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1. INTRODUCTION

This is the full report of the North East Regional Hub workshop held in South Shields on
20th & 21st January 2011. This was the fourth meeting for this particular Hub, and was the
first of four that were held during January to cover the whole of Net Gain’s East coast
area. Further Regional Hub meetings will be held as work proceeds towards detailed
recommendations to Government for the location of Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs)
in the Net Gain area.

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

Day 1 - Full day session
 Welcome and introductions (to all)
 Update presentations
 Natural England guidance
 Introduce map work
 Plenary sharing/walk about
 Final map work
 Site naming
 Next stages
 Work to be completed overnight by the Net Gain team

Day 2 – Half day session
 Welcome and introductions
 Update – what Net Gain did overnight
 Plenary map work
 Next stages



2. NET GAIN BRIEFING

An introduction and briefing on the workshop was provided by Dan Davies, Liaison
Officer with the Net Gain project.

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 the last meeting. It was essential that at the end of this meeting site location,
boundaries and features was agreeable so that we could move onto the task of
management at the next round of hubs.

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

1. Day one – Group work looking in more detail at specific sites, making amendments
and looking for reference areas.

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

Project updates
At the end of last year 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 Defra have granted a
slight extension. The deadline for recommendations is now 31st August 2011.

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

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



3. UPDATE PRESENTATION

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 network 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. A copy of the slides used to
support his presentation is provided as Appendix 1.



4. NATURAL ENGLAND
GUIDANCE

The focus of the meeting overall was on finalising dMCZ site boundaries, suggesting
reference areas and identifying which features at each site will be the subject of the site’s
designation. The features 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, Natural England have prepared draft guidance on
Reference Areas and guidance on the development of Conservation Objectives.

Aisling Lannin from Natural England gave a brief presentation on these two areas of
guidance, as well as providing a quick overview of the sensitivity matrix work that is being
used to help inform assessments on the need for possible management measures.



5. MAP WORK

The remainder of the day was given over to map work in groups. 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 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;
 A consensus form for each site with information on features present at the site

and associated information relating to additional ecological importance;
 Copies of the PRISM/PISA tools to access and interrogate the features/pressures

(sensitivities) matrix and the pressures/activities matrix;
 A reference area checklist;
 An adequacy table, showing what targets have already been met and whether we

have habitat ‘in the bank’; and
 A regional profile with maps showing all available data layers.

For each of the sites that were worked on, the groups were encouraged to:

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 other sites in terms of features and
overall ‘value’.

2. 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.

3. To consider the feedback on the site.
4. 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 instructed to:

 Decide if the boundaries could or should be amended (using the adequacy tables
provided to see how much of each habitat was ‘in the bank’ and how much
change could be accommodated).

 Record any changes on the site summary table.
 Decide if the site (or part of it) should be considered as reference area (entering

an ‘R’ in 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
‘walkabout’ session to allow each group to see the work being done by the others in the
meeting.



6. PLENARY SHARING AND
WALKABOUT

During the afternoon session of the first day, 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:

Q. A quick description of the work done
Q. Considerations made?
Q. Level of support from group?
Q. Are there activities which would need managing for most of the sites features?
Q. Did they feel they were lacking input from a sector not in their group - would they like
to borrow someone in the next session?

The following narrative records the main points raised during this session.

Table 1 – Site NG 2.19

 Coquet Island & St Mary’s – this is an important area for birds - it has been left in for
this reason. The table could have shaved more off. It is easier to manage and the
reference area could be around those points.

 The table would also like to make another MCZ for the saltmarsh. This covers up the
gaps missing in the SSI. Caveat – recreational angling should still be allowed to
continue.

 A reference area for seaweed could be put in between Blyth and Ashington.

 A reference area could be put in for the intertidal underboulder boulder habitat at St
Mary’s.

 A question was asked if the economic charts had been overlaid. It was agreed that
the table contained the relevant stakeholders to input to discussions.

 No overlap of reference sites with effluent from ragworm farm.

 Overall size of site has been reduced.

 Narec has joined late in the process and has slowed it down.

 Some of the areas have been taken out because they are diversely highly fished.
Cabling from offshore renewable should be compatible.

 Possibly won’t need any management measures.

 Estuaries – juvenile fish nursery areas.

Table 2 – Site NG 2.20

 Farne Islands near to the EMS.

 Reduced greatly and looked at pelagic data. There is a section of mud at the Farne
Deeps and they wanted to include it.

 Very strong negative reaction from the commercial fishing sector – gave concession
to the fishermen.



 Reference site in the middle contains circalittoral rock and a clay exposure (as per
Sandy Ritchie). The square can move to wherever the clay is. Remember we have
been working on upper targets.

 How much of the Farne Deeps geological feature has been taken out? Bad because
socio economic factors overriding ecological factors.

 Fears that changes have been made since the last meeting losing most of the Farne
Deeps. Some of the mud should cover some of the North of the Farne Deep. If zone
fails to meet the ENG it may get thrown back by the SAP.

