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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 
Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (IFCA) is responsible for the 

management of fishing activities in the coastal waters of Dorset, Hampshire, and the Isle of 

Wight. These waters contain highly biodiverse and ecologically rich habitats, providing a range 

of valuable nursery and refuge areas for a variety of fish and shellfish species as well as 

providing important ecosystem services. The value of these habitats and species is recognised 

through a range of Marine Protected Area (MPA) designations, collectively contributing to the 

UK’s MPA network. 

Bottom towed fishing gears, or mobile demersal gears such as otter trawls or shellfish 

dredges, have been used by fishers for generations in the coastal waters of Dorset, 

Hampshire, and the Isle of Wight.  

In certain areas these techniques have the potential to impact or adversely affect sensitive 

seabed habitats. It is important to take the opportunity to consider how management of these 

activities can be improved, to support a healthy marine environment and sustainable fisheries, 

promoting positive economic and social benefits for coastal communities. This consultation 

considers amendments to the Southern IFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw1 

(Introduced in 2016) based on updated evidence and Conservation Advice provided by Natural 

England. Following the designation of additional MCZs in the District, new management is 

necessary to achieve Southern IFCA’s duties and to ensure habitats and species in other 

MPAs are protected according to the most up to date evidence. In addition, this consultation 

considers new management to protect well-understood sensitive habitats and species that are 

found outside of MPAs.  

This document will summarise the current management of bottom towed fishing gear within 

the district along with necessary proposed changes as a result of an updated evidence base. 

The full consultation document and corresponding rationale can be found on the Southern 

IFCA Website linked below2. The proposed changes have been open for an informal public 

consultation for a period of six weeks with the results summarised in Section 3.0. Charts of 

the proposed changes are found in annex I. 

1.2 IFCA Duties 
Southern IFCA has a duty to manage fisheries within Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) ensuring 

that the designated features are not damaged, disturbed or deteriorated in response to fishing 

activities, and that Conservation Objectives of the sites are furthered. These duties are set out 

in the Marine and Coastal Access Act and the Conservation of Habitats and Species 

(Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019.  

Under sections (28G) and (28I) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981, IFCAs are required 

to have consideration of any SSSI with marine components giving protection to species and 

habitats of national importance when performing its duties. 

The Authority has a duty to manage Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) under Section 154 

of the Marine and Coastal Access Act (MaCAA), 20093.  

 
1 https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Byelaws/Bottom-Towed-Fishing-Gear.pdf  
2 https://www.southern-ifca.gov.uk/live-consultations 
3 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2009/23/section/153  

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Byelaws/Bottom-Towed-Fishing-Gear.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2009/23/section/153
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Under Section 153 of MaCAA Southern IFCA must manage the exploitation of sea fisheries 

resources in the district. In doing so, the Authority must:  

(a) Seek to ensure that the exploitation of sea fisheries resources is carried out in a sustainable 

way. 

(b) Seek to balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting the sea fisheries resources of 

the district with the need to protect the marine environment from, or to promote it recovery from, 

the effects of such exploitation. 

(c) Take any other steps which in the authority's opinion are necessary or expedient for the purpose 

of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development. 

 

1.3 Current Management 
A well-developed range of measures already exist for the management of bottom towed fishing 

gears in the Southern IFC District. These measures, as summarised in Table 1, include a 

network of bottom towed fishing gear closure areas comprising more than 25% of the District’s 

waters. In addition, vessels greater than twelve metres in length are prohibited from fishing 

within the District.  

Table 1: Existing measures for the management of bottom towed fishing gears in the 
Southern IFC District. 

Measure Description  

Bottom Towed 

Fishing Gear 

Byelaw 2016 

This byelaw prohibits the use of bottom towed fishing gear in areas of 

the Southern IFC District in order to protect habitats and species within 

MPAs.  

Vessels Used in 

Fishing Byelaw 

Under this byelaw no person may use a vessel greater than 12m overall 

length when fishing for or taking sea fish. Exemptions do apply to this 

byelaw. 

Poole Harbour 

Dredge Permit 

Byelaw 

The purpose of this byelaw is to manage the gathering of shellfish 

through the use of dredges within Poole Harbour. The byelaw prohibits 

the use, retention on board, storage, or transportation of dredges within 

Poole Harbour by or on any vessel, except in accordance with a permit 

issued by the Authority. The byelaw and permit conditions implement 

seasonal and daily access, closed areas and gear restrictions aimed at 

promoting the sustainability of the fishery and protecting sensitive 

habitats.  

Solent Dredge 

Permit Byelaw 

The purpose of this byelaw is to manage the harvesting of bivalves via 

dredge within Bivalve Management Areas within the Solent. The byelaw 

prohibits the use of a dredge within Bivalve Management Areas by 

means of a vessel, except in accordance with a permit issued by the 

Authority. The byelaw and permit conditions implement gear restrictions 

along with seasonal and daily access. The byelaw promotes the 

sustainability of the fisheries and protects sensitive habitats. 

1.4 Review Drivers 

1.4.1 Updates to the Marine Protected Area Network 
On the 31st of May 2019, the Government announced a third tranche (T3) of MCZ designations, 

with 41 new sites in waters around England, bringing the total number to 91. This included 6 
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new sites within the Southern IFC District, and a further 12 new features being added to 

existing MCZs (Table 2). 

Table 2: Updates made to the Marine Protected Area Network in the Southern IFC 
District. 

T3 MCZs  MCZs with Additional Features 

Bembridge  Chesil Beach and Stennis Ledges 

Yarmouth to Cowes Poole Rocks 

Southbourne Rough  

Studland Bay  

Purbeck Coast  

South of Portland  

 

In line with Southern IFCA’s duties (Section 1.2), the Authority must undertake an assessment4 

of the potential impacts of fishing activities on designated features. The assessment ensures 

that these activities are compatible with the site’s Conservation Objectives through 

consideration of the nature of the gear type, scale of fishing activity, overlap between the 

extent of the feature and fishing and, the vulnerabilities of the features. The Authority must 

consult with Natural England, the Government’s statutory nature conservation advisors, on 

the outcomes of these assessments. 

The outcomes of the MCZ Assessments have indicated that additional measures are 

necessary for the management of bottom towed fishing gears in order to ensure the 

Conservation Objectives for those MCZs listed in Table 3 can be met. 

Table 3: MCZ and features in the Southern IFC District that require additional bottom 
towed fishing gear management. 

