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Foreword

We are in the grip of a marine biodiversity crisis, which makes it essential that we all work collaboratively to
restore the habitats and species which are core to the health of the coasts and seas around our island. At the
same time, there are huge opportunities and plans for marine developments; many of which will be critical to
the work required to address climate change. Importantly, future development will need to be delivered with
contributions to Net Gain, in addition to the existing requirements for environmental protection. This is the
second report of a Task and Finish (T&F) Group established to look at how a statutory obligation for Net Gain
can be best delivered in the coastal and marine environments to ensure that significant contributions can be
made to assist nature restoration and recovery. The work was possible through funding and excellent support
from the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change programme and the Group is extremely grateful for this. The first
phase of work used calls for evidence to develop strategic targets for net gain which, in the views of the many
people who supported the outcomes, would ensure that Net Gain obligations on developers and development
would deliver meaningful conservation and restoration, addressing areas where we know national conservation
targets are currently not being met. The wide support for the strategic targets set out in the first report allowed
the Group to make a number of recommendations which could be of help to Defra, who are members of the
Group, in undertaking their own work on developing policy and procedures for delivering Net Gain.

This second report examines those strategic targets further and looks at how they could be delivered at a more
local level. As before, the work was done by the Group setting out calls for evidence from the many people who
are working around the country on marine and coastal restoration and recovery, and their knowledge,
experience and views were of immense value in helping us to prepare this report and its recommendations. The
report looks at both the mechanics of restoration activities and the lessons learnt from doing them, as well as
possible funding approaches. As with the first report, this has allowed us to make further recommendations on
the way that Net Gain could be delivered while also identifying some further areas of work which may be useful
as Net Gain becomes a statutory obligation.

The work could not have been done without the excellent help of ABPmer who were not only part of the Group,
but also did much of the work in undertaking the calls for evidence, assimilating the results and drafting the
subsequent reports.

We hope that you find this report useful and thought provoking and we would very much like to hear any views
you have about it, or how we can ensure that statutory Net Gain is most effective in helping achieve real recovery
of the marine environments. Please contact info@sudg.org.uk to share your thoughts.

Peter Barham, Chair of the Task and Finish Group.
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Executive Summary

This report summarises work undertaken by a Task and Finish Group (T&F Group) between October 2022 to
October 2023, funded by the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change programme, to explore and make
recommendations on options for the strategic delivery of intertidal and Marine Net Gain (MNG), hereafter
referred to as Strategic Marine Net Gain (SMNG). The report builds on earlier work undertaken by the T&F
Group which identified strategic targets for MNG (The Crown Estate, 2021). This second report provides
recommendations on delivery of those targets to best achieve SMNG.

The T&F Group comprised conservation NGOs, Coastal, Estuary and Marine Partnerships (CEMPs), industry
representatives and statutory bodies, supported by consultants, ABPmer.

To support the work of the T&F Group, ABPmer co-ordinated a number of discrete tasks to examine how best to
deliver the strategic targets identified within the first T&F Group report, the outputs of each of these tasks are
included as appendices to the report:

e (Collation of information on existing and planned marine restoration and recovery projects within an
excel database;

e (Collation of further information on marine restoration and recovery projects through a call for
evidence;

e Issuing a second call for evidence on specific aspects of SMNG including on restoration and recovery
priorities, approaches to co-ordination of restoration and recovery, information requirements to
support delivery of SMNG, how a system of SMNG might support innovation, flexibility in the delivery
of SMNG requirements and on the potential of a contributions-based approach as part of SMNG; and

e Development of an initial spatial (regional) model seeking to estimate potential future demand for
MNG restoration and recovery actions, based on forecast levels of future development activity and
their residual impact.

The review and the call for evidence identified over 700 projects and proposals seeking to reduce pressures
upon or to create, enhance or restore marine and intertidal/coastal habitats and species. This showed that the
greatest number of initiatives in the marine environment are focused on pressure reduction, either fisheries
management measures to protect fish and shellfish stocks (which also provide a benefit to seabed habitats and
dependent species) or Marine Protected Area (MPA) management measures. At the coast, there are also many
saltmarsh and mudflat habitat creation projects. Increasingly, there are a number of restoration projects focused
on seagrass and saltmarsh habitats, as well as projects seeking to reduce pressures on seabird colonies and
wading bird populations.

The second call for evidence received 54 online responses, many of which provided a lot of further detail
regarding key limitations to current restoration initiatives, ecological or nature recovery priorities in the marine
environment and potential measures and mechanisms to contribute to, or support delivery of SMNG targets. The
information from this second call for evidence has been invaluable in shaping the recommendations of the T&F
Group as to how a strategic approach to MNG implementation might be taken forward. These recommendations
help in delivering the strategic targets identified in the first T&F Group report.

t The Crown Estate. 2021. Strategic Net Gain Task and Finish Group, Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme,
Strategic Net Gain Targets for Coastal and Marine Environments. Online. Available here:
https://www.marinedataexchange.co.uk/details/3513/2021-strategic-net-gain-task-and-finish-group-offshore-wind-
evidence-and-change-programme-strategic-net-gain-targets-for-coastal-and-marine-environments/summary
[Accessed 17/10/23].
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An initial model for estimating future MNG demand carried out as part of the work necessarily required many
assumptions to be made concerning the future level of development activity, the residual impact of such
development, and how MNG requirements might be calculated. Given these uncertainties, however, the model is
considered to indicate an ‘order of magnitude’ for MNG demand in the period to 2050, which suggested that,
overall, the scale of MNG demand for habitat measures over this period may be less than 0.1% of subtidal mud,
sand and gravel habitats to achieve MNG in relation to direct loss/change of habitat in English waters and less
than 0.5% to achieve MNG in relation to both habitat loss and habitat disturbance. These are relatively small
requirements when compared to the areas of English seabed currently under management measures for nature
conservation or fisheries management (4.4% subtidal mud, 8.3% subtidal sand, 6.3% subtidal gravel). It has not
been possible, within the scope of this work, to quantify residual impacts to species (fish, birds, marine
mammals) nor to calculate a potential MNG requirement for species. This is due to the limited quantification of
such impacts within Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) and the lack of evidence available to estimate
residual impacts.

Based on the information received through the calls for evidence from a wide range of stakeholders and the
experience and knowledge within the T&F Group, the Group makes the following recommendations:

Recommendation 1 - recognising the need to address the marine biodiversity crisis, a statutory system of MNG
should be implemented as soon as possible.

Recommendation 2 - a national /UK online restoration platform of marine restoration and recovery projects
should be established and maintained building on the evidence database created in this study.

Recommendation 3 - where restoration and recovery projects are being progressed, the project promoters
should ensure that they suitably plan for, collect and disseminate evidence on their effectiveness in achieving
desired environmental objectives, in a demonstrable way, with some kind of measurement of success, including
submission of outcomes to the national /UK restoration platform.

Recommendation 4 - any system of MNG must recognise that many marine restoration and recovery projects
activities are of an innovative nature with significant uncertainties surrounding delivery outcomes. Such
delivery risks will need to be managed within any MNG decision-making framework. Consideration should be
given to how such risks might be managed to provide developers with sufficient confidence to invest in
innovative restoration and recovery projects.

Recommendation 5 - recognising the multiplicity of challenges reported by existing restoration and recovery
projects, we recommend that some specific case studies are developed to review the outcomes of projects, to
better understand blockers and constraints and how they might be overcome, and to identify enablers that may
facilitate future projects. Monitoring data from these projects should be publicly available to further learning for
restoration and recovery projects.

Recommendation 6 - planning and implementation of SMNG should be undertaken at the level of regional
marine plans, ensuring adequate input from local stakeholders to identify restoration/recovery priorities. A
pilot project should be progressed to develop and test options for SMNG implementation, for example East
Marine Plan or Celtic Sea. This might usefully help to identify relevant stakeholders, options for identifying
priorities, how a regional SMNG programme could contribute to Good Environmental Status (GES) targets and
national marine recovery priorities and the T&F Group SMNG targets. The regional impact of MNG should be
reviewed and reported on at appropriate intervals.

Recommendation 7 - strategic marine planning should take account of space needs for MNG interventions. This
might usefully build on the work of the first T&F Group report on strategic targets as well as initiatives such as
Restore Meadows, Marshes and Reefs (ReMeMaRe) and Marine Restoration Potential (MaRePo) and
incorporated within Marine Spatial Prioritisation (MSPri) and The Crown Estate’s Whole of Seabed programme
and adapted over time as MNG requirements and priorities become clearer.

Recommendation 8 - where SMNG targets overlap with activities such as coastal flood risk management,
interventions should be co-ordinated to ensure they match SMP requirements so that MNG can incorporate the
broader objectives of mitigating the effects of climate change.
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Recommendation 9 - the assumptions used in the model for estimating future MNG demand should be refined
over time as better evidence emerges. This will provide greater confidence in the overall and regional estimates
of future MNG demand. This work could be built upon by The Crown Estate’s Whole of Seabed programme.

Recommendation 10 - SMNG should encompass residual impacts beyond simply the footprint of physical
development. In particular, SMNG might usefully include indirect impacts to habitats such as permanent and
temporary disturbance as well as impacts to species groups (e.g., mortality, permanent and temporary
disturbance). However, if these additional elements are to be incorporated within SMNG, the decision-making
framework will need to address how the greater levels of uncertainty associated with the assessment of these
residual impacts will be taken into account in decision-making.

Recommendation 11 - consideration of approaches to quantifying residual impacts of developments should be
based on information contained within project environmental assessments; any requirement for additional
assessment evidence should be clear and justifiable, and should not create an onerous new burden on
developers. While the development and application of better tools to reliably quantify impacts is to be
encouraged, particularly for species impacts, it is recognised that these are only likely to be of assistance in the
longer term. For the time being decision-making in relation to SMNG will need to take account of existing
available evidence and the inherent uncertainties in estimates of residual impact.

Recommendation 12 - case studies should be commissioned to examine the level of detail in environmental
assessments across different marine sectors on direct and indirect impacts and the uncertainties pertaining to
that information. This will help increase understanding of the limitations of such information and consideration
of how attendant uncertainties might need to be taken into account within a system of SMNG.

Recommendation 13 - due to the variety of different types of industry activities that take place in the marine
environment, it might be necessary to consider different SMNG systems for different groups of activities.

Recommendation 14 - any system of SMNG should enable developers to contribute broadly to marine recovery
priorities across all relevant ecosystem elements, including both habitats and species. The system of SMNG
should seek to avoid creating significant imbalances between what is impacted and what is delivered through
SMNG. The T&F Group has emphasised that delivery of strategic targets should be based on an understanding of
ecosystem requirements. This could either be managed at project level or at a more strategic level, depending on
policy decisions about MNG. Further work is needed to understand the most appropriate measures which SMNG
can contribute towards assisting in nature’s recovery and to fill in evidence gaps identified during the second
call for evidence, particularly surrounding species.

Recommendation 15 - research and development (R&D) should form a component of any system of MNG. This
could be funded through developer contributions as part of a strategic approach to MNG. Risks associated with
novel interventions should be managed by government within a wider portfolio of SMNG interventions to ensure
an overall net gain is achieved from marine development.

Recommendation 16 - a contributions-based approach should form part of any system of SMNG. This will
facilitate funding of pressure reduction/removal projects that cannot be delivered by industry, enable pooling of
resources to deliver larger scale gains, and enable investment in innovation which is essential to support
broader marine recovery.

Recommendation 17 - any contributions-based approach should be sufficiently flexible to enable developers to
deliver their own MNG projects, however where possible they should look to contribute to wider delivery of
agreed conservation targets.

Recommendation 18 - a contributions-based approach should be transparent so that industry contributions
can be identified with specific restoration/recovery projects to enable developers to report on their own
biodiversity targets and disclose information as part of sustainability reporting requirements.
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1. Introduction

There is widespread recognition of the need for greater action to restore our marine environment in the face of a
continued decline in marine biodiversity. The need for recovery and restoration also sits alongside the climate
crisis and the move towards energy security and Net Zero, which has made a considerable difference in the way
that marine industries currently operate and plan for the future. Alongside the extensive growth in offshore wind,
many marine industries have already adapted the way they work to reduce their carbon emissions and also to
have a positive influence on the natural environment they operate within. Marine industries will continue to make
improvements as time passes, and this is reflected in the way that many marine industries are reporting their
actions in corporate and social responsibility documents, demonstrating the changing nature of modern
companies. Many companies have incorporated their intentions to assist in marine recovery into their long-term
strategies and there are already numerous examples of marine recovery actions being done on a voluntary basis,
often working in partnership with conservation bodies. The potential value of a net gain obligation is widely
supported across marine industry sectors with a linked understanding that this could, and should, deliver very
important and significant contributions to nature recovery, which industry could be proud of being associated
with.

Net gain has been identified as a potentially important mechanism that can contribute to halting and reversing
marine biodiversity loss. Halting the biodiversity crisis, and where possible reversing it, will require action from
many organisations, including government and non-governmental organisations (NGOs), but net gain associated
with development in the marine environment will be an important and essential component. Recognising this,
from January 2024 (just over two years following royal assent of the Environment Act) it will be mandatory for all
in-scope developments in the terrestrial and intertidal environment to deliver a biodiversity net gain (BNG) of
10%. Although there is no formal net gain policy yet for the marine environment, Government has also committed
to developing such a policy, and has held a first consultation on the principles of marine net gain (MNG) and
published a summary of the responses. While the commitment to deliver net gain as part of development will
become a statutory obligation, there is still an outstanding requirement for understanding comprehensively how
this should be done or what could be achieved through the delivery of net gain.

A consequence of this was that a Task and Finish Group (T&F Group), funded by the Offshore Wind Evidence and
Change programme?, was established in 2021 to see if it was possible to identify key strategic targets which
would have the greatest impact in reversing marine and intertidal biodiversity loss and therefore maximise the
impact of the net gain obligation when it becomes statutory. The multi-disciplinary group, comprised:

e Conservation NGOs - The Wildlife Trusts (TWT), Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB)
e Seabed User Development Group (SUDG) - Executive Officer and Chair

e Industry representation - Energy UK, RenewableUK (RUK), UK Major Ports Group (UKMPG)

e The Crown Estate

e Statutory bodies - Natural England

e Department for Environment Food & Rural Affairs (Defra)

2 The Offshore Wind Evidence and Change programme was established by The Crown Estate in December 2020 and
aims to facilitate the sustainable and coordinated expansion of offshore wind to help meet the UK’s commitments to
low carbon energy transition, whilst supporting clean, healthy, productive and biologically diverse seas. It is a
collaborative programme led by The Crown Estate, together with its programme partners, the Department for Energy
Security and Net Zero (DSENZ) and Defra. It is being delivered in collaboration with devolved government bodies and
organisations from across the UK that have an interest in planning for the future of offshore wind. Offshore Wind

Evidence and Change Programme | The Crown Estate
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The Group supported by consultants, ABPmer, completed their first report in October 20213, which successfully
identified strategic targets for marine and intertidal net gain. These targets were developed through extensive
calls for evidence and through internal discussion with the T&F Group. The final outcome was a set of strategic
targets widely supported by many stakeholders with close interests in the marine environment. An important
aspect of the work carried out by the group was that it also identified a number of important assumptions which
were central to the discussions about net gain and the targets and, in addition, the group proposed a number of
important recommendations which they felt would warrant further consideration in the development of a policy
for MNG. All this information was made available to Defra for their work on identifying processes and procedures
for delivering net gain and much of this was reflected in their subsequent consultation on MNG principles.

Two important points were identified through the activities of the group which were considered sufficiently
important to take forward for potential further work. Firstly, there is considerable experience at a local level on
what restoration should entail and how it is already being attempted through local actions by a very wide range of
organisations and people. Secondly, the potential benefits of delivering net gain through funding and partnerships
could be immense and may catalyse larger and more ambitious projects leading to better and greater outcomes.

These two points were the basis for a successful bid for further funding from the Offshore Wind Evidence and
Change programme to build on the first report and examine more closely the value of local actions and the
potential for funding opportunities. For this second phase of work, the T&F Group was broadened to include the
Coastal Partnerships Network (CPN) and the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC). Consequently, the aim
of this further study has been to identify and agree recommendations for more local delivery of strategic
intertidal and Marine Net Gain (MNG), hereafter referred to as Strategic Marine Net Gain (SMNG), targets for the
improvement and recovery/restoration of the marine and intertidal environments, and the potential for using
industry funding as a mechanism for assisting with local delivery. The objective for the T&F Group was to develop
further the strategic net gain targets, and, as for the first report, provide Defra with information which they may
consider to be of value in undertaking their own work in developing policy for MNG. With the successful bid for
funding from the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change programme, ABPmer was commissioned to support the
work of the T&F Group.

One element of considerable importance in examining SMNG targets, which was explored briefly in the first
report, was whether net gain obligations on industry could deliver aspects which could only be controlled
through regulatory actions, for example some pressure reduction such as reduction in fishing pressure. While it
was agreed that this was not an area which industry could necessarily deliver, it raised the potential for asking
whether net gain actions would need to be shown to have immediate effect if they were deemed to be compliant
with the law. What was clear from the first report and the range of identified strategic targets is that they are not
all immediately deliverable and that there are risks associated with some actions for net gain that would take
time to deliver successful outcomes. In addition, as we are still in the early stages of discovering how to carry out
many aspects of marine restoration and have little evidence of how successful some of these actions may be, there
is also still a risk that some actions undertaken for net gain may not deliver successful outcomes. A consequence
of this is that, unless all net gain activity is restricted to only those which have been shown to have successful
track records, the choice of potential options for net gain action may be severely limited.

In light of the points above, the aim of this work was to build on the first T&F Group report which identified
strategic targets for MNG and, using information collected through the calls for evidence, provide
recommendations on delivery of said targets to best achieve SMNG. A further aim of this work was also to
examine some of the aspects raised above with a view to making recommendations about the wider application of
net gain to achieve the best possible results for marine recovery and restoration.

To support the work of the T&F Group, ABPmer co-ordinated a number of discrete tasks to examine how best to
deliver the strategic targets identified within the first T&F Group report. The first element of the study was to
undertake an analysis of, and call for evidence on, existing recovery and restoration projects and proposals

3 The Crown Estate. 2021. Strategic Net Gain Task and Finish Group, Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme,
Strategic Net Gain Targets for Coastal and Marine Environments. Online. Available here:
https://www.marinedataexchange.co.uk/details/3513/2021-strategic-net-gain-task-and-finish-group-offshore-wind-
evidence-and-change-programme-strategic-net-gain-targets-for-coastal-and-marine-environments/summary
[Accessed 17/10/23].
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(including pressure removal/reduction projects) at a national and local level, with consideration of local and
regional priorities and drivers. A further call for evidence collated stakeholder views on a range of factors
relevant to MNG delivery. The study then considered the link between development, impact and
recovery/restoration, looking at potential demands for net gain projects regionally.

Outputs from these activities have been used to inform deliberations within the T&F Group and to support the
development of recommendations on the delivery of SMNG.

2. Policy Initiatives Relevant to Marine Net Gain

As part of the scope of the work, the T&F Group sought to summarise existing policy initiatives that are relevant
to MNG, recognising that there are a large number of such initiatives both in England and in the devolved
administrations. A description of relevant initiatives is provided in Appendix A, and summarised in a schematic in
Figure 1.

Within England, Defra lead on the development of MNG policy. A public consultation on MNG principles was held
in 2022 and a summary of consultation responses published in March 2023. The Government response to the
consultation is expected in due course.

Key elements of the consultation included:

e Whether MNG should include species as well as habitats;

e The extent to which MNG might include wider environmental benefits in addition to biodiversity
benefits;

e The treatment of uncertain positive MNG benefits;

e The approach to defining MNG requirements including the option of a contributions-based approach;
e The scope of projects to which MNG applies;

e The extent to which MNG should be mandatory;

e Adopting a strategic approach to MNG delivery; and

e Delivery of MNG in designated sites.

In parallel with the development of MNG policy, Defra is in the process of implementing BNG for terrestrial and
intertidal projects considered under the planning system. Experience with the development of BNG policy is
informing development of MNG policy to some extent, while recognising the specific distinctiveness and
complexity of the marine environment. In the previous report of the T&F Group, it was discussed that a strategic
approach to marine and coastal net gain should include net gain interventions in the intertidal zone, however it
was acknowledged that current UK legislative jurisdictions do not support this view.

To support Defra’s MNG policy development and implementation a number of Natural England projects have been
completed or are in progress. These include initial work to explore how irreplaceable habitats might be defined in
the marine environment, work through ReMeMaRe and MaRePo to identify potential locations for restoration
initiatives for specific habitats and features, and work to explore the benefits of assisted versus natural recovery
and an initial exploration of the feasibility of a contributions-based approach to MNG. Natural England is also
leading work to explore options for measuring and comparing gains and losses for MNG. Wider work through the
British Energy Security Strategy (BESS) around strategic compensation and the establishment of a Marine
Recovery Fund is also relevant in the context of MNG.

Alongside the work by government and its agencies, the T&F Group published its first report in 2021 making
recommendations on strategic targets for MNG. This report of the Group’s second piece of work makes further
recommendations on options for MNG delivery.
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The offshore wind industry (RenewableUK and Energy UK) has also held a series of workshops to explore
approaches to calculate MNG requirements. More widely, there are a number of developer initiatives that seek to
achieve a net positive impact for marine biodiversity including @rsted’s Net Positive Impact policy, SSE’s Positive
for the Planet initiative and Shell’s Biodiversity Action Plan programme (these are summarised in Appendix A).

The devolved administrations, particularly Scotland and Wales, are also developing and implementing policy to
support the achievement of a net positive impact from development. In Wales, this is being achieved through
implementation of its Biodiversity Deep Dive recommendations and implementation of planning reforms,
including enhanced requirements linked to the Section 6 of the Environment (Wales) Act duty on maintaining and
enhancing biodiversity and the resilience of ecosystems. The Welsh Government also intends to develop marine
planning guidance on supporting and encouraging marine ecosystem resilience, restoration and enhancement
through Welsh National Marine Plan policy. In Scotland, the draft Scottish Biodiversity Strategy and Delivery Plan
will create statutory targets for restoration and provide further support to the Scottish Marine Environmental
Enhancement Fund (SMEEF). Research is also being commissioned to explore options for the development of an
exchange mechanism that could be used to assess potential marine and coastal enhancement measures applied
across marine ecosystem components so that an overall positive outcome for biodiversity is achieved from
offshore wind developments. The Scottish Government is also in the process of commissioning a library of
restoration, conservation and enhancement measures for a range of marine ecosystem components, including but
not limited to; benthic habitats, marine mammals, fish, marine birds and the pelagic environment.

All of these initiatives make a valuable contribution to discussions around how best to implement MNG and have
informed deliberations within the T&F Group.

MNG Metric Development

Options for evaluating gains and losses
DEFRA contributions based approach
RenewableUK and Energy UK workshops
BNG metric

3

A 4

MNG Application

OWEC T&F group phase 1 and 2 reports
ReMeMaRe

MaRePo

mNCEA

Defining irreplaceable habitats

Figure 1. Interrelationship between MNG policy related initiatives

43) Delivery Options for Strategic Marine Net Gain 11
(Qﬁ Task and Finish Group Final Report



3. Stakeholder Calls for Evidence

3.1 Introduction

To inform its consideration of delivery options for SMNG targets, the T&F Group carried out a review of existing
marine restoration and recovery initiatives and issued two calls for evidence.

3.1.1 First call for evidence: Review of existing recovery and restoration projects

The first call for evidence was focused on compiling a database of existing marine restoration and recovery
projects and proposals (including pressure removal/reduction projects) across the UK. An initial database was
compiled by ABPmer collated in a standardised manner within a searchable Excel database (0). Information
recorded for each project/initiative, where available, included:

e Project name;

e Project description;

e Location;

e Site coordinates;

e Site area (ha);

e Project type (Creation; Restoration; Enhancement; Pressure removal);
e Project status (Planned; Underway; Complete);

e Project start date;

e Project end date (if applicable);

e Target marine features;

e Keydrivers (Project mitigation/compensation; Management authority actions within MPAs;
Management authority actions outside of MPAs; Voluntary initiative; Research; Other (please specify));

e Links to regional/local priorities;

e Lead organisation (overall project lead);
e Delivery organisation(s);

e Funding partner(s);

e Total project cost (or predicted cost);

e Delivery cost;

e Monitoring and maintenance costs;

e Project outcomes (or expected outcomes);
e Monitoring and evaluation;

e (riteria used to measure success;

e Source; and

e Additional information.

