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Cover Note

The Net Gaiistakeholder engagemenrocess involves a wide range of organisations and individuals
interested in or concerned about Marine Conservation Zones (Mi@Zke English North Sea. This
3" Iteration progress report represents the work undertaken to date by the Net Gain Regional
Stakeholder GrougRSG)which iscomprised of four Regional Hubs and a Stakeholder Advisory
Panel. It is the collective responsibility of the Regional Stakeholder Group toenMkZ
recommendationgo Government by 3% 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 aagleats regarding the sites currently
under consideration. These sites may change during discussions over the coming months. Merely by
having participated in the process, no stakeholder is thereby bound to agree with every statement in
the progress report.

When 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 take8older Advisory Panel Chair to
provide final sign off of any submissions to the SAP, JNCC and Natural England, with suppbe from t
Stakeholder Advisory Pandlo assist the Chair in signing off tH&I8ration report, the Stakeholder
Advisory Pandbas been given the opportunity to comment on their view of the point the discussions
have reached. Thesmmentsare contained irannex 6of the report.

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

In my capacity as Chaif the Stakeholder Advisory Panel and on behalf of StAP members | am

satisfied that the attached"3lteration progress report properly reflects the excellent progress made

(2 RFGS G261 NRa NBO2YYSYRAY3 al/ %Qa Agfthdirdpét b SG DI
as a true and accurate record.
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Section 1 Introduction

This report describes Net G&r8" Iteration to the Science Advisory Panel (Sé&thiling progress
madetowards recommendations for a suite of Mari@®nservatiorZzones (MCZs) the English
North Sea by August 2011.

Following submission of théd@teration on 31 October 2010, Dr Peter Ryder, Chair of the SAP,
presentedinterim feedback to the Stakeholdédvisory Panel (StAP) in NovemBHEne progress

YIRS o6& bSi DI AyQa wS 3 aahg Piterdtian vdsrBdéghitet Snblhad N2 dzLJ 6 w
since beercommendedby the National Project Board and project partners.

Due to poor weather conditions a fubund ofRegional Hub meetingsas cancelled in December.
Despite this good progress has been méatethe 3° Iteration at meetings heldhroughout January
in the Northeast, Yorkshire/Humber, Lincolnshire/The Wash and East of Englaefine draft MCZ
boundaries and start work on Reference Ardasllowing these,he fifth StAP meteng was held on
the 7" February, providing advice to the Hubs and project team on future \ildrioughout our

3" lteration meetings we have maintained excellent attendarcen stakeholders across the range
of sectors and have also been able to accommodate new representatives cavetingery local
interests to international fisheries.

Thanks to tis commitment the 22 dMCZs and 12 Baéscribed in the ? Iteration have ben

refined into 16 dMCZs with a good level of supgdostn our Regional Stakeholder Group.

Preliminary discussions have also identified 8 potential reference areas which will be built on in the
next round of meetings in MarchVithin these sites, stakeholders have defined the features for
inclusion in drafConservation Objectivethis represents an important step towards detailed
vulnerability assessments in coming monttisich will inform the Impact Assessment and
managemenineasures within dMCZs






Section 2 Response to SAP feedback off &eration

The project team have written a detailed reply to the SAP feedback on'ttiegation. This
document is supplied in Annex 1, and can also be downloaded from our website at
www.netgainmcz.org

In summary, SAP feedback on olftIBeration was in the main extremely positiv€he development

of the PRISM and PISA database tools were congratulated and the planning and execution of our
stakeholder metings, along with the materials used to facilitate discussions were recognised as
being critical to the progress made by the Regional Stakeholder Group.

The presentation of the" Iteration proposals as individual site dossiers was supported by the SAP;
this format has been further developed together with the other Regional Projects in a move towards
a house style for the"3lteration report.

As suggested in the SAP feedback, the identification of features to be recommended for designation
at sites has ben key in enabling us foroducedraft Conservation Objectivder each dMCZ. This is

an important step towards assessing feature vulnerability whichiwillirn, determinesuggestions

for site specific management measuré®. help support these discusas we intend to make use of
summaries extracted from the sensitivity matrices; these will summarise the pressures (and their
associated benchmarks) which can arise from activities known to occur at a given site, and to which
a proposed designated featued the site is sensitive.


http://www.netgainmcz.org/




Section 3 Summary of ¥ Iteration planning process

Regional Hub meetings were held throughout January 20ké .overall format for thélubmeetings

was developed by Net Gain and incorporated feedback offered by participants at the earlier rounds
of Regional Hub and Stakeholder Advisory Panel meetimgsimmary, he Regional Hutvorkshops
included:

Day 1- Full day session

Welcome and introductions

ProjectUpdates

Statutory Nature Conservation Bodyidance

Introduce map work

Plenary sharing/walk about

Final map work

Site naming

Work to be completed overnight by the Net Gain team

=4 =4 =4 =4 -4 -8 -8 -9

Day 2¢ Half day session

1 Welcome and introductions
1 Explanation of wde completed by the project team at the end of Day 1
1 Plenary map work
1 Next stages
Day 1

i. Briefing

The purpose of this round of Regional Hubs was to refine the dMCZs frorff ther&tion, making
amendments required to meet the ENG and consider feedback received\faoned Consultative
Stakeholders and the wider stakeholder community follovtimgylast meeting. It wasoted thatthis
meeting presented the last real opportunity to make $iigant amendments taite location,
boundaries and featuret® enable us to shift focusnto the task osuggesting management
measures at future Hubs

The Hub was advised that the format of this hub covering a day and a half was as follows:

1. Day one; Group work looking in more detail at specific sittesedbackmaking
amendments and looking for reference areas.

2. Day twog Plenary, working through the suggested amendments deciding on which, with
wide support, could be carried forward.

ii. Project updates

At the end 0f2010Net Gain were informed that the RSG were now responsible for making
recommendations for the type of management measures to be developed for each site
recommended. In order to deliver this additional wavkhin the Impact AssessmeriDefra have
granted an extensionto the final recommendation deadlines. The final site recommendations are
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now to be submitted to the Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies on the 31 ABQu&twith the
final Impact Assessment handed to Defra on 30 Septerdbkt

Steve Barnard (Net Gain Stakeholder Manager) gave a short presentation outlining what we did with
the October Hub outputs, what had been submitted to the SAP at thiee2ation (and the targets
reached by thesuite of 22 dMCZs); summary feedback from the SAP; feedback from the StAP, and
from the NCS group and other stakeholders. Finally, an update of the impact assessment was
provided covering the work done to date, feedback receifreth Defra and the next stages.

iii. Statutory Nature Conservation Body (SNCB) guidance

The focus of th&kegional Hubwasto finalisedMCZ site boundaries, suggest reference areas and
ARSYUGATE G6KAOK FSIF{idzaNBa G SFOK aixidsS Attt 06S GK
identified for designation will help provide the basis for preparing draft conservation objectives

which, in turn, will inform debates on management measures in future meetings.

To provide support to this procegbe SNCBBave prepared draft guidance on Refereaeas and

the development of Conservation Objectiviiatural Englandegional marine advisoigave a brief
presentation on these two areas of guidance, as well as providing a quick overview of the sensitivity
matrix work that igo be used to help infornvulnerabilityassessments on the need for possible
management measures.

iv. Map work

The remainder of the day was given ovegtoupmap work. The sites were split up between the
groups so that irdepth discussions could be held. Each group was providedheégtfollowing:

T A site summary table which showed the features of all sitekar2™ Iteration report, for
quick reference;

T A copy of all feedback received relating to tH&Igeration report;

1 A summary of all feedback received, split into ecologicdlsaticeconomic factors and
sorted by Regional Hub and by qifnnex7);

1 A consensus form for each sitecapture table discussions and focus attention on the
requirements of te ENG. These forms includedarmationon BNG features present at the
site, geologyareas ofadditional ecological importance, and recorded the level of consensus
around the table, confidence the data and level of contention at each site.

1 Copies of the PRISM/PISA tools to access and interrtigafeatures/pressures
(sensitivities) matrix and the pressures/activities matrix;

1 Avreference area checklist detailing which features within the ENG have limited distributions
and therefore had to be considered for inclusion at a particular Hub;

1 An adeguacy table, showing what targets have already been met and whether we have
KFEoAdlF G WYRayis it dc@ss oflthg iha@imum target;

1 A regional profile with maps showing all available data layers.

A copy of the style of consensus form that was usddch had been developed from that which had
been successfully used by stakeholders in tidt@ration meetings, is provided adsnex 2

Each table was facilitated by a member of the Net Gain team, and was assigned spesificvgtek
on. For each site, theableswere encouraged to:

6
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Use the overall site summary table and the dMCZ/BAI map to determine which BSH, FOCI,
AAEI and Geological features were present at the site and to develop an understanding of

how it comparedt® G KSNJ aAGSa Ay GSN¥a 2F FSIF{ida2NBa FyR

To consider the reference table to identify which features had limited distribution and
therefore which needed to be considered for reference areas within this Regional Hub.
To consider the feedback dhe site.

To take account of 1, 2, and 3 and decide which feedback could be considered.

Groups were then asked to review the site, referring to the regional profile for supporting
information. In doing so the groups weraskedto:

1

=a =

Decide if the boundariesould or should be amended (using the adequacy tables provided

G2 aSS K2g YdzOK 2F SIOK KFoAdldG ¢l a WAy (GKS
accommodated).

Record any changes on the site summary table.

(

Decide if the site (or part of it) should be consietasaNBE F SNBE Yy OS | NBI 6 Sy i SN

the site summary table against relevant features).

Decide which features the site should be designated for, adding more features if appropriate
or removing features, e.qg. if not viable (recording these choictstigks or crosses against
each feature listed in the site summary table).

Make notes of any changes made to features and why this was done.

Hub members were advised that, during the afternoon session, there would be a short
Wgl £ 11 02dzi Q @&aBhagiodipoyseeiith2 wdrkibéirgy done by the others in the meeting.

V.

Walkabout

During the afternoon session, the groups moved around to see the work that each of the other
tables had completed. For each site, a five minute description was given followaetutther five
minutes for wider group feedback. The following prompts were asked:

)l
)l
)l
)l
T

Vi.

A quick description of the work done

Considerations made?

Level of support fronthe group?

Are there activities which would need managing for most of the sites features?

Did they feel they were lacking input from a sector not in their groewould they like to
borrow someone in the next session?

Final Map work session

After the walkabout the map work was continued. For each site the tables were asked to use the
consensugorm to record a score for the level of consensus, confidence in data and level of
contentionor perceived impact that the site may have if designated.



Vil. Site naming

Towards the end of the afternoon session, each group was provided with a proforma dntiuyc

could record their suggestions of names for each of the sites within the Regional Hub (with a

maximum of three options per site). Site hame suggestions were collated (to be considered further

on Day2) and the meeting was then concluded withabBe®@ SNIDA Sg 2F GKS YSSOGAy A

Hub members were thanked for their work and input to the process and were reminded that
comments made during the walkabout session had been recorded. These comments are intended to
provide a representation of the ongng discussions at the Hub and do not necessatrily reflect the
views or opinions of the Net Gain project team. They will be used to help contextualise the outputs
from the meeting and to inform discussions in subsequent Hub meetings.

A brief explanation athe work that the Net Gain team would be undertaking overnight was given
this included the digitising of new site boundaries and the review of suggestions regarding reference
areas and changes to designated features.

Finally, those Regional Hub membesso were unable to return on the second day were asked to
complete a feedback evaluation form.

Day 2
i. Consensus Building

The main objective dday2 was to review each of the sites considereddayl in plenary, looking

at the suggestions that had been deduring the previous days group work. It was intended that,
through open discussion and debate, a consensus view could be reached regarding any proposed
amendments to site boundaries, to suggestions for reference areas, and to any changes to the list of
features for which a site was to be designated.

Hub members were reminded that the focus of the Hub reports would be based on group consensus
but that additional or alternative views would also be recorded.

The digitised work fronDay1 was displayed thragh the GIS on screelm turn, the sites were

introduced, explaining which table had reviewed it the previous day. The features of the site were

looked at and amendments suggested by the group responsible for the sibaghwere presented

to the largergroup. The Regional Hub as a whole was then asked if it could agree to put these sites
forward, as discussed, at this stage. Other suggestions and considerations were taken into account,

with pertinent comments being recorded. As sites were agreed upod thes SNBE Wt 2 01 SR Ay Q
discussion moved onto the next site for consideration.