Marine Conservation Zone Feature(s) 

Chesil Beach and Stennis 

Ledges  

High energy circalittoral rock 

South of Portland  High energy circalittoral rock 

Moderate energy circalittoral rock 

Purbeck Coast Maerl beds 

Studland Bay Seagrass beds 

Southbourne Rough Nesting black seabream 

Yarmouth to Cowes  Bouldnor Cliff geological feature  

High energy circalittoral rock 

Moderate energy circalittoral rock  

High energy infralittoral rock 

Moderate energy infralittoral rock  

Subtidal chalk and peat and clay exposures 

Bembridge  Seagrass beds 

Subtidal mud 

Sea-pens and burrowing megafauna 

 
4 Within a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) or a Special Protection Area (SPA) a Habitats Regulations 
Assessment is undertaken, within a Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) a MCZ Assessment is undertaken. 
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1.4.2 Review of Existing Spatial Management 
Existing management is informed by best-available evidence. Since 2016, the evidence in 

some areas, particularly in relation to MPA feature condition and extent, has been updated 

and improved. To ensure that the existing management measures are appropriate, additional 

MPA assessments have been undertaken. In particular, the assessments consider reef and 

seagrass features against an improved evidence base. As a result of the updated evidence 

base, the assessments indicate that changes are required for the management of bottom 

towed fishing gears in relation to the features listed in Table 4. 

 

Table 4: Updated MPA evidence base requiring management updates. 

Site(s) Feature and/or driver 

Lyme Bay and Torbay SAC Updated data for the location/presence of reef features, in 

particular circalittoral or infralittoral rock 

Chesil Beach and Stennis 

Ledges MCZ 

Updated data for the location/presence of the following 

features: 

Pink Sea-Fan (Eunicella verrucosa); High energy circalittoral 

rock; High energy infralittoral rock 

South Wight SAC Updated data for the presence/extent of reef features, in 

particular circalittoral rock 

Solent Maritime SAC; 

Poole Harbour SPA; 

Portsmouth Harbour SPA; 

Solent and Southampton 

Water SPA; Chichester 

and Langstone Harbour 

SPAs 

Updated data for the presence/extent of seagrass beds  

The Needles MCZ Updated data for the location/presence of the following 

features: 

Seagrass beds; High Energy Infralittoral Rock 

Moderate Energy Infralittoral Rock  

Moderate Energy Circalittoral Rock 

Poole Harbour SSSI In 2018 the Poole Harbour SSSI was extended to include 

areas of Subtidal including deep water channels and their 

associated subtidal habitats. In particular this includes 

species-rich communities dominated by beds of the tube worm 

Sabella pavonina: such extensive beds represent a habitat not 

so well developed elsewhere. Mapping undertaken by 

Southern IFCA in 2015 in collaboration with NE has identified 

several areas in the channels in Poole where dense beds of 

S. pavonine have been identified. Having undertaken a SSSI 

assessment, and consistent with the Southern IFCA/Natural 

England SSSI management statement, areas covering key 

parts of the channel have been included in proposed spatial 

closures. 
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1.4.3 Protection of Sensitive Habitats outside of MPAs 
Under the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, Southern IFCA has duties (Section 1.1.) to 

‘Seek to balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting the sea fisheries resources of 

the District with the need to protect the marine environment from, or to promote it recovery 

from, the effects of such exploitation’. 

Within the District and outside of existing MPA designations, Natural England’s updated 

evidence base identifies areas of sensitive habitats, such as seagrass beds.  

Therefore, in order to fulfil Southern IFCAs duties (Section 1.2), these areas have been 

considered for protection within this review. These areas are described in Table 5.  

Table 5: Sensitive habitats outside MPAs considered for protection within the bottom 
towed fishing gear review.  

Habitats Feature and/or driver 

Seagrass Beds Seagrass beds provide biodiversity benefits to the marine 

environment as a valuable habitat for juvenile fish and shellfish 

species. The habitat also provides important ecosystem 

services stabilising sediment, protecting coastlines, improving 

water quality, and providing carbon storage.  

In considering its duty to seek to balance the social and 

economic benefits of exploiting the sea fisheries resources of 

the district with the need to protect the marine environment 

from, or promote its recovery from, the effects of such 

exploitation the Authority believes that there is value in 

protecting those seagrass beds in the District that fall outside 

of MPAs from the effects of bottom towed fishing gear. This 

includes seagrass beds in the Weymouth and Portland area, 

as well as North-East sections of the Isle of Wight. 
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Figure 2 Proposed BTFG closures in East of Southern IFC District. 

Figure 1 Proposed BTFG closures in West of Southern IFC District. 
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2.0 Consultation 

2.1 Consultation Period 
The consultation was open for response from the 17th of June 2022 until the 1st of August 

2022. Responses were invited via email, post and via an online form. Throughout the 

consultation period, Southern IFCA officers contacted key stakeholders to inform them of the 

consultation and engaged with fishers whilst out on patrol. Officers helped fill out response 

forms where required and signposted fishers to the consultation document. 

2.2 Questions for response 
Southern IFCA invited responses to the questions below. The questions were available within 

the consultation document, on the website via a downloadable form and on the website via an 

online form. 

Name: 

Contact details: 

Interest:  

If applicable, what is the name of your organisation and your role? 

Would you like your response to be confidential? 

Table 6 Areas with proposed changes in closure areas 

Area Number Area Name 

1 Chichester Harbour 

3 Langstone Harbour 

9 Portsmouth Harbour 

11 Portsmouth Harbour 

12 The Chilling 

17 Stanswood Bay 

18 Beaulieu 

21 Yarmouth 

22 Yarmouth to Cowes 

23 The Medina 

25 Ryde 

26 Seaview 

27 South Wight 

28 Southbourne Rough 

30 Poole Harbour 

31 Poole Harbour 

32 Poole Harbour 

33 Poole Harbour 

34 Poole Harbour 

35 Studland Bay 

36 Purbeck Coast 

37 Weymouth Bay 

38 Portland 
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Please refer to maps of proposed management areas displayed in annex I and table 5. 

Question 1: Do you agree with the changes in proposed bottom towed fishing gear closure 

areas for the Southern IFC District? Please provide an explanation and refer to the specific 

area as described in Table 5. 

Question 2: Do the proposed bottom towed fishing gear closure areas suitably align with 

the sensitive habitats identified? If no, please provide any additional evidence that you may 

have, referring to the specific area as described in Table 5. 

Question 3: Are there any additional areas that you feel should be closed to bottom towed 

fishing gears? If yes, please describe the location of these areas and provide a rationale.  

Question 4: What are the anticipated costs or benefits to you as a result of the proposed 

measures? Where possible, please provide financial estimates specific to areas.  

Question 5: Are there any further comments you would like to make?  

 

2.3 Responses to the Consultation 
A total of 74 responses to the informal public consultation were received by Southern IFCA. 

Table 7 summarises the interests stated by each individual. Some responses stated multiple 

interests, e.g. commercial and recreational, hence the total interest is larger than the total 

number of responses. ‘Other’ refers to a range of answers including ‘citizen’, ‘person’ and 

‘native oysters’; it can be inferred from further responses to questions, their interest is 

predominantly conservation however they have been counted as other. Of these 74 

responses, 66 were completed using the online questionnaire either independently or with the 

help of an IFCO, 4 responses were submitted via email, 1 was a conversation recorded in an 

IFCO notebook and 1 response was hand delivered. The proportion of responses from each 

stakeholder group is demonstrated in figure 3. 

