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Cover Note

The Net Gaistakeholder engagememirocess involves a wide range of organisations and
individualsinterested in or concerned about Marine Conservation Zones (i€@Zlse English North
Sea. Thifinal RecommendatioReport represents the work undertaken to date by the Net Gain
Regional Stakeholder GrogRSG)which iscomprised of four Regional Hubs and ak8telder
Advisory Panelt is the collective responsibility of the Regional Stakeholder Group to make MCZ
recommendationgo Government by 3% August 2011.

We are making this report publicly available to ensure openness and transparency about our work,
discussions and developments. We are not, however inviting comments on the report as this is not a
public consultation but a participatory planning approach. We are aware that Defra has undertaken
to run a public consultation later on in the process, afterhave submitted our recommendations.

The report contains within it the agreements, comments and caveats regarding the sites currently
under considerationMerely by having participated in the process, no stakeholder is thereby bound
to agree with everytatement in the report.

As laid out in the RSG terms of reference, it is the role of the Stakeholder Advisory Panel Chair
Trevor Jamesong provide final sign off of any submissions to the SAP, JNCC arrdINEtgland.

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

In my capacity as Chair of the Stakeholder Advisory Panel, | have reflected most carefully on the
Netgain project as a whole before signing this final submission.

Throughout, | have observed an inclusive and transmigapproach, the knowledge, engagement

and commitment of stakeholders being complemented by the tools and framework developed by
the project team to facilitate and focus stakeholder discussion and decision making. The manner in
which the project team haguided and managed the project has, in my opinion, been exemplary and
a model of best practice for future projects of this nature. We are fortunate, indeed, that the
controlling bodies have provided the framework for such important conservation issuxs to

debated and for proposals to be put forward for recommended MCZs.

Given the diverse range of stakeholder interests and the time commitments imposed on the project,
it is nothing short of remarkable that such a positive outcome has been achieved. thgais to
the professional approach of both stakeholders and the project team.

It has been a privilege for me to be part of the project and with the support of Net Gain stakeholders
gained at the Large Group Meeting held on th& &ad 20" July, | have m hesitation in signing this
final submission on behalf of ¢hRegional Stakeholder Group.

1 “\\
> . J N~ /

Chair of the Net Gain Stakeholder Advisory Panel



A note from the Chair of th&Regional Project BoardColin Brown

When | was first asked to Chair the manageni@oard of Netgain my initial reaction was that
everyone else must have already turned it dowhseemed such a complex and potentially divisive
proposition that it was difficult to see any way through the labyrinth of passionately held but
apparently mutially exclusive agendas which we would face.

The process which was envisaged was also novel and required a leap of faith thathallddge
the assumption that for every winner, there must be a loser. Whilst as ever, the timescales and
budgets werechalkenging.

Had lof course known then the calibre of people | would be working with | would not have been at
all concerned.l would therefore like to thank the staff at INCC and Natural England for their support
and professionalism, the fellow members o&tBoard for their wisdom and patience, and most of

all JmnnaRedhead and her amazing team who have worked longer and harder than anyone could
have reasonably asked to bring this project in so successfully.

My hope for the future is that this document wilbt be the last word on the subject but the first
step in a process.

LT a¢KS 5SSLX 3 ldAf ta aAfftSyyAdzy LINP2SO0G O2dzZ R KI
sustainable future for the North Sea and for those communities who depend on it then thiank
as our greatest ever achievement.

Chair ofthe Net Gain Regional Project Board and Chief Executive of The Deep.
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Section 1 Executive summary

¢CKA& NBLR2NI frea 2dzi bSG DIFEAYyQa FAYylLFf NBO2YYSYRI
(MCZs) within the English North Sea, submitted to the Statutory Nature ConeeriZaitiefSNCBS)
on the 3£' August 2011.

The recommendations have been developed by a Regional Stakeholder @®Gpomprised of

four Regional Hubs and a Stakeholder Advisory R&&P), and represent the outcome of in excess
of 6,000 hours of dediated stakeholder planningn developing the recommendations, RSG
members have liaised with their wider sectors and feedback has also been sought from Named
Consultative Stakeholders tite time ofeach formal iteration submitted to the Science Advisory
Panel.

Intotal, the RSGave recommended8 MCZs and 13 Reference Areas covering an arenobt
13,000km. Figure 1.illustrates the network configuration including sites proposed by Net Gain
alongside existing marine protected argd4PAs) Shoudl all the recommended sites reach
designationit would increase the total coverage of MPtsapproximately 30% dhe Net Gain
project area

Ecological network guidance design principles of representativity, replication, adequacy, viability and
connectivty were met for 19 of the 23 broadcale habitats found within the Net Gain project area.
Each design principle was met for low energy infralittoral rock and subtidal mud with the exception
of adequacy, with both habitats falling short of the minimumgetrextent (by 0.81 kfrand 83knf
respectively). Similarly, for subtidal macrophyteminated sediment each design principle was met
apart from replication, with one more replicate required to attain the targdbne of the ecological
criteria were met fo deepsea mud; within Net Gain there is only 4.6Slafhavailable deep sea mud
habitat, which followingadvice from the Science Advisory Panel (SAP), was excluded from
stakeholder discussions.

Ecological network guidance design principles of represaitigtreplication, viability and

connectivity were met for @ of the 14 habitat features of conservation importance (F@@hin the

Net Gain project areaDue to a lack of confidence in the data available for four of the habitat, FOCI
replication was ot met for seapen and burrowing megafauna, and bo#presentativity and

replication werenot met for horse mussel bedsyud habitat in deep wateand tide swept channels.

In addition to concern over the quality of data for these FOCI, the Regional MigZtfwere also
advised by the SNCBs that there are no true tide swept channels within our boundaries, effectively
preventing discussions on their inclusion.

Of the 12 species FOCI present in the Net Gain project anpaesentativity was met for the
tentacled lagoon worm, ocean quahog, lagoon samlimpand starlet sea anemonevith

replication only being met for the latter two specié&asons for failing to meet the criteria include
single records for a number of species, poor accuracy of dataackaf available evidence.

The majority of Net Gaf@a recommended sites are proposed with a good level of sudpart the
RSQeither a 3 or 4 on a 4 point scale, where 1 was strongly against and 4 was strongly support)
Conservation objectives have bedrafted for all features at each site, and discussions have been
held on potential management measures required to achieve the objectillesre are a limited
number of sites for which discussions were not finalised given the time available, which fdomo
part of the formal recommendations, but are included in Aniddar information
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Section 2 Introduction to the Net Gain Regional MCZ Project area
2.1 Geographic gtent of the Net Gain Project

The Net Gain MCZdject area spangvo regional seaghe southern portion of the Northern North
Sea (Scottish border to Flamborough Head) and the northern portion of the Southern North Sea
(Flamborough Head to BawdseseeFigure2.1). Water depthsacross this aresange fromless than
50m in the southto 200m in the north. Most of the region is well mixed by tides and wind
throughout the year, and sea surface temperatures vary seasonally, from 4°C ér wairit9°C in
summer (Defra 201.

2.2 Ecology and geomorphology

Thearea covered by thdlet Gain Project include® of the23 broadscale habitats listed within the
Ecological Network Guidance (EN@jssing only examples of subtidal macrophgiteninated

sediment. In additionthe Net Gain Project halst habitat features of conservation importance

(FOCI) and records for 12 low or limited mobility speE@E10f the three highly mobile species

FOCI listed in the ENG, smelt and European eel are knowrise estuaries or inshore coastal

waters within Net Gim for key life stages2rotection is afforded to some ENG features by existing
designations, including Special Areas for Conservation (SACs), Special Protection Areas (SPAs), Sites
of Special Scientifilnterest (SSSIs) and Ramsar sites (Natural England).20dder European

legislation, these existing Marine Protected Areas (MPAS) conserve additional Annex | and Il habitats
and species which will therefore generally not requirgHar protection thiough MCZs.

The coastline in the north is predominantly rocky, interspersed with intertidal sediments in bays and
inlets. In the south, the coastline is varied with large expanses of intertidal sands and soft

cliffs. The offshore benthic environmentraprises large expanses of sands, muds and coarser
sediments. Both the Northern and Southern North Sea areas support a diversity of marine species,
including marine mammals, birds and commercially importgeciesncludingsome of the most
valuableDemesaland Nephrops fisheries in the UK (Def810).Herring, mackerel and other

shellfish fisheries aralso commercialljmportant. Fish stock assessments indicate that stocks are
not at full reproductive capacity or are not being harvested sustainal@sddsal fish communities
appear to be improving in terms of abundance, biomass and species richness, but smaller and
opportunistic fish are dominant (Defra010). Fishing activity, particularly bottafipenthic) trawling

is considered to be a major presswon the marine benthic environment.

2.3 Anthropogenic perspectives

TheNet Gairregion is extremely important to the oil and gas sesttine aggregate extraction

sector, the renewable energy sector and to shipping (D&a0). Most industries are well

regulated but are still considered to be a source of pressure to the marine environment due to the
effects of infrastructure, pollution, disturbance, and extractive and depositional activities.

marine environment in the Net Gain area is also importantrézreation, supporting local
communitiesand tourism (Defra2010).

A recent assessment of the safety and biological diversity of our seas,(2@ff3 indicated that
intertidal habitats are deteriorating in both the Northern and Southern North Seasafeea level
rise is of particular concern in the Southern North Sea region; associatedmitbreased risk of
coastal erosion, flooding and loss of intertidal habitats. Rising sea temperature has been linked to

! Defra (21010pefra Charting Progressczhe State of the UK Sedstp://chartingprogress.defra.gov.uk/
% Natural England (201 Marine Protected Areas
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/marine/protectandmanage/mpa/default.aspx



changes in plankton production and theapkton community, which may be affecting the marine

food web (Defra2010).The deterioration of intertidal habitatwasalsolinked to human activities,
including land claim, beach litter, shellfish harvesting and the presence of coastal stru€iores.
contrary,subtidal habitats are generally stable or improving in condition. Subtidal rocky habitats are
generally only subject to local pressures such as construction of coastal infrastructure and bottom
trawling, whereas sbtidal sedimentsare subject ® widespread pressures from aggregate

extraction, benthic fishing, pollution and renewable energy infrastructure. The status of estuarine
fish was assessed to be improving in the Northern North Sea, but deteriorating in the Southern
North Sea, linked to iproved water quality and reduced eel recruitment, respectively. Cetacean,
grey seal and seabird populations are either stable or increasing in the North Sea. Conversely,
harbour seals are decreasing in response to various pressures such as diseasetioompeti
predation, unregulated shooting and declines in prey species. Cleanliness and safety indicators have
shown little deterioration in the Net Gain area.
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Section 3 Engagement with stakeholders: process and delivery
3.1 The Regional Stakeholder Group

The national Project Delivery Guidance provided by the SNCBs to the Regional MCZ Projects called
for MCZ recommendations to be made by a representative Relg&akeholder GroufRSG)In

the initial stages of the project it was determined that a single RSG would not be logistically feasible
due to the size of the Net Gain project area and length of coast covered. For this réeson, t

Regional Stakeholder @ip (RSG) was established in such a way so as to facilitate stakeholder
engagement from the large numbers of individuals and organisations across the project area,
allowing for greater representation from each sector, and taking account of regional vasati

within sectors along the coast.

The Net Gim Regional Stakeholder Group wasnprised of a Stakeholder Advisory Pai&APRaNnd

four Regional Hubsvhich operated under a common set of Terms of Reference (a copy of which is
provided as Annex 8Vhile it wasthe collective responsibility of the Regional Stakeholder Group to
make MCZecommendations to Government, the StAP and Regional Hubdifiaent roles in the
recommendation process.

Thefour Regional Hubwerewhere the main focus of the planrgrwork and deliberation over sites
tookplace NB LINB & Sy G A y 3  (pdet®f thdBdrkE Mekilsers ydrd togatlyefin
facilitated sessions to develop recommendations on MCZs. Regional Hub menaukrs
recommendations on the size, location, boundarand ultimately,conservation objectives for
proposed sites.

The Regional Hubs were complemented by the Stakeholder Advisory Panel (StAP) whose function
was to maintain an overview of the work being undertaken in the Regional Hubs, to check for
consisterry and balance and to bring all the recommendations from the Regional Hubs together
0STF2NB LI aairay3ad GKSY (G2 5STNIQa AYyRSLISYRSyid { OASy
In common with the other three Regional MCZ Projects, additional inputdaviork of the Net Gain
RSG was provided by members of the Named Consultative Stakeholders (NCS) group. NCS status
allowedregional, national or international stakeholders who may not be able to resource
attendance at Region#lub or StAPPnheetings to pla less intensive role in the ddepment of MCZ
recommendationsAt key stage®lCS members wemsked for views on the MCZ recommendations
being developed by the RStBeir comments béngrecorded and fed into the planning process.
However, stakeholders ithe NCS®ategorydid not play adirect role in the development of MCZ
recommendations.

3.2 Establishinghe Regional Stakeholder Group

The first step in establishing the RSG involved undertaking a stakeholder analysis; this work was led
by independent facilators, drawing on the expertise of the project team. The outcome was the
development of astakeholderdatabase including organisations and individuals who were felt to

have an interest in the project, who could beited to our initial events.

Roadshovs

To raise awareness of the MCZ Projélt Gain initiated its stakeholder engagement programme by

K2t RAY3 I AaSRASSSEXRYyPI@2RBAKYA WIydzZad NBE Hamnd ¢KS
through local and regional press and trade publications, con@cthe stakeholder database were

invited, existing networks were utilised and the liaison officers raised awareness of the events

through visits to loal stakeholder establishments.



Roadshows were held at six venues across the Net Gain Project area:
1 The ve Marine Laboratory, Cullercoats;
Whitby Yacht Club, Whitby;
Scarborough Spa, Scarborough;

1
1
1 Kings Lynn Town Hall, King's Lynn;
9 Orbisknergy Centre, Lowestoft; and
1

Humber Seafood Institute, Grimsby.

Two sepaate meetings were held at eachadshow venue, iee in the late afternoon and one in the
early eveningto increase opportunities to attendn each meeting Net Gain gave two presentations.
The first of these outlined the project, covering:

1 the background to the project (mat Net Gairwas, why it hadeen established and the
timescales for achieving its objectiygs

1 what an MCZs (includindhow they willoperate and what are they intended to achigye
and

9 an introduction to the locaNet GairLiaison Officeand howthey could becontacid.
The second m@sentation outlined bw and wherstakeholders could get involved in the process.

Question and answer sessions were held after each presentation. The key quéssiatantified by
stakeholders athe time) were answered immediately, with all other gtiess noted and carried
forward. Subsequently all questions were collated and, together with definitive answers, were used
G2 LINPRdzOS | O2YLINBKSYaA@S WCNBIjdzSy df &which]l SR
covered nearly 600 agstions across 16 baol themesvassubsequently made available to
stakeholders via the Net Gain website.

All attendees at theadadshow meetings were invited to pass their contact details to Nat,@aid to
indicate whether they wouldbe interested in joining the Regional Sthklder Group.Attendees

were also asked to provide contact details for other stakeholders who they felt should be involved,
and to make nominations for RSG membdrstotal, contat details were supplied by 258adshow
attendees, of which 123 expressan interest in becoming part oi¢ Regional Stakeholder Group.

Inaugural Large Group Meeting

Following the oadshows an inaugural Large Group Mee(ioG@M)washeld at the KC Stadium in
Hull on the11™ February 2010Invites were extended to the entrstakeholder database, including
those contats provided to us at theaadshows.This meeting brought together a total of 104
stakeholders, 57 of whom had previdysittended one or more of theoadshow events.

The principal aim of the Large Group Megtimas, at the outsedf the engagement process, to
provide key stakeholders with an opportunity to contribute to shaping the approach being taken.
That in turn led taa number ofaims, namely to:

1 develop a better understanding of MCZs, the role of the Giain Project and the approach
Net Gain was intending to follow;

RSPSt2LJ I oONRIRf& |3INBSR WFANRG adloQ taad

begin developing th&erms of Reference for the RSG; and

suggest the sectoral makeup of tRegional Huband Stakeholder Advisory Paraeid
discuss who should be invited to contribute
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The meeting was also important to begin to devedogial capital. Stakeholders could begin to get
to know each other and to share common concerns, and there would be thernity to
challenge preconceptions and to understand different perspectives.

3.3 Populating the Regional Stakeholder Group

The padshows and Large Group Meeting resulted in the identificationnofnaber of potential RSG
members through expressions of inést and thirdparty suggestions. Additionabminations and
expressions of interestere also received directly, to eithére project team based in Huwk to the
Liaison Officers oyposted throughouthe Net Gain Rject area.

Press articles and commuaitions to stakeholder database contacts, for example the February 2010
Net Gain newsletter (Net News), also highlighted that the RSG membership was still to be decided
and provided contact details to allow prospective members to get in touch with thegirtgam.

Whilst the Project aimed to invite as many stakeholders as possible onto the RSG it was necessary to
keep membership at a level where it was felt that productive meetings could be Radhbership
of the Regional Hubs and StAP was based oarrber of criteria.

The number of nominations YR 0 KS AYRAQGARdAZ ft4Q {y2¢fwdR3IS 2F (K
clearly important For Hub members it was important that local interests could be represented, with
members having detailed experience of theirdband regional environmepand other sea users

with an interest in the projectA key requirement on the part of the members was to be able to

commit to attend regular meetings, and keep their wider secta up to date with the project,

establishing dective two way communication so that the views of their sector could be adequately
represented. A key aspect on member selection was their ability to deliver on this requirement, to

ensure that feedback from as wide a stakeholder group as possible ceuhddrporaed into the

project delivery.

StAP membership was more limited than for the Regional Hubs (reflecting the nature of the StAP
meeting structure and the role of the group). Consequently, there was need for as little sectoral
duplication as possie amongst the membership, and members were required to be as
representative as possible in terms of both sector and geography. The objective was to appoint
membership to the StAP such that the group would be made up of a limited number of umbrella
organigtions, associations or key industry stakeholders who were well placed to comment on the
outputs of the Regional Hubs and to advise on sectoral issues across theoftiod Net Gain

Project area.

Following initial drafting of RSG membership listdha request of the National Project Board there
was dialogue between thRegional MCZ Project Manag#rvsstandardse, so far as appropriate, the
sectors represented on the RSG of each Regi@FProject.Once the RSG was established,
further applicationgo join were considered on a case by case basddscussed with existing
members.

Regional Hubs

The Regional Hubs wefecusedin the following areas, although the boundaries were not rigid:
North East(NE) Scottish Border to Hartlepool

Yorkshire& Humber (YH) Hartlepool to Grimsby

Lincolnshire and The Waghw) Grimsby to Wells

1
1
1
1 Eastof EnglandEE) Wells to Suffolk/Essex border



The intention was to have arourfD memberson each Region&ub, representinghe range of
stakeholder sectors with antierest inthe Net Gain ProjecFinal membership levels varied across

the Regional Hubs (the NE Regional Hub has 40 definitive members; with 43 in YH; 30 in LW; and a
further 33 in EE) with attendance at each Regional Hub fluctuating across successivgseet
Attendance by Regional Hub members at each meeting is detaikonex 3

Stakeholder Advisory Panel

The StAP comprised 23 membegpresenting a number of umbrella organisations, associations or

key national stakeholders who were well placed tonoeent on their sectors throughout the Net

Gain project area as a whole. In order to maintain transparency within the RSG, members from each
of the Regional Hubs weresal nominated to join the StAP.

Therole of theStAPwasto provide comment and input otihe recommendationdeingdeveloped

andto feedback tassubsequenRegional Hub rourg This was of particular importance when

discussing issues which could only be assessed on the project area scale such as Ecological Network
Guidance criteria and cumuige impacts to stakeholder®&y following this processjthough not

involved in the detailed discussions around sitae, StARvere able toinfluence decisions.

The StAP meetingsere not facilitated, instead they were run by an independent Chair, Myadir
Jameson, appointed bh¢ Net GainRegionaProject Boardlt was the role of the Chair, on behalf of
the RSG to sign off the fihneecommendations.

Working together

The Regional HUbStAR andNCS membersvere involved in an iterative process develop MCZ
recommendations following from thimitial stakeholder engagement meetingbétroadshows and
the LGM). Theomponents of the RS@orked together to produce th&CZ recommendations for
the threelteration reportsplus the Draft Final and the EihRecommendation Report®verall, he
process of stakeholder engagement can be summarised as shdviguire3.1.