A list of prompts (as below) was used to help direct the debate:

What are the features of the site? What value does it bring?

What was the feedback on it?

Was it a referenceandidate?

What could be done to make this MCZ acceptable (e.g. change boundaries, size, zoning of
activities)?

What do those who value this site for ecological reasons think about proposed changes?
Can the group agree support?

T
1
T
1

= =



9 Are there any alternativefor the same feature which have not been considered?
1 Are the impacts too great for further consideration?

ii. Site haming

The site names suggested on Day 1 were transferred onto a series of large wall charts to allow for
voting. Each member of the RegionaltHuas given a set of stickers and they were then asked, for
each site, to each place one sticker against their favourite suggested name.
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Section 4 Summary of existing Marine Protected Areas and the
Gap Analysis

Marine Conservation Zones will contribute to asomgically 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 in the ENG according to that
contribution. Thisgs 2 NJ = (G KS W Blledby thy Stdtudosy NatuleXongdrvation Bodies
(SNCBs).

Thefinal Gap Analysis was provided to us on th& D&cember. This version provides revised
contributionsof:

1 All SPAs, SSSis, S@ttuding dSACs and pSACSs) #dratconsidered to contribute towards
the protection of broadscale habitats and FOCI;

1 An update on the broadcale habitats afforded protection in Dogger Bank pSAC to better
reflect the subtidal coarse sediment protection;

9 For Haisborough, Hammond and Wértbn SAC and Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North
Ridge SAC this gap analysis includes the extent of the Annex | habitats rather than the SAC
boundaries. This means that the tool is not oestimating the contribution of these sites
for subtidal sand.

 Thef  6Sad GSNEA2Y 2F (GKS W3aFL) GFof SQd b GdzNT §
9th Dec;

T wSLX AOIGA2Yy O2dzyda F2NJFff Ch/L tfA&a0GSR Ay (K!
in the geodatabase to support their presence within existitgs.

1 The combined broadcale habitat map version 4

The project team has been advised that the FOCI datasets within existing MPA are deficient. As an
example, based on the gap table there are 9 SACs and two pSACs in Finding Sanctuary that protect
WCNJ 3AES aLRy3aS YR YiK2TRoNGIOR¥Vazy AT & SES BY 14 @lzC
spatial data to support this in the geodatabase the Gap Analysis tool fails to capture this information,

YR NBLRNI&a GKFIG GKSNB FNB y2 SEA&alGAY3I at! a F2NI
subtidal rocky habita® Ay (0 KS CA Yy RINZGhafe kofreziediibr diB errbrii I ®
recommended that the project tearmompare the results for FOCI circulated on 7th December with

the results circulated on 13th December to understand the extent of the problem, amiehifiy

where features are being listed as protected with no supporting spatial data.

From these data Net Gain has created a final Gap Analysis map (Figure 4.1). The Gap Analysis

provided to us on 18 December was used to determine adequacy targetstierRegional Hubs to

meet in the ¥ Iteration, and also helped inform production of the charts in this report (e.g. where
broadd OF £ S KIFoAGlI G FSI Gdz2NBa KIFgS 0SSy woftly|lSR 2dz
The outputs of theGap Analysias provided to us are presented in Annex 5.
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Section 5 The developing network configuration

bSid DFYliferti@rinclodes a total of 16 draft MCZs (dMCZs) which have been submitted with a
good level of support from thRegional Stakeholder GrouR$G taking account of theomments
andcaveats describellelowin Section 6 The distribution of these sites is shown as Figure 5.1; for
information, the dMCZ network submitted at thé%teration is provided as Figure 5DRiscussions
have been heldvith the RS®ver which of the features within the dMCZ site boundaries should be
recommended fo designation The output from these discussions is provided witBaction 6

where figures are included to indicate site boundaries etaly those features which stakeholders
have identified for inclusion in the developing network configurato® shown. Br information,

this section also includdsll lists of alfeatures present, on a sitby-site basis

When the dMCZs are displayed along with existing MBées Figure 5.3here appears to be a good
balance of sites across the project area, with sites being distributed well in both inshore and
offshore areasAsat the 2" Iteration, offshore sites tend to cover larger areas than inshore sites; a
reflection of greater targets for those offshobeoad-scalehabitats occurring in large patches
compared to discrete patches of, for example, intertidiadad-scalehabiats. The assessment of
connectivityprovided agFigure 5.4 through to Figure 5p8ovides a more thorough assessment of
the distribution of sites.

Connectivity was assessed as the Euclidean distance between individual MPA/dMCZ boundaries
protecting simil&NJ K+ 0 A4l G4 66KSNB WaAYAfFINR YSIya KFEoAGLHDG
local oceanography (e.g. seasonal current flow) was not taken into account.

This approach was agreed following receipt of advice from SAP and the SNCBs.

The guidelined § SR Ay U KS I9the@bséndelofisfedispackid inforndation on
connectivity, MPA of similar habitat should be separated, where possible, by no more #&ink#0
(between individual MPA boundariés) @t  3S nc>X 9bDX WdzyS Hnmng o

The EUNIS lel/2 habitats present within Net Gain are:

Al: 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

= =4 48 -8 -

Broadscale habitat typ#\6: deepsea bed was not assessed as its extent within Net Gain is 2 5km
and it is only represented on the Northern boundary of the Net Gain project area.

For each of the five EUNIS level 2 habitats we created two buffers, of 40 and 80km respectively,
linking MPAs/dMCZ s protecting the same level 2 habitat.

Figures 5.4 to 5.8 show how these habitats are connediatlle 5.1 provides the details of the
EUNIS level 2 habitats and their separation within the proposed network (MPA plus dMCZ).

In summary, site protecting (or proposed for the protection of) EUNIS Al and A3 habitats are, for
their majority, within a distance of 40km; all sites protecting (or proposed for the protection of) the
other EUNIS habitat types (A2, A4 and A5) are within a distancéof dDeach other.

13



Table 5.1 Summary connectivity for EUNIS level 2 habitats within Net Gain

EUNIS level 2 habitat type Within 40km distance  Within 80km distance
Al littoral rock and other hard substrata The majority of the sites 1 site

A2 littoralsediments All sites

A3 infralittoral rock and other hard substrata The majority of the sites 1 site

A4 circalittoral rock and other hard substrate All sites

A5 sublittoral sediments All sites

Analysis of the dMCZs at th& Reration showed that the maximum adequacy targets were
exceeded for a number dfroad-scalehabitats. Following receipt of the fin@lap Analysien 13"
December 2016he project team adjusted the adequacy targets to take account of the revised
contribution of existing MPA§Vith this new information to hand the RSG took the decision to drop
the 2" Iteration Broad Areas of Interest (BAls) from further discussionhemain these BAIs were
considered to have a lower ecological value and were more contentious insomn@mic terms.

A number of dMCZs identified the 2" Iteration overlapped with existing MPAs. The fiGdp
Analysishas described which featurésthese MPAglIready receive protection ands a resultthe
RSG proposed that the original sité62.3, 2.1and?2.18from the 2 Iteration should bedropped
for the 3“ Iteration. A significant portion of the original sitéG2.5rom the 2 Iteration has been
retained; although ibverlaps in part witlthe Inner DowsingRace Bank andorth Ridge SAthe
features it has been suggested for do not currently receive protection.

The ¥ Iteration planning meetings saw good consolidation of the remaining A8/@articularly off
the Yorkshire and Lincolnshire coasts. Most of the dMCZs saw some boundary refinement taking
account of feedback from the SAP, StAP, NC$hendider stakeholder communityA number of

sites saw significant modification:

I SAP advice vgaconsidered when dividing the large site in therth East Regionalub
(NG 2.22) intawo smaller sites.

1 Twoalternatives have been proposed to replace NG2.1; the first sees a truncated version of
the original sitewhilstthe second offergour smallersites spread over a larger aréche
East of England hub members would like to seek SAP feedback on which configuration
provides the greatest ecological value.

1 NG2.11 was moved north to sit alongside the Outer Silver Pit. We plan to discuss the
feasibilityof a cross boundary site here with the Dutch Cleaver Bank Natura site.

Hub members were reminded of the guidance on setting boundaries during the meetingseand
advised to make them both understandable and enforceable. For this reason, in sevesal case

boundaries were aligned with latitude/longitude or administrative boundaries such as the 3 and 6
nautical mile limits.

A good start was made at identifying possible reference areas with a total of 11 locations being
discussed. Of these, three fell in thierth East Regional Hub; four in the Yorkshire & Humber
Regional Hub; three in the Lincolnshire and The Wash Regionghhtiibne in the East of England
Regional Hub. Further discussions will be required to refine these suggestions (as some were
alternatives for the same feature) and to find suitable locations for other features. At the February

14



StAP meeting it was agreed that the project team should work with the SNCBs to identify possible
reference area candidates within existing MPAs as many of theféti@es are contained in their
entirety within existing sites.

The developing network configuration includes a number of the coastal GCR sites and
geomorphological features of interest listed for consideration in the ENG along with additional areas
of additional ecological importance. The RSG raised a number of queries on these features for the
project team to seek clarification on before the next meetings.

Table 52 describes how the requirements of the ENG (representativity, adequacy and replication)
are met by existing MPAs and dMCZs, whilst Tabkari 54 and Tables 5.and 56 provide
assessmergtof howthe network satisfies the ENG targets &pecies andhabitat FOClespectively

Based on the results provided in Table 5.2 we believe thahéterork of MPA and dMCZ sites
meets the ENG requirements for adequacy and replication for EUNIS level 3soedadabitats. In
the few cases where adequacy or replication was not met, a narrative at the end of the table is
provided.

Of the 12 low or limed mobility FOCI species listed as present within the Net Gain project area, the
replication guideline (at least three replicates) was met for two, and nearly met for one more
(possibly two) species. One third of species were supported by single reabilis,for one species
(Tenellia adspergano records were availabl&able 5.3 shows the detailed results on the replication
within the network of MPAs and dMCZs; a detailed narrative explaining the reasons why ENG
guidelines could not be met is providatithe end of the table.

Of the 14 FOCI habitats listed as present within Net Gain, the replication guideline (at least three
replicates) was met for 11 of them; the reasons for not meeting the guidelines were mainly due to
the lack of available evidence.g. lorse mussel bedsnd sea-pen and burrowing megafauna
communities) otto lack of trust shown by thRegional Stakehold€&roup regarding the validity of

the data €.g. mud habitats in deep watér Table 5.5 shows the detailed results on thplication

within the network of MPAs and dMCZs; a detailed narrative explaining the reasons why ENG
guidelines could not be met is provided at the end of the table.

In addition to extracting the ENG targets from the developing network configurationrtjegb

team have also completed a rapid assessment of activities across the sites (Tab#¢ this stage

we have not yet conducted a vulnerability assessment to determine which of these activities may
impact on features and therefore what condition teites are likely to be in. For this reason, the

draft Conservation Objectives that are provid@d ( K+ S 06SSy aSi (baseddNBE O2 @S N.
the precautionary principle/Ve intend to make further usef the data from Table 3.to helpinform
discussiongn future RSG meetings. Using an MS Access database developed by Steve Barnard we
have been able to extract summaries from the sensitivity matrices which outline the pressures (and
their associated bechmarks) which can arise from activities known to occur at a given site, and to
which a proposed designated feature at the site is sensitive. Examples of these summaries are
provided asAnnex 4
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Figure 5.4 Connectivity of designated (EUNIS Level 2) breadle habitats; Al littoral rock
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Figure 5.6 Connectivity of designated (EUNIS Level 2) breadle habitats; A3infralittoral rock
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Figure 5.8 Connectivity of designated (EUNIS Level 2) braadle habitats; A5 subittoral sediments
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Table 52  Assessment of adequadgr broad-scale habitats withinthe dMCZ network

This table is based on the Gap Analysis (GA) provided to the Regional Project<hmramber 2010 by the SNCBs. The GA was informed by spatial and
non spatial evidence.