 Issue – whole facet is being consensual. Can the StAP comment on findings before
SAP?

 Ecology should come first and in some areas it is not – should caveats be included?

 Last meeting this site scored 100% for ecology for a reason.

 There is some mistrust with the data from the charts.

 There may be a need for detailed bathymetry data and Chiara is to investigate.

Table 3 – Site NG 2.21.

 No boundary changes – decided to leave as they were.

 Low energy circalittoral rock – reference site made (15x5km approx.) with three Broad
Scale Habitats captured in the suggested reference area.

 VMS / Fishermap data overlaid – low impact. Pelagic fishing should be compatible.

 High bird foraging area in the summer.

 Some contention about the habitat locations. Aisling confirmed the confidence is high
in the data.

 Pelagic fishing not thought to be in reference area. If pelagic fishing goes into
reference area the SAP will need to confirm if this OK. Aisling to feed back.

 High level of support.

 Comment – no sites between the Tyne & Tees (Durham Coast). At the end of the last
meeting a BAI was included there but has not been discussed.

Table 4 – Site NG 2.22

 7000km2 of sand – did we need it all? Other tables would be looking at dropping sand
so looked at dropping 5000km2.

 Looked at data from International fleets. Area is high activity for pipelines and cables.

 Swallow Hole has been included for its geomorphology.

 SAP has to be asked if a reference area can be put in – 4x FOCI and important for
birds.

 Gas platform – is biodiversity due to human activity? Maintenance needed –
disturbance. Currently decommissioning.

 Not confident in the data that it is all sand – mixed sediment and mud. Pelagic data –
not particularly important.



After the walkabout the groups were asked if they felt whether they needed to ‘borrow’
someone from another group to help with concluding their work.

The main map work exercise then continued.



7. SITE NAMING & NEXT
STAGES

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 overview of the meeting’s next stages.

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 – 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.

Completed copies of consensus forms were collected. Scanned copies of the forms, with
any additional notes relating to discussions around the groups, are presented as
Appendix 2.

Day 1 of the meeting was then closed.



8. DAY 2 INTRODUCTION &
SHORT BRIEFING

Steve Barnard provided a quick review of the work carried out overnight, together with an
explanation of the objectives for Day 2.

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.



9. MAP WORK: MAIN
PLENARY SESSION

In turn, the sites for consideration 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 they were ‘locked in’
and the 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?
 Are there any alternatives for the same feature which have not been considered?
 Are the impacts too great for further consideration?

The following records the main points raised during this session.

Site NG2.22
The following points and comments were raised in plenary discussion for site NG2.22:

 Site consists of large area of subtidal coarse sediment & subtidal sand.

 Subtidal sand substantially over-target (c.7000km2 across entire network).

 Group had looked at splitting the site into two, removing c.5000km2 from an area with
significant foreign (French) fishing fleet activity and relatively high densities of cabling
infrastructure.

 Reference area proposed within the eastern site covering examples of the Ocean
Quahog, Amphipod Shrimp (Gitanopsis) and the Native Oyster (this area is the only
record for this latter species). However these species are in close association with the
Ekofisk platform (man-made) structures – the group requested that the inclusion of
this site be referred to the SAP for advice (as the site is not ‘natural’) – the only option
may be to not have a Reference area for Native Oyster.

 Group also noted that there is a R3 windfarm in that area.

 Comment – ‘could it be that the oyster appears to be only in a single location because
that is where a survey has been done?’

 At the last HUB meeting it was mentioned that if decommissioning takes place, it may
affect the habitat – what would implications be for this on site designation?

 Comment – ‘have any calculations been done overnight on the changes to the
targets?’ A ‘buffer’ of approximately 2000km2 for subtidal sand BSH over and above



the adequacy target remains after the proposed movement of the site boundaries -
can the site be reduced further?

 Response – no, an assessment of adequacy has not been done yet and will only be
produced once the round of meetings has been concluded.

 Comment – ‘the HUBs that follow could use up the buffer of 2000km2 for their own
needs as we have been ‘courteous’. Can we not use the surplus in our area?

 This site could be contentious further down the line for the Commercial sector in the
UK. Table 4 took that into account.

 Comment – ‘could we look at trimming 2.22 & 2.23 at the start of the next meeting’?

 Comment – ‘can we get away with using the minimum now, rather than cutting and
trimming continually?’

 Steve suggested that NG2.23 the group could consider reducing the site further (e.g.
by a further 50%) to further reduce potential impacts on benthic fishing activity whilst
maintaining adequacy, connectivity, etc. in the overall network. Chiara calculated that
almost 1200km2 would be cut whilst still looking to satisfy the upper ENG targets for
BSH. There was consensus for this in the room.