From an early stage the Project recognised the importance and value of engagirsgakéholders
beyond the projet boundariesand undertook specific activity to promote this aspect of the
t NE2SO00Qa ¢38helow).aSS { SOGAZ2Y
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Figure3.1

Schematic ofNet Gan Regiomal Stakeholder Group engagement

3.4 Overview ofstakeholderengagement through the liaison team

Overview ofrecreational sea anglingngagement

Through the course of the Project engagement with recreational sea angling stakeholders was

undertaken bothd &

bSi DIFAyQa

{ S yive gediondlliybasdd digis6officard A OSNJ | y R

Together they identified and contacted angling club representatives by email and telephone who
were baed throughout the project aret set up meetings with their club memisewith the aim of
providing recreational fishing interests with a sound understanding of how the Net Gain Project was
structured and how they could become more closely involved (for example, by providing data to the

Project).

Meetings were set up throught 2010 to present to recreational sea anglers with interests in the
Net Gain area, and to explain to them what information they could contribute to the Project. After
providing an overview of the Net Gain project at these meetings a detailed mappingrsegsi
recreational angling activity in the area was carried out. Subsequently the maps were digitised and
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the data included in the Regional Profile for use in Regional Hub meetings where areas of interest for
possible MCZ identification were being discuksk total of 12 interviews at club level took place
representing 883 club members.

In addition to the meetings held at angling clubs, the Liaison Officers visited various areas along the
coast throughout the Net Gain project area where it was known thataational sea angling and

other recreational fishing activities took place. This was to enable the Liaison Officers to reach a
wider circle of recreational anglers and recreational fishermen who were not necessarily members
of local clubs and to explatn them what Net Gain was set up to achieve and how they could get
involved in providing data. The Liaison Officers carried out a total of 254 individual interviews with
stakeholders who were not members of angling clubs; 218 of these interviews were with
recreational sea anglers and 36 were with stakeholders who held a licence issued by the regional
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorifie€AS) to carry out commercial fishing methods
(netting/potting) on a recreational basis with catch limitatifnestrictions.

Net Gain also exhibited #te North East Angling show in November 2010 and April 2011, reaching
hundreds of recreatinal sea anglers at each event.

Overview ofcommercial fishingengagement

Through the course of the project Net Gain contedtsignificant resource to engagement with local
fishing communities. Not only was it recognised that the information collected from commercial
fishermen (through the Fishermap work) would be of central importance to the plaimpdct
Assessment work, bwalso direct communication with the fishing sector at the grass roots level

g2dzf R Syadz2NBE (dKFd GKS tNepa2SOdQa FAylFf 2dzilLlzia
go some way to helping increase stakeholder support for MCZs.

A dedicated team foLiaison Officers visited each port or fishing harbour across the Net Gain Project

area and arranged to interview the skippers of fishing vessels. In total 489 vessels across 58 ports or
harbours were identified. The extent of the interview programis simmarised below iTable3.1.

Table3.1 Summary of commercial fishery engagement within Net Gain
. Total number of Total number of Proportion of vessels
Fishing method oy , L : ;
vessels within Net Gain vessels inteviewed interviewed

Mobile 129 69 53 %

Static 333 250 75 %

Dual 27 27 100 %

Overall total 489 349 72 %

The data collected through the Fishermiaperview process was used to develop GIS data layers
showing the intensity of fishmactivity (by home port and gear type) across the Net Gain Project
area. These data layers could then be used in Regional Hub meetings to help identify where areas
being discussd as possible candidates foi@s may be spatially coincident with commerdighing
activity. The fact that information was collated from over 70% of the fishing fleet suggests that the

9 2
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The interview exercise also served to develop links betwkerProject and those commercial
fishermen who were not directly involved on the RSG. During the iterative rounds of report
production it was possible to obtain direct feedback from elements of the commercial fishing sector
that may otherwise have been pdy represented in the overalléd Gain engagement process.
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Overview ofinternational commercial fishinggngagement

Through the course of therpject, engagement withriternationalfisheriesstakeholdersvas
undertaken bothby NetGainQ Senior Liaiso®fficer andoy INCQ &  C A Liakd® R#icBra
Togetherthey identified and contacted relevant industry representasiftem neighbouring
European countries to initiateeetings with the wider industry ieachcountry. This was done with
the aim of proviling nonUK commercial fishing interests with a sountierstanding 6how the
Net Gain Project was structurednd how they couldbecome more closelynvolved(for example, by
providing data to théProject)

Both Dutch and Danish fishing representatiweare initiallycontaced by Net Gain in
January/February 2010 when potential datesrioeetings were discussedt waslater agreed that
engagement withall non-UKfishing communities with access to the waters within &atnQ a
boundary would be led by theNCC.

Attendance at a North Sea Regional Advisory Council (Réetingin London in March 2010

provided an opportunity to introduce the Net Gain Project to the RAC members from Denmark,
Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium and France. With the exceptionrofdag, the countries

present were interested in being kept up to date with the work of Net Gain and were interested in
setting up meetings with the ProjedAs a result, Belgian, Danish and Dutch fishing representatives
were accepted as Named Consultatstakeholders to Net Gaifrollowing exploration of options for
NCS status with national French fisheries representatives, Net Gain was advised that the regional
fisheriesorganisation CRPMEM NordPas de Calais / Picardi®uld be the main point of contd

for our project and wished to attend Hub meetingk addition,representatives from the Dutch
andDanish fleetalsoattended a number ofRegional Hub meetings.

hyOS FLILRAYGISRET GKS Wb/ / CAAKSNRARSaA [ AOffkaitd®y hTFTFAC
develop a strategy to engage with those AROK commercial fishers who had shown an interest in

providing data tahe ProjectNeli DI Ay Qa { Sy Wb [ AQA ASNVAKFTNADEN) A )
held meetings in the Netherlands and DenmankSeptember 2010 to present to representatives of

those commercial fishermen with interests in the Net Gain area, and to explain to them what

information they could usefully contribute to the Project.

Fishermen from the Netherlands decided they would fé®d the project by appointing a lead

(Jurie Romkes) from the North Sea@ucersOrganisationto gather their information on fishing

areas within UK waters. This information was forwarded to JNCC where it was mapped and sent to

the four RegionaMlCZProjects. In addition to the information received from the Dutch

NBLINSASY Gl GABS @Al Wb/ / rabdgedian BddiloyatndeetingFrgbfug@yNI [ A I A 3
HAaMM GgAOGK tAY +*A3&aaSNE (K §isNediieOveraEhing reBaddnitdiy Q& & LJ2 |
body for DutchDemersal BheriesProducer @ganisatiors). This meeting was also attended by Adrie

Vonk (an experienced beatrawl skipper), Conny Loonstra (Policy Officer with VisNed) and-Anne

Marie Kats (Spatial Planner with the Pelagic RAC). Aftgiding an overview of the Net Gain

project a detailed mapping session of Dutch fishing activity, as it related to the Net Gain area, was

carried out. Subsequently this processed information was used in Regional Hub meetings where

areas of interest for pssible MCZ identification were being discussed.

The Net Gain Senior Liaison Officer also met with a representative of interests in the Danish sand eel
fishery (Ole Mortson) who was able to map out the Danish sand eel fishery as it relates to UK waters.
Inaddition, along with visits to various ports along the west coast of Denmark, a humber of

discussions were held with local fishermen and with Hendrik Lund, the nominated Danish fishing
representative. Information was collected on fishing methods and tgbegssels used in UK waters
GKAOKZ a F2NJ GKS AYyTF2NXIFGA2Y FNBY (GKS bSGKSNI Iy
Regional Hub meetingBisheries data was passed through to Net Gain during October 2011, and

was forwarded (via the INC&heries iaison Officersto the other three Regional MCZ Projects and

to the Scottish MPA project.
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The collation of fishinglata from France, Belgium, Germany and Norway was undertaken by the
JNCC Fisheries Liaison Officdiise only information relating to Be#gi and German fisheries that
was received by Net Gain was the Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) dataset obtained by JNCC
through DEFRA, no separate mapping exercise was carried out for activities of the commercial
fishing fleet from either country.

In Decembe 2010 Net Gain was contacted bgtional French fishing representatives, whelt

unable to complete the datgathering work which had been requested by JNCC and expressed
concern over the subsequent lack of input to the Project by the French fishingNieeGain
contacted Anthony VieraQRPMEM NordPas de Calais / Picarjlia January 2011 to discuss known
French fishing areas within the Net Gain region, and how this information could be accessed.
Subseqgently in January 2011Anthony Viea attendedthe NE Regional Hund second Large Group
Meeting.

TheAngld O2 G GA&K FAaAKAY3 NBLNBaSyidliAdS 2y bSd DIAY.
Net Gain in October 2010 to discuss the possible input to the Net Gain proj8coltyshvessel
skippersand owners and to outline proposals for Net Gain and JNCC to visit Scottish ports.
Subsegent liaison meetings were set up by JNG@@he ports of Eyemouth, Pitanweem and
Anstruther (these being the main ports identified as having vessels which fishetswatkin the

Net Gain Project areaJhe JNCEisheries Liaison Officerggether with the Net Gain Senior Liaison
Officer, visited these ports to explain the background to the Net Gain Prajedtto suggest how

they could provide information to the Pject on the (English) fishing grounds they made use of
Furtherdrop inmeetingswere arranged by JNCC in these ports in an attempt to gathecific
information on the fishing grounds historically worked by the local uridemetre vessels.

However, thes meetings were very poorly attended by fishermen and only very limited data were
obtained.

Overview of wildlife enthusiasts engagement

Through the course of the Project engagement with wildlife enthusiasts was undertaken by the five
regionallybased Liaon Officers.

Due to the wide geographic spread of people throughout the country, the large amount of people
who take part in this group of activities, and the limited timescale of the project, it was deemed not
to be possible to interview these stakehotdeon an individual basis.

The team of Liaison Officers identified and contacted all the known RSPB coastal bird sanctuaries
and Wildlife Trust coastal sanctuaries within the Net Gain Project area to arrange meetings with
their site managers. These meetmgere intended to provide site managers and staff with a sound
understanding of how the Net Gain Project was structured and how they, and visitors to their sites,
could become more closely involved (for example, by providing data to the Project).

Followirg these meetings the Net GdimisonOfficers and site managers agreed that, in order to

enable wildlife enthusiasts to have the best input possible into the Project, information leaflets and

[ Al A &2 ybudingss dadSGcNdiatt details wouldbe avall £ S Ay (GKS aAdSaqQ AyT?2
The leaflets displayed in the site information offices explainedRbject andoutlined how

enthusiastdnterested in getting involved could contribubeformation to the Project (e.g.

information on particular aras ofactivitywithin the NetGain ared. These leaflets highlightate

web-based GIS todhat had been developetb capturedata onpeople) I O {ihkodghdutkh® a

Projectarea.

In addition tousing the wekbased Glplatform to capturedata submittel by wildlife enthusiasts
who visited the Net Gain coastal sites from acrosscientry, 42 separateinterviewswere carried
out by Liaison Officer$One interviewwas held with staff from a siteith approximately 600
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visitors annually; four intervieswvere heldwith clubrepresentativesrepresentinga total of355
individual members)and 37further interviewswere heldwith smaller groups omndividuals
representing 84 people total.

3.5 Overview of internationalMPAproject engagement

Two meetingdave been held with the Scottish MPA project, in March 2010 and May 2011. These
meetings were attended by the project managers of the Net Gain and Irish Sea Conservation Zones
Regional MCZ Projects, and representatives from Marine Scotland, the INCi€h Skadttral

Heritage and Historic Scotland. At each meeting, progress was presented to the Scottish MPA project
followed by wider discussions on coordination of work. However, due to differences in adopted
approached and timescales, prospects of join upehbeen limited; the opportunity to provide

feedback has however been presented to the Scottish MPA project followindth&“2and Draft

Final Recommendations through our Named Consultative Stakeholder process.

3.6  Working with the RSG

The schematic showasFigure3.1 indicates the iterative nature of meetings held with the different

St SySyida 2F GKS tNr2SO0Qa w{ Do ¢tstdBfdididl rolndsS LIS NR 2
of Regional Hub meetings were held (24 meetimgall) each round being tied in witheetings of

the StAP.

The first, second and fiftRegional Hulbounds consisted of onday meetings, whilst the third,

fourth and sixth rounds consisted of either caad-a-half or two-day meetings. In totalf is

edimated thatNet Gain has drawn upon 5,500 hours of stakeholder effort through its Regional Hub
meetingsalone

StAPmeetingswere held after each round of Regional Kuto review the outputs and provide
guidance and oversight. Through the course of thgdet, StAP meeting provided an additional
500hours of stakeholder effort to the Project.

Dates and stakeholdexttendance at each RSG meeting are providedrasex 3

Images of stakeholder meetings are presented belowigare3.2 and Figure3.3.

3.7 Development and implementation of methodologies and tools

Net Gain made use of several important methodologies and developed several bespoke tools to
facilitate stakeholder engagement with the Project andtih assist and promote the efficient
development of a network of MCZ sites which satisfied the requirements of the ENG. These
methodologies and tools were important as they not only added value to the process but also
contributed significantly to the eifient operation of the RSG meetings. Given their important role in
the process followed by Net Gain each of these methodologies and tools are described below.
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Figure3.2 Stakeholders working in a meetingf the Yorkshire & Humber Regional Hub
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Figure3.3 Stakeholders at the second Large Group Meeting (July 2011)

Regional Profiles

The Regional Profiles were developed for the initial round of Regional Hetinge and were
constantly reviewed and updated through the ensuing rosiofdmeeting. Regional Profiles were
availableat varying scales to meet the needs of ihdividual Regional Hubs, as well as for the
whole of the Net Gain Project area.

Layersofdal FTNRBY GKS tNR2SOGQa DL{ 6SNBE NBLINRPRdAzZOSR A
clear acetate sheet3his enabled stakeholders to take a hamsapproach and view several layers
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of information at the same time to assess suitable planning areaseXample,tiwas possible to
overlaya paper copy of the underlyingdad Scale Habitat of the Regional Hub area with acstate
showing existing windfarm developments and commercial fishing activity.

Ly FRRAGA2YS WoflylQ | GbbicoadtiBawese krovilddyrawhighy £ & G K $
stakeholders could record possible locations of Mdl#g their discussions

Four separate copies of the Regional Profiles for each Regional Hub were pratuasdpallow up
to four groups to work simultaneously any given meeting.

Marxan

The Marxan resource allocation optimisation software was used ahead stttemdandthird
rounds of Regional Hub meetings. Although in both instances their use by members was optional,
outputs were presented to members to Ipeinitiate discussions on possible MCZ site location

Marxan outputs were first presented to the Regional Hubs in the June 2010 meetings. At this time,
the project team did not have the full set of ecological data layers to input into the software, only

the UK SeaMap 2010 v2 broad scale habitat data and the maximum adequacy targets from the ENG
were available In order to limit the outputs, activity data layers were also ugédhing intensity, as
inferred by Vessel Monitoring System (VMS), logbookEdd/essel register data, provided from

Hant 6002YLAESR FYR LINPGARSR 68 /STha dzyRSNI O2y N

dataset Marxan was operated so as to optimise its outputs by avoiding areas of such activity. When
running the Marxana ¥ g+ NE OdzNNBy G at! a gSNB LR2aAiAiuAgsSte
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5knt (hexagonal) grid of planning units was applied to the whole of the Netaject area.

A revised Marxan output was presented to the stakeholders in the October 2010 Regional Hubs,
after more ecological data had been received by the project.M&iexan outputs were based on the
broad scale habitatiata, habitats and species FIO&nhd accounted for existing MPAs. No attempt
was made in this second application of Marxan to account for any-sgoinomic data

AdequacyTargets

In order to assist discussions, stakeholders were presented théhadequacy targets fdsroad

scale haitats as outlined in the ENGtakeholders were encouraged to address the upper range of

G§KS FRSljdzZ 68 G NBSGA FNRY (GKS 9bDX adzOK GKF G 0
YIy2SdzONBEQ RdzNA Yy 3 & dzo ahSujdduSrybérs Wish tivgnietid obve Y SS G A y 3
boundaries

Subsequent to thdune 2010neetings the overall adequactargetswere presented as a proportion
specific to each Regional Huimsed on the extent of each habitat within that Hukhis approach
focused stakeholder discussions on thoisditats represented in their area and also assisted in
meeting replication criteria by dividing up the adequacy target across the four Regional Hubs.

As the Project developed, thedequacytargets given to stakeholders wereviewedto incorporate

the G Analysis work being delivered by the SNCBs. Whilst targ#ie second round of meetings

were based solely on habitat occurrence within the Project area, the targets being used at the end of
the procesge.g. the fifth and sixth rounds of meetingsgre able to account for protection given to
features within existing or proposed MPAs. This was of particular importance with regard to the

need for, and extent of, sites in the vicinity of large MPAs (for example, the Dogger Bank pSAC and
the Haisborough, &mmond & Winterton SAC). In turn this meant that the evolving targets (which
were generally decreasing as more features could be adequately accounted for within existing or
proposed MPAS) had an impact on the development of the overall network.
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Draft Compdibility Matrix

Preliminary work done by the Finding Sanctuary RegiM@Z Projecprovided a higHevel
indication ofwhat activities would be likely to be compatible with tt#ferent broad scale habitat
features

This was presented assimple colourcoded matrixof a series of key activities against the range of
broad scale habitat Cells in the matrix were coloured greawtivity compatibl¢, amber (ativity
compatible if managed appropriatelg) red @ctivity not compatiblg.

In later meetings tts was replaced with sensitivity and pressuratrices provided by the SNCBs.

Consensus Form

This form evolved fromandarée  WOKS Ot A a (i Q 2tdrged prodicddNdhalp focsR | RS |j «
discussions in the supplementary Yorkshire & Humber Regiatmairtéeting in July 2010 (s&égure

3.4). TheConsensus Form wasgveloped for use as a recording tool for tBetober 201Regional

Hub meetinggseeFigure3.5). It was recognised that the checklist appchused in the July

Yorkshire & Humber Regional Hub meeting had hesaful, butthe Consensus Foradlowedall

pertinent discussion points associated with a potential MCZ site to be recorded in a standardised
format allowing siteby-site comparisons tbe made during fgnary work. The Consensus Faafso
providedadequacy targetspecific to eacliRegionaHubagainst eacloroad scale habitatype (as

the example shown iffigure3.5A & Y Jit3igeS mhave these targetsmivn, being replaced
AyaiSrFR 6AGK GKS GSEG W' ./ &ljdzr NB&AQ

The targets were given in terms of the number of 5km x 5km squares that needed to lbi&eden

within MCZs to meet the maximum ENG adequacy targées Regional Profiles includedsmall

acetate sale with a 5km x 5km grid of squares to assist in visualising how the adequacy targets given
in the Consensus Formelated to the hard copy ches within the Regional Profile.

In addition the Consensus Forrlso providedhe group responsible for develom the MCZ
proposal withan opportunity to recod:

9 the consensus view of whether the group supported the site or whether they were against
the site, with consensus being recorded on a scale of 1 (strongly against) to 4 (strongly
support);

1 an indication othe likelylevel ofcontentionthat might be associated with théesignation
of the site (recorded as L, M or H); and

1 aview on the confidence of the underlying data used to develop the site proposals (again,
recorded as L, M or H).

The Consensus Fomiteo allowed stakeholders to record additional information on the nature of the
site, including other ENG considerations such as information relating to Areas of Additional
Ecological ImportancAE), additional (noFENG) features, and activities that mayuire
management.

CAYIfftes dzyRSNI GKS 3ISySNIt GAGES 2F Wil{Ay3 GKS
considerations of what conservation objectives might be applied to the site and any other
information (such as assumptions regarding potentiah@gement measuresr data quality).

A completion/guidance note was also produced to complement the Consensus FgureB.6).
This note was intended to provide Regional Hub members with enough information to allow them to
compkte the forms with minimal input by Net Gain.
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AAEI data were presented to RSG members at the earliest opportunity during the planning process.
Data were incorporated into the Net @aGIS and were presented as layers within the Regional
Profiles. Throughout the interactive planning sessions stakeholders were encouraged to make use of
the AAEI layers to help maximise theologicabenefit of potential sites.

During theOctober 201(Regional Hub meetings AARithin sites under discussion were

deliberately capturedising the Consensus Forms and used alongside BSH and FOCI data to help

prioritise possible sites ahead of plenary discussi®hs. number obroad scale habitat within a

site, the total number of FOCI, and the number of additional considerations supporting site selection
(effectively the value of the site in terms of AAEéye taken together with the level of consensus

for the site as recorded by each workiggpup. All thee data were normalised (by expressing each

value as a percentage of the maximum for that particular measure) and then the results were

averaged across sites to provide a single metric with which to rank the full suite of suggested sites.
ThisrankingprovRSR | aAYLX S Wi SIF3dz2S GFrofSQ 2F ariaSa oKA
prioritise sites for discussion.

