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Cover Note 
 
The Net Gain stakeholder engagement process involves a wide range of organisations and individuals 
interested in or concerned about Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) in the English North Sea. This 
3rd Iteration progress report represents the work undertaken to date by the Net Gain Regional 
Stakeholder Group (RSG), which is comprised of four Regional Hubs and a Stakeholder Advisory 
Panel. It is the collective responsibility of the Regional Stakeholder Group to make MCZ 
recommendations to Government by 31st August 2011. 
 
We are making this report publicly available to ensure openness and transparency about our work, 
discussions and developments. We are not, however inviting comments on the report as this is not a 
public consultation but a participatory planning approach. We are aware that Defra has undertaken 
to run a public consultation later on in the process, after we have submitted our recommendations. 
 
The report contains within it the agreements, comments and caveats regarding the sites currently 
under consideration. 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 31st August 2011 the report will include a 
consensus log of any outstanding objections or concerns from Regional Stakeholder Group members. 
As laid out in the RSG terms of reference, it is the role of the Stakeholder Advisory Panel Chair to 
provide final sign off of any submissions to the SAP, JNCC and Natural England, with support from the 
Stakeholder Advisory Panel. To assist the Chair in signing off the 3rd Iteration report, the Stakeholder 
Advisory Panel has been given the opportunity to comment on their view of the point the discussions 
have reached. These comments are contained in annex 6 of the report.  

 

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

Jameson: 

 

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

satisfied that the attached 3rd Iteration progress report properly reflects the excellent progress made 

ǘƻ ŘŀǘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘƛƴƎ a/½Ωǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ bŜǘ Dŀƛƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǊŜŀ ŀƴŘ L ŀƳ ƘŀǇǇȅ ǘƻ ǎign the report 

as a true and accurate record.  
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Section 1 Introduction 

This report describes Net GainΩs 3rd Iteration to the Science Advisory Panel (SAP) detailing progress 

made towards recommendations for a suite of Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) in the English 

North Sea by August 2011. 

Following submission of the 2nd Iteration on 31 October 2010, Dr Peter Ryder, Chair of the SAP, 

presented interim feedback to the Stakeholder Advisory Panel (StAP) in November. The progress 

ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ bŜǘ DŀƛƴΩǎ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ {ǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ DǊƻǳǇ όw{Dύ at the 2nd Iteration was recognised and has 

since been commended by the National Project Board and project partners. 

Due to poor weather conditions a full round of Regional Hub meetings was cancelled in December. 

Despite this good progress has been made for the 3rd Iteration at meetings held throughout January 

in the Northeast, Yorkshire/Humber, Lincolnshire/The Wash and East of England, to refine draft MCZ 

boundaries and start work on Reference Areas. Following these, the fifth StAP meeting was held on 

the 7th February, providing advice to the Hubs and project team on future work. Throughout our 

3rd Iteration meetings we have maintained excellent attendance from stakeholders across the range 

of sectors and have also been able to accommodate new representatives covering both very local 

interests to international fisheries. 

Thanks to this commitment the 22 dMCZs and 12 BAIs described in the 2nd Iteration have been 

refined into 16 dMCZs with a good level of support from 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 March. Within these sites, stakeholders have defined the features for 

inclusion in draft Conservation Objectives; this represents an important step towards detailed 

vulnerability assessments in coming months which will inform the Impact Assessment and 

management measures within dMCZs. 
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Section 2 Response to SAP feedback on 2nd Iteration 

The project team have written a detailed reply to the SAP feedback on the 2nd Iteration. This 

document is supplied in Annex 1, and can also be downloaded from our website at 

www.netgainmcz.org. 

In summary, SAP feedback on our 2nd Iteration was in the main extremely positive. The development 

of the PRISM and PISA database tools were congratulated and the planning and execution of our 

stakeholder meetings, 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 2nd 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 3rd Iteration report. 

As suggested in the SAP feedback, the identification of features to be recommended for designation 

at sites has been key in enabling us to produce draft Conservation Objectives for each dMCZ. This is 

an important step towards assessing feature vulnerability which will, in turn, determine suggestions 

for site specific management measures. To help support these discussions 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 feature at the site is sensitive.  
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Section 3 Summary of 3rd Iteration planning process 

Regional Hub meetings were held throughout January 2011. The overall format for the Hub meetings 

was developed by Net Gain and incorporated feedback offered by participants at the earlier rounds 

of Regional Hub and Stakeholder Advisory Panel meetings. In summary, the Regional Hub workshops 

included: 

 

Day 1 - Full day session 

¶ Welcome and introductions 

¶ Project Updates 

¶ Statutory Nature Conservation Body guidance 

¶ Introduce map work 

¶ Plenary sharing/walk about 

¶ Final map work 

¶ Site naming 

¶ Work to be completed overnight by the Net Gain team 

 

Day 2 ς Half day session 

¶ Welcome and introductions 

¶ Explanation of work completed by the project team at the end of Day 1  

¶ Plenary map work 

¶ Next stages 

 

Day 1 

i. Briefing 

The purpose of this round of Regional Hubs was to refine the dMCZs from the 2nd Iteration, making 

amendments required to meet the ENG and consider feedback received from Named Consultative 

Stakeholders and the wider stakeholder community following the last meeting. It was noted that this 

meeting presented the last real opportunity to make significant amendments to site location, 

boundaries and features to enable us to shift focus onto the task of suggesting 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 ς Group work looking in more detail at specific sites, feedback, making 
amendments and looking for reference areas. 

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

 

ii. Project updates 

At the end of 2010 Net 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 work within the Impact Assessment, Defra have 

granted an extension to the final recommendation deadlines. The final site recommendations are 



6 
 

now to be submitted to the Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies on the 31 August 2011, with the 

final Impact Assessment handed to Defra on 30 September 2011. 

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 the 2nd Iteration (and the targets 

reached by the suite 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 received from Defra and the next stages. 

 

iii. Statutory Nature Conservation Body (SNCB) guidance 

The focus of the Regional Hubs was to finalise dMCZ site boundaries, suggest reference areas and 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ ǎƛǘŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ 

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 process, the SNCBs have prepared draft guidance on Reference Areas and 

the development of Conservation Objectives. Natural England regional marine advisors gave a brief 

presentation on these two areas of guidance, as well as providing a quick overview of the sensitivity 

matrix work that is to be used to help inform vulnerability assessments on the need for possible 

management measures. 

 

iv. Map work 

The remainder of the day was given over to group map work. The sites were split up between the 

groups so that in-depth discussions could be held. Each group was provided with the following: 

¶ A site summary table which showed the features of all sites in the 2nd Iteration report, for 
quick reference; 

¶ A copy of all feedback received relating to the 2nd Iteration report; 

¶ A summary of all feedback received, split into ecological and socio-economic factors and 
sorted by Regional Hub and by site (Annex 7); 

¶ A consensus form for each site to capture table discussions and focus attention on the 
requirements of the ENG. These forms included information on ENG features present at the 
site, geology, areas of additional ecological importance, and recorded the level of consensus 
around the table, confidence in the data and level of contention at each site. 

¶ Copies of the PRISM/PISA tools to access and interrogate the features/pressures 
(sensitivities) matrix and the pressures/activities matrix; 

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

¶ An adequacy table, showing what targets have already been met and whether we have 
Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ Ψƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀƴƪΩ, that is in excess of the maximum target; 

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

A copy of the style of consensus form that was used, which had been developed from that which had 
been successfully used by stakeholders in the 2nd Iteration meetings, is provided as Annex 2. 
 
Each table was facilitated by a member of the Net Gain team, and was assigned specific sites to work 
on. For each site, the tables were encouraged to: 
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1. 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 compared to ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ΨǾŀƭǳŜΩΦ 

3. 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. 

4. To consider the feedback on the site. 
5. 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 were asked to: 

¶ Decide if the boundaries could or should be amended (using the adequacy tables provided 
ǘƻ ǎŜŜ Ƙƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǿŀǎ Ψƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀƴƪΩ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
accommodated). 

¶ Record any changes on the site summary table. 

¶ Decide if the site (or part of it) should be considered as a ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŀǊŜŀ όŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƴ ΨwΩ ƛƴ 
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.g. if not viable (recording these choices with ticks 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 

ΨǿŀƭƪŀōƻǳǘΩ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ each group to see the work being 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 followed by a further five 
minutes for wider group feedback. The following prompts were asked: 

¶ A quick description of the work done 

¶ Considerations made? 

¶ Level of support from the 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 group - would they like to 
borrow someone in the next session? 

 

vi. Final Map work session 

After the walkabout the map work was continued. For each site the tables were asked to use the 

consensus form to record a score for the level of consensus, confidence in data and level of 

contention or perceived impact that the site may have if designated. 
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vii. Site naming 

Towards the end of the afternoon session, each group was provided with a proforma on which they 

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

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

on Day 2) and the meeting was then concluded with a brief ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎΩǎ ƴŜȄǘ ǎǘŀƎŜǎΦ 

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 ongoing discussions at the Hub and do not necessarily 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 of the work that the Net Gain team would be undertaking overnight was given ς 

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 members who were unable to return on the second day were asked to 
complete a feedback evaluation form. 

