
 
Feedback on Broad Areas of Interest following first iteration of MCZ development 

 
Name Emily Kennard (Environmental Officer, EDF Energy) ....................................... 
Sector represented EDF Energy ‐ Existing Nuclear (EN) energy generation (Sizewell ‘B’ and Hartlepool ‘A’ Nuclear Power Stations) 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Site 
ID 

Opinion of potential sites 

(tick appropriate box) 

 
 

 
Suggested adjustments to improve 
conservation benefits, reduce impact 
or improve potential management 

 

 
 
 
 

Expected impacts for your sector if 
current activities are restricted 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Any other comments 
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11, 1 
and 10 

 X  

Communication and involvement with 
local/national stakeholders. 

 
Socio‐economic impacts on businesses 
(including nuclear power generation) as 
well as environmental impacts to be 
assessed. This will further aid in a fair & 
accurate decision‐making process. 

 
An emphasis on obtaining all the 
relevant information from these 
stakeholders (either through direct 
contact or through the NCS process). 

Some of our current activities include: 

 The use of seawater for operational plant 
cooling purposes. This is a nuclear safety 
issue & is vital to operations. 

 Control of bio‐fouling within the cooling 
water systems. 

 Marine maintenance activities (such as de‐ 
silting works by divers &/or dredging, 
maintenance works on intake/outfalls) 

 Shoreline management to protect & 
maintain our shore defences. 

 Environmental survey work (by boat, 
trawler or shoreline work) 

 
The impacts & costs from further restricting any 
activity may be high. Depending on the 
proposed restrictions (if any) this may pose a 
significant risk to our operational activities. We 
are already operating under strict limits & 
guidelines set by the Regulator & any changes 
to this will be of great concern. 

In order for EDF Energy to provide an accurate 
opinion of the BAI sites, NetGain should provide 
more comprehensive map coverage & 
information as to why & how these sites have 
been highlighted. Are there any other sites that 
are being considered? 

 
EDF Energy is in the process of completing a 
NetGain Sectoral Information form. This will be 
provided to the Group so that EDF Energy’s 
operational activities & interests 
(environmental/socio‐economic) can be taken 
into account during the remainder of the 
decision‐making process. 

 
Please also provide some further information 
explaining what restrictions are likely to be 
placed on activities within an MCZ designation. 
We cannot make an informed decision on the 
possible impacts without first understanding 
what is likely to change. How will activities that 
are already regulated through permits & 
consents be affected by an MCZ designation? 
How will consent variations & new permit 
applications be treated? 

 
Continued over 

 



 

11, 1 
and 10 

 X  

There is concern that there is a bias 
towards choosing areas that have 
enough data/information in order to 
justify an MCZ designation. These will 
naturally fall into areas that are already 
protected (e.g. SPA/SACs) or are 
situated close to industry (as 
environmental survey work often is 
carried out in these places). 
Where there is a lack of suitable 
habitat/scientific data it shouldn’t be 
assumed that there is no 
conservational value to that particular 
area. 

 

Please see the attached maps showing the 
‘Area of Influence’ for marine activities 
surrounding both power stations. 

It should be noted that they outline the 
positions of the stations & their 
intake/outfall structures in relation to the 
surrounding areas. These maps were 
produced by ABPmer on behalf of British 
Energy (EDF Energy). They do not outline 
the environmental impacted areas, but 
rather the areas affected by the 
operational activities including those of 
all local industries & sea users. They have 
been included here to merely display the 
areas in which any changes to sea use by 
external stakeholders could potentially 
effect our operations & how far into the 
surrounding areas our operational 
interests lie. 

       

 
 

Please return to steve@yhsg.co.uk 
 

or to: 

 
Net Gain 
The Deep Business Centre 
Tower Street 
Hull HU1 4BG 

mailto:steve@yhsg.co.uk


 



 
 
 

 

 



 
Feedback on Broad Areas of Interest following first iteration of MCZ development 

 
Name  Emily Kennard (Environmental Officer, EDF Energy) .......................................  
Sector represented  EDF Energy ‐ Existing Nuclear (EN) energy generation (Sizewell ‘B’ and Hartlepool ‘A’ Nuclear Power Stations)   
 

Opinion of potential sites 
(tick appropriate box) 

Site 
ID  N
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Suggested adjustments to improve 
conservation benefits, reduce impact 
or improve potential management 

Expected impacts for your sector if 
current activities are restricted  Any other comments 

11, 1, 
10       X

Communication and involvement with 
local/national stakeholders. 
 
Socio‐economic impacts on businesses 
(including nuclear power generation) as 
well as environmental impacts to be 
assessed. This will further aid in a fair & 
accurate decision‐making process. 
 
An emphasis on obtaining all the 
relevant information from these 
stakeholders (either through direct 
contact or through the NCS process). 

Some of our current activities include:  
 The use of seawater for operational plant 

cooling purposes. This is a nuclear safety 
issue & is vital to operations. 

 Control of bio‐fouling within the cooling 
water systems. 

 Marine maintenance activities (such as de‐
silting works by divers &/or dredging, 
maintenance works on intake/outfalls) 

 Shoreline management to protect & 
maintain our shore defences. 

 Environmental survey work (by boat, 
trawler or shoreline work) 

 
The impacts & costs from further restricting any 
activity may be high. Depending on the 
proposed restrictions (if any) this may pose a 
significant risk to our operational activities. We 
are already operating under strict limits & 
guidelines set by the Regulator & any changes 
to this will be of great concern.  

In order for EDF Energy to provide an accurate 
opinion of the BAI sites, NetGain should provide 
more comprehensive map coverage & 
information as to why & how these sites have 
been highlighted. Are there any other sites that 
are being considered? 
 
EDF Energy is in the process of completing a 
NetGain Sectoral Information form. This will be 
provided to the Group so that EDF Energy’s 
operational activities & interests 
(environmental/socio‐economic) can be taken 
into account during the remainder of the 
decision‐making process. 
 
Please also provide some further information 
explaining what restrictions are likely to be 
placed on activities within an MCZ designation. 
We cannot make an informed decision on the 
possible impacts without first understanding 
what is likely to change. How will activities that 
are already regulated through permits & 
consents be affected by an MCZ designation? 
How will consent variations & new permit 
applications be treated? 



       

There is concern that there is a bias 
towards choosing areas that have 
enough data/information in order to 
justify an MCZ designation. These will 
naturally fall into areas that are already 
protected (e.g. SPA/SACs) or are 
situated close to industry (as 
environmental survey work often is 
carried out in these places). 
Where there is a lack of suitable 
habitat/scientific data it shouldn’t be 
assumed that there is no 
conservational value to that particular 
area.   

Please see the attached maps showing the 
‘Area of Influence’ for marine activities 
surrounding both power stations. 
It should be noted that they outline the 
positions of the stations & their 
intake/outfall structures in relation to the 
surrounding areas. These maps were 
produced by ABPmer on behalf of British 
Energy (EDF Energy). They do not outline 
the environmental impacted areas, but 
rather the areas affected by the 
operational activities including those of 
all local industries & sea users. They have 
been included here to merely display the 
areas in which any changes to sea use by 
external stakeholders could potentially 
effect our operations & how far into the 
surrounding areas our operational 
interests lie. 

             
 

 
Please return to steve@yhsg.co.uk 
 
or to: 
 
Net Gain 
The Deep Business Centre 
Tower Street 
Hull HU1 4BG 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:steve@yhsg.co.uk


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



 
Feedback on Broad Areas of Interest following first iteration of MCZ development 

 
Name  Madeline Hodge  ..............................................................................................  
Sector represented  Nuclear Power, EDF Energy Nuclear New Build (NNB) Sizewell ......................  
 

Opinion of 
potential sites 

(tick appropriate 
box) 

Site 
ID 
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Suggested adjustments to improve 
conservation benefits, reduce impact or 
improve potential management 

Expected impacts for your sector if current activities 
are restricted 

Any other comments 

1  x      Communication and involvement with 
local/national stakeholders.  
 
Socio‐economic impacts on businesses 
(including nuclear power generation) as well 
as environmental impacts to be assessed. 
This will further aid in a fair & accurate 
decision‐making process. 
 
An emphasis on obtaining all the relevant 
information from these stakeholders (either 
through direct contact or through the NCS 
process). 
 
There is concern that there is a bias towards 
choosing areas that have enough 
data/information in order to justify an MCZ 
designation. These will naturally fall into 
areas that are already protected (e.g. 
SPA/SACs) or are situated close to industry 
(as environmental survey work often is 

We are currently in the process of producing the 
Stage 1 consultation material for the planning of 
Sizewell C Nuclear power station. Our activities in 
the area are likely to include: 

 The intake of seawater for cooling 
purposes, this water will then be discharged 
back to the sea. 

 Control of biofouling within the cooling 
water systems  

 Intake and outfall structures will be placed 
on the seabed in the vicinity of the station.  

 Marine maintenance work may need to be 
carried out around the intake/outfall 
structures such as dredging. 

 A temporary jetty will be constructed for 
the transport of heavy loads and aggregate 
materials.  

 Environmental survey work (by boat, 
trawler or shoreline work), some of which is 
currently taking place.  

EDF Energy is in the process of completing a 
NetGain Sectoral Information form. This will be 
provided to the Group so that EDF Energy’s new 
build activities & interests 
(environmental/socio‐economic) can be taken 
into account during the remainder of the 
decision‐making process. 
 
To provide an accurate opinion on the BAI sites 
EDF Energy need more information on how 
these sites were selected and what socio‐
economic and environmental data were used to 
aid the decision making process.  
 
It would also be useful to know what 
restrictions would be put in place should an 
MCZ be located in the area.  If there is a 
potential SPA in the same area as an MCZ what 
does this mean in terms of restrictions?  
 
How will applying for consents and permits for 



carried out in these places). 
Where there is a lack of suitable 
habitat/scientific data it shouldn’t be 
assumed that there is no conservational 
value to that particular area and as such just 
because data is available for an area it does 
not mean a designation should be assigned 
to that area.  

 Construction and maintenance of coastal 
defences.  

 
 
Depending on the proposed restrictions (if any) this 
may pose a risk to receiving consent for the 
discharge of cooling water and the placement of 
structures on the seabed.  We will be applying to 
regulators to receive consent for these activities 
however any restrictions may be harmful from a 
Nuclear Safety perspective.  

the listed activities be affected by an MCZ? It’s 
difficult to make a decision on location without 
knowing which activities will be restricted and 
how.  
 

Hull HU1 4BG 
Tower Street 
The Deep Business Centre 
Net Gain 

 

or to: 

 
 

Please return to steve@yhsg.co.uk
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Feedback following first iteration of MCZ development 
 
Name Gillian Sutherland /Helen Thompson  ..............................................................  
Sector represented Renewable Energy ............................................................................................  
Regional Hub East of England .................................................................................................  
 
Please explain briefly how the feedback you are presenting was collected and an indication of how many people you have been able to discuss this with. 
 
Renewables UK sub group on MCZ’s was consulted, requesting any developers to feedback on any concerns with 1st iteration. No individual developers  (other than 
my own as a representative of the Round 3 East Anglia Zone) responded however RUK have a position paper which has been used to ensure representation for the 
wider industry. The members of UKBCSE’s marine working group were offered the opportunity to comment also, but no feedback was received by the deadline for 
responses for this iteration. The response is shared with The Crown Estate and Renewables UK.  
 
For the next iteration is there any additional support that you would like to help collate opinion and views from your sector? 
 
It would be helpful if all the documents were available from the ftp site to send onto those interested rather than having to email very large files. Supply of GIS files 
would also greatly assist a speedy response in understanding interactions. I also had to request authorisation to distribute the information further as the request 
for sector representation conflicts with the request to keep this information confidential and not share? Needs to be clarified and is a wider MCZ issue being raised 
with DEFRA I believe.  The Crown Estate , Renewables UK and UKBCSE have separate workstreams looking at how we ensure the industry is represented and we 
need to ensure these are brought together to prevent duplication for the regional hubs/ STAP members. 
It would be helpful if the maps showing the Site ID was clearer, it is somewhat confused by the number of maps.  I have used the table references in this response. 
The only map showing the Broad Scale Areas of Interest (in the Summary report) has incomplete numbering so therefore could not used as Site ID reference. 
  
  



 
 

Site ID 

Opinion of potential sites 
(tick appropriate box) 

Suggested adjustments 
to improve conservation 
benefits, reduce impact 
or improve potential 
management 

Expected impacts for your sector if current 
activities are restricted 

Any other comments 
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All listed 

X 

  No overlap 

All socioeconomic. 
Restricted development opportunity (Offshore 
windfarm) or programme delays, failure to meet 
government renewable energy and climate 
change emissions targets.  