Table 7 Frequency of interests stated in bottom towed fishing gear consultation 
responses received by Southern IFCA. 

Interest Frequency 

Bait Dragging 1 

Commercial 27 

Conservation 27 

Non-Government Organisation  2 

Recreational 19 

Other 8 

Total 84 
 

 

Responses from commercial fishers comprised of 22 fishers based in Dorset, 4 based in 

Hampshire and 1 presumed to be based in Sussex. Bait dragging in the district occurs 

40 Stennis Ledges 

41 Chesil Beach 

42 Lyme Bay 

43 Portland Harbour 

44 South of Portland 
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predominantly in Poole Harbour however the bait draggers are known to travel long distances 

to work. 

Figure 3 Proportion of stated interests in the bottom towed fishing gear consultation 
responses received by Southern IFCA. 

3.0 Summary of Responses 

3.1 Agreement with Proposed Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Closure Areas 
As expected, levels of agreement with proposed closure areas were mixed depending on the 

interests of stakeholders. Disagreements predominantly came from commercial fishers who 

use bottom towed fishing gears and felt that the measures were too restrictive; however, there 

were several responses in disagreement from other declared interests. These 10 responses 

state the proposed areas do not go far enough to protect the seabed from bottom towed fishing 

activities and 3 called for a ban on all bottom towed fishing in UK inshore waters; this is outside 

the capability of Southern IFCA. Figure 4 displays the levels of agreement within different 

declared interests.  

Figure 4 Declared interests and their levels of agreement with the proposed bottom 
towed fishing gear closure areas.  
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The consultation questions asked for reference to specific area numbers and an explanation as to why the areas are of concern; these responses 

are displayed in table 8.  

Table 8 Areas of concern recorded in responses to the Southern IFCA bottom towed fishing gear consultation. Areas in the table are 
shown from the East to West of the Southern IFC district. 

Area Name Area Number Number of 
Responses Wanting 
Less Protection 

Number of 
Responses 
Wanting 
More 
Protection 

Summary of concerns 

Chichester 
Harbour 

1, to the mouth 
of the harbour 

 2 Protection of estuarine habitats; query the small reduction in 
eastern boundary 

Langstone 
Harbour 

To the mouth 
of the harbour 

 1 Protection of estuarine habitats; 

Portsmouth 
Harbour 

To the mouth 
of the harbour 

 1 Protection of estuarine habitats; 

Southampton 
Water 

To the mouth 
of the estuary 

 1 Protection of estuarine habitats; 

Stanswood Bay 17  2 Proposal does not cover full extent of the seagrass;  

Yarmouth to 
Cowes 

22  1 Proposal does not include the full buffer zone of the rock; 

The Medina 23  1 Poor maritime management to allow BTF in proximity of high 
volumes of recreational traffic; 

Osbourne Bay 24  1 Extensions SE and NW to allow potential growth of the seagrass 
bed; 

Seaview 26  2 Closure of gap between areas for better site integrity and species 
movement; Difficulties enforcing protection of isolated area; 
Currently mapped seagrass area maybe significantly smaller than 
true extent; 

South Wight 27 1  Further closures would impact livelihood; 

 2 Do not support reopening of areas without further supporting 
information; 

Poole Bay   1 N/A 



   
 

14 
 

Poole Harbour 31  1 A north to south line should be drawn to protect seagrass beds 
and interstitial habitat; 

Poole Harbour 32 3  Significant financial costs; 

 1 Extend eastward to protect isolated Sabella pavonina habitats; 
Ensure closure areas remain in deep channels and do not extend 
on to shallower clam beds; 

Poole Harbour 34 1  Significant financial costs; 

Purbeck Coast 36 1  Restrictions on livelihood; 

Worbarrow Bay Area omitted 
from Purbeck 
coast closure 

 2 Seaview surveys have identified sediment present; FUGRO 
interpretation of multibeam data suggests greater extent of rock 
habitats then NE mapping; 

Weymouth Bay 37 1  Restrictions on livelihood; 

Portland Harbour 43 1  Restrictions on livelihood; 

Portland 38 2  Restrictions on livelihood;  

South of Portland 44 1  Restrictions on livelihood; Seabed identified as clay instead of reef 
by commercial fisher; 

The Shambles 
and Portland 
Bank 

  1 Diver captured imagery suggests Portland Bank is best described 
as sublittoral coarse sediment with a “recovery” objective; 

Stennis Ledges 40 3  Closure boundary is too close to the shore making a hazard to 
fishers and people on the beach; the changes are too small to 
make a difference and will only cause confusion; 

 3 Fully extend over western edge of Stennis ledges; Extend to cover 
mapped pink sea-fan; Ecologically non-sensical to keep an 
opening between Stennis Ledges and the Portland Closure; 

Chesil Beach 41 1  Restrictions to livelihood; 

Cable area near 
West Bexington 

  1 Diver recorded imagery recorded sandy seabed with queen 
scallops, hermit crabs, small Ross Coral colonies, Dead man’s 
Fingers, red tube-worm (Serpula vermicormis); 

Lyme Bay 42 1  Restrictions on livelihood; 

 1 Ecological benefit and easier enforcement to close inshore area 
NE of current closure; 
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3.2 Alignment of Proposed Areas with Sensitive Habitats 
As a result of the updated evidence on features within the district, this bottom towed fishing 

gear byelaw review aims to better protect the designated features and sensitive habitats. The 

highest variation in responses came from question 2 when asked if the proposed closure areas 

aligned suitably with these sensitive habitats. Figure 5 shows 36 participants agreed whilst 

only 8 disagreed that the closure areas aligned with the sensitive habitats. However, a total of 

30 responses stated the participant was unsure or the participant provided a response that 

was not related to the question (e.g. ‘all bottom towed trawling should be banned in my 

opinion’, ‘No because static fishing gear is causing more damage than towed gear is doing’) 

or the participant provided no response at all. These 30 responses may have caused a 

significant change in most popular opinion if completed appropriately. 

A total of 8 responses, all commercial fishers, stated the proposed closure areas do not align 

with the sensitive habitats. Of these responses, 3 referred to areas in Poole Harbour, 3 

responses referred to areas within the Chesil Beach and Stennis Ledges MCZ, 1 response 

referred to area 42 in Lyme Bay and 2 responses provided no explanation. Poole Harbour 

closure areas, the Chesil Beach, and Stennis Ledges MCZ and Lyme Bay were raised as 

concerns across all the consultation questions and are summarized as key points in section 

4.0. 