A1.1: High eneray intertidal Nearl Need to meet Min met; Not met; Min met;
v 9 9y 146 | 21%38% Met* 024  16.7% met*y 2 Mett adequacybut 0.06 031 | 009 6.1% surplusof shortby >2 shortof max  Met
BSH <5k 0.03knf  0.22knf by 0.22kn
. Min met; Max met; Max met;
ﬁ%éfﬁ(ﬁff:fe energy 8.38 | 21%38% Met  4.08 48.7% Met >2 Met Met Met  Met | 0.86 10.3% surplusof surplus of >2  surplusof  Met
3.18knf 1.76knf 1.76knf
. . . Min met; Max met; Max met;
ﬁ‘)lcs Lowenergy intertidal | 5 15 | 55043006 Mett 142  67.2% Metr >2 Mett Meigli’rtﬁBHS Met  Met | 009 4.1% surplusof surplus of >2  suplusof  Met
1.04knf  0.68knf 0.68knf
. . Min met; Max met; Max met;
:ezailr;]g:fmda' coarse 427 | 35%42%  Met 176  413% Met 2 Mett Meigll(’rtﬁBHS Met 003 | 026 6.2% surplusof surplus of >2  surplusof  Met
0.53knf  0.23knf 0.23knf
. . Min met; Max met; Max met;
gzuczld In;zrrfgial SEE] G 179.99 | 25%42%  Met 167.69 93.2% Met >2 Met Met Met Met 0.71  0.4% surplus of surplus of >2  surplusof Met
Y 123.46kmi  92.86knd 92.86knf
Min met; Max met Max met;
A2.3: Intertidal mud 241.76 | 25%42%| Met 237.33 982% Met >2 Met Met Met Met 0.06 0.0% surplus of surplus of >2  surplus of Met
177.03kmi  135.93 kn 135.93knf




Table 52 continued

. . ) Min met; Max met Max met
?:&?ﬁ:zz‘i'st'da' Ee 731 | 25%42% Met 284  38.8% Met 2 Met Met Met 023 | 204 27.9% surplusof surplusof 2 = >2  surplusof  Met
3.05knf 1.8knt 1.8knf
Repl. met; Repl met; n:
A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes o no targets but o targets
and saline reedbeds 20.28 n/a Met 20.27 99.95% n/a >2 Met >99% protectec n/a n/a 0.0% n/a n/a 0 >2 n/a but >99%
by MPAs protected
Repl. might
. be met by
. . . Additional repl. 3).
AZ.Gta i erhele] s_edlments 6.26 n/a Met 6.26 100% nl/a 1 NEEN]7 might not be  n/a n/a 0.0% n/a n/a 0 1 n/a MPAS®;
dom™ by aq angiosperms met needed® no addtnl
data for
more repl.
'rﬁzs Intertidal biogenic 251 na | Mett 0585 33.9% nia 2 Met* BHS<5kh nla  nia 000 00%  nia na  o”| 2 nla  Notviable
A3.1: High energy AR o Nearly Need adequacy ® Min Im et; f Maxlmet;f Maxlmet; f
infralittoral rock 339.47 | 15%31%  Met 4.84 1.4% 1 met & 1+ repl 46.17 100.48 | 103.92 30.6% surplus of surplusof 3 >2  surplus o Met
‘ 57.75knf  3.43knf 3.43knf
A3.2: Moderate energy 0290, o Need adequacy o Min met; -~ Max met; Max met
infralittoral rock 451.33 | 17%32% 0.00 0.0% 0 & 2+ repl 76.73 14443 | 208.51 46.2% surplus of surplusof 3 >2  surplus of Met
’ 131.78kni  64.08knf 64.08knf




Table 52 continued

Need adequacy

Adequacy ¢

A3.3:Low energy & 1+ repl. Not met; Not met; Min met;  repl. might
infralittoral rock 5.04 16%32% 0.00 0.0% (but BHS is ont 0.81 0.0%  short by short by short of max be r_ne_t by
5kn)® 0.81knf  1.61knf by 1.61kmi  existing
MPAs®
A4.1: High energy Min met; Max met; Max met;
circalittoral rock 13.47 | 11%25% 9.81 72.8% 1 Need 1+ repl. Met 0.23 1.7% surplus of surplusof surplus of Met
8.55knf  6.66knf 6.66knt
A4.2: Moderate energy Need adequacy Al TS NS I TS
circalittoral rock 5061.36 | 13%28% 0.00 0.0% & 2+ repl. ©657.98 1417.18| 970.38 19.2% surplus of  short by short of max  Met
312.4knf  446.8knf by 446.8kr
A4.3: Low energy Need adequacy Min met; — Max met; Max met, ®
circalittoral rock 20.34 | 16%32% 0.00 0.0% & 2+ repl. © 3.25 20.34 100.0% surplus of surplus of surplus of  Met
17.09knf  13.83knf 13.83knf
Ab5.1: Subtidal coarse Min met; — Max met; Max met;
sediment 18761.06 17%32% 3956.91 21.1% Met Met 3099.21 16.5% surplus of surplus of surplus of Met
3868.41kni 1054.25kn 1054.25km
Min met; Not met; Srl:g |rr: (r)r;?nt’ax
A5.2: Subtidal sand 81895.59 15%30% 13403.54 16.4% Met Met 8489.83 10.4% surplus of  short by b Met
9636.37km  2647.97k 4

2647.97kM




continued

Table 52

Min met; Not met; A
9 ; ;
AS5.3: Subtidal mud 03818 % | Met 10379 11.1% N Lo et e 365 17732 | 5829 62% suplusof shortby >p  shotof @
30% met adequacy 9 max by
21.7knf  119.02km
119.02kd
AB.4: Subtidal mixed Min met; Not met; Min met;
se&irﬁents 3786.30| 16%32% | met 193.47 5.1% >2 Met Need adequacy412.71 1018.52| 805.57 21.3% surplus of  short by >2 shortof max  Met
392.86kmi  212.95knd by 212.95krh
. . Spatial Lacking
g\gr.‘%tdssuet:jtilr(:]aelnrngcrophyte data not n/a Met 0.0% n/a 1 N:;;Iy Need 1+ repf? n/a n/a n/a n/a 1 n/a evidenceto
available locate it
A5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs| 299.89 n/a Met 90.57  30.2% n/a 2 Met Met n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 n/a Met
A6: Deepsea bed 4.69 n/a * 0.00 n/a 0 * BHS <5k n/a n/a n/a n/a 0 n/a Not viable

Notes

Only nonprotected broad scale habitats are listed as "present”. {dastected broad scale habitats were provided as spatial data with the Gap Analysis (GA)

* Extent in the whole NeGain area <5kfn

(1) Nonprotected by existing & overlggng MPAs

(2)  "Ab5.5 Subtidal macrophytdominated sedimentis protected by "The Wash and North Norfolk S&@ationally delivered datasets did not contain spatial
information on this habitat, antbcal knavledge was requested to locateanywhere else within Net Gain. At present we are not able to find additional replicates

for this habitat.

... continued overleaf




3

(4)

()
(6)

The available spatial data and the gap analysis show that 100% ‘9&2t# Intertidal sediments dominated by aquatic angiosperiaptotected by the
"Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast" SAC (data supported bydlae &aleHabitat map); this habitats also protected bgdditional four non
overlapping MPAdtfe "Humber Estuary” SAEPA "The Wash and North Norfolk Coast" @ the"North Norfolk Coast" SS8IKS a[ AYRA & T N}y S¢
G. NBeR2y 2 IthbNgpatidl ihforinaiicis nbt available for all these areas; Wwelievetherefore that the protection afforded to this habitat is
adequately replicated within the network of existing MPAs.

"A3.3 Low energy infralittoral rocks protected by the "Humber Estuary SSSI", d@hd was present, woultbe protected by the "Berwickshire and North
Northumberland Coast SA€tonversations witiNatural England informed us that a recent survey carried out by Envision will {raivilne area mapped as A3.3
within the "Berwickshire andNorth Northumberland Coast SAiS"not rock. Theeport shouldbe available to the publim the first months of the year 2011.

"A4.3 Low energy circalittoral rock" has limited distribution: only 1 replicate is possible

The contribution of existig MPA to protect "A5.3 Subtidal mud" might be greater than that resulted from the gap analysis: communication with Nglarad En
informed us that the mapgd Subtidal mud withindThe Wash and North Norfolk SAC corresponds to the sandy mud and muddyestcie Bize end of the
spectrum, which are subfeatures of The Wash SAC.

{t!«k



Table 53  Assessment of representativity and replication: species FOCI

At least one more replicate

Alkmaria romijni Tentacled LagockVorm Not met 0 Not met Met 1 1 should be protecte i)
Arctica islandica Ocean quahog Not met Not met Met Nearly met?
Cruoria cruoriaeformis Burgundy maerl paint weed Not met Not met Not met Single record

Not needed

but may be 2 mavbe possible Met by exising MPA and
Gammarus insensibilis Lagoon sand shrimp Met 3 Met met subject to ybe p >=3 designated by 2 dMCZ&ubject

e based on LK S
validation to validation surveys
surveys
Gitanopsis bispinosa Amphipod shrimp Not met Not met Met Not met®
Haliclystus auricula Stalked jellyfish Not met 0 Not met Met 1 1 Single record
Hippocampus hippocampus Short snouted seahorse - - - - - - Single record”
Nematostella vectensis Starlet sea anemone Met 2 Not met Met 1 3 Met
Ostrea edulis Native oyster Not met 0 Not met Met 1 1 Not met®
Palinurus elephas Spiny lobster Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 0 Single record
Phymatolithon calcareum  Common maerl Not met 0 Not met Met 1 1 8 repllcates i (7
coordinates accurac@’

Tenellia adspersa Lagoon sea slug Not met Not met Notmet 0 0 No records

(no records)

(no records)

For notes see over



Notes
Table5.3is based on the Gap Analysis (GA) provided to the Reddmjaktts on 13th December 2010 by the SNCBs. The GA was informed by spatial -spdtrain
evidence, therefore the spatial data presentedlie site specific informatiomay not necessarilfully reflect the GADue to the lack of spatial data documenting the
occurrence of the Species FOCI, it might not be possible to meet the replication guidaltidgonal evidence from local kmdedge (LK) is included
(*) Allthe Species FOCI records (delivered through MB0102 contract) were classiliepastectect. ¢ K2 &S Of F aaAFASR | & & LINBpamOi SR S0
AYVT2NXYIEGAZ2Y 2y GKS aA0S aLISOATAO RSaA Iy tHeSSRCBIS DetetabeB @010 CA Y | f yDIF LIE I 6f SYyhp5SOm
(**) Only if listed as "features to protect within a dMCZ or Reference area"
(1) Number of separate replicates is lbed to 3 locations. The featuiie also protected by the North Killingholrhiiaven Pits SSSI, which, however, was not included
in the GA. The species also occurs within (but does not seem to be protected by) the Humber Estuary SSSI/SAC and iha@res8&.
(2) There are many records within Net Gain area, some of them cléakbdIto surveys carried out on marade features: thd&egionalSakeholderGroup (RSGis
therefore not confident on the suitability of these records. In addition, the RSG questions why this widespread speéyeasqu@IC| as is reluctant top mark it as
a site feature.
(3) Threeseparate replicates are available within Neti@Gaiea, 2 of which are withinktn from the NG 6 and NG 4 boundaries.
(4) The singleecord ofH. hippocampusvas obtained through a regional dataset [Pinneggal., (2008)Cybium 32(4)343346] and the SAP advised to discard it
during the 2 Iteration assessment.
(5) Threeseparate replicates are available within Net Gain are, 1 replicate (equal to 1 record) is found within 300 m from then®muthdary of NG 13, theecond
one (a@in 1 record) is found withinkn from the Southern boundary of Net Gain (in the proximity of NG 1). The replicate designated by the dMCZ accounts for 4
records.
(6) Threereplicates ofP. calcareunare provided for Net Gain, with a 10,000precision The point locations for these 3 records are on land. RB&has questioned
the validity of this information, but was happy to designate the features wiitieaNG 13provided its presence.



Table 54 Records of species FOCI within Net Gain and withimdMCZ network

Shows the number of records for species FOCI that lie within the Net Gain boundary and within the outlines of dMCZs (aithmaegissarily designated as features).
The table also shows the percentage of records that are designated by dMCZs.