 

Day 2 

i. Consensus Building 

The main objective of Day 2 was to review each of the sites considered on Day 1 in plenary, looking 

at the suggestions that had been made during 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 from Day 1 was displayed through the GIS on screen. In 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 site on Day 1 were presented 

to the larger group. 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 upon theȅ ǿŜǊŜ ΨƭƻŎƪŜŘ ƛƴΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

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 reference candidate? 

¶ 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? 
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¶ Are there any alternatives for the same feature which have not been considered? 

¶ Are the impacts too great for further consideration? 
 

ii. Site naming 

The site names suggested on Day 1 were transferred onto a series of large wall charts to allow for 

voting. Each member of the Regional Hub was given a set of stickers and they were then asked, for 

each site, to each place one sticker against their favourite suggested name. 

 

  



10 
 

 

  



11 
 

Section 4 Summary of existing Marine Protected Areas and the 

Gap Analysis 

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

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

protected within these sites and adjust the adequacy targets in the ENG according to that 

contribution. This ǿƻǊƪΣ ǘƘŜ ΨDŀǇ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΩΣ ǿŀs led by the Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies 

(SNCBs). 

The final Gap Analysis was provided to us on the 13th December. This version provides revised 

contributions of: 

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

the protection of broad-scale habitats and FOCI; 

¶ An update on the broad-scale habitats afforded protection in Dogger Bank pSAC to better 

reflect the subtidal coarse sediment protection; 

¶ For Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC and Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North 

Ridge SAC this gap analysis includes the extent of the Annex I habitats rather than the SAC 

boundaries. This means that the tool is not over-estimating the contribution of these sites 

for subtidal sand. 

¶ The ƭŀǘŜǎǘ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƎŀǇ ǘŀōƭŜΩΦ bŀǘǳǊŀƭ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ƳŀŘŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜŘƛǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨƎŀǇ ǘŀōƭŜΩ ƻƴ 

9th Dec; 

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

in the geodatabase to support their presence within existing sites.  

¶ The combined broad-scale 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 

ΨCǊŀƎƛƭŜ ǎǇƻƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀƴǘƘƻȊƻŀƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƻƴ ǎǳōǘƛŘŀƭ ǊƻŎƪȅ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘǎΩΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ 

spatial data to support this in the geodatabase the Gap Analysis tool fails to capture this information, 

ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ at!ǎ ŦƻǊ ΨCǊŀƎƛƭŜ ǎǇƻƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀƴǘƘƻȊƻŀƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ƻƴ 

subtidal rocky habitatsΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ CƛƴŘƛƴƎ {ŀƴŎǘǳŀǊȅ ŀǊŜŀΦ JNCC have corrected for this error but 

recommended that the project team compare the results for FOCI circulated on 7th December with 

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

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 13th December was used to determine adequacy targets for the Regional Hubs to 

meet in the 3rd Iteration, and also helped inform production of the charts in this report (e.g. where 

broad-ǎŎŀƭŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ΨōƭŀƴƪŜŘ ƻǳǘΩ ǘƻ ǎƛƎƴƛŦȅ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƴƧƻȅ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴύΦ 

The outputs of the Gap Analysis as provided to us are presented in Annex 5. 
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Figure 4.1 Existing MPAs included in the Gap Analysis
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Section 5 The developing network configuration 

bŜǘ DŀƛƴΩǎ оrd Iteration includes a total of 16 draft MCZs (dMCZs) which have been submitted with a 

good level of support from the Regional Stakeholder Group (RSG), taking account of the comments 

and caveats described below in Section 6. The distribution of these sites is shown as Figure 5.1; for 

information, the dMCZ network submitted at the 2nd Iteration is provided as Figure 5.2. Discussions 

have been held with the RSG over which of the features within the dMCZ site boundaries should be 

recommended for designation. The output from these discussions is provided within Section 6; 

where figures are included to indicate site boundaries etc., only those features which stakeholders 

have identified for inclusion in the developing network configuration are shown. For information, 

this section also includes full lists of all features present, on a site-by-site basis. 

When the dMCZs are displayed along with existing MPAs (see Figure 5.3) there appears to be a good 

balance of sites across the project area, with sites being distributed well in both inshore and 

offshore areas. As at the 2nd Iteration, offshore sites tend to cover larger areas than inshore sites; a 

reflection of greater targets for those offshore broad-scale habitats occurring in large patches 

compared to discrete patches of, for example, intertidal broad-scale habitats. The assessment of 

connectivity provided as Figure 5.4 through to Figure 5.8 provides a more thorough assessment of 

the distribution of sites. 

Connectivity was assessed as the Euclidean distance between individual MPA/dMCZ boundaries 

protecting similaǊ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ όǿƘŜǊŜ ΨǎƛƳƛƭŀǊΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ōŜƭƻƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ 9¦bL{ ƭŜǾŜƭ н ŎƭŀǎǎύΤ 

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 guideline liǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9bD ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άIn the absence of species-specific information on 

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

(between individual MPA boundaries)έ ώtŀƎŜ псΣ 9bDΣ WǳƴŜ нлмлϐΦ 

The EUNIS level 2 habitats present within Net Gain are: 

¶ A1: littoral rock and other hard substrata 

¶ A2: littoral sediments 

¶ A3: infralittoral rock and other hard substrata 

¶ A4: circalittoral rock and other hard substrata 

¶ A5: sublittoral sediments 

Broad-scale habitat type A6: deep-sea bed was not assessed as its extent within Net Gain is < 5km2 

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 connected. Table 5.1 provides the details of the 

EUNIS level 2 habitats and their separation within the proposed network (MPA plus dMCZ).  

In summary, sites protecting (or proposed for the protection of) EUNIS A1 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 distance of 40km of each other.  
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Table 5.1 Summary connectivity for EUNIS level 2 habitats within Net Gain 

EUNIS level 2 habitat type Within 40km distance Within 80km distance 

A1 littoral rock and other hard substrata The majority of the sites 1 site 

A2 littoral sediments All sites  

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

A4 circalittoral rock and other hard substrata All sites  

A5 sublittoral sediments All sites  

 

Analysis of the dMCZs at the 2nd Iteration showed that the maximum adequacy targets were 

exceeded for a number of broad-scale habitats. Following receipt of the final Gap Analysis on 13th 

December 2010 the project team adjusted the adequacy targets to take account of the revised 

contribution of existing MPAs. With this new information to hand the RSG took the decision to drop 

the 2nd Iteration Broad Areas of Interest (BAIs) from further discussions. In the main these BAIs were 

considered to have a lower ecological value and were more contentious in socio-economic terms. 

A number of dMCZs identified in the 2nd Iteration overlapped with existing MPAs. The final Gap 

Analysis has described which features in these MPAs already receive protection and, as a result, the 

RSG proposed that the original sites NG2.3, 2.17 and 2.18 from the 2nd Iteration should be dropped 

for the 3rd Iteration. A significant portion of the original site NG2.5 from the 2nd Iteration has been 

retained; although it overlaps in part with the Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge SAC, the 

features it has been suggested for do not currently receive protection. 

The 3rd Iteration planning meetings saw good consolidation of the remaining dMCZs, particularly off 

the Yorkshire and Lincolnshire coasts. Most of the dMCZs saw some boundary refinement taking 

account of feedback from the SAP, StAP, NCS and the wider stakeholder community. A number of 

sites saw significant modification: 

¶ SAP advice was considered when dividing the large site in the North East Regional Hub 
(NG 2.22) into two smaller sites. 

¶ Two alternatives have been proposed to replace NG2.1; the first sees a truncated version of 
the original site, whilst the second offers four smaller sites spread over a larger area. The 
East of England hub members would like to seek SAP feedback on which configuration 
provides the greatest ecological value. 

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

Hub members were reminded of the guidance on setting boundaries during the meetings, and were 

advised to make them both understandable and enforceable. For this reason, in several cases 

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 the North East Regional Hub; four in the Yorkshire & Humber 

Regional Hub; three in the Lincolnshire and The Wash Regional Hub; and one 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 
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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 the ENG features 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 5.2 describes how the requirements of the ENG (representativity, adequacy and replication) 

are met by existing MPAs and dMCZs, whilst Tables 5.3 and 5.4 and Tables 5.5 and 5.6 provide 

assessments of how the network satisfies the ENG targets for species and habitat FOCI respectively. 

Based on the results provided in Table 5.2 we believe that the network of MPA and dMCZ sites 

meets the ENG requirements for adequacy and replication for EUNIS level 3 broad-scale habitats. 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 limited 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 records, whilst for one species 

(Tenellia adspersa) no records were available. Table 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 provided at the 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 (e.g. horse mussel beds and sea-pen and burrowing megafauna 

communities) or to lack of trust shown by the Regional Stakeholder Group regarding the validity of 

the data (e.g. mud habitats in deep water). Table 5.5 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 provided at the end of the table. 

