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 1. INTRODUCTION  

 

This is the full report of the Lincolnshire & The Wash Regional Hub workshop held in 
Boston on 14th and 15th October 2010. This was the third meeting for this particular Hub, 
and was the second of four that were held during October to cover the whole of Net 
Gainôs East coast area. Further Regional Hub meetings will be held as work proceeds 
towards detailed recommendations to Government for the location of Marine 
Conservation Zones (MCZs) in the Net Gain area. 

The overall format for the meeting was developed by Net Gain with input from the 
Stakeholder Engagement Team and incorporated feedback offered by participants at the 
earlier rounds of Regional Hub and Stakeholder Advisory Panel meetings (StAP). The 
Regional Hub event included: 

 

Day 1 - Full day session 

F Welcome and introductions (to all) 

F Update presentations 

F Map work 1 

F Map work 2 

F Plenary sharing/walk about 

F Map work 3 

F Work to be completed overnight by the Net Gain team 

 

Day 2 ï Half day session 

F Welcome and introductions 

F Update ï what Net Gain did overnight 

F Plenary map work 

F Next stages 

  



 

 2. NET GAIN BRIEFING  

 

An introduction and briefing on the workshop was provided by Joanna Redhead, Net 
Gain Project Manager. 

The purpose of this round of Regional Hubs was to enable Regional Stakeholders to work 
together to develop a long list of Broad Areas of Interest which, with support from the Hub 
members, could be refined to a number of draft MCZs by the close of the meeting. These 
draft MCZs will be submitted in the 2nd Iteration to the Science Advisory Panel (SAP) on 
the 29th October. Initial thoughts on Conservation Objectives and management 
implications for these draft MCZs were also to be considered. 

The Hub was advised that, based on feedback received following the previous round of 
Regional Hub meetings, a number of changes had been made to the format of this 
workshop: 

1. Extending the meeting from one day to one and a half days. The Hub was advised 
this was a compromise between some members wanting one full day and others 
wanting two. The first day would focus on bringing the Hub up to date with progress 
and developing a long list of Broad Areas of Interest to meet the ENG requirements, 
while the second day would focus on reaching consensus on a number of draft MCZs. 

2. Fewer, but larger tables were used in the meeting to allow for a better mix of sectors 
on each. 

3. The Net Gain team delivered the meeting without the use of facilitators, although they 
still worked with the project óbehind the scenesô. The Net Gain team were available 
throughout to help and to advise when required. 

The members were advised that the outcome of this round of Regional Hubs would 
inform the 2nd Iteration submission to the SAP. The 2nd Iteration will be made public via 
the Net Gain website to assist in gaining wider sectoral feedback and also (along with the 
other Regional MCZ Projects) to help the SAP in assessing the overall progress of the 
National MCZ project. 

After this round of workshops there are only two more meetings of the Lincolnshire & The 
Wash Regional Hub before Net Gain make their final recommendations on the location of 
MCZ sites (June 2011); it was stressed that good progress at the meeting was crucial. 

In terms of how the meeting was to be conducted it was also stressed that it was 
extremely important that everyone should get a chance to put their views across and that 
delegates should respect other peoplesô opinions and give everyone a chance to speak. 

The Regional Hub members were thanked for their commitment and support given to Net 
Gain so far. 

In order to assist Regional Hub members in communicating with their sectors Dani Sewell 
(Net Gain PR and Communications Manager) held a óPR surgeryô. Dani provided 
examples of Net Gain communication materials and offered support for collecting 
feedback after the meeting. 

  



 

 3. UPDATE PRESENTATION  

 

Steve Barnard (Net Gain Stakeholder Manager) gave a presentation outlining what the 
meeting intended to achieve; what had been previously submitted to the SAP at the 1st 
Iteration; what was required for the 2nd Iteration and what tools and data sets were 
available to assist the Hub members in their discussions over the course of the meeting. 
A copy of the slides from this presentation is presented as Appendix 1. 

The work completed at the June round of Regional Hubs was submitted as the 1st 
Iteration to the SAP in two parts (a formal submission of existing MPAs, and a 
supplementary report of Broad Areas of Interest, BAIs). The latter report was based on 
the potential sites identified by Regional Hub members in June; although discussed with 
the SAP this report was not made publically available. The Regional Hub members were 
shown the Adequacy targets that were achieved reached by the BAIs along with a 
summary of the SAP feedback. Dr Peter Ryder, Chair of the SAP, presented the SAPôs 
feedback to the Stakeholder Advisory Panel (StAP) in August. The SAP feedback is 
independent advice and does not necessarily reflect the views of Net Gain. The StAP 
reassured Dr Ryder that real progress had been made at the time of the 1st Iteration and 
that the Net Gain Regional Stakeholder Group was committed to recommending MCZs 
by June 2011. A formal response from Net Gain to the SAP will be included in the 2nd 
Iteration submission. 

Enock Bamusi, Net Gain Economist, provided an update on the Impact Assessment (IA) 
and its next stages. The submission of the IA report to Defra will be de-coupled from the 
submission of the MCZ report to the SAP to allow site-specific information to be 
incorporated to the body of the IA report. 

Steve Barnard then went on to inform members of the Hub of the tools that were 
available to help interpret the ecological and socio-economic datasets, and were briefly 
introduced to the latest updates to the Regional Profiles. The available tools included: 

¶ Marxan ï a new Marxan analysis has been produced by Net Gain ï this latest output 
is based on Broad Scale Habitat and habitats and species Features of Conservation 
Interest (FOCI) only and does not include socio-economic data; 

¶ the Gap Analysis produced by JNCC/Natural England ï it was pointed out that the 
Gap Analysis suggested that certain Adequacy targets had already been met within 
existing MPAs; 

¶ PRISM/PISA ï a MS Access database developed by Steve Barnard to provide easy 
interpretation of the Features/Pressures (sensitivity) and Pressures/Activity matrices; 

¶ Consensus Form ï to capture the table discussions and to help focus attention on the 
requirements of the ENG. 