FOCI species Within_ Net Gain;with Withir_1 dMCZswith T_o be Notes % of de_signated
(& without) buffer (& without) buffer designated recordswith buffer
Alkmaria romijni 11 (9) 302) 3(2) 1 mk?]rgv\‘xg%:fca' 27.3
Arctica islandica 262 (255) 65 (61) 56(53) 21.4
Cruoria cruoriaeformis 1(0) 0 Single record only 0.0
Gammarus insensibilis 5 (0) 1(0) i)lé)ajalifgvilgdog;l 0.0
Gitanopsis bispinosa 5(5) 1(2) 1) 20.0
Haliclystus auricula 1(2) 0 Single record only 0.0
Nematostella vectensis 3(0) 3(0) 2 (0) 66.7
Ostrea edulis 8 (8) 6 (6) 6 (6) 75.0
Palinurus elephas 1(1) 1(0) Single record only 0.0
Phymatolithon calcareum 3(0) 1 (0) 1(0) 33.3
Notes

Number of records in brackets are based on point locations without accounting for the precision assocthtgdgosition ("true points").
Records outside brackets used the precision attributed to their position to establish their spatial relation to a featteeest (e.g. "within" or "outside" Ne@ain
boundary; "within" or "outside" a dMCZNI records available within the Net Gairearwere classified as "unprotected" from the GA



Table 55 Assessment of representativity and replication: habitat FOCI

::,l:jesgﬁgﬁetﬁi gtnS(;I intertidal beds on mixe Met 2 Nearly met Met o 4 Met
Estuarine rocky habitats Met 4 Met Met 2 6 Met
Horse musselModiolus modiolusbeds 0 Not met Met RAonly | 2 possible (LK Not met™
Intertidal underboulder communities Met 3 Met Met 1" 4 Met
Littoral chalk communities Met 1 Nearly met Met 3 4 Met
Mud habitats in deep water Met 1 Nearly met 0 1 Not met®
Peat and clay exposures 0 Met 4" 4 Met ©
Ross worm&abellaria spinulogaeefs Met 4 Met Met 3 >5 Met
Seagrass beds Met 3 Met Met 0 0 Met
Seapen and burrowing megafauna communitie ~ Met 1 Nearly met | Not met 0 1 Not met®
Shelteredmuddy gravels Met 2 Nearly met Met 1 3 Met
Subtidal chalk Met 1 Nearly met Met 3" 4 Met
Subtidal sands and gravels Met >5 Met Met 7 >5 Met
Tideswept channels Met 1 Nearly met Met 2" 3 Met

For notes see over



Notes

Table5.5is based on the Gap Analysis (GA) provided to the Regional projects on 13th December 2010 by the SNCBs. The GA wasspébiahaddnon spatial

evidence, therefore the spatial data presented in gite specific informatiomay not necessarily refi¢ the GA.

Due to the lack of the spatial data documenting the occurrence of the Habitat FOCI, it might not be possible to meeictt®reglideline additional evidence from

local knowledge (LK) is included

RA = Reference area

* Only if listed asfeatures to protect within a dMCZ or Reference area”

(**) Local knowledge was used togetheith national and regional data.

(***) Based on survey and modelled data

(1) Known distribution from nationally delivered dataset limited to ta&o locations (around Whitby and Flamborough Hedlh)e Regional Stakeholder Group (RSG)
guestioned the validity of one of them and alternative locations based on recent local knowledge were suggested. Itgsihlat fmoincrease the number of
replicatesbased on the current available data.

(2) Protected by "The Wash and-Norfolk SACE three additional known locations from nationally delivered dataset (North Basfional idb), but the RSG questioned
their validity as there is a suspect that they arecarmping grounds.

(3) Known distribution from nationally delivered dataset limdt to ca. two locationsafound The Wash and Spurn Pokit)cal knowledge was used and potential RAs
are being discussed

(4) Not met but spatial evidence is missjrgp the replication cannot be achieved.



Table 56  Assessment of representativity and replicatiohabitat FOCI

Shows the number of records for habitat FOCI that lie within the Net Gain boundary and within the outlines of dMCZs (atthnagbssarilglesignated as features).
The table also shows the percentage of records that are designated by dMCZs. Noteslhable only includes data delivered from national contract.

Blue Mussel beds 20 (19) 1.66 () 2 1.66 0.02 0.02 1.49
Estuarine rocky habitats 29 (29) 0.10 () 3 0.09 3 3 100.00

Horse musseModiolus modiolusbeds 3(3) 3

Intertidal underbouldelcommunities 47 (44) 1

Littoral chalk communities 2(2) 1 fele;'inﬂfes 1 fele;iﬂfes fela:iz?es
Mud habitats in deep water 3(3)

Peat and clay exposures 4 (4) 0.10 () 4 0.10 2 2 50.00

Ross worm$abellaria spinulogaeefs 57 (57) 461.01 () 45 300.97 7 12.28 7 11.85 15.56 3.94
Seagrass beds 225 (225) 13.00 () 5

Sheltered muddy gravels 17 (13) 2.05 (44.41) 12 2.04 2 2 16.67

Subtidal chalk 24 (21) 0 (1314.92) 3 1 1 Modelled data 33.33 M‘c"i‘fge‘j
Subtidalsands and gravels 732 (732) 2894.19 (93772.39) 562 2088.52 205 274.58 335 105.36 (17045.60) 59.61 5.04
Tide swept channels 34 (33) 23.80 () 1 23.78 10.82 Modelled data M‘c’j‘;‘fge‘j
Notes

Point records number of records in brackets albmsed on point locations without accounting for the precision associated to their position ("true points").
Records outside brackets used the precision attributed to their position to establish their spatial relation to a feanteeest (e.g. "withn" or "outside" Net Gain
boundary; "within" or "outside" a dMCZ)

Polygon recordsnumber of records in brackets are based on modelled data.

Records listed within the dMCZ are those classifiediesptotected” by the GAModelled data and line features wermt included in the GA



Table 57 Current activities recordedvithin the dMCZ network

Aquaculture- fin fish - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - R R

Aquaculture- shell fish YES - - YES - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Beach replenishment - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Bioprospecting - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Crab Tiling/Bait digging YES x X YES YES YES x YES x x YES x YES YES x YES YES x X X X
Energy production at sea (tidal turbines)

Energy production at sea (wave turbines) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .

Energy production at sea(wind turbines) - - - - - - YES - - - - - - - - YES - - - - -

Energy production on land (power stations,
inc. nuclear)

Extractiong maerl - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Extraction- navigationadredging (capital,
maintenance)

Extraction- oil & gas YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES - YES YES - YES YES YES YES
Extractiong quarrying - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Extraction- sand & gravel YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Extraction- water (freshwater catchment;
industrial, e.g. power station)

Fishing benthic trawling YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Fishing hydraulic dredging - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Fishing pelagic trawling x YES x X X YES YES x X YES YES YES x x YES YES x YES YES YES YES
Fishing potting/creeling YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES x X
Fishingg recreational YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES x YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES «x X X
Fishing set netting YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES x VYES

Fishing shellfish harvesting - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -




Harvesting; seaweed

Industrial & agricultural liquid discharges

Infrastructure- cables & pipelines

(Installation) YES x X YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES x X X YES YES
i EEbiuGLe- Galiles & fipe ines YES YES YES YES x YES YES x x YES x x x x YES x x x x x YES
(Operation)

In_frastructl_J_rt_e-coastaI (ports, marinas, YES X X YES YES X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
leisure facilities)

Infrastructure- coastal defence & land claim - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Infrastructure- offshore (artificial reefs) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Infrastructure- offshore (oil & gas platforms) x X X X X Xx YES x YES YES x YES x X X X X X X x YES
lﬂ‘;g"i‘iter:)ct”re")ﬁs“me (wind & wave YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Military activities - - - - - - - YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES - - YES YES YES YES
Seismicurvey (military, exploration, ) i i ) ) i i ) ) i i ) ) i i ) ) i i ) )
construction)

Sewage disposal YES x X YES x YES YES YES YES x YES YES YES YES x YES YES x X X X
Shipping YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Tourism & recreation YES x X YES YES YES YES YES YES x YES YES YES YES x YES YES YES x YES YES
Waste disposalfish waste (lancbased YES x x YES x YES YES YES x x YES YES YES YES x VYES YES x x x X

processing; processing vessels)

Waste disposal munitions (chemical &
conventional)

Waste disposal navigational dredging
(capital, maintenance)

Waste disposal quarrying (geological
material)

Waste gas emission (inc. greenhouse gase:
industry, agriculture, forestry, domestic &
transport

YES Activity recorded on one or more data layers within Regional Profile

X Activity notrecorded on data layers within Regional Profile
- Activity information not available on data layers within Regional Profile




Section 6 The refined draft MCZ network site descriptions

This section provides a sitgi-site description of the refined dMCZ network across the Net Gain
project area. For each site, a précis of the discussions, debates and confroem&ach of the two
days of the stakeholder meeting is given.

For each sitahe narrativeis supplemented witla summary of the ENG features at each site
(identifying those for which theite should be designatedan overview of aprelated information
for exampleon additional ecological importancand a map of the refined sitarea

Following the convention adopted in Tabld and 56, FOCI point recorda brackets are based on
point locations without accounting for the precision associatethtr position (“true points").

Sites NG1, 1a, 1b, 1c & 1d

These sites developddbm dMCZ site NG2.01 and reflected two differing and separate trains of
thought as to how best maintain the ecological contribution made by the original site whilst seeking
to reduce the potential impacts that designation may have on commercial andatimal sea users

in the area.

During the planning workDayl of the Regional Hub meeting) two separate groups worked
concurrently on refining the original site NG2.01. Subsequenthay?, the options developed by
the two groups were discussed in pley and the emergent consensus view recorded.

Background discussions and commemt®ay 1

The first groupnoted that there is a lot of socieconomic activity in the area, especially commercial
fishing, renewable energy, aggregate extraction, recreatiangling, and undersea cabling and
pipelines. It was recorded that commercial fishing interests were not comfortable with the original
site NG2.01 and, consequently, the group attempted to identify alternative areas with a similar level
of conservation vale but less potential socieconomic impact.

The division of the original site into four smaller sites was suggested:

1 site NGla (which lies within a R3 windfarm zone and in the seath corner of the existing
Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC) wastified as a possible substitute for the area
of subtidal mud that would be lost should NG2.01 be removed from the network;

1 site NG1b is effectively an offshore extension of the original site NG2.01 and was identified as an
example of subtidal mixed sedéent;

9 site NG1c covered the Orfordness GCR site plus the Alde and Ore estuaries; and
1 site NG1d covered the Blyth estuary.

It was noted that new information will be available in time for the next round of meetings which will
better define the proposed cableorridor that will be coincident with the southern portion of site

NG1b (the PRISM and PISA tools were used and indicated that the subtidal mixed sediment was
potentially sensitiveo cabling operations on two counts). The PRISM and PISA tools werseadso u

to check potential compatibility with windfarms. The offshore renewables sector requested that it

be noted that they would be unhappy if site NG1b were put forward as the only option for the
subtidal mudbroad-scalehabitat identified in this hub. Net Gain reminded the group that ecology

had to be the first consideration within the site selection process, and that this effectively takes
precedence over socieconomics; nevertheless soeagonomics will be explored draid out in the
associated Impact Assessment report. The Natural England representative reminded the group that
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equal degree throughout.

The group was askethether or not the layer of additional ecological importance had been used to
KSt LI £t20FGS G2 WySsgQ 2FFTAK2NBE aradSaz odzi A
primarily on the BSH distribution with the additional ecological importareiagha secondary

selection criteria.

The BlythEstuary (site NG1d) is known to be a productive area and relatively few activities take
place in the area. Further detail would be required on the features for which the site would be
designated.

The second grup focussed their attention on modifying the original site NG2.01: the outer (eastern)
boundary of the site was clipped to the 3nm limit and the area of the site further reduced by moving
the northern lundary southwards to the BlytRstuary; it was propsed that the new boundary

should cover the Alde/Ore and Blyth estuaries as far as the Mean High Water Spring tidal limit. This
boundary change was supported by a number of stakeholders who felt that port, shipping and
anchorage activities would all be lesffected given the boundary change.

An existing MPA (the Outer Thames Estuary SPA, designated for fttesatkd diver) already
affords this area some protection. The RSPB noted that the site also covers an important bird
foraging area and would havédid the site to be extended to take in a large area of sand (c.5km x
5km) which would encompass important bird foraging arettsey reminded the group that SAP
feedback says that additional ecological features are of a great importance.