In addition to extracting the ENG targets from the developing network configuration the project 

team have also completed a rapid assessment of activities across the sites (Table 5.7). At this stage 

we have not yet conducted a vulnerability assessment to determine which of these activities may 

impact on features and therefore what condition the sites are likely to be in. For this reason, the 

draft Conservation Objectives that are provided (0ύ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎŜǘ ǘƻ ΨǊŜŎƻǾŜǊΩ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀƎŜ based on 

the precautionary principle. We intend to make further use of the data from Table 5.7 to help inform 

discussions in 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 benchmarks) 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 as Annex 4. 
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Figure 5.1 Refined dMCZ network at 3rd Iteration 
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Figure 5.2 Original (2nd Iteration) dMCZ network 
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Figure 5.3 Refined dMCZ network plus existing MPAs 
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Figure 5.4 Connectivity of designated (EUNIS Level 2) broad-scale habitats ς A1 littoral rock 



20 
 

 

Figure 5.5 Connectivity of designated (EUNIS Level 2) broad-scale habitats ς A2 littoral sediments 
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Figure 5.6 Connectivity of designated (EUNIS Level 2) broad-scale habitats ς A3 infralittoral rock 
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Figure 5.7 Connectivity of designated (EUNIS Level 2) broad-scale habitats ς A4 circalittoral rock
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Figure 5.8 Connectivity of designated (EUNIS Level 2) broad-scale habitats ς A5 sublittoral  sediments 



 
 

Table 5.2 Assessment of adequacy for broad-scale habitats within the dMCZ network 

This table is based on the Gap Analysis (GA) provided to the Regional Projects on 13th December 2010 by the SNCBs. The GA was informed by spatial and 

non spatial evidence. 
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A1.1: High energy intertidal 
rock 

1.46 21%-38% Met*  0.24 16.7% 
Nearly 
met* 

2 Met*  
Need to meet 
adequacy but 
BSH <5km2 

0.06 0.31 0.09 6.1% 
Min met; 
surplus of 
0.03km2 

Not met; 
short by 
0.22km2 

2 >2 
Min met;  

short of max 
by 0.22km2 

Met 

A1.2: Moderate energy 
intertidal rock 

8.38 21%-38% Met 4.08 48.7% Met >2 Met Met Met Met 0.86 10.3% 
Min met; 
surplus of 
3.18km2 

Max met; 
surplus of 
1.76km2 

2 >2 
Max met;  
surplus of 
1.76km2 

Met 

A1.3: Low energy intertidal 
rock 

2.12 22%-39% Met*  1.42 67.2% Met*  >2 Met*  
Met but BHS 

<5km2 
Met Met 0.09 4.1% 

Min met;  
surplus of 
1.04km2 

Max met; 
surplus of 
0.68km2 

2 >2 
Max met; 
surplus of 
0.68km2 

Met 

A2.1: Intertidal coarse 
sediment 

4.27 35%-42% Met*  1.76 41.3% Met*  2 Met*  
Met but BHS 

<5km2 
Met 0.03 0.26 6.2% 

Min met; 
surplus of 
0.53km2 

Max met; 
surplus of 
0.23km2 

2 >2 
Max met; 
surplus of 
0.23km2 

Met 

A2.2: Intertidal sand and 
muddy sand 

179.99 25%-42% Met 167.69 93.2% Met >2 Met Met Met Met 0.71 0.4% 
Min met; 
surplus of 
123.46km2 

Max met; 
surplus of 
92.86km2 

2 >2 
Max met; 
surplus of 
92.86km2 

Met 

A2.3: Intertidal mud 241.76 25%-42% Met 237.33 98.2% Met >2 Met Met Met Met 0.06 0.0% 
Min met; 
surplus of 
177.03km2 

Max met-  
surplus of 

135.93 km2 
2 >2 

Max met; 
surplus of 
135.93km2 

Met 
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A2.4: Intertidal mixed 
sediments 

7.31 25%-42% Met 2.84 38.8% Met 2 Met Met Met 0.23 2.04 27.9% 
Min met; 
surplus of 
3.05km2 

Max met 
surplus of 

1.8km2 
2 >2 

Max met 
surplus of 

1.8km2 
Met 

A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes 
and saline reedbeds 

20.28 n/a Met 20.27 99.95% n/a >2 Met 

Repl. met; 
no targets but 

>99% protected 
by MPAs 

n/a n/a 
 

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

Repl met; no 
targets  

but >99% 
protected 

A2.6: Intertidal sediments 
domtd by aq angiosperms 

6.26 n/a Met 6.26 100% n/a 1 
Nearly 
met 

Additional repl. 
might not be 

needed(3) 
n/a n/a 

 
0.0% n/a n/a 0 1 n/a 

Repl. might 
be met by 
MPAs (3); 
no addtnl 
data for 

more repl. 

A2.7: Intertidal biogenic 
reefs 

2.51 n/a Met*  0.85 33.9% n/a 2 Met*  BHS <5km2 n/a n/a 0.00 0.0% n/a n/a 0(7) 2 n/a Not viable 

A3.1: High energy 
infralittoral rock 

339.47 15%-31% Met 4.84 1.4% 
 

1 
Nearly 
met 

Need adequacy  
& 1+ repl. 

46.17 100.48 103.92 30.6% 
Min met; 
surplus of 
57.75km2 

Max met; 
surplus of 
3.43km2 

3 >2 
Max met; 
surplus of 
3.43km2 

Met 

A3.2: Moderate energy 
infralittoral rock 

451.33 17%-32% 
 

0.00 0.0% 
 

0 
 

Need adequacy  
& 2+ repl. 

76.73 144.43 208.51 46.2% 
Min met; 
surplus of 
131.78km2 

Max met; 
surplus of 
64.08km2 

3 >2 
Max met 
surplus of 
64.08km2 

Met 
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A3.3: Low energy 
infralittoral rock 

5.04 16%-32% 
 

0.00 0.0% 
 

0 
 

Need adequacy  
& 1+ repl. 

(but BHS is only 
5 km2) (4) 

0.81 1.61 
 

0.0% 
Not met; 
short by 
0.81km2 

Not met; 
short by 
1.61km2 

 
0 

Min met; 
short of max 
by 1.61km2 

Adequacy & 
repl. might 
be met by 
existing 
MPAs (4) 

A4.1: High energy 
circalittoral rock 

13.47 11%-25% Met 9.81 72.8% Met 1 
Nearly 
met 

Need 1+ repl. Met Met 0.23 1.7% 
Min met; 
surplus of 
8.55km2 

Max met; 
surplus of 
6.66km2 

1 2 
Max met; 
surplus of 
6.66km2 

Met 

A4.2: Moderate energy 
circalittoral rock 

5061.36 13%-28% 
 

0.00 0.0% 
 

0 
 

Need adequacy 
& 2+ repl. 

657.98 1417.18 970.38 19.2% 
Min met; 
surplus of 
312.4km2 

Not met; 
short by 
446.8km2 

7 >2 
Min met; 

short of max 
by 446.8km2 

Met 

A4.3: Low energy 
circalittoral rock 

20.34 16%-32% 
 

0.00 0.0% 
 

0 
 

Need adequacy  
& 2+ repl. 

3.25 6.51 20.34 100.0% 
Min met; 
surplus of 
17.09km2 

Max met; 
surplus of 
13.83km2 

1 1 
Max met; 
surplus of 
13.83km2 

Met (5) 

A5.1: Subtidal coarse 
sediment 

18761.06 17%-32% Met 3956.91 21.1% Met >2 Met Met Met 2044.96 3099.21 16.5% 
Min met; 
surplus of 

3868.41km2 

Max met; 
surplus of 

1054.25km2 
13 >2 

Max met; 
surplus of 

1054.25km2 
Met 

A5.2: Subtidal sand 81895.59 15%-30% Met 13403.54 16.4% Met >2 Met Met Met 11137.80 8489.83 10.4% 
Min met; 
surplus of 

9636.37km2 

Not met; 
short by 

2647.97km2 
11 >2 

Min met; 
short of max 

by 
2647.97km2 

Met 
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A5.3: Subtidal mud 938.18 
15%-
30% 

Met 103.79 11.1% 
Nearly 
met 

>2 Met 
Need 

adequacy 
36.5

9 
177.32 58.29 6.2% 

Min met; 
surplus of 
21.7km2 

Not met; 
short by 

119.02km2 
6 >2 

Min met; 
short of 
max by 

119.02km2 

Met(6) 

A5.4: Subtidal mixed 
sediments 

3786.30 16%-32% met 193.47 5.1% 
 

>2 Met Need adequacy 412.71 1018.52 805.57 21.3% 
Min met; 
surplus of 
392.86km2 

Not met; 
short by 

212.95km2 
7 >2 

Min met; 
short of max 
by 212.95km2 

Met 

A5.5: Subtidal macrophyte 
domntd sediment (2) 

Spatial 
data not 
available 

n/a Met 
 

0.0% n/a 1 
Nearly 
met 

Need 1+ repl.(2) n/a n/a 
  

n/a n/a 0 1 n/a 
Lacking 

evidence to 
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 0 2 n/a Met 

A6: Deep-sea bed 4.69 n/a *  0.00 
 

n/a 0 *  BHS <5km2 n/a n/a 
  

n/a n/a 
 

0 n/a Not viable 

 
Notes 
Only non-protected broad scale habitats are listed as "present". Non-protected broad scale habitats were provided as spatial data with the Gap Analysis (GA). 
 