A precautionary approach must be adopted as 
potentially negative development impacts of 
some management measures mean that the 
possibility of co-location cannot be considered 
until further discussion on potential 
management measures takes place. It is 
impossible to determine whether co-location 
is feasible until further detail about 
management measures, potential restrictions 
on activity and increases to survey/monitoring 
costs are scoped. 

EE4_E   

Potential for 
‘management measures’ 
to be adopted to allow 
co-location would need 
to allow construction 
and maintenance 
activities. 
 
Potential for 
‘management measures’ 
to be adopted to allow 
co-location would need 
to allow construction 
and maintenance 
activities. 

Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE4_F   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE4_G   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE1_D12   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE1_D14   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE1_D4   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE1_B   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE1_D8   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE1_D10   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE1_D1_2   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE1_D3   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE3_7C   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE3_7A   Within Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE3_7B   OVERLAP WITH R3 AND GALLOPER 

EE3_7C   Within a Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE3_5B   Within a Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

EE1_C2   Overlap with Galloper/Greater Gabbard 

EE1_C1   Overlap with Galloper/Greater Gabbard 

 
  



 
 

EE2_K 

x 

  
Potential for 
‘management measures’ 
to be adopted to allow 
co-location would need 
to allow construction 
and maintenance 
activities. 
 
Potential for 
‘management measures’ 
to be adopted to allow 
co-location would need 
to allow construction 
and maintenance 
activities. 

Overlap with Galloper/Greater/Inner Gabbard 

A precautionary approach must be adopted as 
potentially negative development impacts of 
some management measures mean that the 
possibility of co-location cannot be considered 
until further discussion on potential 
management measures takes place. It is 
impossible to determine whether co-location 
is feasible until further detail about 
management measures, potential restrictions 
on activity and increases to survey/monitoring 
costs are scoped. 

EE2_G   Overlap with Galloper/Greater Gabbard 

EE3_6A   Overlap with Galloper/Greater Gabbard 

EE3_6B   Overlap with Galloper/Greater Gabbard 

EE4_8   Overlap with Galloper/Greater Gabbard 

EE 2_F  X   Within a Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

As this is a small area and there are not many 
options for this habitat type we would 
consider avoidance or co-existence from this 
small area. 

EE 2_L  X   Within a Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 

This is aligned with the pSAC boundary , we 
would avoid this area for OWF development 
although potential need for cables near or 
within. 

EE 2_M  x  
BOUNDARY COULD BE 
ADJUSTED TO PREVENT 
OVERLAP 

Within a Round 3 East Anglia Zone. 
Potentially outwith the Round 3 zone, unlikely 
to have much integration other than vessel 
traffic during construction and ops. 

 
  



 
 

General X   

Map all the various 

Crown Estate licensing 

rounds for both offshore 

wind and wave and tidal 

and avoid overlap (need 

to include R2.5) 

 

Restricted development opportunity or 
programme delays, reduced ability to meet 
renewables targets 

Cables and cabling – Although much of the 

focus will be on the wind farm itself, a turbine 

must also be connected to the grid via 

undersea cables and these may interact with 

potential MCZs. Cost implications, choice of 

cable routes and the need for flexibility in the 

consenting process for cables needs to be 

considered.  It is impossible to project cable 

routing at this stage for projects within a zone.  

 

Socio Economics – The UK offshore renewable 

energy industry could provide a total of 

342,000 jobs and projected annual revenue of 

£164B in 2050.  However, critical to ensuring 

these benefits is developing a vibrant UK 

manufacturing industry which is dependent on 

a marine planning policy that allows offshore 

renewables to be built in a timely and 

economic manner. In the past 6 months the 

UK offshore wind industry has created a total 

of 2,350 jobs and more will follow if 

confidence in the sector, including the 

consenting process, is maintained.  

 

 

Please return to steve@yhsg.co.uk 

or to: 

Net Gain 

The Deep Business Centre 

Tower Street 
Hull HU1 4BG 

mailto:steve@yhsg.co.uk


 
Feedback on Broad Areas of Interest following first iteration of MCZ development 

 
Name: The Crown Estate 
Sector represented: All Crown Estate socio economic activity areas relating to Netgain MCZ 

 

Site 
ID 

Opinion of 
potential 
sites 

Activities ongoing or planned by The Crown 
Estate in each BAI 

 
Suggested adjustments to improve conservation 
benefits, reduce impact or improve potential 
management 
 

Expected impacts for your sector if current 
activities are restricted 
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1 X   

 BAI 1 overlays several active cables 
connecting the UK with Europe  

 BAI 1 overlays several inactive cables 

 Outer offshore border of BAI 1 lies adjacent to 
Zone 5 East of Anglia Round 3 Offshore Wind 
farm site. 

 Further cable deployment may be required in 
BAI 1 to connect Zone 5 to National Grid  

 BAI 1 overlays cable connecting Greater 
Gabbard Round 2 Offshore Wind Farm to 
National Grid 

 Outer offshore border of BAI lies adjacent to a 
corner of a licensed aggregate production site 
and borders two separate aggregate areas 
with exclusivity agreements prior to future 
consent 

 Waste water outfalls and intakes at Lowestoft 
and Southwold 

 Wildfowling licenses in coastal area 

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate 

The Crown Estate recommends use of an alternative 
BAI due to considerable levels of socio-economic 
activity until the BAI boundaries are refined and the 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures that may restrict or impact the activities are 
identified 

Wind Farm Round 3 

The investment in Round 3 Wind farms is projected 
to be in the order of £100billion from generation 
assets and the supply chain 

Socio Economic Impact in the case of Restriction 

The UK Government will fail to meet obligated EU 
2020 Climate Change targets resulting considerable 
EU fines and continued reliability on fossil fuel. 
Restriction of offshore wind deployment would 
result in the potential loss of the majority of the 
UK’s target renewable energy production. 

Significant loss of national local economy revenue 
e.g. Dogger Bank Zone 3 Wind Farm has the 
potential to generate a total value of power of  
billions of pounds a year, a significant benefit to the 
UK economy. 

Significant loss of national and local employment 
for construction and operation e.g. In the last 6 



2 X   

 BAI2 is in close proximity/located within 
Scroby Sands Round 1 Wind Farm (difficult to 
be exact without accurate GIS data) 

 BAI 1 overlays several active cables 
connecting Scroby Sands to the National Grid 
(difficult to be exact without accurate GIS 
data) 

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate  

 Wildfowling licenses in coastal area 

 Waste water outfalls and intakes 

The Crown Estate recommends use of an alternative 
BAI due to considerable levels of socio-economic 
activity until the BAI boundaries are refined and the 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures that may restrict or impact the activities are 
identified 

months alone, a total of 2350 jobs have been 
created at a time of recession by the offshore wind 
sector. By 2020 UK offshore wind could support 
70,000 jobs. 

Loss of revenue for the UK Government through 
lack of consent licence for construction of wind 
farms. All revenue generated by The Crown Estate 
is provided to the UK Government for the benefit 
of the UK citizen. In 2009/10 The Crown Estate 
generated £46.6m from the Marine Estate.  

Considerable delays due to possible redesign, 
relocation of project, additional survey 
requirements (up to 2 years) to consenting process 
resulting in UK Government potentially failing to 
meet EU 2020 Climate Change targets and possible 
fines and continued dependence on non-renewable 
energy 

Considerable delays due to possible redesign, 
relocation of project, additional survey 
requirements (up to 2 years) to consenting process 
and loss of operational revenue for developer with  
impact on local/regional economy. 

Time delay in construction and subsequent 
operation (up to 2 years) resulting in loss of 
national and local employment with temporary 
supply chain reduction 

Considerable financial cost to developer due to 
potential requirement for micrositing to avoid 
newly designated features/protected areas, 
increase in environmental surveys required for EIA 
and AA, and additional cost of post-construction 
monitoring, e.g.  increase in costs of millions of 
pounds  to obtain consent 

Cables for offshore wind cost between £300,000-
400,000 per km. If cables are required to be re-

3 X   

 BAI 3 lies within Zone 5 East of Anglia Round 3 
Offshore Wind farm site.  

 BAI3 lies within an area where many kms of 
cables may be required to connect Zone 5 
wind farm 

 Pipelines, active and non active cables are 
located within BAI3 

The Crown Estate strongly recommends use of an 
alternative BAI due to considerable levels of socio-
economic activity until the BAI boundaries are refined 
and the Conservation Objectives and subsequent 
management measures that may restrict or impact the 
activities are identified 

4 X   

 BAI 4 does not directly overlay any Crown 
Estate activity areas 

 BAI4 is adjacent to the outer offshore 
boundary of Lincs Round 2 offshore Wind 
Farm site 

 BAI4 bordered by a licensed aggregate site 
and another aggregate site with exclusivity 
agreements prior to future consent 

The Crown Estate recommends use of an alternative 
BAI due to considerable levels of socio-economic 
activity until the BAI boundaries are refined and the 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures that may restrict or impact the activities are 
identified 

5  X  

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate  

 Capital and maintenance dredging 

 Waste water outfalls 

 Water abstractions 

 Wildfowling licences 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 5 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures restrict or impact future activities 

6  X  

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate  

 Capital and maintenance dredging 

 Waste water outfalls 

 Water abstractions 

 Wildfowling licences 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 6 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures restrict or impact future activities 



7 X   

 BAI7 lies within Zone 4 Hornsea Round 3 
Offshore Wind farm site.  

 There are active cables, pipelines and non-
active cable located in BAI7 

 BAI7 lies within 3 separate aggregate sites 
with exclusivity agreements prior to future 
consent  

The Crown Estate strongly recommends use of an 
alternative BAI due to considerable levels of socio-
economic activity until the BAI boundaries are refined 
and the Conservation Objectives and subsequent 
management measures that may restrict or impact the 
activities are identified 

routed around a feature additional cable is 
required resulting in considerable increases in costs 
and creates the need for additional geophysical and 
geotechnical surveys (Renewable UK 2010). 

Wind Farm Rounds 1 and 2 

There are several offshore wind farms within the 
Netgain area consented under Rounds 1 and 2 
which are in various stages of development and 
some are in operation. There have also been 
extensions granted to some Round 1 and 2 sites 
which will be required to go through the same 
consenting process as Round 3. 

Extensions have been granted by The Crown Estate 
totalling 1.7GW to five UK Round 1 and 2 sites 
which will power 1.4 million UK homes: including 
Greater Gabbard in the Netgain MCZ 

Restrictions imposed by MCZ designations to Round 
1 and 2 sites  would cause considerable socio-
economic impacts (for high level information see 
Round 3 above) 

Aggregate Sites 

The Netgain MCZ contains some of UK’s largest 
marine aggregates resource with the majority of 
material coming mainly from the eastern (BAI 8) 
and southern coasts of England.  

Restrictions to dredging activities would cause 
significant losses to the national and local economy 
not only in revenue but also local/regional jobs. 

Restrictions to dredging activities would also 
reduce the security of supply for coastal protection 
and cause possible increases in costs and reducing 
the amount of coast being protected. Similarly, the 
amount of supply available for construction and the 
export economy would be reduced causing loss of 
revenue and possible jobs. 

In 2005, the market values for the marine 

8 
X 
 

  

 BAI8 covers the nearshore corner of Zone 4 
Hornsea Round 3 Offshore Wind farm site.  

 A large proportion of BAI8 lies within Zone 5 
East of Anglia Round 3 Offshore Wind farm 
site.  

 There are likely to be many of kms of new 
cables deployed in BAI8 to connect Zones 4 
and 5 and Round 2 extensions to the National 
Grid  

 Round 1 Offshore Wind Farms are located on 
coastal limit of BAI8 (Inner Dowsing, Lynn and 
Scroby Sands) 

 Round 2 Offshore Wind Farms and extensions 
are located within BAI8 (Greater Gabbard, 
Galloper, Inner Gabbard, Sheringham Shoal, 
Docking Shoal, Race Bank, Dudgeon, Triton 
Knoal, Humber Gateway, Westermost Rough) 

 There are already many active cables, 
pipelines and non-active cable located in BAI8 

 Several licensed aggregate sites are located 
within BAI8 

 Several aggregate sites with exclusivity 
agreements prior to future consent are 
located within BAI8 

 Two potential Gas Storage areas are located 
within BAI8 

 Maintenance dredging at Great Yarmouth 
Port exists within BAI8 

 Waste water outfalls and intakes are located 
within BAI8 

 Wildfowling licences in coastal area 

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate  

 

The Crown Estate strongly recommends use of an 
alternative BAI due to considerable levels of socio-
economic activity until the BAI boundaries are refined 
and the Conservation Objectives and subsequent 
management measures that may restrict or impact the 
activities are identified 



9  X  
 Possible pipelines and active cables (difficult 

to be exact without accurate GIS data) 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 9 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures restrict or impact future activities 

aggregate dredging industry included £80 million 
GVA from processing and £303 million GVA from 
sales of concrete products. Ancillary market values 
from exploration and transport are more difficult to 
define in total but indicators include a dredging 
fleet replacement value of £1 billion. 