The first call for evidence, launched in January 2023 sought to gather additional information on the projects and
proposals identified during the review as well as any additional projects and proposals not yet captured. The call
for evidence was publicised at Coastal Futures, through CMS news and via LinkedIn, and ran for three weeks.

Respondents were invited to provide any additional knowledge to the evidence database and to complete a brief
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questionnaire to gain a broader view on potential delivery options for strategic marine and intertidal net gain.
The questionnaire contained the following questions:

3.1.2

Thinking about completed projects that you are familiar with, how successful was the evaluation
process and what lessons were learnt as part of the evaluation?

What were the key challenges for project delivery and how were they overcome?

Can you suggest additional metrics/indicators not already being used which you consider would be
useful to measure the success of intertidal and marine restoration/ recovery projects?

Strategic targets will need to consider appropriate spatial scales. Do you agree that marine plan level
could be an appropriate scale for marine Net Gain?

Second call for evidence: Strategic marine net gain targets potential mechanisms and
priorities for delivery

A second call for evidence was launched in August 2023. This was similarly publicised through CMS news and via
LinkedIn, and ran for three weeks. The call for evidence was hosted using SurveyMonkey.

Respondents were invited to complete a questionnaire aiming to gain a broader view on potential delivery
options for strategic marine and intertidal net gain. A summary of the questions posed are below, with the full
questionnaire provided in Appendix B:

1.

The findings from the first call for evidence identified four key limitations to current restoration
initiatives. How would you rank the four limitations in terms of their significance in delivering ecological
needs or priorities?

Are there any other limitations to current restoration initiatives you would add to this list, and where
would you rank them?

What further work do you feel could be required to address these limitations as part of the development
of MNG?

As part of a strategic approach to MNG, it may be helpful to take account of ecological or nature recovery
priorities in the marine environment. In your view, what are the key national restoration or nature
recovery needs in the marine environment?

During the first call for evidence, stakeholders identified a preference for applying MNG at a marine plan
region level. How might the ecological priorities in each marine plan region (or other regional level) be
identified?

During the first project the Strategic Net Gain Task and Finish Group (T&F Group) identified a number of
strategic MNG targets. Which measures do you think industry might be able to contribute to or
implement to support delivery of MNG targets, given appropriate policy?

The T&F Group has identified several key information requirements which might be needed to inform
strategic MNG delivery. Is there anything else you consider would be critical to support successful
delivery of strategic MNG?

A flexible approach may be required to facilitate the delivery of strategic MNG, Do you agree or disagree
that MNG should:

— Seek specifically to address a project’s residual impacts on the impacted habitat/species features
(i.e., like-for-like)

— Allow some trading between habitats and/or features

— Allow some trading between species

— Allow trading across all ecological elements

Some interventions may look to use novel approaches to achieve restoration outcomes. However, it is
recognised that regulation often requires some level of certainty of anticipated project results. How
might a strategic approach be developed to facilitate innovation in restoration and enhancement
projects?

Delivery Options for Strategic Marine Net Gain
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10. Would a contributions-based approach or central/regional fund be best to facilitate delivery of strategic
MNG targets?

11. How do you think a central fund-based approach would be best used to support strategic MNG delivery?

12. Would your organisation/s like to be involved in providing information for MNG planning? If yes, in
what capacity would your organisation/s like to be involved?

The final question focused on identifying the sector of the respondent, to indicate the perceived priority actions
and targets across different sectors.

3.2 Evidence review and responses to the first call for evidence

The review and the call for evidence identified over 700 projects and proposals seeking to reduce pressures upon
or to create, enhance or restore marine and intertidal/coastal habitats and species. The interventions are
distributed across English marine plan regions as well as in devolved administration waters (although projects in
the devolved administrations are considered to be under-represented in the database due to the fact that net gain
policy, and as such the focus of this work, is in England). This showed that the greatest number of initiatives in the
marine environment are focused on pressure reduction, either fisheries management measures to protect fish
and shellfish stocks (which also provide a benefit to seabed habitats and dependent species) or Marine Protected
Area (MPA) management measures. At the coast, there are also many saltmarsh and mudflat habitat creation
projects. Increasingly there are a number of restoration projects focused on seagrass and saltmarsh habitats as
well as projects seeking to reduce pressures on seabird colonies and wading bird populations.

Limited information was obtained on the spatial extent of interventions. Further engagement with planned and
proposed projects could be undertaken to better understand the scale of current and future interventions. Based
on available evidence, pressure reduction initiatives (fisheries management, MPAs) were identified as covering
over 15,000 km? of subtidal seabed within English waters. In contrast, identified habitat creation/restoration
projects for which information on spatial extent was available encompassed around 4,500 ha (45 km?).

What is clear is that while some types of intervention, such as managed realignment to create mudflat and
saltmarsh are relatively well established, many types of intervention are still in their infancy and thus their
effectiveness is less well known. For example, while a significant number of projects are trialling restoration of
seagrass and native oyster features, it is likely to be many years before their effectiveness is understood such that
delivery risks associated with future projects can be effectively managed. Similarly, while extensive pressure
reduction measures have been implemented within MPAs there is as yet very limited evidence to demonstrate
their effectiveness (although significant benefits are expected based on wider international experience).

The top two challenges for interventions highlighted by respondents to the first call for evidence were obtaining
licences (where required) to undertake the interventions and insufficient funding for the duration of the project,
including funding to support long-term monitoring and evaluation of success.

[t is recognised that these problems are more widespread and go beyond MNG projects and will therefore need
potential government intervention to ensure environmental targets can be realised. However, a number of
potential options for overcoming these challenges, in the context of potential future MNG projects, were identified
including:

e Securing long term funding for restoration projects (either under developer obligations to pay for
project level habitat works or through strategic, pooled funding for nature recovery, in order to satisfy
statutory net gain requirements);

e Using existing tools, or developing better tools, to overcome licencing issues and to streamline the
process; and

e (Co-ordination between all organisations involved and appointment of a co-ordination lead role in the
early stages of project development.

There was some support from stakeholders for the view that MNG might be best co-ordinated at Marine Plan
Region level, while recognising these were primarily administrative boundaries rather than ecological ones,
therefore some cross-border approaches may be required. For respondents that agreed, justification was given
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that marine plan regions provided a suitable starting point for MNG strategic targets but that such targets should
be also governed by, and be relevant to, the ecology of site to which any such gain is being applied. This view is
very much in line with the recommendation from the first report that an ecosystem-based approach is the most
ecologically appropriate.

3.3 Responses to the second call for evidence

A detailed analysis of the survey results is presented in Appendix B. The survey generated a total of 54 responses
across a wide range of industries/ sectors.

3.3.1 Key limitations affecting current restoration initiatives

The four key limitations previously identified by the T&F Group continue to be acknowledged as significant
barriers to progressing restoration initiatives:

e Complexity of requirements within marine licensing system (for development and for restoration
projects alike)

e Limited availability of funding for restoration/recovery projects, particularly long-term funding
e Limited baseline data against which to measure success of project interventions.

e Competing demands for space, particularly coastal (intertidal and nearshore) space

In addition, a number of other key limitations were identified including a lack of a statutory system of MNG, lack
of research/scientific understanding on intervention success criteria, lack of resources/expertise generally and
within public bodies, lack of ‘shovel-ready’ projects to invest in and a lack of co-ordination between intertidal
BNG and MNG.

Additionally, a range of research priorities were suggested by respondents including:

e Development of an agreed historic baseline;

e Review of the availability of existing data;

e Assessment of the success of restoration techniques (including novel techniques);

e Research on innovative restoration techniques;

e Identification of pressures and pressure reduction mechanisms;

e Better assessment of species population requirements in terms of both space and resource; and

e Evaluation of restoration benefits.

The benefit of strategic marine planning for potential future intervention areas to ensure space is provided for
interventions was also highlighted by respondents.

3.3.2  Ecological or nature recovery priorities in the marine environment

As with the first report, key priorities identified by respondents included contributing to UK Marine Strategy
(UKMS) indicators and recovery/enhancement of MPA interest features to favourable conservation status.
Specific feature priorities identified included:

e Recovery of declining seabird populations, in particular species at greatest risk from Highly Pathogenic
Avian Influenza (HPAI) and pressures associated with offshore energy;

e Restoration and recovery of transitional coastal habitats;
e Active restoration of seagrass and saltmarsh;

e Improving other coastal habitats such as kelp, rocky shores and sediments;
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e Protection, restoration and recovery of biogenic reefs (oysters, serpulid, Modiolus), particularly where
they form on sedimentary habitats. Native oyster in particular was noted by multiple respondents;

e Resilience in marine mammal populations;
e Remove pressure on irreplaceable subtidal marine habitats, e.g. sandbanks, Sea Pen habitats;
e Recovery of inshore fish populations, essential fish habitats and forage fish species;

e Restoration and recovery of migratory fish (shad, smelt, sturgeon and salmon (particularly at risk of
climate change);

e Removal of invasive species; and

e Improvement of water quality by reducing and eliminating pollution entering the marine environment,
either from land-based or sea-based sources - e.g., eliminate outflow of sewage and other upstream
sources of pollution.

[t was suggested that regional marine plans could be enhanced to account for the current status of each UK
marine region and to identify ecological sensitivities which might be addressed by a regional level approach to
environmental enhancement.

Additional research actions to identify the most sensitive existing habitats, those habitats at the greatest risk or
those with the most severe degradation were also suggested as a method to prioritise potential nature recovery
initiatives. Respondents also noted that habitats which are most at risk from climate change, in particular coastal
and intertidal habitats, should be a focus and that MNG should account for the broader objectives of mitigating the
effects of climate change.

Survey respondents felt that urgent resource should be allocated to identify regional priorities/ ecological needs
for MNG and that a regional approach should be delivered from the outset to ensure proportionate gains in all
regions.

Survey respondents identified a wide range of mechanisms that could be used to inform regional priorities.
Stakeholder engagement (including the public, academics, NGOs and relevant public bodies) was highlighted as a
key mechanism, including through existing fora such as Coastal, Estuary and Marine Partnerships (CEMPs) or the
marine element of Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS). The use of existing data and assessments (such as
from the UKMS, Water Framework Directive (WFD) and MPA condition assessments) to inform priorities was also
frequently cited, as well as building on existing processes to identify restoration/recovery opportunities and
prioritisation processes (e.g., ReMeMaRe and MaRePo).

Marine planning was identified as a potentially useful mechanism through which regional priorities could be
identified and safeguarded through marine plan policies. Some respondents suggested that natural capital
approaches could help to prioritise interventions to maximise welfare benefits.

3.3.3  Strategic MNG delivery

Stakeholders considered that industry could contribute to all of the restoration priorities identified by the T&F
Group during the first report with a majority of stakeholders supporting each priority:

e Restore and/ or create intertidal/ near coastal habitats, including characterising species (e.g., mudflat/
sandflat, saltmarsh/ reedbed, seagrass, native oyster, kelp)

e Restore offshore habitats (e.g., native oyster reef, Modiolus, serpulid reef, subtidal sands, muds and
gravels)

e Support and restore fish populations
e Support populations of birds
e Support populations of marine mammals

e Reduce pressure
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While it was recognised that nearshore restoration is likely to be easier, respondents felt it was important to
ensure that the system of MNG enabled industry to contribute to offshore priorities where required. Respondents
also considered that it was important that any system of MNG enabled industry to contribute to species priorities
to facilitate marine biodiversity recovery. Mixed views were expressed concerning whether modifications to
offshore infrastructure to enhance marine biodiversity should count towards MNG.

Respondents acknowledged that pressure reduction interventions could only be taken forward as part of a
strategic approach led by government and might best be progressed through developer contributions to a Marine
Recovery Fund.

The T&F Group has previously identified a number of key information requirements to support strategic delivery
of MNG interventions:

e Identification of suitable areas for MNG delivery at a regional scale

e Identification of specific projects (location, site area and target habitat feature within the marine plan
region)

e Identification of habitat or species needs within the marine plan region
e C(Creation of a prioritised list of projects to which industry can contribute (at a regional or local scale)

e Creation of a ‘shovel ready’ list of projects (within a region) to which industry can contribute (this may
mean projects which are fully planned and consented)

Where survey respondents commented, they supported these priorities. Respondents also identified a range of
wider evidence needs, some of which related to planning and delivering MNG interventions and others which
were related to broader aspects of MNG. It was noted that it would be helpful to have clear guidance around MNG
interventions (what will and will not count as MNG measures), how collaboration amongst developers might be
facilitated, and on monitoring requirements.

[t was also highlighted that guidance and consideration of a strategic approach beyond individual marine plan
areas and across administrations, and potentially between neighbouring countries, will be needed. This is
particularly relevant for offshore industries where developments may cross plan areas and administrations.

To facilitate the strategic delivery of MNG a flexible approach may be required with regards to trading between
habitats and species. Most respondents felt that MNG should allow some trading between habitats and/or
features and between species, however the majority also agreed that projects should specifically look to address
the residual impacts on the impacted habitat/species where such options are possible. However, one respondent
did caution the approach and suggested that trading between species and habitats should be informed by an in-
depth knowledge of both and where improvements should be focused. A hierarchical process to select the
appropriate delivery approach was suggested.

[t was noted that there are likely to be some ecological elements that are simply too different/ unique to be traded
and that guidance and principles will be required as policy develops to clearly define such instances. In order to
determine the appropriateness of such measures it was felt a review of regional policy should be completed
during which stakeholder engagement/consultation should be undertaken to ensure appropriate and deliverable
measures and metrics are developed.

Survey respondents identified several key mechanisms through which delivery risks associated with novel
restoration/recovery interventions might be managed if such interventions were to be incorporated within a
system of MNG. Many respondents suggested that research and innovation should be a specific component of any
system of MNG. This might be funded by developer contributions within a strategic approach to MNG, with a set
proportion of MNG monies directed towards novel restoration/recovery interventions. Adaptive management (or
survey, deploy, monitor) was also recognised as a very important mechanism for ensuring that learning could
take place notwithstanding uncertainty. It was further suggested that such novel interventions might be trialled at
small scale and then built up, and that risky projects should not be progressed within MPAs.
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3.3.4  Central fund-based approach to facilitate MNG

Around half of respondents supported a contributions-based approach to facilitate MNG and the remainder were
unsure, with only one respondent opposed. Respondents saw particular benefits of a contributions approach as
including the opportunity to contribute to pressure reduction measures, to invest in innovation, monitoring and
research, and in funding a co-ordinating body.

Those who agreed thought such an approach would allow MNG to be co-ordinated and delivered at a regional
level with a national overview, and that such an approach would also provide greater consistency in regard to
decision-making on MNG, would encourage collaboration and co-ordination through partnership delivery, and
would allow the fastest ecological benefits for the marine environment by facilitating better, more targeted and
effective interventions to take place at a larger scale.

Of those unsure about a contributions-based approach, many suggested that their uncertainty was with the lack
of definition around such an approach and the potential mechanisms for management and application of such a
fund. Several noted that a contribution-based approach should not be ruled out, but that clarity would be needed
to decide if it was the most suitable approach for MNG. To assess a fund’s suitability, it was suggested that firstly
clear government guidance and a definition of strategic versus site-based intervention would be needed,
alongside some clear indications of how the centralised funding system would work in practice.

Should a contributions-based approach be taken forward or considered in more detail, the overarching consensus
from respondents was that all of the suggested approaches: habitat/species interventions, funding of a co-
ordinating body, research, innovation, monitoring and non-statutory management, were necessary in order to
promote marine nature recovery and for a MNG system to succeed.

3.3.5 Stakeholder involvement in MNG planning

Virtually all respondents expressed an interest in their organisations being involved in providing information for
MNG planning, including government bodies (conservation bodies, environment bodies, local authorities, port &
harbour authorities), industry, environmental NGOs and coastal fora.

Respondents identified a wide range of elements they would wish to be involved in ranging from policy
development, policy implementation, identification and prioritisation of restoration/recovery priorities through
to project delivery.

4. Potential Future Demand for Net Gain Projects

4.1 Introduction

Consideration of effective approaches to the strategic delivery of MNG targets (including both subtidal areas and
intertidal areas covered by BNG) significantly depends on the nature and scale of MNG demand into the future.
While the policy approach to MNG has yet to be clarified by Defra, the T&F Group sought to explore possible
future demand for MNG interventions in English waters (including subtidal and intertidal areas) based on
assumptions about the nature, scale and location of potential future development activity, assumptions about the
nature and scale of residual impacts to which MNG requirements might apply, and assumptions about the nature
and scale of interventions that might be required to achieve MNG. The assumptions used in this study are not
intended to imply any particular direction for government policy, but have simply been made in order to facilitate
the analysis. Given the many uncertainties surrounding the assumptions, the analysis is considered to indicate an
order of magnitude of possible MNG requirements. However, the structured nature of the assessment will allow
refinement of these assumptions over time.
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4.2 Methods

Estimates of potential future demand for MNG were made for both wholly marine developments and for
developments that might affect intertidal locations in English waters (encompassed within BNG). The detailed
methodology and assumptions used in the analysis are provided in Appendix C. In essence the analysis was
conducted via the following steps:

e Estimation of scale (number and size of development projects with marine component) and location
(marine plan region) of future development projects across all relevant marine sectors in the period
to 2050:

o these estimates were based on levels of historical development (from MMO’s Marine Case
Management System, the Planning Inspectorate’s Development Consent Order (DCO) Register and
local authority planning application portals), existing plans for future development (e.g., offshore
wind plans), and projections of potential future marine development from policy documents. The
estimates were split into three epochs (2023 - 2030, 2031 - 2040 a-d 2041 - 2050) to enable a
temporal analysis to be carried out;

e Estimation of residual impacts of potential future development for which subtidal MNG might be
required:

o Itwas assumed that MNG might be required for habitat loss/change, permanent and temporary

disturbance of habitat, mortality and significant disturbance to fish, birds and marine mammals;

o For each marine sector, estimates were made of the scale (spatial extent/intensity) of residual
impacts where feasible, drawing on information from Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) and
experience of the contractor team to indicate average levels of residual impact per project type. For
species impacts it was not possible to meaningfully quantify residual impacts (due to limitations of
available evidence) and the analysis simply sought to quantify the number of development projects in
each marine plan region which might give rise to impacts for which an MNG requirement might apply;

o For habitat impacts (loss/change or permanent/temporary disturbance), the type of habitat affected
(mud, sand or gravel) was estimated based on the proportion of mud/sand/gravel within the marine
plan area. (More specific criteria were applied for sectors such as marine aggregates which
specifically target marine sand and gravel habitats);

e Estimation of residual impacts of potential future development for which intertidal BNG might be
required:

o The analysis drew on previous work undertaken by eftec et al. (20214) which estimated potential
future demand for intertidal sediment and saltmarsh habitat by local authority area to 2050, based on
information about the number of developments in coastal areas around England and assumptions on
the extent of project footprints affecting intertidal areas.

e Estimation of potential future MNG requirement:

o Based on the estimates of residual impact, assumptions were made on the potential requirement for
MNG in order to calculate potential MNG requirements by marine plan region over the time periods
2023 -2030,2031 - 2040 and 2041 - 2050. The analysis used a simplifying assumption that MNG
requirements would be broadly like-for-like, although it is recognised that some level of trading may
form part of MNG policy once determined. It is recognised that assumptions on the scale of
interventions that might be required to demonstrate a net gain are particularly uncertain owing to
scientific uncertainties concerning the effectiveness of some interventions and the benefits that might
accrue. This is, and will remain, a significant limitation of efforts to forecast MNG demand for the
foreseeable future.

+ eftec, WSP & ABPmer. 2021. Biodiversity Net Gain: Market analysis study, February 2021. Available at:
https://randd.defra.gov.uk/ProjectDetails?ProjectID=20608 [Accessed 23/06/23]
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The analysis drew on relevant previous studies that had sought to forecast future activity levels including
ABPmer & eftec (2022%) which sought to explore a contributions-based approach to MNG and eftec et al. (20214)
which explored a market-based approach to BNG, including intertidal BNG. Consultation on assumptions was
carried out through the T&F Group and adjustments made to reflect comments received.

The analysis was undertaken using a spreadsheet model to generate information on potential future MNG
demand by marine sector and for marine development as a whole for the time periods 2023 - 2030, 2031 - 2040
and 2041 - 2050.

4.3 Estimate of future MNG demand

A summary of results from the analysis are presented in the sub-sections below. Results need to be interpreted
with consideration of the assumptions used in this study in order to facilitate the analysis, as detailed in Section
4.1. Detailed results are presented in Appendix C.

4.3.1 Subtidal habitat

The analysis indicates that at a national (England) scale, habitat loss/change from future development could be of
the order of 25 to 30 km? per decade in the period to 2050 resulting in a potential demand per decade for MNG of
60 to 75 km? based on the assumptions used in the study. While these spatial extents may seem large in
themselves, they are small relative to the spatial extents of the respective habitats within each marine plan region.
For example, there is a total of around 200,000 km? of subtidal mud, sand and gravel in English waters¢ -
potential MNG demand would therefore represent less than 0.1% of this area over the whole period 2023 to

2050.

There is potential demand for MNG interventions in relation to habitat loss/change in each marine plan region
although this varies in relation to region size and forecast levels of future development activity. The greatest
forecast levels of demand for MNG in relation to habitat loss/change are for sand and gravel habitats in East and
South marine plan regions primarily due to future offshore wind and marine aggregate development in these
regions.

Estimates of temporary and permanent habitat disturbance in English waters range from 67 to 85 km? and 70 to
115 km? respectively over the three time periods, again with the main impacts occurring in East and South
marine plan regions primarily due to future offshore wind and marine aggregate development.

Given the challenges in re-creating subtidal mud, sand and gravel habitats, MNG for loss/change to subtidal
habitats might need to be delivered through pressure reduction initiatives on existing subtidal mud, sand and
gravel habitats. Should this be the case, it is estimated that pressure reduction initiatives might be required over
an area of the order of 270 to 380 km? per decade to meet potential MNG demand in the period to 2050 across
English waters. Over 30% of this demand might be in both East and South marine plan regions reflecting the key
activities driving this potential demand.

[t should be noted that while the absolute values might appear large, the scale of potential future demand for
pressure reduction is relatively small compared to the extent of these habitats in English waters (12513 km?
(subtidal mud), 122935 km? (subtidal sand) and 68783 km? (subtidal gravel)). They are also small relative to
current pressure reduction measures implemented within MPAs (around 550 km? (subtidal mud), 10,200 km?
(subtidal sand) and 4,300 km? (subtidal gravel) (based on 0)). The relative extents of subtidal mud, sand and
gravel habitats, the extent of such habitats currently subject to management measures (within MPAs or for
fisheries management) and the potential requirements for MNG measures to 2050 are illustrated in Figure 2. On

s ABPmer & eftec. 2022. Marine Net Gain. Sector Analysis. ABPmer Report No. R.3875. A report produced by ABPmer for
Defra Offshore Wind Enabling Actions Programme, April 2022. Available here:
https://randd.defra.gov.uk/ProjectDetails?Proiectld=21049 [Accessed 17/10/23].

¢ Mud, sand and gravel habitats considered in this study account for 88% of the seabed in English waters (total seabed
around 230,000 kmz). The main exclusions from the study relate to rock habitats, deep sea habitats, littoral habitats
and sublittoral mixed sediments.
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this basis, further pressure reduction (primarily from bottom-towed fishing gears) might be a potential
mechanism for delivering MNG, although such measures could not be delivered by industry.

The analysis has not taken account of possible requirements for compensatory measures under the Habitats
Regulations or for measures of equivalent ecological value under the Marine & Coastal Access Act 2009 where the
features affected are associated with sites protected for nature conservation. However, given the policy steer to
developers to avoid developing within MPAs where at all possible, habitat impacts within MPAs are likely to
represent a relatively small proportion of overall habitat impacts.