*  Extent in the whole Net Gain area <5km

2
 

(1) Non protected by existing & overlapping MPAs 
(2) "A5.5 Subtidal macrophyte-dominated sediment" is protected by "The Wash and North Norfolk SAC" ς nationally delivered datasets did not contain spatial 

information on this habitat, and local knowledge was requested to locate it anywhere else within Net Gain. At present we are not able to find additional replicates 
for this habitat.  

 

... continued overleaf  



 
 

(3) The available spatial data and the gap analysis show that 100% of the "A2.6 Intertidal sediments dominated by aquatic angiosperms" is protected by the 
"Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast" SAC (data supported by the Broad Scale Habitat map); this habitat is also protected by additional four non-
overlapping MPAs (the "Humber Estuary" SAC/SPA, "The Wash and North Norfolk Coast" SAC and the "North Norfolk Coast" SSSI, ǘƘŜ ά[ƛƴŘƛǎŦŀǊƴŜέ {t!κ{{{L ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
ά.ǊŜȅŘƻƴ ²ŀǘŜǊέ {{{LύΣ ŀlthough spatial information is not available for all these areas; we believe therefore that the protection afforded to this habitat is 
adequately replicated within the network of existing MPAs. 

(4) "A3.3 Low energy infralittoral rock" is protected by the "Humber Estuary SSSI", and, if it was present, would be protected by the "Berwickshire and North 
Northumberland Coast SAC" - conversations with Natural England informed us that a recent survey carried out by Envision will prove that the area mapped as A3.3 
within the "Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast SAC" is not rock. The report should be available to the public in the first months of the year 2011.  

(5) "A4.3 Low energy circalittoral rock" has limited distribution: only 1 replicate is possible 
(6) The contribution of existing MPA to protect "A5.3 Subtidal mud" might be greater than that resulted from the gap analysis: communication with Natural England 

informed us that the mapped Subtidal mud within άThe Wash and North Norfolk SAC corresponds to the sandy mud and muddy sand Particle Size end of the 
spectrum, which are subfeatures of The Wash SAC.  

 

  



 
 

Table 5.3 Assessment of representativity and replication: species FOCI 

Species FOCI Contribution of existing MPAs (GA)* Contribution of dMCZs Total replicates (MPAs + dMCZ) 
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Alkmaria romijni Tentacled Lagoon-Worm Not met 0 Not met Met 1 1 
At least one more replicate 

should be protected 
(1)

. 

Arctica islandica Ocean quahog - Not met 0 Not met Met 2 2 Nearly met 
(2)

 

Cruoria cruoriaeformis Burgundy maerl paint weed Not met 0 Not met Not met 0 0 Single record 

Gammarus insensibilis Lagoon sand shrimp Met 3 Met 

Not needed 
but may be 

met subject to 
validation 
surveys 

2 maybe possible, 
based on LK 

>=3 
Met by existing MPA and 

designated by 2 dMCZ, subject 
to validation surveys 

Gitanopsis bispinosa Amphipod shrimp Not met 0 Not met Met 1 1 Not met 
(3)

 

Haliclystus auricula Stalked jellyfish Not met 0 Not met Met 1 1 Single record 

Hippocampus hippocampus Short snouted seahorse - - - - - - Single record 
(4)

 

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 
(5)

 

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 
3 replicates with low 

coordinates accuracy 
(6)

 

Tenellia adspersa Lagoon sea slug 
Not met 

(no records) 
0 Not met 

Not met 
(no records) 

0 0 No records 

For notes see over 
 
  



 
 

Notes 
Table 5.3 is based on the Gap Analysis (GA) provided to the Regional Projects on 13th December 2010 by the SNCBs. The GA was informed by spatial and non-spatial 
evidence, therefore the spatial data presented in the site specific information may not necessarily fully reflect the GA. Due to the lack of spatial data documenting the 
occurrence of the Species FOCI, it might not be possible to meet the replication guideline - additional evidence from local knowledge (LK) is included.  
(*) All the Species FOCI records (delivered through MB0102 contract) were classified as άunprotectedέ. ¢ƘƻǎŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘέ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƴƻƴ-spatial 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ όάCƛƴŀƭψDŀǇ¢ŀōƭŜψф5ŜŎмлΦȄƭȄǎέΣ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ the SNCB on December 13
th
, 2010) 

(**)  Only if listed as "features to protect within a dMCZ or Reference area" 
(1) Number of separate replicates is limited to 3 locations. The feature is also protected by the North Killingholme Haven 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 the Breydon Water SSSI.  
(2) There are many records within Net Gain area, some of them clearly linked to surveys carried out on manmade features: the Regional Stakeholder Group (RSG) is 

therefore not confident on the suitability of these records. In addition, the RSG questions why this widespread species qualify as FOCI as is reluctant top mark it as 
a site feature.  

(3) Three separate replicates are available within Net Gain area, 2 of which are within 5km from the NG 6 and NG 4 boundaries.  
(4) The single record of H. hippocampus was obtained through a regional dataset [Pinnegar et al., (2008): Cybium 32(4): 343-346] and the SAP advised to discard it 

during the 2
nd

 Iteration assessment.  
(5) Three separate replicates are available within Net Gain are, 1 replicate (equal to 1 record) is found within 300 m from the Southern boundary of NG 13, the second 

one (again 1 record) is found within 2km from the Southern boundary of Net Gain (in the proximity of NG 1). The replicate designated by the dMCZ accounts for 4 
records.  

(6) Three replicates of P. calcareum are provided for Net Gain, with a 10,000 m precision. The point locations for these 3 records are on land. The RSG has questioned 
the validity of this information, but was happy to designate the features within site NG 13, provided its presence.   



 
 

Table 5.4 Records of species FOCI within Net Gain and within the dMCZ network 

Shows the number of records for species FOCI that lie within the Net Gain boundary and within the outlines of dMCZs (although not necessarily designated as features). 
The table also shows the percentage of records that are designated by dMCZs. 
 

FOCI species 
Within Net Gain; with 

(& without) buffer 
Within dMCZs; with 
(& without) buffer 

To be 
designated 

Notes 
% of designated 

records with buffer 

Alkmaria romijni 11 (9) 3 (2) 3 (2) 
1 more from local 

knowledge 
27.3 

Arctica islandica 262 (255) 65 (61) 56(53) 
 

21.4 

Cruoria cruoriaeformis 1 (1) 0 
 

Single record only 0.0 

Gammarus insensibilis 5 (0) 1 (0) 
 

2 locations from 
local knowledge 

0.0 

Gitanopsis bispinosa 5 (5) 1 (1) 1 (1) 
 

20.0 

Haliclystus auricula 1 (1) 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 associated to their position ("true points"). 
Records outside brackets used the precision attributed to their position to establish their spatial relation to a feature of interest (e.g. "within" or "outside" Net Gain 
boundary; "within" or "outside" a dMCZ). All records available within the Net Gain area were classified as "unprotected" from the GA. 
  



 
 

Table 5.5 Assessment of representativity and replication: habitat FOCI 

 
Contribution of existing 

MPAs (GA) 
Contribution of dMCZs Total replicates (MPAs + dMCZ) 
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Blue Mussel beds (incl. intertidal beds on mixed 
and sandy sediments) 

Met 2 Nearly met Met 2
**

 4 Met 

Estuarine rocky habitats Met 4 Met Met 2 6 Met 

Horse mussel (Modiolus modiolus) beds 
 

0 Not met Met RA only 2 possible (LK) Not met 
(1)

 

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 
(2)

 

Peat and clay exposures 
 

0 
 

Met 4
**

 4 Met 
(3)

 

Ross worm (Sabellaria spinulosa) reefs Met 4 Met Met 3 >5 Met 

Seagrass beds Met 3 Met Met 0 0 Met 

Sea-pen and burrowing megafauna communities Met 1 Nearly met Not met 0 1 Not met 
(4)

 

Sheltered muddy 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 

Tide-swept channels Met 1 Nearly met Met 2
** *

 3 Met 

For notes see over 
  



 
 

Notes 
Table 5.5 is based on the Gap Analysis (GA) provided to the Regional projects on 13th December 2010 by the SNCBs. The GA was informed by spatial and non spatial 
evidence, therefore the spatial data presented in the site specific information may not necessarily reflect the GA. 
Due to the lack of the spatial data documenting the occurrence of the Habitat FOCI, it might not be possible to meet the replication guideline - additional evidence from 
local knowledge (LK) is included 
RA = Reference area 
(*) Only if listed as "features to protect within a dMCZ or Reference area" 
(**)  Local knowledge was used together with national and regional data. 
(** *)  Based on survey and modelled data 
(1) Known distribution from nationally delivered dataset limited to ca. two locations (around Whitby and Flamborough Head). The Regional Stakeholder Group (RSG) 

questioned the validity of one of them and alternative locations based on recent local knowledge were suggested. It is not possible to increase the number of 
replicates based on the current available data. 