The marine aggregate dredging industry employs 
about 640 staff, 500 of which are ship crew and the 
rest provide shore support and administration. A 
further 600 staff are employed on the wharves that 
receive UK marine aggregates and about 500 relate 
to the primary delivery of sand/gravel (i.e. from 
wharves to the point of initial use) (Charting 
Progress 2 Defra 2010). 

With the majority of marine aggregate activity 
occurring in the Netgain MCZ, the socio economic 
impact of restricting operations would have a 
significant impact on the local and regional 
economy. 

Marine aggregates are also used in beach 
replenishment schemes. Large volumes of 
aggregates are pumped directly from dredgers onto 
beaches, providing coastal protection as well as 
enhancing the amenity value and therefore the 
economy of an area. Restrictions to marine 
operations would result in alternative sources 
being identified either on land or further offshore 
resulting in additional financial and logistical cost of 
transportation. 

10 X   

 Possible cables, pipelines and an aggregate 
site with an exclusivity agreement prior to 
future consent (difficult to be exact without 
accurate GIS data) exist in BAI10 

 Future cabling may be required through BAI10 
to connect Zone 3 Dogger Bank Round 3 
Offshore Wind Farm to National Grid 

The Crown Estate recommends use of an alternative 
BAI due to considerable levels of socio-economic 
activity until the BAI boundaries are refined and the 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures that may restrict or impact the activities are 
identified 

11  X  

 Possible pipelines and cables (difficult to be 
exact without accurate GIS data) exist in 
BAI11 

 Maintenance dredging at Ports of Tees and 
Hartlepool (Teesport) 

 Wastewater outfalls and intakes 

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate  

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 11 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures restrict or impact future activities 

12 X    

 Teeside Round 1 Offshore Wind Farm  

 Possible pipelines and cables (difficult to be 
exact without accurate GIS data) 

 Maintenance dredging at Ports of Tees and 
Hartlepool (Teesport) 

 Wastewater outfalls and intakes 

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate  

The Crown Estate recommends use of an alternative 
BAI due to considerable levels of socio-economic 
activity until the BAI boundaries are refined and the 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures that may restrict or impact the activities are 
identified 

13  X  
 Possible pipelines and cables (difficult to be 

exact without accurate GIS data) 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 13 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures restrict or impact future activities 

14 X   

 Possible location of Blyth Round 1 Offshore 
Windfarm (difficult to be accurate without 
shapefiles) 

 Possible location of cables and pipelines 
(difficult to be accurate without shapefiles) 

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate  

 Waste water outfall and intakes 

 Wildfowling in coastal areas 

The Crown Estate recommends use of an alternative 
BAI due to considerable levels of socio-economic 
activity until the BAI boundaries are refined and the 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures that may restrict or impact the activities are 
identified 



15 X   

 Possible location of Blyth Round 1 Offshore 
Windfarm (difficult to be accurate without 
shapefiles) 

 Possible location of cables and pipelines 
(difficult to be accurate without shapefiles) 

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate  

 Waste water outfall and intakes 

 Wildfowling in coastal areas 

The Crown Estate recommends use of an alternative 
BAI due to considerable levels of socio-economic 
activity until the BAI boundaries are refined and the 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent management 
measures that may restrict or impact the activities are 
identified 



 

Site 
ID 

Opinion of 
potential 
sites 

Activities ongoing or planned by The Crown 
Estate in each BAI 

Suggested adjustments to improve 
conservation benefits, reduce impact or 
improve potential management 

Expected impacts for your sector if current activities are 
restricted 
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16  X  

 Possible location of cables and 
pipelines(difficult to be accurate without 
shapefiles) 

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate  

 Waste water outfall and intakes 

 Wildfowling in coastal areas 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 16 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent 
management measures restrict or impact 
future activities 

Cables and Pipelines 

There are some 18,000 km of telecommunication cable and 
2368 km of power cable on the UKCS and a significant 
proportion of cables exist in the Netgain MCZ. 

Cables for offshore wind cost between £300,000-
400,000perkm depending on the type of cable used. If 
cables are required to be re-routed around a feature 
additional kms of cable are required to be financed in and 
also creates the need for additional geophysical and 
geotechnical surveys. This results in a significant increase in 
expense, delayed longer installation times and subsequent 
loss of operation revenue. 

With domestic oil and gas production in decline, the UK is 
now a net importer of gas and the percentage of imported 
gas is predicted to increase to 80-90% by 2020. Pipelines 
costs £2million per km to purchase and install. Any 
relocating of pipeline installation or repair would result in 
considerable additional cost and time delay to operations. 

Natural Gas and Carbon Dioxide Storage 

Several areas in the Netgain area suitable for future 
Natural Gas Storage. The total value of such developments 
to the UK economy is in the region of several tens of 
millions of pounds per field. 

There are several depleted hydrocarbon fields or aquifers 
areas in the Netgain MCZ that could store CO2 released 

17 X    

 Possible location of Blyth Round 1 Offshore 
Windfarm (difficult to be accurate without 
shapefiles) 

 Possible location of cables and pipelines 
(difficult to be accurate without shapefiles) 

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate  

 Waste water outfall and intakes 

 Wildfowling in coastal areas 

The Crown Estate recommends use of an 
alternative BAI due to considerable levels of 
socio-economic activity until the BAI 
boundaries are refined and the Conservation 
Objectives and subsequent management 
measures that may restrict or impact the 
activities are identified 

18  X  
 BAI18 lies within an area where offshore 

pipelines are located 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 18 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent 
management measures restrict or impact 
future activities 

19  X  
 No significant activity, asides small scale 

coastal activity, i.e. possible waste water 
outfalls, wildfowling 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 19 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent 
management measures restrict or impact 
future activities 

20  X  
 No significant activity, asides small scale 

coastal activity, i.e. possible waste water 
outfalls, wildfowling 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 20 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent 
management measures restrict or impact 
future activities 



21 X   

 BAI21 is on the boundary of Zone 3 Dogger 
Bank Round 3 Offshore Wind Farm 

  There may be new cables requiring 
deployment in BA21 to connect Zone 3 to the 
National Grid 

The Crown Estate recommends use of an 
alternative BAI due to considerable levels of 
socio-economic activity until the BAI 
boundaries are refined and the Conservation 
Objectives and subsequent management 
measures that may restrict or impact the 
activities are identified 

from power generation and industrial processes. 
Restriction to these developments would create a potential 
loss of revenue and also reduce the UK Government’s 
ability to meet climate change targets. 

Coastal Operations 

The Crown Estate has an interest in a number of coastal 
activities situated  throughout the Netgain MCZ including 
Port/Harbour/Marina works and licences, coastal 
protection works, beach nourishment and licences, waste 
water and abstraction intakes and wildfowling. 

Restriction of these activities would result in a considerable 
loss of revenue to The Crown Estate and therefore the HM 
Treasury. 

22  X  
 BAI22 is within an area where offshore 

pipelines are located (difficult to be accurate 
without shapefiles) 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 22 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent 
management measures restrict or impact 
future activities 

23  X  

 Cables located in BAI23 (Connecting island) 

 Potential coastal protection works in this area 
requiring permission from The Crown Estate  

 Waste water outfall and intakes 

 Wildfowling in coastal areas 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 23 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent 
management measures restrict or impact 
future activities 

24  X  
 BAI24 may lie within an area where offshore 

pipelines are located (difficult to be accurate 
without shapefiles) 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 24 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent 
management measures restrict or impact 
future activities 

25 X   

 Located within Zone 3 Dogger Bank Round 3 
Offshore Wind Farm 

 There are likely to be many of kms of new 
cables deployed in BAI25 to connect Zone 3 to 
the National Grid 

 Existing cables and pipelines are located in 
BAI25 

 Area has been identified by The Crown Estate 
for future natural gas and CO2 storage 

The Crown Estate strongly recommends use of 
an alternative BAI due to considerable levels of 
socio-economic activity until the BAI 
boundaries are refined and the Conservation 
Objectives and subsequent management 
measures that may restrict or impact the 
activities are identified 

26  X  
 BAI26 may lie within an area where offshore 

pipelines are located (difficult to be accurate 
without shapefiles) 

The Crown Estate is supportive of BAI 26 unless 
Conservation Objectives and subsequent 
management measures restrict or impact 
future activities 

 

Please return to steve@yhsg.co.uk 

mailto:steve@yhsg.co.uk


 
Feedback on Broad Areas of Interest following first iteration of MCZ development 

 
Name: RenewableUK 
Sector represented: Wind, wave and tidal energy 
 
Please note 
For “Expected impacts for your sector if current activities are restricted” see bottom of table 
 
There has been a recent announcement by The Crown Estate on four demonstration sites for offshore wind technologies which will need to be included in any future work - 
http://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/offshore_wind_demo_sites.pdf 
 
For additional information please see RenewableUK MCZ Briefing Document and letter addressed to Tammy Smalley on our issues with the MCZ process. Both should be attached 
on email. 
 
Note - A precautionary approach must be adopted as potentially negative development impacts of some management measures mean that the possibility of co-location cannot be 
considered until further discussion on potential management measures takes place. It is impossible to determine whether co-location is feasible until further detail about 
management measures, potential restrictions on activity and increases to survey/monitoring costs are scoped. 
 

 

Site ID 

Opinion of 
potential 
sites Activities ongoing or planned by members of RenewableUK  

in each BAI 
(courtesy of The Crown Estate) 

 
Suggested adjustments to improve conservation benefits, reduce impact or 
improve potential management 
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1 X   

 Outer offshore border of BAI 1 lies adjacent to Zone 5 
East of Anglia Round 3 Offshore Wind farm site. 

 Further cable deployment may be required in BAI 1 to 
connect Zone 5 to National Grid  

 BAI 1 overlays cable connecting Greater Gabbard Round 
2 Offshore Wind Farm to National Grid 

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 
 



2 X   

 BAI2 is in close proximity/located within Scroby Sands 
Round 1 Wind Farm (difficult to be exact without 
accurate GIS data) 

 BAI 1 overlays several active cables connecting Scroby 
Sands to the National Grid (difficult to be exact without 
accurate GIS data) 

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 

3 X   

 BAI 3 lies within Zone 5 East of Anglia Round 3 Offshore 
Wind farm site.  

 BAI3 lies within an area where many kms of cables may 
be required to connect Zone 5 wind farm 

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 

4 X   
 BAI4 is adjacent to the outer offshore boundary of Lincs 

Round 2 offshore Wind Farm site 

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 

7 X   
 BAI7 lies within Zone 4 Hornsea Round 3 Offshore Wind 

farm site. 

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 

8 X   

 BAI8 covers the nearshore corner of Zone 4 Hornsea 
Round 3 Offshore Wind farm site.  

 A large proportion of BAI8 lies within Zone 5 East of 
Anglia Round 3 Offshore Wind farm site.  

 There are likely to be many kms of new cables deployed 
in BAI8 to connect Zones 4 and 5 and Round 2 
extensions to the National Grid  

 Round 1 Offshore Wind Farms are located on coastal 
limit of BAI8 (Inner Dowsing, Lynn and Scroby Sands) 

 Round 2 Offshore Wind Farms and extensions are 
located within BAI8 (Greater Gabbard, Galloper, Inner 
Gabbard, Sheringham Shoal, Docking Shoal, Race Bank, 
Dudgeon, Triton Knoll, Humber Gateway, Westermost 
Rough) 

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 



10 X   
 Future cabling may be required through BAI10 to 

connect Zone 3 Dogger Bank Round 3 Offshore Wind 
Farm to National Grid 

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 

12 X    Teeside Round 1 Offshore Wind Farm  

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 

14 X   
 Possible location of Blyth Round 1 Offshore Windfarm 

(difficult to be accurate without shapefiles) 

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 

17 X   
 Possible location of Blyth Round 1 Offshore Windfarm 

(difficult to be accurate without shapefiles) 

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 

21 X   

 BAI21 is on the boundary of Zone 3 Dogger Bank Round 
3 Offshore Wind Farm 

  There may be new cables requiring deployment in BA21 
to connect Zone 3 to the National Grid 

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 

25 X   

 Located within Zone 3 Dogger Bank Round 3 Offshore 
Wind Farm 

 There are likely to be many of kms of new cables 
deployed in BAI25 to connect Zone 3 to the National 
Grid 

RenewableUK recommends that a different BAI is chosen due to the considerable 
levels of renewable activity.  
If renewables are determined to have no impact on the conservation objectives of 
the site or the management measures do not overly impact the projects then this 
position may change. More details are required on the mitigation measures and 
conservation objectives before we could support such a position. 