 

Figure 5 Declared interests and their levels of agreement with the proposed bottom 
towed fishing gear closure areas and their alignment with sensitive habitats. 
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3.3 Additional Areas that should be Closed 
When asked if they agreed with the proposed closure areas (Question 1), 10 participants felt 

the closure areas did not offer enough protection to 18 areas within the Southern IFC district 

(table 8). When asked if the closure areas aligned with sensitive habitats (Question 2), 10 

participants felt the closure areas should be extended to account for more of the sensitive 

habitat area, as seen in figure 5. When given the opportunity to suggest further closure areas 

(question 3), 8 areas within the Southern IFCA district were suggested: alongside complete 

closures up to 4 different distances from the shore. 20 participants felt no further areas should 

be closed. The suggested areas are summarised in table 9. 

Table 9 Areas that participants in the Southern IFCA bottom towed fishing gear 
consultation feel should be closed to bottom towed fishing activities. 

Area Number of 
Responses 

Summary of the Explanations Provided 

Milford-on-sea to 
Christchurch 

1 Solent Breeding Grounds. 

Poole Bay to Old Harry and 
the Needles 

2 Local stocks of reasonably sized fish have 
decreased. Recreational catch rates are in 
decline. 

Worbarrow Bay, Area 
omitted from Purbeck coast 
closure 

1 FUGRO interpretation of multibeam data 
suggests greater extent of rock habitats than 
NE mapping. 

Weymouth Bay to Lulworth 1 Protect corals at Grove Point and Lulworth 
Banks. (It should be noted the eastern part of 
this suggested area is closed as per the 2016 
BTFG Byelaw). 

The Shambles 3 Ban Sand eel trawling to prevent removal of 
food source for fish; Diver captured imagery 
suggests Portland Bank is best described as 
sublittoral coarse sediment with a “recovery” 
objective. 

Chesil Beach and Stennis 
Ledges MCZ 

3 Full closure to MCZ boundary due to a 3-20 
year recovery time; an extension of the 
seasonal mechanical gear byelaw to protect 
juvenile fish in the summer as seasons are not 
as defined as they used to be.  

Cable area near West 
Bexington 

1 Diver recorded imagery recorded sandy 
seabed with queen scallops, hermit crabs, 
small Ross Coral colonies, Deadman’s Fingers, 
red tube-worm (Serpula vermicormis). 

All MCZs and SACs 2 To protect the broadscale habitats. 

5nm limit 1  

10nm limit 1 Destruction of important habitats. 

12nm limit 1  

UK Ban 13 Damage to marine ecosystems. 

Specific areas outside the 
Southern IFC District 

5  

No further areas should be 
closed 

20  
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3.4 Anticipated Costs or Benefits as a Result of Proposed Measures 
A range of costs and benefits were listed in responses. Commercial fishers were the only 

group to submit any costs or negative responses to this question in the consultation. The 

fishers concerns were predominantly financial; however, 4 commercial fishers state the 

proposed closure areas will only force fishers to be displaced elsewhere, causing a squeeze 

of all gear types into smaller areas. Displacement was also recognized by a recreational 

participant who stated Swanage Bay should be closed to prevent displaced fishers moving to 

this area. It should be noted, Swanage Bay is already closed as per the 2016 BTFG Byelaw. 

Fishers also submitted some benefits to the closure areas, such as a reduction in gear 

conflicts, with trawlers unable to tow in productive netting and potting areas. Fishers also 

stated a reduction in trawling, especially in the Chesil Beach and Stennis Ledges areas would 

allow an increase in juvenile and overall fish stocks. 

Responses stating the benefits of the proposed closure areas were predominantly submitted 

from those with conservation and recreational interests and ranged from increased fish stocks 

to an increase in ecotourism. The full range of costs and benefits are summarised in figure 6.  

Figure 6 Summary of costs and benefits as a result of the closure areas proposed in 
the Southern IFCA bottom towed fishing gear consultation 

 

3.5 Any Further Comments 
Further comments were predominantly used to reiterate points made in previous answers; 11 

responses called for more protection from either BTFG or static gear in sensitive areas. Some 

commercial fishers used the opportunity to express concern on the current pressure on the 

fishing industry from different managing organizations with different requirements. This was 

noticed especially by IFCOs when engaging with fishers over the consultation; they frequently 

expressed concerns on confusions over closure areas and regulations across districts and 
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organizations. Multiple fishers at different times requested a file containing closure areas that 

could be downloaded onto their chart plotters. 

Other comments included broad statements on the environmental benefits of closing sensitive 

areas, conservation responses expressing sympathy with fishers, invites for further discussion 

and requests for action on marine issues outside of Southern IFCA’s control. 

One response did draw attention to reefs and boulders of Sabellaria spinulosa in Poole Bay, 

east of Swanage. The response states a survey in 2017 recorded dense clumps of Sabellaria 

using side scan with drop video5. A further survey carried out by Seasearch divers in 2022 

confirmed Sabellaria to be present with further reefs reported in and around Southbourne 

Rough MCZ and Old Harry Rocks although no reference for this was provided. The response 

states the proximity of these reefs to recent anchor scars provides an opportunity to document 

recovery of a ‘man-made chalk rubble reef’.  The full explanation from the response can be 

found in Annex II. 

4.0 Key Points from the Responses 

4.1 Solent Seagrass Recovery Projects 
Areas 12, 17, 18, 21, 22, 26, and 27 are areas within The Solent with extensions proposed 

due to updated evidence of seagrass. Organizations such as The Hampshire and Isle of Wight 

Wildlife Trust (HIWWT) Solent Seagrass Restoration Project and The ReMEDIES partnership 

led by Natural England, are leading seagrass restoration projects within The Solent. The 

consultation response from The HIWWT was generally positive however raised concern that 

seagrass meadows in The Solent may be larger than the areas mapped in the consultation. 

HIWWT completed surveys in the MCZ’s on the North coast of the Isle of Wight in 2014, 2016 

and 2018, some of this data has been used in the consultation. HIWWT commented that data 

supplied by themselves to Southern IFCA in early 2022, on the extent of seagrass meadows 

at Seaview and Puckpool, may be outdated as more recent visits to the area show further 

eastward extension of the meadows. 

HIWWT have similar concerns surrounding The Medina, area 23, which may have larger 

seagrass meadows then mapped. They expect seagrass to be extending west towards 

Gurnard Bay. HIWWT are aiming to improve their mapped data of seagrass within the Solent 

and will make the data available to Southern IFCA. The HIWWT full response can be read in 

Annex III. 

4.2 Freshwater Bay in Area 27 
The proposed areas in the 2022 BTFG consultation offer a reduction in the closure areas 

surrounding Freshwater Bay; commercial fishers have welcomed this. One official response 

praises the reduction, however, IFCOs engaged in multiple conversations with fishers and 

reported positive responses to the proposed changes. In contrast other responses see the 

reopening of any ground to BTFG as a poor decision and one response requests further 

consultation and supporting information when opening areas to fishing activities. 