(2) Protected by "The Wash and N-Norfolk SAC" ς three additional known locations from nationally delivered dataset (North East Regional Hub), but the RSG questioned 
their validity as there is a suspect that they are on dumping grounds. 

(3) Known distribution from nationally delivered dataset limited to ca. two locations (around The Wash and Spurn Point) - local knowledge was used and potential RAs 
are being discussed. 

(4) Not met but spatial evidence is missing, so the replication cannot be achieved.  

  



 
 

Table 5.6 Assessment of representativity and replication: habitat FOCI 

Shows the number of records for habitat FOCI that lie within the Net Gain boundary and within the outlines of dMCZs (although not necessarily designated as features). 
The table also shows the percentage of records that are designated by dMCZs. Note that this table only includes data delivered from national contract. 
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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 mussel (Modiolus modiolus) beds 3 (3) 
 

3 
       

Intertidal underboulder communities 47 (44) 
 

1 
       

Littoral chalk communities 2 (2) 
 

1 
Line 

features 
1 

Line 
features    

Line 
features 

Mud habitats in deep water 3 (3) 
         

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

2 
 

50.00 
 

Ross worm (Sabellaria spinulosa) reefs 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 
Modelled 

data 

Subtidal sands 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 
 

Modelled 
data 

Notes 
Point records: number of records in brackets are based 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 feature of interest (e.g. "within" or "outside" Net Gain 
boundary; "within" or "outside" a dMCZ) 
Polygon records: number of records in brackets are based on modelled data. 
Records listed within the dMCZ are those classified as "unprotected" by the GA. Modelled data and line features were not included in the GA.  



 
 

Table 5.7 Current activities recorded within the dMCZ network 

Activity N
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Aquaculture - fin fish - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

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) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Extraction ς maerl - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Extraction - navigational dredging (capital, 
maintenance) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Extraction - oil & gas YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES - YES YES - YES YES YES YES 

Extraction ς 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 

Fishing ς 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 YES 

Fishing - shellfish harvesting - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
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Harvesting ς 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 

Infrastructure - cables & pipelines 
(Operation) 

YES YES YES YES x YES YES x x YES x x x x YES x x x x x YES 

Infrastructure - coastal (ports, marinas, 
leisure facilities) 

YES x x YES YES x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Infrastructure - coastal defence & land claim - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Infrastructure - offshore (artificial reefs) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Infrastructure - offshore (oil & gas platforms) x x x x x x YES x YES YES x YES x x x x x x x x YES 

Infrastructure - offshore (wind & wave 
turbines) 

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 

Seismic survey (military, exploration, 
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 disposal - fish waste (land-based 
processing; processing vessels) 

YES x x YES x YES YES YES x x YES YES YES YES x YES YES x x x x 

Waste disposal - munitions (chemical & 
conventional) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Waste disposal - navigational dredging 
(capital, maintenance) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Waste disposal - quarrying (geological 
material) 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Waste gas emission (inc. greenhouse gases) - 
industry, agriculture, forestry, domestic & 
transport 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

YES Activity recorded on one or more data layers within Regional Profile 
x Activity not recorded on data layers within Regional Profile 
- Activity information not available on data layers within Regional Profile 
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Section 6 The refined draft MCZ network ς site descriptions 

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

For each site the narrative is supplemented with a summary of the ENG features at each site 
(identifying those for which the site should be designated), an overview of any related information, 
for example on additional ecological importance, and a map of the refined site area. 

Following the convention adopted in Table 5.4 and 5.6, FOCI point records in brackets are based on 
point locations without accounting for the precision associated to their position ("true points").  
 

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

These sites developed from 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 and recreational sea users 
in the area. 

During the planning work (Day 1 of the Regional Hub meeting) two separate groups worked 
concurrently on refining the original site NG2.01. Subsequently, on Day 2, the options developed by 
the two groups were discussed in plenary and the emergent consensus view recorded. 

 

Background discussions and comments ς Day 1 

The first group noted that there is a lot of socio-economic activity in the area, especially commercial 
fishing, renewable energy, aggregate extraction, recreational angling, 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 value but less potential socio-economic impact. 

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

¶ site NG1a (which lies within a R3 windfarm zone and in the south-east corner of the existing 
Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC) was identified as a possible substitute for the area 
of subtidal mud that would be lost should NG2.01 be removed from the network; 

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

¶ site NG1c covered the Orfordness GCR site plus the Alde and Ore estuaries; and 

¶ 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 cable corridor 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 sensitive to cabling operations on two counts). The PRISM and PISA tools were also used 
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 mud broad-scale habitat 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 socio-economics; nevertheless socio-economics will be explored and laid out in the 
associated Impact Assessment report. The Natural England representative reminded the group that 
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ǿƘŜƴ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŀƭƭ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎΩ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƻ ŀƴ 
equal degree throughout. 

The group was asked whether or not the layer of additional ecological importance had been used to 
ƘŜƭǇ ƭƻŎŀǘŜ ǘǿƻ ΨƴŜǿΩ ƻŦŦǎƘƻǊŜ ǎƛǘŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ōŀǎŜŘ 
primarily on the BSH distribution with the additional ecological importance being a secondary 
selection criteria. 

The Blyth Estuary (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 group 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 boundary southwards to the Blyth Estuary; it was proposed 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 less affected given the boundary change. 

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

Commercial fishing representatives 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 3-6nm off Lowestoft being especially important for the 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 across part of the 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, by losing 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 
suggested that, where management controls are required, they may be more stringent for smaller 
zones than they are on larger (more resilient) sites. 

However, representatives from the commercial fishing sector noted that this site would carry less 
impact if it were located 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 informed the group that it is impossible to accurately chart 
which areas are important for broad-scale habitats 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 south of the site 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 within the 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 confirmed 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 selected sites. The 
Natural England representative further suggested that the south-eastern portion of BAI1 could be 
ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ Ψ.ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ IƻǘǎǇƻǘ нсΩ όŀǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ !ǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ 
Additional Ecological Importance provided by the NGOs). This area 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 to move the inshore boundary of the site to 
c.300m offshore. 

 

Plenary discussions ς 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 inshore site from the NGOs. The 
concerns of the offshore commercial fishing fleet were noted and it was acknowledged that these, 
together with cross-boundary 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 coast of North 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 that the conservation objectives will 
dictate the potential management measures that will be needed to provide protection to site 
features. 

General discussion highlighted the potential value of Ψ.ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ IƻǘǎǇƻǘ нсΩ but it was not carried 
forward as a site at this 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 fishing activity should be 
ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ Ψ.ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ IƻǘǎǇƻǘ нсΩ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ 
is adjacent to the Galloper renewables site and a further request was made to consider, and bring 
forward, comments on the original BAI (BAI1) from the 2nd 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 explored. This 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 mud broad-scale habitat (to replace the area of subtidal 
mud that would be lost from the original 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 renewables 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 suggested 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 dependent 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 coastal site (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 might be prudent to consider estuarine MCZs 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 required from the 
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) port authorities etc., the decision to locate a 
separate/distinct dMCZ 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 being put 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. Whether this site is 
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 least be 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 question are contentious depending 
on the management measures that are put in place. RSPB suggested that there may be benefit in 
ŘƛǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ bDм ƛƴǘƻ ǘǿƻΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘǿƻ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ΨōƭƻŎƪǎΩ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ Řƻǿƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻŀǎǘΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ 
acknowledged that how this could be done would 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 forwards, the separate sites that have been suggested to supersede site NG2.01 will be 
referred to as NG1, NG1a, NG1b, NG1c and NG1d. The features that these sites will be designated 
for were agreed as shown in Table 6.1a below, with additional features and information 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: 

¶ NG1 ς ƴƻ ƴŀƳŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ όōǳǘ Ψ{ǳŦŦƻƭƪ /ƻŀǎǘΩ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ŀƴ ƻǇǘƛƻƴύΤ 

¶ NG1a ς Haisborough Subtidal Mud; 

¶ NG1b ς CƛǎƘŜǊƳŜƴΩǎ CǊƛŜƴŘΤ 
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¶ NG1c ς Alde Ore Estuary; and 

¶ NG1d ς 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. 

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 from the 2nd Iteration 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, some key principles of the ENG have not been 
considered. 

