad sci
habitat data is not available within these sites, and is only present in two other locations within the Net Gain boundary

(4) Adequacy not mebecause of change in BSH distribution map (received 20th May,2011), and total areas within Net Gain increased sigaifgiagttiie
required km 2 target to increase, and where features previously met adequacy they now no longer do. The contribigxsdo protect this BSH might be greate
than that resulted from the gap analysis: communication with Natural England informed the projett¢haapped Subtidal mud withinhe Wash and North
Norfolk SAC corresponds to the sandy mud and muddy saridlpasize 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 fyhgedoen 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 lidjs@nd/doth were happy to designate
the feature on the condition that the new out puts would not have any management implicatidhe 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 simiarcansi&/ation outcome would still be
maintain



Table2 Assessment of represeativity and replication: species FOCI

Species FOCI Contribution of exisiting MPA's (GA) Contribution of dMCZ's Total representivity and replication (MPA's + dMCZ)
4] 4] @
® % = @
Q Q 9 =
o o o c
Y L o °
c
& ~ & ~ & S
5 & £ s 0 5 &
2 Y A s Y A 2 ) A
2 o = £ a = 2 e c
5 s 2 5 > g | 5 ° 2
© © © © © S
o 2 S o 2 S o 8 S
S € o o = o o 1S =3
L Q S Q Q S Q Q =} Q
Scientific Name Common Name x Z x x zZ x x 2 o
Not met-records available are
Alkmaria romijni Tentacled lagoon-worm Met 1@ Not met Not met Not met Met 1 approximately 20 years old and have g
have been considered unreliable
Artica islandica Ocean quahog Not met 0 Not met Met 2 Met Met 2 Nearly met-many of the records availal
are associated with man made feature
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@ Met Not met 0 Not met Met 3 Met
Not met-Single record available withir
Git is bispi Amphinod shri T, 0 T N 0 ST 0 dMCZ's, SNCB advise to disregard tf
itanopsis bispinosa mphipod shrimp ot me ot me ot me ot me ot me record as itis 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
Met-LK suggests that the lagoon that
Nematostella vectensis Starlet sea anenome Met 3@ Met Met 1 Not met Met 4 be protected for a RAis likely to have
more than one replicate
o qul o~ . 0 . . o . . 0 Not met-Records available are
strea edulis ative oyster ot met ot met ot met ot met ot met e Wi GER MERR SETEs
and SAP advice is to ignore these recg
Palinurus elephas Spiny Lobster Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 Not met | Not met 0 Not met-Single record
Not met-Only record available is >1k
Ph wolith | c | O 0 N — 0 Not met | Not met 0 inland from the site, is likely to be
ymatolithon calcareum ommon maer ot mef ot me ot me ot me ot me associated with historic data, and ha
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 missi

For notes see over



Notes

This table is based on the Gap Analysis (GA) provided by regiojetp in May 2011 by the SNECH he GA was informed by spatial and 1spatial ewdence,
therefore the spatial data presented in the site specific informatitay 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 thenrgpidine - additional evidence from
local knowledge (LK) is included.

* Species FOCI records that are considered protected have been extracted from the Gap analysis table delivered byith&8N@B11
** Only if listed as "feature to protect withendMCZ or reference area"

(1) Protection forAlkmaria romijnis provided by the Humber Estuary SAC

(2) Protection forGammarus insensibilis provided by the Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoon SAC, The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC and @dafordnes
Shingle Street SAC

(3) Protection forNematostella vectensis provided by Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoon SAC, The Wash arddioititCoast SAC and Orfordness and Shing|
Street SAC



Table3 Records of species FOCI kit Net Gain and within dMCZ

Species FOCI Within Net Gain; with  Within dMCZ's; with Put forward to be % of designated record

Scientific Name Common Name and (without) buffer and (without) buffer Protected within MPA Designated in dMCZ designated (MPA+dMCZ of Net Gain with buffer
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

0 - one of these records p

forward is covered within

Gammarus insensibilis Lagoon sand shrimp 3(0) 0 (0) 3 0 3 The Wash and North
Norfolk Coast SAC , howe!
the data pointis >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 hippocamp 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

Notes

Numbers of records in brackets are based on point locations without accounting for the precision associated with tr@iypositia (i NXzS

LRAYG&AE0D

Records outside of the brackets use the precision attributed to thasitjpn to establish their spatial relation to the Net Gain or dMCZ boundaries, to determine
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Table4 Assessment of representativity and replication: Habitat FOCI

Contribution of dMCZ's

Contribution of existing MPA's (G/

U7

Total replicates (MPA's + dMCZ)

2 2 2
« o o %
o 2 0 5
=3 o o c
4] 3 . 3 <
[ [ © o 3
© = o I © —
@ & * 3 Ly a i
2 Y A 2 o 2 2 o A
S 7] > 7] > S 0
= Y— o = Y— = = Y— o
c o o c o c c o o
) el = ) = 4] ) = =
»n O © n [} 0 n [} @©
() o] =2 o o () ) o =
5 5 i 5 - 5 s 5 i
Habitat FOCI 04 z v4 04 z 04 04 z o
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 musselModiolus modiolu$ 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
Nearly met-this will be met
once there is confirmation
about RA LW 1 boundaries
as this is to be designated
Peat and clay exposures Not met 0 Not met Met 2 Nearly met Met 2 for peat and clay exposures
Ross worm$abellaria spinulosgareefs 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

Notes

*Only presented if the feature is designated to be protected within a dMCZ or reference area
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Percentage of sites (MPAs, dMCZs, RAs) separated89k40,
for each EUNIS level 2 Broad Scale Habitat
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Eunis Level 2 Broad Scale Habit

Figure5 Percentage of sites (MPAs, dMEAs) se@rated by 4080km, for each EUNIS level 2 broad scale
habitat
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Map NG_Connectivity: A1
June 2011

Connectivity of designated MPAs and draft MCZs within which
A1 EUNIS Level 2 habitats (littoral rock and other hard substrata) are protected

substrata) are protected.

o
@netgain
This connectivity map shows the indicative 40km and 80km buffers around the designated MPAs and draft MCZs within which A1 EUNIS Level 2 habitats (littoral rock and other hard
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ivers: OS Strateg ©Crown copyright This product has been derived in part from matenial obtained from the UK Hydrographic Office with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office and UK Hydrographic Office (www. Ukho gov uk)
NOT TO BE USED FOR NAVIGATION

Figure6 Connectivity of MPAs and dMGZor EUNIS level 2 broad scale habia#t1 littoral rock
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Map NG_Connectivity: A2
June 2011

protected.

This connectivity map shows the indicative 40 km and 80 km buffers around the designated MPAs and draft MCZs within which A2 EUNIS Level 2 habitats (littoral sediment) are

Connectivity of designated MPAs and draft MCZs within which o
A2 EUNIS Level 2 habitats (littoral sediment) are protected
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Rivers: OS Strategi ©Crown copynight. This product has been denved in part from material obtained from the UK Hydrographic Offce with the permission of the Controler of Her Majesty's Stationery Office and UK Hydrographic Office (wiw.ukho.gov. k).

sediments

Figure7 Canectivity of MPAs and dMGZfor EUNIS level 2 broad scale habi#t2 littoral
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Figure8 Connectivity ofMPAs and dMCZfor EUNIS level 2 broad scale habit&3 infralittoral rock
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