It was decided that both sites can be trimmed further, maintaining an adequate
contribution to meeting the ENG targets whilst taking into account the potential impacts
on the commercial fishing sector. The Swallow Hole feature was left within the NW
boundary of the westernmost site but needed to be captured in its entirety (it was
suggested that the western boundary of the site be shifted to 10’ west of the Meridian to
accommodate this).

 The pelagic fishing activity overlay showed minimum pelagic activity in the area.

 It was asked that the eastern boundary of the easternmost site be brought in
approximately 5km.

 Comment – ‘Why is the eel not protected? Is it generic to just have the eel protected?’
It would, under alternative legislation currently being prepared, ultimately be afforded
protection anyway.

 Comment – ‘What would happen to commercial fishing activity if the Undulate Ray is
given protection? What management measures would be put in place?’ Aisling
commented that the breeding and feeding grounds are protected, not the Ray itself.

 Sophie commented that the proposed reference site should give adequate protection
to the Ray. Aisling commented that it should be put forward to the SAP. Steve asked
if it was the members’ view that the northern part of 2.23 be put forward for the Ray?
Consensus that the Ray be included within the features for the proposed Reference
area but not for the whole site.

 Comment – there is low confidence amongst members that the BSH is all subtidal
sand as suggested – it is more likely to be a mixture of sediment types – in light of
this is it appropriate to designate for a restricted list of habitat types?

Overall consensus was achieved – the site would be split and the boundaries redrawn as
per discussions, reflecting boundary changes recorded on the day.

Going forwards, the two separate sites that have been derived from NG2.22 will be
referred to as NG16 (the western site) and NG17 (the eastern site). The features that
both of these sites would be designated for were agreed as shown in the table overleaf.



In the table, ‘REF’ indicates where it has been suggested that a site may encompass a
reference area for a feature.

Carry forward for
designation at site:

Features present within suggested
modifications to original dMCZ NG2.22 NG16 NG17

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment  

A5.2: Subtidal sand  

Subtidal sand & gravels  

Ocean quahog (Arctica islandica) -  & REF?
Amphipod shrimp (Gitanopsis bispinosa) -  & REF?
Native oyster (Ostrea edulis) -  & REF?
European eel - -
Undulate ray - Only REF?

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

Confidence in the underlying data was Low, 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 would be High for the commercial fishing sector).

NG 2.21
The following points and comments were raised in plenary discussion for site NG2.21:

 The site was as proposed with no boundary changes.

 Group could not clearly identify the area(s) of moderate energy circalittoral rock that
were indicated as being present within the site and therefore did not wish to designate
the site for this particular feature

 A reference area was proposed within the site (covering c.15km x 5km) to protect low
energy circalittoral rock, subtidal sand and subtidal coarse sediment – review of VMS
and Fishermap data suggested that this would not have a significant impact on the
commercial fishing sector

 The reference area should be aligned N-S as this avoids an area of high pelagic
fishing activity;

 The site was ‘good’ for birds

 The group asked that, given the site is being put forward for its sea-bed (BSH)
features and that, consequently, pelagic fishing activity is not something that is likely
to attract management measures, would the additional designation as a reference
area apply to this activity (an ‘extractive activity’) as it does not impact on the sea-bed
features? – Group was advised that yes, the ‘no extractive activity’ criteria would
nevertheless apply to pelagic fishing.



Overall consensus was achieved – the site would be carried forwards as per discussions
and without boundary changes.

Going forwards, the site NG2.21 will be referred to as NG15. The features that this site
would be designated for were agreed as shown in the table below. In the table, ‘REF’
indicates where it has been suggested that a site may encompass a reference area for a
feature.

Features present within suggested
modification to original dMCZ NG2.21

Carry forward for
designation in NG15

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock -
A4.3: Low energy circalittoral rock & REF
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment  & REF
A5.2: Subtidal sand  & REF

Subtidal sand & gravels 

European eel -

The overall consensus for site (on a scale of 1 to 4 where 1 is low and 4 is high) was
recorded as being at 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 would be High for the commercial fishing sector).

NG 2.19
The following points and comments were raised in plenary discussion for site NG2.19:

 There were many intertidal habitats within the site but contributions and areas of each
are relatively small.

 The site contains large areas of high energy infralittoral rock, moderate energy
infralittoral rock & moderate energy circalittoral rock; also, subtidal mixed sediments
should be included as a feature.

 Group suggested that the site boundary be moved to reduce the coverage of
moderate energy circalittoral rock (over-target at the Net Gain scale).

 Whilst some of the moderate energy circalittoral rock was being lost from the site,
some was still retained (around Coquet Island and St Mary’s) maintaining
contributions to adequacy, replication and connectivity – these (retained) areas are
more likely to be more easily managed and are generally of high biological
quality/value.

 The site would continue to protect bird foraging areas in the south of the site.

 Lots of examples of the ocean quahog Species FOCI in the southern portion of the
site.

 Habitat FOCI – Estuarine rocky habitats, intertidal underboulder communities, tide-
swept channels.