 



 
 

Table 6.1a Features and designations for sites NG1, NG1a, NG1b, NG1c and NG1d 

 
Site NG1 Site NG1a Site NG1b Site NG1c Site NG1d 

 
Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

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     

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 0.93 Yes         

A5.2: Subtidal sand 75.66 Yes 0.15  5.54  4.40  0.05  

A5.3: 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 gravels (modelled) Present Yes Present  Present  Present    

Notes 

Site NG1c to possibly include the Alde/Ore estuary ς this to be revisited at next meeting with clarification of feature designations if appropriate 

Site NG1d (Blyth estuary) ς feature designations to be revisited at next meeting if appropriate 

 



 
 

Table 6.1b Additional features & information for sites NG1, NG1a, NG1b, NG1c and NG1d 

  
Site NG1 Site NG1a Site NG1b Site NG1c Site NG1d 

  
Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Species FOCI mobile 
          

Smelt (Osmerus eperlanus) Present Yes 
  

Present 
 

Present Yes Present 
 

Undulate ray (Raja undulata) Present Yes 
  

Present 
 

Present 
 

Present 
 

European eel (Anguilla anguilla) Present Yes Present 
 

Present 
 

Present Yes Present 
 

Geological & geomorphological features of 
interest           

Orfordness (Subtidal) Present Yes 
    

Present Yes 
  

Additional ecological information 
          

Benthic biodiversity - Intertidal 
          

Species richness 
Above national 
average 

Present 
       

Present 
 

Biotope richness 
Above national 
average 

Present 
     

Present 
 

Present 
 

Biotope distinctness 

Top 5% within 
NG 

Present 
     

Present 
   

Top 25% within 
NG 

Present 
     

Present 
   

Benthic biodiversity - Inshore/offshore 
          

Species richness 

Above national 
average 

Present 
   

Present 
 

Present 
   

Top 5% within 
Net Gain     

Present 
     

Top 25% within 
Net Gain 

Present 
   

Present 
 

Present 
 

Present 
 

Taxonomic distinctness 
Top 5% within 
Net Gain 

Present 
         

Taxonomic distinctness 
Top 25% within 
Net Gain 

Present 
     

Present 
   

Pelagic ecological importance 
          

Overall importance score 
3 (lowest) - 10 
(highest) 

4 
 

6 
 

7 
 

7 
 

7 
 

Summer oceanic thermal 
fronts 

Frontal 
frequency [%] 

0-80   50-80   0-80   0-50   
  

Seabird foraging range 
score 

1 (lowest) - 6 
(highest) 

1  
 

1  
 

1  
 

1  
   



 
 

  
Site NG1 Site NG1a Site NG1b Site NG1c Site NG1d 

  
Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Species FOCI mobile 
          

Nursery and spawning 
grounds 

Based on 
plankton survey 

High  
 

Moderate   
High,  

Moderate  
 High  

   

Marine birds - ESAS 
          

Breeding seasons (1979-
2006) 

No birds/km
2
 

<1 
(max 1)    

1 (max 3) 
 

<1 (max 1) 
   

Summer (Jul-Aug; 1979-
2006) 

No birds/km
2
 

<1 
(max 1)    

1 (max 3) 
 

<1 (max 1) 
   

Winter (Nov-Mar; 1979-
2006) 

No birds/km
2
 2 (max 3) 

   
2 (max 2) 

 
2 (max 2) 

   

 

 

Table 6.1c Site viability for sites NG1, NG1a, NG1b, NG1c and NG1d 

Site Area (km
2
) Viability (site diameter for Broad Scale Habitat >= 5 km, site area ca. 20km

2
) 

NG 1 284.61 Yes 

NG 1a 14.44 Small patch limited by the extent of the non-protected broad scale habitat; site length > 5 km 

NG 1b 150.91 Yes 

NG 1c 51.19 Yes 

NG 1d 2.81 No, but the site is for an estuary 



 
 

 

Figure 6.1 Location and extent of sites NG1, NG1a, NG1b, NG1c and NG1d 
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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 thought as to how best to 
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 work (Day 1 of the Regional Hub meeting) two separate groups worked 
concurrently on refining the original sites NG2.02 and NG2.04. Subsequently, on Day 2, the options 
developed by the two groups were discussed in plenary and the emergent consensus view recorded. 

 

Background discussions and comments ς Day 1 

The first group focused 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 the (broad-scale habitat) data at this 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 representative 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 
fishing interests 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 would be colossal). 

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 
ǘƘŀǘ ǇƻǘǘƛƴƎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ΨƛƴŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘis BSH on two counts, they felt that more clarification 
will be required as the wording is currently ambiguous and that, in theory, potting should be able to 
ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ όŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜύ ǘƘŜ ΨǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ŀōǊŀǎƛƻƴΩ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ 
benchmark is needed from Natural England. It was also noted that there are currently talks taking 
place around extending the 3nm no-trawl zone and that, due to displacement caused by the 
adjacent windfarm development, there is currently heavy commercial activity beyond 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.100km2 of moderate energy infralittoral rock the remaining portion of the site 
would still contribute c.150km2 of this BSH type to the network overall (where the adequacy target 
requirement for this habitat type was met and exceeded by c.190km2). 

The potential for zoned management in this area was put forward as an option for discussion - under 
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 that suggestion). 

The second group suggested 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 the smaller site). 

The group also looked at the area that is to the immediate west of original site NG2.04 and within 
ǘƘŜ оƴƳ ȊƻƴŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ ǎƘƻǳƭŘΣ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǘŀōƭŜΩǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ōŜ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ ŦƻǊ ŎƘŀƭƪ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ 
exposed clay. The table elected to suggest protecting 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 (information from 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 group 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 the only blue mussel beds that is not currently 
commercially exploited ς 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 active watersports centre at Sea Palling; the positioning of the inner boundary of this site at 
500m offshore would provide a convenient buffer against this potential source of disturbance. 

 

Plenary discussions ς Day 2 

The lack of confidence in the data for this ŀǊŜŀ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘΤ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ΨǎŀŦŜǊΩ ǘƻ 
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 identified and put in 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 suggested that systems of protection should be kept strong, especially 
ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƭƻǿ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǾƛŜǿ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǎŜƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ 
MCZs as systems rather than to consider specific features in isolation; again, MCS noted that it is 
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 greater protection from future threats ς certainly to a 
ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƘŀƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƭŀǊƎŜ ΨōƭŀƴƪŜǘΩ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ 

 

Conclusions 

The site should be restricted to the outer boundary of the original site NG2.02 and should not be 
extended to cover NG2.0пΦ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ΨŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ŀƴŘ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ 
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 geological and geomorphological 
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 exposures, blue mussel beds and for 
sublittoral chalk ς 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 more groundwork 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 there would only be low contention at this site as long as existing fishing effort 
can continue and as long as the original site NG2.02 (along the North Norfolk coast) was retained 
and carried forward. Commercial fishing representatives commented that static gear fishermen in 
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this area believe that, given the existence of the no-trawl 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 stakeholders have 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 NG2. The features that this site will be 
designated for were agreed as shown in Table 6.2a below, with additional features and information 
presented as Table 6.2b. The location and extent of the site is shown in Figure 6.2. 

The most favoured name for this site ǿŀǎ ά/ǊƻƳŜǊ {Ƙƻŀƭ /Ƙŀƭƪ .ŜŘǎέΦ 

 

Table 6.2a Features and designations for site NG2, Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds 

 

Site NG2 Site RA EE1 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediments 0.27 
   

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy 
sand 

0.70 
   

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 
rock 

145.65 Yes 
  

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral 
rock 

11.49 Yes 
  

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 
(modelled) 

Present 
   

 

Notes The blue mussel bed reference area is proposed for the extension area on the eastern side 
of site NG2 ς 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 on the western 
side of site NG2 ς the data being mainly local knowledge shared and discussed with the 
group. 

The possible reference area for subtidal chalk is still to be confirmed ς the exact location 
will make use of local knowledge. 
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Table 6.2b Additional features & information for site NG2, Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds 

  
Site NG2 Site RA EE1 

  
Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Species FOCI mobile 
    

Smelt (Osmerus eperlanus) Present 
 

Present 
 

Undulate ray (Raja undulata) Present 
 

Present 
 

European eel (Anguilla anguilla) Present 
 

Present 
 

Geological & geomorphological features of interest 
    

North Norfolk coast (Subtidal) Present Yes 
  

Trimmingham (Subtidal) Present Yes 
  

West Runton submerged forest Present Yes 
  

Additional ecological information 
    

Benthic biodiversity - Inshore/offshore 
    

Species richness 
Above national average Present 

 
Present 

 
Top 25% within Net Gain Present 

   
Pelagic ecological importance 

    
Overall importance score 3 (lowest) - 10 (highest) 0 

 
4 

 
Summer oceanic thermal fronts Frontal frequency [%] 0-100  0-50  

Seabird foraging range score 1 (lowest) - 6 (highest) 
1, 2 

present  
1 present 

 

Nursery and spawning grounds Based on plankton survey Low 
 

Low 
 

Basking shark Number of sightings 1-10   
  

Marine birds - ESAS 
    

Breeding seasons (1979-2006) No birds/km
2
 

2 
(max 6)    

Summer (Jul-Aug; 1979-2006) No birds/km
2
 

4 
(max 9)    

Winter (Nov-Mar; 1979-2006) No birds/km
2
 

2 
(max 2)    

Additional habitats/species - Seasearch / Natural England 
    

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

 
2 

 
No of records (K. Smith) 1 

 
1 

 
Potential peat and clay 
exposures 

Potential habitat (A. Evans) Present 
 

Present 
 

Subtidal clay Feature recorded (R. Spray) Present 
   

Subtidal chalk 
No of records (A. Evans) 60 

   
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. 
Evans) 

Present 
   

Subtidal sand 
No of records (A. Evans) 4 

   
No of records (K. Smith) 1 

   