Live GIS

A GIS dedicated laptop was used in meetings to provide full GIS capability to support debate and
discussions within the Regional Hulf his laptop was coupled with an LCD projector and was used

to provide fully scalable visual outputs of data held in the Net Gain GIS.

¢KS dzaS 2F DL{ SylofSR aS@SNrft WtFre@SNBRQ 2F RIGl
windfarm developments, ibd foraging areas and specific types of commercial fishing activity). Whilst

this was also possible with the hard copy versions provided in the Regional Profiles, the GIS was
quicker, clearer andcalableg making it an invaluable tool especially in sugpaf plenary

discussions.

FisherMap and StakMap outputs

FisherMap interviews (which collected local data direct from those engaged in the commercial
fishing sector) plus interviesvfrom other recreationadea users (e.g. recreatioraglers,
yachtsmengcharter boat operators) were undertaken by the Net Gain Liaison Officers during the
period March to October 2010. Data from these interviews were compiled in the StakMap database
which, once completed, was used to produce new GIS data layers showingeth&tinof

commercial fishing and recreational sea use across the Net Gain Project area.

These data layers were made available within the Regional Profiles aheadJahtieery 2011
Regional Hub meetings. The commercial fishing data in particular wastanpas the alternative
commercial fishing activity data (based on VMS data) potentially gave an incomplete and biased
picture of activity as it only applied to vessels of 15m and over.
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Broad-scale habitats

Habitat FOCI

Species FOCI

Principles

Considerations

Site code
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Level of contention - level of potential sodo-coonamic impact

Motes

Figure3.4

Site ddails / consensus prdorma used in the supplementary® round Yorkshire & Humber Regional Hub meeting
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Section 1 - Site representativity

Section 2 - site nature

Section 3 - taking the site forward

Other ENG considerations (record as v if met/satisifed) Details?

What conservation abjectives should be applied to the site?

Site code I
Approximate area of site (as number of 5km x 5km squares) |

Presence of geological & geomorphological features

Broad scale habitats

(record the area as the number of 5km x Skm squares within the site) Area

Importance for seabirds (feeding grounds/loafing grounds/etc)

Importance for mammals (e.g. haul-out areas)

Other important spawning aggregations, nursery or juvenile areas

A1.1: High energy intertidal rock (target = ABC squares)

Additional ecological importance - high general biodiversity

Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock (target = ABC squares)

Additional ecological importance - high pelagic productivity

A1.3: Low energy intertidal rock (target = ABC squares]

Additional ecological importance - ather specific features

A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment (target = ABC squares]

Impacts and feature vulnerability (features not signif.degraded)

Scientific value - is the site suitable for research/monitaring

A2 3: Intertidal mud (target = ABC squares]

)
)
)
A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand (target = ABC squares)
)
)

A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments (target = ABC squares|

A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and saline beds (no specific target) *

Are there are any additional important features or species associated
with the site? Are there any other reasons to support site selection?

A2.6: Intertidal

by aquatic (no specific target) *

A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs (no specific target) *

A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock (target = ABC squares)

A3.2: Maoderate energy infralittoral rock (target = ABC squares]

B

A4.1: High energy circalittoral rock (target = ABC squares]

Ad4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock (target = ABC squares]

)
)
A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock (target = ABC squares)
)
)
)

Ad.3: Low energy circalittoral rock (target = ABC squares]

AS5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment (target = ABC squares)

AS5.2: Subtidal sand (target = ABC squares)

AS5.3: Subtidal mud (target = ABC squares)

AS5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments (target = ABC squares)

AS5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs (no specific target) *

AG: Deep-sea bed (no specific target) *

LITTTTTTTTITTITIITTITTITIT T Jwee

(* adequacy is based on replication, viability & y guidelines for

Habitat FOCI (record as v if present within site}

habitats)

What activities at the site may need management (and are data showing
where these activities occur currently recorded and mapped)? If data is not
currently available within the Regional Profile, where can it be obtained from?

Is there any further information you want to record
(e.g. ti potential
measures or data quality)?

Blue mussel beds viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Estuarine rocky habitats (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km)
underboulder i viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Horse mussel (Madiolus modiolus ) beds (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Subtidal chalk (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Mud habitats in deep water (minimum viable site diameter = 1km)

Peat and clay exposures (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Seagrass beds (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Sheltered muddy gravels (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Littoral chalk (minimum viable site diameter = 1km)

Tide-swept channels (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Ross worm (;

viable site diameter = 0.5km)

el losa) reefs

Subtidal sands and gravels (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km for sands; 10km for gravels)

(ITTTTTTTTTTT o2

Level of support and for proposed site

Species FOCI (record as « if present within site)

Level of agreement/consensus within the group
(score as 1to 4 using 1- strongly against; 2 - against;
3 - support it; 4 - strongly support it)

Tentacled lagoon worm - Alkmaria romijni viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Level of confidence in the underlying data (L, M, H)?

Level of contentior ial socio-economic impact (L, M, H)?

maerl paint weed - Cruoria (minimum viable site diameter = 1km)

* (0@

Amphipod shrimp - Gitanopsis bispinesa (minimum viable site diameter = 1km)

Native oyster - Ostrea edulis (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Common maerl - Phymatolithon calcareumn (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km)

What (if any) are the blocks or barriers to you achieving
agreement/consensus within the group?

Ocean quahog - Arctica islandica (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Starlet sea - vectensis viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Lagoon sand shrimp - Gammarus insensibilis (minimum viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Spiny lobster - Palinurus elephas (minimum viable site diameter = 5km)

***)ﬁ-..

auricula

jellyfish - k viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Short snouted seahorse -

viable site diameter = 0.5km)

Undulate ray - Rgja undulata (no minimum viable site diameter applicable)

Smelt - Osmerus operlanus (ne minimum viable site diameter applicable)

European eel - Anguilla anguilla (no minimum viable site diameter applicable)

LITTTTTTTITTTTT Jwwee

@%ne’rgoin

e Mo S M Conpmevcmon Tomes Frosect

Figure3.5

Example of Consensus Form as used in tfledind of Regional Hub meetings
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Potential MCZs - site summary form October 2010

sl
‘l - T ’ —— Enter your site cade - prefix with your group = | H I I S e el I
] Provide a rough estimate of [F———-——"-=—"=—="-+ number (e.g. 1-A, 1-B, etc.).
’—l the overall size of the site. ;——\_ 7 omerer v if met/satisil Details? | | [ What ion objectives should be applied to the site?
i area of site (as number of 5km x 5km squares)
Indicate with a v which of these fids/etc] R
Broad scale habitats additional considerations are 8. haul
(record the area as the number of 5km x Skm squares within the site) met/satisfied by the proposed site. file areas
| e Additic ral biodiversity ) . . .
- Provide a rough estimate of the area covered by each Broad Addit Please provide details or e productvity This section u.f the form is more f?cuﬁed towards taking the
Scale Habitat within the proposed site (give this as the Add| oo . N Teatires s'::;z:s::ysn:tfetz“::!:d;,:;%:::hb:n"\:uos’::ﬁI::‘Ig:):?ntghtea
[ Pumber of Skm x skm squares covered) mpactse it ol reach overall consensus on which sites will be carried
| A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand (target > Scientific value - is the site suitable for research/monitoring forwards. It is more important that you complete Section 1
] A23: Intertidal mud (= and Section 2 (i.e. the left -hand and centre panels of the
] B Are there are any i features or specles lated form) for each site that you propose.
For each Broad Scale Habitat present within the with the site? Are there any other reasons to support site selection? We would suggest that you return to complete this section of
A2.6: Intertidal sed| site, indicate whether the objective is for it the form if and when you feel you have finished the process of
] to be in Reference Condition (enter 'R’) or in . identifying potential sites.
] Favourable Condition (enter 'F'); if the feature
] is incidental and is not intended to form part of the The Science Advisory Panel are keen that we begin the process
site designation enter ', of developing draft C: ion Objectives for each of the
C ] proposed sites. Use this box to summarise your initial
| A4.2: MgA ™ o/ List any other supporting evidence (e.g. the presence of other key ¢ g g C ion Ob for the site,
species or habitats) or other possible reasons why the site should in parti i j for iti features that
For each Broad Scale Habitat present within the proposed site, be selected. you may have noted under Section 2.
indicate whether it will need to be Recovered (enter 'R') or
(enter 'M') in order to meet the condition objective
or C again, if the feature is
[ | i | and is not intended to form part of the site designation
| %
[ 1 Is there any further information you want to record
What acti s at the site may need management (and are data showing (e.g. assumptions regarding potential management
@ E where these activities occur currently recorded and mapped)? If data is not measures or data quality)?
Key e e T = currently available within the Regional Profile, where can it be obtained from?
] Indicate with a v those habitat or species FOCI that are 2 Z
present in the proposed site. 2
TRTErtaar T JLLN'E Focussing on current or planned activities, can you identify 7 As above, this section of the form is more relevant once sites 5
] ™ ™ activities that may damage the features for which you have / have been agreed upon and a degree of broad consensus
[] 5 . o . selected the site? You will need to make use of PRISM & PISA to 7 reached in plenary. If you have time after completing the forms
a Indicate whether the conservation objective is for each habitat or complete this section. ; for sites proposed by your group then the information in this
species FOCI present in the proposed site to be in Reference Asindicated, please provide sources of useful data if they are not tes prop ¥ your group | .
L Condition (enter 'R') or in Favourable Condition (enter 'F'). already available within the Regional Profile box is useful to have recorded. It is probably more important
] . though to have this information once we begin the proces
] Sheltered muddy gravels [minimum vi towards reaching broad consensus on sites.
Vs > Enter 1-4 to indicate the degree of consensus within the group
] Indicate whether each habitat of species FOC! present in the regarding the proposed site. Note that the site may be contentious When you do E""'_PlﬂE “'if section, use the space to 'Efﬂ"‘
[ Ros d site will need to be Recovered (enter ") or Maintained (i.e. it might have implications for certain sectors should it be any other 'ﬂfﬂr.mﬂ'lﬂﬂ relating to the proposed site that is not
T subtidalsandsand| = (enter "M in order to meet the conservation objective. designated) but the group may nevertheless be in agreement and effectivley captured elsewhere on the fﬂl".'h
show strong support for it going forward). For example, the group may have proposed the site on the
e basis of assumptions made regarding the management of
- - — ongoing activites. Please record any such assumptions here as
Key _SFE“SS_FOCF {”W’d Lo 'f"ﬁ“"" within site) Indicate {using L, M or H) what the group belives this 'narrative’ will be important later on in the designation
° Tentacled lagoon worm - Alkmaria remijni (minimum viable site diameter = _.5km) the degres of o tention could b soli the site process and will provide a record of just how and why the site
® | Burgundy maerl paint weed - Cruoria cruoriaeformis (minimum viable site diamete - = 1km) was ally selected. You might (for example) want to suggest
* Amphipod shrimp - bispinosa (minimum viable site diamet¢ - = 1km) where site boundaries might need to be reviewed or
Native imum viable site diameter : 0.5km) What (if any) are the blocks or barriers to you achieving reconsidered in the next round.
0 Common maerl - phymg A for habitat agreement/consensus within the group?
O Oceanquaho] FOCh above. =
> Starlet sea anemone - vectensis (mini Vistresitg diamer”. = 0.5km)
£ Lagoon sand shrimp - Gammarus insensibilis (minimum viable site diamete. = 0.5km) Unless you entered 'H' against the question on the level of group is in the underlying data that has been
* Spiny lobster - Palinurus elephas {minimum viable site diamete = 5km) agreement/consensus within the group, itis likely that there are used to identify the proposed site.
> jellyfish - Hali auricula (mini viable site diameter ‘- 0.5km) some blocks or barriers (points of disagreement) that are preventing —
Short snouted seahorse - Hippocampus hippocampus (minimum viable site diameter :0.5km) the group from reaching full consensus. Are you able to clearly
Undulate ray - Rgja undulata (no minimum viable site diameter ag slicable) identify these? If so, record them here - we will then use
Smelt - Osmerus operlanus (no minimum viable site diameter af Jlicable) information if we need to move the site forwards later in the
European eel - Anguilla anguilla (no minimum viable site diameter app, ~able)

Figure3.6 Notes used to accompany the Consensus Form
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Interactive PDFs

Interactive PDFs were available from the time of daauary 201Regional Hubs onwardghe

Interactive PDFs allowed most of the data layers presgmtithin the Regional Profiles to be viewed
without the GIS softwareGiven the use of the Regional Profiles and the availability of live GIS

within the Regional Hub meetings Interactive PDFs were not used extensively within the meetings.
However, theywere made available to stakeholders outside of the meetings and played an

important role in allowing discussions on site location to be continued outside of the formal Regional
Hub meeting environment.

PRISM & PISA Access database tools

58t A GSNE a2AT Al S eW{ad NMIZ/MPA feéatirksSnatriiNgy ABPYmBrE MarLIN
and the associated activitiggessures matrix that was produced by the SNCBs was welcomed by
Net Gaimas it brought some clarity to discussions over potential management atiplis.

However, it was immediately apparent that tebeer quantity of data was challengifay use in a
stakeholder workshop environmenfor each of the 108 ENG features the sensitivity matork
considered 40 pressures (producih@20assessmentsfeensitivity). Each of the 40 pressures was
also assessed against 41 separate activifigiving a total of 177,120 potential
feature/pressure/activity combination® consider

For stakeholders to be able to make use of this immense dataset, and axexseable
information, a pair of associated Access database reporting toeRISM and PISAvere
developed by Net Gain.

PRISM PPRoducinginformation fromSensitivityMatrices¢ was developed tdilter the full database
in order toidentify, in relatbn to any of the BSH or FOCI featuths,subset ofactivities that may
potentiallyneed to be managed postesignation The software allowethe user to select anBSH
or FOCI featurandto undertake an assessment based on any given combination ofréeatu
sensitivity to pressuretseeFigure3.7).

The PRISM tool also allow#tk user to select any of the activities that it identifies and to display
which are the relevant pressures that arise from the selected activity togethirtheir pressure
benchmark information (seEigure3.8).

In a similar manneRISA Potential Impacts fromSelectedActivities- was developed to filter the

full database in order to identify, in relation to any activity, thiset of BSH or FOCI features that
may potentially be affected. The software allesithe user to select any activity and to undertake an
assessment based on any given combination of feature sensitivity to pressurésgeszs.9).

The PISA tool also alledthe user to select any of the features that it identifies &g potentially
affected by aractivity and to display which are the relevant pressures that arise from the selected
activity together withpressure benchmark infmation on an activity by activity bagisigure3.10).

Development of both of these toollowed ease of use of the full range of sensitivity and pressure
information provided to us, and limited the number of assumptions on rgangnt implications
being made by stakeholders in their discussions.

STARFISAccess database tool

STARFISHEmplified Tables forAssessing the need fétegulation, usingddltered Impacts onJoecies
and Habitats¢ was ceveloped for use in developing dates around vulnerability assessment (to
inform Conservation Objectives) and thessibleneed for management measurels is recognised
that the outputs from this tool do not automatically indicate a need for regulation, but do suggest
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the potential needor some form of management; STARFISH is nevertheless a better acronym than
STAMFISH.

The schematic preseatl asFigure3.11 provides an illustration of how STARFISH works. Of the range
of pressures that potentially affect feates within the marine environment, only a subsetelevant

to those features known to be actually present at the site (the yellow portion of the figure).

Similarly, only a limited number of activities occur at any given site, and again these givearise to
subset of pressures (the blue portion of the figure). Knowing what features are present within a
suggested dMCZ, together with what activities occur there, allows the subset of pressures that need
to be considered for potential managed (the green portidrihe figure) to be identified.

El Iain menu ‘ El PRISM - drilldown from fealure‘
PRISM v5.1 - PRoducing Information Sensitivity level:
from Sensitivity Matrices Revert to using default sensitivity
© High O Low-Medium O Not signif.-Low levels (H, M and M-H)
® Medium O Low-High O Not signif.-Medium .
O Low © Medium-High O Not signif.-High
Feature: -
Close this form
Subtidal sand v "
Show pressure benchmark |nf0|
The following pressures may, at the sensitivity levels selected, affect your feature:
Sensitivity «f | Confidence - Summary of pressures -
H L Siltation rate changes (high)
H L Physical loss (to land or freshwater habitat)
H L Physical change (to another seabed type)
M L Temperature changes - regional/national
M L Siltation rate changes (low)
Record: M 1ofs P oM i Search
Double click on an activity below to identify the specific pressures which it may
potentially give rise to, and which are associated with the selected feature:
Activities which may potentially affect selected feature < =
Aguaculture - fin fish
Aguaculture - shell fish 1
Beach replenishment
Figure3.7 Screenshot of the main screen of the PRISM database tool
ZE| Main menu ZE| FRISM - drilldown from feature | E| Pressures for selected adivit_v,;"'-._
» o . :
This list indicates the pressures on: Subtidal sand
which are associated with: Fishing - benthic trawling
at sensitivity level{s): Hor M or M-H Close this form
Sensitivity - Pressure - Pressure Benchmark - |Confidence -
H Siltation rate changes (high) 30cm of fine material added to the seabedina L
single event.
M Siltation rate changes (low) Scm of fine material added to the seabed ina L
single event.

Figure3.8 Screenshot ofletailed output from the PRSM database tool
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gremglm
»

PISA v3.1 - Potential Impacts ]

from Selected Activities Sensitivity level:
Press to change levels of
sensitivity considered
Select activity: Close this form
IFishing- benthic trawling VI

The selected activity can potentially give rise to the following pressures:

Pressure -
Removal of non-target species (lethal)
Removal of target species (lethal)
Shallow abrasion/penetration: damage to seabed surface and penetration =25mm
Siltation rate changes (high)
Siltation rate changes (low)

| |Surface abrasion: damage to seabed surface features
Underwater noise

Visual disturbance (behaviour)

Water clarity changes

Record: M 1aofg Ll

W Mo Filter | [Search

The features listed below are potentially affected by the selected activity - double click on a feature to see the
pressures arising from the activity which may affect it ('count’ indicates the number of contributory pressures at the
sensitivity levels selected above):

Features potentially affected v |Count ~ &
ﬁ‘ Coastal saltmarshes and saline reedbeds 3
Deep-sea bed 2 |5
Figure3.9 Screenshot of the main screen of the PISA database tool

EE——————————————

» L
Activity: Fishing - benthic trawling
Feature potentially affected: Subtidal sand
Sensitivity level(s): Hor M or M-H Close this farm
Sensitivity - |Confidence - Pressure - | Pressure benchmark
H L Siltation rate changes (high) 30cm of fine material added to the seabed in a single event.
| M L Siltation rate changes (low) 5cm of fine material added to the seabed in a single event.

Figure3.10  Screenshot ofletailed output from the PISA database tool
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All pressures — atmospheric climate change, de-oxygenation, siltation rate \
changes, physical change (to another seabed type), surface abrasion, etc, etc

Pressures relevant Pressures to Pressures relevant
to the designated consider for to the ongoing
features at the site management activities at the site

/

Figure3.11  Subsets of pressure data for consideration regarding potential management

The main input screen for STARFISHUfe3.12) allows the user to select the MCZ being
considered.Together with the sensitivitpressures and pressurestivities data the database also
holds information on what features and ahactivities occur at each 6f S i DMOZ\§i@si This
information is used (as described above) to identify thpsessures that should be considered for
management on a sitepecific basisA number of possible outputs can be selecteske, for
example Figure3.13. It is also possible to output in matrix format for inclusion in repore ($or
example Figure3.14).