 Estuarine rocky habitats – very tiny area. Advised it could be at Wansbeck? Comment
– Jill – ‘would it be ok to bring the estuaries back into discussion at a later date?



Difficult if the Port reps are not here to discuss. Aisling felt it was important to notify
the Ports of any estuarine discussions. It was asked if the discussions can continue in
the 4th iteration? SB responded that there might be an additional meeting opportunity
in association with the proposed MMO meetings. It was agreed that such a meeting
should be attended by HUB members.

 Commented that no sites had been identified along the Durham coast – this is a very
diverse area and features do exist but there hadn’t been time to consider or discuss
the area during the first day’s work. It was suggested that, if there was time at the end
of the plenary session, it could be discussed. Notwithstanding, concerns over this
possible omission will be carried forwards and revisited should time allow.

 To the South is sand and mud and already designated.

 Comment – ‘can reference sites be discussed outside of the proposed zones?’
Response – yes, for example where features are present within existing MPAs. To be
designated as a reference area a site would need also to be designated as a
‘standalone’ MCZ.

 Intertidal underboulder communities will need to be discussed around St Mary’s but
very important for static gear users (potters) from Blyth and North Shields. Need to
look for another example for this Habitat FOCI.

 Group advised that a line needs to be drawn across the harbour entrances. Habitats
inside lost to the MCZ but management simpler. This would include, for example, the
Wansbeck (where saltmarsh habitat would be ‘lost’ to the MCZ but had not been
discussed in detail).

 It was suggested that the entire Aln estuary be designated as an MCZ.

 Common maerl – suggested that this FOCI should be protected but concern over the
accuracy for this single point occurrence (the point has an accuracy of c.10km and
this is not good enough to base the designation on. Aisling suggested that JNCC will
need to be consulted and that she will investigate further. Obviously a reference area
for this feature cannot be discussed until the exact location is identified. (For
reference, the Sleckburn – a tributary of the Blyth Estuary – goes inland c.4 miles and
is renamed the Willow Water; it was suggested that common maerl may found in this
tidal/brackish water habitat apparently at an inland location.)

 Eel and smelt – these highly mobile species were indicated as being present within
the site but were not put forward as designated features for the site.

 Blue mussel beds – unsure if there are any in that location but it was confirmed that
vast mussel beds exist in the SSSI. A survey needs to be done to confirm their exact
location. However, it was felt that most of the beds are in the estuaries and exist on
sediment.

 It was agreed that all of the features within the site should be protected, but there was
some lack of clarity over the protection given to designated features within an MCZ
and the same features within a reference area. Whilst the designation of a 500m x
500m reference area for intertidal underboulder communities in the vicinity of St
Marys had been tentatively suggested this was reversed in subsequent debate. In
addition to the significant impacts that such designation would have on local fishing
activity it was felt that the high level of public access (and potential disturbance)
would not allow for successful management of the site.

 It was noted that there is an active licensed disposal site NNE of Coquet Island
(disposal of dredge material from Coquet Estuary) - the site would need to
accommodate this.



 Overall, the group suggested that the site boundaries had been adjusted to retain the
conservation value of the site whilst reducing contention – they had started from the
ecology base and had then reduced the site area in line with the advised position
regarding the attainment of the ENG Targets whilst retaining what they felt were key
areas.

Overall consensus was achieved – the site would be carried forwards as per discussions
and with boundary changes as recorded on the day.

Going forwards, the site NG2.19 will be referred to as NG13 with the Aln Estuary being
NG13a. The features that these sites would be designated for were agreed as shown in
the table below.

Features present within suggested
modification to original dMCZ NG2.19

Carry forward for
designation in NG13

A1.1: High energy intertidal rock 

A1.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock 

A1.3: Low energy intertidal rock 

A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment 

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand 

A2.3: Intertidal mud 

A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments 

A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock 

A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock 

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock 

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 

A5.2 : Subtidal sand 

A5.3 : Subtidal mud 

A5.4 : Subtidal mixed sediments 

Blue Mussel Beds -
Estuarine rocky habitats 

Intertidal underboulder communities 

Sheltered muddy gravels -
Subtidal sand & gravels -
Tide swept channels 

Common maerl (Phymatolithon calcareum) 

European eel -
Smelt -

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

Confidence in the underlying data was Low (the fundamental data was felt to be fine, but
the detail/accuracy was a concern), 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 (the
significant issue here being potential impacts on the recreational sea angling sector).

NG 2.20
The following points and comments were raised in plenary discussion for site NG2.20:

 Overall, the site presented a good mosaic of habitats.

 It was noted that the area of subtidal mud identified by stakeholders in the previous
meeting (and which formed part of the features of the site) were not presented as part
of the BSH charts; to facilitate discussion Chiara provided an amended version on the
interactive GIS system.