Chiara Polce, MCZ Planner, demonstrated the Regional Profile, with emphasis on 
updated data including the Fishermap interview dataset, intertidal habitats, updated 
Broad Scale Habitat maps and the previous Broad Areas of Interest that had been 
produced by the Regional Hub. The new Marxan map was explained again, along with 
the suggested planning approach of overlaying Marxan and the BAI map to look for any 
areas of overlap which might perhaps be used as a starting point for discussions. 

  



 

 4. MAP WORK 1 & 2  

 

For the interactive mapping work, each group was provided with: 

¶ a full copy of the Regional Profile, including outputs from the last Regional Hub 
meeting (the BAIs); 

¶ a Marxan analysis ï based on the broad scale habitat map, existing MPAs, and 
habitats and species FOCI data; 

¶ a sizing grid ï to assist in working out the size of potential sites; 

¶ the Ecological Network Guidance in summary format (Identifying Marine Conservation 
Zones; a quick reference guide); 

¶ Guidance on co-location (Additional guidance for regional MCZ projects on planning 
for areas where licensed, planned or existing socio-economic activities occur); 

¶ PRISM and PISA databases (providing the detail from the feature sensitivity work 
undertaken by JNCC and Natural England); 

¶ Consensus Forms (these forms included Adequacy targets for the Broad Scale 
Habitats ï these were based on the upper values of the ranges specified in the ENG 
and were weighted to reflect the abundance of habitat within the regional Hub; they 
made allowance for the results of the Gap Analysis and detailed the area of each 
Broad Scale Habitat that the Regional Hub members should try to cover in their 
proposals). 

 

Each working group had a facilitator (a member of the Net Gain team) who suggested a 
way of working as follows: 

1. It was ascertained whether the group would like to use the Marxan output to aid 
discussions (as it focuses on areas which meet the ENG well). The Marxan output, 
which was based solely on ecological data, could be overlain with any of the other 
maps in the Regional Profile. 

2. The use of the BAIs from the previous Regional Hub meeting was also checked with 
the group. It was ascertained whether the group wanted to use the existing BAIs, 
refine them based on Marxan, or start afresh. 

3. If the Marxan output was being used it was suggested that it be overlain with the BAI 
map from the previous Regional Hub meeting to see if there were any overlaps 
between BAIs and the Marxan analysis as these would likely provide good starting 
points for discussion. 

4. The Consensus Form was introduced, highlighting the size of sites we are looking for 
given the results of the Gap Analysis. The group was encouraged to select a habitat 
type on the Consensus Form to base their initial discussions on and to move down 
through the list on the form. Where relevant or additional detail was required then 
separate Broad Scale Habitat and/or habitat & species FOCI maps could be used and 
discussed. 

5. Using a clear recording acetate area suggested draft MCZs should be drawn ï 
making sure that lines are drawn as carefully as possible to help ensure that the Net 
Gain GIS staff are able to digitise them easily. By using PRISM and/or PISA, 
stakeholders were encouraged to find which activities may not be compatible with 
features under consideration. 



 

6. A Consensus Form (with particular focus on Sections 1 and 2) was completed for the 
selected site. 

 

The mapping work continued after lunch, with a Consensus Form (with particular focus 
on Sections 1 and 2) being completed for each site that was identified. 

  



 

 5. PLENARY SHARING AND 
WALK-ABOUT 

 

 

In order to give the Regional Hub members an opportunity to see where other tables had 
focused their attention, a walk-about session was held mid-way through the afternoon. 
This helped highlight areas of overlap between different groups in the work done so far, 
and gave the opportunity for a group to óborrowô a representative from another group if 
they felt that they had been lacking a particular area of expertise in their discussions. 

¶ All of the Regional Hub delegates spent up to 15 minutes at each of the groupsô 
tables in turn, looking at the work each group had completed by that point. To 
facilitate discussion a series of prompts were provided: 

¶ Could the group provide a quick description of the sites they had identified; 

¶ Were there any sites with broad support; 

¶ Were any features difficult to include ï if so, why; 

¶ Were any activities often co-located or in need of management; 

¶ Were there any practical issues (e.g. for Net Gain to deal with before the next round 
of meetings); and 

¶ Did they feel they were lacking input from a sector not represented in their group - 
would they like to borrow someone during the tea break or in the next session. 

  



 

 6. MAP WORK 3  

 

The mapping work continued after the walk-about. 

Once the groups felt that had identified sufficient sites they moved onto Section 3 of the 
Consensus Form. Group members were asked to consider whether the target condition 
within the Conservation Objectives for each site should be ófavourableô or óreferenceô, and 
were also asked to note any management assumptions or measures discussed. Finally, 
the table was asked to describe the level of consensus for the site around the table, the 
level of confidence in the underlying data and the level of contention or possible impact 
should the site be carried forward to designation as an MCZ. These discussions were 
recorded on the Consensus Forms. Copies of the completed Consensus Forms are 
presented as Appendix 2. 