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

 
7 

 
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/edible mussel bed Feature recorded (R. Spray) Present 

 
Present 

 
Shallow ship wrecks Feature recorded (R. Spray) Present 
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Table 6.2c Site viability for site NG2, Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds 

Site Area (km
2
) Viability (site diameter for Broad Scale Habitat >= 5 km, site area ca. 20km

2
) 

NG 2 329.19 Yes 



 
 

 

Figure 6.2 Location and extent of site NG2, Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds 
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The Wash and North Norfolk Coast 

Background discussions and comments ς Day 1 

This site was originally considered in the 2nd Iteration as dMCZ site NG2.03 as it contained a number 
of broad-scale habitat types, habitat and species FOCI within its boundary. However these have 
largely been shown as being protected by the 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 subtidal mud broad-scale habitat. However, Natural England 
have since confirmed that survey ŀƴŘ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨƳǳŘŘȅΩ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘǎ 
ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŀƴŘȅ ƳǳŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳǳŘŘȅ ǎŀƴŘΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ǎƛȊŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳΦ These are 
covered as sub-features of the LSIB feature of The Wash SAC and its conservation objectives. 
Consequently, 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 be as extensive as the available data 
suggests. ESFJC 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 not thought 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 addition, Sabellaria is present 
but (again) is not believed to be as extensive as indicated; it is believed to 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 
Gain area. In terms of habitat FOCI, blue mussel beds are present but are protected as a sub-feature 
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 area). There 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 of littoral 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 also need to be represented in MCZs these could perhaps 
be located off North Norfolk, and not in The Wash ς the 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 good (and are probably 
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 fishing representative 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 socio-economic importance. Although any management measures will require further 
consideration, there is 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 be 
placed in this area as certain locations will be in zones used for military training (e.g. low level flying). 

 

Plenary discussions ς Day 2 

The designation of a discrete area solely for coastal salt marsh and saline reed bed habitat was 
suggested ς 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 option ς some areas are already owned 
and maintained by the Wildlife Trusts and the RSPB and as such may avoid some 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 North Norfolk area. 

Areas that had been discussed on Day 1 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 would only likely 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 Estate 
(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 of the site) and that these would need 
some resolution. 

Although there are records for the lagoon sand shrimp 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 designations within The Wash. 

Also it was suggested by one Regional hub member that Natural England may have plans for the 
protection of the starlet sea anemone species FOCI in The Wash area and more information 
/clarification is required. 

General comments were made that management 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 with 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 Regional Stakeholders 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 
quality and low confidence. 

 

Conclusion 

As it was not required to protect the large extent of broad-scale habitat 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 reed bed broad-scale habitat. 

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

¶ 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 whether the group 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 on the broad-scale habitat 
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features, habitat and species FOCI and had used 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 than broad-scale habitat features, species and habitat FOCI. For example, the SSSI does 
not currently protect 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 management 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 anything - birds are an additional consideration of the ENG, not 
one of the key principles (it was also noted that, in this context, fish spawning areas are not a 
key principle either). 

¶ It was noted that the EMS covering The Wash and the North Norfolk Coast already has a very 
comprehensive management system in place ς it may be worth speaking to those that are 
responsible for the management across this site. 

¶ 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 exposures did not show up in this area. 

 

Overall consensus was achieved ς two 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 Gibraltar 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 RA-LW1 (for peat & clay exposures) and RA-LW3 (for coastal saltmarshes & saline 
reedbeds). In addition, it was agreed that reference areas could be considered for both the tentacled 
lagoon worm (Alkmaria romijni) and the lagoon sand shrimp (Gammarus insensibilis) where records 
of these species FOCI can be identified that are coincident with the agreed reference area for broad-
scale habitat type A2.5 (coastal saltmarshes & saline reedbeds). 

The overall consensus for these two reference areas (on a scale of 1 to 4 where 1 is 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 that 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: 

¶ RA LW1 ςCley Bird Reserve; 

¶ RA LW3 ς ¢ƛǘŎƘǿŜƭƭΩǎ .ƛǊŘ Reserve. 

As these suggested reference areas lie within the existing MPA the Gap Analysis indicates that there 
are no areas of broad-scale habitat that require protection. Notwithstanding this, the features that 
these sites will be designated for were agreed as shown in Table 6.3a below, with additional features 
and information presented as Table 6.3b. The location and extent of the sites is shown in Figure 6.3. 
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Post plenary comments 

After the meeting had closed, a representative of the commercial fishing sector asked it to be 
recorded that: 

¶ The original site NG2.03 is already a SAC, SPA and SSSI, and these designations mean that 
existing activities (such as bait-digging, wild fowling and fishing) are already managed in line 
with existing historical rights. 

¶ 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 take place here. 

¶ IŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ΨƘƛǘ ŀ ōǊƛŎƪ 
ǿŀƭƭΩ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀΣ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǿŜƭƭ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭȅ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ 
ōȅ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀǎ ǳƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ΨŘƻǳōƭŜ ŎƻǾŜǊΩΦ 

 

Table 6.3a Features and designations for sites RA LW1 & RA LW3 

 
Site RA LW1 Site RA LW3 

 
Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 
 

 0.02 
 

A5.3: Subtidal mud 
 

 1.65 
 

Alkmaria romijni 
  

 Yes (b) 

Gammarus insensibilis 1 (0) No (a)  Yes (b) 

Nematostella vectensis 
  

1 (0)  

Peat and clay exposures Present REF   

Subtidal chalk (modelled) 
  

Present Yes (LK) 

Subtidal sands and gravels (modelled) Present 
 

Present  

 

(a) Local knowledge suggest better records might be available 

(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 

 

Site RE LW1 Site RA LW3 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Species FOCI mobile 
    

Smelt (Osmerus eperlanus) Present 
 

Present 
 

Undulate ray (Raja undulata) 
  

Present 
 

European eel (Anguilla anguilla) Present 
 

Present 
 

Geological & geomorphological features of interest 
    

North Norfolk coast (Subtidal) Present 
 

Present 
 

Additional ecological information 
    

Benthic biodiversity - Intertidal 
    

Species richness Above national average Present 
 

Present 
 

Taxonomic distinctness Top 25% within Net Gain Present 
   

Biotope richness Above national average Present 
 

Present 
 

Benthic biodiversity - Inshore/offshore 
    

Species richness 
Above national average 

  
Present 

 
Top 25% within Net Gain 

  
Present 

 
Pelagic ecological importance 

    
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   

Additional habitats/species - Seasearch / Natural England 
    

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

  
7 

 
No of records (K. Smith) 

  
3 

 
Potential peat and clay exposures Potential habitat (A. Evans) 

  
Present 

 
Subtidal clay Feature recorded (R. Spray) 

  
Present 

 

Subtidal chalk 
No of records (A. Evans) 

  
9 

 
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 for subtidal chalk Future investigation (A. Evans) 

  
Present 

 

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

  
24 

 
No of records (K. Smith) 

  
6 

 
Subtidal mixed sediments No of records (A. Evans) 

  
26 

 
Shallow ship wrecks Feature recorded (R. Spray) 

  
Present 

 
 

 

Table 6.3c Site viability for sites RA LW1 & RA LW3 

Site Area (km
2
) Viability (site diameter for Broad Scale Habitat >= 5 km, site area ca. 20km

2
) 

RA LW 1 0.97 Yes: the site is a proposed reference area for peat and clay exposures,  
with a viability guideline of 0.5 km diameter (ca. 0.2 km2) 

RA LW 3 25.12 Yes 

 

 

 



 
 

 

Figure 6.3 Location and extent of sites RA LW1 & RA LW3
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Site NG4 

Background discussions and comments ς 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 key feature of the area was an existing MPA, the Inner 
Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge (IDRBNR) SAC. Sabellaria beds 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 in-between the sand banks. The western portion of the 
site is of higher importance to the commercial fishing sector ς this overlapped 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 that further clarification and discussion would be 
needed at a later date to help ascertain what level of protection might be available to seabirds in 
this area. 

Given the degree to which broad-scale habitat adequacy targets had been met in the 2nd Iteration, 
the group modified the eastern boundary of this site (to reduce the site area). This area was 
generally lacking in general ecological value and would only provide protection to broad-scale 
habitat features that the group felt were covered (to excess) elsewhere within 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 site ς but coincident location with the 
IDRBNR SAC site would consolidate the protection of all of the biological assemblages present and 
would represent a sensible management approach. 

The importance of the fishing activity in the western portion of the site is acknowledged ς it is noted 
that the eastern portion has less value. Clipping 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 Race Channel could be a reference area for subtidal mixed sediment and 
subtidal coarse sediment broad-scale habitat types. The western boundary of the proposed site lies 
along an active aggregates dredging area (a production licence area) ς the aggregates 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. The 2nd Iteration report had 
recorded that aggregates may need management in the area. If NG4 is carried forward there is 
concern that it could lead to the potential cessation of aggregate activity ς this would represent a 
block to maintaining consensus. It was noted that an aggregates sector representative had been 
present when the site was originally proposed and would have been under the impression that the 
site would be designated for the protection of the subtidal sand broad-scale habitat feature and not 
the gravel (subtidal coarse sediment). 