 Broad scale habitats present included moderate energy circalittoral rock, subtidal
coarse sediment, subtidal sand. Not concerned with moderate energy infralittoral
rock. Subtidal mud is now also included (c. 50km2) as feature of the site.

 As the broad scale habitats at the site were over-represented in the network as a
whole the group had looked to reduce the overall site size, maintaining the coherence
of the network and to continue to contribute to attaining the ENG targets whilst taking
socio-economics into consideration.

 There was concern about the coordinates of the eastern boundary of the site as
proposed by the group; it was noted that the boundary had been set so as to
accommodate an area of high pelagic importance. This concern was raised regarding
the apparent high level of pelagic importance to the SE of the site zone (in the mud
area) and the potential conflict that extension of the site to cover this would raise with
the commercial fishing sector. It was suggested that the site as it stood would take 70
miles of prawn grounds off the Farne Deeps. It was noted that the possible
implications arising from the designation of the site had been discussed at the last
meeting when the original site had been proposed.

 Review of the sensitivity matrices suggested that potting would be likely to be
generally compatible with the proposed designated features. Also, dependent on
pressure benchmarks, nephrops trawling using single rig gear is also not likely to be
an issue. There was, however, concern that restrictions on commercial fishing activity
may be increased in the future (post-designation).

 There was low confidence in the BSH data.

 It was suggested that the subtidal mud was included at this site simply because it had
not been captured in the rest of the Net Gain area. This area of subtidal mud was of
especial interest in the east of the site owing to the Farne Deeps glacial feature. It
was confirmed that the area was of interest to the fishing industry (generally the
nephrops fishing sector) especially from the north of the Net Gain region

 It was advised that scallop dredging takes place in the area.

 One option that was suggested and explored was to extend the site further south to
cover the area of increased pelagic ecological importance, but to retain (and
designate) the northern portion of the site for its BSH. It was also suggested that an
area could be taken off the north of the site to compensate for the additional area in
the south.

 A question was asked about what a pelagic protection area would actually protect.

 It was noted that, if the site are was reduced and the area of high pelagic importance
was cut out, the SAP may well ask why it was omitted and may recommend that it be
reinstated.



 Aisling asked if the western site boundary could be moved to incorporate the area of
increased pelagic importance

 It was advised that the site be extended on its southern boundary to include the Farne
Deeps glacial feature. It was asked if every glacial feature in the Net Gain area should
be protected – it was suggested that this one had a high degree of biodiversity. It was
noted that, if it had a high degree of biodiversity and was considered a ‘hotspot’,
fishing had not damaged it over the last 40 years. It was questioned as to why a site
was necessary if it is not going to change it for the better? It was suggested that
protection would help prevent impacts or damage due to future activities such as
dumping.

 It was commented that the socio-economic factors relating to the commercial fishing
sector are too important to continue with incorporating the Farne Deeps are into the
site, and it was suggested that the needs of the commercial fishing sector were not
being taken into account.

 It was asked if the western boundary could be moved to approximately 3nm offshore
to leave a channel between sites 2.19 and 2.20.

 Comment – does there need to be a reference area for subtidal mud between the
Tyne & the Tees? Response - there may be some present in the East of England that
can be used as a Reference site but StAP would advise on this following this round of
meetings.

 Mobile species – eel and smelt. Although both had been considered, smelt is actually
generally confined to estuaries. Whilst further advice is needed on eel neither species
was recommended for designation at the site.

 Sandy Ritchie offered to provide coordinates for a exposure (possible Habitat FOCI)
location within the site.

 The StAP is requested to provide advice on the need for a reference site for moderate
energy circalittoral rock – a 5km x 5km area was suggested within the site.

Overall consensus was achieved – the site would be carried forwards as per discussions
and with boundary changes as recorded on the day.

Going forwards, the site NG2.20 will be referred to as NG14. The features that the site
would be designated for were agreed as shown in the table below. In the table, ‘REF’
indicates where it has been suggested that a site may encompass a reference area for a
feature, and ‘LK’ indicates options are based on Local Knowledge presented and shared
within the meeting.



Features present within suggested
modification to original dMCZ NG2.20

Carry forward for
designation in NG14

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock  & REF
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 

A5.2: Subtidal sand 

A5.3 : Subtidal mud 

A5.4 : Subtidal mixed sediments 

Peat clay exposures  REF? (LK)
Seagrass beds -
Subtidal sand & gravels -
Tide swept channels -

European eel -
Smelt -

The overall consensus for this site (on a scale of 1 to 4 where 1 is low and 4 is high) was
recorded as being at level 2.

Confidence in the underlying data was Low (the fundamental data was felt to be fine, but
the detail/accuracy was a concern), and the likely level of contention (should the sites go
to public consultation for designation) was felt to be High by the group as a whole.



10. AGREED PLENARY MAP
OUTPUTS

Draft MCZs
The following figures (overleaf) show the revised draft MCZ sites as suggested by the
groups during the map work on the first day (as insets) and as they were agreed to be
carried forward following the plenary discussions on Day 2 (the main body of the figure).

