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

KEY - Source of feedback – respondants: 

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

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

 



 

 
 

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

Please use the following form to record this feedback. 

 

Name Ruth Thurstan 

Sector represented BSAC divers 

Regional Hub Yorkshire and Humber 

 

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

 

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

 

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

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

Please see below for feedback: 

 



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



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



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

 
 
 

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

mailto:info@yhsg.co.uk


 

 
 

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

Please use the following form to record this feedback. 

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

 

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

Five producing companies 

 

General comments 

i. Uncertainties surrounding compatibility/management measures 

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

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

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

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

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

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



 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

be offered. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

 

iii. Gap analysis and implications of SAC/SPA coverages 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

iv. Outstanding BAI’s 

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

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

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

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

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

  

 

 

 

 

 



 

Site ID 

Opinion of potential sites 
(tick appropriate box) 

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

management 
Expected impacts for your sector if 
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2.1 x   

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

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

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



 

2.5 x   

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

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

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



 

2.6 x   

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

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

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



 

2.7 x   

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

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

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

2.8 x   

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

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

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



 

2.9 x   

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

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

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

2.10 x   

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

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

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



 

2.11 x   

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

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

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

2.13 x   

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

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

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



 

2.17 x   

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

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

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

       

 

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

mailto:info@yhsg.co.uk