To aid discussions, members were reminded of different types of management (although 
it was pointed out that the examples given were not exhaustive): 

¶ Seasonal restrictions; 

¶ Limiting vessel speeds; 

¶ Restrictions on certain gear types; 

¶ Different zones; 

¶ Buffer zones; 

¶ Voluntary agreements; 

¶ Adoption of existing agreements; 

  



 

 7. NEXT STAGES  

 

A brief explanation of the work that the Net Gain team would be undertaking overnight 
was given. All sites drawn on acetates would be digitised and the information recorded on 
the Consensus Forms would be entered onto a database to help to prioritise sites to 
discuss on the second day. 

It was explained that the general format for the second day would be to work through the 
range of suggested sites in a plenary discussion as a large group with the aim of 
choosing a subset of sites to take forward as draft MCZs. It was again stressed that it 
was important that the outputs from the meeting should have the consensus support of 
the Regional Hub members and will need to be made public. 

Finally, those members who were unable to return on the second day were asked to fill 
out an evaluation form. All Regional Hub members were asked to return completed 
communications feedback forms (previously circulated with the delegate packs ahead of 
the meeting). The results of this feedback are presented as Appendix 3. 

  



 

 8. DAY 2 INTRODUCTION & 
SHORT BRIEFING 

 

 

Day 2 ï Consensus building 

An explanation was given for what was intended to be achieved during Day 2. The aim of 
the day was to take the range of sites that the groups had explored and discussed on 
Day 1 and to settle on a number of draft MCZs which the Hub was happy to carry forward 
as the basis of the 2nd Iteration submission to the SAP at the end of October. 

The intention was to get as much support for each draft MCZ as possible from the whole 
group. If, at the end of discussions on a particular site, there were any assumptions, 
caveats or outstanding issues these were recorded to present alongside the sites in the 
submission to the SAP. 

It was re-stated that, following this round of Regional Hub meetings, there will be two 
more at the Lincolnshire & The Wash Regional Hub before Net Gain take forward final 
recommendations on the MCZ network, so there will be opportunity for decisions to be 
revisited and for particular sites to be further revised if required. 

The Regional Hub was also reminded that the 2nd Iteration will be made public to facilitate 
the collation of wider feedback from beyond the membership of the Regional Hub, and 
also to allow the SAP to review the Net Gain projectôs progress fully alongside that of the 
other Regional MCZ Projects. 

Hub members were brought up to date on the work completed overnight by the Net Gain 
team: 

¶ The information from each Consensus Form had been transcribed to allow its 
inclusion in the Regional Hub report, and also to inform the second dayôs discussions. 

¶ Sections 1 and 2 of the consensus form had been entered onto a spreadsheet to 
allow sorting according to a number of criteria. This allowed a óleague tableô of sites to 
be viewed. A projector was used to display this data on-screen were it could be seen 
by all of the Regional Hub members present. 

¶ The sites that had been drawn on the recording acetates by each group had been 
digitised and entered into the Net Gain GIS and these data were now available to use 
interactively. As for data from the Consensus Form, the laptop running the GIS was 
linked to a projector so that all Hub members present could see the outputs and any 
modifications made. 

 

The digitised maps from Groups 1, 2, and 3 were shown in turn, followed by a collated 
map of all suggested sites. 

During the first day, the groups had recorded the level of consensus (support) that each 
sites had had within the group. This information was captured on the digitised outputs, 
with site boundaries being shown as: dark green for óstrong supportô (a consensus score 
of 4); light green for ósupportô (a consensus score of 3); red for óagainstô (a consensus 
score of 2); and brown for óstrongly againstô (a consensus score of 1). 

Steve Barnard gave a brief overview description of sites (including any overlaps, any 
cross-over with existing MPAs, any additionally important features or potential impacts). 

In order to see to what extent the suggested sites met the Adequacy targets for Broad 
Scale Habitats the outline from all of the (collated) sites were taken and the extent of the 
underlying Broad Scale Habitats assessed using the GIS. These figures were presented 



 

to the Hub members and were used as the basis for deciding whether the Hub had to find 
more sites or if they could potentially exclude some of the sites identified during the first 
day. These figures are provided below in Table 1. 

At this point the issue of the Gap Analysis was explained. The Gap Analysis had been 
provided to us by the Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCBs ï JNCC and Natural 
England) and showed which MCZ features within existing Marine Protected Areas are 
protected. This was received on the 5th October. We used these figures to inform Marxan 
(effectively blanking those areas out of the Marxan analysis) and to modify the Hubôs 
Adequacy targets. Since receiving the Gap Analysis on the 5th October we received an 
update saying that it may be inaccurate. As a result of this communication we suggested 
that, during the map work on the first day groups, should consider placing sites within 
existing MPAs although any such sites should not be considered as contributing to 
meeting the Adequacy targets provided on the Consensus Form. 

Data recorded on the Consensus Forms was used to provide a priority ranking for sites. 
The number of Broad Scale Habitats within a site, the total number of FOCI, and the 
number of additional considerations supporting site selection were taken together with the 
level of consensus for the site as recorded by the group. All these data were normalised 
(by expressing each value as a percentage of the maximum for that particular measure) 
and then the results were averaged across sites to provide a single metric with which to 
rank the full suite of suggested sites. This ranking provided a simple óleague tableô of sites 
which could be used, if required, to help prioritise sites for discussion. This is presented 
below as Table 2. 

 



Table 1 Adequacy of Broad Scale Habitats at start of plenary discussion 

  
OLD gap analysis dated October 5

th
 

(with SPA, without Dogger Bank) 
NEW gap analysis dated October 18

th
 

(without SPA, with Dogger Bank) 

Broad Scale Habitat 
Total area in 
suggested 
sites (km

2
) 

Adjusted upper target (km
2
) Target met? Revised upper target (km

2
) 

Revised 
target met? 