Local knowledge suggested that the area to the east of the Inner Dowsing was a spawning ground 
for thornback ray (Raja clavata). 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 discussions ς 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 feature of this dMCZ. 

The group working on the 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 area suggestion 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 area. Natural England noted that finding a reference site for Sabellaria will 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 subtidal coarse sediment broad-scale 
habitat features. 

There was discussion around boundary amendments that had been made to effectively avoid 
aggregate dredging areas ς there was a view that the commercial fishing sector had not benefitted 
in the same way (the Docking 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 on the strength 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 windfarms but commercial fishing must always give 
ground. Natural England stated that, based on the sensitivity of coarse and mixed sediment to static 
fishing gear, it is likely that potting activity would be allowed to continue in this area. [NOTE: this 
comment was revisited later in the plenary session, when it was stated that the sensitivity 
όŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎκǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜύ ƳŀǘǊƛŎŜǎ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ƎƛǾŜ ƎǳŀǊŀƴǘŜŜǎ ƻƴ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƻǊ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ Ǉǳǘ ƻƴ 
fishing ς ǿŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ fishing will remain unaffected - see page 66]. 
Commercial fishing representatives reminded the group that it iǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘǎ ŀǘ ǎǘŀƪŜ ŀƴŘ 
that a guarantee is needed ς it was hoped that the assurances from Natural England had helped in 
this respect. 

Local knowledge was referenced 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). 

RSPB pointed out that there is evidence of harbour porpoise in this area, and asked the group 
whether anyone had further information on this. Nothing was immediately forthcoming, but the 
Environment Agency pointed out that harbour porpoise are notoriously hard to monitor. 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 species can move 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 designated for Sabellaria reefs forward. It was 
noted that it seems premature to propose a reference site when we are still unsure as to whether or 
not the Sabellaria reef feature is actually present - more data is required. 

New western boundary of the site was agreed, making use of the northern boundary of the existing 
IDRBNR SAC site ς there 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 ς it is suggested that buffer zones (500m) would mitigate for any problems. 

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, the new consolidated site developed from the original sites NG2.05 and 2.06 will be 
referred to as NG4. The features that this site will be designated for were agreed as shown in Table 
6.4a below, with additional features and information presented as Table 6.4b. The location and 
extent of the site is shown in Figure 6.4. 

The most favoured name for this site ǿŀǎ άWash ApproachέΦ 

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 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, aggregates and offshore windfarm sectors all expressed concerns). 

 

Table 6.4a Features and designations for site NG4, Wash Approach 

 

Site NG4 Site RA LW2 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
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 (Sabellaria spinulosa) reefs Present Yes 
  

Subtidal sands and gravels Present Yes Present 
 

Subtidal sands and gravels (modelled) Present Yes Present 
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Table 6.4b Additional features & information for site NG4, Wash Approach 

 

Site NG4 Site RA LW2 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

Species FOCI mobile 
    

Smelt (Osmerus eperlanus) Present 
 

Present 
 

European eel (Anguilla anguilla) Present 
 

Present 
 

Additional ecological information 
    

Benthic biodiversity - Inshore/offshore 
    

Species richness 
Above national average Present 

   
Top 25% within Net Gain Present 

   
Taxonomic distinctness Top 25% within Net Gain Present 

   

Biotope richness 
Top 5% within NG Present 

   
Top 25% within NG Present 

 
Present 

 

Biotope distinctness 
Top 5% within NG Present 

 
Present 

 
Top 25% within NG Present 

 
Present 

 
Pelagic ecological importance 

    
Overall importance score 3 (lowest) - 10 (highest) 5 

 
8 

 

Summer oceanic thermal fronts Frontal frequency [%] 0-100 
 

0-100 
 

Seabird foraging range score 1 (lowest) - 6 (highest) 1, 2 
 

2 
 

Nursery and spawning grounds Based on plankton survey 
Low, 

Moderate  
Moderate 

 

Marine mammals Areas of interest Present 
   

Marine birds - ESAS 
    

Breeding seasons (1979-2006) No birds/km
2
 1 (max 2) 

 
1 (max 1) 

 
Summer (Jul-Aug; 1979-2006) No birds/km

2
 3 (max 6) 

 
3 (max 3) 

 
Winter (Nov-Mar; 1979-2006) No birds/km

2
 2 (max 3) 

 
1 (max 1) 

 
 

 

Table 6.4c Site viability for site NG4, Wash Approach and RA LW 2 

Site Area (km
2
) Viability (site diameter for Broad Scale Habitat >= 5 km, site area ca. 20km

2
) 

NG 4  1101.75 Yes 

RA LW 2 25.00 Yes 

 

Post Plenary Comment 

When reviewing the outputs from the Regional Hubs, the StAP suggested that the boundary for site 
NG4 be modified; following discussion, the site was reduced in size in order to open up a channel 
between sites NG4 and NG6. This revised boundary is presented below. The original site boundary for 
NG4 is presented in the LW Regional Hub report. 

 

 



 
 

 

Figure 6.4 Location and extent of site NG4, Wash Approach
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Site NG5 

Background discussions and comments ς Day 1 

This coastal site, which runs from the Humber estuary south down the Lincolnshire coast, was based 
on the original site NG2.07 from the 2nd Iteration. The original site consisted largly of subtidal coarse 
sediment and subtidal sand; these were in surplus within the 2nd Iteration 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 moved north (partly in response to a strong lobby from the recreational 
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 discussions ς e.g. 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 were also checked. 

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 of the Humber 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 discussions ς 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 north-east portion 
of the site was reduced so that the eastern boundary of the site was coincident with the 3nm 
boundary. An adequate amount of the relevant broad-scale habitat features were still covered and 
the site remained viable, despite clipping the boundary in this way. The group responsible for 
reviewing this site confirmed that they had made use of the additional ecological (biodiversity) 
information, stakeholder feedback and many layers from the Regional Profile ς the amended 
boundary does not exclude any of the additional ecological benefits associated with the original site. 

Local knowledge stated categorically that Sabellaria reefs 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 highly-used (white fish) fishing ground as well so 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 Yorkshire 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 all 
discussions and that the decisions made were rooted in the ecology of the site. 

The risk of increase in restrictions in the future (post-designation) was noted. At this stage, no one is 
envisaging restriction for the recreational sector. It may happen in the future, 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 operate in this area. It was noted by the Hub that the area north 
of this site (on the Holderness coast of East Yorkshire) has an existing no-trawl zone out to 3nm. 
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¢ƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ΨǎǘŜǊƛƭƛǎƛƴƎΩ ƻŦŦǎƘƻǊŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ - effectively making them no-go areas - is a 
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) matrix and the activities/pressures matrix ς 
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 more broad 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 protecting broad-scale habitat features) given the presence of 138km2 of 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 continuous with 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 the sites 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 
logical boundary. This suggestion was, for the time being, carried forward. 

 

Conclusion 

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, site NG2.07 will be referred to as NG5. The features that this site will be designated 
for were agreed as shown in Table 6.5a below, with additional features and information presented 
as Table 6.5b. The location and extent of the site is shown in Figure 6.5. 

¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦŀǾƻǳǊŜŘ ƴŀƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿŀǎ ά[ƛƴŎǎ .ŜƭǘέΦ 

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 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 
concerns from a number of sectors - reflecting potential issues for cables, commercial fishing, port 
operation ς were noted). 

 

Post plenary comments 

¶ There was a question on seals and little terns - are 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 this stage, 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 

 
Site NG5 

 
Feature 
present 

Designate 
feature? 

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand 0.91 
 

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 154.04 Yes 

A5.2: Subtidal sand 27.32 
 

A5.3: 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 (Sabellaria spinulosa) reefs 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 site NG5, Lincs Belt 

 

Site NG5 

Feature 

present 

Designate 

feature? 

Species FOCI mobile 
  

Smelt (Osmerus eperlanus) Present 
 

European eel (Anguilla anguilla) Present 
 

Geological & geomorphological features of interest 
  

Spurn Head (Subtidal) Present (just 9 m
2
)  

Additional ecological information 
  

Benthic biodiversity - Intertidal 
  

Biotope richness Above national average Present 
 

Benthic biodiversity - Inshore/offshore 
  

Species richness Above national average Present 
 

Top 25% within Net Gain Present 
 

Pelagic ecological importance 
  

Overall importance 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   

Marine birds - ESAS 
  

Breeding seasons (1979-2006) No birds/km
2
 4 (max 6) 

 
Summer (Jul-Aug; 1979-2006) No birds/km

2
 2 (max 2) 

 
Winter (Nov-Mar; 1979-2006) No birds/km

2
 <1 (max 1) 
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Table 6.5c Site viability for site NG5, Lincs Belt 

Site Area (km
2
) Viability (site diameter for Broad Scale Habitat >= 5 km, site area ca. 20km

2
) 

NG 5 189.38 Yes 



 
 

 

Figure 6.5 Location and extent of site NG5, Lincs Belt
















































































































































































