The degree to which the network of dMCZs (as agreed post-plenary) meet the
requirements of the Ecological Network Guidance (for adequacy, replication, etc.) will be
assessed and presented within the 3rd Iteration report to the Science Advisory Panel.





11. SITE NAMING 2

Net Gain had taken the site names suggested on Day 1 and prepared 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.

The resulting scores from this exercise are presented (overleaf) as Table 1.

These suggested names are, at this stage, indicative only.



Table 1 Suggested possible site names, with indicative support

Site Suggested site name Votes
2.19 Brimstone -

Coquet To St Mary’s Zone 10
Hotspur’s Belt 1
Northumberland Coast - South 1
Shearer Way -
Skipper -
South Northumberland Coast -
Swallow Tail 1
The Charlton’s -
The Fin End of the Wedge -
Unity 2
Wansbeck Belt -

2.20 “Borders” -
Bamburgh Shallows 4
Crumbstone Shallows 3
Farnes East 5
Grace Darling 3
Greasy Spoon -
Long Stone -
Soft Rock Cafe -

2.21 Anenome -
Curly Tail -
Lonely Sausage 7
Rock Unique 8
Sea Holly -
The Sausage -

2.22 Bucket & Sand -
C3PO 1
Echo Fiske (E) -
Sandy Box -
Swallow Sand 15
The Swallow (W) 1
Yellow Peril -

2.23 Bucket & Sand -
Ekofisk 6
Over the Hills 2
The Far Reaches 2



12. NEXT STAGES

The Hub members were informed that, following the full round of Regional Hub meetings,
reports for each meeting would be prepared and made available to members as soon as
possible.

When they meet on the 7th February, the StAP will look in particular at any cross
boundary redundancy remaining and where we are still lacking reference suggestions
they will be asked to comment and advise the Net Gain team on an appropriate course of
action.

The next round of hubs (in April or May) is going to be slightly different as we will need to
shift the focus onto management options for the proposed sites. We will be working on a
site by site basis to review the features, look at existing management and see what else
may be needed depending on what activities occur at the site. To facilitate that work, we
will go away and develop a ‘vulnerability assessment’ for each site – using the features
you have defined for the site, and what activities occur at the site we will cross reference
with the PRISM database to see which may or may not need management.

Before we do that though, we will need to introduce you to the different types of
management options available. We plan to hold a joint session prior to the next round of
hubs with the MMO – this will be w/c 21 March. Details TBC.

Completed evaluation forms were collected (the data from these are presented as
Appendix 3) and Net Gain expressed their thanks for everyone’s hard work over the
course of the meeting; all inputs were greatly valued and appreciated.

UPDATE
Since the Regional Hub meeting the dates for the next round of one day meetings, to be
held in conjunction with the MMO, have been confirmed as follows:

 North East Regional Hub – 21st March;
 Yorkshire & Humber Regional Hub – 23rd March;
 Lincolnshire & The Wash Regional Hub – 25th March; and
 East of England Regional Hub – 30th March.

The subsequent round of Net Gain Regional Hub meetings have been pencilled in as:

 Yorkshire & Humber Regional Hub – 12th & 13th April;
 North East Regional Hub – 4th & 5th May;
 East of England Regional Hub – 10th & 11th May; and
 Lincolnshire & The Wash Regional Hub – 12th & 13th May.

In both instances the venues, timings and intended content will be communicated to
Regional Hub members once details have been finalised.



PARTICIPANTS

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

Name Sector Notes
Jonathon Armstrong Commercial fishing Unable to attend this meeting

Geoff Barber Tees INCA
Sophie Barrell Forewind

Michael Bould Amble Seine-Net & Keelboat
Ronnie Buglass H’pool Fishermans Assoc Unable to attend this meeting

Alex Caveen Newcastle University
Ned Clark NFFO
Paul Dent Commercial fishing Unable to attend this meeting

Sean Douglas MMO
Mick Edwards Recreational angling Unable to attend this meeting

Andrew Finlay Crown Estate
Jon Green Northumberland SFC

Sam Harris Recreational angling
Andrew Hunt Renewable Energy Assoc
Jacqui Huntley English Heritage

Roxana Jackson Diving Unable to attend this meeting
Martin Kerby RSPB
Martin Kitching N Experience Wildlife Tours
Aisling Lannin Natural England
Maeve Lee Durham Heritage Coast
Paula Lightfoot Recreational Diver
Steve Lowe Wildlife Trust

Jill McCormick Environment Agency
Nancy McLean Narec (c/o Natural Power)

Johnny Murt JNCC
Sandy Ritchie Anglo Scottish Fishermen

Neil Robinson MMO
Mike Sands Recreational angling

David Shiel Angling charter boat Unable to attend this meeting
Jim Stephenson Seahouses Fishermens Ass