STARFISH provided an easy waWket Gain to identify those #eity/pressure combinations that
needed to be considered in the Vulnerability Assessment work and helped stakeholders to better
understnd the process that was subsequently being followed both in the development of
Conservation Objectives and also in the discussions around management measures.
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Figure3.12  Screenshot of the main screen tfe STARFISH database tool

Pressures from activities at site NG 15 which may potentially affect site features

Bty Presure: Prressur e B enchimark Pressure of & divity 2

(Agusacubtune - fin fich Dhe-coxyme ration [Complia nce with WIFD oiteria for good status ABDVE f BELOW
b= nchmark

(Agusacubtune - fin fich [Complia nce with WIFD oiteria for good status ABDVE f BELOW
benchmark

(hguacultune - fin fish Compliance with WFD criteria for good status ABOVE [ BELOW
benchmark

(Aeuszcuitune - fin fish [Comiplia nce with WIFD! oiteria for good status ABDVE f EELOW
benchmark

(hgumcuitune - fin fish Genatic modifistion & translocation of [l ranslocation outsde of geograiphic s res:introduction of

indigenousspecies hat che ry-reaned juv enile s outside of geographic area from

hichadhit stock derives

liziacetuoe - Fr foh Trarsiccstion citede of grogoh s 3tmss ntmducton o
hat che ry-reaned juw snile soutside of geographic sire s from
hichadhit stock derives

ABDVE f BELOW
benchmark

(hguacultune - fin fish [l mnslocation outsde of geographic area; introduction of
hatchecpreanedwan esootede of mosanhos ates from
hichadhi't stock derives

(dguacuitune - fin fish ntroductionof ight one propossd ABDVE f BELOW
benchmark
|ziary tuce - Fnfob | Fizre zropoms [ apove secow |

Figure3.13  Example of direct output from the STARFISH database tool
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Atmaospheric climate change MNE NE MNE NE NE NE MNE MNE

Barrier to species movement (behaviour, reproduction) MNE NE MNE NE NE NS ME MNE
Death or injury by collision NE NE MNE NE NE NS MNE MNE
De-oxygenation NS NS NS M5 N5 NS NS N5
Emergence regime changes (sea level) - regional/national NE NE NE NE NE NE L NE
Introduction of light MA NA NA NA MA MNA NA NA

Introduction or spread of non-indigenous species &
translocations (competition)
Litter MA Ma MA NA MA MA MA M

Figure3.14  Example of formatted output from STARFISH

L-M MNS5-M M5~ N5~ L-M NS NS N5~

Vulnerability Assessment tables

To support the development of draft Conservation Objectives and to indicate where management
measures might be required an extensive Vulnerability Assessment exercise needed to be
undertaken. The detail on this process is pded below Section6.1). STARFISH outputs were used
to focus work on those feature/pressure/activity combinations pertinent to each site.

The Vulnerability Assessment (VA) tables outlined in the SNCBs guidance on Consebyetinre®
were used as a template, and a separate VA table was produced for each feature identified for
designation at each sit&TARFISH outputs were then used to populate the cells of the table (each
pressure/activity combination being assigned to atfiea exposure level and a feature sensitivity

f SPSt & ¢KS AYyAGAGdRG Q0a oAl Tbyrddy/A NGt $QSBoytiren thek (
SNCB MMO, and IFCAend the resultant VA tables were then each grodndhed by stakeholders

in the final (sith) round of Regional Hub meetings.

Site summary booklets (LGM)

Following the final round of Regional Hub meetimgMay 2011RSG members were invited to

attend the second Large Group Meeting (LGM). To assist discuasithis workshopbooklets
covehyad bSi DFEAYyQa ySig2N] 2F NBO2YYSyYyRSRacha/ %a
site, the booklets provided:

a map of the recommended site;

a list of the ENG features at the site (indicating which features the site was recommended to
be designateddr, together with Conservation Objectives were appropriate);

9 alist of those activities knawto occur at the site (and which had been taken into account
during the earlier VA work); and

1 a précis of additional ecological data on the site.
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These summary bdtets helped focus debate and provide a standard reference point for decision
making within the LGM.

Feature's sensitivity to pressure

Not sensitive

exposure to

Feature's
pressure

Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability

Low exposuré& | Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability

Not exposed| Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability

Exposure Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown
unknown vulnerability vulnerability vulnerability vulnerability

* - additional category added to allow for pragmatic judgement
Figure3.15  Modified VA table

Data: quality assurance and quality ctol

Quiality assurance and quality control processes were followed for data received by the project and
for the collation d information derived from the iBhermap interviews. Tik ensured that data being
used and presented by the team was accurate, peeaisd (as far as possibjuld beconfirmed by

the provider.

1 Following the receipt of data andyore specifically, shapefiles:
bSG DFAyQa DL{ GSIY RS@St2LISR I YIL 2F (KS
supplied data. This map wasturned tothe data provider foreview, with remediahction
(if required) being taken by the GIS te&mlowingtheir response.

9 Following the collation of the data frofshermap questionnaires
individual maps obverallfishing activity were created for each arbgaport and bygear
type. Thesewerelza SR 6& bSO DIFEAYyQad [AlFA&d2y hF¥FFAOSNE
meetings that were held witthe Fishermapnterviewees At these meetings, confirmation
was sought from fishermethat the maps (which, foray given port and gear type, where
the amalgamation of several individual responses) were a sound representation of their
overall activity. Again, nere feedback ocomments were madeegarding any anomalies or
mistakes, amendments to the mapped outpuisre madeby the GIS team.
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3.8 Progress at Regional Hub meetings

Detailed outputs from each Regional Hub meeting were reported on in the weeks following each
meeting, with reports being circulated to RSG members and copies being made available for
download fromthe Net Gain website. These reports (Fe@nex § provide a definitive record of the
work undertaken at each Regional Hub meetiagummary oprogress made through the six
rounds of Regional Hub meetingpi®videdbelow.

Round 1 Regional Hub meeting#larch 2010

The first round of Regional Meetings introduced members to the Ecalagitwork Guidance
(which at that stage was still under development). This effectively began to set the scene for what
work lay ahead for the group.

This round of meetingalsoconcentrated on developing and agreeing a way of working which
provided a basis for subsequent work. Outpwisre used to help develop the Terms of Reference

for both the Regional Hubs and the StAP.

L'y AYUSNI-DY®IESHKA YR & wikhiaa the rieating whigh@liowed et Gain to
introduce the Regional Profiles to members. It also allowed Regional Hub members to feedback to
Net Gain on how the Regional Profiles could be improved (for example, in terms of their ease of
use).

The first pund of Regional Hub meetings was followed by the first meeting of the 8P 2010,
which introduced the recommendation process and Ecological Network Guidance, and provided
opportunity to review the Terms of Reference and discuss challenges inoitkeewpected

Round 2 Regional Hub meetingdune2010

The second round of Regional Hub meetings prasededwith an optional evening session to allow

for new members, or members who had been unable to attend the first meeting, to get quickly up to
spedal on the Ecological Network Guidance and to familiarise themselves with the Regional Profiles
for the Hub area.

Practical MCZ identification work at this round of Regional Hub megtiegented members with
the option of using outputs from the Marxan optisation softwareFor this purposeMarxanhad
been deployedisingbroad scale habitatlata, plusdata onexisting MPAs, existing windfarm
develgppments andvessel Monitoring Systenvi1S monitoring data (200€, all gear types).
Members were able to choeswhether or not to make use of Marxan to help initiate their
discussions on potential site size and locationaddition, the developing Gap Analysis was
presented to the group (although no firm outputs were available as existing protection levels for
features within MPAs had not been accoedfor at this stag¢.

Workin this round of meetingfocused on attempting to satisdequacytargets forbroad scale
habitats. The proportionaltargetswere based on eacbroad scale habit®& | 6 dzy Rl yOS 6 A (i K A
Regional Hub area and on the Ecological Network Guidance adequacy targets.

Site selectiorio meet these targetsvas based on the use of outputs from the Marxan optimisation

software andthe data presented in the Regional Profildtie Regional Profiles weenused in

conjunction with large (A2 size) clemsetatespreLINA Y G SR gAGK GKS wS3aA2yIlf |
Potential stes were drawn onto the clear acetates with permanent markers; following the meetings

the boundaries of each site recorded thve acetateswere digitisedaR G N} YA FSNNBR (2 b$S
GIS
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In addition, the meeting involved some group debate around the development of possible measures
both for socieeconomic impacts of MCZs and for the conservation benefits that should accrue. This
was intencekd to help develop the associated Impact Assessment work.

Although these meetings were very successful, and a number of possible sites were identified, no

overall consensus on potential sites was reached between the Regional Hub members present at the
meetings. This was largely because of the limited time that was available for members to become

familiar with the materials and approaches, and to physically undertake the planning work with the

maps. However, members also felt that they did not have full s&te the key requisite data sets

and/or did not have full confidence in the accuracy of the data that was presented. In particular,

Regional Hub members were concerned at the absenbeoafd scale habitatdata from the

intertidal zone; the lack of Fish@ap data and the consequerglianceon VMS data; the lack of full
AYF2NXYIEGA2Y FNRY GKS DFLI !'ylIfe@aAaT YR GKS [ o6aSy
to various pressures and on the activities that may give rise to such pressures.

In addiion, manyRegional Hub membeexpressed a lack of confidence in some of the key data
available to them at this tima/hilst ths was especially true of tHwoad scale habitadata, it was

also the case for the VMS data that was presented. Notwithstartiefact that the VMS data is

only applicable to vessels greater than 15m in length (and consequently, by effectively missing out
on the majority @ the inshore fleet, both under represenésd biases the apparent distribution of
fishing activity acrossie Net Gain project area) it was felt that, as the data was collected in 2007, it
may not be an accurate representation of the distribution of activity as fishing patterns may well
have altered in recent years in response to economic pressures suchmgduidi costs. For these
reasons the outputs from the mapping work and planringld notbe taken as being

representative of potential MCZs but rather onlytasad Areas of Interest (BAIS).

Thesecondround of Regional Hub meetings was followed byssndmeeting of the StARI(ine

2010, in which progress was reviewed and advice was sought from members on the sources of data
for socioeconomics and possible indicators to include in the Impact Assessment. This was followed
by the submission of the®*iIteration Report to the SAP (June 2018though a decision was taken

to base thel® Iteration Reporon the network of existing MPAs within the Net Gain area, the BAIs
identified by the Regional Hubs were presented to the SAP as a supplementary regabhigiowith

an assessment of the contributions they would make in satisfying the requirements of the ENG.

Another meeting of the StAP was held (August 2010) subsequent to the submission of the
1* Iteration Reporto receive feedback from the SARd dicus implications for Regional Hub
planning

Additional second round meeting July 2010

Following feedback received from the Yorkshire/Humber hub members after the first of the June
2010 Regional Hub meetisthe structure of thesubsequenRegional Hub memgswas
significantlymodified. Given the change in format,was felt that, in order to maximise the
opportunity for members to participatand to help that the group was not in any way
disenfranchisegdit was appropriate to reonvene and hold a fallv up meetingor the Yorkshire &
Humber Regional Hub

As a result, following submission of th&lferation Report, a supplementary meeting was held for
the Yorkshire & Humber Regional Haluly 2010 Theformat for this meetingvas developed by

the Nd Gainteamandincorporated feedback offered by participants during the June Regional Hub
meeting and the subsequent StAP meeting

This meeting represented something of a watershed in the engagement approach taken by Net Gain
in that it was the first Reghal Hub meeting that was prepared and presented by Net Gain without
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the support of independent external facilitators. Subsequentinegal feedback was that the
meeting had been weplanned and deliverednd that the attendees had felt that they had beked
OKNRdAK (KS LINRPOSaa NIGKSNI GKIY 0SAy3 W20SNI Tl O

This meeting also introduced an initial version of a proformeetmrd sitedetailsand to help focus
discussions to support possible consesbuilding.This initial version was developeddexpanded,
resulting in the comprehensiv@onsensus Forased during thedctober 201Regional Hub
Meetings.

Round 3 Regional Hub meeting®©ctober 2010

The purposef this round of Regional Hub&s to enable members to develop a long list of Broad
Areas of Interest which, througbubsequenplenary debate, could be refined to a number of draft
MCZs by the close of the meeting. It was intended that these draft MCZs would be submitted in the
2" teration Report to the Science Advisory Panel (SAP)tlsesame month. Initial thoughts on
Conservation Objectives and management implications for these draft MCZs were also to be
considered.

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

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

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

1 The Net Gain team delivered the meeting without the use of facilitators, although at this
stage the facilitators still worked witlktS LIN2 2SOl W6 SKAYR (KS a0SyS:

These metingsalsointroduced the Regional Hub members to several new or refined tools:

1 Marxang a new Marxan analysigas produced and presentdry Net Gain basesblelyon
broad scale habita&ind habitats and species FQi&.including only ecological featuresd
excludingsociceconomic datg

1 ArevisedGap Analysisproduced by JNCC/Natural Englgadggesting thatertain
adequacy targets had already been met within existing MPAs

1 PRISM/PISAa MS Access database developed to provide easy interpretatitire
Features/Pressures (sensitivity) and Pressures/Activity mat@ces;

1 Consensus Forsg to capture the table discussions and to help focus attention on the
requirements of the ENG.

PEf 2dzilddzia FNRY (GKS FTANRG RINetGan GioMdnight. NS RA I A (
addition, all of the information on th€onsensus Fornvgas transcribed; these data being used on
the second day tprovide ameans of structuring and focusing plenary discussions.

The number obroad scale habita within a #e, the total number of FOCI, and the number of
additional considerations supporting site selecti@ffectively the value of the site in terms of AAEI)
were taken together with the level of consensus for the site as recorded by the group. All these data
were normalised (by expressing each value as a percentage of the maximum for that particular
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measure) and then the results were averaged across sites to provide a single metric with which to
rank the full suite of suggested sites. This ranking providédé&J S Wt SI 3dzS Gl o6t SQ
could be used, if required, to help prioritise sites for discusgionexample of this igresented

below (Table3.2).

Table3.2 9EL YLI $dz& TG Ws 88 Q | LIsINgBiteDK T2 NJ LINR 2 NX G A

Site BSH % FOCI % Addtl % Cons % Avg %
1A 100 100 33 75 77
2B 75 63 78 75 73
2A 75 13 100 100 72
1E 75 100 11 75 65
3D 25 75 56 75 58
1C 50 38 22 100 52
2F 25 13 67 100 51
2D 25 13 89 75 50
3A 50 75 0 75 50
3C 50 50 22 75 49
2] 25 38 44 75 45
2G 25 25 56 75 45
3B 25 25 56 75 45
1B 50 38 11 75 43
1F 50 38 11 75 43
2E 25 13 56 75 42
2C 25 13 22 100 40
3E 25 0 56 75 39
1D 25 38 0 75 34
2H 25 13 0 75 28

The third round of Regional Hub meetings @kwed by the production and submission of the
2" teration Report to the SAP (October 2010) and by the fhuBtAP meeting (November 2010), at
which the SAP Chair presented initial feedback to the StAP or'titeration, wider feedback was
reviewed,and the Impact Assessment requirements were discussed.

Round 4 Regional Hub meetingdanuary 2011

The fourth round of Regional Hubs was originally péahfor November/December 2010.
Unfortunately itwas necessary to postpone these meetings at shotice due to adverse weather
conditions. The meetings were reschedubsisoon as practicable and were heldlanuary 2011.

This round of meetings was used to further develop the network of sites presented to the SAP in the
2" Iteration Report. In addion, the feedback to the™ Iteration Report from the SAP and from
stakeholders was presented. Natural England gave the Regional Hub members an introduction to the
SNCBs guidance on Conservation Objectives and Reference Areas.

Once again, Consensus Fonvese used to help direct discussions. On this occasion thagjightly
modified form was usedjsit was possible to prpopulate them with the areas of eachroad scale
habitat, the presence of FOCI, and other information indicative of additional ecaldgiportance
for each of the draft MCZs

Both PRISM and PISA were available to help inform discussions.
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In addition, delegates at this round of meetings produced and voted on potential names for the draft
MCZs that had been identified.

This round of Regnal Hub meetings was followed by the fifth meeting of the StAP (February 2011)
in which progress was revieweshdadvice was sought on specific site issues and ENG targets. The
3rd Iteration Reportvas submitted to the SAP February 2011.

Round 5 Reginal Hub meetings March 2011

TheMMO was invited to attend and preseat this round of Regional Hubs, providing useful
background information both on the marine planning process and on the processes and options for
MMO management measures for MCZs. Eego presentations were followed up with question

and answer sessions, which were used to feed into a FAQ document that was subsequently
produced by the MMO.

In addition, the Regional Hub members engaged in plenary discussions over potential Reference
Areas for inclusion in the network, and over possible amendments to MCZ boundaries. The latter
topic was discussl in light of the prevailing position in terms of adequacy targets. Where targets
were significantly oversubscribed, and site boundaries coulchtveed to redue the site size and
increase stakeholder suppaftvhilst not having significant detrimental impacts on the ecological
value of the sitg potential changes were logged. It was intended that these decisions could be
reviewed at the start of th next round of Regional Hub meetings.

This fifth round of Regional Hub meetings was followed by the sixth meeting of the StAP (April 2011).
Here, the SAP feedback on th&igeration was presented, and areas of search were identified for
reference areagor a number of features to assist the Regional Hubs in their planning. The MMO

also gave a presentation on management measures.

Round 6 Regional Hub meeting#pril/May 2011

The final round of Regional Hub meetings was ustigdlly to confirm changeto site boundaries. In
addition plenary discussions were held@® y FANY GKS fA&adG 2F FSI Gddz2NBa
sites should be designated for, and to grotinath the list of activities believed to occur within each

site. However, the bullof the work in this round of meetings focussed on groandhing the

Vulnerability Assessment firstut work that had been undertakdoy the project team with support

from the SNCBsMMO and IFCA&xtensive use was made of the completed (draft) Vulnktabi
Assessment tables for each site/feature combination as produced by the STARFISH software, whilst
PRISM and PISA were used to help identify the impacts of other potential activities that had been
flagged earlier in the meeting (enabling the Regiond Kucomplete additional VA work where
necessary).

The Vulnerability Assessment work enabled the Regional Hub to arrive at a series of Conservation
Objectives for each site/feature combination, all of which could be agreed by the assembled
stakeholders.

Whilst the meetings were held over two days each day dealt with a distinct set of MCZs, focusing on
either inshore or offshore sites.

This sixth and final round of Regional Hub meetings was followeldebsetventh meeting of the
StAP irlMay 2011 The StAWere presented with maps of the dMCZs, features and conservation
objectives and had the opportunity to provide comment for inclusion in the Draft Final
Recommendations. The cover note for this report was also drafted.

Following the seventh StAP meetinge Draft Final Recommendations Repwmds submitted to the
SAP ilMay 2011 Subsequently, the eighth meeting of the StAP was heldily 2011 mainly to
receive the SAP feedbackhe StAP were updated on work undertaken by the SNCBs to quality
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assure theconservation objectives, and on progress made by the team with public authorities in
relation to options for potential management measures. The StAP also had the opportunity to input
into the format of the second Large Group Meeting.

Additional RegionaHub meetingg June 2011

Following the submission of tHeraft Final Recommendatioieport an additional Regional Hub
meeting was convened specifically to discuss the development of proposals for a number of
Reference Areas off and around the North Norfadast.

Delegates for this one day meeting included members of both itheolnshire & the Washnd the
East of England Regional Hub.

ReferenceAreas for amumber ofENGleatures were discussedhcluding

Blue mussel beds
Subtidal chalk
Sabellaria/biognic reefs
Starlet ®a anemone
Peat and clay exposures
Saline reed bed

Coastal salt marstand

=A =4 =4 4 4 4 4 I

Sea grasbeds.

The outputs from this meeting were shared with the wider RSG at the second Large Group Meeting.

Large GroupMeeting Il ¢ July 2011

A second.arge Group Meeting (LGMs held in July 2011 subsequent to the production and
submission of the Draft Final Recommendations report.

This twoday meeting was organised for members of both the Regional Hubs and the Stakeholder

Advisory Panel and provideah opportunity for the Net Gain Project to further develop

a0l 1SK2t RSNBRQ dzy RSNREGFYRAY3 2F (GKS NBO2YYSYRSR y
presented with the final outputs from the Project (in terms of recommended MCZs and reference

areas, togethewith their associated Conservation Objectives) and Net Gain captured final views on
consensus and developed proposals for potential management measures (which would be used to

inform the Impact Assessment work that is being undertaken by Net Gain ingbavéh the

development of the rMCZ network).

The second LGM also presented an opportutdtgevelop a view of how stakeholders regarded the
overall process followed by the Net Gain MCZ Project.

3.9 Stakeholder support

Net Gain has enjoyed strong supportriracross the RSG throughout the Projéa.noted above,
the degree to which our RSG members viee/Projectas making progressas revigved in our
second LGM.
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The original parameters and aims for tNet Gain Proje@ | & 2dzift AYSR gAGKAY
St4 SK2f RSNJ DNRdzLJ ¢ SNX¥a 2F wSTFSNBYOSQ FyR (GKS Wt
%B2ySaQ 020K 2T ¢ KA OK bgtkeNREGt BEditSet f thaSeRgaderyidR || INB SR

process, can be summarised as:
a é€tting up and running a process whereby:

1. Arepresentative group of regional stakeholders (the RSG) are tasked with drawing up
proposals for a regional MCZ network, following a set of ecological design guidelines (the
Ecological Network Guidance).