A1.1: High energy intertidal rock 0.0 0.0 Met 0.0 Met 

A1.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock 0.0 0.0 Met 0.0 Met 

A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment 0.3 Met following gap analysis n/a Met following gap analysis n/a 

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand 5.2 Met following gap analysis n/a Met following gap analysis n/a 

A2.3: Intertidal mud 0.5 Met following gap analysis n/a Met following gap analysis n/a 

A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments 1.9 Met following gap analysis n/a Met following gap analysis n/a 

A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and saline beds 0.1 
Adequacy assessed on other 

principles 
n/a 

Adequacy assessed on other 
principles 

n/a 

A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs - 
Adequacy assessed on other 

principles 
n/a 

Adequacy assessed on other 
principles 

n/a 

A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock 8.5 3.0 Met 3.0 Met 

A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock 267.8 88.5 Met 88.5 Met 

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock 46.1 13.1 Met 13.1 Met 

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 3,609.4 788.1 Met 788.1 Met 

A5.2: Subtidal sand 553.5 Met following gap analysis n/a Met following gap analysis n/a 

A5.3: Subtidal mud 4.4 Met following gap analysis n/a Met following gap analysis n/a 

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments 1,336.9 529.9 Met 529.9 Met 

A5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs 70.0 
Adequacy assessed on other 

principles 
n/a 

Adequacy assessed on other 
principles 

n/a 

 

 



Table 2 óLeague tableô of sites at start of plenary 

Site BSH % FOCI % Addtl % Cons % Avg % 

1B 43 100 100 100 86 

3A 100 71 25 100 74 

1D 43 71 63 100 69 

2B 43 43 88 100 68 

3B 57 86 13 100 64 

2C 29 57 88 75 62 

1A 43 86 38 75 60 

2D 43 57 25 100 56 

2A 43 43 63 75 56 

3C 29 43 13 100 46 

2E 29 29 25 100 46 

1C 14 43 13 100 42 

3D 14 29 0 100 36 

3E 29 0 0 75 26 

 

Net Gain then outlined a suggested way of working towards the development of a list of 
draft MCZs. This approach was structured as follows: 

¶ Where there were sites with clear spatial (geographic) overlap they could be 
considered together; 

¶ Where there were individual sites, discussions could be prioritised to consider those 
higher up the óleague tableô; and 

¶ Where a number of sites were ótiedô with a similar score the merits of each site could 
be examined further (with meeting the requirements of the ENG being the primary 
consideration). 

This session was intended to be run as a large group to save time and repetition, and to 
help consensus to be achieved as simply as possible. 

It was initially suggested that the session would be run in plenary until mid morning. 
Then, if more progress needed to be made, members could decide whether they wanted 
to work as two separate groups and come back together at the end of the session to 
reach agreement. For this meeting it was decided to deliver the full morning session in 
plenary. 

  



 

 9. PLENARY DISCUSSIONS: 
CONSENSUS BUILDING 

 

 

Comments that were made during the plenary have been recorded and are reproduced 
below. These comments are intended to provide a representation of the ongoing 
discussions at the Hub and do not necessarily reflect the views or opinions of the Net 
Gain project team. These comments will be used to help inform discussions in 
subsequent Hub meetings. 

It is important to note that many additional comments, relating to the individual sites that 
were brought forward to the plenary, had been captured on the Consensus Forms. These 
are presented as Appendix 3 to this report and should be viewed alongside the 
discussions recorded in this section. In particular, notes regarding management 
measures and other caveats on continuing activities and assumed compatibilities should 
be taken forward. Comments relating to suggested sites from the first day will carry 
forward and apply equally to ónewô proposed dMCZs that are based on amalgamations or 
modification of those sites. 

 

Joanna Redhead (JR) provided an overview of the sites selected by the groups during 
the first day and highlighted the following trends: 

¶ There were no sites marked in red or brown - so the level of support within the groups 
was generally good. 

¶ There was some overlap with sites 3A & 1D on the north Norfolk coast. This area was 
also identified in the East of England Hub at Lowestoft. There was a large area of 
subtidal mixed sediment that each Group had looked at, and some overlap between 
sites along the Yorkshire and Lincolnshire coasts. 

¶ Various wrecks have been identified and included within proposed site boundaries. 

¶ Bird interests were looked at, especially foraging (Terns and Fulmar). 

¶ Fish spawning grounds were noted including commercial species. 

 

Working down the list of sites, the merits of each were described by the group who had 
suggested the sites, followed by a wider discussion by the Hub as a whole. Any 
amendments to the boundaries were noted, along with potential management measures, 
assumptions and any outstanding queries on the site (see Appendix 3). 

 

SITES 3A & 1D 

The area were these sites are located was also put through at the East of England Hub. It 
meets FOCI habitats and BSH targets and includes West Runton submerged forest. 

Group 2 ï hadnôt discussed this area as they were more focussed on other sites. 
However, they did feel that they would have come to the same conclusion. If the existing 
fishing can continue then there was no problem with the site. 

Group 1 - There is a small scale set-netting and long-lining inside of 3 nautical miles, 
operated by the under-10m fleet. The sensitivity matrices were considered and it was 
concluded that potting would be compatible with the chalk features at the site. 

There were questions on the quality of the underlying habitat data; Hub members wanted 
to be sure that they were setting the boundary for the right reasons. 



 

Group 2 - Supported this site. It held excellent representativity and was a classic 
example of subtidal chalk. There was also excellent biodiversity. 