4.3 Poole Harbour Area 32 
In 2018 the Poole Harbour SSSI was extended to include areas of deep-water channels and 

their associated subtidal habitats. This includes species-rich communities dominated by beds 

of the tube worm Sabella pavonina: such extensive beds represent a habitat not so well 

 
5 BEIS. 2018. Colter 98/11-E Appraisal Well: Environmental Statement. s.l. : BEIS, 2018. 
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developed elsewhere. Within Poole Harbour there are several areas where the peacock worm 

Sabella pavonina has been observed. These areas include the South Deep channel, the Blood 

Alley channel, and the sub-tidal channel to the north of Brownsea Island or ‘Area 32'. 

Area 32 proved controversial amongst the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Holders. This is 

demonstrated through their submitted responses and conversations with officers. There are 

two main concerns; some fishers believe the eastern end of the channel in area 32 could be 

a profitable hard shell clam fishery with at least three fishers having specialised dredges on 

order for this purpose. Each dredge will cost a fisher £1500 with an expected catch of £10,000 

per year in the area. These fishers state there is no evidence of Sabella pavonina at the 

eastern end of the channel as their dredges come up clean. 

In contrast to those fishers wanting to dredge within the channel, a larger proportion of fishers 

were indifferent to area 32 being closed. This is with the condition, the closed area does not 

extend on to the surrounding shallower clam beds. Fishers have suggested adding more 

coordinates to the closure area to closely align the boundary with the channel and the feature, 

more closely aligning the boundary with the depth contours.  

4.4 South of Portland MCZ 
The South of Portland was designated an MCZ in the Governments 2019, T3 MCZ 

designations due to the presence of high and moderate energy circalittoral rock and subtidal 

coarse and mixed sediments with recovery conservation objectives. The site also contains the 

Portland Deep geological feature and subtidal sand, both features are assigned the ‘maintain’ 

conservation objective. 

Attention has been drawn to the difficulties in mapping broadscale habitats across the Portland 

Banks and information supplied on other interpretations of survey data and information. The 

conclusion of which is the Portland Banks is best described as sublittoral coarse sediment 

which has the ‘recovery’ conservation objective and should therefore be included in new 

closure areas. The full explanation can be found in Annex II. 

4.5 Chesil Beach and Stennis Ledges MCZ 
Chesil Beach and Stennis Ledges has been a designated MCZ since 2016. In 2019 the MCZ 

was updated to require the protection of high energy circalittoral and infralittoral rock along 

with Pink Sea-Fans.  

Concerns arose over the Stennis Ledges (Area 40) and Portland (Area 38) closure areas due 

to their proximity to an important depth contour for trawlers. The presence of circalittoral rock 

on the North-eastern edge of Area 40 has been challenged, with fishers believing it to be 

sediment. Fishers also raised concerns that extending the closure towards the beach would 

make the area too small and shallow to pass through; the safety of towing fishers and any 

person on the beach would be at risk. Furthermore, the proposed closure areas for Area 38 

are extended from the current management on the north-western tip. Fishers have requested 

the closure area be reduced back to be more aligned with the 2016 closure to allow access to 

the depth contour. 

In contrast, the consultation attracted multiple responses stating the Chesil Beach and Stennis 

Ledges MCZ should be afforded more protection with questions raised as to why the areas 

was not closed to the MCZ boundary. These responses listed their main interest as 

conservation with one participant an employee of an NGO. Other calls for more protection in 

the area came from commercial static gear fishers; ‘The mechanical power byelaw inshore of 

area 38,40,41 should be extended seasonally. The area protects juvenile fish in the summer 
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season, but we don’t have the seasons we used to (referring to defined spring, summer, 

autumn, and winter). Trawlers catch a lot of juvenile plaice there in September once it opens. 

The trawling damages the mussel beds in the closure which is what the plaice feeds on. 

Extending the mechanical power closure should be all year, if not extended by a month until 

the 1st October or November. Any extension in the closed season would improve stocks and 

be beneficial for the habitat and fishermen. Netters are having to push out further to fish, as 

there’s no fish on the flat ground where the trawlers have been.’ 

4.6 Lyme Bay 
Lyme Bay was designated an SAC in 2017. Updated data from Natural England on the location 

and presence of reef features, in particular circalittoral and infralittoral rock requires the current 

closure areas in Lyme Bay to be reviewed. Responses from static gear fishers stated the area 

inshore of current closure areas, in line with Burton Bradstock also contains reefs and ledges; 

they called for the area to be closed as it is ‘not of any benefit to trawlers’. In contrast, trawling 

fishers believe the ground to be sediment; however, they did state the area was frequently 

filled with static gear therefore do not often fish there. 

Southern IFCA officers have received multiple reports of gear conflict within Lyme Bay. Local 

fishers report nomadic trawlers coming into the district and towing through static gear. Reports 

of fishers losing high quantities of expensive fishing gear are frequent. Two official responses 

referred to extensions in Lyme Bay reducing the frequency of gear conflicts. 

4.7 Reopening Areas and Whole Site Protection 
This consultation focuses on a method of feature-based protection; however, as mentioned 

above, many responses felt the closure areas do not offer enough protection to the features 

and habitats. The responses frequently mention that BTFG in any proximity to the features 

causes sediment disturbance leading to increased turbidity and smothering of features. With 

the frequency of which ‘towing the line’ fishing occurs, the proposed areas and buffer zones 

do not provide adequate protection from the passing trawl stirring up sediment.  

It is mentioned that benthic biodiversity, ecological resilience, and commercial fish populations 

are benefited by a whole site-based approach to management rather than feature based. The 

environmental benefits in turn will lead to long term economic benefits due to increased fish 

stock. MCZs that are frequently mentioned with regards to whole site closures are Chesil 

Beach and Stennis Ledges as well as South of Portland. A summary of the benefits of whole 

site closures, provided by an NGO can be found in Annex IV. 

In addition to whole site closures, discussion is invited as to why the lack of evidence is 

justification for reopening sites or leaving large sections of MCZs open to BTFG. These 

discussions are prominent around area 27, South Wight, and area 35, The Purbeck Coast. 

The responses refer to variations in data interpretation and request further consultation and 

supporting information when reopening areas (Annex III & IV). 