Tom Taylor Newbiggin Fishermen Assoc Unable to attend this meeting
Jenny Thomas Cleveland Potash Ltd
John Thompson Northumberland SFC

Rachel Turner Newcastle University Unable to attend this meeting
Antony Viera French Commercial Fishery

Phil Walsh H’Pool Fishermans Assoc
John Walton National Trust
Tim Watson Marinet
Les Weller Recreational sea angling



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

 Steve Barnard – Stakeholder Manager

 Ian Rowe – Senior Liaison Officer

 Chiara Polce – GIS Planner

 Pete Hansell – Liaison Officer

 Dan Davis – Liaison Officer

 Gary Tinsley – Liaison Officer



APPENDIX 1

Net Gain presentation
The following pages show the slides that accompanied the presentation to Day 1 of the
Regional Hub meeting.



APPENDIX 2

Completed Consensus Forms
The following pages are taken from scanned copies of the completed Consensus Forms
for each of the sites discussed during the first day.

In addition, any further notes relating to discussions around the groups are also
presented.



Additional comments recorded during the discussions on Day 1 are presented below.

NG 2.19 – additional comments – Consensus (3); Confidence (M); Contention (H)

 Original caveats relating to dMCZ 2.19 should be retained to apply to the site going
forwards.

 Narec – concerned with inshore area off Blythe with cables going ashore.
 Concerns from RSPB about the area around Coquet Island- want to keep the MCZ

around the island (for tern foraging grounds).
 Environment Agency would like to consider estuaries in the area (and throughout the

Net Gain project).
 Les Weller suggested that the Coquet is vitally important for the Amble area.
 The Aln Estuary was put forward as a separate dMCZ – but with understanding that

designation would not impact on ongoing recreational sea angling activity within it.
 Moderate energy circalittoral rock – is oversubscribed in the area. [Whilst coverage of

this BSH has been reduced] parts have been kept around Coquet Island and around
St Mary’s for bird foraging areas.

 There are concerns that 2.19 would be contentious if there was an increase in
fisheries management byelaws. If current levels and diversity of commercial and
recreational fishing were retained it would be more widely supported.

 No consensus could be reached on common maerl FOCI as its apparent position is
inland (accuracy of data questioned - location not clear) – whilst this is a unique
occurrence it is not possible to identify a reference site because of the uncertainty
around its true location.

NG 2.20 – additional comments – Consensus (1); Confidence (M); Contention (-)

 Jim – subtidal coarse sediment changes all the time due to tides.
 Jim – fishermen are very much against the area but discussions are revolving around

management measures and fishing activity.
 Can we get away with a smaller site?
 Commercial activity – potting, light gear trawling for prawn, some pelagic trawling for

whitefish, some clam-dredging.
 Area in the south east of the site is not sand – this area is mud (as per agreement at

last mtg).
 Sandy made it clear that fishermen did not want any closed areas, now or in the

future. Aisling guaranteed that, in 1, 10 or 100 years, the area would not be closed to
fishermen.

 ACTION – Sandy has asked to contribute some local knowledge to the process and
will be providing coordinates for a confirmed sub-tidal mud location within site NG
2.20. Net Gain to contact him for details of exact location. Will effectively replace what
is currently shown as moderate energy circalittoral rock.

 Reference area:
 Sandy suggested that an area can be identified for what appears to be A4.2 energy

circalittoral rock but which he says is subtidal mud (A5.3).
 The subtidal mud reference area may well have to be found in another Hub as we

seem to be looking at a mix of 4.2 and 5.3, and the site may not meet the minimum
viability requirements and we may need to go to the SAP for further advice.

 BSH coverage after initial boundary adjustment:
 A4.2 – Moderate energy circalittoral rock – c.450km2 (c.432km2 lost)
 A5.1 – Subtidal coarse sediment – c.137.5km2 (c.405.5km2 lost)
 A5.2 – Subtidal sand – c.87.5km2 (c.888.5km2)



 A5.3 – Subtidal mud – c.50km2 (none lost – ‘new’ habitat)
 A5.4 – Subtidal mixed sediment – 0km2 (9km2 lost – not required)
 Sea bird density, etc. – basis for proposed movement of boundary:
 In the immediate adjacent area to the south/south-east there is pelagic productivity

hotspot and an area that is important for seabirds.
 Jim feels strongly that the extra area should not be taken for pelagic reasons.
 Sandy raised the issue of consensus and that the commercial sector should not agree

with the site, or at least the proposed extension to it.
 Steve Lowe is uncomfortable about omitting the ‘high density’ square of pelagic

activity. He is concerned that a concession is being made to the commercial fishing
sector to the detriment of ecology.

NG 2.21 – additional comments – Consensus (3); Confidence (M); Contention (L)

 Site 2.21 presented the only example of low energy circalittoral rock across the whole
of Net Gain. A reference area is suggested for LECR within the site – but this would
also take in subtidal sand & gravel and subtidal sand. The reference site was placed
in the selected area to keep disruption to other stakeholders at a minimum.