 

Conclusion on Sites 3A & 1D 

There was agreement that the sites can go forward in the 2nd Iteration as a draft MCZs 
using the outer-most boundary of the site. Site should be considered for its habitat FOCI 
(mainly subtidal chalk); a small area of the overall site could be used as a reference site. 
In agreeing to put the sites forwards, it was assumed that current fishing activities (long-
lining, static netting and potting) would be compatible with the designated features and 
could continue. 

 

SITES 1B & 2A (possibly to include Humber Estuary) 

Site 1B is extremely high in FOCI (particularly in the estuary) and has additional important 
features (such as the seal colony at Donna Nook). 

Group 1 - The boundary of 1B was stopped at the Northern Hub boundary line, but could 
possibly extend north. The Humber contains a number of important FOCI. There are 
seals, terns and other bird colonies that are not currently protected by any existing 
legislation. An additional benefit of this site would be that the Humber estuary has many 
FOCI as well as fish spawning and nursery grounds. 

Group 3 - Fishing takes place within site 2A; the sensitivity matrices were checked for 
potting and shrimping and it was concluded that these activities would be compatible. 
Fishing also occurs for flat fish (and this is a flat fish spawning area) ï this activity uses 
heavier gear so may need management measures/technical adjustments to achieve 
compatibility. 

There is high fishing activity and, of the gear types and methods checked against the 
sensitivity matrices, most were found to be compatible (although management measures 
will need to be considered). Anchoring areas were not considered when this site was 
drawn. There are several options to take this site forward. 

Group 2 - Site 2A covered haul-out and breeding areas for grey seals on the south bank 
of the Humber. Could management measures be put in to protect seals from disturbance 
by people. It was noted that the mean high water spring mark is as far inland as MCZs 
can be designated. 

Dredging, aggregate extraction and shipping are to be considered. There is an aggregate 
site just south of the Humber Gateway windfarm site. 

Site boundaries were amended with guidance and agreement from the group. 

 

Conclusion on Sites 2A & 1B 

Amendments were made to the boundary of 2A and both sites have been taken 
forwarded. 

 

SITES 2C & 2D 

The presence of the subtidal coarse mixed sediment Broad Scale Habitat was the key 
attraction to these sites which had been clipped to avoid aggregate extraction areas. Not 
many FOCI were covered in this area. 

Group 1 - This area was discussed at some length. 2D had a lower level of contention 
than 2C. 



 

Group 2 - Existing fishing activity was believed to be compatible (this was an assumption 
of upon which site nomination was based). 

Although the site is a flat featureless space, it is in fact a good representation of that 
particular habitat type. It meets the viability and adequacy principals for that habitat type. 

This area has been dredged within the last ten years, although licensed areas have now 
been relinquished. 

Group 1 - Co-location with windfarms could be a good or bad thing. However until we 
know what is being protected and what management measures will be used it is 
impossible to know what the consequences will be. Co-location will be resisted until it is 
known what the implications would be. 

There were some discussions on boundaries, windfarms and the Silver Pit. 

On the basis that co-location of windfarms and MCZs is confirmed as being acceptable 
and that the activity is compatible with the feature(s) then sites 2D & 2C could go forward. 

Fishing in 2C & 2D - Belgian beam trawlers operate in this area. This activity may not be 
compatible. However, known UK fishing gear types and methods (for benthic trawling) at 
these sites are thought to be compatible with the features present; pelagic fishing, and 
both brown- and pink-shrimping would also be compatible. 

Compatibility for cod trawling needs to be checked. Jubilee Quest and a couple of other 
boats out of Grimsby fish in this area. 

There are deep sea trenches and caverns in the area ï as above, UK fishing activities 
(shrimping and pink shrimping with light trawl gear) are thought to be compatible. 

Cabling is not compatible with the features at Sites 2C & 2D. 

 

Conclusion on Sites 2C & 2D 

These sites go forward with amended boundary. Management measures will need 
addressing but assumptions are made above. 

 

SITES 1A & 3B (considered together as these sites are over-lapping) 

Group 1 - The underlying habitat data was questioned; the site has been surveyed and it 
was suggested by the group that the presented data was incorrect. The presented data 
should not therefore be used as a basis for taking the site forward. 

Group 3 - How much of everything do we need to find? Should we be considering 
offshore areas? 

 

Conclusion on Sites 1A & 3B 

A combined site ï comprising an amended boundary around Sites 1A and 3B ï should be 
taken forward. 

 

SITE 2E 

This site lies just north east of North Norfolk Sandbank SAC. It was considered that a 
Round 3 windfarm in the area could be co-located with the proposed site. There is some 
non-UK fishing in the area. This site provides a good and reasonably extensive example 
of sub-tidal coarse sediment from a representativity point of view. However, when 
considering the other ecological aspects of the site, its quality was felt to be relatively low. 



 

It is fit for purpose as a further example of BSH when considered with the other inshore 
example and would provide a replicate. It would also possibly meet connectivity criteria 
as it is c.65km from the nearest site of the same habitat. 

 

Conclusion on Site 2E 

It was agreed that this site would be taken forward. 

 

SITE 2B 

Group 2 ï This site is in the Docking Shoal area and includes a number of interesting 
ecological features. There are, for example, corals and erect sponges which together with 
the local bathymetry make this an interesting area. It was noted that the western border 
of the feature is not necessarily aligned to the Docking Shoal SAC. 

 

Conclusion on Site 2B 

It was concluded that the site should be taken forward, and considered as a potential 
reference site. 

Subsequently it was suggested that Site 2B be joined to the combined Sites 1A & 3B 
(already agreed in plenary). This would mean that extension to Site 2B would encompass 
more habitat, and this proposal was taken forward by the whole group. 