Subtidal sand,

58 Suttidal gravel,
Subtidal mug, 371
550 Sublidal mud,

Iy

@ Total area of seabed
Area subject to existing management measures
Area potentially required for MNG to 2050

Figure 2. Schematic comparing the extent of subtidal mud, sand and gravel habitats and the extent of such habitats under existing
management measures with the potential requirements for MNG to 2050

4.3.2 Intertidal habitat

Owing to limitations of available data, the forecast demand for intertidal BNG was presented as being constant
over time. Demand was identified across all marine plan regions. The overall level of potential demand (10 km?
saltmarsh and 10 km? mudflat per decade) is considered to be a significant overestimate based on the
contractor’s experience of current levels of intertidal habitat loss from development and existing approaches to
delivering compensatory measures under the Habitats Regulations.

Marine Management Organisation (MMO, 20197) identifies potential opportunities for intertidal habitat creation
and restoration through interventions such as managed realignment, regulated tidal exchange and beneficial use
of dredged material around the coast of England. Figure 3 shows potential sites suitable for managed realignment
within England based on the MMO (2019) report and identifies sites which have managed realignment as a
shoreline management policy (SMP) in Epoch 1, Epoch 2 or both Epoch 1 and 2, and sites where the current SMP
policies in Epochs 1 or 2 are different or ‘other’ such as hold the line or no active intervention.

7 Marine Management Organisation. 2019. Identifying sites suitable for marine habitat restoration or creation
(MMO1135). Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/
798829/20190430 MMO01135 Identifving sites for habitat creation datalavers Report a.pdf [Accessed 23/06/23].
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Figure 3.  Potential sites suitable for managed realignment within England
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This study identified many tens of thousands of hectares (hundreds of km?) of opportunity indicating a large
scope for future intertidal interventions and shows the importance of taking a strategic approach to restoration
actions. It would appear feasible that the potential supply of intertidal habitat creation/restoration and
enhancement projects would be able to meet the likely demand for BNG in intertidal areas, but the T&F Group has
emphasised that delivery of strategic targets should be based on an understanding of ecosystem requirements.

As a general principle, activities and possible loss of biodiversity in the intertidal zone should deliver MNG in the
intertidal area and, equally, impacts in the subtidal zone should deliver MNG in the marine environment.

4.3.3  Species impacts

It has not been possible to meaningfully quantify the residual impacts of development on species groups within
this study. In the absence of quantified impacts for species groups, it has not been possible to define what MNG
might require in terms of species measures. Given the complexities and uncertainties, development of a
meaningful and robust approach to quantifying residual species impacts and determining MNG requirements is
likely to present an ongoing challenge to policy makers.

The assessment indicates that development projects resulting in residual impacts that may require MNG species
measures are likely to occur in all marine plan regions across all epochs. Greater levels of intervention may be
required in the East and North East marine plan regions due to the greater number of projects in these areas
giving rise to residual impacts on mobile species groups.

Key sectors giving rise to potential demand for MNG species measures include offshore wind, oil and gas and port
development. Offshore wind potentially affects birds, fish, and mammals while oil and gas development primarily
affects fish and mammals (underwater noise). Port development projects may also generate high levels of
underwater noise, but given the location of major ports within estuaries, residual impacts are more likely to be
confined to fish as marine mammals are typically located in coastal and offshore areas.

As above for habitats, the analysis for species has not taken account of possible requirements for compensatory
measures under the Habitats Regulations or for measures of equivalent ecological value under the Marine &
Coastal Access Act 2009 where the features affected are associated with sites protected for nature conservation.
In relation to birds, it is likely that the Habitats Regulations will be the primary driver of measures to offset
residual impacts. The Habitats Regulations may also be the main driver for actions in relation to marine
mammals. It will also be the case that some MNG measures taken to address habitat impacts will also benefit
mobile features.

Based on information on the number of existing/planned initiatives for fish /birds/marine mammals extracted
from the restoration and recovery projects database (0), it appears that initiatives for these species groups are
being progressed across most marine plan regions. Due to the limitations of the analysis, it is not possible to
identify whether the number and nature of such initiatives might be at a level consistent with the level of activity
that might be required to deliver MNG for species. It is recognised that measures to improve the quality of seabed
habitats is likely to contribute to supporting mobile species’ populations (through increases in prey abundance).
Separately, fisheries management measures will also contribute to supporting mobile species populations.

5. Conclusions and Recommendations

51 Conclusions

5.1.1  First call for evidence

Based on the evidence review and first call for evidence, the T&F Group recognises and appreciates the wide
range of restoration and recovery projects and proposals being progressed around the UK.
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The database provides a useful compilation of current and planned restoration and recovery projects. A
collaborative project by the Environment Agency and The Crown Estate is aiming to build upon the database to
provide a national /UK-wide repository of information which should inform future planning for marine nature
recovery. A number of stakeholder workshops are planned to develop an online restoration platform which will
form a central resource where stakeholders can provide updates and new project entries to facilitate ongoing
collation of restoration and recovery projects. In particular, further work is required to improve information on
the spatial extent (and condition) of restoration and recovery projects, and this significant gap should be
addressed by the platform (ABPmer, 2023%). Furthermore, it is important that restoration and recovery projects
suitably plan for, collect and disseminate evidence on their effectiveness in achieving desired environmental
objectives as this is a significant gap in understanding for many types of intervention.

While some interventions are relatively well understood, such as managed realignment to create mudflat and
saltmarsh habitats, other types of intervention such as restoration of seagrass and native oyster beds are in their
infancy. Promotion of such projects within a regulatory framework that demands certainty in achieving a net gain
is, and will continue to be, challenging for the foreseeable future. Any system of MNG will therefore need to
carefully consider how decision-making manages delivery risk while encouraging innovation to achieve
meaningful marine recovery. Simply seeking to place delivery risk on developers would be inappropriate and
ineffectual and likely to lead to reliance on a limited range of more certain interventions which would fail to
achieve overall marine recovery.

The top two challenges for interventions highlighted by respondents to the first call for evidence were obtaining
licences (where required) to undertake the interventions and insufficient funding for the duration of the project,
including funding to support long-term monitoring and evaluation of success.

[t is recognised that these problems are more widespread and go beyond MNG projects and will therefore need
potential government intervention to ensure environmental targets can be realised. However, a number of
potential options for overcoming these challenges, in the context of potential future MNG projects, were identified
including:

e Securing long term funding for restoration projects (either under developer obligations to pay for
project level habitat works or through strategic, pooled funding for nature recovery, in order to satisfy
statutory net gain requirements);

e Using existing tools, or developing better tools, to overcome licencing issues and to streamline the
process; and

e (Co-ordination between all organisations involved and appointment of a co-ordination lead role in the
early stages of project development.

There was some support from stakeholders for the view that MNG might be best managed at marine plan region
level, while recognising these were primarily administrative boundaries rather than ecological ones, therefore
some cross-border approaches may be required. For respondents that agreed, justification was given that marine
plan regions provided a suitable starting point for MNG strategic targets but that such targets should be also
governed by, and be relevant to, the ecology of site to which any such gain is being applied.

5.1.2  Second call for evidence

The T&F Group notes that the key limitations previously identified by the Group continue to be acknowledged as
significant barriers to progressing restoration initiatives:

e Complexity of requirements within marine licensing system (for development and for restoration
projects alike)

e Limited availability of funding for restoration/recovery projects, particularly long-term funding

8 ABPmer, (2023). Towards a New ‘Restoration Project Platform’, Advice on developing an online resource to map, audit
and manage coastal, estuarine and marine habitat restorations, ABPmer Report No. R.4204. A report produced by
ABPmer for Environment Agency, August 2023.
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e Limited baseline data against which to measure success of project interventions.

e Competing demands for space, particularly coastal (intertidal and nearshore) space

In addition, a number of other key limitations have been identified through the call for evidence including a lack
of a statutory system of MNG, lack of research/scientific understand on intervention success criteria, lack of
resources/expertise generally and within public bodies, lack of ‘shovel-ready’ projects to invest in, and a lack of
co-ordination between intertidal BNG and MNG.

The T&F Group acknowledges the current limitations identified, and recognises the benefits of adopting a
strategic approach to MNG implementation. This might particularly include:

e Timely implementation of a proportionate, statutory system of MNG recognising the continued decline
of the UK’s marine biodiversity, and enabling industry to contribute to recovery, whilst maintaining
operations;

e Strategic planning for restoration interventions building on the work of the first T&F Group report on
strategic targets as well as initiatives such as ReMeMaRe and MaRePo and incorporated within MSPri
and The Crown Estate’s Whole of Seabed programme;

e Better co-ordination of research, building on existing initiatives with input from government and wider
stakeholders to steer research priorities; and

e Better funding for restoration initiatives to ensure adequate long-term monitoring is carried out.

The T&F Group notes the wide range of potential restoration and recovery options identified by respondents to
the call for evidence and the linkages to UKMS indicators and condition of MPA features. The T&F Group supports
interventions to address impacts wider than the physical footprint of development on the seabed, recognising
that marine developments have the potential to disturb habitats and disturb and harm species over wider areas
and that these impacts can be of greater significance than the simple physical footprint of a development.

We further note the broad support for ecological recovery priorities to be planned for and delivered at a regional
level. Respondents identified a number of different potential mechanisms for progressing regional-scale planning
including through marine plans, through existing fora such as CEMPs or the marine element of LNRS.
Respondents identified the importance of local stakeholder engagement in determining regional priorities. Some
respondents suggested that natural capital approaches could help to prioritise interventions to maximise welfare
benefits.

The T&F Group recognises the importance of stakeholder engagement in contributing to the identification of
regional priorities. Local stakeholders often have the best knowledge about local opportunities and their likely
social acceptance. While marine planning is an obvious mechanism for identifying ecological recovery priorities
and establishing policies for their delivery, such processes will also need to facilitate more local input. The role
that LNRS and coastal fora might play could usefully be explored.

There is already a reasonable level of information on the state of our marine environment and on current
pressures, which can be used to inform regional priorities. Work is also being taken forward through projects
such as ReMeMaRe and MaRePo to identify areas of opportunity for restoration of marine and coastal habitats
which, with further development, can be used to inform the identification of locations for restoration/recovery
projects. In the context of MNG, regional priorities will also need to reflect the forecast demand for MNG
interventions based on likely levels of future development. The T&F Group considers there will be value in
undertaking a pilot study to explore further how a regional approach might work in practice.

Respondents to the second call for evidence agreed on the wide range of restoration/recovery interventions that
industry could contribute to, including inshore and offshore restoration actions and pressure reduction initiatives
for both habitats and species. While it was recognised that nearshore restoration is likely to be easier,
respondents felt it was important to ensure that the system of MNG enabled industry to contribute to offshore
priorities where required. Respondents also considered that it was important that any system of MNG enabled
industry to contribute to species priorities to facilitate marine biodiversity recovery. Respondents acknowledged
however that pressure reduction interventions could only be taken forward as part of a strategic approach led by
government and might best be progressed through developer contributions to a Marine Recovery Fund.
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The T&F Group notes that mixed views were expressed concerning whether modifications to offshore
infrastructure to enhance marine biodiversity should count towards MNG. The T&F Group has some concerns that
such interventions do not typically align with prevailing local ecological systems or processes but recognise that a
policy decision will need to be taken to define the scope of interventions that are deemed to contribute to MNG.

The T&F Group agrees that any system of MNG should enable developers to contribute broadly to marine
recovery priorities across all relevant ecosystem elements including both habitats and species. The strategic
approach to MNG will need to facilitate developer contributions to pressure reduction measures to achieve this.

The T&F Group notes that respondents to the second call for evidence agreed with the suggested key information
requirements to support strategic delivery of MNG interventions, including:

e Identification of suitable areas for MNG delivery at a regional scale;

e Identification of specific projects (location, site area and target habitat feature within the marine plan
region);

e Identification of habitat or species needs within the marine plan region;

e (Creation of a prioritised list of projects to which industry can contribute (at a regional or local scale);
and

e (reation of a ‘shovel ready’ list of projects (within a region) to which industry can contribute (this may
mean projects which are fully planned and consented).

Respondents additionally noted that it would be helpful to have clear guidance around MNG interventions (what
will and will not count as MNG measures), how collaboration amongst developers might be facilitated, and on
monitoring requirements.

Most respondents felt that MNG should allow some trading between habitats and/or features and between
species, however the majority also agreed that where possible projects should specifically look to address the
residual impacts on the impacted habitat/species where such options are possible. A hierarchical approach to
determining suitable interventions at project level was suggested by several respondents.

The T&F Group considers that some level of trading will be inevitable within MNG, not least because re-creation
of subtidal habitats lost within development footprints cannot readily be replaced and will therefore require non
like-for-like replacement or enhancement of similar habitat through pressure reduction measures. A level of
trading will also provide flexibility to support marine recovery priorities to which MNG could make a significant
contribution.

The T&F Group agrees that the system of MNG should seek to avoid creating significant imbalances between what
is impacted and what is delivered through MNG. This could either be managed at project level or at a more
strategic level, depending on policy decisions about MNG. The T&F Group has emphasised that delivery of
strategic targets should be based on an understanding of ecosystem requirements, and as a general principle,
activities and possible loss of biodiversity in the intertidal zone should deliver MNG in the intertidal area and,
equally, impacts in the subtidal zone should deliver MNG in the marine environment. At a strategic level, decisions
on interventions could be based on regional marine recovery priorities (which could incorporate an element of
MNG demand). The T&F Group considers that these options could usefully be explored through a regional pilot
study.

Survey respondents identified several key mechanisms through which delivery risks (including ecological and
financial risks and failure to meet obligations) associated with novel restoration/recovery interventions might be
managed if such interventions were to be incorporated within a system of MNG. Many respondents suggested that
research and innovation should be a specific component of any system of MNG. This might be funded by
developer contributions within a strategic approach to MNG, with a defined proportion of MNG monies directed
towards novel restoration/recovery interventions. Adaptive management (or survey, deploy, monitor) was also
recognised as a very important mechanism for ensuring that learning could take place notwithstanding
uncertainty. It was further suggested that such novel interventions might be trialled at small scale and then built
up, and that risky projects should not be progressed within MPAs.
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The T&F Group agrees that research and development should necessarily form a component of any system of

MNG to facilitate learning and expand the evidence base around potential interventions. This could be funded by a
proportion of developer contributions. As part of an overall strategic approach to MNG, the risk of project
delivery failure would be held by government but the risk could be balanced across a wider portfolio of more
certain MNG interventions to ensure an overall net gain was achieved through marine development. The T&F
Group considers that a system of MNG that placed such risks on individual developers would be unworkable and
would preclude innovation.

While there was a good level of support for a contributions-based approach to be part of MNG (around half of
respondents across all stakeholder groups supported this), other respondents remained uncertain. The T&F
Group considers that a contributions-based approach will be a necessary component of an effective system of
MNG, not least to facilitate pressure reduction initiatives which industry cannot deliver and to support essential
research and development to facilitate innovation. The T&F Group recognises industry concerns about how
contributions might be used, and the need to ensure that contributions are focused on delivering environmental
benefit and that there is sufficient transparency for developers in terms of the projects that their contributions
fund. The T&F Group also recognises that industry wants to see flexibility in how any contributions-based
approach is applied so that developers have the option of delivering their own MNG projects alongside any
contributions-based approach.

The T&F Group acknowledges and welcomes the strong interest across marine stakeholders to engage in the
development and implementation of MNG. In order to develop an effective system of MNG, it will be important
that a collaborative approach is taken that involves all interested stakeholders to ensure the system is both
practical and delivers a net gain from marine development. Whatever form MNG implementation takes, it will be
beneficial for all relevant stakeholders to contribute to processes for prioritising restoration/recovery projects,
particularly at a regional/local level.

5.1.3  Modelling potential future MNG demand

The T&F notes the large uncertainties in seeking to model future demand for MNG given uncertainties concerning
the scale and location of future development activity, uncertainties in the spatial extent and intensity of residual
impacts from development projects and uncertainties concerning MNG policy and how gains and losses might be
assessed. Necessarily many assumptions have needed to be made, including assumptions concerning MNG policy,
which have not yet been defined by Defra. The estimates provided should therefore be considered as initial
estimates which indicate a potential ‘order of magnitude’ scale of future demand for MNG in the period to 2050. It
is hoped that projects such as The Crown Estate’s Whole of Seabed programme can build upon the model and
assumptions developed in this study.

While the analysis undertaken can only be seen as indicative, it suggests that the possible levels of future MNG
demand for subtidal habitat restoration/recovery in the period to 2050 represent less than 0.1% of the current
area of subtidal habitat in English waters. The analysis therefore suggests that demand for subtidal MNG habitat
measures could be met, particularly given that recovery measures are already being implemented across much of
our MPA network which occupies 38% of UK waters®.

The T&F Group note that while EIAs, Environmental Statements' and wider environmental assessments typically
include information that enables the direct loss/change of habitat and impacts to mobile species groups to be
assessed, they tend to be qualitative and generally lack quantified information on the spatial extent and intensity
of disturbance to habitats or species impacts. Even where tools exist, such as to assess seabird collision risk
mortality, there is a lack of scientific consensus on the accuracy of such tools, resulting in high levels of

o https://incc.gov.uk/our-work/uk-marine-protected-area-network-statistics /

10 The EIA process is an assessment of the potential significant environmental effects of a proposal. An Environmental
Statement (ES) is the report on the EIA for a defined development project. It identifies the significant environmental
effects of the scheme in the aspects set out in the EIA Regulations.

’/3) Delivery Options for Strategic Marine Net Gain 27
@ Task and Finish Group Final Report


https://jncc.gov.uk/our-work/uk-marine-protected-area-network-statistics/

uncertainty about actual impacts (Cook & Masden, 2019"; Searle et al., 2023'?). Similarly, methods to assess the
ecological consequences of disturbance are in their infancy and assessments using such tools are subject to high
levels of uncertainty (e.g., Keen et al., 2021%). Despite progress in developing such tools, impact estimates form
such tools will remain very uncertain for the foreseeable future. Should MNG policy seek to include wider aspects
of project residual impacts such as habitat disturbance or species disturbance and mortality, it will be important
that the implementation framework recognises the likely limitations of evidence within EIAs/environmental
assessments. Such uncertainty will need to be taken into account in the design of MNG decision-making
frameworks to ensure that the system is workable.

The T&F Group recognise that there is very limited opportunity to recreate subtidal habitats in the marine
environment. Some examples might include placement of hard substrate or structures to create reefs, but such
interventions inevitably result in the loss of the pre-existing substrate and may not be desirable from an
ecological perspective. While the removal of seabed infrastructure as part of decommissioning projects could
facilitate restoration of underlying seabed substrates, the scale of such decommissioning activities on the seabed
is and will remain small relative to the potential impacts from new development in the period to 2050.

In order to facilitate SMNG for subtidal habitats, it may be necessary for any MNG regime to provide for pressure
reduction measures on subtidal habitat, however, the outcomes should be related to SMNG targets. Such options
would appear to be feasible based on indicative potential demand for MNG and the potential supply of
interventions, depending on policy decisions by government about the scope for trading across habitats within
any MNG regime. However, as there is limited scope for marine industries to reduce disturbance of marine
habitats from their own activities, pressure reduction measures involving other marine sectors (such as fisheries)
could only be pursued as part of a strategic approach led by government. These should be important
considerations for the design of any system of MNG.

The analysis suggests that the calculated potential demand for intertidal habitat (over 1,000 ha intertidal
sediment and 1,000 ha saltmarsh nationally per decade) may be a significant overestimate. It is considered that a
more realistic estimate of potential demand (less than half of the above estimates, based on the contractor’s
experience) could be met from the current/future supply of intertidal habitat creation/restoration and
enhancement opportunities, particularly given the recent upsurge in interest in coastal restoration projects.

Given the lack of robust quantitative evidence on species impacts, it has not been possible within the constraints
of this study to develop quantitative assessments of residual impact on species or potential MNG demand. Rather,
the analysis has sought to identify the number of projects within marine plan regions over different time periods
that might give rise to an MNG requirement. This analysis indicates that MNG measures for mobile species could
be required in all marine plan regions in the period to 2050. Given that many of the mobile features that will be
affected are afforded site-based protection due to their association with MPAs, it is likely that some of the residual
impacts will be addressed under the Habitats Regulations and Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, with demand
for net gain on top of these other statutory requirements.

5.2 Recommendations from the T&F Group

Based on the information received through the calls for evidence from a wide range of stakeholders and the
experience and knowledge within the T&F Group, the Group makes the following recommendations. These
recommendations are England-focused, but there will be many opportunities to use the delivery of SMNG targets

11 Cook, A.S.C.P. & Masden, E.A., 2019. Chapter 5: Modelling collision risk and predicting population level consequences.
In: Perrow, M.R. (ed) (2019). Wildlife and Windfarms, Conflicts and Solutions Volume 4 Offshore: Monitoring and
Mitigation. Pelagic Publishing, Exeter, UK.

12 Searle, K.R., O'Brien, S.H., Jones, E.L., Cook, A.S.C.P., Trinder, M.N., McGregor, R.M., Donovan, C., McCluskie, A., Daunt, F.,
Butler, A., 2023. A framework for improving treatment of uncertainty in offshore wind assessments for protected
marine birds, ICES Journal of Marine Science, 2023, fsad025, https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsad025

3 Keen, K.A., Beltran, R.S,, Pirotta, E., Costa, D.P., 2021 Emerging themes in Population Consequences of Disturbance
models. Proc. R. Soc. B 288: 20210325. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2021.0325
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to develop good practice which can be shared with the devolved administrations. Recommendations set out with
no order of priority:

Recommendation 1 - recognising the need to address the marine biodiversity crisis, a statutory system of MNG
should be implemented as soon as possible.

Recommendation 2 - a national /UK online restoration platform of marine restoration and recovery projects
should be established and maintained building on the evidence database created in this study.

Recommendation 3 - where restoration and recovery projects are being progressed, the project promoters
should ensure that they suitably plan for, collect and disseminate evidence on their effectiveness in achieving
desired environmental objectives, in a demonstrable way, with some kind of measurement of success, including
submission of outcomes to the national /UK restoration platform.

Recommendation 4 - any system of MNG must recognise that many marine restoration and recovery projects
activities are of an innovative nature with significant uncertainties surrounding delivery outcomes. Such delivery
risks will need to be managed within any MNG decision-making framework. Consideration should be given to how
such risks might be managed to provide developers with sufficient confidence to invest in innovative restoration
and recovery projects.

Recommendation 5 - recognising the multiplicity of challenges reported by existing restoration and recovery
projects, we recommend that some specific case studies are developed to review the outcomes of projects, to
better understand blockers and constraints and how they might be overcome, and to identify enablers that may
facilitate future projects. Monitoring data from these projects should be publicly available to further learning for
restoration and recovery projects.

Recommendation 6 - planning and implementation of SMNG should be undertaken at the level of regional
marine plans, ensuring adequate input from local stakeholders to identify restoration/recovery priorities. A pilot
project should be progressed to develop and test options for SMNG implementation, for example East Marine Plan
or Celtic Sea. This might usefully help to identify relevant stakeholders, options for identifying priorities, how a
regional SMNG programme could contribute to Good Environmental Status (GES) targets and national marine
recovery priorities and the T&F Group SMNG targets. The regional impact of MNG should be reviewed and
reported on at appropriate intervals.

Recommendation 7 - strategic marine planning should take account of space needs for MNG interventions. This
might usefully build on the work of the first T&F Group report on strategic targets as well as initiatives such as
ReMeMaRe and MaRePo and incorporated within MSPri and The Crown Estate’s Whole of Seabed programme and
adapted over time as MNG requirements and priorities become clearer.

Recommendation 8 - where SMNG targets overlap with activities such as coastal flood risk management,
interventions should be co-ordinated to ensure they match SMP requirements so that MNG can incorporate the
broader objectives of mitigating effects of climate change.

Recommendation 9 - the assumptions used in the model for estimating future MNG demand should be refined
over time as better evidence emerges. This will provide greater confidence in the overall and regional estimates of
future MNG demand. This work could be built upon by The Crown Estate’s Whole of Seabed programme.

Recommendation 10 - SMNG should encompass residual impacts beyond simply the footprint of physical
development. In particular, SMNG might usefully include indirect impacts to habitats such as permanent and
temporary disturbance as well as impacts to species groups (e.g., mortality, permanent and temporary
disturbance). However, if these additional elements are to be incorporated within SMNG, the decision-making
framework will need to address how the greater levels of uncertainty associated with the assessment of these
residual impacts will be taken into account in decision-making.