4.8 Sussex IFCA Nearshore Trawling Byelaw 
In 2019, Sussex IFCA introduced a Nearshore Trawling Byelaw that prevents fishing with 

towed gear in the prohibition area year-round. Passage through the area is only permitted with 

BTFG secured and stowed. The prohibition area is displayed in figure 7. The Southern IFCA 

BTFG consultation received 5 responses discussing the success of the Sussex byelaw in 

allowing ecological recovery, an increase in juvenile fish stocks and seabed recovery.  
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Figure 7 Sussex IFCA Nearshore Trawling Byelaw 2019 prohibition areas. 
(https://www.sussex-ifca.gov.uk/regulations) 

 

 

4. Next Steps 
The Summary of Responses document will be shared via email with all individuals who 

responded to the informal consultation. The document will be posted on the Authority’s website 

and shared via social media. Should the Authority choose to make a byelaw it will be 

advertised in local publications and on the Authority website. The byelaw will then be subjected 

to a 28-day statutory consultation, during which the community will have the opportunity to 

formally respond. The Authority will in turn reply to each of these responses before deciding 

whether to seek Secretary of State confirmation. The byelaw will only become active once it 

has been confirmed by the Secretary of State 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

22 
 

Annex I 
Map 1. Chichester Harbour: Intertidal Seagrass surrounded by 29.6m buffer.  
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Map 2. Langstone Harbour: Intertidal seagrass surrounded by 29.2m buffer.  
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Map 3. Portsmouth Harbour: Intertidal seagrass surrounded by 28.8m buffer.  
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Map 4. Southampton Water Entrance: Intertidal seagrass surrounded by 26m buffer.  
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Map 5. Beaulieu: Intertidal/Subtidal seagrass surrounded by 44.8m buffer.  
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Map 6. Yarmouth Harbour: Intertidal/Subtidal seagrass surrounded by 42.4m buffer.  
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Map 7. Yarmouth to Cowes: surrounded by buffers from 22.4 - 82.4m, depth dependent.  
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 Map 8. Northeast Isle of Wight: Intertidal/subtidal seagrass; The Medina: surrounded by 34.8m buffer. Osbourne Bay: surrounded by 30.8m 

buffer. Ryde: surrounded by 28m buffer.  
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Map 9. East Isle of Wight: Seaview seagrass Non MPA: surrounded by 28.8m buffer. South Wight: Intertidal and circalittoral rock surrounded 

by depth dependent buffers of 22.4-85.6m.  
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Map 10. South Isle of Wight: Intertidal and circalittoral rock surrounded by depth dependent buffers of 22.4-85.6m.  
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Map 11. Poole & Studland Bay: Poole Rocks and Southbourne Rough MCZs. Studland Bay: Intertidal/subtidal seagrass surrounded by a 38m 

buffer.  
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Poole Harbour: Intertidal seagrass surrounded by a 27m buffer; Sabella pavonina (no buffer).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 13. Purbeck Coast: Maerl beds with depth dependent buffers of 38-98m.  
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Map 14. 

South of 
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Portland: Studland to Portland reef surrounded by buffer of 106m. Area 40 Stennis Ledges: Circalittoral rock surrounded by buffer of 58m. Area 

44 Portland: Circalittoral rock surrounded by buffer of 130m. Table 7 Rationale Number 3,4 & 5.  
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Map 15. Weymouth & Portland Harbour: Area 37 Weymouth Bay: Non MPA seagrass beds surrounded by 58m buffer. Area 43 Portland 

Harbour: seagrass surrounded by 58m buffer.  
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Map 16. Chesil Beach: Area 38 Portland: Circalittoral rock surrounded by 98.4m buffer. Area 40 Stennis ledges: Circalittoral rock surrounded 

by 98.4mm buffer. Area 41 Chesil Beach: Circalittoral rock surrounded by 98.4m buffer. Area 42 Lyme Bay: Pink Sea-Fans (no buffer). 
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Map 17. Lyme Bay: Reef surrounded by 118m buffer and area within MPA containing sediment with sensitive species. 
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Annex II 

Sections form the Dorset Wildlife Trust’s response to the 2022 Southern IFCA 

Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Consultation  
Portland Deep MCZ 

All of the habitat features for this site, apart from sublittoral sand – circalittoral rock, coarse 

and mixed sediments – have a recover objective.  The large sand/gravel bank in the top third 

is characterised by CEFAS as sand, rather than coarse sediment, (Mitchell, 2016) which may 

be the reason it is excluded from the byelaw protection. Appendix 5 in the South of Portland 

rMCZ Post-survey site report shows a table of 17 sediment samples. Of these only two are 

determined as sand, the rest, apart from one mixed sediment, is all determined as coarse 

sediment. (See  Figure 8). The report authors draw attention to the difficulties in mapping 

broadscale habitats across the Portland Bank, noting that: 

“for example, small changes to the habitat model, such as during segmentation or feature 

selection, produced equally plausible yet differing maps” 

 

Figure 8 Plot of sediment samples collected from on and around Portland Bank. 

The EUNIS factsheet for sublittoral coarse sediment has the following description: 

“Coarse sediments including coarse sand, gravel, pebbles, shingle, and cobbles which are 

often unstable due to tidal currents and/or wave action. These habitats are generally found on 

the open coast or in tide-swept channels of marine inlets.” 

(Bastos, 2002) described the Shambles and Portland Banks as “composed of very coarse 

bioclastic sands (D50 = 0.9 - 1.6 mm; (settling velocity) = 9.5 - 8.45 cm s '; carbonate content 

> 75%)”, effectively a shelly gravel. He describes a sequence of sedimentary deposits, broadly 
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symmetrical on either side of Portland Bill. The ledge immediately south of the Bill is swept 

clear of sediment, adjacent to this are the Shambles and Portland Banks, both large, duned 

structures subject to strong tides. Arching away from the banks on both sides of Portland Bill 

are sand/gravel flats then the sand shoals of West Shoal and Adamant Shoal – the sediment 

getting progressively finer moving away from the high tidal streams associated with the 

headland. There are also records from the Shambles Bank – both diver and drop camera, 

indicating coarse, shelly sand/gravel. All of this strongly suggests that the Portland Bank is 

best described as sublittoral coarse sediment, which has a” recover” objective and should be 

included within the area covered by the BTFG byelaw. 

Studland to Portland SAC/Purbeck Coast MCZ 

For the purposes of this consultation, we will consider the site as one MPA, and the MCZ 

features as additional features. 

 

Figure 9 

There are some small areas excluded from BTFG byelaw around Portland (Figure 9). There 

is no obvious distinction between these areas and the surrounding seabed. Figure 9 shows 

the “reef” polygons used by Southern IFCA - this is based on a GIS layer provided by Natural 

England that was used to inform the boundary of the SAC. It is not clear how this has been 

derived but the difficulties in delineating even broadscale habitats from acoustic data have 

been acknowledged (Mitchell, 2016), particularly where there is a thin veneer of sediment over 

bedrock.  
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Figure 10 

Figure 10 shows an alternative interpretation of the seabed around Portland – this is based 

on the seabed texture sheet produced by Fugro from the HI1154 multibeam survey (DorIS) 

and was digitised by hand using expert interpretation of bathymetry and backscatter. While 

this is not necessarily a better interpretation, it is a valid one. It suggests that there is more 

rocky seabed, or rock with a thin veneer of sediment, than is officially recognised.  We suggest 

that habitat polygons derived mostly from interpretation of acoustic data should not always be 

treated as clear boundaries between habitats and should be used alongside other datasets. 