 

SITES 1C & 3E 

JR suggested that this site would not meet viability targets, so suggested it be kept as a 
BAI rather than a dMCZ and wait for the North East Hub as there is more of the same 
habitat in their area. 

Group 2 - Confidence in the data is also low here. There is a possibility of cobble reef, 
however, if we find somewhere else to satisfy the criteria more satisfactorily then it would 
be preferred to go with the other site. 

 

Conclusion on Sites 1C and 3E 

Take forward as a BAI ï to be refined at next stage if required. It was noted that this 
could still be a valuable site. 

 

SITE 3D 

There were FOCI habitats as well as BSH although it is a very small example of BSH. 

This area had also been put forward by the East of England Hub but itôs values will 
depend on the final outputs from the Gap Analysis. 

 

Conclusion on Site 3D 

It was agreed that Site 3D was to be taken forward as a BAI, its subsequent 
consideration being dependant on the final outputs from the Gap Analysis. 

 

  



 

SITE 3C 

This site had low contention within the group. The sensitivity matrices were checked and 
it was concluded that fishing, angling and potting as well as net fishing around wrecks 
were all compatible with the BSH features. 

It was asked whether this site could be left for the Yorkshire & Humber Hub to consider 
as members there would be likely to have a higher level of interest. 

The group asked that for the next Hub the relevant Admiralty Chart was brought along. 

It was initially agreed to retain this site as a BAI, and to take the site forward to the 
Yorkshire & Humber Hub to check for other activities (as it was thought that heavy beam 
trawling may occur there, which would be likely to be incompatible with the BSH 
features). 

Group 1 ï expressed a concern that if this site were to be discarded on the basis that 
ongoing activities (heavy trawling) were incompatible with the BSH features it may put 
undue additional pressure on the Hub to consider the remaining sites and may therefore 
carry ramifications for the process as it moves forward. 

 

Conclusion on Site 3C 

Site 3C should be taken forward as dMCZ but with comment to be invited at the Yorkshire 
& Humber Hub and the recommendation that this site be considered by the StAP in the 
context of the wider Net Gain project area. 

 

Other comments 

The MOD wished to know what additional management measures the East of England 
Hub would be looking at for The Wash if they are taking this site forward. Bio-diversity 
action plans can be looked at for Species FOCI to help limit the impacts. 

 

  



 

 10. AGREED PLENARY 
OUTPUTS 

 

 

Draft MCZs and BAIs 

The following figures (overleaf) show the sites that were suggested by the groups during 
the map work on the first day; the agreed draft MCZs (dMCZs) and BAIs; and the Broad 
Scale Habitats, habitat FOCI and species FOCI that underlie the dMCZs. 

For the initial sites suggested during the map work on the first day (Figure 1), the outlines 
of sites are colour coded as follows: 

¶ dark green for óstrong supportô (a consensus score of 4); 

¶ light green for ósupportô (a consensus score of 3); 

¶ red for óagainstô (a consensus score of 2); and 

¶ brown for óstrongly againstô (a consensus score of 1). 

 

Adequacy 

Tables 3a and 3b show how the agreed draft MCZs (dMCZs) meet the Adequacy targets 
given in the ENG. These targets are based on the óoriginalô Gap Analysis received by Net 
Gain on the 5th October, and a órevisedô Gap Analysis received on the 18th October, after 
the planning for the third round of Hub meetings had been completed. 

 

 



Figure 1 Suggested sites following completion of first day map work 

  



 

Figure 2 Draft MCZs and BAIs following plenary discussions on second day 

  



 

Figure 3 Broad Scale Habitats underlying dMCZs and BAIs 

  



 

Figure 4 Habitat FOCI underlying dMCZs and BAIs 

  



 

Figure 5 Species FOCI underlying dMCZs and BAIs 

 



 

Table 3a Adequacy of Broad Scale Habitats in agreed dMCZs and BAIs against óoriginalô targets (Gap Analysis dated October 5th) 
 

Broad scale habitat 
Total area within 

dMCZs (km
2
) 

Adjusted target (km
2
) 

Adjusted target met by 
dMCZs? 

Total area within 
BAI (km

2
) 

A1.1: High energy intertidal rock - 0.02 - 0.05 

A1.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock - 0.00 - 0.01 

A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment 0.02 
Met following  
Gap Analysis 

n/a - 

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand 0.40 
Met following  
Gap Analysis 

n/a 0.00 

A2.3: Intertidal mud - 
Met following  
Gap Analysis 

- - 

A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments 0.01 
Met following  
Gap Analysis 

n/a - 

A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and saline beds - 
Adequacy assessed  
on other principles 

n/a - 

A2.6: Intertidal sediments dominated by aquatic angiosperms - 
Adequacy assessed  
on other principles 

n/a - 

A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs - 
Adequacy assessed  
on other principles 

n/a - 

A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock 2.71 2.96 0.25 5.74 

A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock 267.83 88.47 Met - 

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock 46.15 13.08 Met - 

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 1,843.29 788.07 Met 18.42 

A5.2: Subtidal sand 226.95 
Met following  
Gap Analysis 

n/a - 

A5.3: Subtidal mud 2.76 
Met following  
Gap Analysis 

n/a 1.49 

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments 1,015.03 529.93 Met - 

A5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs 48.33 
Adequacy assessed  
on other principles 

n/a - 

 

  



 

Table 3b Adequacy of Broad Scale Habitats in agreed dMCZs and BAIs against órevisedô targets (Gap Analysis dated October 18th) 

Broad scale habitat 
Total area within 

dMCZs (km
2
) 

Adjusted target (km
2
) 

Adjusted target met by 
dMCZs? 