Recommendation 11 - consideration of approaches to quantifying residual impacts of developments should be
based on information contained within project environmental assessments; any requirement for additional
assessment evidence should be clear and justifiable, and should not create an onerous new burden on developers.
While the development and application of better tools to reliably quantify impacts is to be encouraged,

’/3) Delivery Options for Strategic Marine Net Gain 29
@ Task and Finish Group Final Report



particularly for species impacts, it is recognised that these are only likely to be of assistance in the longer term.
For the time being decision-making in relation to SMNG will need to take account of existing available evidence
and the inherent uncertainties in estimates of residual impact.

Recommendation 12 - case studies should be commissioned to examine the level of detail in environmental
assessments across different marine sectors on direct and indirect impacts and the uncertainties pertaining to
that information. This will help increase understanding of the limitations of such information and consideration of
how attendant uncertainties might need to be taken into account within a system of SMNG.

Recommendation 13 - due to the variety of different types of industry activities that take place in the marine
environment, it might be necessary to consider different SMNG systems for different groups of activities.

Recommendation 14 - any system of SMNG should enable developers to contribute broadly to marine recovery
priorities across all relevant ecosystem elements, including both habitats and species. The system of SMNG should
seek to avoid creating significant imbalances between what is impacted and what is delivered through SMNG. The
T&F Group has emphasised that delivery of strategic targets should be based on an understanding of ecosystem
requirements. This could either be managed at project level or at a more strategic level, depending on policy
decisions about MNG. Further work is needed to understand the most appropriate measures which SMNG can
contribute towards assisting in nature’s recovery and to fill in evidence gaps identified during the second call for
evidence, particularly surrounding species.

Recommendation 15 - research and development (R&D) should form a component of any system of MNG. This
could be funded through developer contributions as part of a strategic approach to MNG. Risks associated with
novel interventions should be managed by government within a wider portfolio of SMNG interventions to ensure
an overall net gain is achieved and maintained from marine developments.

Recommendation 16 - a contributions-based approach should form part of any system of SMNG. This will
facilitate funding of pressure reduction/removal projects that cannot be delivered by industry, enable pooling of
resources to deliver larger scale gains, and enable investment in innovation which is essential to support broader
marine recovery.

Recommendation 17 - any contributions-based approach should be sufficiently flexible to enable developers to
deliver their own MNG projects, however where possible they should look to contribute to wider delivery of
agreed conservation targets.

Recommendation 18 - a contributions-based approach should be transparent so that industry contributions can
be identified with specific restoration/recovery projects to enable developers to report on their own biodiversity
targets and disclose information as part of sustainability reporting requirements.

The recommendations identified above have been based on internal discussion within the T&F Group and from
stakeholder views collated during the calls for evidence. They are presented as recommendations to support the
further discussions on the topic of MNG, which may help inform Defra in the development of MNG policy and help
identify activities for further work from the T&F Group.

A number of suggestions for next steps have been identified by the T&F Group to continue developing the
thinking on SMNG. Such next steps reflect the position of continuing development of MNG policy and could
include:

e Investigating the information gaps identified in second call for evidence;
e Exploring different pressure reduction pathways that could be used towards delivering MNG;

e Actively supporting and contributing towards ongoing work by T&F Group partners, such as Natural
England’s evidence building projects on MaRePo+ and exploring MNG assessment frameworks;

e Assessing options for a contributions-based approach to SMNG through a series of case studies or
scenario testing;
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e Further assessing the tools available to developers and exploring ways of streamlining possible SMNG
systems; or

e Identifying any additional key research and development priorities to support development of a MNG
policy.

The next steps for the T&F Group are to discuss and agree which of these areas should be taken forward by the
Group.

6. Abbreviations/Acronyms

ABPmer ABP Marine Environmental Research Ltd
BAP Biodiversity Action Plan
BESS British Energy Security Strategy
BNG Biodiversity Net Gain
CEMPs Coastal, Estuary and Marine Partnerships
CMS Communications and Management of Sustainability
COP15 15th Conference of the Parties to the UN Convention on Biological Diversity
CoOwsC Collaboration on Offshore Wind Strategic Compensation
CPN Coastal Partnerships Network
Defra Department of Environment Food and Rural Affairs
DCO Development Consent Order
EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone
EIA Environmental Impact Assessment
eNGO Environmental Non-Governmental Organisation
ES Environmental Statement
GES Good Environmental Status
HPAI Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza
HRA Habitat Regulation Assessment
JNCC Joint Nature Conservation Committee
LinkedIn Business Social Networking Web Site
LNRS Local Nature Recovery Strategy
MBA Marine Biological Association
MaRePo Marine Restoration Potential
MaRePo+ Marine Restoration Potential Phase 2
@ Delivery Opti_ons for Stra_tegic Marine Net Gain
Task and Finish Group Final Report

31



MMO

Marine Management Organisation

mNCEA Marine Natural Capital and Ecosystem Assessment
MNG Marine Net Gain
MPA Marine Protected Areas
MRF Marine Recovery Fund
MSPri Marine Spatial Prioritisation
NG Net Gain
NGO Non-Governmental Organisation
OSPAR Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic
ReMEDIES LIFE Recreation ReMEDIES
ReMeMaRe Restore Meadows, Marshes and Reefs
RSPB Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
RUK RenewableUK
SMEEF Scottish Marine Environmental Enhancement Fund
SMNG Strategic Marine NET Gain
SMP Shoreline Management Policy
SNCBs Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies
SSE SSE Energy Plc
SUDG Seabed User Development Group
T&F Task and Finish
TWT The Wildlife Trusts
UK United Kingdom
UKMPG UK Major Ports Group
UKMS United Kingdom Marine Strategy
WEFD Water Framework Directive
WWF World Wildlife Fund
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Appendices

Appendix A. Summary of Policy Initiatives Relevant to Marine Net Gain

A.1  MNG policy development

A.1.1  Consultation on MNG principles, Defra

MNG is an initiative created as part of the Defra 25-year environment plan aiming to achieve a net increase in
biodiversity during offshore development projects. It is an approach to development that aims to leave the
natural environment in a measurably better state than beforehand.

The MNG consultation set out the principles of net gain policy for the marine environment in England and
development within it (Defra, 2022a™). It sought views from stakeholders at all levels including UK government
representatives, marine industries, recreational marine users, NGOs, conservationists, academics and coastal
communities. The consultation aimed to use responses from stakeholders to shape policy, legislation, guidance
and delivery plans, which will aid in translating net gain aims into a defined approach. This is to ensure net gain
initiatives provide maximum environmental and socioeconomic benefit.

Key elements of the consultation included:
e Whether MNG should include species as well as habitats;

e The extent to which MNG might include wider environmental benefits in addition to biodiversity
benefits;

e The treatment of uncertain positive MNG benefits;

e The approach to defining MNG requirements including the option of a contributions-based approach;
e The scope of projects to which MNG applies;

e The extent to which MNG should be mandatory;

e Adopting a strategic approach to MNG delivery; and

e Delivery of MNG in designated sites.

A summary of consultation responses was published in March 2023,

A.1.2  Consultation on Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) Regulations and Implementation, Defra

BNG is a UK government initiative which aims to increase biodiversity during terrestrial and intertidal
development. It will achieve this by requiring developers to mitigate the impacts of development projects by
investing in habitat restoration/protection/realignment.

14 Defra. (2022a). Consultation on the principles of Marine Net Gain. Policy paper. June 2022. Online. Available at:
defra.gov.uk [Accessed 01/02/23]

1s Defra. (2023a) Consultation outcome: Summary of responses. Updated 21 March 2023. Available here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/consultation-on-the-principles-of-marine-net-
gain/outcome/summary-of-responses
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This initiative has produced assessment tools to quantify ecological value of habitats (Natural England, 20221).
This quantification of biodiversity provides a clear, universal assessment of potential impacts of habitat
development and how reduction/restoration/protection/mitigation strategies could be used to achieve BNG.

A consultation on BNG (Defra, 2022b"") set out the practical and legal implementation details of the new BNG
requirement for development, including the intertidal environment. It sought views from stakeholders at all
levels. This was to ensure mandatory BNG delivers positive outcomes for biodiversity, creates better spaces for
local communities and creates an easy to implement process for developers. The Government published its
response to the consultation in February 2023'® and BNG is due to be implemented from January 2024.

A.2 MNG assessment frameworks

A.2.1 Exploration of options for evaluating gains and losses for Marine Net Gain, Natural England

Natural England is commissioning work to collaboratively look at mechanisms for measuring and comparing
marine biodiversity losses and gains, to underpin MNG policy. Working with partners and stakeholders, the
project will assess what factors could form the basis for valuing marine habitats and species and linking to
outcomes, to calculate whether gains outweigh impacts.

A.2.2 Marine Net Gain - Sector Analysis

Defra commissioned initial research into a contributions-based approach to MNG (ABPmer & eftec, 20225). This
work identified that a contributions-based approach could work across marine industries but recognised that
simple financial metrics lacked a clear linkage to residual environmental damage from development projects. The
report recommended that any contributions-based approach should incorporate an environmental component
which seeks to reflect the relative residual impact of development projects.

A.2.3  Offshore wind Sector Workshops

RenewableUK and Energy UK are convening a series of industry workshops to explore alternatives to a simple
financial metric which might better reflect the residual environmental impact of a development.

A.2.4 BNG Metric 4.0

Natural England has published a series of iterations of a BNG metric which includes intertidal areas (Natural
England, 2021*). This remains under consultation with stakeholders.

16 Natural England. (2022). Biodiversity Metric 3.1: Auditing and accounting for biodiversity calculation tool: short
guide. Natural England Joint Publication JP039. April 2022.

17 Defra. (2022b). Consultation on Biodiversity Net Gain Regulations and Implementation. January 2022. Policy paper.
Online. Available at: defra.gov.uk. [Accessed: 01/02/23].

18 Defra. (2023b) Consultation outcome: Government response and summary of responses. Updated 21 February 2023.
Available here: https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/consultation-on-biodiversity-net-gain-regulations-
and-implementation/outcome/government-response-and-summary-of-responses

19 Natural England (2021). The Biodiversity Metric 4.0 (JP039). Available here:
https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6049804846366720 [Accessed 12/10/2023].
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A3 Projects supporting MNG application

A.3.1 Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Strategic Net Gain Task and Finish Group

In 2020, marine industries, together with The Wildlife Trusts, RSPB, Natural England, The Crown Estate and
Defra, put forward a successful bid to the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme to develop strategic
targets for marine and intertidal net gain. The Strategic Net Gain Targets Task and Finish Group (T&F Group) was
formed to deliver the work and included:

e Conservation NGOs - The Wildlife Trusts, RSPB

e Seabed User Development Group (SUDG) - Executive Officer and Chair

e Industry representation - Energy UK, RenewableUK (RUK), UK Major Ports Group (UKMPG)
e The Crown Estate

e Statutory bodies - Defra, Natural England

The T&F Group completed its first report in October 20211, setting out a number of strategic targets for marine
and intertidal net gain. These targets were widely consulted on, and well supported by a range of marine
stakeholders. In addition, the T&F Group set out a number of assumptions and recommendations for further
consideration in the development of a policy for MNG.

A.3.2 Defining Marine Irreplaceable Habitats, Natural England

The study has sought to define intertidal and marine irreplaceable habitats, from mean high water out to
England’s Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), through a series of literature reviews, reports and interviews with
experts. The study considers the criteria which would make marine habitats irreplaceable. Consultation with
industry on the criteria took place through a workshop in March 2023. Further work is planned to map marine
irreplaceable habitats in English waters.

A.3.3 Restoring Meadows, Marsh and Reef Initiative (ReMeMaRe), Environment Agency

The Environment Agency-led ReMeMaRe has developed opportunity maps for restoration of some intertidal and
shallow subtidal habitats, including initial mapping of potential for the creation of new seagrass, saltmarsh and
native oyster bed habitats.

A.34 Marine Restoration Potential (MaRePo), Natural England and Offshore Wind Evidence and

Change Programme

The Offshore Wind Evidence and Change programme funded a study to map the potential for restoration of some
of the known threatened and declining marine habitats in English waters as defined by the OSPAR convention.
These include kelp beds, maerl beds, horse mussel beds, native oyster beds, sea-pen burrowing mega-fauna
habitats and subtidal seagrass beds. The work builds on work undertaken by ReMeMaRe. The phase 1 report was
published in September 2023 (Johnson et al, 2023%). Further work is being commissioned through the Offshore
Wind Evidence and Change programme to improve and refine the existing models and develop maps of potential
restoration areas for a wider range of habitats and species in MaRePo+.

20 Johnson, C.E.L., Axelsson, M., Brown, L., Carrigan, K.H.O., Cordingley, A., Elliot, A.L., Downie, A., Gannon, L., Green, B.,
Jones, J., Marsh, M.K., McNie, F., Mills, S.R.A., Wallace, M.N. and Woods, H.]J. (2023) Marine Restoration Potential
(MaRePo). Natural England Research Report JP054.
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A.3.5 What are the benefits of assisted versus natural recovery in the marine environment?

Natural England

The Marine Biological Association of the UK (MBA) caried out a project funded by Natural England to provide an
overview of the advantages and disadvantages of assisted and natural recovery including a cost and benefit
analysis (Tillin et al, 2022%). The analysis reviewed resultant time to recovery, genetic diversity, potential
introduction of invasive and non-native species, and cost of introduction. It also assessed the feasibility of assisted
restoration of marine and coastal habitats and species considered, and summarised the risks, challenges and
uncertainties.

A.3.6  Optimising the benefits of artificial hard structures, Natural England

Natural England has commissioned an evidence-based review of existing literature to guide management
decisions for MPAs and Natural England’s advice on new marine infrastructure. It will collate and assesses
existing available evidence where attempts have been made to maximise the ecological benefit of artificial
substrates. In addition, this project will highlight evidence gaps, suggest how they can be filled and provide a
horizon scan of future infrastructure technologies.

A.3.7 Marine Natural Capital and Ecosystem Assessment (mNCEA) Programme, Defra

The mNCEA is an initiative led by Defra which aims to survey and monitor Defra marine-linked policy areas. This
is to quantify and evaluate ecosystem services provided by these habitats in order to create tools for
environmental decision-making.

A.3.8 The Crown Estate Whole of Seabed Programme

The Crown Estate has commenced pioneering work (‘Whole of Seabed’ programme) to digitally map the seabed
resource needed to meet future demand, enabling the delivery of multiple priorities including net zero and nature
recovery, as well as the enhanced co-ordination of future activities out to 2050.

A4  Relevant wider marine policy

A.4.1  British Energy Security Strategy (BESS) - Offshore Wind Environmental Improvement
Package

Updates to Habitat Regulation Assessments (HRAs) are being implemented by the UK government to increase
offshore wind development while employing BNG measures. This will be achieved by giving the Secretary of State
powers to tailor HRAs where offshore wind is concerned, enabling strategic measures to compensate for impacts
on the marine environment and establishing an industry-funded Marine Recovery Fund (MRF) (UK Government,
2022%).

If an offshore wind farm has significant negative impacts on protected habitats and species, that cannot be
avoided, reduced, or mitigated, developers will be required to take measures to compensate for these impacts.
Windfarm developers can organise their own compensation measures or will be able to contribute to a MRF
(which aims to be operational by late 2023) to discharge compensation obligations.

21 Tillin, H.M., Lubelski, A., Watson, A., Tyler-Walters, H. (2022) What are the benefits of assisted versus natural
recovery? NECR0475. Natural England. Available here:
https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6475990008856576#:~:text=Assisted%20recovery%20appr
oaches%20have%?20clear,services%20and%20goods%20and%20benefits. [Accessed 20/09/2023]

22 UK Government. (2022). Energy Security Bill factsheet: Offshore wind environmental improvement package. UK
government publications. December 2022. Online. Available at: www.gov.uk [Accessed 01/02/23].
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A.4.2  Marine Spatial Prioritisation (MSPri)

The spatial squeeze is a key issue for the future of our seas. Our seas are only going to get busier over the coming
decades and we need to factor in new activities such as the growth of new types of energy (e.g., hydrogen) and
growth within existing industries e.g., aggregates.

That is why for England, Defra have established a cross-government Marine Spatial Prioritisation (MSPri)
programme to build our understanding of future demands, optimise use of our seas, maximise colocation between
all seas users and balance the needs of industries with restoring and protecting the marine environment.

MSPri will engage with marine industries over the next few months to improve understanding of future demands
and identify opportunities for greater colocation and co-existence.

A.4.3 Collaboration on Offshore Wind Strategic Compensation (COWSC)

The COWSC programme is a collaborative governance approach for agreeing strategic compensation measures,
bringing together Government, SNCBs, eNGOs, the offshore wind industry and the devolved administrations.

The purpose of the COWSC is to explore, develop and implement strategic compensation solutions to help enable
an offshore wind industry that deliver on Government ambitions whilst also balancing the UK’s Net Zero ambition
with the need to ensure environmental protection.

COWSC’s objectives are to:

e Define and agree one or more delivery mechanisms for delivering strategic compensation in the UK;

e Explore, define and agree feasible options for compensation measures that can be suitable applied at a
strategic level;

e Develop and undertake UK-wide pilot projects to test compensatory measures in priority areas;
e Monitor, steer and learn from the delivery of the pilot projects; and

e Support the development of a library of ecologically robust and commercially feasible strategic
compensatory measures.

There have been several meetings at each tier of the governance and the terms of references and key definitions
have been agreed.

A.5 Devolved administrations

A.5.1 Draft Scottish Biodiversity Strategy and Delivery Plan

The Scottish Government consulted on its draft Biodiversity Strategy in December 2022. The draft Strategy sets
out a vision, outcomes and 33 priority actions designed to halt and reverse biodiversity loss including in the
marine environment. In August 2023, the Scottish Government published for consultation an updated version of
the draft Strategy together with a proposed five-year delivery plan?. The Bute House Agreement includes a
commitment to passing a new Natural Environment Bill in the current parliament. A key element of the Bill will be
the introduction of legally binding nature restoration targets.

23 Tackling the Nature Emergency - Consultation (www.gov.scot)

2+ https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/strategy-plan/2021/09/scottish-
government-scottish-green-party-shared-policy-programme/documents/scottish-government-scottish-green-party-
shared-policy-programme/scottish-government-scottish-green-party-shared-policy-
programme/govscot%3Adocument/scottish-government-scottish-green-party-shared-policy-programme.pdf
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A.5.2  Scottish Marine Environmental Enhancement Fund (SMEEF)

Managed by a Steering Group with representatives from the Scottish Government, Crown Estate Scotland and
NatureScot, SMEEF facilitates investment in marine restoration projects in Scotland. The fund is supported by
voluntary contributions, largely made by businesses in the marine sector, and grants are allocated on a
competitive basis. One of the targets in the draft Delivery Plan is to increase the funding realised by SMEEF.

A.5.3 Marine Directorate Research Studies to Support Nature Recovery in Scotland’s Marine
Environment

The Marine Directorate of Scottish Government is commissioning research to explore options for the
development of an exchange mechanism that could be used to assess potential marine and coastal enhancement
measures applied across marine ecosystem components so that an overall positive outcome for biodiversity is
achieved from offshore wind developments.

The Marine Directorate is also in the process of commissioning a library of restoration, conservation and
enhancement measures for a range of marine ecosystem components, including but not limited to benthic
habitats, marine mammals, fish, marine birds and the pelagic environment.

A.5.4 Wales - COP15, Biodiversity Deep Dive, Section 6 Duty and the Planning System

Wales is promoting Net Benefit for biodiversity through amendments to planning policy in the light of COP15,
implementation of its Biodiversity Deep Dive recommendations and strengthening of public body duties under
Section 6 of the Environment (Wales) Act. A consultation on these proposed amendments was undertaken in
2023%. The consultation included guidance on achieving a net benefit for biodiversity.

A.6  Example of Developer Initiatives

A.6.1  @rsted Net Positive Impact

@rsted aims to achieve BNG by 2030. Steps to accomplish this include developing tools for measuring biodiversity
impacts offshore, driving international collaboration and investing in projects which protect as well as restore
biodiversity (@rsted, 2023%). Projects currently receiving funding from @rsted include planting seagrass,
saltmarsh as well as introducing native oysters in the Humber estuary, the Essex Native Oyster Restoration
Initiative and creation of Kittiwake compensation nesting sites in Suffolk. @rsted have also partnered with other
large funding organisations including the World Wildlife Fund (WWF), ARK Nature and The Wildlife Trusts to
implement larger scale projects with larger positive impacts.

A.6.2 SSE Positive for the Planet

SSE renewables aims to achieve BNG from 2025. Steps already taken to achieve the 2025 goal include developing
two BNG toolkits to quantify the impact of SSE projects on local biodiversity and development of a 10-point plan
for achieving BNG (SSE, 2022%). This program includes:

e Developing toolkits to enable use globally;

e Developing ‘habitat banks’;

25 https://www.gov.wales/targeted-policy-changes-planning-policy-wales-net-benefit-biodiversity-and-ecosystems-
resilience

26 Orsted. (2023). Building Renewable Energy in Balance with Biodiversity. Online. Available at: orsted.com [Accessed:
01/02/23]

27 SSE. (2022). Positive for the planet, Renewable energy with a Biodiversity Net Gain. November 2022. Online.
Available at: www.sserenewables.com [Accessed 01/02/22].
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e Trailing new approaches for achieving BNG offshore; and

e Engaging with stakeholders by participating in industry forums, contributing to research projects and
leading the BNG working group of the Powering Net Zero Pact, a collaboration of global power sector
companies.

A.6.3  Shell Biodiversity Action Plan

As part of their Respecting Nature goal, Shell has implemented BNG on all new projects from February 20212 . A
process is followed to ensure this is achieved. This begins with screening of potential new projects to determine if
they are located in a ‘critical habitat’. If the habitat is critical, a biodiversity plan is created which sets out the
actions needed following a ‘mitigation hierarchy’. This hierarchy has three levels: avoid development in the
habitat, reduce impact and where there is impact, take steps to achieve net positive (e.g., managed realignment).
Shell has commissioned work to develop an initial draft Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) for the central North Sea,
which has involved engagement with interested stakeholders.

A.6.4 Bp Biodiversity Strategy

As part of their biodiversity strategy, from 2022 onwards, new bp operated projects whose planned activities
have the potential for significant direct impacts on biodiversity will be required to develop net positive impact
action plans for those activities. This requirement will apply to projects across the bp portfolio from oil and gas to
renewables and the action plan will be required to be implemented for as long as the asset is operated by bp. Bp
are currently developing a robust methodology to enable significant direct impacts to be assessed and net
positive impact on biodiversity to be achieved. Delivery options for strategic marine net gain: Analysis of Existing
Recovery and Restoration Projects and Proposals

28 Shell. (2022). Biodiversity. Online. Available at:
https://www.shell.com/sustainability/environment/biodiversity.html [Accessed: 01/02/23].
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Executive Summary

The Task and Finish (T&F) Group, funded by the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme, completed its
first report in October 2021, setting out a number of strategic targets for marine and intertidal net gain. These
targets were widely consulted on, and well supported by a range of marine stakeholders. Building on the
outcomes from the first phase of work, the T&F Group is working to develop potential delivery options for
strategic MNG, with the aim of identifying and agreeing recommendations for more local delivery of strategic net
gain targets.

The first task has been to undertake an analysis of existing recovery and restoration projects and proposals
(including pressure removal /reduction projects) at a national and local level, with consideration of local and
regional priorities and drivers. The outputs presented within this report provide a comprehensive review of
existing initiatives, including innovative or inventive types of initiatives being undertaken which could be
applied to MNG.

The review and the call for evidence identified 709 recovery and restoration projects. In total, restoration
projects targeting 25 types of habitat and species feature were captured within the call for evidence.

The emphasis of the work was with consideration of MNG policy development in England. This resulted in an
underrepresentation of projects within the devolved administrations. This is acknowledged as a limitation
within this report, but as such it is recommended that future work build on the exiting database and develop a
wider understanding of interventions being undertaken within the devolved administrations, to expand on
existing knowledge of restoration, creation and enhancement techniques, and identify innovative methods that
could also be applied to MNG.