The boundary of the SAC around Portland generally follows the “reef” polygon used in Figure 

9, with a rough buffer.  In some places the “reef” polygon boundary seems arbitrary and does 

not follow any obvious seabed feature – how it has been derived is not transparent. In such 

cases, we do not believe there is sufficient evidence to open parts of the site around Portland 

to bottom-towed gear. 
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Figure 11 Southern IFCA “reef” polygon layer over seabed texture from HI1154 
multibeam  

There is a larger area excluded from the BTFG byelaw south of Worbarrow Bay (Figure 11). 

The justification for this appears to be the lack of reef habitat as shown in the “reef” polygon 

layer. Here again, we would argue that this “reef” polygon layer is one interpretation of the 

seabed and it should not be used without reference to other datasets.  There are clearly some 

sand ribbons in this area and there are patches of fairly flat, featureless ground but there are 

also features that are clearly identifiable as rocky ledges.  Figure 12 shows the greater extent 

of “Rock outcrop” or Rock subcrop” as identified by the Fugro interpretation of the DorIS 

multibeam data. The Purbeck Coast MCZ designation brings the addition of sediment 

broadscale habitats  - this strengthens the argument that areas should not be opened to 

bottom-towed gear unless it can be shown that it will not damage any of the features – reef or 

sediment. 
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Figure 12 Fugro interpretation of HI1154 multibeam and backscatter 

 

 

Sabellaria spinulosa Reefs 

We would like to take the opportunity to draw your attention to another fragile biogenic habitat 

in Poole Bay – reefs/boulders of the ross worm, Sabellaria spinulosa. Historically, this habitat 

was recorded in Poole Bay, east of Swanage but there are no recent records from here – this 

feature may have been lost. In 2017, a survey carried out prior to the oil exploration in Poole 

Bay recorded dense Sabellaria clumps in the middle of Poole Bay using sidescan with drop 

video (BEIS, 2018).  In 2020, cruise ships were reported to be anchoring in this area and a 

further sidescan survey was undertaken (Tinsley, 2021). This revealed a large scar in the 

seabed passing close to what may have been Sabellaria clumps, but this was not ground-

truthed at the time. In 2022, Seasearch divers visited the site of the scar and reported both 

the scar and the nearby Sabellaria to be present. Further Sabellaria reefs were reported in 

and around Southbourne Rough MCZ and near the site of another anchor scar near Old Harry 

(Figure 15). The full extent of Sabellaria has not been determined, but it may be widespread. 

The anchor scars in Poole Bay themselves provide an interesting scientific opportunity – to 

document any recovery but also to study what is effectively a man-made chalk rubble reef. 
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Figure 13 Sidescan mosaic in Poole Bay showing anchor scar. Dark patches are 
thought to be Sabellaria reefs. The single point east of Old Harry and the points in/near 
Southbourne Rough (see inset) are recent records of Sabellaria reefs. The cluster of 
red points east of Swanage show the location of Sabellaria records from 2000, no longer 
thought to be present. 

 

Figure 14 Sabellaria spinulosa clumps in Poole Bay 2022. Credit Dorset 
Seasearch/Lin Baldock 
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Figure 15 Sidescan trace in Southbourne Rough showing possible Sabellaria 
clumps. Source CEFAS 2021 
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Figure 16 Chalk rubble banks alongside trough caused by anchor scar in Poole 
Bay. Credit: Bournemouth University.  
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Annex III 

Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust response to the 2022 Southern IFCA 

Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Consultation  
1. Do you agree with the changes in proposed bottom towed fishing gear closure areas 

for the Southern IFC District?  
In responding to this consultation, HIWWT’s main consideration is that of the effective 
conservation and management of marine wildlife species, habitats, ecosystem function and 
services, and natural capital. However, we also support sustainable fishing activities providing 
they meet appropriate conservation objectives.  
 
We agree with the proposed changes in proposed bottom towed fishing gear areas in general, 
although are specific comments refer to those areas within the Solent and South Wight 
regions. We do have some additional queries relating to apparent reductions in some areas: 
 
Specifically: 
 
Area 1 Chichester Harbour (Map 1. Intertidal Seagrass surrounded by 29.6m buffer. Table 7 
Rationale Number 9, 11 & 12). We support the proposed BTFG closures and welcome the 
extension of closure areas to improve protection for seagrass meadows. We do, however, 
query the apparent small reduction in extent of the closure area along the eastern boundary. 
 
Areas 2 – 5 Langstone Harbour (Map 2. Intertidal seagrass surrounded by 29.2m buffer. Table 
7 Rationale Number 9, 11 & 1). We support the proposed BTFG closures, and welcome the 
inclusion of the recently mapped seagrass meadow in the central harbour. We note that areas 
of mapped seagrass in the NW of the harbour, adjacent to Farlington Marsh do not appear to 
have been included in the mapping.  
 
Areas 6 – 11 Portsmouth Harbour (Map 3. Intertidal seagrass surrounded by 28.8m buffer. 
Table 7 Rationale Number 9, 10 & 11). We support the proposed BTFG closures, and welcome 
the inclusion of a number of extensions to protect previously unprotected seagrass meadows. 
 
Areas 12, 13 and 17 Southampton Water Entrance (Map 4. Intertidal seagrass surrounded by 
26m buffer. Table 7 Rationale Number 9 & 11). We support the proposed BTFG closures, and 
welcome the inclusion of a number of extensions to protect previously unprotected seagrass 
meadows. However, we note that the extension to the NE of Area 17 – Stanswood Bay, does 
not cover the ful extent of mapped seagrass and would recommends an appropriate extension 
of the closure boundary. 
 
Area 18 Beaulieu (Map 5. Intertidal/Subtidal seagrass surrounded by 44.8m buffer. Table 7 
Rationale Number 9 & 11). We support the proposed BTFG closures, and welcome the 
inclusion additional closure area to reflect improved information on the recently mapped 
seagrass meadow. 
 
Area 21 Yarmouth Harbour (Map 6. Intertidal/Subtidal seagrass surrounded by 42.4m buffer. 
Table 7 Rationale Number 8, 9 & 11). We support the proposed BTFG closures. 
 
Area 22 Yarmouth to Cowes (Map 7. surrounded by buffers from 22.4 - 82.4m, depth 
dependent. Table 7 Rationale Number 8, 9 & 11). We support the proposed BTFG closures 
and welcome the extended areas of protection for geological and seagrass features, We would 
however, recommend a small extension in the NE of the area to include a full buffer zone for 
the rock feature. 
 



   
 

48 
 

Areas 23, 24 and 25 Northeast Isle of Wight. We support the proposed BTFG closures, but 
note that the area of seagrass to the east of Cowes may be of greater extent than currently 
available mapping shows (see Q2).  
 