Commercial fishingepresentatives noted that the inshore areas would be very problematic for their
sector; there is commercial fishing within 30 miles of the shore across most of the site with, for
example, the area lying-@nm off Lowestoft being especially important thie Dover sole fishery

that it supports. The Marine Conservation Society reminded the group that the designation of an
area as an MCZ does not necessarily mean that it will become a no take zone.

There are some existing fisheries byelaws in place acrotsfiae area (effectively reducing
potential impacts of site designation) but there is nevertheless a lot of small scale benthic trawling in
the area that could potentially be affected by restrictions.

The Marine Conservation Society noted that)dsing sites from the proposed network or by

whittling their size down, we risk losing connectivity and reminded the group that the presence of an
MCZ does not, in itself, imply management measures will automatically be put into place. MCS also
suggestedhat, where management controls are required, they may be more stringent for smaller
zones than they are on larger (more resilient) sites.

However, representaties from the commercial fishirggctor noted that this site would carry less

impact if it were leated further out to sea and suggested that many sectors (especially the smaller
inshore fishing vessels who often operate on a seasonally basis) would be adversely affected by what
is effectively an inshore site.

Commercial fishing representatives inforchthe group that it is impossible to accurately chart
which areas are important fdsroad-scalehabitats as these are known, in many instances, to change
year on year.

The group was advised that the boundaries of the proposed cable corridor to the sahth sife is

likely to be refined to a quarter or less of the existing potential area (this revision will be
communicated by the renewables sector as soon as possible). In addition, proposed cable landfalls
lie within the Balanced Seas area and not withie proposed site.

Aggregate and renewable sectors suggested that there should be a buffer zone along common
boundaries with MCZs.
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It was suggested that more consideration could be made of offshore areas. Whilst the future of BAI1

was raised it was confired that this site remained just a broad area of interest at this stage.

Nevertheless it was suggested that there may be an option to move this zone; it was decided that

this should be considered when we have reached a conclusion on the other selectedlsétes

Natural England representative further suggested that the saabtern portion of BAI1 could be
F'YSYRSR (2 AyOfdzRS W. A2RAQGSNREAGE 1 20aL1R20G HcQ Ol 3
Additional Ecological Importance provided by the NGUOsisarea might usefully be designated for

broad-scale habitat features, supported by the additional ecological importance that has been

highlighted by the NGOs.

The importance of the coastal area in this region for the recreational sea angling sector was also
highlighted. Although the coast is fished all year round some areas, for example Orford Ness, are
particularly popular during the summer months. It was suggested that potential impacts on this
sector would be significantly reduced if it were possible wvmthe inshore boundary of the site to
¢.300m offshore.

Plenary discussiong Day 2

In general terms, there was support from the commercial fishing sector for the (two smaller)
offshore alternatives whilst there was support for the single larger inshibesfrom the NGOs. The
concerns of the offshore commercial fishing fleet were noted and it was acknowledged that these,
together with crossboundary issues and connectivity as they both relate to sites in this area, will still
need to be looked at.

Although the original dMCZ site NG2.01 encompasses records for several FOCI the group felt that
the location recorded for tentacled lagoon worm near Great Yarmouth is probably no longer
applicable and that, whilst seagrass beds might be present off the colstrtsf Norfolk, this

Habitat FOCI was not generally known to be found in the areas indicated.

The need to have an understanding of the condition of a feature was discussed in relation to
determining conservation objectives. It was also pointed out thatdbnservation objectives will
dictate the potential management measures that will be needed to provide protectisit¢o
features.

General discussion highlighted the potential valu&’of A 2 RA @ S Nk chG @was rdticadrie®

forward as a site athis stage Subtidal coarse sediment is present in this area which would

compensate for any (inshore) habitat that would be lost should NG1 be dropped from the network

or reduced in size. The NFFO requested that the implications for offshore fishingyastivild be

GFr1Sy Aya2 | 002dzy( akKz2dzZ R G4KS I NBIF | NRdzyR W. A2RA
is adjacent to the Galloper renewables site and a further request was made to consider, and bring

forward, comments on the original BAI (BAtbm the 2 Iteration (for example the need to

consider a 1km buffer zone between MCZ features and active windfarm sites).

The group requested that, when considering management options for the sites, the possibilities of
seasonal restrictions are explorethis will be visited at the next round of substantive Regional Hub
meetings scheduled for April and May.

Conclusions

Site NG1a was put forward for the subtidal nudadscalehabitat (to replace the area of subtidal
mud that would be lost from the origal site NG2.01, should this inshore site not go forward. This
new site would be coincident with part of the Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC. Whilst
data quality and confidence issues are noted at site 1a, Natural England noted that this site would
have relatively low contention as there is no windfarm activity, no commercial fishing and no
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aggregate activity. However, objections to this site were noted from the renewables sector, in
relation to cable corridor issues, and potentially from the renbiga sector.

Site NG1b should go forward; it was noted by the commercial fishing sector that the offshore site
(site NG1b) offers the same conservation/ecology benefits as the coastal strip site (the original
NG2.01) but is much less contentious.

It was sgigested that the inshore site (original site NG2.01) be taken forward with an amended
boundary. However, it is noted that this site is likely to be highly contentious and that for this site to
go forward through the process with broad support would be degent on the management
measures put in place there. Advice was requested from the SAP on the merits of substituting the
modified site NG1 with alternative group of four separate sites (effectively NG1a, 1b, 1c and 1d). In
light of this, whilst the coastalite (NG1) is retained for further consideration, it should be

recognised that it may not be required given that the ENG targets it was originally intended to
contribute to may be effectively satisfied by alternative sites.

It was suggested that it miglie prudent to consideestuarineMCZs separately to coastal MCZs due
to differences in activities, authorities and environmental concerns. Whilst the group was happy to
put forward the Alde/Ore Estuary as an MCZ (site NG1c) more information is requinethizo
Environment Agency regarding potential designations. In addition, this site will need refining in
terms of location and boundary at the next meeting of the EE Regional Hub. Notwithstanding the
need to seek additional input from (for example) portlaotities etc., the decision to locate a
separate/distinct AMCZ within the Alde/Ore estuary was taken forward (with consensus).

In addition, and irrespective of the future adoption of the coastal site NG2.01, the Orford Ness GCR
site was suggested as beipgt forward as an MCZ feature (as site NG1c). This was done with the
understanding that its designation as an MCZ would not restrict any current activities and the group
requested more information on the implications following its designation. Whetheisttéss

designated separately from the Alde/Ore Estuary or as part of the same MCZ will need to be
considered further.

There was no definitive feeling either way regarding site NG1d (the Blyth Estuary) but there was a
consensus view that it should at lede taken forward for further consideration and not discounted
at this stage.

For the record, RSPB again noted that there is a need to continue looking at features of additional
ecological importance. Again it was noted that all of the sites in questmoantentious depending

on the management measures that are put in place. RSPB suggested that there may be benefit in
RAGARAY3I GKS &AA0S bDm Ayid2 G662 6AGK G662 2N Y2NE
acknowledged that how this could be domwould need to be considered and discussed further.

Overall, good consensus on the proposed modifications to the sites was achieved, but noting the
comments recorded above. Site boundaries have been redrawn to reflect the modifications
discussed.

Going fowards, the separate sites that have been suggested to supersede site NG2.01 will be
referred to as NG1, NGla, NG1lb, NG1lc and NG1d. The features that these diedesilnated
for were agreed as shown Table 6.4 below, with additional features andformation presented
as Table 6.1b. The location and extent of the site is shown in Figure 6.1.

The most favoured names for these sites were as follows:
9 NGIcy2 VYIFYS adaA3SadSR o0o6dzi W{dzFFT2t1 /2Fa0Q YAS:
1 NGlag Haisborough Subtidal Mud;
f NGlb¢CAaKSNXYSyQa CNRARSYRT
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1 NGl1cg Alde Ore Estuary; and
1 NG1dg Blyth Estuary
Post Plenary comment

RSPB wished to add to the record that the original site NG2.01 contained breeding and wintering
grounds for the following species:

little tern;

sandwich tern;

common tern;

kittiwakes; and

four species of gull.

= =4 =4 =4 =4

In addition, at the start of the plenary discussions RSPB had raised concerns about the way of
working and how the effective prioritisation of sites (i.e. focusing on the two dMCZs from the region
rather than looking more widely) seemed to go against the SAP feedback frorff tter&ion which

had highlighted that additional ecological features have not been taken into account. The RSPB also
felt that, as a result of focusing in on these two sites, skayeprinciples of the ENG have not been
considered.
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Table 6.2 Features and designations for sites NG1, NG1a, NG1b, NG1c and NG1d

A1.3: low energy intertidal rock 0.02 0.02

A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediments 0.02 0.01

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand 0.01 0.01
A2.3: Intertidal mud 0.06 0.01 0.04
A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments 0.00 0.00 0.00
A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs 0.00 0.00

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock 3.47 Yes

Ab5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 0.93 Yes

Ab.2: Subtidal sand 75.66 Yes 0.15 5.54 4.40 0.05
Ab5.3: Subtidal mud 39.09 Yes 4.31 Yes

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments 155.97 Yes 141.90 Yes 36.72

Alkmaria romijni 3(2 Yes 3(2)

Gammarus insensibilis Yes

Nematostella vectensis 2(0) Yes

Blue mussel beds Present Yes Present

Estuarine rocky habitats Present Yes Present

Sheltered muddy gravels Present Yes Present

Subtidal sands and gravels Present Yes

Tide swept channels Modelled Yes

Sheltered muddy gravels (modelled) Present Yes

Subtidal sands and grave(snodelled) Present Yes Present Present Present

Notes

Site NG1c tpossibly include the Alde/Ore estuatythis to be revisited at next meeting with clarificationfefture designations if appropriate

Site NG1d (Blyth estuarg)¥eature designation$o be revisited at next meeting if appropriate




Table 6.1b Additional features & information for sitefNG1, NG1la, NG1b, NGlc and NG1d

Smelt Osmerus eperlaniyis Present Yes Present Present Yes Present

Undulate ray Raja undulata Present Yes Present Present Present
European eelAnguilla anguilly Present Yes Present Present Present Yes Present

o

Orfordness (Subtidal) _ Present  Yes . | | Preset _Yes | |

Species richness Above national Present Present
average
Biotope richness AR IR Present Present Present
average
o i
L%p 5% within Present Present
Biotope distinctness Top 25% within
Present Present
NG
Above national Present Present Present
average
L Top 5% within
Species richness Net Gain Present
o
Top 254’ within Present Present Present Present
Net Gain
o7 vy
Taxonomic distinctness Top S /° gt Present
Net Gain
o
Taxonomic distinctness Top 25.A) within Present Present
Net Gain
. 3 (lowest)- 10
Overall importance score (highest) 4 6 7 7 7
Summer oceanic thermal| Frontal 0-80 50-80 0-80 0-50
fronts frequency [%]
Seabird foraging range | 1 (lowest)- 6
) 1 1 1 1
score (highest)




Nursery and spawning

Based on

High,

2006)

grounds plankton survey aidi RS Moderate aid
Breeding seasons (1979 .

2006) No birds/knf (max 1) 1 (max 3) <1 (max 1)
Summer (JuAug; 1979 . <1

2006) No birds/knf (max 1) 1 (max 3) <1 (max 1)
Winter (NowMar; 1979 | o yidsiknf | 2 (max 3) 2 (max 2) 2 (max 2)

Table 6.1c Site viability for sitedNG1, NG1a, NG1b, NG1c and NG1d

NG 1 284.61 Yes

NG la 14.44 Small patch limited by the extent of the nqgmotected broad scalbabitat; site lengh > 5 km
NG 1b 150.91 Yes

NG 1c 51.19 Yes

NG 1d 2.81 No, but the site idor an estuary
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Figure 6.1 Location and extent osites NG1, NGla, NG1b, NG1c and NG1d



Site NG2

This site developed from dMCZ sites NG2.02 and NG2.04. These two sites were largely coincident
(NG2.02 having originally been proposed by the EE Hub and NG2.04 by the LW Hub). Again,
comments presented here reflect two differing and separate trains of gfbas to how besto

maintain the ecological contribution made by the original sites whilst seeking to reduce the potential
impacts that designation may have on commercial and recreational sea users in the area.

During the planning workDay lof the Reginal Hub meeting) two separate groups worked
concurrently on refining the original sites NG2.02 and NG2.04. Subsequenilgydhthe options
developed by the two groups were discussed in plenary and the emergent consensus view recorded.