Next steps will involve agreeing a suitable basis for determining potential demands for net gain projects
regionally. Alongside this, future work will also need to consider what is needed ecologically within each marine
plan region to facilitate a strategic approach to restoration. Linking of current and future restoration
interventions against existing initiatives, such as Shoreline Management Plans, River Basin Management Plans
and Local Nature Recovery Strategies which have a marine element will be key in order to achieve this.
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1. Introduction

There is increasing recognition of the need for greater action to restore our marine environment in the face of a
continued decline in marine biodiversity. Net gain has been identified as a potentially important mechanism that
can contribute to halting and reversing marine biodiversity loss. From autumn 2023, two years following royal
ascent of the Environment Act, it will be mandatory for all in scope developments in the terrestrial and intertidal
environment to deliver a minimum biodiversity net gain of 10%. Although there is no formal net gain policy as
yet for the marine environment, Government has committed to developing such a policy, and has held a first
consultation on the principles of marine net gain (MNG).

The Task and Finish (T&F) Group, funded by the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme, completed its
first report in October 2021, setting out a number of strategic targets for marine and intertidal net gain. These
targets were widely consulted on, and well supported by a range of marine stakeholders. In addition, the T&F
Group set out a number of assumptions and recommendations for further consideration in the development of a
policy for MNG (The Crown Estate, 2021").

Building on the outcomes from the first phase of work, the T&F Group is now working to develop potential
delivery options for strategic MNG. The aim of this project is to identify and agree recommendations for a more
local delivery of strategic net gain targets for the improvement and recovery/restoration of marine and
intertidal environments, which can be used as a basis for determining net gain targets for marine industry
sectors, including offshore wind. ABPmer has been commissioned to support the work of the T&F Group.

The first task has been to undertake an analysis of existing recovery and restoration projects and proposals
(including pressure removal /reduction projects) at a national and local level, with consideration of local and
regional priorities and drivers. The outputs seek to identify the scale of future development activity at a regional
(marine plan area) level and combine information on potential project impacts and future project development
to establish a potential level of demand for MNG at regional level.

2. Review of existing recovery and restoration projects

An extensive review of existing recovery and restoration projects and proposals (including pressure
removal/reduction projects) was undertaken to capture both national and local level projects. The review
encompassed projects being undertaken across the UK, not just within England, to ensure a comprehensive
review of existing initiatives which could be applied to MNG, including innovative or inventive types of
initiatives being undertaken within devolved administrations, not captured within England, which could be
applied to MNG.

Relevant projects identified as part to the review were collated in a standardised manner within a searchable
Excel database (Appendix B). As well as specific recovery and restoration projects/proposals the review also
collated information on existing policy-led development initiatives. Information recorded for each project/
initiative, where available, included:

t The Crown Estate. 2021. Strategic Net Gain Task and Finish Group, Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme,
Strategic Net Gain Targets for Coastal and Marine Environments. Online. Available here:
https://www.marinedataexchange.co.uk/details/3513/2021-strategic-net-gain-task-and-finish-group-offshore-
wind-evidence-and-change-programme-strategic-net-gain-targets-for-coastal-and-marine-environments /summary
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e Project name

e Project description

e Location

e Site coordinates

e Site area (ha)

e Project type (Creation; Restoration; Enhancement; Pressure removal)
e Project status (Planned; Underway; Complete)

e Project start date

e Project end date (if applicable)

e Target marine features

e Keydrivers (Project mitigation/compensation; Management authority actions within MPAs;
Management authority actions outside of MPAs; Voluntary initiative; Research; Other (please specify))

e Links to regional/local priorities

e Lead organisation (overall project lead)
e Delivery organisation(s)

e Funding partner(s)

e Total project cost (or predicted cost)

e Delivery cost

e Monitoring and maintenance costs

e Project outcomes (or expected outcomes)
e Monitoring and evaluation

e (Criteria used to measure success

e Source

e Additional information

Sources of information collated on each project were also recorded as well as any supplementary information.
The list of projects included in this review is not exhaustive and it is acknowledged that there are likely others in
various development stages or planned that potentially were not captured as part of this study.

2.1 Call for evidence

To help supplement the initial review, a call for evidence was launched on 28 February 2023. This was
publicised at Coastal Futures, through CMS news and via LinkedIn, and ran for three weeks. The call for evidence
was hosted using SurveyMonkey and required respondents to provide the above listed data through a link to the
evidence database.

Respondents were also invited to complete a brief questionnaire aiming to gain a broader view on potential
delivery options for strategic marine and intertidal net gain. The questionnaire also contained the following five
questions:
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3.

3.1

Thinking about completed projects that you are familiar with, how successful was the evaluation
process and what lessons were learnt as part of the evaluation?;

What were the key challenges for project delivery and how were they overcome?;

Can you suggest additional metrics/indicators not already being used which you consider would be
useful to measure the success of intertidal and marine restoration/ recovery projects?;

Strategic targets will need to consider appropriate spatial scales. Do you agree that marine plan level
could be an appropriate scale for marine Net Gain?; and

Would you be happy for the T&F Group to contact you further regarding the information you have
provided?

Results

Existing recovery and restoration projects

The initial review and the call for evidence identified 709 restoration projects. Figure 1 shows the number of
initiatives for the UK and for each devolved administration.

Of the 709 projects identified, 674 were being, or had been, undertaken within England. The database therefore
underrepresents measures outside of England with very few initiatives being recorded from Northern Ireland,
Scotland or Wales and only single projects identified from the Channel Islands and the Isle of Man. It is
acknowledged that the emphasis of this work is with consideration of MNG, which is an English policy, and has
led to underrepresentation within the devolved administrations. As a result, comparative analysis has focused
only on projects identified within England and has not been undertaken between countries, and no comparison
can be made using the data collected from respondents. However, the importance of cross-boundary projects,
especially in areas such as the Severn Estuary, Solway Firth and Dee Estuary is recognised.
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Figure 1. The number of restoration initiatives identified across the UK and devolved administrations
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Five main drivers of relevant recovery, restoration and pressure reduction/ removal projects were identified as
part of the call to evidence and were predetermined for stakeholders to best assign to their project, namely:

e Actions taken by developers to offset impacts from development projects (including compensatory
measures under Birds & Habitats Directives, Measures of Equivalent Environmental Benefit (MEEB)
under Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (MCAA) or voluntary measures taken by developers to
address stakeholder objections or deliver company sustainability commitments);

e Actions determined by management authorities (e.g., Defra, Marine Management Organisation (MMO),
Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCBs), Environment Agency (EA), harbour authorities with
conservation remit) to support achievement of conservation objectives within MPAs;

e Actions determined by management authorities to support achievement of conservation goals outside
of MPAs (e.g., Sussex Kelp Restoration Project; Restoring Meadow, Marsh and Reef (ReMeMaRe),
Unlocking the Severn);

e Voluntary actions by Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs), industry and local communities to
restore and recover the marine environment (e.g., Project Seagrass, Solent Oyster Restoration Project);

e Socio-economic; and

e Research projects (e.g.,, ReMEDIES, Milford Haven Native Oyster Project, Stronger Shores (Flood and
Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme).

Table 1 shows the number of projects identified for each of the key project drivers listed above. Stakeholders
were also given the opportunity to select ‘Other’ and specify their project driver. In all such cases (12 projects)
the driver for the project was given as ‘socio-economic’ such as enhancing or restoring habitats to support local
tourism or fisheries. The predominant driver for relevant interventions were management authority actions
associated with MPAs, all of which were related to pressure reduction measures. Voluntary initiatives were the
second highest project driver. In most cases these were related to the restoration or creation of saltmarsh,
seagrass or native oysters.

Table 1. Number of projects identified for each key project driver

Project driver Number of projects
Project mitigation/ compensation 21

Management authority action within MPAs 471

Management authority action outside MPAs 46

Voluntary action 61

Research 33

Other - Socio-economic 12

Unspecified 65
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In total, restoration projects targeting 25 types of habitat and species feature were captured within the call for
evidence. These are listed in Table 2. Figure 2 shows the number of initiatives and the target habitat and species
features for England, noting that some projects targeted more than one habitat or species feature. Due to the
number of target features identified an ‘Other category’ was created to facilitate mapping.

This category is formed of:

e Artificial reef

e Artificial pools

e Kelp

e Subtidal mud

e Subtidal rock

e Supralittoral sand

e Reedbed

e Sand dunes

e Submarine structures made by leaking gases
e Transitional grassland
e Vegetated shingle

Subsequently, to assess the spatial distribution of existing restoration initiatives each project was mapped
against each marine plan region. Figure 3 shows the spatial distribution of each target marine feature by marine
plan region.

Table 2. Types of habitat and species features targeted by restoration initiatives

Habitat and species features

Artificial pools Reedbed Subtidal mud
Artificial reef Reef Subtidal rock
Kelp Saltmarsh Subtidal sand
Lagoon Sand dunes Supralittoral sand
Marine fish Sea caves Transitional grassland
Marine mammals Seabirds Vegetated shingle
Migratory fish Seagrass Submarine structures made by
Mudflat Shellfish leaking gases
Native oyster Subtidal gravel
@ Delivery Options for Strategic Marine Net Gain 8
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Figure 2. Summary of project target features for English interventions

Overall, measures which targeted shellfish? had the highest number of initiatives across the UK (Figure 2),
generally linked to protected areas and pressure reduction measures, in particular in the East and North West
marine plan regions (Figure 3.). Saltmarsh was the second highest target feature across the England. Initiatives
to restore or enhance saltmarsh occurred within most marine plan regions but most frequently within the South
and South East regions.

2 Pressure reduction interventions generally related to MPA measures in England or to measures delivered via a
statutory mechanism e.g., fisheries byelaws (MMO, Inshore Fisheries Conservation Authority (IFCA)).
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Figure 3. Target habitat or species for restoration and recovery projects by marine plan region
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There were few projects identified targeting species such as marine mammals or migratory fish. The majority of
projects targeting marine or migratory fish species were management authority actions. However, some
voluntary initiatives were identified including the Sturgeon habitat restoration project, the River Trent and the
Avon Severn eel pass projects, and the Culter dam fish pass that aims to aid the migration of salmon and sea
trout. It is recognised that there are many additional projects and measures for migratory fish in rivers (e.g.,
installation of fish passes, gravel cleaning etc) but these have not been included in the database as they are
beyond the geographical scope of our study.

Of the six projects focused on marine mammals, four were associated with management authority actions within
MPAs. However, two research related projects were identified, namely the Greater Thames Seal Working Group
and the Scottish Marine Animal Stranding Scheme.

The East marine plan region recorded the highest number of all types of restoration interventions, with the
South the second highest (Figure 4). Very few projects were recorded from the Channel Islands, Isle of Man,
Northern Ireland, Scotland or Wales for the reasons discussed above.
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Figure 4. Number of interventions by marine plan region

Four key types of intervention were identified: creation, restoration, enhancement of habitats and/or species, or
pressure reduction initiatives. To assess the spatial extent of existing restoration projects the distribution of
each type of initiative was mapped against each marine plan region (Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Project type by marine plan region
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Seventy percent of all interventions identified were pressure removal projects. These pressure reduction
interventions generally related to MPA measures in England or to measures delivered via a statutory mechanism
(MMO, IFCAs). Similar data for Wales and Scotland was not captured in the database, due to the English remit of
MNG policy.

The majority of pressure removal projects were associated with measures to protect shellfish stocks (i.e., IFCA
fishing byelaws). There were few projects specifically targeting pressure reduction interventions on subtidal
features, such as subtidal sand, gravel and mud, however it is acknowledged that any pressure reduction
measures to protect shellfish stock will by default also provide protection for habitats in associated areas, by
reducing bottom pressure. As a result, an assessment was undertaken to overlay areas subject to fisheries or
MPA measures with EUNIS level 3 habitat classifications to assess the areas of subtidal mud, subtidal sand and
subtidal gravel which receive de facto protection as a result of such pressure reduction measures. In total 15,034
km? of subtidal sediment benefit from pressure reduction as a result of fisheries or MPA measures, 87 % of
which is located within the East marine plan region (Table 3). Subtidal sand receives the greatest protection by
area across all marine plan regions, with subtidal mud the lowest, equating to 3.7 % of the total area.

Table 3. Area of subtidal mud, sand and gravel (km?) covered by fisheries or MPA measures within each
marine plan region

Marine plan region Subtidal mud Subtidal sand Subtidal gravel Total
(A5.1) (A5.2) (A5.1)

South West % 218 507 825
North West 356 8 0.5 364
North East 10 150 64 224
East 13 9,661 3,401 13,076
South East 52 55 36 143
South 26 112 265 402
Total 557 10,204 4,273 15,034

All MPA and IFCA byelaws to reduce pressure on shellfish are delivered via statutory mechanisms, therefore
consideration was also given to identify the number of shellfish measures which were delivered under
alternative drivers, for example voluntary measures. However, of the 177 identified shellfish projects only one
was not associated with a management authority action, which was the North West Wildlife Trusts Cumbrian
Creel Project3, classified as a voluntary action undertaken by an NGO.

Other target features which were the focus of pressure removal activities included kelp, marine fish, marine
mammals, migratory fish, mudflat, native oyster, reef, seabirds, seagrass, submarine structures made by leaking
gases, subtidal habitats including gravel, mud, rock and sand and saltmarsh. Of those, listed reef features has the
second highest number of pressure removal related projects, similarly these were all linked to management
authority actions (Figure 6).

3 North West Wildlife Trust Cumbrian Creel Project: https://www.livingseasnw.org.uk/what-we-do/marine-
conservation-projects/creel-project
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Figure 6. Target habitat or species features by project type

Of the remaining interventions, habitat creation projects accounted for 19 % of those identified, restoration 9 %
and enhancement 2 %. The majority of habitat creation projects had been undertaken, or were underway, within
the South East and South marine plan regions. Of the habitat creation projects identified, saltmarsh creation
accounted for 51 % of interventions.

To assess the number of projects which have been undertaken to date and the potential supply of ongoing/
planned projects, the spatial distribution of restoration interventions by project status (completed, planned,
underway) was mapped against each marine plan region (Figure 7).

Seventy-six of the 709 projects (11 %) had been completed at the time of the call for evidence (March 2023), the
majority of which had been undertaken within the South East (40 %), East (16 %) and South (14%) marine plan
regions. The majority of projects, 544 of the 709 (77 %), are currently underway, the highest number of which
were within the North West marine plan region.
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Figure 7.Status (completed, underway or planned) of restoration and recovery projects by marine plan
region

A large proportion of interventions underway are associated with management authority measures within MPAs
(Table 4, Figure 8). Sixty-two projects are currently underway, excluding MPA management measures, for
predominantly voluntary or research interventions. Only 13 planned, future, projects were identified during the
call for evidence.

Table 4. Status of projects for each project driver

Main project driver Completed Underway Planned Unspecified
Management authority action within MPAs 1 470 0 0
Management authority action outside MPAs 34 2 4 6

Project mitigation/ compensation 16 2 2 1

Voluntary action 14 35 2 10
Research 5 21 5 2

Other - Socio-economic 6 2 0 4
Unspecified - - - 65
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Figure 8. Relative percentage contribution of key project drivers to completed, underway or planned
projects.

Table 5 provides a breakdown of the number of projects, completed, underway and planned, for each target
habitat and species feature, noting that some projects target multiple features. A separate assessment was also
considered which excluded MPA measures to assess the supply of habitat restoration interventions. For projects
currently underway, excluding MPA measures, the three predominant target habitats were saltmarsh, seagrass
and native oyster, which accounted for 68 % of interventions. Other target features included artificial pools,
marine mammals, mudflat, sand dunes and seabirds, among others. Of the planned, future projects which have
not yet started, the majority of projects (74 %) aim to target mudflat, saltmarsh and seabirds.
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Table 5. Number of projects, completed, planned or underway, for each target feature

Row Labels Completed Underway Underway Planned Unspecified
(excluding MPA
measures)
Artificial pools 3 4 4
Artificial reef 3 1 1 1
Kelp 2 2 1
Lagoon 18 12
Marine fish 12 1 1
Marine mammals 6 4
Migratory fish 3 10 1 2
Mudflat 30 8 3 5 16
Native oyster 2 20 13 1 8
Reedbed 3 1
Reef 65 1
Saltmarsh 52 26 21 5 53
Sand dunes 4 3 3
Sea caves 12
Seabirds 1 23 4 4 4
Seagrass 1 54 14 1 8
Shellfish 175 1
Submarine structures 1

made by leaking gases

Subtidal gravel 15
Subtidal mud 12
Subtidal rock 7
Subtidal sand 27 1
Supralittoral sand 3
Transitional grassland 8 1 6
Vegetated shingle 1 1
Total 131 484 71 19 115

Data on the spatial extent of habitat interventions is largely missing from the call for evidence data, however,
data were provided for 138 projects which were either completed or underway, excluding MPA management
projects, which were discussed separately above. A number of projects aimed to restore/ create multiple habitat
or species features within the same site, where this was the case, it was assumed that the area of each habitat
restored/ created was equal for the purposes of the assessment.
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In total, 25,113 ha of habitat restoration/ creation/ pressure reduction were identified, the large majority of
which, 20,400 ha, was associated with the Sussex Kelp Recovery Project, a marine rewilding project aiming to
restore kelp forests through pressure reduction measures by introducing a new bylaw preventing trawling
within 4 km of the coastline to allow natural regeneration (Table 6). The second largest project was the
Alkborough managed realignment project, which created a total of 307 ha of saltmarsh, mudflat and reedbed
habitat.

In terms of both the number of creation and/ or restoration projects, and the total area restored/ created,
saltmarsh, mudflat and lagoon habitats were the highest targeted features. However, in terms of average area
restored per project, sand dune and native oyster projects on average restored the largest areas of habitat, 79.7
ha and 74.2 ha respectively. Overall, on average, habitat creation/ restoration projects created/ restored 20.5 ha
per project.

As a crude extrapolation, based on the identified planned projects this would equate to approximately 205 ha of
habitat restoration/ creation across the 10 future habitat restoration/ creation projects planned to be
undertaken within the East (2), North East (1), North West (1), South (3), South East (1), South West (2) marine
plan regions. The remaining three planned projects are pressure removal projects that aim to reduce impacts to
seabirds at a national level.

Table 6. Area of habitat and species features restored or created by intervention

Number of projects Total area (ha) Average area (ha)

Pressure reduction
Kelp 1 20,400.0 20,400.0
Marine fish 1 267.0 267.0
Sub-total 2 20,667.0 10,333.5
Creation/ restoration
Artificial pools 4 3.7 0.9
Artificial reef 1 1.0 1.0
Lagoon 29 422.2 14.6
Mudflat 48 1,198.3 25.0
Native oyster 6 445.0 74.2
Reedbed 4 206.0 51.5
Saltmarsh 100 1,622.2 16.2
Sand dunes 4 318.7 79.7
Seagrass 5 44.5 8.9
Supralittoral sand 1 0.5 0.5
Transitional grassland 15 183.6 12.2

Sub-total 217 4,445.7 20.5

Total 219 25,112.7 114.7
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3.2 Potential delivery options for strategic MNG

To help supplement the review, four key questions were posed to respondents aiming to gain a broader view on
potential delivery options for strategic marine and intertidal Net Gain. The responses to each question are
summarised below.

3.2.1 How successful was the evaluation process, and what lessons were learnt as part of the

evaluation?

Respondents provided mixed responses to the question, with several noting that their projects had not had a set
evaluation process but had used some arbitrary metrics to measure success, with another also highlighting that
the evidence base for evaluation of success of marine restoration and recovery is still in its infancy. Despite this
many agreed that an end of project evaluation process was key for future learning; for example, identifying not
only successful outcomes but elements or techniques which had been unsuccessful to inform future restoration
efforts and identify different monitoring strategies for future projects.

In addition to ecological data, such as change in habitat type/extent/ function, or species survival etc., some
projects also considered additional evaluation measures including social and financial indicators.

One project noted that although they had a post-project evaluation process, the success of the evaluation and
learnings from the project were limited by the lack of baseline data, i.e., an understanding of the changes
resulting from the project. Appropriate baseline data are therefore required prior to project interventions and
can also be useful to inform the types of metrics used to evaluate project outcomes.

A similar issue was highlighted by another respondent who suggested that current post-project monitoring does
not assess the longer-term outcomes, but that this would be useful to track how the interventions develop over
time and to ensure that interventions result in the intended net gain or project goal. They also noted that, where
appropriate, comparisons of success across different types of marine restoration intervention would be
valuable.

3.2.2  What were the key challenges for project delivery, and how were they overcome?

Marine licensing and insufficient funding were the two main challenges repeatedly noted by respondents, with
60 % of respondents citing challenges with obtaining licencing and 40 % referencing funding as a constraint.

Several respondents noted issues with obtaining the relevant licences to undertake their restoration
interventions, largely due to the cost and complexity of the licencing and consent process. In several cases this
resulted in project delays, impacts to budgets and in some cases prevented certain planned elements of the
projects going ahead, one example of this related to the creation of fish refugia. These issues were particularly
highlighted for projects being undertaken in privately owned areas, cross-boundary sites and designated sites.
One respondent noted that the issues had been repeatedly raised with the relevant authorities, but no
respondents noted how any issues had been resolved.

Funding was another issue noted as a key challenge, which had multiple project impacts. One respondent noted
the limitation with longer-term funding to build resources to achieve long-term ambitions. This was similarly re-
iterated by another that linked the lack of longer-term funding to capacity building to support ongoing
restoration interventions. Furthermore, it was highlighted that funding was often linked to the project lifetime,
which did not enable longer-term monitoring or evaluation of project success or allow for project outcomes to
be shared more widely to support future restoration efforts.

Two additional challenges were also highlighted by respondents:

1. Demonstrating the project benefits/ outcomes due to a gap in robust baseline data; and

2. Building stakeholder interest and support in areas where there are conflicting interests over the use of
space.
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Few respondents identified how their issues had been overcome to enable project delivery, however one
respondent suggested a number of options for overcoming challenges in the context of potential MNG projects in
the future:

1. Funding secured under obligation of the developer to pay for habitat works in order to satisfy net gain
conditions including monitoring to show the delivery of agreed gains.

2. Large scale developments creating potential for strategic, pooled funding for nature recovery, which
could provide more scope for long-term funding security.

3. Using existing tools e.g., the Coastal Concordat to overcome licensing issues and to streamline the
process. For example, the Coastal Concordat could help fast track or prioritise permissions to allow
conservation work in the coastal and marine space.

4. Coordination between all the organisations involved and appointment of a coordination lead role in the
early stages of project development.

5. Adding interim evaluation steps to demonstrate benefits at different stages throughout the project
lifecycle, not just at the end, and using proxy indicators of success where necessary.

6. Development of working groups and engagement with other stakeholders at the earliest possible stage
of any project to enable stakeholder buy in.

3.2.3  Canyou suggest metrics or indicators not already being used which would be useful to

measure the success of intertidal and marine restoration or recovery projects?

[t was noted that the marine environment is inherently difficult to measure and therefore a novel approach to
quantify MNG could be needed.

Multiple respondents noted the potential use of Natural Capital (NC) accounting/ assessment to help measure
project success and assess the wider ecosystem service benefits provided by any interventions at a site, or for
elements of the NC approach to be incorporated into a more specific MNG metric tool. It was suggested that such
a tool could be used to assess the site baseline, undertake an anticipated benefits calculation and then a realised
benefits account to measure the project success. However, it is noted that currently a lack of evidence may
prevent the robust implementation of such an approach.

Additional suggested approaches to monitoring project success were inclusion of eDNA assessment to consider
the wider ecosystem benefits provided by a site e.g., for managed realignment do the interventions at a site
increase fish use? Or the use of Good Environmental Status as defined by the Marine Directive, for which there
are eleven descriptors that describe what the environment will look like when GES has been achieved.

Several respondents also highlighted the need to utilise established methods and data to inform any MNG
approach, e.g., through Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) to establish baselines where data is limited,
and to consider measurements which acknowledge the interconnectivity of marine and coastal environments,
for example, water quality measurements could be useful to explore wider ecosystem improvements created by
projects.

One respondent in particular cautioned the application of the BNG metric for use in MNG, suggesting it was
already challenging when applied in a coastal context.