Total area within 
BAI (km

2
) 

A1.1: High energy intertidal rock - 0.02 Not met 0.05 

A1.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock - 0.00 Not met 0.01 

A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment 0.02 
Met following Gap 

Analysis 
Met - 

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand 0.49 
Met following Gap 

Analysis 
Met 0.01 

A2.3: Intertidal mud - 
Met following Gap 

Analysis 
Met - 

A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments 0.01 
Met following Gap 

Analysis 
Met - 

A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and saline beds - 
Adequacy assessed on 

other principles 
n/a - 

A2.6: Intertidal sediments dominated by aquatic angiosperms - 
Adequacy assessed on 

other principles 
n/a - 

A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs - 
Adequacy assessed on 

other principles 
n/a - 

A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock 2.71 2.96 
Lower target met by 

dMCZ 
5.74 

A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock 267.83 88.47 Met - 

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock 46.15 13.08 Met - 

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 1,843.30 788.07 Met 18.42 

A5.2: Subtidal sand 226.95 
Met following Gap 

Analysis 
Met - 

A5.3: Subtidal mud 2.76 
Met following Gap 

Analysis 
Met 1.49 

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments 1,015.20 529.93 Met - 

A5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs 48.42 
Adequacy assessed on 

other principles 
n/a - 

 
 



 11. NEXT STEPS  

 

The Hub members were informed that, following the full round of Regional Hub meetings, 
reports for each meeting would be prepared and made available to members. In addition, 
the outputs for mall four Regional Hubs would be collated and presented within the 2nd 
Iteration submission to the SAP on the 29th October. 

Net Gain have a StAP meeting on 18th-19th November where they will look in particular at 
replication, connectivity and possible redundancy in the work undertaken across the four 
Regional Hubs. 

The importance of getting information and updates on progress with the draft MCZs out to 
the wider sectors for feedback was stressed. Again, Net Gain offered to help support this 
process, but the need for Hub members to be proactive in seeking feedback from those 
that they represent was reiterated. 

Net Gain expressed their thanks for everyoneôs hard work over the course of the meeting; 
all inputs were greatly valued and appreciated. 

The date for the next Regional Hub meeting (which is intended again to be held over a 
day and a half) was advised as Thursday 2nd and Friday 3rd December. 

 

  



 

 PARTICIPANTS  

 

The list below includes all invitees. We have also included those who sent apologies; they 
also will be receiving this report. 

Name Sector Notes 

Ken Bagley Commercial fishing Unable to attend this meeting 

Trevor Baker Npower Renewables 
 Linda Bourne MOD 
 Bryan  Bowles Landowner Unable to attend this meeting 

Roy Brewster R Brewster Shellfish Unable to attend this meeting 

Katie Critchley Environment Agency 
 Laurie Dawson Recreational angling 
 Bob Garnett Commercial fishing 
 Paul Garnett Commercial fishing 
 Tony Hogg Recreational angling 
 Gordon Jackson Recreational angling 
 Mike  Jones RSPB 
 Paul Learoyd Wildlife Trust 
 Simon Letzer Commercial fishing Unable to attend this meeting 

Ron Lucking RSPB Unable to attend this meeting 

Tom Manning Natural England 
 Ian Martin Commercial fishing Unable to attend this meeting 

Chris Pater English Heritage 
 Maria Phipps Coastal forums etc Unable to attend this meeting 

Paulo Pizzola Academic 
 Andy Roper Commercial fishing Unable to attend this meeting 

Mark Russell Aggregates 
 Jez Sooben MMO 
 Ben Southerland Commercial fishing Unable to attend this meeting 

Cyril Southerland Commercial fishing Unable to attend this meeting 

Rob Spray MCS 
 Judith Stoutt SFC 
 Steven Williamson Processing 
 Jessica Woo ESFJC 
  

In addition to the invited Hub members, the following members of Net Gain staff were 
present: 

¶ Joanna Redhead ï Project Manager 

¶ Trevor Jameson ï Chair, Stakeholder Advisory Panel 

¶ Steve Barnard ï Stakeholder Manager 

¶ Dani Sewell ï PR & Communications Manager 

¶ Chiara Polce ï GIS Planner 

¶ Enock Bamusi ï Economist 

¶ Stephen Donkor ï GIS Support Officer 

¶ Dan Davis ï Liaison Officer  



 

 APPENDIX 1  

 

Net Gain

The North Sea Marine 

Conservation Zone Project

Lincs. & The Wash Regional Hub

Boston, 14th & 15th October

 

Regional Hubs

The way to make 

your mark

 

ÅSecond submission to SAP
due end of October

ÅBroad agreement on draft MCZ sites
consensus ïpublicly available

ÅDevelopment of initial list of draft MCZ sites
maximise opportunity for discussions & mapping

What do we need

to achieve?