Background disassions and comments Day 1

The first groupfocused principally on site NG2.04 feeling that, as it was larger than site NG2.02, it
potentially represented a more viable site.

It was noted that there is low confidence in thrgad-scalehabitat) data at his site in particular,
owing to the dynamic and shifting seabed off this stretch of coast. There appears to be a clear
contrast between local knowledge and the data currently provided on the BSH, especially in the
intertidal area. In addition a represeritae of the commercial fishing sector noted low confidence in
the data that has been provided regarding the feeding activity of terns in this area.

It was noted that the designation of a site in the area would not be readily accepted by commercial
fishinginterests unless potting and shrimping were able to continue at their current level (static gear
fishing activity in the area is already depleted and, should more restrictions be imposed, the
resultant impact on the local commercial fishing industry wdagdcolossal).

The group used the sensitivity matrices to help assess what the implications might be for potting in

the area. Notwithstanding that the actual phrasing of the information from the database suggests

GKIFG LROGGAY D g2 dzd Ris BSH ottivo/cOudty] thiby diek thatt rBofke clarification i K

will be required as the wording is currently ambiguous and that, in theory, potting should be able to
O2yAydzS® LG 61 a NBO2NRSR UGKFI(G Y2NB AYyF2NN¥IGAZ2Y
benchmark is needed from Natural England. It was also noted that there are currently talks taking

place around extending the 3nm #tawl zone and that, due to displacement caused by the

adjacent windfarm development, there is currently heavy commercialiacbeyond the 6nm.

It was agreed that it would be possible to clip the northern boundary of the site (more in line with
the original site NG2.02) to help limit any potential impact on the commercial fishing sector. Whilst
this would lose c¢.100kfrof moderate energy infralittoral rock the remaining portion of the site

would still contribute ¢.150kAof this BSH type to the network overall (where the adequacy target
requirement for this habitat type was met and exceeded by ¢.19pkm

The potential for zong management in this area was put forward as an option for discussioder
these circumstances it was felt that management measures might only be required beyond 3nm
(although MCS noted that underlying data and local knowledge would not support thgestian).

The second grouguggested that the boundary should be clipped to that of the original site NG2.02,
as the excess area covered by the larger NG2.04 is effectively unnecessary (with relevant features
and habitats already adequately protected by temaller site).

The group also looked at the area that is to the immediate west of original site NG2.04 and within

GKS oyY T2ySd ¢KAa FNBIF &aKz2dzZ R Ay GKAa GlofSQa
exposed clay. The table elected to suggestecting both moderate energy infralittoral rock and

peat and clay exposures in this extension area.
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Another site could be added to the eastern edge of original site NG2.02 (offshore from Sea Palling)
which would cover a blue mussel bed habitat (inforroatfrom local knowledge). Whilst MCS noted
that they believe blue mussel beds to be present about 500m off the artificial lagoons stakeholders
requested that the presence of this blue mussel bed is verified. Although not unanimous on the
conclusion, the gup reached a high level of consensus on suggesting this additional area for its
blue mussel bed feature.

It was commented that the blue mussel bed habitat FOCI is not a prolific feature within the Net Gain
area. Stakeholders noted that this is one of tirdy blue mussel beds that is not currently
commercially exploited however this feature may be transient. In the Sheringham and Wells area,
there were formerly four mussel beds, there are now two; this species does die off naturally. There
is an activavatersports centre at Sea Palling; the positioning of the inner boundary of this site at
500m offshore would provide a convenidouffer against this potentiadource of disturbance.

Plenary discussiong Day 2

The lack of confidence in the data for thisNB I 6 & NBO2NRSRT (GKS 3INRdzL) F€
designate for chalk and rock and not for the (more transient) sediment BSH classes. In addition, it

was assumed (for example) that subtidal coarse sediment is sufficiently protected elsewhere in the

Net Gain area. Again it was stressed that this is a dynamic area with a transient sea bed, and this

must be taken into account as the project makes decisions on feature designation.

It was suggested that different management measures will be identifiecoahth place for

different features (one of the groups working on these sites only elected to protect certain features

in order to minimise commercial impacts). MCS wanted it noting that they felt there is a danger of
undermining the ENG; they suggestéat systems of protection should be kept strong, especially
GKSNBE GKSNBX Aa f2¢ RIFEGIFI O2yFARSYOS® ¢KS 3INRIzZLIQA
MCZs as systems rather than to consider specific features in isolation; again, MCS notdd that it

important to ensure connectivity, representativity and representation through systems and not to

pick out specific features. A counter argument was offered when it was stated that, by focusing in on

the specifics, certain features can be afforded greatetgution from future threats; certainly to a

i A 2 4 A -
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Conclusions

The site should be restricted to the outer boundary of the original site NG2.02 and should not be
extended to cover NG20® ! RRAGA2y It WSEGSyaAizyaQ (2 GKS 6Sai
should be promoted (covering peat and clay exposures and blue mussel beds, respectively). The site
should not be designated for highly mobile species, but all of the geologid@exnmorphological

features coincident with the site should be afforded protection.

In addition to the designated features at the site, it was suggested that the site could potentially
provide three discrete reference areas (for peat and clay exposumgs nolissel beds and for

sublittoral chalkg each being 500m x 500m). The commercial fishing sector pointed out that this
area contains prime lobster fishing grounds which are of great importance to North Norfolk
fishermen. It was noted therefore that moreagndwork needs to be done on the precise location

of potential reference areas and that sectoral representatives would need to assess the acceptance,
or otherwise, of this position and feedback to the group at the next round.

It was suggested that thereauld only be low contention at this site as long as existing fishing effort
can continue and as long as the original site N&g@lbng the North Norfolk coast) was retained
and carried forward. Commercial fishing representatives commented that statidigearmen in
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this area believe that, given the existence of thetrawl zone in the area, their fishing effort and
the methods used combine to have a net positive effect on the environment.

The SAP should be aware that the information which stakeholitere used has been augmented
significantly by local knowledge. This has, in general, been used in place of the BSH data (in which
they have exceptionally low confidence) in order to attain the position and conclusions reached in
these discussions.

Overall,good consensus on the proposed modifications to the sites was achieved, but noting the
comments recorded above. Site boundaries have been redrawn to reflect the modifications
discussed.

Going forwards, sites NG2.2 and 2.4 will be replaced by site N@&Zeatureghat this sitewill be
designated for were agreed as shownTable 6.2a below, with additional features and information
presented as Table 6.2Bhe location and extent of the site is shown in Figure 6.2.

The most favoured name forthissigel & &/ NRYSNJ { K2+t [/ KFf1 . SRa¢®

Table 62a Features and designations for site NG2, Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds

Site NG2 SiteRA EE1
Feature Designate Feature Designate
present feature? present feature?
A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediments 0.27
A2.2:Intertidal sand and muddy
0.70
sand
A2.3: Intertidal mud 0.09
A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments 0.99
A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock 2.71 Yes
A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral 145.65 Yes
rock
A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral 11.49 Yes
rock
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 167.23 7.91
Blue Mussel beds Yes(LK)
Littoral chalk communities Line features Yes
Subtidal chalk (modelled) Present
Subtidal sands and gravels
Present
(modelled)

Notes The blue mussel beference area is proposed for the extension area on the eastern side
of site NGZ; the data being mainly local knowledge (diver surveys) shared and discussed
with the group.

The peat & clay exposure reference area is proposed for the extension area wedtern
side of site NG2 the data being mainly local knowledge shared and discussed with the
group.

The possible reference area for subtidal chalk is still to be confiqlee exact location
will make use of local knowledge.
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Table 6.2b Additional features & information for sitdN&2, Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds

Smelt Osmerus eperlaniis

Present

Present

Undulate ray Raja undulata

Present

Present

Above national average

Present

European eelAnguilla anguilly Present Present
North Norfolk coast (Subtidal) Present Yes
Trimmingham (Subtidal) Present Yes
West Runton submerged forest Present Yes

Present

Species richness

Top 25% within NeGain

Present

Overall importance score 3 (lowest)- 10 (highest) 0 4
Summer oceanic thermal fronts | Frontal frequency [%] 0-100 0-50

. . . 1,2
Seabird foraging range score 1 (lowest)- 6 (highest) present 1 present
Nursery and spawning grounds | Based on plankton survey Low Low
Basking shark Number of sightings 1-10

. . 2
Breeding seasons (192906) No birds/knf (max 6)
Summer (Juhug; 19792006) No birds/knf 4

(max 9)
Winter (Nov-Mar; 19792006) No birds/knf 2
(max 2)

No of records (A. Evans) 10 2
Peat and clay exposures ;

No of records (K. Smith) 1 1
Potential peat and clay Potential habitat (AEvans) Present Present
exposures
Subtidal clay Feature recorded (R. Spray) | Present

No of records (A. Evans 60
Subtidal chalk ( v - )

No of records (K. Smith) 11
Potential subtidal chalk Potential habitat (A. Evans) Present
Chalk reefs and exposures Feature recorded (R. Spray) | Present
Future surveys for subtidal chalk Future investigation (A. Present

Evans)

. No of records (A. Evans) 4

Subtidal sand

No of records (K. Smith) 1

No of records (A. Evans 68 7
Subtidal sands and gravels ( v - )

No of records (K. Smith) 10 1
Subtidal mixed sediments No of records (A. Evans) 63 6
Subtidal biogenic reef No of records (A. Evans) 2
Blue mussel beds No of records (A. Evans) 2
Blue mussel beds No of records (K. Smith) 1
Blue/ediblemussel bed Feature recorded (R. Spray) | Present Present
Shallow ship wrecks Feature recorded (R. Spray) | Present
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Table 62c Site viability forsite NG2, Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds

NG 2 329.19 Yes
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The Wash and North Norfolk Coast
Background discussions amdmmentsg Day 1

This site was originalgonsideredn the 2" Iteration as dMCZ site NG2.03 as it contained a number
of broadscalehabitat types, habitat and species FOCI within its boundary. However these have
largely been shown as being protected by existing MPA designation.

One feature that was not covered by the designation (as indicated by the Gap Analysis that was

passed to Net Gain from JNCC) was the subtidalbmad-scalehabitat. However, Natural England

have since confirmed thaurveyl Y R al YLX Ay3 F2NJ 46KAa | NBIF aKz2g¢a
LINS&aSyid IINB |d G4KS walyRe YdzZRQ | yRThes¢deRRe al yRQ
covered as sulieatures of the LSIB feature of The Wash SAC and its conservation objectives

Consequernty, it was not considered necessary to take forward the original site NG2.03 as a whole;

its potential in providing smaller discrete sites for specific FOCI was assessed by the group.

Biogenic reefs are believed to be present but are not thought to b@nsive ashie available data
suggests. ERC dispute the veracity of the data; they acknowledged that there are small clusters of
mussel beds in the Wash but not large extensive biogenic reefs (for example, the mussel bed shown
off Gibraltar Point is nathought to exist at present). This lack of confidence resulted in a decision

not to look for reference areas for this habitat FOCI within the site. In addBiabellarids present

but (again) is not believed to be as extensive as indicated; it isvbdlit® be already protected by

other designations.

Two features are not currently protected within the MPA (both rock habitats) although the specific
examples are small (less than 1km across); it is thought that better examples can be found in the Net
Gainarea. In terms of habitat FOCI, blue mussel beds are present but are protected ateatsnd

of the existing SAC. The group would not want a reference area here for blue mussel beds (the group
has, in general, low confidence in the data for this ar€éagre are small examples of rock beds and

of estuarine habitats, although it is thought by the group that better examples can be found
elsewhere in the Net Gain project area. Whilst it is suggested by the available data that the site
contains examples difttoral chalk communities the group is (again because of issues with the

veracity of the data) unsure whether they are really present or not; better examples are thought to

be found elsewhere.

Although it was noted that sea grass beds alsed to be repesented inMCZthese could perhaps
be located off North Norfolk, and not in The Wagsthe group felt that there were other
species/habitats to discuss in this immediate area.

The examples of peat and clay exposures on the North Norfolk coast are gabaréaprobably

some of the better examples in the Net gain project area) although such areas are likely to be
privately owned and there are likely to be significant issues regarding historical ownership and
rights. This was reiterated by a commercial fighiepresentative who noted that there are

complicated historical fishing rights in this area; there is a lot of human activity and it is an area of
high socieeconomic importance. Although any management measures will require further
consideration, thergs an existing and robust management system already in place for the SAC. This
habitat FOCI does require protection, however, so it will need to be looked at further.

