
 

 

 

Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ  

Stakeholder Group Meeting 10 Summary 

 

Date: 06 November 2024 

Time: 18:00 – 20:00 

Location: Online 

 
Attendees Summary: 
A total of 19 attendees joined the meeting, with representatives from the Wildlife 
Trust, Natural England, The Wash and North Norfolk Coast Marine Partnership, 
volunteer conservation organisations, Eastern IFCA authority members, fishing 
industry and other local or interested stakeholders. 

Speakers:  

 Julian Gregory (CEO) – Chair 
 Luke Godwin (ACO) – Management Task and Finish Group Chair and 

Evidence Sub-Group Chair 
 Ron Jessop (SMSO - Research) – Research & Development Task and Finish 

Group Chair 
 Samantha Hormbrey (SMSO – Projects and Policy) – ARM Project Manager 

 

Summary of updates and discussion 

1. Welcome 
The chair (Julian Gregory) welcomed members to the meeting, reminded of the 
etiquette previously agreed for meetings and briefed on the order of events. 

2. Research Update  
Senior Marine Science Officers (Ron Jessop and Samantha Hormbrey) delivered a 
presentation providing updates on research workstreams (Annex 1) including: 

a) Mapping Sensitive Features  
b) Mapping fishing activity  
c) Adaptive Gear Trials (AGT) 
d) Crab Value Study  
e) Social Value Study  
f) Natural disturbance study (NDS) 

 



Feedback Follow up  

Research robustness: concerns were 
raised about the robustness of research 
projects, including the 2024 habitat 
review being informed by limited data, 
the social value study lacking baseline 
data and the design of the Natural 
Disturbance Study.  

The 2024 habitat review used multiple 
data sets, including dive data, 
considered confidence in each data set 
and its limitations as part of the review 
and it is intended that future habitat 
mapping work will build on aspects 
where confidence is lower.  

 

The social value study will be reviewed 
in detail once it is published to 
understand its limitations.  

 

An independent review of the Natural 
Disturbance Study has been 
commissioned to ensure it is robust and 
sufficient to meet its objectives.   

Incursion management: there was a 
concern around the lengthy delay in 
managing and reporting incursions into 
the Natural Disturbance Study closed 
areas. 

It was clarified that whilst there was a 
delay in publishing the incursion report 
online this did not reflect a delay in 
responding to and managing incursions. 
Such included immediate 
communication with those responsible 
for the incursions, increased monitoring 
at sea and from the shore, enhanced 
marking of the closed areas and making 
the closures mandatory rather than 
voluntary. Similarly, the delay in 
publishing the report will not impact 
upon the project as the findings will be 
considered in analysis.  

Closed area displacement: the Natural 
Disturbance Study closed areas may be 
displacing effort immediately outside 
closed areas and accelerating impacts 
in these areas. 

Consideration of areas of accelerated 
impacts is an evidence sub-group 
action.  

Adaptive gear trials: proposed 
adaptations could increase the amount 
of plastic going into the sea and the 
weight of potting gear which in turn 
could create more impact. There was 
also a lack of support of trialling gear in 
intertidal areas because of the 
sensitivity of chalk there. 

This project has been paused to further 
develop the survey and method design 
in the context of limited funding and 
concerns around the robustness of the 
study. Further consideration will be 
given to the most appropriate 
adaptations to test as part of the 
redevelopment of the project.  

 
 



3. Rates of damage assessment 
A presentation providing an update on the rates of damage assessment, which 
estimates the rate at which potting is impacting chalk features, was delivered by the 
Project Manager (Samantha Hormbrey) (Annex 1). This included information on the 
data used to inform the assessment, feedback provided by Natural England and 
Authority members and a recent gap analysis completed to identify where research 
should be prioritised to increase confidence in it. 

Feedback Follow up 

Data adequacy: concerns that since 
ARM was established insufficient data 
remains to conclude the impact on the 
chalk. 

Delays are acknowledged but it was 
emphasised that evidence gaps are 
gradually being filled, improving 
understanding of risk.  