 



 

1
ÅProvide updates

work undertaken & feedback

2
ÅBuild on present understanding of 

available data and tools

3
ÅProduce initial list of draft MCZ sites

majority of the day

Todayôs running

order & objectives

 

Updates

ÅWhat has happened since we last met

ï1st submission and feedback

ÅSAP, StAP, NCS and Hub members

ÅImpact Assessment

ÅData and tools

ïdata availability

ïGap Analysis

ïMarxan

ïtools to inform compatibility & structure debate

ÅGuidance on Conservation Objectives
 

Submission to SAP

ÅSubmission of first iteration at end of June

ÅFormal submission restricted in line with 

Hub discussions

ïAssessments based on existing MPAs

ÅConcerns of Regional Stakeholders 

outlined

ÅWork of Regional Hubs acknowledged

ïdraft MCZ sites identified by Hubs presented 

as Broad Areas of Interest

 



 

 

 

 



 

BAI adequacy ïfirst iteration submission

 

Feedback from

the SAP

ÅGeneric advice re data use & presentation

ÅEncouraged over use of Marxan

ïconcern that too much emphasis was placed on socio-

economic factors

ïwould like to see clear use of conservation & ecology data 

as primary selection criteria

ÅAcknowledgement of BAIs as a ófirst stageô

ïbut concern that outputs not made public

ÅQueried Net Gainôs progress c/f other RPs

ÅHighlighted need for draft Conservation Objectives

 

Feedback from

the StAP

ÅRobust support of Hubsô output

ïdepth/quality of work undertaken

ÅSuggestions that the outputs where as 

detailed as other RPsô

ïhighlighted absence of consensus building

ÅCorrected SAP on some misconceptions 

ÅAgreed 2nd iteration should be robust & open

 



 

Feedback from NCS

and Hub members
Respondent Sector Coverage Nature of response

Renewable UK
Wind, wave & tidal 

energy

Full project area ï12 

sites
Negative *

Scottish Power
Wind, wave & tidal 

energy
Local (EE Hub) Generally negative *

EDF Energy Nuclear (new build) Local (Sizewell - EE Hub) Negative À

EDF Energy Nuclear (existing) Local (Sizewell - EE Hub) Neutral À

SFF Commercial fishing Generic
Neutral - concerns regarding  

timescales & guidance

Crown Estate Multiple

Full project area ï

covered all 26 BAIs 

separately

Balance of negative & neutral

RSPB Conservation bodies

Full project area (but 

individual sites ïnot 

BAIs)

Neutral

The Wildlife 

Trusts
Conservation bodies Generic

Neutral ïsuggestions on data 

availability & presentation

 

Update on the MCZ 

Impact Assessment (IA)

The Impact Assessment

ÅAn iterative process that will help the Net Gain 

regional stakeholder group to:

ñConsider the potential environmental, social and 

economic impacts of MCZs on sea users...ò

ÅThe IA will be refined as the MCZ project 

progresses

 

1st Iteration IA

ÅSubmitted to Defra economists on 30th June 

2010

ÅSubmission was largely a qualitative / 

descriptive presentation of baseline information  

(environmental and socio-economic)

ÅAlso posted on the Net Gain ftp site

ÅFeedback has been received from Defra 

economists, and now being addressed.

 



 

Defra feedback 
- key comments

For 2nd Iteration IA

ÅShift focus from the national to the Net Gain 

project area (e.g. reduce UK-level data in 

fisheries section, and instead work down to the 

Net Gain region)

ÅMove from qualitative to quantitative IA approach

ÅOnce sites are identified, look at some site-

specific potential impacts

 

Current key tasks

ÅRevising 1st iteration IA with up-to-date national 

and regional information

ÅProducing IA methodologies for the various 

sectors

ÅAnalysing fisheries data (MMO data, Fishermap, 

etc.)

ÅWorking with GIS team on socio-economic 

outputs from  Fishermap

 

IA - way forward

ÅPreparing to do the initial site-specific IA once draft 

MCZs are identified

ÅApply Cost-Benefit Analysis and Social Impact 

Assessment methodologies

ÅTo take compatibility matrix and management 

measures into account

ÅIncreasing interaction with stakeholders / sectors

ïplanning to set up an IA subgroup

ÅPreparing to submit 2nd iteration IA using template ï

early Nov to allow for assessment of selected sites

 



 

Base map data

Ecology

Designated 

areas

Human use

Updates:

maps, data and tools

 

Data update

ÅFishermap
ïmore than 350 questionnaires & maps

ÅRecreational sea anglersô data
ïnearly 90 questionnaires & maps already processed

ÅUpdated maps for broad scale habitat

ÅNew data layers for:
ïintertidal habitat

ïwrecks & war graves

ÅMarxan ïbased on conservation datasets

 

Broad Scale Habitats

- targets and existing MPAs

ÅExisting MPAs (SACs, SPAs, RAMSAR 

sites, SSSIs) already protect Broad Scale 

Habitat (and other features)

ÅNo need to duplicate

ïtargets effectively reduced (the óGap Analysisô)

ÅRevised (lower) targets now available and 

incorporated into todayôs work
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MARXAN

planning tool

Outputs from Marxan were based on:

ÅBroad Scale Habitat, species & habitat FOCI

ïexcluding currently protected BSH (i.e. areas 

within existing MPAs)

ÅUpper level targets for proportions of BSH to 

be protected

ïafter allowing for the results of the Gap Analysis

ÅReplication & viability

ÅAreas identified where then simplified
 

 



 

Consensus form

 

Consensus proforma

 

Consensus form

ÅRecords progress towards targets whilst:

ïtracking the requirements of the ENG

ïand identifying additional considerations to 

support site selection & designation

ÅHelps frame Conservation Objectives

ÅProvides standard means of recording 

discussions around the groups 

ÅHelps prioritise sites for subsequent debate

 



 

Compatibility
What activities affect

which features?

ÅFeatures?

ïBroad Scale Habitats, species & habitat FOCI

ÅPressures?

ïe.g. abrasion, physical removal, underwater 

noise, pollution, etc.

ÅActivities?

ïe.g. aquaculture, potting/creeling, energy 

production (wind turbines), bait digging, etc.

 

 

 