Areas 26 & 27 – East Isle of Wight/Bembridge (Map 9. Wight: Intertidal and circalittoral rock 
surrounded by depth dependent buffers of 22.4-85.6m. Table 7 Rationale Number 2, 11 & 14). 
We agree with the proposed BTFG Closure, but we are concerned that the information in Map 
9 suggests that the small area to the East of the main closure area does not appear to be 
included in the current proposal. We would not support the removal of BTFG restriction in this 
area without further supporting information and consultation. We also note that the currently 
mapped area of seagrass at Seaview may be significantly smaller than the true extent (see 
Q2). 
 
Area 27 – South Isle of Wight (Map 10. Intertidal and circalittoral rock surrounded by depth 
dependent buffers of 22.4-85.6m. Table 7 Rationale Number 2 & 15). We agree with the 
proposed BTFG Closure and welcome the extension of the closure are to include Totland and 
Colwell Bays. However, we are concerned that the information in Map 10 suggests that the 
small area to the South of Freshwater Bay, does not appear to be included in the current 
proposal. We would not support the removal of BTFG restriction in this area without further 
supporting information and consultation. 
 
2. Do the proposed bottom towed fishing gear closure areas suitably align with the 

sensitive habitats identified?  
Whilst we are generally happy with the alignment of the proposed BTDFG closures, we do 
have some concerns, particularly in relation to the protection of seagrass meadows. Recent 
surveys have indicated that here have been some areas of seagrass expansion in recent 
years. Some of this has been captured in the HIWWT surveys of the N coast MPAs on the Isle 
of Wight in 2018, and other surveys, including work in Langstone Harbour, HIWWT surveys at 
Seaview in 2014 and 2016 and more recent surveys undertaken by Projects Seagrass and 
the ReMEDIES project. 
 
There remain areas where the information used to formulate these BTFG adjustments, may 
still be insufficiently accurate. In particular, HIWWT has recently visited the seagrass meadows 
at Puckpool/Seaview on the Isle of Wight (Area 26), on good low spring tides, and it is clear 
that both the overall extent, and the seaward extent of this meadow is significantly greater 
than the extent mapped in 2016, which data we have supplied earlier this year. 
Wading/snorkelling in the area had shown that the seagrass extends further to the East 
opposite Puckpool Battery, at least as far as the shingle bank which runs towards No Man’s 
Land Fort, and that, toward Seaview, the seagrass extends out into the line of small boat 
moorings. We feel, therefore, that the newly-proposed BTFG exclusion area, although 
welcome, is currently too small to protect this important seagrass meadow. 
 
We have similar concerns that the areas of seagrass to the East of Cowes (Area 23) , 
extending down towards Gurnard Bay, may be significantly larger than the mapped data 
indicates – an observation based on the limitations of survey conditions when we surveyed 
the area in 2018. 
 
3. Are there any additional areas that you feel should be closed to bottom towed 

fishing gears? 
As mentioned in our response to Q2, we note that the status of seagrass meadows in the 
Solent requires further evidence gathering and a strategy to accommodate current and future 
attempts at seagrass habitat restoration – and other restoration efforts e.g. oysters, which may 
require additional protection in the future.  
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We also note the recent introduction of a nearshore trawling byelaw by the Sussex IFCA 
designed to allow for natural regeneration of nearshore habitats including kelp forest and the 
restoration of a number of ecosystem services beneficial for biodiversity and supportive of 
inshore fisheries and static fishing methods. 
 
We would like to see the SIFCA give serious consideration to the introduction of similar 
limitations on BTFG over wider areas of the Solent, including areas of the Hampshire coast, 
currently relatively unprotected. The assumption that the type of seabed can be trawled 
without significant impact need to be tested and both the ecosystem and fisheries benefits of 
additional protection fully assessed. In general. We see a move away from BTFG as being 
vital to ensure full recovery of marine systems and sustainable fisheries based on less 
damaging methods 
 
4. What are the anticipated costs or benefits to you as a result of the proposed 

measures? 

Improving the protection of habitats like seagrass meadows, though increased protection from 
BTFG will provide increased benefits in terms of biodiversity and ecosystem services which 
aligns with the HIWWT “WILDER” and “WILDER SOLENT” visions. We also anticipate benefits 
in blue carbon storage, water quality and coastal protection. Though difficult to assess the 
monetary value of these benefits accurately, given that they also support sustainable fisheries, 
we can only see a net gain in value as a result of the proposed measures. 

5. Are there any further comments you would like to make?  

We would welcome further discussions on the content of this consultataion and on future 
management of BTFG within the Solent and South Wight in general. We will be attempting to 
improve our mapped data of the Seaview Seagrass meadows and will make any data available 
to the SIFCA. 
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Annex IV 

An extract from the response of an NGO 
Given the ecosystem services value of the seabed based on enhanced natural capital, it is of 
societal and (fisheries) economic interest to ban bottom towed gears in MPAs designed to 
protect the seabed. Recent evidence from University of Plymouth 
(https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/fme.12581) shows that benthic biodiversity, 
ecological resilience and redundancy and commercial fish populations all benefit from a wider 
approach to management than that which is focused on species and individual features 
designated for management. A report by New Economics Foundation further supported the 
ecosystem services value of complete bans on BTG in all Europe's MPAs (including UK sites). 
This assessment took into account the likely displacement of fishing activities from totally 
closed MPAs to outside areas at 75% of the total effort (assuming that 25% would be 
completely removed). Accounting for these losses to industry, and projected enforcement 
costs, there was still a considerable economic gain in enhanced ecosystem services value 
from management that closed all seabed-designated MPAs to BTG (https://seas-at-
risk.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/Valuing-impacts-of-potential-ban-on-bottom-contact-
fishing_NEF_-FINAL-for-publication.pdf). MCS has also done scientific surveys at Eddystone 
SAC to show recovery of benthic assemblages of non-target feature sediment biodiversity. 
And seabed biodiversity increases in sediment areas in Arran (another site where closed area 
science is being progressed). Similar assessments locally in Southern UK waters in the 
Inshore Potting Agreement area (Blyth Skyrme, 2004 - 
https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.0021-8901.2004.00945.x). 
A last point of development in recent years has been to approach inshore management in 
terms of natural capital accounting, and ecosystem services provision. When tied into aspects 
of climate change, essential fish habitat, nutrient recycling and other factors, richer reef AND 
sediment habitats provide greater returns for stakeholders in the long run, and for the long-
term. Such thinking has been progressive in measures in Sussex (Inshore trawling byelaw), 
and in the new updated Isles of Scilly byelaw (pending sign off by SoS). Both these pieces of 
work are exceptional in their progression of management that only used MPAs in part to close 
BTG for a better inshore fishery. 
(https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/1365-2664.14121)  
In conclusion: Piecemeal 'management' of MPAs and surrounding biodiversity is not effective 
fisheries or ecosystem based management for the benefit of the widest group of stakeholders, 
and the security that greater biodiversity provides society and ecosystems.  
 

 