 



 

Expected impacts for your sector if current activities are restricted 
 
Wind Farms 
 
We estimate that the investment in Round 3 Wind farms is projected to be in the order of £100billion.  
 
Socio Economic Impact in the case of Restriction 
Renewable energy and offshore wind in particular are critical to meeting the UK’s legally binding 2020 EU energy targets which require 155 of final energy consumption to be produced from 
renewable sources. Failure to meet this target could result in considerable EU fines. In addition, offshore wind helps improve energy security and will reduce our reliance on imported fossil fuels. 
Restriction of offshore wind deployment would result in the potential loss of the majority of the UK’s target renewable energy production. In the longer term the Committee on Climate Change as 
stated that the decarbonisation of the power sector by 2030 is critical in meeting the legally binding 80% reduction in carbon emissions by 2050.  
 
Restriction could also lead to a significant loss of national economy revenue e.g. Dogger Bank Zone 3 Wind Farm has the potential to generate a total value of power of  billions of pounds a year (The 
Crown Estate).  
 
Restriction could also lead to  a significant loss of national and local employment for construction and operation e.g. In the last 6 months alone, a total of 2350 jobs have been created at a time of 
recession by the offshore wind sector – see RenewableUK briefing document for more details. Offshore wind could deliver 57,000 jobs by 2020 (Bain & Co). 
 
Restriction could also lead to considerable delays due to possible redesign, relocation of project, additional survey requirements (up to 2 years) in the  consenting process resulting in UK Government 
potentially failing to meet EU 2020 Climate Change targets and possible fines and continued dependence on non-renewable energy (the Crown Estate). These delays could also lead to a loss of 
operational revenue for the developer which may reduce the benefit on the local or regional economy. Any delays may also lead to a loss in national and local employment due to a temporary 
reduction in supply chain activity.  
 
There is also considerable financial cost to developer due to potential requirement for micrositing to avoid newly designated features/protected areas, increase in environmental surveys required for 
EIA and AA, and additional cost of post-construction monitoring, e.g.  increase in costs of millions of pounds  to obtain consent (the Crown Estate) 
 
Cables for offshore wind cost between £300,000-400,000 per km. If cables are required to be re-routed around a feature additional cable is required resulting in considerable increases in costs and 
creates the need for additional geophysical and geotechnical surveys (Renewable UK 2010). 
 
 

Please return to steve@yhsg.co.uk 

mailto:steve@yhsg.co.uk


 

 

 

Steve Barnard 

Stakeholder Manager 

Net Gain: The North Sea Marine Conservation Zone Project 

The Deep Business Centre 

Hull 

HU1 4BG 

 

BY EMAIL: steve@yhsg.co.uk  

 

13 August 2010 

 

Dear Steve 

 

Feedback on the potential MCZ areas identified with Regional Hub meetings 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback following the first iteration of MCZ development 

in the North Sea. The RSPB is pleased to provide comments at this stage and look forward to further 

consultation.  

 

Providing feedback 

The RSPB welcomes the provision of a standard pro-forma to help submit comments however we 

have experienced some difficulty in submitting our comments in this way. At this stage of the project 

it is difficult to provide a negative/neutral/positive opinion on individual sites this as we feel that the 

information available for each site is insufficient at this stage. We also feel that it is inappropriate to 

provide comment on potential management for sites as this has not been discussed in detail at the 

hub meetings; similarly, there is no information about restrictions on activities to comment upon. As 

a result of this the RSPBs feedback to the first iteration is provided within this letter. Our comments 

are focused on achieving the requirements of the Ecological Network Guidance (ENG) and, in 

particular, highlighting the additional ecological considerations of particular sites. 

 

Please also note that some of the individual maps, or baseline maps, could not be opened. This 

included, for example, the water level, summer water column and YH_July 2010_Table 3 maps.    

 

How feedback was collected (relating to first page of pro-forma) 

Feedback on the first iteration has been collected internally within the RSPB. This has included 

liaison between Regional Hub members, national marine staff and reserve staff familiar with the 

area, totalling 9 people. 

 

Feedback on sites 

We would like to provide the following general and site specific comments (please note comments 

relating to the Yorkshire & Humber Regional Hub outputs refer to the outputs from the July 

meeting): 

 

RSPB Northern England 

1 Sirius House 

Amethyst Road 

Newcastle Business Park 

Newcastle upon Tyne 

Tyne and Wear 

NE4 7YL 

 



North East Regional Hub 

1. Due to the lack of Fishermap data and concern regarding the accuracy of habitat datasets, it was 

generally agreed at the North East regional hub that inshore (as opposed to coastal or offshore) 

sites would not be identified. This is reflected in the absence of any sites identified in this zone, 

evident on the map combining outputs from the five groups. This lack of sites in no way reflects 

the lack of ecologically important sites in this zone compared to elsewhere in the Net Gain 

project area, where a number of Broad Areas of Interest (BAI) have been identified at the last 

round of hub meetings. When further data is available, identification of potential MCZs within 

this inshore zone will need to be an urgent priority at subsequent North East hub meetings. 

 

2. Site NE5_B – this BAI includes a number of areas that support important breeding seabird and 

wintering waterbird populations, indicating it is an area of high biological productivity.  These 

include little and arctic tern colonies at Lindisfarne and the Long Nanny, and the overwintering 

geese, ducks and waders at Lindisfarne.  However, we believe the BAI’s conservation benefits 

could be significantly enhanced by including a greater area of the sea around the Farne Islands, a 

particularly bio-diverse area with a range of interests, underlined by its ability to support a 

globally-important seabird colony supporting several species at internationally-important levels.  

From the map provided it is unclear to what extent the seas around the Farne Islands have been 

identified for protection within this BAI, but we believe significant conservation benefits would 

accrue from protecting adjacent seas.  This would have particular benefits for seabirds with 

more limited foraging ranges, such as razorbill, shag and great cormorant.  An alternative 

approach would be to identify the Farne Islands and surrounding waters as a separate MCZ 

altogether. 

In comparison, NE1_J and NE1_K would provide some conservation benefits, but on a  much 

small scale than NE5_B, and would in no way recognise the biodiversity of the Farne Islands and 

surrounding waters.  

3. Site NE2_C – Druridge Bay is well-known for its high biodiversity interest, as indicated by its 

value for range of foraging seabirds in the summer as well as other interests such as harbour 

porpoise.  We welcome its identification.  There would be strong conservation benefits to be 

gained from extending the identified area northwards so it encompasses Coquet Island to the 

north, a globally-important seabird colony, and further north into Alnmouth Bay, another area of 

high biological importance, again as evidenced by the large numbers of foraging seabirds, 

particularly terns, that use the area in the summer. 

4. Site NE5_B3 – we support the identification of waters within the Tees Bay, as these are known to 

be of high biological richness, supporting a nationally-important colony of common terns that 

nest on Teesside and commute out to sea to feed, and also large numbers of auks (e.g. 

guillemot) in the post-breeding period.  Conservation benefits would be optimised by identifying 

a broader area within Tees Bay, and by extending the inshore area of protection northwards 

past Hartlepool.  There is an internationally-important colony of little tern that breed at Crimdon 

Dene, west of Hartlepool, and the productivity of this thriving colony indicates biological 

richness in adjacent waters. 

5. Sites NE3_H and NE4_A – these areas may well be biologically productive, falling within the 

foraging ranges of some seabird species associated with the Farne Island Special Protection Area 

(SPA).  In order to determine the most appropriate parts of this general area to protect, the 



RSPB recommends the use of European Seabirds at Sea (ESAS) data in order to identify 

concentrations of foraging seabirds – these are likely to be a strong indicator of biologically-

productive areas. 

6. Sites NE3_A and NE5_C – the Dogger Bank is well-known to be an ecologically valuable area, as 

reflected by its identification as a draft Special Area of Conservation (SAC).  It is also known to be 

an important area for foraging seabirds such as kittiwake from the Flamborough Head and 

Bempton Cliffs SPA, as well as falling within the foraging range of other seabird species from this 

colony, such as gannet and northern fulmar.  Again, the RSPB recommends the use of European 

Seabirds at Sea (ESAS) data in order to identify concentrations of foraging seabirds – these are 

likely to be a strong indicator of biologically-productive areas. 

Yorkshire and Humber Regional Hub 

1) Site G on the consensus map (please note we were unable to access the information about why 

this site was identified)  

a) Additional ecological factors – this area supports internationally and nationally 

important (typo error in narrative from June meeting – should read important, not 

improving) breeding seabird populations, namely kittiwake, guillemot, razorbill, puffin, 

fulmar, gannet and herring gull.  

b) The RSPB Bempton Cliffs nature reserve is situated within this area and we believe there 

is benefit to locating an MCZ adjacent to the nature reserve boundary.  

c) An economic report, provided to Enock, shows the economic benefits the reserve and 

associated visitor centre brings to the area, equating to 15 full time jobs. The report 

clearly shows that majority of visitors visit the reserve during the period when breeding 

seabirds are present, highlighting the value of seabirds to the area. 

 

Lincolnshire Regional Hub 

1.     General comments on the sites and spreadsheet:  

a.    The primary reason for using the Marxan output provided as the basis of our mapping 

exercise was for efficiency, given the limited time available to carry out the exercise. 

b.     The spreadsheet both summarised and reproduced on pages 4-8 of the Lincolnshire and 

The Wash regional hub document was compiled within very limited time. As a result, 

the comments provided against each site to describe the rationale for its selection by 

each sector representative was equally limited. 

c.     The approach agreed from the outset between representatives was to focus on 

achieving the aim of the exercise to meet or exceed the target areas for each broad 

habitat type. All agreed compromise was needed to do so and for this reason the aim of 

the exercise was achieved. 

d. RSPB agreed for the purpose of the exercise that some sites selected (e.g. LW 4 56 A – 

The Wash & North Norfolk Coast) would overlap existing designations, provided that 

the management measures and conservation objectives delivered additional/new 

nature conservation benefits to those already provided by the existing designations. 

Likewise, the representatives of the sea users sector at Table 4. compromised over 

certain sites if the management measures would not restrict certain fishing activities. 

e.     The data available to the RSPB at the 15 June hub related primarily to the locations of 

breeding seabird colonies along the coast and knowledge of the habitats they associate 

with, and the distance from the coast specific species will forage. This was information 

we took the meeting and has been provided to Net Gain (although is not currently 

available on the ftp site). Our comments below therefore relate largely to areas of 

importance for breeding seabirds based on this information. Concurrent, or additional, 



areas are also likely to be important for seabirds during the passage and wintering 

seasons.  

f.      It is likely that the sites discussed below are of importance for a range of marine 

wildlife/FOCI, in addition to seabirds, as seabirds will frequently utilise areas that are 

also rich in other biodiversity or are particularly productive. The provision of additional 

information at the next round of hub meetings would aid the identification of these 

areas. 

 

2.   Site LW 4 56 A:  

a.     The above site is taken to refer to that depicted in red hashing, which covers the Wash 

and North Norfolk Coast. The spreadsheet also refers to a site ‘56’, but it is not clear 

from the map that this is distinct from site LW 4 56 A. For clarity, our below comments 

relate to this latter site. 

b.     The Wash and North Norfolk coast is important for nationally and/or internationally 

important populations of breeding and wintering seabirds. A number of these species 

are associated with the sandy sediments broadly covered by the selected site. These 

species include fulmar and little, common and Sandwich terns. 

c.     The spreadsheet entry for ‘RSPB’ (which states ‘Green, tern, (gannet), fulmar, foraging’) 

is intended to describe the above rationale.  ‘Green’ denotes that the site is not 

contentious for the RSPB – clearly we recognise that this may not be the case for other 

sea users. Gannet is included in brackets as gannet are a wide-ranging species, capable 

of ranging up to 540km, or greater, distances from their breeding colonies and are also 

associated with sandy sediments. The internationally important colony of gannet at 

Bempton Cliffs are within foraging range of the Wash and North Norfolk Coast, and it 

may therefore benefit from designation of MCZs covering habitat types gannets 

associate with in this area. 