Few species-specific approaches were suggested within the responses but one focusing on seal disturbance
(including arising from climate change) suggested measures such as bycatch, entanglement, mortality,
phenology shifts and noise impacts on hearing could be built into any assessment on impact.

3.2.4  Strategic targets will need to consider appropriate spatial scales. Do you think that marine

plan level in England could be an appropriate scale for marine Net Gain?

Respondents were asked to select an option and provide a written justification of their response. Figure 9
shows the responses.
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Figure 9.Stakeholder responses to the question: Do you think that marine plan level in England could be an
appropriate scale for marine Net Gain?

Forty-six percent of responses agreed that marine plan level in England could be an appropriate scale for MNG;
31 % disagreed and 23 % were unsure.

For respondents that agreed, justification was given that marine plan regions provided a suitable starting point
for MNG strategic targets but that such targets should also be governed by, and be relevant to, the ecology of the
site to which any such gain is being applied. It was also raised that Offshore Wind Farm (OFW) developments
tend to be grouped within marine plan regions e.g., Celtic Sea sites and those proposed for new floating OFW
within the South West marine plan region. Strategic goals could therefore be tailored around developments
happening within each marine plan region, and ensure MNG is being accounted for across all marine plan
regions and across all developments within a region.

However, given the interconnectedness of the marine environment, it was suggested that a degree of flexibility
may be required, especially for projects in close proximity to marine plan region boundaries e.g., an initiative
just across a boundary may be more appropriate than one hundreds of miles away but still in the same marine
plan area. In addition, it was noted that photo ID and satellite tagging demonstrate that highly mobile marine
species use multiple marine plan regions, so whilst a marine plan region approach may be a good starting point,
it will be necessary to bear in mind that some cross-boundary approaches may be required.

[t was also highlighted that whilst proximity to the site of impact may be needed to ensure gains are delivered
everywhere and not only in the most obvious locations, in some instances delivering gains for specifically
impacted features or species may be more beneficial further afield, but that this should remain an exception.

Several respondents suggested the marine plan regions may be too large, covering huge geographic areas with a
wide variety of habitats/species and different priorities for regions within those areas, and that it may be
challenging to coordinate partners across the regions. It was suggested that spatial scales should be smaller and
should look to collaborate with existing coastal partnerships to identify and fund priority actions. One
respondent also suggested IFCA areas as an alternative and potentially more appropriate scale.

In contrast, some respondents suggested that MNG should consider all English regions and that England's
marine ecosystems need to recover throughout its waters.
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4. Conclusions and recommendations

The initial review and the call for evidence identified 709 projects of which 674 were being, or had been,
undertaken within England.

The emphasis of the work was with consideration of MNG policy development in England. This resulted in an
underrepresentation of projects within the devolved administrations. This is acknowledged as a limitation
within this report, however, was not the focus of the call for evidence, and as a result, comparative analysis
focused only on projects identified within England. It is, however, recommended that future work build on the
exiting database and develop a wider understanding of interventions being undertaken within the devolved
administrations, to expand on existing knowledge of restoration, creation and enhancement techniques, and
identify innovative methods that could also be applied to MNG.

In total, restoration projects targeting 25 types of habitat and species feature were captured within the call for
evidence. Overall, of the projects identified, 70 % were pressure removal projects, linked with management
authority actions delivered via statutory mechanisms, which predominantly focused on targeting shellfish,
particularly in the East and North West marine plan regions. These measures also protect the associated
shellfish habitat. Of the remaining projects, habitat creation interventions accounted for 19 % of those identified,
restoration 9 % and enhancement 2 %. Of the habitat creation projects, saltmarsh creation accounted for 51 %.
Interventions to create or restore saltmarsh occurred within most marine plan regions but most frequently
within the South and South East regions. There were few projects identified targeting species such as marine
mammals and migratory fish and of those the majority of projects were management authority actions.

To assess the potential supply of ongoing/ planned projects the spatial distribution of restoration interventions
by project status was mapped against each marine plan region. Seventy six of the 709 projects had been
completed at the time of the call for evidence (March 2023), with the majority of projects, 544 of the 709,
currently underway. However, a large proportion of interventions underway were associated with management
authority measures within MPAs. Only 62 currently underway were not associated with MPA management
measures and only 13 planned, future, projects were identified during the call for evidence.

For underway projects, excluding MPA measures, the three predominant target habitats were saltmarsh,
seagrass and native oyster, which accounted for 68 % of interventions. Other target features included artificial
pools, marine mammals, mudflat, sand dunes and seabirds. Of the planned, future projects which have not yet
commenced, the majority of projects (74 %) aimed to target mudflat, saltmarsh and seabirds.

One limitation of the current data was that the spatial extent of habitat interventions was largely missing from
the call for evidence data, as a result the analysis has focused on the number of projects identified per marine
plan region. Future work to more accurately map the location and spatial extent of habitat interventions will be
key in order to link ongoing and future restoration with areas of identified potential (such as those identified
through ReMeMaRe) to provide a linkage to the benefits or infer where multiple benefits might occur.

For the 138 projects within the call for evidence where spatial extent data had been provided a total of 25,113
ha of habitat restoration/ creation/ pressure reduction had been undertaken. The large majority, 20,400 ha, was
associated with the Sussex Kelp Recovery Project, aiming to restore Kelp forests through pressure reduction
measures. There were few projects specifically targeting pressure reduction interventions on subtidal features,
however it is acknowledged that any pressure reduction measures, as a result of fisheries or MPA measures, will
by default also provide protection for habitats in associated areas. In total 15,034 km? of subtidal sediment is
subject to pressure reduction as a result of fisheries or MPA measures. Subtidal sand receives the greatest
protection by area across all marine plan regions, with subtidal mud the lowest.

In terms of both the number of creation and/ or restoration projects, and the total area restored/ created,
saltmarsh, mudflat and lagoon habitats were the highest targeted features. Overall, on average, habitat creation/
restoration projects created/ restored 20.5 ha per project. As a crude extrapolation, based on the identified
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planned projects and the average per-project creation/ restoration footprint, currently there are approximately
205 ha of planned habitat restoration/ creation projects, to be undertaken within English waters.

Next steps will involve agreeing a suitable basis for determining potential demands for net gain projects
regionally. Alongside this, future work will also need to consider what is needed ecologically within each marine
plan region to facilitate a strategic approach to restoration. This was outside of the scope of the current work but
could be an important focus for future work through the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme, as
this understanding will be needed to achieve nature recovery and as such is considered as an important next
step. Within this process, the issue of additionality will need to be considered, identifying the demand and needs
that link with current government initiatives and obligations. Marrying this anticipated demand with potential
future supply will also need to be a key consideration. Linking of current and future restoration interventions
against existing initiatives, such as Shoreline Management Plans, River Basin Management Plans and Local
Nature Recovery Strategies which have a marine element will be key in order to achieve this.

The top two challenges to restoration interventions highlighted by respondents were obtaining licences to
undertake their restoration interventions and insufficient funding for the duration of the projects, including
funding to support long-term monitoring and evaluation of success.

[t is recognised that these problems are more widespread and go beyond MNG projects and will therefore need
potential government intervention to ensure environmental targets can be realised. However, a number of
potential options for overcoming these challenges. in the context of potential future MNG projects, were
identified including:

e Securing funding either under obligation of the developer to pay for habitat works in order to satisfy

net gain conditions or through creation of a potential for strategic, pooled funding for nature recovery;

e Using existing tools e.g., the Coastal Concordat to overcome licencing issues and to streamline the
process; and

e (Coordination between all organisations involved and appointment of a coordination lead role in the
early stages of project development.

Further work to review such options and to develop approaches to facilitate restoration interventions within the
remit of MNG will be required.

Alongside all future work, more specific consideration will be needed to consider how, and to what extent,
industry could feasibly contribute towards any identified targets through BNG and MNG.
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5. Abbreviations/Acronyms

BNG Biodiversity Net Gain
CMS Communications and Management of Sustainability
Defra Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
EA Environment Agency
eDNA environmental Deoxyribonucleic Acid
EIA Environmental Impact Assessment
EUNIS European University Information Systems
GDPR General Data Protection Regulation
GES Good Environmental Status
ID Identity
[FCA Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities
Linkedin Business Social Networking Web Site
MCAA Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009
MEEB Measures of Equivalent Environmental Benefit
MMO Marine Management Organisation
MNG Marine Net Gain
MPA Marine Protected Areas
NC Natural Capital
NGO Non-Governmental Organisation
OFW Offshore Wind Farm
ReMEDIES LIFE Recreation ReMEDIES
ReMeMaRe REstore MEadows, MArshes and REefs
RSPB Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
SNCBs Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies
SUDG Seabed User and Developer Group
T&F Task and Finish
UK United Kingdom
@ Delivery Options for Strategic Marine Net Gain
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Appendices

Appendix A. Delivery options for strategic marine net gain: Call for evidence

Preface

Background
A Task and Finish Group has identified a number of strategic targets for marine Net Gain (MNG), that could be

delivered by marine and coastal industries as part of the development process.

The Group comprises SUDG members, The Wildlife Trusts, RSPB, Natural England, The Crown Estate, Defra,
supported by consultants ABPmer. It is made possible through funds provided by The Crown Estate via the
Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme, a unique initiative that enables the gathering of data and
evidence to support the sustainable development of offshore wind in the UK.

The primary aim of the work completed by the Group was to establish how net gain, and therefore funding from
industry, could be targeted towards achieving meaningful and lasting benefits to conservation that would aid
recovery and restoration of marine and coastal environments. The potential for this related to the scale of
potential development by marine industries means that MNG could have a significant role to play in restoration.
Strategic planning to maximise the impact of MNG delivery would be extremely valuable.

Work on identifying strategic targets involved collating evidence on the state of marine and coastal
environments, through formal reporting mechanisms (e.g., the UK Marine Strategy) and consultation with
knowledgeable and experienced stakeholders.

This work was invaluable in identifying where actions are needed, and the results have been used to identify
potential strategic targets which the Group agreed will be of significant value to conservation. It also established
which of these would be achievable within the limits of what industry can deliver, as some aspects, considered
important for creating recovery, can only be delivered through legislation so are beyond the reach of industry.
These potential strategic targets were used as the basis for further consultation to assess the level of agreement
amongst stakeholders that these targets would be beneficial and achievable.

The output of this consultation was a widespread endorsement of the targets. The resulting work is fully
reported here*. An important output of the work is its use by Defra to support the development of marine Net
Gain (MNG) policy.

Request for evidence

The Task and Finish Group is now seeking a better understanding of how best to deliver the identified targets.
While there is considerable experience and understanding on how projects to deliver restoration and recovery
are being planned and delivered locally, it is not yet fully utilised to inform strategic net gain delivery. It was
therefore agreed that gathering this information could be of enormous value in providing recommendations on

the delivery of the strategic targets, further ensuring MNG would be of real significance.

Additionally, examination of potential approaches and funding mechanisms already being used will allow for
exploration of possible delivery approaches for MNG by industry, including partnerships and funding.

+ https://www.marinedataexchange.co.uk/details/3513/2021-strategic-net-gain-task-and-finish-group-offshore-
wind-evidence-and-change-programme-strategic-net-gain-targets-for-coastal-and-marine-environments /summary
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On this basis, the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme has approved funding for further work to
examine existing approaches and gain stakeholders’ views on delivery options for strategic net gain targets. The
outputs of this additional work will formulate recommendations for the delivery of the strategic targets that
could be used by industry to deliver MNG, and by Defra to support their work developing policy and procedures
for marine MNG.

We would therefore be very grateful for your involvement and responses to this call for evidence to ensure we have
the widest understanding possible of what is going on and, in some ways more importantly, how this is being
done and how industry could support these initiatives through their own commitment to delivering MNG.

Peter Barham, Chair, Strategic Targets Task and Finish Group

Review of existing restoration initiatives

The Task and Finish Group has collected evidence to support their understanding of current interventions
relevant to marine and intertidal Net Gain within the UK. This includes existing projects seeking to directly
restore or re-establish habitat and species features, as well as projects that seek to reduce pressures on such
features. The evidence has been collated within a database, linked below.

We would appreciate if you could review and update the data on known projects within the database, and/or
add details on projects not yet captured, to support our knowledge of existing MNG projects and feed into our
wider work aiming to analyse existing recovery and restoration projects and proposals.

Please click the following link to review and update the evidence database:

>> (Go to evidence database <<

Once you have finished, please return to this survey to answer some additional, broader questions on potential
delivery options for marine net gain. In particular, the call for evidence seeks further information on the success
of completed projects, any key challenges and how they were overcome, and any thoughts around indicators
that might be used to assess the success of future projects. There is also a question concerning the geographic
scales over which marine net gain should be addressed.

These additional questions should take approximately five minutes to complete.

s Call for evidence closed May 2023 - Database no longer available.
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Call for evidence database template

Project Name

The name of
the project

Free text

Project

description

Brief description
of the project

Free text

®

Location Site coordinates  Site area (ha)

Project location Coordinates for Total site extent.
central point Please convert
within the project to Ha where
boundary possible or

specify units

Free text Free text Free text

Delivery Options for Strategic Marine Net Gain
Analysis of Existing Recovery and Restoration Projects and Proposals

Project type

Creation/ restoration/
enhancement/
pressure removal*
Please select one from
the drop-down list.
*e.g., removal of;
fishing pressures,
recreational
disturbance etc.

Drop-down list
Creation
Restoration
Enhancement
Pressure removal

Project status

Planned/underway/
complete.

Please select one from the
drop-down list

Drop-down list
Planned
Underway
Complete

27

Project start date

Project start date
or anticipated
start date if not
yet underway

Free text



Project end date (if Target marine Key drivers Links to regional/local Lead Delivery Funding
applicable) features priorities organisation organisation(s) partner(s)
Project end date or Types of habitats/ Key reason for the project being  Are there local/ regional  The overall Organisations Organisations
anticipated end date if species that the undertaken. drivers that have informed lead project  involved in project providing
not yet completed project aims to Please select one from the drop-  your project. If so, what?  organisation delivery in addition finance for the
create/restore/ down list. E.g., Local nature recovery to the lead project/ funding
enhance strategy; local economic organisation mechanisms
plans; industrial strategy
Free text Free text Drop-down list Free text Free text Free text Free text
Project mitigation/compensation
Management authority actions
within MPAs
Management authority actions
outside of MPAs
Voluntary initiative
Research
Other (please specify)
Total project cost Delivery cost Monitoring and Project outcomes (or Monitoring and Criteria used to Source Additional
maintenance costs  expected outcomes) evaluation measure success information
Total project cost or  Costs to deliver the  Costs to monitor and What did the project Types of monitoring/ The Please Please
predicted costif not project maintain the works  achieve, or does it evaluation undertaken metrics/indicators provide a provide any
yet started hope to achieve? to evaluate the used to measure the hyperlink to additional
project success - post useful to measure  the project relevant
project appraisal the success of the  page information
project
Free text Free text Free text Free text Free text Free text Free text Free text
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The following questions look to gain a broader view on potential delivery options for strategic marine and
intertidal Net Gain.

Thinking about completed projects you are familiar with:
Q - How successful was the evaluation process, and what lessons were learnt as part of the evaluation?

Free text response

Q - What were the key challenges for project delivery, and how were they overcome?

Free text response

Q - Can you suggest metrics or indicators not already being used which would be useful to measure the success
of intertidal and marine restoration or recovery projects?

Free text response

Q - Strategic targets will need to consider appropriate spatial scales. Do you think that marine plan level in
England could be an appropriate scale for marine Net Gain?

e Yes
e No

e Please explain your reasoning - free text

Q - Would you be happy for the T&F Group to contact you further regarding the information you have
provided*?

* Contact details will not be shared to any 3rd parties and will be managed in line with strict GDPR policies.
Information will only be used by T&F Group members to contact you to discuss, in further detail, your listed project
to inform the groups understanding of delivery mechanisms for existing restoration and recovery projects.

e Yes
e No

e Ifyes, please provide the Project Name and Your contact details below.
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Appendix B. Existing recovery and restoration projects database

Clicking the link below will open the ‘attachment’, allowing the embedded data sheet to be opened
(requires Adobe Acrobat Reader v.008 or above).

Financial information has been removed from the data sheet for data protection purposes.

Click here for embedded data sheet:

e StrategicMNG_Evidencebase_November2023.xlsx
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Appendix C. Delivery options for strategic marine net gain: Second call for
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Executive Summary

The Task and Finish (T&F) Group, funded by the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme, completed its
first report in October 2021, setting out a number of strategic targets for marine and intertidal net gain. These
targets were widely consulted on, and well supported by a range of marine stakeholders. Building on the
outcomes from the first phase of work, the T&F Group is working to develop potential delivery options for
strategic Marine Net Gain (MNG), with the aim of identifying and agreeing recommendations for more local
delivery of strategic net gain targets.

This report summarises the results of a second call for evidence, which aimed to gain a broader view from a
range of stakeholders on potential delivery options for strategic marine and intertidal net gain. This follows on
from the first call for evidence conducted by the T&F Group in February 2023, which sought information to
undertake an analysis of existing recovery and restoration projects and proposals (including pressure
removal/reduction projects) at a national and local level. The review and the first call for evidence identified
709 recovery and restoration projects. In total, restoration projects targeting 25 types of habitat and species
feature were captured within the call for evidence.

The outputs presented within this report provide a summary of stakeholder views on more local delivery of
strategic net gain targets for the improvement and recovery/restoration of marine and intertidal environment,
aiming to agree a suitable basis for determining potential demands for net gain projects regionally.

This second call for evidence generated responses from a wide range of sectors including academia, Government
agencies and departments, local authorities, NGOs/ charities, consultancies and industry. Analysis of responses
from stakeholders has resulted in the identification of a number of key priorities for potential MNG restoration/
recovery options. It has also identified several key limitations to current restoration initiatives, established
potential ecological or nature recovery priorities within the marine environment to inform MNG prioritisation,
and has considered potential approaches to best facilitate the delivery of strategic MNG.
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1. Introduction

There is increasing recognition of the need for greater action to restore our marine environment in the face of a
continued decline in marine biodiversity. Net gain has been identified as a potentially important mechanism that
can contribute to halting and reversing marine biodiversity loss. From January 2024, just over two years
following royal assent of the Environment Act, it will be mandatory for all in scope developments in the terrestrial
and intertidal environment to deliver a minimum biodiversity net gain of 10%. Although there is no formal net
gain policy as yet for the marine environment, Government has committed to developing such a policy, and has
held a first consultation on the principles of marine net gain (MNG).

The Task and Finish (T&F) Group, funded by the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme, completed its
first report in October 2021, setting out strategic targets for marine and intertidal net gain. These targets were
widely consulted on, and well supported by a range of marine stakeholders. In addition, the T&F Group set out
their assumptions and recommendations for further consideration in the development of a policy for MNG (The
Crown Estate, 20211).

Building on the outcomes from the first phase of work, the T&F Group is now working to develop potential
delivery options to inform delivery of strategic MNG. The aim of this project is to identify and provide
recommendations on possible options for delivery of strategic net gain targets, including more local mechanisms,
which can be used by offshore wind and other marine industry sectors to help prepare for any future MNG
requirements. ABPmer has been commissioned to support the work of the T&F Group.

This report summarises the results of a second call for evidence, which aimed to gain a broader view from a range
of stakeholders on potential delivery options for strategic marine and intertidal net gain. This follows on from the
first call for evidence conducted by the T&F Group in February 2023, which sought information to undertake an
analysis of existing recovery and restoration projects and proposals (including pressure removal/reduction
projects) at a national and local level.

2. Call for evidence

The second call for evidence was launched on 16 August 2023 and ran for three weeks. It was hosted on
SurveyMonkey and publicised through CMS news, and via LinkedIn and T&F Group member networks.

Respondents were invited to complete a questionnaire aiming to gain a view on more local delivery of strategic
net gain targets for the improvement and recovery/restoration of marine and intertidal environments. A
summary of the questions contained within the questionnaire are below, with the full questionnaire provided in
Appendix A:

1. The findings from the first call for evidence identified four key limitations to current restoration
initiatives. How would you rank the four limitations in terms of their significance in delivering ecological
needs or priorities?

2. Are there any other limitations to current restoration initiatives you would add to this list, and where
would you rank them?

t The Crown Estate. 2021. Strategic Net Gain Task and Finish Group, Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme,
Strategic Net Gain Targets for Coastal and Marine Environments. Online. Available here:
https://www.marinedataexchange.co.uk/details/3513/2021-strategic-net-gain-task-and-finish-group-offshore-
wind-evidence-and-change-programme-strategic-net-gain-targets-for-coastal-and-marine-environments/summary
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10.

11.
12.

What further work do you feel could be required to address these limitations as part of the development
of MNG?

As part of a strategic approach to MNG, it may be helpful to take account of ecological or nature recovery
priorities in the marine environment. In your view, what are the key national restoration or nature
recovery needs in the marine environment?

During the first call for evidence, stakeholders identified a preference for applying MNG at a marine plan
region level. How might the ecological priorities in each marine plan region (or other regional level) be
identified?

During the first project the Strategic Net Gain Task and Finish Group (T&F Group) identified a number of
strategic MNG targets. Which measures do you think industry might be able to contribute to or
implement to support delivery of MNG targets, given appropriate policy?

The T&F Group has identified several key information requirements which might be needed to inform
strategic MNG delivery. Is there anything else you consider would be critical to support successful
delivery of strategic MNG?

A flexible approach may be required to facilitate the delivery of strategic MNG, do you agree or disagree
that MNG should:

— Seek specifically to address a project’s residual impacts on the impacted habitat/species features
(i.e., like-for-like)

— Allow some trading between habitats and/or features
— Allow some trading between species
— Allow trading across all ecological elements.

Some interventions may look to use novel approaches to achieve restoration outcomes. However, it is
recognised that regulation often requires some level of certainty of anticipated project results. How
might a strategic approach be developed to facilitate innovation in restoration and enhancement
projects?

Would a contributions-based approach or central/regional fund be best to facilitate delivery of strategic
MNG targets?

How do you think a central fund-based approach would be best used to support strategic MNG delivery?

Would your organisation/s like to be involved in providing information for MNG planning? If yes, in
what capacity would your organisation/s like to be involved?

The final question aimed to identify what sector the respondent works in, to facilitate the comparison of
perceived priority actions and targets across different sectors. Respondents could select one option from the
following drop-down list of sectors:

@

Academia e NGO

Aquaculture e Offshore renewables
Cables e Qiland gas
Commercial fishing e Ports and harbours
Consultancy e Power generation
Environmental NGO/charity e Recreation
Government agency e Shipping
Government department/ministry e  Water utility

Local authority e Other (please specify)

Marine minerals
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3. Results

The survey generated a total of 54 responses across a wide range of industries/ sectors, a breakdown of which is
shown in Figure 1.

Four responses came from ‘Other’ sectors, these represented the defence sector, a dredging and offshore
renewables company, and nature and coastal partnerships.
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Figure 1.  Percentage of responses from each sector
3.1 Key limitations to current restoration initiatives

The findings from the first call for evidence identified four key limitations to current restoration initiatives:
e Complexity of requirements within the marine licensing system;
e Limited availability of funding for restoration/recovery projects (particularly long-term funding);
e Limited baseline data against which to measure success of project interventions; and
e Competing demands for space (particularly coastal space).

In the second call for evidence, respondents were asked to rank these limitations, with respect to their
significance in delivering ecological priorities. Figure 2 provides a summary of responses.
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Figure 2. Rank of the four key limitations identified in terms of their significance in delivering ecological priorities

Complexity of requirements within the marine licensing system was most commonly ranked as the most
significant limitation to current restoration initiatives, closely followed by competing demands for space
particularly at the coast. Limited baseline data against which to measure success of project interventions was
generally considered the least significant issue. However, the results do not show a statistically significant
outcome and so it should be noted that all appear to be recognised as limiting factors.

Respondents also identified several other factors they considered might be potentially limiting to future net gain
initiatives. The most common of these was a lack of strategic coordination between Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)
in the intertidal and MNG, and the need for a prioritised list of ‘shovel-ready’ projects, both 31% of responses
respectively. Twenty-nine percent of respondents also identified the lack of MNG strategy, guidance or
qualification process as a key limitation, and indicated the need for the implementation of a clear legal framework
and political prioritisation to support MNG.