It was noted that the MOD suggested that they may have issues if a reference area Were to
placed in this area as certain locations will be in zones used for military training (e.g. low level flying).

Plenary discussiong Day 2

The designation of a discrete area solely for coastal salt marsh and saline reed bed habitat was
suggested; this also to be a reference area for this habitat. It was suggested that an existing site
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(e.g. already designated to protect birds) may be a preferred ogfismme areas are already owned
and maintained by the Wildlife Trusts and the RSPB and as such méwpawe of the land

ownership and rights issues that may pertain to areas selected as examples of peat and clay
exposures. It was recorded that more discussion will be required on this topic with John Hiskett, the
Wildlife Trust representative for the NdrtNorfolk area.

Areas that had been discussed Dayl with respect to possible reference areas for peat and clay
exposures (the western end of the North Norfolk Coast) lie within a very dynamic tidal area and the
peat and clay exposures themselves woutdlydikely be exposed at low tide. Examples of this

habitat type in this area are discreet and any reference area that is designated may consequently be
limited in size. It was noted that the foreshore in this area is privately owned by the le Strange Esta
(a private fishery containing cockle beds and intertidal mussel beds). It was concluded that this
reference area could only be put forward with several associated caveats (e.g. the size of the
features, and the ownership and subsequent management ositeg and that these would need

some resolution.

Although there are records for the lagoon safaimp species FOCI in the vicinity of Holbeach there

is the question of how modified the site is and whether it could be considered as a reference area. It
was also noted that the MOD train in this area with low level flights over the lagoon area. SAP advice
on these points was requested, although Natural England suggested that this species is in any case
currently protected by the existing MPA designationshimtThe Wash.

Also it was suggestda)y one Regional hub membtrat Natural England may have plans for the
protection of the starlet sea anemone species FOCI in The Wash area anthfooration
[clarification is required.

General comments were made thatanagement measures for any particular FOCI would need to be
looked at, and that a common sense approach is required. Natural England suggested that, to offer
pragmatic protection to species FOCI, the group could consider finding a saline lagoon site and
protect the species within it. However, there may well be better examples of saline lagoons
elsewhere in the Net Gain area than in this area of The Wash.

It was suggested that the area under discussion is somewhat unusual and that we have been
presented wih what some may consider to be limited (and outdated) information. It was further
suggested that, if the group feels it has insufficient information for an area, it would be irresponsible
to designate a reference area. Notwithstanding this, the Regioa&k8blders were reminded of

the need to find areas based on the best available evidence. In response the group stated that, in
most instances, they would be unhappy to designate this area for specific FOCI due to poor data
guality and low confidence.

Condusion

As it was not required to protect the large extentwbad-scalehabitat features present within the
original site, the extent of the site has been considerably reduced and is proposed to now cover just
two discrete sites on the North Norfolk coast

The easternmost of these lies along the centre portion of the North Norfolk coast and would be
designated for the coastal saltmarsh and saline reedlyeddscalehabitat.

The western most of these would be for the peat and clay exposure habitat FOCI.

1 RSPB noted that sea bird populations could also be afforded protection in these areas, as they
are used for foraging by gull species and fulmar. The biodiversity report provided to the tables
stated that this would be an important area. RSPB asked wheltieegitoup working on site
NG2.03 had used the biodiversity report as part of their deliberations. The group responsible
stated that they had not used the biodiversity report but had focused orbtbad-scalehabitat
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features habitat and species FOCI aratlhused the majority of the layers included in the

regional profiles. RSPB reminded the group that MCZs can be designated for a range of features
other thanbroad-scalehabitat features species and habitat FOCI. For example, the SSSI does

not currently potect gulls; this is the kind of species that could be afforded protection by an

MCZ. It was noted by the group that, whilst it is true that anything can be protected by MCZs, if
we cannot identify a potential threat then it would be hard to define a mamagnt measure in

this area that would be to the benefit of birds. It was asked whether another layer of protection

in the Wash would really add anythingirds are an additional consideration of the ENG, not

one of the key principles (it was also noteéthin this context, fish spawning areas are not a

key principle either).

9 It was noted that the EMS covering The Wash and the North Norfolk Coast already has a very
comprehensive management system in plgagemay be worth speaking to those that are
respansible for the management across this site.

1 It was requested by stakeholders that the geology at Gibraltar Point should also be considered.
The group responsible stated that geological features were considered by the group and that
peat and clay exposuresd not show up in this area.

Overall consensus was achiewetivo possible reference areas were identified, but the need for
further discussion around local ownership and interests was again highlighted. Further consideration
is also to be given to Gildtar Point. The boundaries for the suggested reference areas will be
redrawn as per discussions on the day.

Going forwards, the two separate reference areas that have been derived from NG2.03 will be
referred to as RAWL (for pat & clay exposuregind RALW3 (for oastal saltmarshes & saline
reedbeds)In addition, it was agreed that reference areas could be considered for botletiiaded
lagoon worm Alkmaria romijnj and the lagoon sand shrim@&mmarus insensibijisvhere records
of these specieBOCI can be identified that are coincident with the agreed reference ardedad
scalehabitat type A2.5dpastal saltmarshes & saline reedbeds).

The overall consensus for these two reference areas (on a scale of 1 to 4 where 1is low and 4 is
high) was recorded as being 3.

Confidence in the underlying data was medium, and the likely level of contention (should the sites
go to public consultation for designation) was felt to be medium by the group as a whole (but the
commercial fishing noted #t they have serious reservations and believes that we may hit a brick
wall, particularly with the proposals for the peat & clay reference area).

The most favoured names for these sites were as follows:
1 RALWXCley Bird Reserve;
1 RALWR ¢ A (GOKZS Rederded . A NR

As these suggested reference areas lie within the existing MPA the Gap Analysis indicates that there
are no areas of broadcale habitat that require protection. Notwithstanding thiketfeatures that

these sites wilbe designated for weragreed as shown in Table3&.below, with additional features

and information presented as Table8b. The location and extent of the s#es shown in Figure 8.
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Post plenary comments

After the meeting had closed, a representative of the commerdmh§jsector asked it to be

recorded that:

9 The original site NG2.03 is already a SAC, SPA and SSSI, and these designations mean that
existing activities (such as baitgging, wild fowling and fishing) are already managed in line

with existing historical ghts.

1 It was felt that there may be issues with the peat and clay exposures that the group had
discussed towards the western end of the North Norfolk coast as this area is owned by the le
Strange Estate and that a number of traditional activities takeelzare.
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Table 63a Features and designations faites RA LW1 & RA LW3

Site RA LW1
Feature Designae
present feature?
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment
A5.3: Subtidal mud
Alkmaria romijni
Gammarusinsensibilis 1(0) No @)
Nematostella vectensis
Peat and clay exposures Present REF
Subtidal chalk (modelled)
Subtidal sands and gravels (modelled) Present

(a) Local knowledge suggest better recordight be available

Al Aa
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|.
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I f NBIlI Re& ¢Sttt
(o))
Site RA LW3
Feature Designae
present feature?
0.02
1.65
Yes(b)
Yes )
1 (0)
Present Yes(LK)
Present

(b) Local knowledge suggests that they might be present in the area
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Table 6.3b Additional features & information for sites RA LW1 & RA LW3

Smelt Osmerus eperlanlis

Present

Present

Undulate ray Raja undulata

Present

European eelAnguilla anguilly

North Norfolk coasSubica Cpresem | presem

Present

Present

Above national average

Species richness Above national average Present Present
Taxonomic distinctness Top 25% within Net Gain Present
Biotope richness Abovenational average Present Present

Present

Species richness

Top 25% within Net Gain

Present

Overall importance score 3 (lowest)- 10 (highest) 8 9
Summer oceanic thermal fronts | Frontal frequency [%] 0-50 0-80
Seabird foraging range score 1 (lowest)- 6 (highest) 3 1,2
Nursery and spawning grounds | Based on plankton survey Moderate Low
Basking shark Number of sightings 1-10

No of records (A. Evans) 7
Peat and clay exposures .

No of records (K. Smith) 3
Potential peat and clay exposure Potential habitat (A. Evans) Present
Subtidal clay Feature recordedR. Spray) Present

No of records (A. Evans 9
Subtidal chalk ( : )

No of records (K. Smith) 4
Potential subtidal chalk Potential habitat (A. Evans) Present
Chalk reefs and exposures Feature recorded (R. Spray) Present
Future surveys fosubtidal chalk | Future investigation (A. Evan Present

No of records (A. Evans 24
Subtidal sands and gravels ( - )

No of records (K. Smith) 6
Subtidal mixed sediments No of records (A. Evans) 26
Shallow ship wrecks Feature recorded (R. Spray) Present

Table 63c Site viabilityfor sites RA LW1 & RA LW3

RALW1 0.97 Yes: the site is a proposed reference area for peat and clay exposures,
with aviability guideline 0.5 km diameter (ca. 0.2 km2)
RALW3 25.12 Yes
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Site NG4
Background discussions amdmmentsg Day 1

Site NG4 was based on the consolidated boundaries of original sites NG2.05 and NG2.06. The group
combined these two sites (which originally shared a common boundary) as it made deliberations and
discussions more straightforward. The kegttee of the area was an existing MPA, the Inner

Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge (IDRBNRp&@d€laricbeds and subtidal sand bank features

are protected within this SAC, but areas between the sand bank features are not currently afforded
protection. It was felt that the designation of an MCZ could afford comprehensive and ecologically
coherent protection to important features ibhetween the sand banks. The western portion of the

site is of higher importance to the commercial fishing secttiris ovealapped with the IDRBNR site

and the commercial fishing interests were taken into account throughout discussions.

The Docking Shoal area was noted as being of an important foraging area for common tern,
sandwich tern and fulmar and RSPB requested thahéurtlarification and discussion would
needed at a later date to help ascertain what level of protection might be available to seabirds in
this area.

Given the degree to whidbroad-scalehabitat adequacy targets had been met in tH¥ eration,

the group modified theeastern boundary of this site (to reduce the site area). This area was
generally lacking in general ecological value and would only provide protectiwoad-scale

habitat features that the group felt were covered (to excess) elsewidtan the network. The

group retained the Docking Shoal area and extended the southern boundary to include the Race
Channel.

There are likely to be management implications for the gibeit coincident location with the
IDRBNR SAC siteuld consolidatelie protection of albf the biological assemblages presamid
would represent a sensible management approach.

The importance of the fishing activity in the western portion of the site is acknowleglges noted

that the eastern portion has less valu@®ipping the boundary as suggested would protect ecological
features of importance. There was the suggestion (with a good level of consensus) that, if possible,
more area could be taken from the eastern portion of the site.

It was suggested that the RachdBnel could be a reference area for subtidal mixed sediment and
subtidal coarse sedimettroad-scalehabitat types. The western boundary of the proposed site lies
along an active aggregates dredging area (a production licenceiteapggregates sector
therefore needs to know what is being protected. The aggregates sector would be particularly
interested in the gravels off the sandy area of the Docking Shoal."fheration report had

recorded that aggregates may need management in the area. If N&ried forward there is
concern that it could lead to the potential cessation of aggregate actjitys would represent a
block to maintaining consensus. It was noted that an aggregates sector representative had been
present when the site was origilivaproposed and would have been under the impression that the
site would be designated for the protection of the subtidal sanolhd-scalehabitat feature and not
the gravel (subtidal coarse sediment).

Local knowledge suggested that the area to the e&she Inner Dowsing was a spawning ground
for thornback rayRaja clavatq There is some trawling in this area, (but relatively low effort) and
there is some potting, to which the features are not likely to be sensitive.
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Plenary discussiong Day 2

It was suggested that a small area be added to the northern boundary of the consolidated site. As
the site overlaps with IDRBNR SAC (where the subtidal biogenic reefs habitat FOCI are protected) so
did not include this habitat FOCI as a specific featureisfdMCZ.

The group working mthe site had suggested the inclusion of a reference area for subtidal coarse
sediment and subtidal mixed sediments, but it is noted that this reference area was recommended
on the strength of modelled data. The reference aseggestion was caveated with the statement

that the group was not happy with the data; whilst the reference area designation remains an option
the group maintained that there are likely to be better examples of this habitat elsewhere in the Net
Gain areaNatural England noted that finding a reference siteSabellariawill always suffer with

the recurring problem of using modelled data. Natural England suggested that that there are good
areas in the Race Channel for the subtidal mixed sediment and albtidrse sedimeriiroad-scale
habitat features.