 

3. Site LW 4 77 A: 

a.   This site was primarily selected (within the constraints of the exercise) in order to meet 

the target set for the ‘coarse sediment’ broadscale habitat type. 

b.   RSPB noted that this site was generally outside of the core foraging range of a number of 

seabirds from their coastal breeding colonies. For example, little terns - which breed in 

internationally important numbers on the North Norfolk coast - will forage c.10km 

offshore from the colony, whereas Sandwich terns have been recorded foraging up to 

60km offshore from the North Norfolk coast. 

c.  The site was expanded to include additional areas of sandy sediment likely to be of 

importance for more wide ranging seabirds associated with this habitat type, such as 

Sandwich terns (which are also associated with coarse sediments/gravel substrates). 

 

4.     Site LW 4 69 A: 

a.  As above, this site was selected to contribute towards the coarse sediment targets, but 

also incorporates sandy sediment habitats and is within the foraging range of the  

      breeding colonies of a number of seabirds associated with this habitat. The description 

‘Green – foraging’ against the site for the RSPB intends to describe this. 

 

5.     Site LW 4 119 A: 

a.  Flamborough Head supports breeding seabird populations of national and international 

importance, including species such as kittiwake, guillemot, razorbill and puffin. The site 

encompasses an area of sandy sediment within the core foraging range of these species, 

and so the descriptor in the spreadsheet for this site is ‘near shore foragers’; the 

description ‘onshore foragers’ in ‘Table 4’ is incorrect and should be amended. 



 

6.     Sites LW 4 82 A; 52A/B; 70 A; 72B: 

a. These sites are each described in the spreadsheet as ‘limited value for breeding birds’. It 

should be noted however that this reflects the fact that they are too far offshore to be 

within the foraging range of the majority of seabirds that breed on the Net Gain area 

coastline. This does not mean that these sites are not indirectly important for breeding 

seabirds (for example as spawning grounds for key fish prey species for seabirds). 

 

7.      Site LW 4 25 A and LW 4 33A: 

 a. These sites cover sandy sediment habitats within the core foraging range for breeding  

                   seabirds associated with this habitat type. With respect to site LW 4 33 A, an 

internationally important colony of little terns breeds at North Denes, Great Yarmouth. 

Little terns and common terns also breed at the Benacre to Easton Bavents and 

Minsmere Special Protection Areas; site LW 4 25 A would protect the core foraging 

habitat of these – and other – breeding seabirds, as well as the associated marine 

biodiversity. 

 

Eastern England Regional Hub 

As you are aware, the RSPB representative was unable to attend the 17 June East of England hub 

meeting due to unforeseen circumstances on the day. As the exercise carried out at the Lincs and 

The Wash hub enabled RSPB representatives to also propose sites within the East of England hub 

area, we suggest that the relevant sites and comments above are taken as our contribution to the 

Eastern England hub, in this instance. This is with the caveat that this contribution was limited by an 

RSPB representative not being available to fully participate in the Eastern England hub. 

 

Additional support for next iteration (relating to first page of pro-forma) 

Based on the feedback comments made earlier, the RSPB would like to make the following 

suggestions: 

1. It is helpful to have one map for each hub showing all the suggested MCZs and the site codes 

given by each group/table for each site – this is not available for the outputs from the repeat 

Yorkshire & Humber hub meeting. 

2. It is helpful to view a composite map showing the outputs from all four hubs (as in the 

supplementary information provided to the SAP). Signposting to this, or provision of the map 

within this section of the ftp would be useful 

3. It is helpful for the regional maps to be accompanied by one additional document detailing the 

reasons for identifying each site, cross referencing to the same code on the map. 

4. It would also be helpful if these maps and associated information were in a separate 

‘first/second/third iteration feedback’ folder on the ftp site to enable easy location finding. 

5. It is currently difficult to establish how the responses you receive through this consultation will 

be used. An explanation of this would be helpful. 

6. It would be useful to be able to view all the responses made. They could be posted for viewing 

on the ‘first iteration feedback’ folder, as suggested above. 

 

Additional comments 

In addition to the comments made above, the RSPB would also like to make further suggestions that 

we believe will help the identification of potential MCZs at future meetings.  

1. Presentation of all the ecological data in one map, particularly the broad scale habitats and FOCI 

maps, to aid easier identification of sites that fulfil more than one ENG criteria.  

2. Provision of information, and reference to, the additional ecological considerations referred to in 

the ENG. For example: 

a. seabird data and maps provided by the RSPB 



b. Data provided through SeaSearch 

c. Data sources suggested by the RSPB and the Wildlife Trust for data relating to, for 

example, cetaceans, spawning areas and seabirds. 

3. Consideration of providing all ecological data in one map to enable the identification of potential 

MCZs that support a range of the requirements of the ENG – this should encompass the broad 

scale habitats, FOCI, additional ecological considerations (e.g. spawning areas, seabirds, 

cetaceans). Potentially, a data programme could assist in this process by identifying hotspot 

areas.  

4. Additional information on the FOCI maps. For example, the density of each species at each 

location to enable comparison between sites. 

5. Provision of a brief summary outlining the interest features of the SACs, SPAs, SSSIs and nature 

reserves. The RSPB would be happy to provide a brief synopsis of our coastal reserves. 

6. Where additional information is provided in the ‘Regional Profile – notes and explanations of 

map’ reference should be made to this in the legend of appropriate maps e.g. water column 

maps.  

 

Please note that these suggestions have already been outlined in a letter sent to Joanna, dated 7 

July, alongside our concerns about the submission made to the SAP, to which we have not received a 

response. We have also made these suggestions, and others, through communication with the data 

team at meetings and through emails. I would be happy to discuss these suggestions with you 

further.  

 

I hope you find these comments and suggestions useful and hope they can be adopted for the next 

round of hub meetings. If you have any questions please do contact me, however please note that, I 

am leaving the RSPB on 13 August. As detailed in my email dated 5 August, future correspondence 

should be made through Martin Kerby (martin.kerby@rspb.org.uk). 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Gillian Flint 

Policy Advocate 

 

Gillian.flint@rspb.org.uk 

Direct dial: 0191 233 4331 

 

cc.  

Martin Kerby, RSPB (North East Regional Hub) 

Michelle Lindsay, RSPB (Yorkshire and Humber Regional Hub) 

Amy Crossley, RSPB (Lincolnshire and Eastern England Regional Hub) 

Mike Jones, RSPB (Lincolnshire Regional Hub) 

Kate Tanner, RSPB 

Kirsten Smith, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

     



 

         4th August 2010 

 

Dear Steve, 

On behalf of The Wildlife Trust staff engaging within the Net Gain project we welcome and thank you for 

the opportunity to submit feedback regarding the current identification of MCZ sites within the Net Gain 

area. 

We recognise the need for a short deadline regarding feedback, however due to the manner in which 

feedback is required and the tight deadline attached to it we are unable to submit information through 

the suggested forms. I suspect this will also be the case for other stakeholders and suggest in future a 

longer deadline would likely allow more stakeholders to contribute feedback in this manner. Accessing 

the maps is also difficult and time consuming; creating a specific folder on the FTP site for maps 

requiring feedback would allow easier access to site information. 

In response to the comments mentioned on the form regarding ‘additional support materials’ that 

would be useful, please see below: 

- Ecological data (as I’m sure you’re aware) is lacking. Presentation of data that will aid 

identification of ‘additional ecological features’ as outlined within the ENG is needed. Examples 

of this include dive data supplied via Seasearch and bird foraging data supplied via the RSPB. An 

indication would also be useful regarding the deadline that the project will accept new data as 

dive data will be collected until September and will be of great use in identifying inshore MCZs.  

- Presentation of all ecological data in composite data layers – allowing overlay of information 

onto the EUNIS seabed and deep sea data is needed. Acetates go someway to achieving this; 

however the ability to view this on a GIS screen and to switch layers on and off would 

significantly help with identification of MCZs based on more than just seabed characterisation. 

Inclusions of EUNIS, FOCI data, protected site boundaries, coastal nature reserve locations, dive 

data and bird and marine mammal data would be a useful starting point. 

- Further information regarding FOCI species and habitats. For example an indication of density at 

each FOCI locality rather than just a specific point would allow prioritisation of identification of 

MCZs within areas in which FOCI are located. 

- Appropriate explanation of maps through clear legends. By means of example the SFC closure 

map indicates many areas of the North Sea are in fact closed to fisheries. This is incredibly 

misleading as many of the closures just apply to one specific gear type or for a very restricted 

time period. Further information is required regarding what species the closure is for, what gear 



type it applies to and for what time period. If data such as this is not presented there is the 

danger that stakeholders will interpret these sites as existing protected areas and limit their 

inclusion within MCZs. 

I hope these comments are of use and that some (if not all) can be adopted for the next round of hub 

meetings in September. 

The marine environment is a very dynamic environment, requiring delicate balances between processes 

in order to keep it in at the very least a ‘favourable’ condition. Whereas to date the FOCI, EUNIS and 

deep seabed data has provided a starting point for identification of MCZs for stakeholders there is now a 

real need to look at other factors outside of this. 

 

Yours sincerely,  

 

Kirsten Smith 

North Sea Marine Advocacy Manager 

 

Cc’d: 

Steve Lowe – Northumberland Wildlife Trust (North-East Hub) 

Paul Learoyd – Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust (Lincolnshire Hub) 

Caroline Steel – Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust (Lincolnshire Hub) 

John Hiskett – Norfolk Wildlife Trust (East of England Hub) 

Joan Edwards – The Wildlife Trusts 

Richard White – The Wildlife Trusts  

Lissa Goodwin – The Wildlife Trusts 



Claire 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this. 
Below are the comments from The Crown Estate. 
 

1. ‘Socio economic data will be useful to decide amongst candidate MCZ locations but should not be 
used to rule out possible places to protect’...and ‘it is wrong to rule out consideration of an area for 
pMCZ on the grounds that it would be inconvenient to a particular sector, i.e. wind farms may be 
suitable although not as a reference site. 

 

Whilst The Crown Estate understand the SAP is required to ensure the project teams follow the 

ecological guidance in identifying FOCI/habitats in designating pMCZs, we are unsure of the SAP 

role in providing advice on socio-economic activities and would therefore like clarity on this point.  

 
2. SAP recommend better liaison with N Ireland, Wales, Scotland and Isle of Man on 2nd iteration 

 

The Crown Estate strongly agrees with the SAP that there needs to be greater engagement between 

adjacent MCZ groups to ensure compatibility within the ‘coherent network of MPAs’. Some areas 

of industry are being affected by different approaches/decisions being made from adjacent MCZ 

Groups and therefore it is very important that all MCZ Groups follow the same approach and liaise 

accordingly. 
 

3. Currently none of the existing MPAs (SACs etc) have been included in the 1st iteration. The SAP 
recommends inclusion as some existing MPAs will benefit from additional protection. 

 

The Crown Estate agrees with this advice as it is difficult to comment on the 1
st
 Iteration when it is 

likely the Broad Areas of Interest / Building Blocks of pMCZs are most likely to change once 

existing MPAs are considered. In addition, consideration of existing MPAs as pMCZs will ‘free-up’ 

other areas of seabed and assist the creation of the network of MPAs and also reduce the need to 

impact economic activities. 

 
4. SAP recognise that groups are still waiting on guidance from JNCC/NE but recommend draft 

Conservation Objectives for pMCZs be drawn up for 2nd Iteration 
 

This is critical to the stalling of the development of the pMCZs at present as it is not possible to 

know what the management measures are likely to be for each pMCZ. This has resulted in the 

stakeholders involved in socio-economic activities taking a ‘guarded’ stance to the process. 

Guidance needs to be provided for all sectors, i.e. aggregates/ cables / pipelines /fishing / renewable 

etc. 

 
5. The SAPs considered whether co-location was desirable/feasible and concluded that there were 

advantages and disadvantages but that co-location was acceptable and potentially beneficial from 
a scientific point of view.  

 

It should not be automatically assumed to be beneficial from a scientific point of view. For 

example, offshore wind farms have the potential to provide alternative hard substrate; in an 

environment of soft bottoms this has the potential to attract additional species some of which may 

not be compatible to the original conservation objective and feature being protected. At this stage 

there is no definitive guidance on co-location and therefore stakeholders will find it difficult to 

accept it as beneficial. 

 
Kind regards 
David 



       Tuesday, 31 August 2010 
 
Claire Herdman, 
 
Re: Environment Agency Comments on the first iteration of Marine 
Conservation Zones.  
 