Other commonly occurring responses included; barriers to/the lack of research especially with respect to novel
approaches and assessing the effectiveness of restoration actions (24%), resource constraints within Statutory
Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCBs) and government to provide expertise, guidance and support engagement
(21%), lack of and/or difficulties with stakeholder buy-in and establishment of partnerships to support
BNG/MNG delivery (12%), and application of pressure removal actions within the marine environment including,
pre-existing pressures preventing recovery, a lack of understanding of key pressures, linking removal of
pressures to recovery and a lack of policy drivers for pressure removal (12%).

To address these limitations, 50% of respondents highlighted the need for further research and monitoring, in
particular to define current environmental conditions, but also to:
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e Develop an agreed historic baseline;

e Review the availability of existing data;

e Assess the success of restoration techniques;

e Research innovative restoration techniques;

e Identify pressures and pressure reduction mechanisms;

e Better assess species population requirements in terms of both space and resource; and
e Evaluate restoration benefits.

[t was also felt that a more simplified/ streamlined licensing process or increased flexibility of consenting for
restoration initiatives would support implementation. In addition, the development of a statutory MNG system,
including the development of government guidance, definition of ‘gain’ for MNG, details on restoration priorities
and linkages between BNG and MNG, to support the earlier limitations identified by respondents, were suggested.

Spatial planning to support more strategic application and equitable allocation of restoration space was also
highlighted as a way to address some limitations.

Funding to enable longer-term monitoring or to support existing projects (e.g., Restoring Meadow, Marsh and
Reef (ReMeMaRe)) and other mechanisms including coastal partnerships, was suggested to support and co-
ordinate initiatives and also funding to provide greater staff resource to government departments and SNCBs to
facilitate the implementation of MNG and production of the guidance indicated above.

3.2 Ecological or nature recovery priorities in the marine environment

Existing initiatives which respondents cited as being useful mechanisms to define targets and help to provide a
prioritisation for nature recovery in the UK included Good Environmental Status (GES) reporting targets, using
UK Marine Strategy (UKMS) indicators to demonstrate linkages to failing status indicators, and reviewing and
refreshing regional marine plans in order to account for the current status of each UK marine region and to
identify ecological sensitivities which might be addressed by a regional level approach to environmental
enhancement.

Recovery/enhancement of Marine Protected Area (MPA) interest features to favourable conservation status was
also identified by multiple respondents. Correct management of existing MPAs was suggested as a high priority,
ensuring that existing MPAs are in favourable condition and are appropriately managed and monitored, in
addition to the designation of more MPAs/ Highly Protected Marine Areas (HPMAs).

Additional research actions to identify the most sensitive existing habitats, (habitats at the greatest risk or those
with the most severe degradation) were also suggested as actions which could help develop methods of
prioritising certain nature recovery initiatives. Respondents also noted that habitats which are most at risk from
climate change, in particular coastal and intertidal habitats, should be a focus and that MNG should account for
the broader objectives of mitigating the effects of climate change.

Priorities identified by respondents included:
e Recovery of declining seabird populations, in particular species at greatest risk from Highly Pathogenic
Avian Influenza (HPAI) and pressures associated with offshore energy;

e Restoration and recovery of transitional coastal habitats;

e Active restoration of seagrass and saltmarsh;

e Improving other coastal habitats such as kelp, rocky shores and sediments;

e Protection, restoration and recovery of biogenic reefs (oysters, serpulid, Modiolus), particularly where

they form on sedimentary habitats. Native oyster in particular was noted by multiple respondents;
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e Resilience in marine mammal populations;
e Remove pressure on irreplaceable subtidal marine habitats, e.g., sandbanks, Sea Pen habitats;
e Recovery of inshore fish populations, essential fish habitats and forage fish species;

e Restoration and recovery of migratory fish (shad, smelt, sturgeon and salmon (particularly at risk of
climate change);

e Removal of invasive species;
e Reduce and eliminate marine pollution - eliminate outflow of sewage and other pollution; and

e Improvement of water quality.

During the first call for evidence, stakeholders identified a preference for applying MNG at a marine plan region
level. As a result, during the current survey respondents were asked how ecological priorities might be identified
for each marine plan region.

Survey respondents felt that urgent resource should be allocated to identifying regional priorities/ ecological
needs for MNG and that a regional approach should be delivered from the outset to ensure proportionate gains in
all regions.

Respondents identified a wide range of mechanisms that could be used to inform regional priorities. Stakeholder
engagement (including the public, academics, NGOs and relevant public bodies) was highlighted as a key
mechanism, including through existing forums such as coastal partnerships or through the marine element of
Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS). To achieve a regional approach there was general consensus that local
partners and delivery groups, not just government bodies, should be included within the engagement process to
establish potential sites and priorities. It was also suggested that Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities
(IFCAs) should be involved within the process, to help integrate fishing into assessments to consider wider
incidental environmental impacts, including displacement and cumulative effects.

The use of existing data and assessments (such as from the UKMS, Water Framework Directive (WFD) and MPA
condition assessments) to inform priorities was also frequently cited, as well as building on existing programmes
to identify restoration/recovery opportunities and prioritisation processes (e.g.,, ReMeMaRe and Marine
Restoration Potential (MaRePo)). It was also felt that as part of the review process the cost and technically
feasibility, related to any suggested longlist of opportunities, should be considered to further refine and prioritise
regional opportunities, and that guidance on suitable consenting processes and methodologies should be defined
for those prioritised options.

Marine planning was also identified as a potentially useful mechanism through which regional priorities could be
identified and safeguarded through marine plan policies, with multiple respondents indicating the need for clear
and coherent zonation of the seabed for all users. Some respondents suggested that natural capital approaches
could help to prioritise interventions to maximise welfare benefits. In addition, it was suggested that climate-
related pressures should also be considered to ensure long-term suitability of prioritised options.

One respondent suggested that the T&F Group could be well placed to begin the initial identification/
prioritisation work, due to the wide-ranging stakeholder membership which includes industry, government,
SNCBs and eNGOs. Another suggested that Regional Stakeholder Groups (RSGs), as developed to gather the
evidence underpinning Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) designations, should be re-engaged. They felt that RSGs
had been particularly effective at representing all key stakeholder interests, were responsible for making the MCZ
recommendations, working through the associated issues, and communicating with the local groups upon which
the recommendations were developed.

3.3 Strategic MNG delivery

During the first project the Strategic Net Gain T&F Group identified a number of strategic MNG targets, including
measures to:
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e Restore and/ or create intertidal/ near coastal habitats, including characterising species (e.g., mudflat/
sandflat, saltmarsh/ reedbed, seagrass, native oyster, kelp);

e Restore offshore habitats (e.g., native oyster reef, Modiolus, serpulid reef, subtidal sands, muds and
gravels);

e Support and restore fish populations;
e Support populations of birds;
e Support populations of marine mammals; and

e Reduce pressures.

Respondents were asked to identify which measures they felt industry might be able to contribute to, or
implement, to support delivery of MNG targets, given appropriate policy.

Measures to restore intertidal or near coastal habitats were considered most likely for industry to contribute to or
implement to support delivery of MNG targets, closely followed by measures to restore offshore habitats. Support
of marine mammals and bird populations were considered least likely (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Measures respondents felt industry might be able to contribute to, or implement, to support delivery of MNG targets

In general, respondents agreed that nearshore habitat restoration is the easiest and most obvious contribution for
industry to implement as part of a MNG system, due to existing knowledge of known restoration techniques.
However, most agreed that it is critical to not exclude other options to support wider marine recovery. To achieve
this, it was felt that a specific MNG system would need to be developed, as replicating the existing terrestrial/
intertidal BNG system would not sufficiently deliver resilience in our seas. Primarily, respondents felt that
embedding species recovery within the system instead of focusing solely on habitat restoration would be key to
deliver meaningful benefits.

To support the delivery of nearshore habitat creation/ restoration respondents suggested that restoration and
biodiversity enhancement efforts at project sites could be implemented by industry. In addition, industry could
also support existing initiatives such as ReMeMaRe or support academic institutes and citizen science groups to
develop new areas of habitat e.g., placing cultch or planting seagrass. It was also suggested that linking oyster reef
or kelp restoration with for example, nutrient neutrality policy or MNG policy in a regulatory manner could
unlock large-scale funding from industry.
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However, one respondent commented that intertidal interventions should not be a feature of MNG as they are
already captured under BNG and as such would detract from marine recovery.

Respondents who work for offshore industries acknowledged that active creation/ restoration of habitats may be
more limited, especially for those habitats which are characterised by low species biodiversity and density, such
as sandbanks. However, some suggested initiatives included experimenting with the re-establishment of offshore
oyster reefs and contributing to research for the implementation of horse mussel restoration. Pilot projects such
as suspended habitats including seaweed and aquaculture habitats, artificial reefs and infrastructure design
which encourages native species colonisation were also suggested.

The installation of offshore infrastructure such as scour protection around turbines, armouring for cables was
also considered to provide an alternative solution for offshore restoration e.g., through the creation of artificial
reef. However, wider discussions on artificial reef as an MNG option have been mixed due to the implications
when removing structures at the end of a project lifecycle, and it is acknowledged that OSPAR requires removal of
manmade structures. Despite this it was suggested that research should be completed to clearly show whether
the leaving of in situ lower structures can provide benefits, or even leave new habitats undisturbed.

Active methods to support fish populations largely focused on the active creation/ restoration of spawning
grounds and nursery habitat (seagrass, biogenic reef) or inclusion of measures as part of the development
infrastructure e.g., artificial reef, cod ‘hotels’. It was also suggested that industry could work with local groups and
business to support grass-root projects, such as lobster hatcheries.

Additional options included supporting and funding research initiatives such as bycatch reduction, sustainable
fisheries methods and diversification of the fisheries sector.

Similar research considerations were also proposed for marine mammal interventions; for example, improving
the understanding of fisheries bycatch rates and causes, and in funding more ecologically suitable monitoring
protocols and gear types (smart trawl etc.). In addition, research to better understand how and when marine
mammals use different marine areas within their individual ranges and research into reducing underwater noise.
In addition, restoration or creation of habitats that offer protection for marine mammals, including supporting
fish population restoration as a prey species were suggested.

Possible options proposed for seabird interventions included directly incorporating measures for birds (and also
fish, e.g., cod pipes, nesting platforms) as part of development infrastructure. Predator control/eradication
campaigns, the creation of new breeding or foraging habitat, enhancing the availability of seabird prey i.e.,
supporting fish populations and also reducing pressures from invasive non-native species at seabird colonies,
were also suggested. Suggested research options included improving knowledge on seabird bycatch and seabird
use of artificial nesting sites.

Many of the pressure reduction options suggested by respondents were linked to reducing fishing pressure and
promoting fishery exclusion zones, but also included suggestions such as paying fishermen a fee to patrol MPAs or
buying fishing quota for the purpose of not extracting it. However, as was highlighted in the first T&F Group
report (The Crown Estate, 20212), and by a number of respondents, it will not be within industries’ power to
implement initiatives which require influence over other sectors or look to reduce ongoing pressures caused by
other industries. Therefore, pressure reduction will not be in the power of industry alone to deliver but will
require strong Government leadership and coordination across sectors. To address this a number of respondents
suggested that appropriate marine spatial planning of restoration (and its subsequent protection/management)
would be needed.

2 The Crown Estate. 2021. Strategic Net Gain Task and Finish Group, Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme,
Strategic Net Gain Targets for Coastal and Marine Environments. Online. Available here:
https://www.marinedataexchange.co.uk/details/3513/2021-strategic-net-gain-task-and-finish-group-offshore-wind-
evidence-and-change-programme-strategic-net-gain-targets-for-coastal-and-marine-environments/summary
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In relation to marine aggregate extraction in particular, a number of suggestions were presented including,
limiting the dredge footprint through use of active dredge zones, promoting natural restoration by relinquishing
non-productive and/ or worked-out seabed areas after aggregate extraction, or offering pressure reduction
projects when relinquishing aggregate leases if mechanisms were available to limit fishing pressure.

[t was also noted that in relation to offshore wind development, windfarm arrays reduce pressure from mobile
fisheries with noted change in activity for mobile gear. It was suggested that the offshore wind industry could
provide access/collaborate on opportunities to better understand (and potentially quantify) these changes over
time.

A significant proportion of respondents (38%) suggested that a strategic fund would be the best way for industry
to be able to facilitate MNG interventions and contribute towards strategic marine restoration. It was suggested
that such a fund would be coordinated by government and could then support things like countryside
stewardship practices or establish and support a marine equivalent, fund local organisations delivering existing
net gain projects, contribute to government or NGO-identified and led projects, or be used to purchase areas of
marine reserves.

If such a method was developed, then financial contributions to the fund would need to be proportionate to the
residual impact of a development or sectoral activity but could be used to fund all types of measures. It was also
suggested that a portion of the contributed funds should be used for survey, research and proof-of-concept
projects to expand restoration and recovery capabilities.

The T&F Group has previously identified several key information requirements to support strategic delivery of
MNG interventions:

e Identification of suitable areas for MNG delivery at a regional scale;

e Identification of specific projects (location, site area and target habitat feature within the marine plan
region);

e Identification of habitat or species needs within the marine plan region;

e (Creation of a prioritised list of projects to which industry can contribute (at a regional or local scale);
and

e Creation of a ‘shovel ready’ list of projects (within a region) to which industry can contribute (this may
mean projects which are fully planned and consented)

Where survey respondents commented, they supported these priorities. Respondents also identified a range of
wider information needs which they considered would be critical to support successful delivery of strategic MNG.
Responses related to planning and delivering MNG interventions, as well as broader aspects of MNG.

The identification of the role of government and government bodies in supporting MNG was identified as
particularly important, as was clarification on the statutory basis for MNG and how this will generate funds to
deliver MNG. Alongside clarification on the statutory basis for MNG, the development of a metric or tool to
calculate MNG was indicated to allow transparent assessment of MNG delivery. However, respondents indicated
that such a tool needs to be user-friendly but also adaptable to provide implementation options suited to different
scenarios.

[t was noted that it would be helpful to have clear guidance around MNG, including on interventions (what will
and will not count as MNG measures, trading rules, and implications for MNG at the end of life for marine
infrastructure/ decommissioning), how collaboration amongst developers might be facilitated, what the key
barriers to delivery might be and how these might be overcome, monitoring requirements, and the issue of
additionality in the context of the UK MPA network. The identification of potential delivery partners to facilitate
collaboration for MNG delivery was also raised.

[t was also highlighted that guidance and consideration of a strategic approach beyond individual marine plan
areas and across administrations, and potentially between neighbouring countries, will be needed. This is
particularly relevant for offshore industries where developments may extend across these boundaries. It was
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suggested by one respondent that MNG guidance may need to align with OSPAR requirements/drivers so that
there are common, cross-border objectives.

Additional research needs were again highlighted as an evidence gap required to support MNG, especially with
regards to offshore delivery options. Research into novel techniques e.g., green gravel kelp restoration and the
production of more restoration handbooks, including one for offshore developments, was suggested.

To facilitate the strategic delivery of MNG a flexible approach may be required with regards to trading between
habitats and species; respondents were asked to assess to what level trading between habitats or species should
be considered (Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Respondents views on the level trading that should be considered between habitats or species in relation to MNG

Most respondents felt that MNG should allow some trading between habitats and/or features and between
species, however the majority also agreed that projects should specifically look to address the residual impacts on
the impacted habitat/ species where such options are possible. However, one respondent did caution the
approach and suggested that trading between species and habitats should be informed by an in-depth knowledge
of both and where improvements should be focused. A hierarchical process to select the appropriate delivery
approach was suggested.

One respondent raised that residual project impacts should have already been addressed through compensation
and as such net gain should not be subject to the same restrictions. This would therefore provide greater
flexibility around potential MNG options and would allow for developers to use innovative approaches and not be
constrained by the marine licencing process, or by a lack of evidence that the proposed measure would work.

There was disagreement between respondents as to whether trading across all ecological elements should be
allowed, with approximately 40% agreeing, 42% disagreeing and 18% neither agreeing nor disagreeing. One
respondent elaborated further suggesting that MNG should only be applied across ecosystems within the same
environment, i.e., impacts from marine developments should only be delivered in marine ecosystems, and
intertidal/coastal developments should only be delivered in coastal ecosystems.

[t was noted, by more than one respondent, that there are likely to be some ecological elements that are simply
too different/ unique to be traded and that guidance and principles will be required as policy develops to clearly
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define such instances. In addition, in order to determine the appropriateness of such measures a review of
regional policy should be completed during which stakeholder engagement/ consultation should be undertaken
to ensure appropriate and deliverable measures and metrics are developed.

Finally, two additional approaches were suggested by respondents including the use of pressure reduction
measures as an option to facilitate MNG and the allocation of protected areas.

The T&F Group acknowledge that some interventions may look to use novel approaches to achieve restoration
outcomes. However, it is recognised that regulation often requires some level of certainty of anticipated project
results. Respondents were therefore asked to consider how an approach might be developed to facilitate
innovation in restoration and enhancement projects, if such interventions were to be incorporated within a
system of MNG.

Respondents identified several key mechanisms through which delivery risks associated with novel
restoration/recovery interventions might be managed. Many respondents suggested that research and innovation
should be a specific component of any system of MNG. This might be funded by developer contributions within a
strategic approach to MNG, with a set proportion of MNG monies directed towards novel restoration/recovery
interventions, i.e., projects which are not 'shovel ready' but more 'proof of concept', with the remaining
proportion being used to support more established approaches. One respondent suggested that 40% of financial
contributions should be proportioned for innovation and research, whilst another suggested a limit of 25% so
that there is certainty for some MNG being delivered.

Some respondents suggested that risk could be factored into MNG calculations to allow some capacity for a
project being unsuccessful. However, if innovative approaches are successful (proven over sufficient temporal
and spatial scale), a process could be established for some form of MNG banking/future offset. In contrast, others
suggested that initially there should be an acceptance of risk, with no large penalties, which might act as a
deterrent for practitioners. This would enable learning and encourage innovative techniques which might not
otherwise be considered. It was suggested that specific marine locations/ areas could be set aside to provide
opportunities to develop thinking and new approaches.

Adaptive management (or survey, deploy, monitor) was also recognised as a very important mechanism for
ensuring that learning could take place notwithstanding uncertainty. It was further suggested that such novel
interventions might be trialled at small scale and then built up, and that risky projects should not be progressed
within MPAs. One respondent suggested that there should only be limited application of MNG within MPAs and in
particular no bioengineering projects. Only pressure reduction measures should be undertaken within MPAs
(offshore) and only providing assessments are undertaken and confirm that measures taken forward will have no
unintended consequences e.g., fisheries displacement.

It was felt that a more explicit framework might need to be established in relation to innovative approaches, in
order to log and monitor specific outcomes, including potentially specific monitoring and reporting requirements,
primarily so that learnings from such initiatives, both positive and negative, are evidenced and shared between
practitioners. Thus, though there will be a requirement for a range of pilots and trials, these will need to be
strictly regulated and safeguards put in place to ensure lessons learnt are being recorded, best practices shared,
and that these feed into any statutory MNG system.

3.4 Central fund-based approach to facilitate MNG

Respondents were asked their opinion on whether a contributions-based approach or a central/ regional fund
would be better to facilitate the delivery of strategic MNG targets. 50% of respondents agreed that a
contributions-based approach would be best, whereas only 2% disagreed with the approach. However, 48% were
unsure (Figure 5). A breakdown of responses by sector is shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 5. Stakeholder views on whether a contributions-based approach would be better to facilitate the delivery of strategic MNG
targets

Only one respondent, from the offshore renewables sector, disagreed with the idea that a contributions-based
approach would be best to facilitate the delivery of strategic MNG. They suggested that although a contributions-
style approach would be a faster and simpler way to implement MNG, there could be some consequences
including the lack of a link between the development and the level of impact due to a one-size fits all approach.
They also felt the approach, if used as an interim solution, could risk delaying the development of a metric.
Additionally, they felt it could lead to efforts being concentrated in certain areas with relatively simple
restoration/enhancement requirements, leaving more challenging areas/habitats to continue to decline.

The respondents who agreed with a contributions-based approach were from a wide range of sectors including
academia, consultancies, eNGOs/charities, government agencies/ departments, local authorities, coastal
partnerships and industry, including marine minerals, offshore renewables, oil and gas, ports and harbours,
power generation and defence.

Those who agreed thought such an approach would allow MNG to be coordinated and delivered at a regional level
with a national overview. Several noted that due to the high connectivity and complexity of the marine
environment, delivery of small, unlinked projects on a local scale would not provide large-scale ecological
improvements. As such, a central fund approach would allow application of a strategic approach, ensure national/
regional prioritisation of projects but also enable successes and failures to be appropriately monitored to allow
progression towards more innovative approaches. It would also provide greater consistency in regard to
decision-making on MNG, would encourage collaboration and coordination through partnership delivery, and
would allow the fastest ecological benefits for the marine environment by facilitating better, more targeted and
effective interventions to take place at a larger scale.

Many agreed (21%) that the best outcome would be a regional fund, reflecting national priorities, with
prioritisation of projects undertaken at the regional level. Where possible it was also suggested that the source of
funding should be identifiable so that developers can link contributions to tangible benefits/ restoration projects.

Several did note however that any contribution-style approach should be proportionate to development impacts
and therefore linked in some way to the size of the development and/ or its environmental impact.
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Environmental NGOs/ charities were the largest proportion of respondents unsure if such an approach should be
developed. Other sectors that were also unsure included consultancies, government agencies/ departments, local

authorities and some industries, including marine minerals, offshore renewables, oil and gas, and ports and

harbours.

Many suggested that their uncertainty was with the lack of definition around such an approach and the potential

mechanisms for management and application of such a fund. Several noted that a contribution-based approach

should not be ruled out, but that clarity would be needed to decide if it was the most suitable approach for MNG.

Additionally, any fund would need to be managed in a suitable way to not use a disproportionate amount of the
fund for administrative activities or policy paper development.
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To assess a fund’s suitability, it was suggested that firstly a clear definition of strategic versus site-based
intervention would be needed, alongside some clear indications of how the centralised funding system would
work in practice. Additionally, an MNG system will need to deliver measurable gains associated with development
impacts, therefore even under a contribution-based approach, monitoring and traceability will be critical. Further,
a contributions-based approach will require strong Government leadership and guidance on application, which is
currently lacking.

Another possible difficulty highlighted with a contributions-based approach was the potential problem of linking
up a MNG system with its terrestrial and intertidal BNG counterpart, which will need to be addressed particularly
where there may be overlaps.

Several respondents also noted that developers would need assurance that contributions were being directed
effectively, efficiently and being transparently managed and accounted for. One also noted that businesses will be
required to report on their own biodiversity ambitions and targets to adhere with European legalisation and/or
their own sustainability reporting requirements. They questioned whether such a fund-based approach would be
able to support these requirements and/ or enable them to demonstrate that their contributions are helping them
to directly achieve their own ambitions and objectives.

Should a contributions-based approach be taken forward or considered in more detail, respondents were asked
how they felt the fund would be best used to support strategic MNG delivery, based on a number of key themes:
habitat/species interventions, funding of a coordinating body, research, innovation, monitoring and non-statutory
management (Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Stakeholder views on how a central/ regional fund would be best used to support strategic MNG delivery

Innovation and monitoring were suggested by respondents as the two key areas for how a fund could be used to
best support strategic MNG. In particular, respondents suggested that contributions should help drive the
development of a metric and facilitate collaboration on projects between industries operating in the marine
environment. In addition, respondents noted the need for research to develop innovative approaches to marine
restoration over time, and to identify the most suitable locations for MNG outcomes, following which there will
need to be monitoring and enforcement to ensure that MNG is delivering the anticipated outcomes. Innovation
around funding pressure reduction was also suggested as an immediate priority, in the absence of existing
methods for active seabed habitat restoration.

[t was noted that the allocation of funding may need to evolve over time and that at this current stage, research,
innovation, monitoring and testing are key to establish more tried and tested restoration methods. However, in
future, there may be a move away from research and innovation to a greater proportion of practical intervention
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when methods (and what success looks like) are better understood. Funding for monitoring of implemented
practical interventions over a sufficient time period will also be key, so that success can be better defined.