In terms of fishing activity data, several 
of the delays are outside of Eastern 
IFCA’s control but officers are working 
closely with the MMO to try and resolve 
issues surrounding IVMS and catch 
data whilst also identifying alternative 
means of obtaining data. 

Research is being targeted to address 
other aspects of the assessment where 
confidence is low and as more data 
becomes available the rates of damage 
assessment will be updated to reflect 
the new evidence. 

External data sources: particularly 
expertise on chalk regrowth could be 
provided by local diver observations and 
from studies completed for the Bacton 
pipelines.  

Chalk regrowth is already being 
explored through an Evidence sub-
group action and will include seeking 
information on Bacton pipeline regrowth 
studies.  

Natural mechanisms: queries around 
the extent to which natural process are 
being investigated alongside potting 
impacts, such as the large volumes of 
flint which are routinely washed up 
onshore. 

This is being addressed in part via the 
Natural Disturbance Study which 
compares areas which are open and 
closed to potting.  

 

4. Evidence Sub-Group  
A summary of the projects being developed by the Evidence Sub Group was 
provided by Luke Godwin (Annex 1). Projects include: 

a) Dive data and imagery 
b) Encrusting rates 
c) Dive protocol 
d) Beach cleaning 
e) Fishing activity and to damage outside of closed areas  



 

Feedback Follow up 

Stakeholder input: generally the 
Evidence Sub-Group was welcomed 
as providing an avenue for stakeholder 
input however some felt it was not yet 
clear how this evidence will inform 
ARM. 

Outputs from the group will feed into 
research projects and contribute to the 
growing evidence base informing ARM.  

 
 

5. Management Update  
The Management Task and Finish Group chair (Luke Godwin) provided an update on 
management workstreams, including a presentation outlining the proposed 
management plan for the ongoing development of permit conditions (Annex 1). 
Updates included:  

a) Monitoring and development of voluntary measures  
b) Confirmation of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw 
c) Development of permit conditions  

Feedback Follow up 

Concerns were raised around fishing 
activity being treated as a precondition 
within the area of marine conservation 
importance. 

Potting activities are being assessed 
against the conservation objectives of 
the site, in line with the Marine and 
Coastal Access Act 2009 and mitigated 
via Adaptive Risk Management (ARM). 
ARM requires the adoption of 
management which is proportionate to 
the level of risk posed and our current 
assessment of risk is that the 
conservation objectives of the site are 
not at risk of being hindered in the 
immediate term. 

 

Effort reporting: it was suggested that 
effort reporting could be mandated to 
increase data available and evidencing 
guardianship of the area could also 
reduce concern. 

 

 

 

A key component of the proposed 
management plan is to fully understand 
effort to enable effective management 
moving forward. Whilst officers are 
working closely with the MMO to 
address existing issues, other options 
will be explored including additional 
reporting requirements. 

 

 

 

 



6. Round Up 
During the round up, one stakeholder expressed concerns that the Authority were 
intentionally ‘getting things wrong’ to slow down progress towards management of 
the fishery, that time was being wasted ‘measuring crabs’ and generally that 
‘conservation interests’ are being excluded from the project. The Chair said that 
whilst it is important that the Authority is held to account against its duties and that it 
is important that concerns are raised so that they can be discussed and explanations 
provided, it was also relevant to note that these matters had been raised and 
discussed several times previously and were, in his view, a mischaracterisation of 
the situation, which was not necessarily constructive or helpful in seeking to work 
collaboratively.   
 
A final slide was presented by the Project Manger detailing the progress of each 
workstream against the ARM plan alongside the focus for the next six months and 
feedback was welcomed from stakeholders on the on the format, timing and content 
of the next Stakeholder Meeting planned in for February (Annex 1). 
 

Feedback Follow up 

The general consensus was that 
February was an ideal time for various 
stakeholder representatives, including 
fishermen and divers as it is out of 
season. 

 

Although no specific agenda items 
were put forward it was suggested that 
longer term work be discussed and 
longer-term projections should be 
broadcast. 

 

It was also suggested that 
stakeholders are provided an 
opportunity to present on topics which 
they have knowledge, experience and 
evidence about.  

These points will be considered when 
planning the next meeting.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Annex 1: Meeting slides 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 