Thank you for consulting us on the first iteration of Marine Conservation 
Zones (MCZ).  I have put together some informal comments.  Please give me 
a call if you would like to discuss any points that I have raised. 
 
These projects seem to be progressing very well considering the short 
amount of time that you have had so far.  They have indicated the initial idea 
of how the MCZ network might look apart from Net Gain which unfortunately 
we do not have suggested sites for as yet. 
 
We have a few generic comments that we would like the projects to consider: 
 
Levels of protection 
There must start to be decisions on the level of protection needed to manage 
our wildlife.  This information is critical for all managers, users, regulators and 
interested parties.  There is still a lot of uncertainty over what the levels of 
protection for the sites will be.  This and the conservation objectives for sites 
will dictate what activities are and are not compatible with each MCZ.  This is 
an important area and although controversial an idea of what type of 
protection/ management is needed for a certain habitat or species is 
important.    
 
Inshore/ estuarine sites 
The projects have found that areas close to the shoreline are generally more 
contentious.  This must not prevent important habitats in these areas being 
considered as part of the network.  We are particularly concerned that fish 
species along with other biodiversity is considered for protection as part of this 
process.  We have provided reports for the estuaries where we have data to 
support any recommendation for protection.  We are happy to provide the raw 
data used for these reports to any of the projects we have already provided 
this information to the Finding Sanctuary project. 
 
Estuaries are both important migratory corridors as well as vital marine fish 
nursery grounds.  Article 10 of the EC Habitats directive which is concerned 
with enhancing ecological networks encourages the management of these 
features due to their importance for wild fauna and flora. Our data illustrates 
the nursery function of certain estuaries.  We hope that this will enable 
discussion by each of the projects about the applicability of MCZ within their 
estuaries.  We note that Balanced Seas has put forward a number of estuary 
locations and hope that juvenile fish and intertidal habitats will be a 
consideration within these proposals.   
 
We consider that this approach is supported by the Ecological Network 
Guidance.  



Under the seven MPA network design principles (chapter 4): 

 Representativity (4.2)  
Species: Smelt, European eel and annelid worms found in tidal or lagoon 
waters. 
Habitats: Intertidal habitats and in particular; mud, sediments dominated 
by aquatic angiosperms, coarse sediments, sand and muddy sand, 
Intertidal mixed sediments, coastal saltmarshes and saline reedbeds, 
seagrass beds and in some locations Sabellaria reefs. 

 Adequacy (4.4) most of the broad scale habitats that we are interested in do 
not have an indicative percentage.  Some of these habitats are reducing due 
to anthropogenic pressures and also in particular climate change acting 
against hard coastal defences.  These areas should also be protected to a 
sufficient size to enable the feature’s long-term protection and recovery. 

 Protection (4.7)  We would also expect that the conservation objectives of the 
sites would help to delivery Good Ecological Status under the Water 
Framework Directive.  This is particularly important in estuaries where Marine 
Strategy Framework Directive does not apply. 

 
Areas of additional ecological importance (chapter 5): 

 Our WFD data for fish in estuaries should be used to and this is supported by 
the ecological considerations:  
“When selecting MCZs, particular attention should be given to 
including important areas for key life stages of species such as 
spawning, nursery or juvenile areas”.  Regional projects should be 
identifying areas of additional ecological importance for:  “mobile 
species may aggregate in discrete locations at particular stages in 
their life cycles or to undertake specific behaviours…..This may 
include spawning aggregations and nursery areas for mobile species 
which play a crucial role in sustaining populations and maintaining 
ecosystem function (IUCN-WCPA 2008). Designing areas known to be 
especially important for species will contribute to  the long term 
viability of protected populations and help increase connectivity within 
the MPA network”. 

 
In some cases, and in particular for fish species or environmental standards 
needed by the conservation objectives, our expertise will be important.  For 
example we have eel management plans and these need to be understood in 
relation to proposing management for this species through a Marine 
Conservation Zones in combination with other management tools that are 
available for this species.  
 
Conservation Objectives 
It is important as a regulator that there are clear conservation objectives and 
environmental outcomes for each site; these should be relevant to our 
activities.  We recognise that at this stage the sites are just being identified, 
however we would like to use this opportunity to emphasis the need for clear 
conservation objectives in order to determine whether our activities or those 
we regulate have the potential to adversely effect these sites. We will need 
advice on the environmental conditions that should be achieved on a site. 
This is something we would expect the statutory nature conservation bodies 
to help the regional projects with. 
 



In particular we have been asking for clarity over the consideration of our 
existing environmental permits during the development of these new sites.  
We are aware that there are likely to be some instances where the 
environmental gain will outweigh the economic loss associated with amending 
or reviewing a licence.  Defra had previously also confirmed that when site 
proposals are submitted this would include advice concerning the presence of 
our existing licences.  They also confirmed that as part of identifying the sites 
there would need to be an assessment of the economic loss (including 
whether compensation would be payable) against the environmental gain of 
designation the MCZ. This assessment would help in determining whether the 
site is a realistic candidate for designation in the first place.  As yet we have 
not been aware that the projects have been given any advice as to how this 
might happen or how to take our permits into account.  In regards to our 
discharge consents, the regional projects will needs to consider, if 
improvements to sewage treatment works are required to meet the 
conservation objectives, how much this will cost water companies and the 
cost associated with increased energy use. 
 
This consideration is very difficult especially without conservation objectives 
for the sites.  The review of consents for Habitats Directive sites have taken 
us a number of years and highlighted the technical difficulties where the water 
quality requirements for certain habitats or species are not well understood. 
There will need to be clear risk based criteria and measures developed in 
partnership, for our regulatory functions to ensure that our decisions do not 
adversely affect the integrity of the MCZ. In most cases we expect there are 
unlikely to be robust water quality data sets providing a baseline for the 
conservation objective.  We will need to be clear on what are the critical water 
quality and physical (e.g. proximity to MCZ, tidal currents, temperature 
etc.) parameters that need to be taken into account for the maintenance of the 
conservation features that we will be seeking to protect through our 
monitoring and permitting activities.  We will need a workable mechanism to 
be able to continue to proportionately regulate emissions to water.  We would 
be glad to discuss this further and there will be a need to work with the 
regional projects, MMO and statutory nature conservation bodies to make 
sure that this is possible. 
 
Data 
We would support the use of “best available evidence”.  The use of data older 
than 30 years might well be appropriate especially for stable habitats or to 
identify areas being impacted by a certain activity. Older data might also help 
to show the impacts that more recent activities are having on the habitat.   
 
The various different responses from the Science Advisory Panel, mention 
data available from the Environment Agency.  In case regional projects want 
access to other aspects of our data here is a list of what we have provided so 
far (as far as I am aware, and I was not involved in some of the data 
collection): 
 
Nationally: 

 Benthic Invertebrate 



 Rocky shore macroalgae 
 Seagrass (point ground truth data - i.e. percentage cover in quadrats, 

species present) 
 Saltmarsh (point ground truth data - i.e. percentage cover in quadrats, 

species present) 
 Smelt report 
 Eel report pending final comments should be finished in September. 
 Discharge consent points 

 
Finding sanctuary: 

 Report on Marine Juvenile Fish in Estuaries 

 Fish species data within transitional waters. 

 Benthic data for the river dart including records for tentacled lagoon 
worm 

 Regional coastal habitat mapping project (intertidal data)  
Netgain: 

 Report on Marine Juvenile Fish in Estuaries 
Irish Sea Conservation Zones: 

 Report on Marine Juvenile Fish in Estuaries 
Balanced Seas: 

 Report on Marine Juvenile Fish in Estuaries 

 EA Sea Area Saltmarsh Surveys (2007-08) 

 EA CCO SRCMP Habitat Mapping data for SE Region (Flood and 

Coastal Risk Management) 

 Thames 2100 project data 
 Charles Middleton’s MSc: The Thames Estuary: An Evidence Base for Areas 

That Should be Protected Through Marine Conservation Zones Legislation Following 
the Enactment of the Marine and Coastal Access Bill 

 marine species data which Ian Humphreys has/is pulling together 
(Unicomarine database) 

 
 

Kind regards, 
 
Toni Scarr 
 
Senior Marine Advisor, 
Environment and Business 
01276 454420 
Environment Agency, 
8th Floor Eastbury House, 
30-34 Albert Embankment, 
London. SE1 7TL. 
antonia.scarr@environment-agency.gov.uk 
www.environment-agency.gov.uk/marine 



From: CFA [mailto:plms@clydefish.org] 
Sent: Fri 13/08/2010 3:06 PM 
To: Steve Barnard 
Subject: Net Gain First Iteration 
 
Dear Steve, 
 
Today is the deadline for NCS comments on the Net Gain First Iteration.  You are going to be impressed with neither 
the depth of the intellectual quality of this response, nor its length , but it is the best I can do with the information 
presented to me. 
 
1.  First, the SFF is not surprised to hear of the difficulty which has been experienced in trying to keep up with the 
timescale set by Natural England.  Your Project was presented with an impossible task, the equivalent of the biblical 
building a house with bricks made of straw.  We are concerned, that the lessons learned will not result in an extension 
so that the progress is more measured and therefore inclusive.  It fears, and there is some evidence for this, that an 
attempt will be made to reach a conclusion within the existing timetable no matter the standard of the result. 
 
2.  The conclusions which had been reached which are to identify candidate sites within existing MPAs has drawn a 
point of substance to our attention.  In 1.1 it is said, correctly, that the inclusion of MPAs is not based on an 
assumption that the broadscale habitat features are afforded adequate protected (sic).  We do think that objective 
judgements in relation to MPA identification cannot be made without having some broad indication of what 
restrictions might be necessary in order to achieve the conservation objective.  In other words stakeholders must not 
be pressed to identify and settle upon candidate sites without knowing the Project's view as to the necessary 
management measures.  This is particularly true when it is the fishing industry being asked for its consent. 
 
3.  The concern about management measures has been heightened by the SAP general observation in the second 
paragraph of section 2.2.3 in its response to the Finding Sanctuary presentation on 5 July 2010.  I need not repeat it 
but suffice it to say whether or not fishing effort information is supplied by industry, Projects are being invited to 
target, amongst others, areas of high fishery production. 
 
4.  This in turn leads to another concern which is that the information (or more correctly the lack of it) being produced 
on which identification decisions are to be based does not impress the stakeholders represented by the SFF.  This in 
turn leads to a loss of any confidence in the whole process.  As an aside, I have to say it does not help those of us who 
asked fishermen to take part in the process and are now being met with criticisms of our own judgement about that 
process. 
 
5.  MPAC is to meet on 23 August prior to its meeting with Natural England.  It may be that it will be decided to take a 
national approach to the problems which are arising.  However I would be very grateful if I could discuss the process 
with you on the telephone before then.  I am not in office on Monday.  Would it be possible for you to telephone me 
sometime during the remainder of that week? 
 
6.  I wish to emphasise that there is no criticism of the commitment and enthusiasm of the Project Team.  Rather 
there is sympathy for the position in which it finds itself and a great fear of what the future holds, which is already 
subject to intolerable pressures, once the juggernaut has passed. 
 
Regards, 
 
Patrick Stewart 
 
Marine Legislation Consultant 
Scottish Fishermen's Federation 
PO Box 9261 
CAMPBELTOWN 
Argyll PA28 6YE 
 
13/08/2010 15:06:26 
 
Tel; 0044 (0)1586 551717 
E-mail: plms@clydefish.org 



Claire 
Sorry for missing your deadline, comments from WAG re first iterations and SAP feedback is 
as follows: 
  
a) with the outcome of an ecologically coherent UK network in mind, what consideration or 
thought is being given to how the outputs from the Regional Projects  contribute to a UK 
network including how they relate and complement other MPA/MCZ projects across the UK? 
  
b) From Welsh perspective we obviously have more of an interest in the outputs from the 
Finding Sanctuary and the Irish Sea Conservation Zone projects. WAG has an understanding 
with both projects in that we will have early sight of emerging proposals/areas before they are 
published. This didn't happen for the first progress reports and this may be because there are 
still a number of uncertainties however given our interest in ensuring that the Welsh MCZ 
project is joined up with rest of UK and given WAG's responsibility for fisheries management 
in the offshore areas of FS and ISCZ it's vital that we have early sight/notice of emerging 
proposals. 
  
c)  Following on with the issue of fisheries management, what consideration is being given at 
UK level re the management of foreign vessels in UK waters? For example, and I accept that 
the areas are subject to change, the areas identified in the Welsh offshore zone of ISCZ 
project are fished by UK and foreign vessels - if the designations go ahead and they require 
fisheries management measures there's a possibility that UK vessels will be effected and not 
foreign vessels, unless there is some dialogue and agreement with EC to do otherwise? 
  
d) Reference sites - it's noted that so far none of the Regional Projects have considered or 
given any real thought to identifying reference sites and this seems to be down to a lack of 
clarity on what's required. Will there be any further guidance (Gvt or SNCB) regarding this 
issue? 
  