2. There is a structured, coherent and transparent megthat allows the RSG to:
9 build up a knowledge base and an understanding of the issues;
1 explore potential solutions to these issues;
1 have a central role in planning the MCZ network;
1

have a process of negotiation and resolution of conflict between diffeneeds and
interests.

3. There is good decision making to identify the optimum location for MCZs and the decisions
[on the recommendations put forward] are taken by stakeholders.

4. The process and final recommendations emerging from it are understood byeaavige of
stakeholders, especially those who will, or are likely to be impacted by the advent of an MCZ
network. This includes stakeholders who have national, regional and local interests.

5. The best available data is uséd.

Delegates at the second LGM wexgked to provide theiviews on how far each element of this
process was megindicating their responsby placingheir positionalonga continuumbetween
Wy 2iG YSiQ IBydpplyingastale®f 0¥ 3Qit®this continuum, responses wenedad
to scores.The full feedback from thisxercises provided ag\nnex %ut a brief summary followé&
value of 0 indicates where expectations over part of the process were not met; a value of 10
indicates that expectations were fully met).

In terms of he degree to which the RSG constitutagpresentative group of regional stakeholders
responsible for drawingp proposals for a regional MCZ netwdakdfollowing the Ecological
Network Guidancgthe delegates at our second LGM returned an average séatd.

In terms of there being atructured, coherent and transpareptrocesghe delegates at our second
LGM returned an average score@8.

In terms of there beingapd decisionmaking to identify the location for MCAsith decisions taken
by stakelvlders the delegates at our second MGeturned an average score of 6.9.

In terms of the pocess andhe final recommendation®eingunderstood by a wide range of
stakeholderghe delegates at our second LGM retathan average score of 7.0.

Finally, in &rms of whether the delegates at our second LGM felt that thst lavailable dathad
beenused delegateseturned an average score of 5.7.

In addition, delegates were askedw they rated the support given tdhem as stakeholders by the
Net GainProjectTeam and they ated the value and contribution made by meeting design and
support In terms of support, delegates returned an average sco®fthevalue and contribution
made by meeting design and suppntork done by Net Gaiwithout independent failitators),
delegates returned an average score/d.
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Section 4 Overview of final recommendations
4.1 Summary of existing Marine Protected Areas in the Project area
This work is being undertaken by the SNCBs and will be delivered separately.

NaturalEngland and JNEwill provide this information to Government in their submission of advice
on 16 January 2012.

4.2 Summary of rMCZs

It is Governmer® intention that thenetwork ofexistingMPAs will be augmented @/number of
MCZs. The Net Gain Regional MCZ Project kasifidd a number of rMCZs to contritmito this
aim, asummary ofwhichis provided belowseeTable4.1 to Table4.3, below).

Ly G20t bSG DFAyQa wS3A 2rgtdnimerdaibhsfoS18 BVICES NJ D N2 dzLJ
which are proposed for a range of habitats and species within estuaries, coastal zones, and inshore

and offshore waters. The largest rMCZ is NG16, Swallow Sand, covering an area of uirdkekm

northeast of the project area.He smallesrMCZis NG13at 0.44knf, covering the Aln Estuary on

the Northumberland coasfThe total extent of all 18 rMCZs is 12,594km

In addition,the RSG has recommendg&d@rRAs, all of which fall within a wider rMCZ or existing

marine protected area (or bodhin being spatially coincident the R3&t that edgeeffects would be

minimised on these highly protected siteBhe total extent of rRAs i21knf; asmanyrRAswere

identified to protect FOCthey cover smaller overall areasdividually than the rNCZs

{K2dzZ R ff bSG DFAyQa NBO2YYSYRSR aAisSa NBIOK R
MPAs in the southern and midorth Sea to approximately 30%.

da™y

The majority ob S (i  Décdmyhan@ed siteare proposed with a good level of suppémam the

RSG. There are a limited number of sites for which discussions were not finalised given the time

available which are not included in our final recommendationgth the exception of three options

for additional or alternative Reference Areas (gfhare detailed separately #nnex 7, the network

recommenckd by Net Gain does not contaionfigurationW2 LJG A 2y a4 Qd ¢ KS LINRPOS&aa |
Gain has avoided the inclusion of alternative options withindaeeloping network by evolving the

final network from a much larger and less focussed precursor position (see, for examipé, 4. In

this way, stakeholders have been able to focus and fine tune the netwqgukoduce a refined set of

sites that, together, contribute to meeting the targets of the ENG. Redundancy (and hence the
AyOfdzaAzy 2F W2LIA2yaQ0 gA0GKAY GKS ySGg2N] KIFa

In addition, any issues obdocation have been considered:

9 inthe design of the network where site locations have, in addition to ensuring ecological
and conservation aims were met, also considered human activity during stakeholder
discussions; and

1 in the Vulnerability Assessment wogkvhere potential implicationsf spatial overlap
between proposed sites and areas of human activity were fully considered, and
consequently embedded within the production of Conservation Objectives.

37



Table4.1 Summary table of rIMCZs arfdatures recommended for designation

Site name

Site size

Features recommended for designation

NG 1b, Orford Inshore

71.95km?

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments

NG 1c, Alde Ore Estuary

12.24km?

Estuarine rocky habitats
Sheltered muddy gravels
Smelt

NG 2, Gmer Shoal Chalk
Beds

315.64km?

A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock
A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock
A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock
Subtidal chalk

NG 4, Wash Approach

724.52km?

Ab.2: Subtidal sand
Ab.4: Subtidal mixed sediments
Subtidalsands and gravels

NG 5, Lincs Belt

175.50km?

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment
A5.2: Subtidal sand

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments
Peat and clay exposures
Subtidal sands and gravels

NG 6, Silver Pit

168.09km?

A5.2: Subtidal sand

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sedimen

Ross worm&Qabellaria spinulogaeefs
Subtidal sands and gravels

bD T3 al N]KFY

200.13km?

Ab.1: Subtidal coarse sediment
Ab.2: Subtidal sand

NG 8, Holderness Inshore

307.14km?

A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment
A5.2: Subtidal sand

Peat and clay exposures

Subtidal chalk

Subtidal sands and gravels

Ross worm&abellaria spinulogaeefs

NG 9, Holderness Offshore

1,176.10km?

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment
A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments

NG 10, Castle Ground

3.70km?

Al.1: High energy intertidal rock
Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock
Al.3: Low energy intertidal rock
A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment
A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand
A2.3: Intertidal mud

Intertidal underboulder communities

Continued over ...
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Ste name

Site size

Features recommended for designation

NG 11, Runswick Bay

67.92km?

A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock
A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock
A4.1: High energy circalittoral rock
A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock
A5.1: Subtidatoarse sediment

A5.2: Subtidal sand

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments

Ocean quahogActica islandich

NG 12, Compass Rose

551.56km?

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock

bD mMoX / 21jdzSi

198.75km?

Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock
Al1.3: low energy intertidal rock

A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment
A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand
A2.3: Intertidal mud

A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments
A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock
A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock
A4.2: Moderate energy cirdttbral rock
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment

A5.2: Subtidal sand

A5.3: Subtidal mud

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments
Intertidal underboulder communities

NG 13a, Aln Estuary

0.44km?

A2.3: Intertidal mud

A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and saline reedbeds
A3.1: Highkenergy infralittoral rock

Estuarine rocky habitats

Sheltered muddy gravels

Subtidal sands and gravels

NG 14, Farnes East

944.92km?

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment

A5.2: Subtidal sand

A5.3: Subtidal mud

A5.4: Subtidl mixed sedimerst

Peat and clay exposures

NG 15, Rock Unique

492.07km?

A4.3: Low energy circalittoral rock
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment
A5.2: Subtidal sand

Subtidal sands and gravels

NG 16, Swallow Sand

4,746.12km?

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment
Ab.2:Subtidal sand
Subtidal sands and gravels

NG 17, Fulmar

2, 437.12km?

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment
A5.2: Subtidal sand

Subtidal sands and gravels
Ocean quahogArctica islandich
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Table4.2 Summary tableof rRAsand features recommended for designation

Site name

Site size

Features recommended for designation

RA 1, North Norfolk Blue
Mussel Beds

0.25km?

A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock
Blue mussel beds

Subtidal chalk

Subtidal sands and gravels

RA2a and 2b, Seahorse
[ 1322y YR ! N

0.05km?2
0.09km?2

Starlet sea anemondéNgmatostella vectensjs

RA 3, Glaven Reedbed

0.04km?

A2.5: Coastal saltmarsh and saline reedbeds

RA 4, Blakeney Marsh

1.00km?

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand

A2.3: Inertidal mud

A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and saline reedbeds
Littoral chalk communities

RA 5, Blakeney Seagrass

0.03km?

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand
A2.3: Intertidal mud
Seagrass beds

RA 6, Dogs Head Sandbanks

12.31km?2

A2.3: Intertidal mud

A5.2: Sbtidal sand

A5.3: Subtidal mud

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediment
Ab.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs

Ross worm&Qabellaria spinulogaeefs
Subtidal sands and gravels
Subtidal chalk

RA 7, Seahenge Peat and ClI

0.26km?

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand
A5.2: Sbtidal sand

Peat and clay exposure

Subtidal sands and gravels

RA 8, Wash Approach RA

25.01km?

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments
Subtidal sands and gravels

RA 9, Flamborough Head No
Take Zone

0.94km?

Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock
A2.1: Intertidal coese sediment

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand
A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock
A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock
Littoral rock communities

Subtidal sands gravels

RA 10, Compass Rose RA

25.00km?

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock
A5.2:Subtidal sand
Subtidal sands and gravels

RA 11, Berwick Coast

0.46km?

Al.1: High energy intertidal rock
Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock
Al1.3: Low energy intertidal rock
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment
Intertidal underboulder communities
Subtidal sads and gravels

Continued over ...
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Site name

Site size

Features recommended for designation

RA 12, Farnes Clay

3.43km?

A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock
A5.2: Subtidal sand

Peat and clay exposures
Subtidal sands and gravels

RA 13, Rock Unique RA

52.49km?

A4.3: Low energy circalittoral rock
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment

A5.2: Subtidal sand
Subtidal sands and gravels

Table4.3 Summary table ofjeological features included in sites
Site name GeologichFeature Area of overlap S
Recommended
NG 1c, Alde Ore Estuary| Orfordness (subtidal) 12.23km? Recommended
NG 2, Cromer Shoal Cha North Norfolk Coast Recommended
: 14.89km?2

Beds (subtidal)

NG 6, Silver Pit North Sea Glacial Tunnel 150km? Recommended
Valleys (Inne6ilver Pit)

NG 8, Holderness Inshor¢ Spurn Head (sulstal) 16.11km2 Recommended

NG 16, Swallow Sand North Sea Glacial Tunnel 18.44Km? Recommended
Valleys (Swallow Hole)

RA 4, Blakeney Marsh North Norfolk Coast 0.96km? Reommended
(subtidal)

RA 5, Blakeney Seagrass North Norfolk Coast 0.03km? Recommended
(subtdal)

RA 6, Dogs Head Gibraltar Point (subtidal) | 1.30km2 Recommended

Sandbanks

RA 7, Seahenge Peat an( North Norfolk Coast Recommended

: 0.26km?
Clay (subtidal)

Further detai oneach of the sitesin the networkare providedwithin:

1 Section 5which shows how th@roposednetwork of rMCZs contributes to meeting the
requirements of tle ENG

1 Section 6 Which outlines the process adagat for developingConservatiorObjectives for

features within the rMCZs, and which provides a summary overview of these Conservation

Objectives; and

1 Section 7 which provides a complete and detailed accountatlerMCZ and rRA in the

proposed network (including full Conservation Objectives) in the form of a series of Site
Assessment Documents.

33 The full extent of the feature within the site boundaries is unknown. The extent shown in table 7.37 has
been estimated from bathymetry data.
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Section 5 Recommended network in relation tthe Ecological Network
Guidance requirements

5.1 Introduction

In additionto existingt ! a2 b S DIFIAYyQa FAYIf YINRYS O2yaSNDI

include a total of 18 MCZs and 13 reference areas that hold a good level of support from the

Regional Stakeholder Group (RSG). The Net Gain ragiers@ total area of 112,270 kmz2,which
25,064kmzis protected by MPAs (22.3%). The rMCZ network covei&lbRm?2, 12,598m?2 from

rMCZs and 121kmz from rRAs. Details of the discussions and caveats associated with each site along
with the conservation objectives for each feature are pded inSection 6 The development of the
network and associated maps for each iteration are provideskiction 4

This section presents analysis of the ENG netwesgkgeh principlesf represengtivity, replication,
I RSljdz- O8s @ALoAftAdGE |yR O2yyS Qigetidmeiliasfavaa SG ¢ A (K
possible within the Net Gain region).

Table5.1 Summary tableof Net Gain ENG design principles

Feature | Representativity |  Replication | Adequacy
Broadscale habitats

Al.1: High energy intertidal rock Met Met Met

Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal Met Met Met

rock

Al1.3: Low energy intertidal rock Met Met Met

A2.1: Inertidal coarse sediment Met Met Met

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy Met Met Met

sand

A2.3: Intertidal mud Met Met Met

A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments Met Met Met

A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and

saline reedbeds Met Met No adequacy targe

A2.6: Intertichl sediments

dominated by aquatic Met Met No adequacy targe

angiosperms

A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs Met Met No adequacy targe

A3.1: High energy infralittoral Met Met Met

rock

A3.2:_ Moderate energy Met Met Met

infralittoral rock

A3.3: Low energwyfralittoral rock Met Met Not met

A4.1: High energy circalittoral Met Met Met

rock

A_4.2:_Moderate energy Met Met Met

circalittoral rock

A4.3: Low energy circalittoral Met Met* Met

rock

A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment Met Met Met

A5.2: Subtidal sand Met Met Met

A5.3: Subtidal mud Met Met Not met

A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments Met Met Met

A5'5.: Subtidal macrophy{e Met Not met Spatial data missin

dominated sediment
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Feature Representativity Replication Adequacy

A5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs Met Met No adequacy targe

A6: Deepsea bed Not met Not met No adequacy targe
Habitat FOCI

Blue mussel beds (including

intertidal beds on mixed and Met Met n/a

sandy sediments)

Estuarine rocky habitats Met Met n/a

Hor;e musseModiolus Not met Not met n/a

modiolug beds

Intertldal'gnderboulder Met Met n/a

communities

Littoral chalk communities Met Met n/a

Mud habitats in deep water Not met Not met n/a

Peat and clay exposures Met Met n/a

Ross worm&abellaria spinuloga Met Met n/a

reefs

Seagrass beds Met Met n/a

SIEEpE S burrovx_n_ng Met Not met n/a

megafauna commuities

Sheltered muddy gravels Met Met n/a

Subtidal chalk Met Met n/a

Subtidal sands and gravels Met Met n/a

Tideswept channels Not met Not met n/a
Species FOCI

Tenf[_acled lagoon wornAlkmaria Met Not met n/a

romijni)

Ocean quahogActica islandica Met Not met' n/a

Burgundy maerl_ paint yveed (red Not met Not met n/a

seaweed) Cruoria cruoiaeform)s

!_agoon :_sgnd shrimgs@mmarus Met Met n/a

insensibilliy

A_mp_hmod Sl ENEEEE Not met Not met n/a

bispinosa

Sta_lked jellyfistiHaliclystus Not met Not met n/a

auricular)

Shprt snhouted sgahorse Not met Not met n/a

(Hippocampus hippocamplus

Starlet sea anemone

(Nematostella vectensis Met Met n/a

Native oyster Qstrea edulis Not met Not met n/a

Spiny lobsterRalinurus elephgs Not met Not met n/a

Common maerlfhymatolithon Not met Not met n/a

calcareum

* Discussions held during the July, 2011 LGM suggested that this feature could be considered for designation in
subsequent stages of the MCZ consultation process on the basis that their inclusion would not materially alter

the management requirements for thate within NG 6 and this would bring the total replication for Ocean

jdzf K23 G2 o YR YSSi (G4KS 9bD d(FNBSG® C2NJ 1KS LIJzN1LI2 &S 3
have not been put forward for designation and have not been the subject of analditity assessment.
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Feature Representativity Replication Adequacy
Lagoon sea slug énellis Not met Not met n/a
adspersa

Mobile species FOCI
Smelt(Osmerus eperlanjis Met Not met n/a
European eefAnguilla anguilla Not mef Not met n/a
Undulate ray(Raji undulat@ Not met Not met n/a

5.2 Representativity

In order to protect the range of marine biodiversity found in the North Sea, the network of ENG
features is required to be represented. This is achieved by grouping species and hatuthtead

scale habitats and features of conservation interest (FOCI). Representativity requires there to be an
example of each feature to be present and protected within MPAs, rMCZs and rRAs within each of
the Regional MCZ Project areas.

Representatity was met for all broadcale habitats with the exception of A6: Desga bed, where
there is only a very small amount (4.69km2) present within the Net Gain region and the team
received recommendation from the SAP to ignore this as a habitat to be ceualserv

Representativity was met for all habitat FOCI with the exception of horse mussel beds, mud habitats
in deep water and tide swept channels. Representativity for horse mussel beds has not been met
because records available are associated with wreckstasmthought unlikely that the mussels will

be forming beds in these locations. In addition to this there is a further lack of data to indicate the
presence of horse mussel beds. Representativity for mud habitats in deep water has not been met
because ofhe lack of confidence shown by the RSG regarding the validity of the data.
Representativity of tideswept channels has not been met because all Regional MCZ Projects have
0SSy IROAASR (GKIG GKSNB IINB y2 f2@eswapya 6AGKAY
OKIyyStaé¢o

Representativity for species FOCI was met for the tentacled lagoon worm, ocean quahog, lagoon
sand shrimp and starlet sea anemone. General reasons for the other species not meeting
representativity include, only a single occurrenceilaide in the data (SAP advice to not

recommend species for designation based on a single record), data available associated with man
made structures (SAP advise to avoid designating for such occurrences), data available provides
records on land and no datavailable (e.g. Lagoon sea slug).

Only one mobile species, Smdligmerus eperlanjisvasrecommendedas a feature in one site

meeting the representativity ENG target for this species. The reason for the other mobile species not
meeting ENG targets wasi@l to the lack of confidence in the data layers held by the Net Gain

Project which suggest that mobile species cover a large area within the refjilolitional,more

accurate information was supplied by the Environment Agency for the distribution of.smelt

® Discussions held during the July, 2011 LGM suggested that this feature could be considered for designation in
subsequent stages of the MCZ consultation process on the basis that their inclusion would not materially alter

the managenent requirements for the site within NG 1c and this would meet the ENG requirements for
NBLINBaSydalrGAGAGe F2NJ 9dzZNRLISIYy SSfd C2NJ 0KS LldzN1JI2 &aSa 2
not been put forward for designation and have not been slubject of a vulnerability assessment.
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Tableb.2 Summary table of representativity for broagdcale habitat

MPA rMCZ and rRA | ENG requirement
Feature o L

contribution | contribution met?

Broad-scale habitat

Al.1: High energy intertidal rock Met Met Met
Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock Met Met Met
Al1.3: Low energy intertidal rock Met Met Met
A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment Met Met Met
A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand Met Met Met
A2.3: Intertidal mud Met Met Met
A2.4: Intertidal mixedediments Met Met Met
A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and saline Met Met Met
reedbeds
A2.6: Intgrtldal_sedlments dominated Met Not met Met
by aquatic angiosperms
A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs Met Met Met
A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock Met Met Met
A32: Moderate energy infralittoral rocl  Not met Met Met
A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock Met Not met Met
A4.1: High energy circalittoral rock Met Met Met
A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral roqg  Not met Met Met
A4.3: Low energy circalittoral rock Not met Met Met
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment Met Met Met
A5.2: Subtidal sand Met Met Met
A5.3: Subtidal mud Met Met Met
A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments Met Met Met
A5.5: Subtidal macrophytdominated Met Met Met
sediment
A5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs Met Met Met
A6: Deepsea bed Not met Not met Not met
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Table5.3 Summary table of representativity for habitat FOCI

MPA rMCZ and rRA | ENG requirement
Feature o L

contribution | contribution met?

Habitat FOCI

Bluemussel beds (including intertidal
beds on mixed anél sandy gediments) Met Met Met
Estuarine rocky habitats Met Met Met
Horse musseModiolus modiolusbeds Not met Not met Not met
Intertidal underboulder communities Met Met Met
Littoral chalk communigéis Met Met Met
Mud habitats in deep water Not met Not met Not met
Peat and clay exposures Not met Met Met
Ross wormSabellaria spinulogaeefs Met Met Met
Seagrass beds Met Met Met
Seapen gnd burrowing megafauna Met Not met Met
communities
Shelteed muddy gravels
Subtidal chalk Met Met Met
Subtidal sands and gravels Met Met Met
Tideswept channels Not met Not met Not met

Table5.4 Summary table of representativity for species FOCI
MPA rMCZ and rRA ENG requirement

Feature " o

contribution contribution met?