 The proposed reference area also has a high density of birds in winter, and a
moderate density of birds in summer.

 Another reason for placing the reference area at the proposed location within NG2.21
is that pelagic fishing activity is quite high to the east side of the reference site – its
proposed location would not restrict this activity.

 Remove the European eel as a feature.

NG 2.22 – additional comments – Consensus (3); Confidence (M); Contention (M)

 This site (the NE portion of the original site NG 2.22 – which has been divided to a
‘new’ NG 2.22 and a site NG 2.23) provides a number of examples of a number of
FOCI and AAEI (inc. birds) but the group feels that these are only here due to the
presence of the oil & gas infrastructure. It would not be appropriate to manage these
activities should the location of these FOCI be designated as a reference area.
Furthermore, careful consideration would be required when considering management
measures as operational activities would need to continue and, if decommissioning
was deemed inappropriate, there could be significant implications for the long-term
maintenance of oil & gas infrastructure (on timescales over what was expected as
standard). However we feel that this does potentially provide a good reference site if it
is accepted that the features are potentially a result of the anthropogenic activity.

 IMPORTANT – due to the uncertainty on the above and whether this is acceptable to
the SAP, the current drawn boundary is a rough guide. If this is taken forward we
would like to trim the reference area to as small as possible for the FOCI and as close
as possible to the installations, to avoid impacting on commercial fishing.



APPENDIX 3

Feedback & evaluation
The following figures show the results of the feedback/evaluation questionnaires that
were completed by Regional Hub members following the meeting. Where specific
comments were received these are presented under the relevant figure (the comment is
preceded by the score that was given by the respondent).

Each question/section was rated on a scale of 1 to 6, where 1 was ‘poor’ and 6 was
‘excellent’, and feedback was requested in a number of areas:

 Pre-meeting information
 Venue
 Structure of 1st day
 Structure of 2nd day
 Explanation of tasks
 Quality of resources
 Clarity on progress made to date
 Progress made on the day
 Collaborative group working
 Opportunity to discuss your sector's views
 Net Gain support on the day
 Clarity on next steps to be taken
 How well was the meeting run overall?

(3) Not much info provided on what we would be doing on the day - though probably not
needed.

(4) At the time I felt that I was missing info but following the meeting I think it sufficed
(4) I was late in joining the group but found info to enable me to catchup



(3) Would be excellent if on A1
(5) Good food compared to YH hub!
(5) Good, great food!

(4) A little rushed but for understandable reasons
(4) Only here for PM session
(5) Good venue



(4) The second day could be made to a full day to give more time
(5) Better - structured with positive outcomes to head for
(5) Fine but we need to resolve the perception of lack of focus on Durham
(n/a) N/A
(n/a) N/A unable to attend

(5) Fine



(3) More detailed maps of specific sites would have been beneficial
(4) Too much to comprehend
(5) Chiara brilliant on computer

(3) Largely due to difficulty in spending time getting engaged



(3) Too little time so much to do
(4) Difficult to get consensus
(4) Good. NG2.20 held up progress a bit.
(5) Good progress made despite a lot of compromises having to be made.
(5) Really good progress re drawing boundaries and suggesting reference areas
(5) Surprisingly good considering the contentious issues under discussion

(4) Fine - I'm used to fishermen arguing their case!
(5) Good working
(5) Very polite respectful and useful



(4) Again a lack of time was a draw back here

(5) Good support - facilitating & GIS support was excellent



(4) More because my brain is aching more than NG team!
(5) Good outline
(5) Well explained

(4) Delegate recorded score of 4.5
(5) Any difficulties were not a result of the NG team but the group as a whole. The team ran the

session well.
(5) Steve is an excellent facilitator - able to explain complicated details clearly, negotiate, calm &

get to a collaborative conclusion
(5) Very informative and well structured
(5) Well run, Most issues dealt with & debates well facilitated.
(5) well run-thanks
(6) NG do a great job without facilitators, you are very good at your work.



Net Gain
The North Sea Marine 

Conservation Zone Project

North East Regional Hub

Day 1

• January – Hub meetings to finalise sites

• 7th February – StAP Meeting

• Early March – Public authority workshop 

• w/c 21 March - MMO management measure meetings 

• April & May - Site specific management meetings 

• July - Large group meeting 

• Site specific Impact Assessment 

• 30 September - Regional Project closure

• 30 November - SNCB produce cumulative network and IA for 

Defra

• 2012 Formal public consultation on sites

Timeline for delivery 

3rd iteration

28 Feb

4th 

iteration
1 June

Final recs

31 August

Final IA
30 Sept



Running Order

• Day 1

– Group work on specific sites 

– Amendments 

– Which features to include in conservation objectives? 

– Reference areas

• Day 2

– Plenary 

– Agree support for site refinements

– Conservation objectives
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