 

  
With regards to  
  
thanks 
Louise    

 



Collation of feedback received following Second Iteration (as of 13th January 2011) 

KEY - Source of feedback – respondants: 

1. BSAC (YH Hub) 
2. BMAPA 
3. SSE Renewables (EE Hub) 
4. Wildlife Trusts 
5. RSA Hub member NE Hub 
6. Scottish Power & Vattenfall (EE Hub) 
7. RSPB 
8. RWE npower EE Hub 
9. RWE npower LW Hub 
10. ESFJC (EE & LW) 
11. Scottish Power Renewables 
12. RSA Stakeholders (NE Hub) 
13. Offshore wind interests (esp Forewind) * 
14. Commercial fishing stakeholders 1 (EE & LW Hubs) – Kings Lynn 
15. Commercial fishing stakeholders 2 (EE & LW Hubs) – North Norfolk 
16. Commercial fishing stakeholders 3 (EE & LW Hubs) – Lynn Shellfish 
17. Renewable UK * 
18. The Crown Estate * 

19. Durham Heritage Coast (NE Hub) 
20. NSFC (NE Hub) 
21. Natural England (EE Hub) 
22. Natural England (LW Hub) 
23. Natural England (YH Hub) 
24. Natural England (NE Hub) 
25. MOD 
26. Rederscentrale (Belgian Fishing Fleet) – NCS 
27. Sheringham Fishermen’s Association  
28. Caister Inshore Fishermen’s Association 
29. Lowestoft Fishermen (Anglian FA) 
30. Wells and District Inshore Fishermen’s Association 
31. Sheringham Shoal 
32. Feedback collated by NE area Liaison Officer 
33. Feedback collated by YH area Liaison Officer 
34. Feedback collated by EE area Liaison Officer 
35. NFFO (NE area) 
36. Environment Agency 

 



 

 
 

Feedback following second iteration (dMCZ) submission to SAP – October/November 2010 
 
As discussed at the recent Regional Hub meetings, it is important that Regional Hub members are able to liaise with their wider sectors or 
organisation members and provide feedback and input on the draft MCZ areas that have been identified in the Regional Hub meetings. 

Please use the following form to record this feedback. 

 

Name Ruth Thurstan 

Sector represented BSAC divers 

Regional Hub Yorkshire and Humber 

 

Please explain briefly how the feedback you are presenting was collected: I emailed BSAC club mailing lists within the Yorkshire and Humber area 

 

Please indicate how many people you have been able to discuss this feedback with: Very few in person – not enough time. I contacted over 40 clubs 
by email. 

 

For the next iteration is there any additional support that you would like to help collate opinion and views from your sector? 

 I would like more time to contact people personally. I suspect that people did not like to be contacted saying that they had to 
feed back within a matter of days. In addition, they were expected to read a 120 page report, which I was told put people off (others simply did not 
have the time to read it throughout the working week). It also wasn’t clear on the website where exactly the draft sites were being shown. I would 
like to see a dedicated webpage within the site (well advertised and easy to get to) showing the draft sites very clearly. If people then want more 
information they can be directed to the report. 

Please see below for feedback: 

 



 
My feedback: 
 
. How people feel about the individual sites i.e. their location, positioning, impact upon activities, importance. 
 
MCZs are currently being placed in areas that attempt to minimise impacts on human activities such as fishing. This makes a lot of sense, and I am glad to see that 
socio-economic factors are being taken into account. However, I also believe there is a real danger, particularly with fishing activities, that by avoiding some of the 
more productive sites, areas that have traditionally been areas of high diversity and with high abundances of marine life (hence targeted by fishers) will not be 
represented within MCZs.  
 
I would like to see ‘recovery’ of habitats a priority within MCZs. Setting conservation objectives to keep the sites the same as they are now would only allow us to 
keep our seas in the neglected state they are already in. We have been heavily fishing our North Sea for over 150 years. It is vital that we start protecting areas of 
our seas properly, taking into account the enormous changes that have taken place long before living memory. 
 
Some of the inshore areas should be larger.  
 
. Suggested adjustments to boundaries to improve conservation benefits, reduce impact or improve potential management.  
 
I would like to see ‘buffer zones’ around reference areas (i.e. no-take zones), where activities such as trawling or dredging are banned. This would improve the 
habitat around the no-take zones and allow faster recovery. It would also discourage illegal fishing and make enforcement easier if there is little reason for 
trawlers to enter the area. 
 
. Expected impacts for our sector if current activities are restricted. 
 
I would like to see divers be able to access inshore sites, as allowing diving and monitoring of the area will encourage stewardship of the site, will have few 
negative impacts (there may have to be regulations on speed of boats and anchoring depending upon the habitat protected) and will improve knowledge of the 
area.   
 
. Any other comments that people would like to make. 
 
Whilst reference areas will be hard to implement, these are the only way we will see real conservation benefits to our seas. Partially protected areas are unlikely 
to do much in terms of real recovery. Enforcement should also be made a priority. Australia, California and New Zealand have implemented networks of no-take 
zones, so we should be able to do the same!!  
 
Reference areas should also be of a decent size i.e. greater than 20km across. 
 
Feedback from another diver: 
 



 
. How people feel about the individual sites i.e. their location, positioning, impact upon activities, importance. 
 
I am pleased that some large offshore areas are being considered - I feel it is important to protect significant parts of the sea for MCZs to be truly effective. 
 
I feel strongly that more inshore areas should be protected, and that areas such as NG2.14 which are considered too small to be viable (<20sq km) should be 
extended to make them a viable size. As a diver inshore areas are most often visited by us and where we would see most impact. 
 
From the diver's perspective, the more damaging activities (dredging, trawling, gravel extraction or dumping (of dredged material or anything else) are restricted 
the better it is for divers as we are principally interested in viewing the seascape and marine life and we prefer it in an abundant and undamaged state. 
 
. Suggested adjustments to boundaries to improve conservation benefits, reduce impact or improve potential management.  
 
I would propose extending NG2.15 east and south to include the reefs off Sand's End (west of Whitby) and to the east of Whitby and down towards Robin Hood's 
bay 
 
They are a rare area of visual interest (rocky reefs) in a generally sandy/muddy seabed and a potential nursery for commercial species such as the common lobster 
and edible crab that should be properly managed. 
 
I would propose a single umbrella area covering the sea out to the 3nm limit along the 'netgain' entire coast to which at least some basic protection would be 
provided, including banning of scallop dredging - there is good precedent for this from our own history (prior to 1980 scallop dredging was not permitted inshore 
in this country in any case, recent activity such a Lyme bay has shown strong support for protecting inshore areas) and from other countries (e.g. Norway) where 
this method of fishing is banned close to shore. 6nm would be better. 
 
. Expected impacts for our sector if current activities are restricted. 
 
In general restriction of other activities (commercial fishing, dredging, etc.) benefits divers because we can access areas otherwise off-limits and because the 
negative effects on dive sites (damage to seabed, removal of marine life, plumes of silt etc.) of those activities are reduced, leading to healthier dive sites and 
better diving. 
 
I strongly feel that recreational diving should be permitted across all MCZ's unless there are very good conservation reasons for local, specific (perhaps seasonal) 
restrictions on access to protect key species or key habitats from stress AND commercial activities are also restricted in those areas (there is absolutely no sense in 
stopping diving if someone can trawl a location for example) 
 
Diving is a very low impact, non-damaging activity and is of great benefit in providing regular informal monitoring of the state of the zones. (witness sea-search) 
 
Equally important, divers provide important income to local boat-operators and other tourist related businesses (B&B, Restuarants & Pubs, etc.) This has the 
potential to offset perceived losses from restrictions on fishing and support a more diverse economy. 



 
 
. Any other comments that people would like to make. 
 
I feel that the penalties for breaking the restrictions or causing damage (either wilful or by neglect) in MCZ's must be sufficiently harsh to offer a real deterrent to 
commercial interests who might be tempted to break the rules - e.g. large fines, impounding or destruction of equipment and removal of licenses to operate. 
 
I have not seen much mention of marine pollution in the reports, is this within the remit of Netgain? Can restriction be placed on dumping of 
garbage/sewage/chemicals etc, in or which might affect a MCZ? If so then such restrictions should be put in place as far as possible to encourage good 
stewardship. 

 
 
 

When complete, please return to info@yhsg.co.uk 
or to: 
Net Gain 
The Deep Business Centre, Tower Street 
Hull, HU1 4BG 



 

 
 

Feedback following second iteration (dMCZ) submission to SAP – October/November 2010 
 
As discussed at the recent Regional Hub meetings, it is important that Regional Hub members are able to liaise with their wider sectors or 
organisation members and provide feedback and input on the draft MCZ areas that have been identified in the Regional Hub meetings. 

Please use the following form to record this feedback. 

 

Name Mark Russell/Graham Singleton ................................................................................ 

Sector represented Marine Aggregates ..................................................................................................... 

Regional Hub East coast, Lincolnshire & Wash and Yorkshire ......................................................... 

 

Please explain briefly how the feedback you are presenting was collected:  

Engagement and dialogue with all BMAPA member companies with interests in the region and also Westminster Gravels (a non-member) via 
electronic means and telephone conversations 

 

Please indicate how many people you have been able to discuss this feedback with:  

Five producing companies 

 

General comments 

i. Uncertainties surrounding compatibility/management measures 

While the process is working well and while in many cases dMCZ proposals have been adjusted to take account of marine aggregate interests 

which is welcomed, it remains very difficult to offer positive support for proposed sites close or adjacent to marine aggregate interests in the 

continuing absence of clarity over what the management implications will be for the sector. This is not only in terms of the implications from 

potential direct impacts – where an aggregate interest falls within a dMCZ site – but also the potential indirect impacts which could implicate 

interests that lie outside of proposed dMCZ sites. For this reason we feel we have no option at this stage but to adopt a precautionary stance, 

and offer a negative opinion on dMCZ sites which potentially interact with marine aggregate interests.  



 
 

It is important to reiterate that as a sector, we very much remain supportive of the MCZ process and overall aims. We also believe that our 

concerns could be overcome through the confirmation that robust, evidence based tests of significance of activities on site features will be 

adopted to determine compatibility – as already occurs for SAC feature designations. In these situations, the acceptability of consented 

activities would be determined by whether they are likely to have a significant impact on the features for which the site has been designated. 

As the vast majority of dMCZ sites that are associated with marine aggregate interests are broadscale sand/mixed/coarse habitats, which are 

both wide ranging and common, we consider it highly likely that the significance of any impact will be negligible – particularly with the adoption 

of appropriate mitigation and management measures. However, these assumptions/principles need to be formalised as soon as possible to 

allow operators greater certainty as to the real world implications of these sites. In turn, this would permit a greater level of support for sites to 

be offered. 

 

ii. Avoidance of habitats already subject to direct/indirect impact pressure 

It is important for site selection decisions to take into account existing activities that may have modified the habitats that are intended to be 

protected – both directly and indirectly. The ENG does comment on the desire to try to avoid areas that have been subject to anthropogenic 

modification, so this would suggest that long standing marine aggregate production licence areas and their secondary impact zones should be 

avoided wherever possible in dMCZ proposals - particularly as the associated habitats appear to be widespread across the region. 

 

iii. Gap analysis and implications of SAC/SPA coverages 

Going through the report, section 5 discussed the revised gap analysis of existing protected areas (SAC, SPA etc), and the assessment of 

adequacy presented under table 1 sets out the % coverages/requirements for broadscale habitats based on both the gap analysis and the 

proposed dMCZ sites. It is important to be clear whether the revised gap analysis coverages that have been calculated relate only to the 

designated features (sand banks/reefs) defined and protected under the SAC/SPA designations, or whether they simply relate to the presence 

of certain broadscale habitat types that may occur within each sites boundaries. This is important as the industry has licensed interests within a 

number of the SAC sites. As things stand at the moment, because these are not having a direct effect on the sand bank features (we are 

extracting relict sand and gravel deposits) or a significant indirect effect on the designated features for which the site has been protected, these 

activities should be able to continue. However, if the intention is to widen the level/extent of protection beyond the site designated features 

currently protected this would have significant implications which are currently not being picked up through the Net Gain process. 