Species FOCI

Ten?acled lagoon wormA(kmaria Met Not met Met
romijni)
Ocean quahogActica islandica Not met Met Met
Burgundy maerl_ paint yveed (red Not met Not met Not met
seaweed) Cruoria cruoiaeform)s
.Lagoof‘ ;gnd ST M Met Not met Met
insensibilliy
A_mphlpod shimp (Gitanopsis Not met Not met Not met
bispinosa
Stalked jellyfishHaliclystus auricula Not met Not met Not met
S'hort snouted seahorsél{ppocampus Not met Not met Not met
hippocampu$
Starlet sea anemonégmatostella Met Met Met
vectensi}
Native oyster Qstrea edulis Not met Not met Not met
Spiny lobsterRalinurus elephgs Not met Not met Not met
Common maerlFhymatolithon Not met Not met Not met
calcareum
Lagoon sea slugd énellis adsperga Not met Not met Not met
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Table5.5 Summary table of representativity for mobile species FOCI

MPA rMCZ and rRA ENG requirement
Feature o o
contribution contribution met?
Species FOCI
Smelt Osmerus eperlanjis No data Met Met
European eelAnguilla Anguillx No data Not met Not met
Undulate ay Raja undulatg No data Not met Not met

5.3 Replication

Replication refers to the protection of the same feature in multipless{two sites required for
broad-scale habitats and threBve sites required for FOCI) within the network while taking
biogeographic variation into account. Replication is important to the network to help decrease the
risk of damaging events and lotgrm change, safeguard against unexpected disasters or collapse of
species populations and to ensure natural variation of the features to be captured.

The analysis of counting replicates that were spatially separated required consideration of the

replicationof each feature in corresponding areas, for example SACs and SSSI that overlap or

reference areas that are present within a rMCZ. In each of these cases only one replicate was
NBO2NRSR® C2NJ KS LJzN1LI2 &dS&a 27F K SeqiiringdnéSndored y S| NI &
replication to meet the ENG target.

Replication for broaécale habitats has been met for all features with the exception of A5.5:
Subtidal macrophytelominated sediment which is nearly met and A6: Deep bed. For subtidal
macrophytedominated sediment the reasons for not meeting replication are due to the lack of the
available spatial data for this featueor deepsea bedthe reasons are as for representativity

where there is only a single discrete patch (4.69km?) present witlérNiet Gain region and the

team has received recommendation from the SAP to ignore this as a habitat to be conserved.

Replications for habitat FOCI have been met for ten habitat FOCI and not met for four (horse mussel
(Modiolus modiolusbeds, mud habitatin deep water, sepen and burrowing megafauna

communities and tideswept channels. Again the reasons for these not being met are similar to

those for representativity. Horse mussel beds have not been met because records available are
associated with wreks and it is thought unlikely that the mussels will be forming beds in these
locations. In addition to this there is a further lack of data that indicates the presence of horse
mussel beds. Replication for mud habitats in deep water anegpseaand burrovng megafauna
communities have not been met because of the lack of confidence shown by the RSG regarding the
validity of the data. For tideswept channels replications have not been met because all Regional
MCZ Projects have been advised that there aréopations within the boundaries that qualify as
GCARPS LI OKIyyStaso

Replications for species FOCI have been met for lagoon sand shrimp and starlet sea anemone. Ocean
guahog nearly meets the requirements for the ENG targets with one more replicaieedq

General reasons for not meeting the replication targets are the same as for representathiitip,
are:only a single occurrence available in the data (SAP advice to not recommend species for
designation based on a single record), data availaédeciated with mamade structures (SAP

advise to avoid designating for such occurrences), data available provides records on land and no
data available (e.g. Lagoon sea slug).
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Table5.6 Summary table for eplication of broadscale habitats

rMCZ and Total ENG
MPA :
Feature o rRA number of | requirement
contribution o ;
contribution | replicates met?
Broad-scale habitat

Al.1: High energy intertidal rock 5 2 7 Met
Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rocl 4 4 8 Met®
Al.3:Low energy intertidal rock 4 3 7 Met®
A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment 3 3 6 Met®
A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy san 9 6 15 Met®
A2.3: Intertidal mud 11 6 17 Met®
A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments 3 2 5 Met®
A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and saling 16 3 19 Met
reedbeds
A2.6: Intgrtldal_sedlments dominateq 6 0 6 Met
by aquatic angiosperms
A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs 2 0 2 Met®
A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock 1 5 6 Met
A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral 0 4 4 Met
rock
A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock 3 0 3 Met
A4.1: High energy circalittorabeck 1 1 2 Met
A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral 0 5 5 Met®
rock
A4.3: Low energy circalittoral rock 0 1 1 Met®
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 5 11 16 Met®
A5.2: Subtidal sand 6 13 19 Met®
A5.3: Subtidal mud 4 3 7 Met
A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments 3 9 12 Met®
A5.5: Subtidal macrophytdominated 1 0 1 Nearly met
sediment
A5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs 5 1 6 Met
A6: De@-sea bed 0 0 0 Not met

® Discussions held during the July, 2011 LGM suggested that this feature could be considered for designation in
subsequent stages of the MCZ consultation process on the basis that their inclusion would not matégially

GKS YIylFr3aSyYSyd NBIldZANBYSyda F2NJ GKS aAdSe® C2N §KS Lz
features have not been put forward for designation and have not been the subject of a vulnerability
assessment. If included, these additions wouldré&ase replicates as follows: Al.2, total of 9 replications
(agreement for feature inclusion in NG 11); Al1.3, total of 8 replications (agreement for feature inclusion in NG
1c); A2.1, total of 7 replications (agreement for feature inclusion in NG 1c), tagaPof 18 replications

(agreement for feature inclusions in NG 5, 8 and 11); A2.3, total of 19 replications (agreement for feature
inclusions in NG 1c and 11); A2.4, total of 7 replications (agreement for feature inclusions in NG 1c and 11);
A2.7, totd of 3 replications (agreement for feature inclusion in NG 1c); A4.2, total of 6 replications (agreement
for feature inclusion in NG 7); A5.1, total of 19 replications (agreement for feature inclusion in NG 2, 4 and 12);
A5.2, total of 24 replications (aggment for feature inclusion in NG 1b, 1c, 2, 12 and 13); A5.4, total of 14
replications (agreement for feature inclusion in NG 1c and 2).

" A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock is present in the GAP table in three SSSI sites, Cresswell Ponds, Humber
Estuay and The Lagoons, however spatial bregadle habitat data is not available within these MPAs and has
therefore been included towards MPA replications.

8 A4.3: Low energy circalittoral rock is only present in one location within the Net Gain regiciheaefbre

ENG targets have been met as far as is possible.
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Only one mobile species, Smeligmerus eperlanlisvasercommendedas a feature in one site (NG

1c). The reason for the other sites and mobile species not being put forward for recommendation
was due to the lack of confidence imetdata layers held by the Net Gain team, which suggest that
mobile species cover a large area within the region. Subsequently there were no further replications
for mobile species and the ENG targets for replication were not met for mobile species.

Table5.7 Summary table for replication of habitat FOCI

MPA il Total number I.ENG
Feature S rRA . requirement

contribution o of replicates
contribution met?
Habitat FOCI

Blue mussel beds (including
intertidal bedson mixed and sandy 2 1 3 Met®
sediments)
Estuarine rocky habitats 3 2 6 Met
Horse musseModiolus modiolus 0 Not met
beds
Intertldal_gnderboulder 5 3 5 Met
communities
Littoral chalk communities 1 2 3 Met
Mud habitats in deep water 0 0 0 Not met
Peat and clay exposures 0 4 4 Met®
Ross wormS&abellaria spinuloga 4 3 7 Met
reefs
Seagrass beds 4 1 5 Met
Seapen gr\d burrowing megafaun 1 0 1 Not met
communities
Sheltered muddy gravels 2 2 4 Met
Subtidal chalk 1 3 4 Met
Subtidal sands and gravels 6 12 18 Met®
Tideswept channels 0 0 0 Not met

° Discussions held during the July, 2011 LGM suggested that this feature could be considered for designation in
subsequent stages of the MCZ consultation process on the basis that their inchaitthnot materially alter

0KS YIFIylFr3aSyYSyid NBIldZANBYSyda F2NJ G64KS aAdSed® C2NJ §KS Lz
features have not been put forward for designation and have not been the subject of a vulnerability

assessment. If included, ke additions would increase replicates as follows: blue mussel beds, total of 5

replications (agreement for feature inclusion in NG 1c and 2); peat and clay exposures, total of 5 replications
(agreement for feature inclusion in NG 2); subtidal sands aadels, total of 24 replications (agreement for

feature inclusion in NG 1b, 2, 7, 11, 12 and 14).
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Figure5.1
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Tableb.8

Summary table for replication of species FOCI

MPA C e Total number I.ENG
Feature o rRA . requirement
contribution o of replicates
contribution met?
Species FOCI
Tenft_acled lagoon wormA(kmaria 1 0 1 Not met®
romijni)
Ocean quahog Arctica islandich 0 2 2 Nearly me™°
Burgundy maerl_ paint yveed (red 0 0 0 Not met
seaweed) Cruoria cruoiaeform)s
_Lagoorl ga_md shrimgs@mmarus 3 0 3 Met
insensibilliy
A_mphlpod shimp (Gitanopsis 0 0 0 Not met
bispinosa
Sta!ked jellyfishHaliclystus 0 0 0 Not met
auriculd
Sh_ort snouted sgahorse 0 0 0 Not met
(Hippocampus hippocampls
Starlet sea anemone
(Nematostella vectensis E 1 4 e
Native oyster Qstrea edulis 0 0 0 Not met
Spiny lobsterRalinuus elephals 0 0 0 Not met
Common maerlFhymatolithon 0 0 0 Not met
calcareum
Lagoon sea slugd énellis adsper3a 0 0 0 Not met

1% biscussions held during the July, 2011 LGM suggested that this feature could be considered for designation
in subsequent stages of the MCZ consultation pescon the basis that their inclusion would not materially

alter the management requirements for the site. If included, these additions would increase replicates as
follows: tentacled lagoon worm, total of 2 (agreement for feature inclusion in NG 1cn@gmhog, total of

3, meaning that replication targets would be met (agreement for feature inclusion in NG 6). For the purposes
NBO2YYSYRIGAR2Y A

2F bSi DIAyQa

TAYI ¢

been the subject of a&ulnerability assessment.
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Figure5.2 Summary graph of species FOCI replication targets
Table5.9 Summary table for replication omobile species FOCI

MPA ROFAETT Total number I.ENG
Feature o rRA ; requirement

contribution 0 of replicates
contribution met?
Mobile species FOCI

Smelt Osmerus eperlanjis No data 1 1 Not met
European eelAnguilla anguill No data 0 0 Not met™
Undulate ray Raja undulatg No data 0 0 Not met

" Discussions held during the July, 2011 LGM suggested that this feature could be considered for designation

in subsequent stages of the MCZ consultation process on the basis that their inclusion would not materially

alter the management requirements for the site, bringing the total to 1 (agreement for feature in NG 1c). For

0KS LlzN1}2aSa 2F bSiG DFrAyQa FAYyLFE NBO2YYSYyRIUGA2Yya (KS3
and have not been the subject of a vulnerabilitgessment.
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5.4 Adequacy

Adequacy targets set for the ENG refer to the overall siteeoMPA network and the proportion of
each feature protected whin the network. Broad-scale habitad have percentage targets to meet.
There are no adequacy targets for FOCI as the proportions to which protection is required will be
met by the application of the guidelines under the principles of replication, iiahitd connectivity.

For the network to be adequate it needs to be of sufficient size and large enough to deliver the
yStig2N] Qa SO2ft 23A0It 20 2S-@imp@diSciion angd Rcodgyt 6t S G KS
17 broadscale habitats were assigned adequaargets which Net Gain met with the exception of

A5.3: Subtidal mud (short by 83.22km2) and A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock. For ten of these
features the maximum target was met.

The reason subtidal mud adequacy targets were not met was due tetiedpt of more accurate

new data layers, and a revised gap analysis following the final sign off of site boundaries by the RSG.
A site adjacent to NG14 (NG 14S) which contained an area of subtidal mud was dropped from the
network prior to the production bthe Draft Final Recommendations Report and receipt of the new
data (for further details seAnnex 4. At the time, and based on the available data for brsadle

habitats, it was suggested that the adequacy target for sabtidud would still be met. The receipt

of the new data increased the total amount of subtidal mud in the Net Briject area by

119.25km? to 1287.9%m? which meant that the minimum target was effectively higher than it had
previously been (minimum tagg now 193.20km?2).

A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock was not considered for inclusion within a site because there is
only 5.04km?2 present within the Net Gain region in two separate areas, neither of which met the
viable patch size for broastcale habitaiminimum diameter requirement of 5km).
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Table5.10 Summary table for adequacy of broastale habitats
Extent rMCZ and rRA %f
Extent Extent | MPA %of within total extent Adequac
Feature within Recommended | within total IMCZs protected (from totalq(kmzy ENG target assessment
Net Gain target MPAs extent and rRAs the remaining and %) (km?)
(km2) (km2) | protected target after MPA
(km?) .
protection)
. . : 0.45 Met
o -380, 0
Al.1: High energy intertidal rock  1.46 21-38% 0.24 16.67% 0.21 14.3% 30.94% Min met surplus of 0.14
Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal 2q0 0 0 5.46 Met
rock 8.38 21-38% 4.08 48.68% 1.38 16.5% 65.15% Max met surplus of 3.7
: . 1.79 Met
0 -390, 0 0
Al1.3: Low energy intertidal rock| 2.12 22-39% 1.42 67.17% 0.37 17.2% 84.42% Max met surplusf 0.96
. . 1.97 Met
. 0, 0, 0,
A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment| 4.27 2542% 1.76 41.26% 0.21 4.8% 46.07% Max met surplus of 0.17
A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy o o o 169.84 Met
sand 177.15 25-42% 167.69 | 94.66% 2.14 1.2% 95.87% Max met surplus of 95.43
. 241.63 Met
. 0, 0, 0,
A2.3: Intertidal mud 241.76 2542% 237.33 | 98.17% 4.31 1.8% 99 95% Max met surplus of 140.1
. . . 4.65 Met
o 0 0 0
A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments ~ 7.18 2542% 2.84 39.48% 1.81 25.2% 64.67% Max met surplus of 1.63
A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and No adequacy 0 0 21.42
saline reedbeds 20.28 target 20.27 99.95% 1.15 5.7% 105.61% No adequacy target
A2.6: Intertidal sediments No adequac 6.26
dominated by aquatic 6.26 tar gt Y 6.26 100% 0 0% 1do<y No adequacy target
angiosperms 9 0
] . : . No adequacy 0 0 0.85
A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs 2.51 target 0.85 33.86% 0.001 0.1% 33.92% No adequacy target
A3.1: High energy infralittoral 0 0 0 92.27 Met
rock 333.21 15-31% 4.83 1.45% 84.44 26.2% 27 69% Min met surplus of 42.29
A3.2: Moderate energy 290, o o 203.42 Met
infralittoral rock 442.95 17-32% 0 0% 203.42 45.9% 45.92% Max met surplus of 61.68
A3.3: Low energy infralittoral 0 0 0 0 Not met
rock 205 TR ¢ e 2 o 0% 0.81 required
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rMCZ and rRA %f

Extent Extent | MPA %of \Ilzvﬁt}?l:t total extent Adequac
within Recommended | within total protected (from quacy ENG target assessment
Feature . rMCZs S total (km?
Net Gain target MPAs extent and rRAs the remaining and %) (km2)
(km2) (km2) | protected target after MPA
(km?) .
protection)
A4.1: High energy circalittoral P o o 9.85 Met
rock 13.47 11-25% 9.81 72.81% 0.05 0.3% 73.15% Max met surplus of 6.49
A4.2: Moderate energy 0 0 0 864.98 Met
circalittoral rock ST B 2 e it Ll 17.10% Min met surplus of 207.47
A4.3: Low energy circalittoral 0 0 0 20.34 Met
rock 20.34 16-32% 0 0% 20.34 100% 100% Max met surplus of 13.83
. : 12,141.0 3,219.9 5,099.68 Met
. L) i 0 1 0 0 1
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 5 17-32% 9 26.2% 1,879.70 15.5% 42% Max met surplus of 1,214.5!
. 85,893.2 22,111.48 Met
. ) 0 0 0 i)
Ab.2: Subtidal sand 5 15-30% 14,155 16.48% | 7,956.48 9.3% 25 74% Min met, surplus of 9,227.44
. 109.98 Not met
c 0, 0, 0,
Ab5.3: Subtidal mud 1,287.97 15-30% 95.97 7.45% 14.01 1.1% 8.54% 83.22 required
. . . 1,499.72 Met
. 0 0 0 !
A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments| 6,161.21 16-32% 127.79 2.07% 1,371.93 22.3% 24.34% Min met surplus 513.92
A5.5: Subtidal macrophyte =[G No adequacy TG Skl SJEIEL : .. | Spatial data : —
: . data data data data Spatial data missing . Spatial data missing
dominated sediment L target L L L missing
missing missing| missing missing
] . . . No adequacy 0 0 84.74
A5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs 218.77 target 84.64 38.69% 0.1 0.0004% 38.73% No adequacy target
. No adequacy 0 o 0
A6: Deepsea bed 4.69 target 0 0% 0 0% 0% No adequacy target
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mmm %6 of habitat in MPAS % of habitat in rMCZ:

Lower ENG targe Upper ENG targei

Figure5.3 Summary graph of broadcale habitat adequacy targets
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Viability

In order to provide protection and to maintain the integrity of features, allow them to be self
sustaining throughout natural cycles of variation and to encompass an area of habitat large enough
to support populations of species that live attached to the feature, the ENG suggest@za for
broad-scale habitats should have a minimum diameter of Sinilst FOCI patches should have a
minimum diameter between 0.5krhikm. Pragmatically however it is necessary to make allowance

for sites which are more rectilinear than circular (e.g. intertidal habitats). As the suggestion of a 5km
minimum diameter equate to an area of c.20khthis report considers viability to be met if sites

meet this area criterion.

+AloAfAGE 6l & YSO F2NIFEf 2F b Siboftidseingicaidd wis O2 YY Sy
I GF é @ @k @striSed i Sainé Baysuch aghe boundaries of the estuary (NG 1c and 13a),

are sites put forward to protect intertidal features (NG 10, rRA 6 and 11) or in the cases of reference

areas are restricted to the limits of a patch of habitat FOCI (rRA 3 and 5) or the presence of species

FOCI (rRA 2a and 2b).

Table5.11 Summary table of viability of rMCZs and rRAs
Site name | Site size | Viability met
Recommended Marine Conservation Zone
NG 1b, Orford Inshore 71.95 km?2 Met
NG 1c, Alde Ore Egtry 12.21 km? Met*
NG 2, Cromer Shoal Chalk Be 315.64 km? Met
NG 4, Wash Approach 724.52 km? Met
NG 5, Lincs Belt 175.5 km? Met
NG 6, Silver Pit 168.09 km? Met
bD T2 al NJ KI Y( 200.13 km? Met
NG 8, Holderness Inshore 307.14 km?2 Met
NG 9 Holderness Offshore 1,176.10 km? Met
NG 10, Castle Ground 3.7 km? Met*
NG 11, Runswick Bay 67.92 km?2 Met
NG 12, Compass Rose 551.56 km? Met
bD mMoX [/ 21 dzSi 198.75 km? Met
NG 13a, Aln Estuary 0.44 km?2 Met*
NG 14, Farnes East 944 .92 km? Met
NG 15, Rock Unique 492.07 kmz Met
NG 16, Swallow Sand 4,746.12 km?2 Met
NG 17, Fulmar 2,437.12 km2 Met
Recommended Reference Areas
rRA 1, North Norfolk Blue 0.25 km? Met
Mussel Beds
rRA 2a and 2b, Seahorse 0.05 km2 Met
[F322y YR | NJ 0.09 km2
rRA 3, Glaven Reedbed 0.04 km2 Met*
rRA 4, Blakeney Marsh 1 km? Met
rRA 5, Blakeney Seagrass 0.03 kmz Met*
rRA 6, Dogs Head Sandbanks 12.31 km2 Met*
rRA 7, Seahenge Peat and Cla 0.26 km? Met
rRA 8, Wash Approach rRA 25.01 kmz Met
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Site name Site size Viability met
rRA 9, Flambaugh Head No 0.94 km2 Met
Take Zone
rRA 10, Compass Rose rRA 25 km? Met
rRA 11, Berwick Coast 0.46 km? Met*
rRA 12, Farnes Clay 3.43 km? Met
rRA 13, Rock Unique rRA 52.49 km? Met

5.5 Connectivity

The network design principle of connectiviti/sites andieatures refers to the extent at which
populations in different locations of a species range are linked by the movement of eggs, larvae,
juveniles or adults. Connectivity between habitats is one of the key principles of ecological
coherence and allows spies that utilise habitats to maintain connection for dispersal, settlement,
movement and other linkages such as nutrient transfer.