There was discussion around boundary amendments that had been made to effectively avoid

aggregate dredging areaghere was a view that the commercial fishing sector had not benefitted

in the same way (th®ocking Shoal and the Race Channel are important potting areas). The group

checked the data in the sensitivity matrix, which suggested that static gear use would be compatible

with the feature. Consequently the group agreed to put this site forward orsttength of this

information, with the proviso that it was understood that potting could continue at the current level.

Again, there was a comment from the commercial fishing sector that it appears that sites can be

amended to accommodate dredging and wiaans but commercial fishing must always give

ground. Natural England stated thdtased on the sensitivity of coarse and mixed sediment to static

fishing gear, it is likely thatotting activity wouldbe allowed to continuén this area][NOTE: this

comment was revisited later in the plenary session, when it was stated thasensitivity
OFSIGdZNBAKLINBA&adzZNBO YIUGNROSa OFyy2iG 3IAGBS 3Adz NI y
fishingcg S OF y Qi I G LINB & Sishing will retnaininkfledied-seke pagef68]NY a 2 F
Commercial fishing representaies reminded the group thatifii LJIS2 L)t S&aQ f A PGSt AK22RA
that a guarantee is needeglit was hoped that the assurances from Natural England had helped in

this respect.

Local knowledge wagferenced which stated that (although it not shown in the data layers
available to the group) it is more likely that undulate ray would be present in the area rather than
either European eel or smelt (both of which are indicated as being present).

RSPBqinted out that there is evidence of harbour porpoise in this area, and asked the group
whether anyone had further information on this. Nothing wasnatiately forthcoming, but the
Environment Agency pointed out that harbour porpoise are notoriously hanshonitor. It was

stated that, in the production of the impact assessments relating to the development of the Centrica
windfarm, extensive research was carried out in this area. Information was shared that apparent
hotspots for some marine mammal speciesenove considerably over time.

A buffer zone where the proposed site lies adjacent to a windfarm development was requested by
Centrica.

Conclusion

The group agreed to take the suggestion of a site designateSidbellariareefs forward. It was
noted that it seems premature to propose a reference site when we are still unsure as to whether or
not the Sabellariareef feature is actually presenimore data is required.

New western boundary of the site was agreed, makingaigbe northern boundary of the existing
IDRBNR SAC sgi¢here was high consensus for this adjustment.
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The aggregates sector pointed out that clipping a site boundary tight against a licensed area is not
ideal for the sector it is suggested that buffezones (500m) would mitigate for any problems.

Overall, good consensus on the proposed maodifications to the sites was achieved, but noting the
comments recorded above. Site boundaries have been redrawn to reflect the modifications
discussed.

Going forwardsthe new consolidated site developed from the original sites NG2.05 and 2.06 will be
referred to as NG4The featureghat this sitewill be designated for were agreed as shownTable

6.4a below, with additional features and information presentedrable 64b. The location and

extent of the site is shown in Figurel6.

The most favoured name for thiste g | &Vagh Approach &

The overall consensus for this site (on a scale of 1 to 4 where 1 is low and 4 is high) was recorded as
level 4.

Confidence inthe underlying data was medium, and the likely level of contention (should the sites
go to public consultation for designation) was felt to be medium by the group as a whole (but the
commercial fishing, aggregates and offshore windfarm sectors all exqgtesscerns).

Table 64a Features and designations for sitéG4, Wash Approach

Site NG4 Site RA LW2
Feature Designate Feature Designate
present feature? present feature?
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 479.1 Yes
A5.2: Subtidal sand 19.14 Yes 0.03
A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments 399.57 Yes 4.66 Yes
A5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs 22.17 Yes 14.14
Ross worm $abellaria spinulospreefs Present Yes
Subtidal sands and gravels Present Yes Present
Subtidal sands and gravels (modelled) Present Yes Present

60



Table 6.4b Additional features & information for site NG4, Wash Approach

Smelt Osmerus eperlaniis

Present

Present

European eelAnguilla anguilly

Present

Present

. Above national average Present
Species richness — -
Top 25% within Net Gain Present
Taxonomic distinctness Top 25%within Net Gain Present
. . Top 5% within NG Present
Biotope richness .
Top 25% within NG Present Present
. - Top 5% within NG Present Present
Biotope distinctness o
Top 25% within NG Present Present

Overallimportance score 3 (lowest)- 10 (highest) 5 8
Summer oceanic thermal fronts | Frontal frequency [%0] 0-100 0-100
Seabird foraging range score 1 (lowest)- 6 (highest) 1,2 2

. Low,
Nursery and spawning grounds | Based on plankton survey Moderate Moderate
Marine mammals Areas of interest Present

Breeding seasons (192906) No birds/knf 1 (max 2) 1 (max 1)
Summer (Juhug; 19792006) No birds/knf 3 (max 6) 3 (max 3)
Winter (NovMar; 19792006) No birds/knf 2 (max 3) 1 (max 1)

Table 64c Site viabilityfor site NG4, Wash Approacand RA LW 2

NG 4 1101.75 Yes
RALW 2 25.00 Yes

Post Plenary Comment

When reviewing the outputs from the Regional Hubs,StARsuggestedhat the boundary for site
NG4be modified; following discussipthe site was reduced in size in order to open up a channel
between sites NG4 and BG his revised boundary is presentedow. The original site boundary for
NG4 is presented in the LW Regional Hub report.
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Site NG5
Backgrounddiscussions and commentsDay 1

This coastal site, which runs from the Humber estuary south down the Lincolnshire coast, was based
on the original site NG2.07 from th&“2teration. Theoriginal site consisted langbf subtidal coarse
sediment and subtial sand; these were in surplus within th¥ Reration dMCZ network across the
whole of the Net Gain area and so the group looked to reduce the area of the site.

The southern boundary was movedrth (partly in response to a strong lobby from the reciieatl
sea angling sector) to Anderby Creek whilst the northern boundary was suggested as being just
north of Mablethorpe. It was noted that, within the angling sector, there was a fear of restrictions
increasing over time once a site had been designated.

Local knowledge was used to help inform discussipagy. in identifying onshore peat and clay
outcrops. Pipelines and cables were also discussed and considered, and the relevant data layers
overlaid. Habitat FOCI and areas of pelagic importance wereladsiked.

It was noted that the 3nm zone of that area of the Lincolnshire coast is already heavily protected;
designating the zone outside of the 3nm out would protect maritime and coastal interests. It was
noted that part of the area (in the vicinity oféiHumber Estuary) could become a dredged channel
in time).

It was recorded that there is a beach recharge scheme operating along the coast within this site.

It was felt that there was good compromise and consensus within the group.

Plenary discussiong Day 2

There was agreement to move the southern boundary northward to reduce potential-socio
economic impacts, particularly on the recreational angling sector. In addition, the-aagthportion

of the site was reduced so that the eastern boundary of tkewas coincident with the 3nm

boundary. An adequate amount of the relevdmbad-scalehabitat features were still covered and

the site remained viable, despite clipping the boundary in this way. The group responsible for
reviewing this site confirmed thidhey had made use of the additional ecological (biodiversity)
information, stakeholder feedback and many layers from the Regional Pgaffieamended

boundary does not exclude any of the additional ecological benefits associated with the original site.

Local knowledge stated categorically ti@bellariareefs are not present in the area and that there

are areas of exposed peat and clay north of Skegness. The area to the south of the revised boundary
is a highlyused (white fish) fishing ground as weil it was noted by the commercial fishing sector

that it was preferable to clip the boundary in the manner that had been suggested.

The revised boundary had been decided on with knowledge that this will align it with the work that
was completed in the Yoskire and Humber hub. The site is also effectively an extension of existing
national nature reserves. In response to MCS questioning the motivation behind clipping the
boundary the group responsible explained that they had used local knowledge to inform al
discussions and that the decisions made were rooted in the ecology of the site.

The risk of increase in restrictions in the future (pdesignation) was noted. At this stage, no one is
envisaging restriction for the recreational sector. It may happeherfuture, but that is an
uncertainty that cannot be managed by this project. The commercial fishing sector was asked
whether the site included areas that are currently used by beam trawlers. MMO confirmed that
beam trawlers have been known to operatetliis area. It was noted by the Hub that the area north
of this site (on the Holderness coast of East Yorkshire) has an existirmguh@one out to 3nm.
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concern from some sectors. More specifically, there were some general concerns about cable

landfall in relation to this coastal site. These concerns have arisen from interpretation of the

information within the features/pressures (sensitivity) matrixdahe activities/pressures matrix

this is likely to be an issue going forward.

It was suggested that, whereas the suggestions regarding The Wash and North Norfolk Coast area
had concentrated on discreet features, the approach taken for this site was lonoael brush. In

this context it was recognised that there is currently far more existing legislation in the area of The
Wash compared to this stretch of coast. It was nevertheless noted that the site was justifiable (in
terms of protectingoroad-scalehahitat features) given the presence of 138kaf subtidal coarse
sediment. The area also covers important foraging and wintering areas for seabirds and an
important area for seals.

It was noted that one of the dMCZs for the Yorkshire and Humber hub is gonsirwith this site

and there was some discussion over the boundary between the two sites. The fact that a channel at
the mouth of the Humber is dredged, and that there is a large amount of shipping in this area, was
raised, with the suggestion that theess may benefit from being separated across the mouth of the
estuary. Alternatively, it might be more appropriate to wait until the IFCAs have been established
and to use the boundary between neighbouring jurisdictions at the Humber to provide a more

logial boundary. This suggestion was, for the time being, carried forward.

Conclusion

Overall, good consensus on the proposed maodifications to the sites was achieved, but noting the
comments recorded above. Site boundaries have been redrawn to reflechdloiications
discussed.

Going forwards, site NG2.07 will be referred to as NKb&. featureghat this sitewill be designated
for were agreed as showin Table 6.5a below, with additional features and information presented
as Table 6.5bThe location an@xtent of the site is shown in Figure 6.5.

¢KS Y2al Tl @2d2NBR ylIYS FT2NJ 0KA& aAadsS éla o[ AyoOa
The overall consensus for this site (on a scale of 1 to 4 where 1 is low and 4 is high) was recorded as
level 3.

Confidence in the underlying data was medijuand the likely level of contention (should the sites
go to public consultation for designation) was felt to be medium by the group as a whole (but
concerns from a number of sectorseflecting potential issues for cables, commercial fishing, port
operation ¢ were noted).

Post plenary comments

1 There was a question on seals and little terase they to be a protected feature? The question
as to whether or not Conservation Objectives would adequately cover them was raised. It was
concluded that, at thistage, they are not to be taken forward as designated features but could
be reconsidered later.
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Table 6.5a Features and designations for site NG5, Lincs Belt

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand 0.91

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 154.04 Yes
A5.2: Subtidal sand 27.32

Ab.3: Subtidal mud 0.56

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments 5.78

Littoral chalk communities Line features Yes
Peat and clay exposures Yes(LK)
Ross worm $abellaria spinulospreefs Present

Subtidal sands and gravels Present Yes
Subtidal chalk (modelled) Present Yes
Subtidal sands and gravels (modelled) Present Yes

Table 6.5b Additional features & information for siteNG5, Lincs Belt

Smelt Osmerus eperlaniyis Present
European eelAnguilla anguilla Present

Spurn Head (Subtidal) Present (just 9 )

Biotope richness Above national average

Species richness Above national average Present
Top 25% within Net Gain Present
Overallimportance score 3 (lowest)- 10 (highest) 5
Summer oceanic thermal fronts Frontal frequency [%] 0-100
Seabird foraging range score 1 (lowest)- 6 (highest) 1,2
Nursery and spawning grounds Based on plankton survey Moderate, High
Marine mammals Areas of interest
Basking shark Number of sightings 1-10
Breeding seasons (19-2906) No birds/knf 4 (max 6)
Summer (Juhug; 19792006) No birds/knf 2 (max 2)
Winter (NovMar; 19792006) No birds/knf <1 (max 1)
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Table 6.5c¢ Site viability for sitlG5, Lincs Belt

NG5 189.38 Yes

66



Figure 6.5 Location and extent okite NG5, Lincs Belt
























































































































































































































































































