 

iv. Outstanding BAI’s 

We note that there are a number of BAI’s identified through the recent East of England Hub process that were not amended and adapted into 

dMCZ proposals that could potentially interact with marine aggregate interests – specifically sites 1_B, 2_E and 2_G. While recognising that 

these are not discussed in the second iteration report, and also that the adequacy of many of the broadscale habitats already appear to be 

adequately covered by the dMCZ options proposed, we would reiterate that any further development of these areas towards dMCZ status will 

need to give careful consideration to the extensive marine aggregate interests which are present.  

  

 

 

 

 

 



 

Site ID 

Opinion of potential sites 
(tick appropriate box) 

Suggested adjustments to improve 
conservation benefits, reduce 
impact or improve potential 

management 
Expected impacts for your sector if 

current activities are restricted Any other comments N
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N
e

u
tr

al
 

P
o

si
ti

ve
 

2.1 x   

Boundaries of the dMCZ have been 
amended to exclude existing and 
proposed marine aggregate 
interests, although numerous areas 
& interests lie immediately to the 
east.  Consequently there are 
residual concerns over the 
implications of potential indirect 
impacts. 
 
Indirect impact footprints to be 
mitigated by minimising the area 
dredged at any one time in line 
with Government policy (MMG1) 
 
Subject to clarification of indirect 
effect implications, the site opinion 
could shift to neutral/positive. 

Potential for significant loss of capital 
asset (as indicated by the resource 
valuation figures provided by The 
Crown Estate) equivalent to between 
£3.4 - £8.55M per km2 of 
licence/option area restricted.  
 
Requirement for replacement 
resources elsewhere with significant 
development cost impacts and also 
potential production delays and 
operational costs if replacement is 
further from market. 

Although aggregate interests lie 
outside the proposed dMCZ boundary, 
it is important that the 
methodologies/approaches for 
determining significance of potential 
indirect effects are established. It may 
be necessary to modify dMCZ 
boundaries with buffers to account for 
this. 



 

2.5 x   

Boundaries of the dMCZ have been 
amended to exclude existing and 
proposed marine aggregate 
interests although some licensed 
areas lie immediately to the north.  
Consequently there are residual 
concerns over the implications of 
potential indirect impacts. 
 
Indirect impact footprints to be 
mitigated by minimising the area 
dredged at any one time in line 
with Government policy (MMG1) 
 
Subject to clarification of indirect 
effect implications, the site opinion 
could shift to neutral/positive. 

Potential for significant loss of capital 
asset (as indicated by the resource 
valuation figures provided by The 
Crown Estate) equivalent to £6.4M per 
km2 of licence/option area restricted.  
 
Requirement for replacement 
resources elsewhere with significant 
development cost impacts and also 
potential production delays and 
operational costs if replacement is 
further from market. 

Although aggregate interests lie 
outside the proposed dMCZ boundary, 
it is important that the 
methodologies/approaches for 
determining significance of potential 
indirect effects are established. It may 
be necessary to modify dMCZ 
boundaries with buffers to account for 
this. 



 

2.6 x   

At present the site proposal could have 
a direct impact on marine aggregate 
interests. Without clarity on the 
implications of this it is scored 
negative. 
 
As the commentary indicates, the 
boundary of the proposed site is not 
aligned with the Docking Shoal feature, 
and it is understood that the key 
features of interest lie on the shoal 
itself and into the Race Channel. Area 
107 is located immediately west of the 
Docking Shoal bathymetric feature, but 
is not believed to be directly affecting 
this feature or the associated habitats 
for which this site is being proposed.  
Area 481 is located north west of 
Docking Shoal, and again is not 
believed to be directly affecting this 
feature or the associated habitats for 
which this site is being proposed. 
 
Area 107 and 481 could be removed 
from the proposed dMCZ site by 
amending the boundaries to better 
align with the toe of the shoal feature 
on the basis that neither activity was 
resulting in a direct or indirect affect on 
the features for which the site was 
being proposed – namely the reef and 
faunal turf habitats. 
 
Subject to clarification the site opinion 
could shift to neutral/positive 

Potential for significant loss of capital 
asset (as indicated by the resource 
valuation figures provided by The 
Crown Estate) equivalent to £8.675M 
per km2 of licence/option area 
restricted.  
 
Requirement for replacement 
resources elsewhere with significant 
development cost impacts and also 
potential production delays and 
operational costs if replacement is 
further from market. 

Significance of potential pressure on 
the features of interest in each dMCZ 
proposal needs to be taken into 
account – something which is not done 
through the current compatibility 
matrices. 
 
Option for marine aggregate interests 
to remain within site boundaries if 
there was a clear and agreed 
understanding that they would be 
subject to test of significance – if it 
could be demonstrated that the 
activity was not having a significant 
effect on the features for which the 
site was being proposed then it could 
continue. 



 

2.7 x   

 
Boundaries of the dMCZ have been 
amended to exclude existing and 
proposed marine aggregate 
interests, although areas do lie 
immediately adjacent to the 
boundaries. Consequently there are 
residual concerns over the 
implications of potential indirect 
impacts. 
 
Indirect impact footprints to be 
mitigated by minimising the area 
dredged at any one time in line 
with Government policy (MMG1) 
 
Subject to clarification of indirect 
effect implications, the site opinion 
could shift to neutral/positive. 

Potential for significant loss of capital 
asset (as indicated by the resource 
valuation figures provided by The 
Crown Estate) equivalent to £8.675M 
per km2 of licence/option area 
restricted.  
 
Requirement for replacement 
resources elsewhere with significant 
development cost impacts and also 
potential production delays and 
operational costs if replacement is 
further from market. 

Although aggregate interests lie 
outside the proposed dMCZ boundary, 
it is important that the 
methodologies/approaches for 
determining significance of potential 
indirect effects are established. It may 
be necessary to modify dMCZ 
boundaries with buffers to account for 
this. 

2.8 x   

Boundaries of the dMCZ have been 
amended to exclude existing and 
proposed marine aggregate 
interests, although areas lie 
immediately adjacent to site 
boundaries. Consequently there are 
residual concerns over the 
implications of potential indirect 
impacts. 
 
Indirect impact footprints to be 
mitigated by minimising the area 
dredged at any one time in line 
with Government policy (MMG1) 
 
Subject to clarification of indirect 
effect implications, the site opinion 
could shift to neutral/positive. 

Potential for significant loss of capital 
asset (as indicated by the resource 
valuation figures provided by The 
Crown Estate) equivalent to £8.675M 
per km2 of licence/option area 
restricted.  
 
Requirement for replacement 
resources elsewhere with significant 
development cost impacts and also 
potential production delays and 
operational costs if replacement is 
further from market. 

Although aggregate interests lie 
outside the proposed dMCZ boundary, 
it is important that the 
methodologies/approaches for 
determining significance of potential 
indirect effects are established. It may 
be necessary to modify dMCZ 
boundaries with buffers to account for 
this. 



 

2.9 x   

Boundaries of the dMCZ have been 
amended to exclude existing and 
proposed marine aggregate 
interests, although areas lie 
immediately adjacent to site 
boundaries. Consequently there are 
residual concerns over the 
implications of potential indirect 
impacts. 
 
Indirect impact footprints to be 
mitigated by minimising the area 
dredged at any one time in line 
with Government policy (MMG1) 
 
Subject to clarification of indirect 
effect implications, the site opinion 
could shift to neutral/positive. 

Potential for significant loss of capital 
asset (as indicated by the resource 
valuation figures provided by The 
Crown Estate) equivalent to £8.675M 
per km2 of licence/option area 
restricted.  
 
Requirement for replacement 
resources elsewhere with significant 
development cost impacts and also 
potential production delays and 
operational costs if replacement is 
further from market. 

 
Although aggregate interests lie 
outside the proposed dMCZ boundary, 
it is important that the 
methodologies/approaches for 
determining significance of potential 
indirect effects are established. It may 
be necessary to modify dMCZ 
boundaries with buffers to account for 
this. 

2.10 x   

Boundaries of the dMCZ contain no 
existing and proposed marine 
aggregate interests, although some 
lie immediately to the south. 
Consequently there are residual 
concerns over the implications of 
potential indirect impacts. 
 
Indirect impact footprints to be 
mitigated by minimising the area 
dredged at any one time in line 
with Government policy (MMG1). 
 
Subject to clarification of indirect 
effect implications, the site opinion 
could shift to neutral/positive. 

Potential for significant loss of capital 
asset (as indicated by the resource 
valuation figures provided by The 
Crown Estate) equivalent to £8.675M 
per km2 of licence/option area 
restricted.  
 
Requirement for replacement 
resources elsewhere with significant 
development cost impacts and also 
potential production delays and 
operational costs if replacement is 
further from market. 

 
Although aggregate interests lie 
outside the proposed dMCZ boundary, 
it is important that the 
methodologies/approaches for 
determining significance of potential 
indirect effects are established. It may 
be necessary to modify dMCZ 
boundaries with buffers to account for 
this. 



 

2.11 x   

Boundaries of the dMCZ contain no 
existing and proposed marine 
aggregate interests, although some 
lie immediately to the west. 
Consequently there are residual 
concerns over the implications of 
potential indirect impacts. 
 
Indirect impact footprints to be 
mitigated by minimising the area 
dredged at any one time in line 
with Government policy (MMG1). 
 
Subject to clarification of indirect 
effect implications, the site opinion 
could shift to neutral/positive. 

Potential for significant loss of capital 
asset (as indicated by the resource 
valuation figures provided by The 
Crown Estate) equivalent to £2.05M 
per km2 of licence/option area 
restricted.  
 
Requirement for replacement 
resources elsewhere with significant 
development cost impacts and also 
potential production delays and 
operational costs if replacement is 
further from market. 

 
Although aggregate interests lie 
outside the proposed dMCZ boundary, 
it is important that the 
methodologies/approaches for 
determining significance of potential 
indirect effects are established. It may 
be necessary to modify dMCZ 
boundaries with buffers to account for 
this. 

2.13 x   

Boundaries of the dMCZ contain no 
existing and proposed marine 
aggregate interests, although some 
lie immediately to the south. 
Consequently there are residual 
concerns over the implications of 
potential indirect impacts. 
  
Indirect impact footprints to be 
mitigated by minimising the area 
dredged at any one time in line 
with Government policy (MMG1). 
 
Subject to clarification of indirect 
effect implications, the site opinion 
could shift to neutral/positive. 

Potential for significant loss of capital 
asset (as indicated by the resource 
valuation figures provided by The 
Crown Estate) equivalent to £8.675M 
per km2 of licence/option area 
restricted.  
 
Requirement for replacement 
resources elsewhere with significant 
development cost impacts and also 
potential production delays and 
operational costs if replacement is 
further from market. 

 
Although aggregate interests lie 
outside the proposed dMCZ boundary, 
it is important that the 
methodologies/approaches for 
determining significance of potential 
indirect effects are established. It may 
be necessary to modify dMCZ 
boundaries with buffers to account for 
this. 



 

2.17 x   

At present the site proposal could 
have a direct impact on marine 
aggregate interests. Without clarity 
on the implications of this it is 
scored negative. 
 
Boundaries of the dMCZ should be 
amended to exclude existing and 
proposed marine aggregate 
interests on the basis that they 
represent a small fraction of the 
overall habitat area and that 
alternatives areas of similar habitat 
type are available if further area 
required to meet ENG targets – 
though we note that the sand/ 
mixed/ coarse habitats are already 
above maximum targets.  
 
Direct & indirect impact footprints 
to be mitigated by minimising the 
area dredged at any one time in 
line with Government policy 
(MMG1) 
 
Subject to clarification the opinion 
of the site could shift to 
neutral/positive 

Potential for significant loss of capital 
asset (as indicated by the resource 
valuation figures provided by The 
Crown Estate) equivalent to £6.4M per 
km2 of licence/option area restricted.  
 
Requirement for replacement 
resources elsewhere with significant 
development cost impacts and also 
potential production delays and 
operational costs if replacement is 
further from market. 

Significance of potential pressure on 
the features of interest in each dMCZ 
proposal needs to be taken into 
account – something which is not done 
through the current compatibility 
matrices. 
 
Option for marine aggregate interests 
to remain within site boundaries if 
there was a clear and agreed 
understanding that they would be 
subject to test of significance – if it 
could be demonstrated that the 
activity was not having a significant 
effect on the features for which the 
site was being proposed then it could 
continue. 

       

 

When complete, please return to info@yhsg.co.uk 
or to: 
Net Gain 
The Deep Business Centre, Tower Street 
Hull, HU1 4BG 
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