Connectivity of the network of MPAs, rMCZs and nRés assessed by placibgffers around each

of the EUNIS level 2 broadale habitat types found within an MPA/rMCZ/rRA to present

connectivity. We have presented one map for each EUNIS level 2 habitat below. The EUNIS level 2
habitats present within the Net Gain region include:

1 AZ1: littoral rock and other hard substrata

1 A2: ittoral sediments

9 A3:infralittoral rock and other hard substrata

1 A4: circalittoral rock and other hard substrata

9 ADS5: sublittoral sediments
bSG DFEAY KI@S y20 AyOftdzRSR | 02yySOUiASBNES odaF FSN
this habitat is oly found in one location in the northern reaches of the Net Gain region and
therefore the possibility of connectivity is not viable.

When running the connectivity analysis, Net Gain has considered all MPAs, rMCZs and rRAs within

the Net Gain region, adjant sites from Balanced Seas and within the Scottish MPA Project. Outside

the territorial limits the only MPA known adjacent to the Net Gain region boundaries is the

Cleaverbank North Sea Natura 2000 site (approximately 1,235km?). The site is beimgvard to
LINEPGSOaSHWhNBETFAQT KI ND2dzNJ LJ2 NLJ2 A & aturaeooB, e aSEHE |y
2011*%. This has not been included in the analysis of connectivity as the data for-frakdhabitat

is unavailable for the site, however it is knowrat considerable quantities of gravel are present and

these may contribute to connectivity (NoordzBatura2000, 20112).

¢ KS 3IdzZA RSt Ay Sa Myhe dabselice & spBeisgedific inf&rmaiida loriiconsectiyit

MPAs of similar habitat should be separated, where possible, by no more t#&kad0(between
individual MPAoundarie® Qabnectivitywas run for the five EUNIS level 2 habitats present within
the Net Gain region, one of these A5 met connectivityabrore than 40km separation between

MPAs, one A2 met connectivity requirements at no more than 80km separation between MPAs, and
the other three (A1, A3 and A5) did not eteonnectivity for all sites at 480km however, these

were met for the majority othe region with only one gap between the connectivity around The

Wash area.

12

http://www.noordzeenatura2000.nl/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=60&Itemid=92&lang=e
n
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Connectivity - Littoral rock (A1) @netgain
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Figure5.4 Connectivity of designated MPAs, rMCZs and rRAs within which EUNIS level Al
(littoral rock and other hard substrata) r@ protected
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Connectivity - Littoral sediment (A2) @netgain
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Figure5.5 Connectivity of designated MPAs, rMCZs and rRAs within which EUNIS level A2
(littoral sediments) are protected
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Connectivity - Infralittoral rock (A3)
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Figure5.6 Connectiviy of designated MPAs, rMCZs and rRAs within which EUNIS level A3
(infralittoral rock and other hard substrata) are protected
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Connectivity - Circalittoral rock (A4) @netgain

"y Lo ™~
f,f = el S
rs -
CA S
N v
i : \
L
'
- Northern North Sea.--+~"
1 ] =
. - .
J - ‘ =]
b3 &
\ N
J .
y r

----- Regional 2as boundaty
[ |Met Gain boundary
Lane
Hational Emits
— - - Bnautical miles
12 nautical miles
Final site recommendations

[Jmcz
[ Jma
Existing MPAs
[ ]sac, psac
[ spa

[ ===

Ramszar stes i

EUHIS level 2 habitat n MPAs, iMCZs amd rRAs y ;
I cCircalittorsl rock (A4) &
40 km bufer sround Circalittoral rock (240
L0 km buffer sround Circalitoral rock (£4) ; -r{:j
EUHIS level 2 habitats K
Littoral rock (1) .
Littoral sediment (22) N Ay
Infralitoral rock (237 ", N A
Circalittorsl rock (a4) ./
Sublittoral sediment {45 2 2 m 100 km

N T T T el N N B |

T

hap wversion: 10 (31082011 Dabum: WG 5 1984, Projection: UTh Zone 31N,

Broad scale habitats (UK Seabdap2 010; Intertidal habitats; MESH; Humber RECy: JNCC, 2010; ABPmer, 2010; MES H, 2010; MALSF, 2011 resp ectively. Broad scale habiats gap
analysi= JHCC, 2011 . Balancad Seas mdCZ boundares and recommended broad scale habitats: Balanced Seas, 2011. Met Gain boundary: langely based on poliical and
administrative boundaries, the exact limits of the UK Continental Shelfare st out in orders made under section 107) ofthe Continental Shelf 2ct 1964 (@ Crown copyright). Land:
based on 0 5% boundary line (Wean High Wiater Mark): @ Crown copyright, Al Aghts reserved. Regional seas: @JNCC (20097, National limits: UKHO. Contains UKHD Law ofthe Sea
dats & Crown copyright and database right. harine prote cted areas bound ares: Natural England and JNCC websites, 2011. Cleawver Bank MPA: Lindeboom, 2005,

Figure5.7 Connectivity of designated MPAs, rMCZs and rRAs within which EUMESAE
(circalittoral rock and other hard substrata) are protected
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Figure5.8
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Connectivity of designated MPAs, rMCZs and rRAs within which EUNIS level A5
(sublittoral sediments) are protected
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5.6 Reference aga protection

Within the Net Gain region there are 13 recommended reference area sites, which cover a total of

121.36km2, of these five are included within other rMCZ site recommendations.

Following the conservation objective guidance prodide the Reginal MCZ Projecthe default

conservation objective forlS T SNBy OS
T2 NJ

Summary of the area of broadcale habitat and FOCI habitat recommended for

202S800A0Sa
Tableb5.12

£t FSIGdNBa

protection in each reference area

I NB |40 & ALf yf

foAS3 KINB20R2 ABEKNA &

gAGKAY 2dzNJ Nw!

: , Total extent of | Total area
Reference area name Features proposed for designation ,
feature of site

Q%E:Moderate energy infralittoral 0.25 Km?2
rBITl'llMElg;T gls(;];OIk Blue mussel beds 0.25 km? 0.25 km?

Subtidal chalk 0.003 km?

Subtidal sands and gravels 0.25 kmz
IR 221 Enel 25, Seah9 S Starlet sea anemonéNgmatostella el UL 0.05km?
[F322Y | YR . (Natural England

vectensi} 0.09km?2
Marsh surveys)
(RA 3, Glaven Reedbed A2.5: Coastal saltmarsh and saline 0.04 km? 0.04 km?

reedbeds

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sari 0.04 kmz

A2.3: Intertidal mud 0.03 km?

,rAeZedSb ;:(;)Sastlasaltmarsh and saline 0.90 kim?
rRA 4, Blakeney Marsh - 1 km?

. - 6.83 km (line
Littoral chalk communities
data)

North Norfolk Coast (subtidal) 096 km2

geological feature

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sari 0.0003 km?

A2.3: Intertidal nud 0.03 km?
rRA 5, Blakeney Seagrg Seagrass beds 0.02 km2 0.03 km?

North Norfolk Coast (subtidal)

geological feature 0.03 kmz

A2.3: Intertidal mud 4.07 km?

A5.2: Subtidal sand 7.27 km2

A5.3: Subtidal mud 0.63 km?

A5.4: Subtidal mixedediments 0.28 kmz

A5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs 0.06 kmz
rRA 6, Dogs Head Ross worm&abellaria spinuloga 0.06 kim? 12 31 km?
Sandbanks reefs

Subtidal chalk (modelled) 8.05 kmz?

Subtidal sands and gravels 7.66 km2

Subtidal sands and gravels (modellq 10.98 km?

Gibraltar point(subtidal) geological 1.3 km?

feature

A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sar 0.25 km?
rRA 7, Seahenge Peat | A5.2: Subtidal sand 0.002 km2 0.26 kim?
and Clay 0.09 km? '

Peat and clay exposures .

1 point
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. : Total extent of | Total area
Reference area name Features proposed for designation .
feature of site
Subtidal sands and gravels 0.15 km?
North NorfoIkCoast (subtidal) 0.26 km?
geological feature
rRA 8, Wash Approach | A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments 25 km? 25 01 km?
rRA Subtidal sands and gravels 25 kmz2 '
Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rog  0.00004 km?
A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment 0.00004 km?
A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sar;  0.00001 km?
rRA 9, Flamborough A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock 0.15 km? 0.94 km?
Head No Take Zone A3.2: Moderate infralittoral rock 0.79 km? '
Littoral rock communities 0.53 km (line
data)
Subtidal sads gravels 0.4 kmz
A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral 21.8 kim?2
rRA 10, Compass Rose| rock 25 Km?
rRA A5.2: Subtidal sand 3.2 kmz
Subtidal sands and gravels (modellg 25 kmz2
Al.1: High energy intertidal rock 0.13 kmz
Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rod 0.15 kmz
. A1.3: Low energy intertidal rock 0.004 km?
'RA 11, Berwick Coast A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 0.18 km? 0.46 knt
Intertidal underboulder communities 3 point data
Subtidal sands and gravels 0.004 km?
A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral 3.98 Kim?2
rock
rRA 12, Farnes Clay A5.2: Subtidal sand 0.15 km? 3.43 km?
Peat and clay exposures 2.75 km?
Subtidal sands and gravels (modell¢ 3.43 km?
A4.3: Low energy circalittoral rock 13.88 km2
. - A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 1.99 km?
"RA 13, Rock Unique IR=45 5 S btidal sand 36.63kmz | o2A9km?
Subtidal sands and gravels (modellg 48.07 km?
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Table5.13 Summary of the total area of broagcale habitat and FOCI habite¢écommended
for protection in reference areas across the project region

Feature ] Areacoveredwithin reference areas
Broad-scale habitats
Al.1: High energy intertidal rock 0.13 km?
Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock 0.15 km?
Al1.3: Low energy intertal rock 0.004 km?
A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment 0.0004 km?
A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand 0.29 km?
A2.3: Intertidal mud 4.13 km?
A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments 0 kmz
A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and saline reedbed 0.9 km?
A2.§: Intertidal sdiments dominated by aquatic 0 kim?2
angiosperms
A2.7: Intertidal biogenic reefs 0 km2
A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock 0.15 kmz
A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock 1.04 km2
A3.3: Low energy infralittoral rock 0 kmz
A4.1: High energy circalittal rock 0 km2
A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock 25.08 kmz?
A4.3: Low energy circalittoral rock 13.88 km2
Ab.1: Subtidal coarse sediment 2.17 km?
A5.2: Subtidal sand 47.25 km?
A5.3: Subtidal mud 0.63 km?
A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments 25.28 km?
A5.5: Subtidal macrophytgominated sediment 0 kmz
A5.6: Subtidal biogenic reefs 0.06 km?
A6: Deepsea bed 0 kmz
Habitat FOCI

Blue mussel beds (including intertidal beds on

. ) 0.25 km?
mixed and sandy sediments)
Estuarine rocky habitats 0 km2
Horse mgsel Modiolus modiolusbeds 0 kmz
Intertidal underboulder communities 3 point records
Littoral chalk communities 5.5 km (line data)
Mud habitats in deep water 0 km2
Peat and clay exposures 2.84 km2
Ross wormS&abellaria spinulogaeefs 0.06 kmz
Seagrass beds 0.02 kmz
Seapen and burrowing megafauna communitig 0 km2
Sheltered muddy gravels 0 kmz
Subtidal chalk 8.05 km?
Subtidal sands and gravels 109.97 km2
Tideswept channels 0 km2
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5.7 Best available evidence

The Net Gain team have used théoimation for broadscale habitat, habitat FOCI and species FOCI
that has been provided to the Regional MCZ Project teams from the SNCBs. In some cases Net Gain
has received data that is believed by the regional stakeholders to be more accurate andsthis ha
superceded the data provided by the SNCBs.

One case of this was the receipt of the Humber Regional Environmental Characterisation data layer
which provided survey data to a EUNIS level 4 and 5 in NG 4, 5, 6, 8, 9 and rRA 8.

Additional data was receivday Net Gain for NG 2 and rRA 1, including survey records for blue

mussel beds from Eastern IFCA and additional blue mussel data from Seasearch East Anglia, survey
records for broaescale habitat A5.2: subtidal sand from North Sea Wildlife Trust and Sehsear

survey records for subtidal chalk, peat and clay exposures and subtidal sands and gravels from
Seasearch and North Sea Wildlife Trusts.

Within NG 4 and NG 9 additional survey records were provided for Ross ®abmllaria spinuloga
reefs from CEFAS

Details for the presence of saline reedbeds (A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and saline reedbeds) in rRA 3
have been provided by local knowledge from The North Norfolk Wildlife Trusts.

Within rRA 7, detailed survey records have been collected by Net Gaor_@ifficers with the
support of John Dinwiddy, as well as surveys from English Héfitage

In NG 5, The Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust provided Net Gain with data indicating the location of peat
and clay exposures along the caaBtis was an important feate identified by the RSG to be
recommended for protection within the site and Net Gain currently held no information to suggest
its presence.

Additional records of subtidal sands and gravels, blue mussel beds and subtidal chalk have been
used in NG 10 tsupport the presence of these features; the data weseivedfrom surveys records
provided by North Sea Wildlife Trusts.

The presence of Ocean quahdgdtica islandicain NG 11lwas identified through the provision of
survey records from Allen, 20858

Within NG 13a, data provided the Net Gain team did not indicate the presence of saltmarsh,
however local knowledgmformedthat theseare presentand the Environment Agency provided a
data layer to support this. In addition to thisoordinates for a éld that has been flooded as part of
the managed realignment strategy have also been provided by the Environment Agency.

Occurrences of Ross wori@dbellaria spinulogaeefs have been noted for inclusion in NG 13, from
surveys records provided in a repduy Holt, 1992°,

13 CEFAS. 1988005. Ross wornB@bellaria spinulogaccurrences from grab and beam trawl surveys.

1 ENGLISH HERITAGE. 2011. Holme Beach riranjtosject 20022008. NAU Archaeology Report 1444,

15 ALLEN, J.H. 2008. Ecological Assessment of Yorkshire Coast prohibited Trawling Areas. Report to North
Eastern Sea Fisheries Committee. Institute of Estuarine and Coastal Studies (IECS), Univdisity of Hu
Occurences ofArctica Islandicgrovided by the NESFC in 2010.

®HOLT, R.H.F. 1994. Marine biological survey of Eyemouth (Berwickshire) to Alnmouth (Northumberland).
Joint Nature Conservation Committee Report, No. 157. (Marine Nature ConservatiewRRsaport, No.
MNCR/SR/24.). Coordinates f8abellaria spinulosaccurences and reefs.
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The location of subtidal mud in NG 14 (and the previous NG 14S) was pritvigiegh personal
communications wittRitchie, 2011, and was subsequently included as a feature of the site put
forward for recommendation. Within the same sitbge location of red clay exposures was identified

by Lawrence, 201(pers. comm.)and this data was used to support the recommendation of a
reference area (rRA 12).

69



70



Section 6 Conservation Objectives
6.1 The cevelopment of Conservation Objectives
Introduction

Cental to the development of a Conservation Objective statement is an assessment of whether a

LI NI A Odzf I NJ FSF GdzNB K| & W¥dcodvefiilad AR/ @ A1dzNa a2 31zZND 2Hyf FEA (€
objective. To undertake this assessment fully the current candbf each feature needs to be

reviewed. ldeally, this would make use of existing data on the ecological quality of each site and the

current status of the designated features. However, for the rMCZs within Net Gain (as for the other

three RegionaMCZProjects), appropriate survey and monitoring data are not readily available. In

light of this the SNCBs produced guidance on a process for prodtcirggrvation Objectiveghich

makes use of proxy condition assessments.

In short, where features are known be exposed to pressures to which they are moderately or

highly sensitive they are assumed todegraded (i.e. in annfavourablecondition) Consequently,

Ay &dzOK OANDdzvaidl yOSas (i KeBoverliizzy aFS N2 diaNil- 20y Sh 6Ce2S/TRIAIC
Corversely, where features are exposed only to pressures to which thengkatévely insensitive
OADPS D Wi2g aSyaiilioidaiires ak NSsuwgoRdibe il oliaedtateBdQ 0 X 1 K ¢
KSyO0S GKS /2yaSNBIGA2yi hok@DdNIPESt § 30APRAGR2 WYDA Y
This proxy assessment®fS | (G dzZNB O2y RAGA2Y 2NJ WxdzZA ySNI oAt AGE |
FaasSaaySyid 2F GKS FSIGd2NBAQ @dz ySNIroAftAGe G2 ¢
represents the first stage of the prodition of draft Conservation Objectivess outlined infSection

3, the process followeith producing Conservation Objectiwess iterative

In line with the SNGB guidance on producingonservation Objectivesll features withirReference
Areasweregivedl KS RSTI dzf G (12NBS 021 §§ 02 maSdsEuBobjéeivg RA 1A 2y Q
appliesto all ENG features within the proposed Reference Areas and not just those for which the site

was initially seleted.

Data selection

To begin the processlataon features, pressures, sensitivities and activities were produced by Net
Gain using the STARFISH tool. After formatting, this data was presented to the BIMTBand
IFCAgo0 assist in the first cut vulnerability assessment

First cut VA

Theproject teamcarried out aninitial VA with support from theSNCBgYIMO and IFCA#s far as

LJ2 & & A 0 f SCdziii Gok#to a@GodnNiBiespatial relationship of features and activities (i.e.

GKS LRGSYGAlIt WF220LINAYGIQ 20 LOGA NRBNS & KALER P TR 81§
for each feature at each sitesed to populate a V#able (as shown irFigure6.1), this being based

on thedraft vulnerability tableprovided in the guidance fro@NCC and Natural England

Fa each feature at each site, thressureidentified in the STARFISH outputsre eachassigned to

a cell within the VAable according to the sensitivity of the feature and the level of exposure of the

feature to the pressureThe assessmentof afeat@ei f S@St 2F SELRadz2NB 61 & Y
the spatial footprint, duration, frequency and intensity of each causative activity, together with any
associated existing mitigation or management measures.

The position of pressures within the completed tdBle LINE @A RSa 'y AYRAOFGA2Yy 21
vulnerability to eaclof the pressuresconsideredj.e. Wa 2 RSNI S (2 KAIK @dzZ ySNI o
assignedtothered K RSR OSff a4 | YR W[ 2 de dgedrisha®tldelsA f A G2 Q 1z
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To help acommodate gpragmatic approacim assessing feature vulnerabili@ssuggestedn the

IdzA RF YOS FNRBY Wb/ / YR blFddNYt 9y3IflFyRO Iy | RRAL
used for instances where features were believed to be exposed to a partantlaity/pressure

combination but where exposure was at a low level relative to the pressure benchmark provided.

Feature's sensitivity to pressure

Not sensitive

exposure to

Feature's
pressure

Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability

Low exposuré& | Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability

Not exposed| Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability | Low vulnerability

Exposure Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown
unknown vulnerability vulnerability vulnerability vulnerability

* - additional category added to allow for pragmatic judgement
Figure6.1 Modified VAtable used to determine MCZ feate draft Conservation Objectives

Note that, for clarity and for the purpose of producing outputs for grotmuhing at the Regional
Hub meetings, pressures to which the feature was not sensitive were omitted from thesléA
outputs.

Ininstanceswheré O A GA G KLINB&aadz2NE O2YoAyldA2ya oSNB | aaa
(KS Wi A3IK aSyariGAgAGeqQ 2NJ Wa2 RSNI FfuredBHid A (A OA (& ¢
feature was deemed to have high or moderatenarability, andfeature condition is likely tbe

unfavourable For any feature therefore, should one or more activity/pressure combinations be
laaAdaySR (2 GKS&aS Waz2RSNI GS (2 KAIK @dzf Yy SNF 0Af AL
wouldbesé feddved 2 Tl @2dz2NI 6f S O2yRAGAZ2YQ

Regional Hub groundruthing

¢ KS WT A WG thenGedigived and grourdduthed by the RSG in a series of Regional Hub
meetings. This exercisefiormed two valuable functions:

9 firstly, by providingan opporturity for stakeholders to review the VAs they also better
appreciatedand understood the process of developing Conservation Objectres

1 secondly it was possible to brinlgpcal knowledge and sitgpecific information to the table
andto use this bothn clarifying likely exposure to pressures where it had not been possible
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to do soin the first cut and in reassigning exposure where there was supporting evidence
and consensus.

It was highlightedby Hub membershat this was the first instance in the Regal MCZProject

planning procesefg 2 N] RANBOGt & I FFSOGAYy3I GKS RS@St2LIVSyi
completed outside of the RSG meetingiie team made itlear thatthe stakeholderled approach

was not being overturned by thexternalinput at this stage. The work done by the SN@Bd public
authoritiesA y (i k@ dziErRabiEy dssessmetfectively presented the stakeholders with a

short-cut in getting from a wealth of data (the outputs from STARFISH) to a more focussed set of VA
tableseach of which could be discussed and debated in turn. To put it into context, the raw data

that was assessed ahead of the meetings covered more than 20,000 combinations of sites, features,
pressures and activities whilst the number of VAs that were dészlim the Regional Hubs

numbered, at most, a couple of dozen.

An example of a gopiled VA table as used in thedtonal Hub meetings is given belowragure
6.2.

The groundruthing work at the Regional Hub meetings veasriedout alongside an exercise to
confirm, for each site, the list of features to be designatethe rMCZand tocheckthe list of
activities that were believed to occtinere.

Where additional features were proposed fdesignation or additional activitiegdentified, these
wereincorporatedby the Net Gain team. The PRISM and PISA database tools were used in plenary

to identify whereW RRAGA2Yy Il £t Q FSI GdzZNBa YAIKG 06S Y2RSNI GSt ¢
WSEA&AGAYIQ I Ol A O Acposetl fedtured Might bie $hodBrateydaNagmByyo il rferdble LINJ

G2 FTRRAGAZ2YIE LINBaadzaNBa FNRBY WySgQ OGABAGASaD 2
meetings, the debate and comment around anticipated pressure level associated with activities (i.e.
discussion®n activity footprints, intensity, duration, frequency, etc. andsgé®g mitigation and

management) that hadlreadybeenrecordedwas used by Net Gain after the meeting to complete

the VA for new features and/or activities.

Instances wheredcA @A G & Ay GSyaiade e¢la FSta G2 o
Odzi Q =! GSNBE RA&aO0dzaaSR Ay L SYlI NBE® 2 KSNB
knowledge resulted in a consensus to shift a pressure from, for examflle, WSEL}R2 8 SRQ O} (1S3
SAGKSNI GKS WwWit2¢ SELRAaAadINBQ 2N Wwy2i SELR&ASRQ OF (S§-:
associated comments in support of the decision.

S KA
N a

lf422 6KSNB (GKS SELRA&MZINBE (2 |+ LINB&aadz2NBt gl a Wdzy |y
FgFrAflrofS SOARSYOS IyR 20t 1y26fSR3ISO (2 | &A=z
SELR2adaNBQ OF{iS3a2Ne o

Where, for any of the features discussed, there were pressures caused by activities at the site to

whicha feature was concluded to bmoderately or highly vulnerable these were flagged to the
wSIAA2YyIlf 1 dzo0 YSYOSNE Fa OFdzaAy3a (GKS / 2yaSNDFGAZ2Y
Fl @92dzN>F of EyO2YRAAKPADP O aSa GKS / 2yaSNBLFGAZ2Y hoc

favolNI 0 f S OPhy possibla ithplicatins of this as far as potential management was
concaned were also touched upon in plenary discussion, although it was pointed out to
stakeholders that decisiore management measures would ultimately fall outsitée scope of tk
RegionaMCZProject.

{ b/ Quality Assurancesxercise

Subsequent to the Regional Hagroundtruthing work, completedand revisedVAs wergpassed
back to the SNCBs for a final&ity Assuranceexercise. This allowed the SNCBs to progite
overview on the outputs from, and ensure consistency across, all four Rei@Z#rojects.

73



Site: NG 17

Feature: A5.2 Subtidal sand

Initial assessment of feature vulnerability to pressures imposed by activities at the site

Sensitivity

High

Medium

Exposed (above)

Uncertain

Low exposure

Extraction - oil & gas - Physical change (to another
seabed type)

Infrastructure - offshore (oil & gas platforms) -
Physical change (to another seabed type)
Infrastructure - cables & pipelines (Installation) -
Physical change (to another seabed type)
Infrastructure - cables & pipelines (Operation) -
Physical change (to another seabed type)

Fishing - benthic trawling - Removal of non-target
species (lethal)

Fishing - benthic trawling - Shallow
abrasion/penetration: damage to seabed surface and
penetration £25mm

Fishing - benthic trawling - Surface abrasion: damage
to seabed surface features

Fishing - set netting - Surface abrasion: damage to
seabed surface features

Infrastructure - offshore (oil & gas platforms) -
Structural abrasion/penetration: Structural damage to
seabed >25mm

Infrastructure - cables & pipelines (Installation) -
Structural abrasion/penetration: Structural damage to
seabed >25mm

Infrastructure - cables & pipelines (Operation) -
Structural abrasion/penetration: Structural damage to
seabed >25mm

Shipping - Introduction or spread of nan-indigenous
species & translocations (competition)

Not exposed

* Fishing - benthic trawling - Siltation rate changes
(high)

* Fishing - benthic trawling - Siltation rate changes
(low)
+ Shipping - Temperature changes - regional/national

* Fishing - pelagic trawling - Removal of non-target
species (lethal)

Fishing - set netting - Removal of non-target species
(lethal)

Infrastructure - cables & pipelines (Installation) -
Physical removal (extraction of substratum)
Shipping - Water flow (tidal & ocean current) changes
- regional/national

Shipping - Shallow abrasion/penetration: damage to
seabed surface and penetration £25mm

Shipping - Surface abrasion: damage to seabed
surface features

.

.

.

Figure6.2
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Following he QA exercise, suggestidias changes to conservation objectives were provided to Net
Gain by the INCC for a number of offshore sites as follows:

1 NG6¢ Although the draft conservation objective for all features had been set to recover,
with the exceptiorof Ross wormSabellaria spinulogaeefs the INCC suggested that as
Sabellarias more sensitive to pressures than the underlying broad scale habitat on which it
is located it too should have a conservation ohjexof recover.
2 KAt ad Wb/ /r@duly b e Bogitipdthat-was developed through discussion
with the RSGRossvorm [Sabellariapinulosd reefs conservation objective set to maintain)
has been preserved. FlA y 3 NB OSA LG 2F Wb/ / Qa FROAOS (KSN.
discusghis suggestion with the RSG and the agreed positemeloped at the Regional Hub
meetingshas therefore been maintained.

1 NG16¢ The JNCC suggested that due to localised high intensity fishing activity focused
around the Swallow Hole feature within thi®ICZ that the conservation objective for the
site features should be sebtrecover rather than maintai
2 KAfald Wb/ / Qa O2YYSyida NS RdzZ & y20SRX (KS L
with the RSG has been preserv&dvice from Natural Englahttecommends that, as
regards the condition of Swallow Hole, the S & K2 dzf R 0 Shedafeéed 12 WY Ay (]
positiondeveloped at the Regional Hub meetimgs therefore been maintained

1 NG17¢ The JNCC suggested that due to the extensive infrastructesept within the
rMCZ the conservation objective should be set to recover rather than to maintai
2 KAfAG Wb/ / Qa O02YYSyida INB RdAe& y20SRI GKS LJ
with the RSG has been preservedogol y 3 NB OS A Llig therdwas\in/ / Q& | ROA O
opportunity to fully discuss this suggestion with the RSG and the agreed pdsitigioped
at the Regional Hub meetingpgas therefore been maintained.

Natural Englands further developing the advice they had produced regarding the impafcts
commercial fishing actities on featuresUntil this work is finalised, it is not possible to undertake a
cumulative assessment of impacts within the inshdvkCZs. Accordingly the QA exercise on inshore
sites has been delayed, and all recommendatiornte final report are therefore based solely on
work undertakenin the first cut vulnerability assessment workshops and RSG meetings.

6.2 Vulnerability Assessment outputs

The complete dataset supporting the VA is available as an Excel spreadistaektiton, a hard
copy of the VA outputs igrovided ad).

The VAs agreed following the Regional Hub meetings were not contingentange of assumptions

at either the site or the network level. By encouraging the RSG to makeséudifuhe sensitivity

matrix work¢ and by supplying stakeholders with the necessary tools to make sense of these data
(the PRISMand PISA database toots)he Net Gain Project was aldie ensure that stakeholders

had, from an early stage, good understading of the potential implications of feature designation.

7 Swallow Hole is a glacial tunnel valley but comprises a somewhat smaller feature than Inner Silver Pit. All of
the sensitivities identified for the Inner SilverRitg. aggregate extraction and, to a lesser extent, platform
construction) apply to this feature. However, as a consequence of the smaller size of the Swallow Hole feature,
sensitivities related to the placement or construction of platforms as well agstrfrcture could be considered

to be heightened.

Given the levels of activity associated with the area it was suggested by Natural England that, for the most
part, the Swallow Hole site would be in good conditiNatural England advice would be for the @gervation
Objective to aim to maintain the Swallow Hole feature in its current state.
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As a consequence, the VA work thatsamdertaken did not result ianysignificant¥ & dzNIfaNA & S a Q
stakeholdersAny generalcaveats that might otherwise be associated with the VA outputs were
thereforeavoided and it was possible for the Regional Hubs to put fordeatt Conservation

Objectives fosites and features witboth a clear understanding of the process followed amd

acceptance of the implications of their designation.

Where best avidable evidence or local knowledge was usiediing the grounetruthing exercise at

the Regional Huhshe basis for any decisions made was recorded and subsequently transcribed to

the VA spreadsheet. For example, information may have been discussed neggiistling gear

modifications; once taken into account this may have resulted in an agreement to shift a pressure

FTNRY (GKS WSELRASRQ OFdGS3I2NEB G2 GKS Wiz2¢g SELRAdNE
6.3 Conservation Objective outputs

A summary of the Conservation Otiizes for alrecommendedeatures across the Net Gain
network is providedelow.

Full Conservation Obijectives (i.e. the fidinservation Objective statementme providedon a site
by-site basis within the Site Asssment Documents presented belowSaction 7

Table6.1 Summary table of sites and conservation objectivé¢ote: Recommended

reference areas are not included in this table. A summary of the features recommended for

protection in each rRA is provided in Table 5.12; the conservation objective for all features in rRAs

Ad WNBO2@GSNJ 12 NBFSNBYOS O2yRAGAZ2YQ YR GKSNBT2N

Site name Feature Co_nse_rvatlon
objective
NG 1b, Orford Inshore A5.4: Subtial mixed sediments Recover
Estuarine rocky habitat Maintain
NG 1c, Alde Ore Estuary Sheltered muddy gravels Ma?nta?n
Smelt Osmerus eperlanjis Maintain
Orfordness (subtidal) Maintain
A3.1: High energy infralittoral ol Maintain
A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock Maintain
NG 2, Cromer Shoal Chalk Be{ A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock Maintain
Subtidal chalk Maintain
North Norfolk Coast (subtidal) Maintain
A5.2: Subtidal sand Maintain
NG 4, Wash Approach A5.4: Subtidal mixedediments Maintain
Subtidal sands and gravels Maintain
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment Maintain
A5.2: Subtidal sand Maintain
NG 5, Lincs Belt Ab5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments Maintain
Peat and clay exposures Maintain
Subtidal sands and gravels Maintain
A5.2: Subtidal sand Recover
A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments Recover
NG 6, Silver Pit Rosg wormSabellaria spinulogaeefs Maintain
Subtidal sands and gravels Recover
North Sea Glacial Tunnel Valley (Inner Silve o
Pit) Maintain
« A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment Recover
NG 7, Markhar a ¢ N | A5.2: Subtidal sand Recover
NG 8, Holderness Inshore A2.4: Intertidal mixed sediments Maintain
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Conservation

Site name Feature .
objective
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment Maintain
Ab5.2: Subtidal sand Maintain
Peat and clay exposures Maintain
Subtidal chalk Maintain
Subtidal sands and gravels Maintain
Ross worm&Qabellaria spinulogaeefs Maintain
Spurn Head (subtidal) Maintain
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment Recover
NG 9, Holdemess Offshore A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments Recover
Al.1: High energy intertidal rock Maintain
Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock Maintain
Al1.3: Low energy intertidal rock Maintain
NG 10, Castle Ground A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment Maintain
A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand Maintain
A2.3:Intertidal mud Maintain
Intertidal underboulder communities Maintain
A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock Maintain
A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock Maintain
A4.1: High energy circalittoral rock Maintain
. A4.2: Moderateenergy circalittoral rock Maintain
NG 11, Runswick Bay A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment Maintain
A5.2: Subtidal sand Maintain
A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments Maintain
Ocean quahogActica islandich Maintain
NG 12, Compass Rose A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock Recover
Al.2: Moderate energy intertidal rock Maintain
Al1.3: Low energy intertidal rock Maintain
A2.1: Intertidal coarse sediment Maintain
A2.2: Intertidal sand and muddy sand Maintain
A2.3: Intertidal mud Maintain
A2 4: Intertidal mixed sediments Maintain
. _a « | A3.1: High energy infralittoral rock Maintain
bD moz [ 2l dzSd A3.2: Moderate energy infralittoral rock Maintain
A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock Maintain
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment Maintain
A5.2: Subtidal sand Maintain
A5.3: Subtidal mud Maintain
Ab5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments Maintain
Intertidal underboulder communities Maintain
A2.3: Intertidal mud Maintain
A2.5: Coastal saltmarshes and saline reedb( Maintain
A3.1: High energwyifralittoral rock Maintain
NG 13a, Aln Estuary Estuarine rocky habitats Maintain
Sheltered muddy gravels Maintain
Subtidal sands and gravels Maintain
A4.2: Moderate energy circalittoral rock Maintain
NG 14, Farnes East Ab.1: Subtidal coarse sediment Maintain
Ab5.2:Subtidal sand Maintain
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Conservation

Site name Feature .
objective
A5.3: Subtidal mud Recover
A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediments Maintain
Peat and clay exposures Maintain
A4.3: Low energy circalittoral rock Maintain
. A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment Maintain
NG 15, Rock Unique A5.2: Subtidal sah Maintain
Subtidal sands and gravels Maintain
A5.1: Subtidal coarse sediment Maintain
A5.2: Subtidal sand Maintain
NG 16, Swallow Sand Subtidal sands and gravels Maintain
North Sea Glacial Tunnel Valley (Swallow H| Maintain
A5.1 Subtidal coarse sediment Maintain
A5.2: Subtidal sand Maintain
NG 17, Fulmar Subtidal sands and gravels Maintain
Ocean gquahog/(ctica islandich Maintain
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Section 7 Site Assessment Documents

This section provides the complete set of Site AssessDaruiments(SADS). Thie is a separate
SADprovided for each rMCZ and riRAthe recommended network.
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7.1 Marine Conservation Zone: NG 16yford Inshore

Version and issue date Amendments made
V1.031% August, 2011 Original release
V1.1 & September, 2011 Minor corrections ad edits

Minor corrections including spelling,
grammatical errors, and edits to improve
readability.The ecological description has beer
updated to reflect RSPB feedback on theNA.
changes have been made to recommendation
or boundares.

V1.22™ July 2012

Site name
NG1b, Orford Inshore
Site centre location

pHC npQ 0cQQbXZ Mc pHQ ppQQ 9
52.093669°, 1.882227°
Lambert Azimuthal Equal Area projection, ETRS89 datum.

Site surface area

71.95km2/ 7,194.60ha
Lambert Azimuthal Equal Area projection, ETRB&Im

Biogeographic region

JNCC Regional Sea: Southern North Sea
OSPAR Region II: Greater North Sea

Table7.1 Features proposed for designation within NG 1®rford Inshore
Area coered within site (for
broad-scalehabitats and

Feature type Feature name : .
habitats of conservation
importance)

Broadscalehabitat A5.4: Subtidal mixed sediment 71.65 km?

Habitat of conservation

. n/a n/a

importance

Species of conservation

. n/a n/a

importance

Geological feature n/a n/a

Other feature n/a n/a
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Table7.2 Features within NG 1b, Orford Inshore not proposed for designation

Feature type

Feature name

Reason that feature has not
been proposed for designation

Broadscalehabitat

Ab.2: Subtidal sand

There is only a very small
portion of thisBSH (0.25km?)
present in the north eastern
corner; therefore it was
decided to leave it off the
recommendationist because
there arebetter examples of
the BSHn other sites.

Habite of conservation
importance

Subtidal sands and gravels
(modelled)

Site was identified for subtidal
mixed sediments other habitat
features were not considered.

Species of conservation
importance

n/a

n/a
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rd In (NG 1b) @enetgain

Legend

----- Regional seas boundary

|:| Net Gain boundary
Land

National limits

6 nautical miles
12 nautical miles
Final site recommendations N
C]wa 0 1 2 4 km
ez AN T T N [N NN N B

Location of NG 1b within Net Gain
Boundary coordinates:

Vertex Degrees Minutes Seconds Decimal Degrees

Latitude Longitude Latitude Longitude
1 52°5'37.21"N | 1°47'48.70"E 52.093674 1.796867
2 52°7'47.32"N | 1°53'09.89"E 52.129814 1.886088
3 52°8'37.18"N | 1°57'49.86" E 52.143664 1.963857
a4 52°4'04.08"N | 1°56' 14.89" E 52.067802 1.937474
5 52°3'00.36"N | 1°49'47.14"E 52.050104 1.829765
6 52°4'21.22" N | 1°47'50.68" E 52.072567 1.797416

Map version: 1.0 (31/08/2011) Datum: WGS 1984, Projection: UTM Zone 31N.

Net Gain boundary: largely based on political and administrative boundaries, the exact limits of the UK Continental Shelf are set
out in orders made under section 1(7) of the Continental Shelf Act 1964 (© Crown copyright). Land: based on OS boundary line
(Mean High Water Mark): © Crown copyright, All rights reserved. Regional seas: © JNCC (2009). National limits: UKHO. Contains
UKHO Law of the Sea data © Crown copyright and database right.

Figure7.1 Location and extent of site NG1b (Orford Inshore)
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Site summary

The site consists of the recommended feature subtidal mixed sediments covering nearly the entire
site in waters that are between 280m deep Figure7.5). It lies approximatel{4.36km off the East

of England, offshore from the Alde Ore Estuary, with most of the site within-t#nén limits and a
small portion beyond the 12nm limit. The site is of high importance as a nursery and spawning
ground for fish species, and has a low diversity of seabirds but may be important for foraging
species.

Detailed site description

NG1b is being recommended for the presence of subtidal mixed sediments. Other habitats included
in the area are subtidal sandsd gravels. This is the only proposed MCZ off the Suffolk coastline
and is therefore also important for maintaining connectivity between other MCZs in the network.
There are currently no other MPAs that overlap with the site and the closest MPA xapptely

3km to the West (the Outer Thames Estuary SPA

NG1b is located in thBouthernNorth Sea, offshore and adjacent to the Suffolk coast in the east of
England. The habitat type in the area has been mapped using both biological and physical data
(McBreen, 2010; Langmead al., 2010)The area is subject to moderate energy at the seabed level
due tothe combined effect of currents and waves (McBreen, 2010) and as such is a relatively stable,
depositional environment.

The area is of moderate ecologl importance and plankton surveys show it to be of high
importance as a nursery and spawning ground for fish. Surveys have foundsbDleyesprat, lemon
sole, and sandeets spawn within this are@~igure7.6; Figure7.7). Skate ray, crustaceans and
dogfish arealsopresent in this area

NG1b may beised byforagingseabirdspecies such as thdack legged kittiwakeand sandwich

tern. Inshore and along the coast from NG1b there are several birceggtions and RSPB reserves
including Minsmere and North Warrevhichsupport these specieShe @ter Thames Estuary SPA
for the red throated divelis also close to the sit®©ther species such as kittiwake and sandwich tern,
as well herring gull and legsbklackbacked gull, are found icolonies along the Suffolk artssex
coast(RSPB, pers. comm. 2011)
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Location of NG 1b within Met Gain

Figure7.2 Broadscale habitat present within NG 1b
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Figure7.3 FOCI habitat present within NG 1b
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Figure7.4 Features put forward for recommendation in NG 1b
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