However, others expressed a preference for funds to go directly to restoration activities and to support 'on the
ground' actions not management, research or monitoring, which they felt should be the responsibility of other
organisations. It was noted that such actions should include not just habitats/species interventions, but also
consider wider actions such as improving the condition of the physical environment (e.g., contaminant removal).

Although several respondents suggested funding should be used to fund a coordinating body others disagreed,
saying a number of coordinating bodies already existed and that instead streamlining the current process (i.e.,
removing the need for consultation with multiple bodies such as Marine Management Organisation (MMO) and
Local Planning Authorities (LPAs)) was more important. Another suggested that the MMO should be the
coordinating body due to the linkage with marine licencing.

Despite divergent stakeholder views on the funding of a coordinating body, there was general agreement that,
whatever the process, there should be a single, coordinating body to approve, consent, monitor and enforce MNG,
to ensure consistency in the approach, to provide the best outcomes for marine recovery and to minimise wasted
administrative funds. In addition, the remit of the body should be to manage and implement strategic MNG, to
define and prioritise restoration actions and to ensure ‘ready-to-go' enhancement projects (already fully
consented) were in place that industry could then aid to deliver.

[t was highlighted in several responses that MNG can work alongside existing statutory regimes and
responsibilities but should not be a vehicle to deliver regulatory outcomes or interventions. An MNG
contributions-based approach should therefore not be used to fund actions and activities that should be funded
by Government for the regulation and management of the marine environment e.g., enforcement of existing
protected sites.

Despite specific suggestions by respondents for each of the listed themes, the overarching consensus from
respondents was that all of the suggested approaches: habitat/species interventions, funding of a coordinating
body, research, innovation, monitoring and non-statutory management, were necessary to promote marine
nature recovery and for a MNG system to succeed.

3.5 Stakeholder involvement in MNG planning

As a final question, respondents were asked if they would like to be involved in providing information for MNG
planning, and if so in what capacity.

Virtually all respondents expressed an interest in their organisations being involved in providing information for
MNG planning, including government bodies (conservation bodies, environmental bodies, LPAs, port and harbour
authorities), industry, eNGOs and coastal fora.

Respondents identified a wide range of elements they would wish to be involved in, ranging from policy
development, policy implementation, identification and prioritisation of restoration/recovery priorities through
to project delivery.

In general, industry representatives including from offshore renewables, power generation, oil and gas and
marine minerals predominantly just wanted to be engaged throughout the process to incorporate their view into
how MNG is defined and to ensure it is developed in a deliverable and proportionate way. They were happy to
provide feedback on existing projects, advice on how project development conditions can support marine
recovery, feedback on the use of metrics, monitoring approaches, innovation and design thinking, and marine
spatial planning.

Respondents from local authorities, eNGOs/charities and coastal partnerships were largely happy to support
through data sharing, where possible, providing case studies to demonstrate how intertidal habitat creation can
deliver biodiversity and species recovery, providing information on coastal (intertidal and near-shore) MNG
delivery and enabling the development of any pilot projects or beyond. Some were also happy to hold an advisory
role within relevant forums or share experience of past restoration projects.
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The majority of respondents from Government agencies/ departments expressed how they were already involved
in the development of net gain and would continue to work on policy development, implementation and guidance
to support MNG. One response from the devolved administrations suggested that although net gain policy was not
yet applicable, learning from an English perspective could be key to inform development of their own policy at
which point they would expect to be a key contributor (as a statutory adviser) to MNG planning and indeed for
cross-border issues under the English process.

4. Conclusions

The call for evidence generated responses from a wide range of industries/ sectors. Virtually all respondents
expressed an interest in their organisation’s being involved in providing information for MNG planning, and
identified a wide range of elements they would wish to be involved in, ranging from policy development, policy
implementation, identification and prioritisation of restoration/recovery priorities through to project delivery.

The four key limitations previously identified continue to be acknowledged as significant barriers to progressing
restoration initiatives. In addition, a number of other key limitations were identified including a lack of a
statutory system of MNG, lack of research/scientific understanding on intervention success criteria, lack of
resources/expertise generally and within public bodies, lack of shovel-ready projects to invest in and a lack of co-
ordination between intertidal BNG and MNG.

A range of research priorities were suggested by respondents including:

e Developing an agreed historic baseline;

e Reviewing the availability of existing data;

e Assessing the success of restoration techniques (including novel techniques);

e Researching innovative restoration techniques;

e Identifying pressures and pressure reduction mechanisms;

e Better assessment of species population requirements in terms of both space and resource; and

e Evaluation of restoration benefits.

With regards to the research priority identified to develop an agreed historic baseline, it is noted that, rightly or
wrongly, a baseline of 2020 is currently being used by forums such as Nature Positive and the Science Based
Targets Network (SBTN). Many organisations will also be disclosing their interactions with nature under the
Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) and Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures
(TNFD), so consideration of these frameworks may also be helpful to inform MNG.

In addition, it is acknowledged that there is a need to identify pressures and pressure reduction mechanisms to
inform MNG but that work undertaken is this area for compensation requirements might be a useful resource to
draw upon.

Existing initiatives which respondents cited as being useful mechanisms to define, and provide prioritisation for,
nature recovery targets included GES reporting targets, using UKMS indicators, and reviewing and refreshing
regional marine plans.

Key priorities identified by respondents included recovery/enhancement of MPA interest features to favourable
conservation status, in addition to the designation of more MPAs/ HPMAs. Specific feature priorities identified
included:
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e Recovery of declining seabird populations, in particular species at greatest risk from HPAI and
pressures associated with offshore energy;

e Restoration and recovery of transitional coastal habitats;
e Active restoration of seagrass and saltmarsh;
e Improving other coastal habitats such as kelp, rocky shores and sediments;

e Protection, restoration and recovery of biogenic reefs (oysters, serpulid, modiolus), particularly where
they form on sedimentary habitats;

e Resilience in marine mammal populations;
e Remove pressure on irreplaceable subtidal marine habitats, e.g., sandbanks, Sea Pen habitats;
e Recovery of inshore fish populations, essential fish habitats and forage fish species;

e Restoration and recovery of migratory fish (shad, smelt, sturgeon and salmon (particularly at risk of
climate change);

e Removal of invasive species;
e Reduce and eliminate marine pollution - eliminate outflow of sewage and other pollution; and

e Improvement of water quality.

Additional research actions to identify the most sensitive existing habitats, those habitats at the greatest risk or
those with the most severe degradation were also suggested as a method to prioritise potential nature recovery
initiatives. Natural England's marine irreplaceable habitats work, including mapping, may be a useful resource to
address this suggested action.

Stakeholder engagement (including the public, academics, NGOs and relevant public bodies) was also highlighted
as a key mechanism, including through existing fora such as coastal partnerships or the marine element of LNRS.
The use of existing data and assessments (such as from the UKMS, WFD and MPA condition assessments) to
inform priorities was also frequently cited, as well as building on existing processes to identify
restoration/recovery opportunities and prioritisation processes (e.g., ReMeMaRe and MaRePo). Some
respondents suggested that natural capital approaches could help to prioritise interventions to maximise welfare
benefits.

While it was recognised that nearshore restoration is likely to be easier, respondents felt it was important to
ensure that the MNG system enabled industry to contribute to offshore priorities where required. Respondents
also considered that it was important that any system of MNG enabled industry to contribute to species priorities
to facilitate marine biodiversity recovery.

Mixed views were expressed concerning whether modifications to offshore infrastructure to enhance marine
biodiversity should count towards MNG. The installation of offshore infrastructure was considered to provide an
alternative solution for offshore restoration e.g., through the creation of artificial reef, but wider discussions are
ongoing on the implications when removing structures at the end of a project lifecycle. Despite this it was
suggested that research should be completed to clearly show whether the leaving of in situ lower structures can
provide benefits, or even leave new habitats undisturbed. Recommendations from the Influence of man-made
structures in the ecosystem (INSITE) report (INSITE, 20233%) highlighted that it could be beneficial to consider
options such as partial removal or leaving structures intact, as these structures can support biodiversity and

3 INSITE (2023) Environmental Restoration & Net Gain: Understanding the influence of man-made structures in the
marine environment. [Online]. Available here: https://s3-eu-west-
1.amazonaws.com/static.insitenorthsea.org/20230829 INSITE-North-Sea Policy-2 Environmental-Restoration-and-
Net-Gain.pdf
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restore ecosystems in a manner similar to natural complex ecosystems. However, the report doesn't address the
alternative picture on the need for pressure reduction and valuing sediment habitats.

Respondents acknowledged that pressure reduction interventions could only be taken forward as part of a
strategic approach led by government and through appropriate marine spatial planning for restoration actions
(and their subsequent protection/ management). A significant proportion of respondents (38%) suggested that
this might best be progressed through developer contributions to a marine recovery fund.

Respondents identified a range of information needs including the need to have clear guidance around MNG
interventions (e.g., what will and will not count as MNG measures), how collaboration amongst developers might
be facilitated, and on monitoring requirements. Additional research needs were again highlighted as an evidence
gap required to support MNG, especially with regards to offshore delivery options.

To facilitate the strategic delivery of MNG a flexible approach may be required with regards to trading between
habitats and species; most respondents felt that MNG should allow some trading between habitats and/or
features and between species, however the majority also agreed that projects should specifically look to address
the residual impacts on the impacted habitat/ species where such options are possible. However, one respondent
did caution the approach and suggested that trading between species and habitats should be informed by an in-
depth knowledge of both and where improvements should be focused. A hierarchical process to select the
appropriate delivery approach was suggested. In addition, in order to determine the appropriateness of such
measures a review of regional policy should be completed during which stakeholder engagement/ consultation
should be undertaken to ensure appropriate and deliverable measures and metrics are developed.

[t is recognised that regulation often requires some level of certainty of anticipated project results however, to
facilitate MNG some interventions may look to use novel approaches to achieve restoration outcomes. Many
respondents suggested that research and innovation should be a specific component of any system of MNG. This
might be funded by developer contributions within a strategic approach to MNG, with a set proportion of MNG
monies directed towards novel restoration/recovery interventions. Adaptive management (or survey, deploy,
monitor) was also recognised as a very important mechanism for ensuring that learning could take place
notwithstanding uncertainty. It was further suggested that such novel interventions might be trialled at small
scale and then built up and that risky projects should not be progressed within MPAs.

Half of respondents supported a contributions-based approach, and the remainder were unsure with only one
respondent opposed. Respondents saw particular benefits of a contributions-based approach as including the
opportunity to contribute to pressure reduction measures, to invest in innovation, monitoring and research and
in funding a co-ordinating body. Those who agreed thought such an approach would allow MNG to be coordinated
and delivered at a regional level with a national overview, and that such an approach would also provide greater
consistency in regard to decision-making on MNG.

Of those unsure on a contributions-based approach, many suggested that their uncertainty was with the lack of
definition around such an approach and the potential mechanisms for management and application of such a
fund. To assess a fund’s suitability, it was suggested that firstly clear government guidance and a definition of
strategic versus site-based intervention would be needed, alongside some clear indications of how the centralised
funding system would work in practice. It was also noted that one of the challenges of a contributions-based
approach is the ability for developers to report on their own Net Positive Impact (NPI) targets and disclose
information as part of sustainability reporting.

Should a contributions-based approach be taken forward or considered in more detail, respondents were asked
how they felt the fund would be best used to support strategic MNG delivery. Despite specific suggestions by
respondents for each of the listed themes, the overarching consensus from respondents was that all of the
suggested approaches: habitat/species interventions, funding of a coordinating body, research, innovation,
monitoring and non-statutory management, were necessary in order to promote marine nature recovery and for
a MNG system to succeed.
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Despite divergent stakeholder views on the funding of a coordinating body, there was general agreement that,

whatever the process, there should be a single, coordinating body to approve, consent, monitor and enforce MNG,
to ensure consistency in the approach, to provide the best outcomes for marine recovery and to minimise wasted

administrative funds. In addition, the remit of the body should be to manage and implement strategic MNG, to
define and prioritise restoration actions and to ensure ‘ready-to -go' enhancement projects (already fully

consented) were in place that industry could then aid to deliver.

Ultimately, in order to develop an effective system of MNG, it will be important that a collaborative approach is
taken involving all interested stakeholders to ensure the system is both practical and delivers a net gain from

marine development. Whatever form MNG implementation takes, it will be beneficial for all relevant stakeholders
to contribute to the processes for prioritising restoration/recovery projects, particularly at a regional/local level.

The approach will need to enable developers to contribute broadly to marine recovery priorities across all
relevant ecosystem elements including both habitats and species and to facilitate developer contributions to

pressure reduction measures to achieve this.
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ABP Marine Environmental Research Ltd
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Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities
Influence of man-made structures in the ecosystem
Business Social Networking Web Site

Local Nature Recovery Strategy

Marine Conservation Zone
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OSPAR Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic

ReMeMaRe Restore Meadows, Marshes and Reefs

RSG Regional Stakeholder Groups

SBTN Science Based Targets Network

SNCBs Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies

T&F Task and Finish

TNFD Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures

UK United Kingdom

UKMS UK Marine Strategy

WFD Water Framework Directive
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Appendices

Appendix A. Call for evidence: Strategic Marine Net Gain targets potential mechanisms and
priorities for delivery

Background

In 2021, the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme Task and Finish Group identified a number of
widely agreed strategic targets for marine and coastal net gain (a full description of the work and outcomes is
available in the final project report). In this second phase, we are looking at potential options for how these
strategic targets could be delivered by industry, to support industry commitments to deliver net gain for
development projects and wider corporate policies on nature recovery.

In early 2023, a first call for evidence provided considerable insight into the impressive amount of work already
in progress or planned for nature restoration, alongside identifying some of the principal barriers to delivery of
these initiatives.

How you can help
To assist with our work to assess possible mechanisms for delivery of strategic targets, we invite you to respond
to this further call for evidence, which asks more detail on delivery of strategic net gain.

Your input will be invaluable in helping us prepare recommendations for the delivery of net gain though strategic
targets and ensure that net gain delivers real and significant contributions to nature recovery in the marine
environment.

The survey should take around 15 minutes, depending how much detail you choose to provide.

‘Marine Net Gain’

Throughout this call for evidence, reference is made to Marine Net Gain (MNG), which is used as an all-
encompassing term to include restoration and recovery actions in relation to development that might be taken in
the offshore marine environment, coastal and intertidal areas.

Questions

1. The findings from the first call for evidence identified four key limitations to current restoration
initiatives. How would you rank the four limitations in terms of their significance in delivering ecological
needs or priorities?

a) Complexity of requirements within marine licensing system

b) Limited availability of funding for restoration/recovery projects, particularly long-term
funding

¢) Limited baseline data against which to measure success of project interventions

d) Competing demands for space, particularly coastal space

2. Are there any other limitations to current restoration initiatives you would add to this list, and where
would you rank them?
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3.  What further work do you feel could be required to address these limitations as part of the development
of MNG?

4. As part of a strategic approach to MNG, it may be helpful to take account of ecological or nature recovery
priorities in the marine environment. In your view, what are the key national restoration or nature
recovery needs in the marine environment?

5. During the first call for evidence, stakeholders identified a preference for applying MNG at a marine plan
region level. How might the ecological priorities in each marine plan region (or other regional level) be
identified?

6. During the first project the Strategic Net Gain Task and Finish Group (T&F Group) identified a number of
strategic MNG targets. Which of the following measures do you think industry might be able to
contribute to or implement to support delivery of MNG targets, given appropriate policy??

Please tick all that apply:

L. Actions to restore and/ or create intertidal/ near coastal habitats, including characterising
species (e.g., mudflat/ sandflat, saltmarsh/ reedbed, seagrass, native oyster, kelp);
II. Actions to restore offshore habitats (e.g., native oyster reef, Modiolus, serpulid reef, subtidal

sands, muds and gravels);

[1L Actions to support and restore fish;

IV. Action to support populations of birds;

V. Actions to support populations of marine mammals; and
VL. Pressure reduction actions.

Please provide an indication of how industry could contribute to each measure.

7. The T&F Group has identified several key information requirements which might be needed to inform
strategic MNG delivery:

o Identification of suitable areas for MNG delivery at a regional scale.

o Identification of specific projects (location, site area and target habitat feature within the
marine plan region.

o Identification of habitat or species needs within the marine plan region.

o Creation of a prioritised list of projects to which industry can contribute (at a regional or local
scale).

o Creation of a ‘shovel ready’ list of projects (within a region) to which industry can contribute

(this may mean projects which are fully planned and consented).

[s there anything else you consider would be critical to support successful delivery of strategic MNG?
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8. Aflexible approach may be required to facilitate the delivery of strategic MNG, which could include
any/all of the following approaches.

Do you agree or disagree that MNG should... (please place a cross on the box which applies)

Agree Disagree Neither agree nor

disagree

Seek specifically to address a project’s
residual impacts on the impacted
habitat/species features (i.e., like-for-
like)

Allow some trading between habitats

and/or features

Allow some trading between species

Allow trading across all ecological

elements

Other please specify:

What do you feel are the positives or negatives of the above approaches, or any other potential

approaches?

9. Some interventions may look to use novel approaches to achieve restoration outcomes. However, it is
recognised that regulation often requires some level of certainty of anticipated project results. How
might a strategic approach be developed to facilitate innovation in restoration and enhancement
projects?

10. Would a contributions-based approach or central/regional fund be best to facilitate delivery of strategic

MNG targets?
° Yes
° No
° Not sure

Please explain your answer

11. Ifyes, how do you think a central fund-based approach would be best used to support strategic MNG
delivery?

Please tick all that apply.

o Habitat/species interventions only
o Funding a coordinating body
o Research
o Innovation e.g., habitat and species or in relation to pressure reduction
° Monitoring
o Management (non-statutory)
o Other please specify:
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12. Would your organisation/s like to be involved in providing information for MNG planning?
° Yes
o No

If yes, in what capacity would your organisation/s like to be involved?

Please select the sector you work in:

° Academia
o Aquaculture
° Cables
o Commercial fishing
o Consultancy
o Environmental NGO/charity
° Government agency
o Government department/ministry
o Local authority
° Marine minerals
° NGO
° Offshore renewables
o Oil and gas
° Ports and harbours
° Power generation
° Recreation
o Shipping
o Water utility
o Other (please specify)
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Executive Summary

To support the work of the T&F Group, ABPmer were tasked with estimating the potential future demand for MNG
interventions at marine plan region level based on estimates of future development activity. This report presents the
estimates of forecast potential future ‘demand’ for marine net gain (MNG) interventions at national and regional
(marine plan) level in the period to 2050 based on assumptions. It seeks to identify the scale of future development
activity and combine information on potential project impacts and future project development to establish a
potential level of demand for MNG. The analysis is limited to English waters.

The analysis highlights the challenges of forecasting the scale, location, and timing of future development activity
particularly over decadal time scales. Given that environmental impacts tend to be site specific, any assessment of
residual impacts from marine development activity will come with a large uncertainty. In addition, ahead of policy
development for Marine Net Gain (MNG), there is currently a high level of uncertainty concerning how any MNG
requirements might be determined and therefore many assumptions have been required in translating estimates of
residual impact into a potential MNG demand. Consequently, the analysis should be seen as providing an order of
magnitude indicative potential MNG requirement at this stage.

The analysis indicates that future marine development will potentially result in the combined loss of/change to
subtidal mud, sand, and gravel habitats of the order of 25 to 30 km? per epoch in the period to 2050, although this
value is uncertain and dependent on assumptions about levels of future development activity and their spatial
footprint on the seabed. The main sectors contributing to subtidal habitat loss/change are predicted to be offshore
wind and marine aggregates sectors which account for up to 90 % of the habitat loss/change based on the
assumptions used in the analysis. Potential loss calculated by the analysis for intertidal habitat (over 1,000 ha
intertidal sediment and 1,000 ha saltmarsh nationally per decade) was considered to be a significant overestimate. A
more realistic estimate of potential demand was thought to less than half of the above estimate, the requirements for
which could be met from the supply of intertidal habitat creation/restoration and enhancement opportunities,
particularly given the recent upsurge in interest in coastal restoration projects.

There are significant challenges in seeking to quantify the spatial extent and intensity of permanent and temporary
disturbance and residual impacts to mobile species groups. Such information is not typically available within
statutory assessments and where quantified assessments are provided these are subject to high levels of uncertainty.
Incorporating species impacts within MNG is likely to be especially challenging and require the collection of significant
additional information and development of new assessment tools within EIA processes. However, the analysis
identifies that future development will also lead to permanent (project lifetime) and temporary disturbance of
subtidal habitats. This is estimated to be around 70 to 115 km? per epoch (permanent disturbance) and 65 to 85 km?
per epoch (temporary disturbance).

It was not possible within the constraints of this study to develop quantitative assessments for species impacts,
however the study sought to identify the number of projects within marine plan regions over different time periods
which might give rise to an MNG requirement. This analysis indicates that MNG measures for mobile species could be
required in all marine plan regions in the period to 2050.

The overall scale of past and current restoration/enhancement and recovery interventions would appear to be at a
level that, if continued, could help to deliver MNG, depending on the form that MNG takes. However, it should be
recognised that in subtidal environments, it will be difficult to recreate significant areas of replacement habitat. MNG
may therefore need to focus on creation or enhancement of intertidal or coastal habitats or alternatively look to
improve the condition of subtidal habitats (through pressure removal), noting that this latter option could only be
delivered as part of a strategic approach led by government.
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1. Introduction

There is increasing recognition of the need for greater action to restore our marine environment in the face of a
continued decline in marine biodiversity. Net gain! has been identified as a potentially important mechanism that can
contribute to halting and reversing marine biodiversity loss. From autumn 2023, two years following royal ascent of
the Environment Act, it will be mandatory for all in scope developments in the terrestrial and intertidal environment
to deliver a biodiversity net gain of 10 %. Although there is no formal net gain policy as yet for the marine
environment, Government has committed to developing such a policy, and has held a first consultation on the
principles of marine net gain (MNG) (Defra, 2022?).

The Strategic Net Gain Targets Task and Finish Group (T&F Group), funded by the Offshore Wind Evidence and Change
Programme, completed its first report in October 2021, setting out a number of strategic targets for marine and
intertidal net gain (Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme, 2021°). These targets were widely consulted on,
and well supported by a range of marine stakeholders. In addition, the T&F Group set out a number of assumptions
and recommendations for further consideration in the development of a policy for MNG.

Building on its first report, the T&F Group is now working to develop delivery options for strategic net gain. The aim
of this projects is to identify and agree recommendations for a more local delivery of strategic net gain targets for the
improvement and recovery/restoration of the marine and intertidal environments, which can be used as a basis for
determining net gain targets for marine industry sectors, including offshore wind. ABPmer has been commissioned to
support the work of the T & F Group.

To support the work of the T&F Group, ABPmer were tasked with developing a database of existing and planned
marine restoration/enhancement and recovery projects to identify what interventions were already being
undertaken, and then to estimate potential future demand for MNG interventions for England at a marine plan region
level, based on estimates of future development activity.

This report presents the outputs from this latter task. It seeks to identify the scale of future development activity on a
regional scale (marine plan region) and combine information on potential project impacts and future project
development to establish a potential level of demand for MNG at regional level.

2. Approach to estimating future demand

Two elements have been included in the analysis:

® An assessment of potential residual impacts to subtidal habitats (mud, sand, gravel), intertidal habitats
(saltmarsh, intertidal sediment) and species groups from future development activity in the period to 2050;
and

e Translation of these residual impacts into an indicative demand for MNG.

! Net gain is an approach to development that aims to leave the natural environment in a measurably better state than
beforehand. This means protecting, restoring, or creating environmental features that are of greater ecological value to
wildlife, habitats, and people than any losses associated with the original project.

2 Defra. 2022. Consultation on the Principles of Marine Net Gain. Available at: https://consult.defra.gov.uk/defra-net-gain-
consultation-team/consultation-on-the-principles-of-marine-net-gain/ [Accessed 23/06/23].

3 Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme. 2021. Strategic Net Gain Targets for Coastal and Marine Environments -
Task and Finish Group Final Report, October 2021. Available at:
https://www.marinedataexchange.co.uk/details/3513/2021-strategic-net-gain-task-and-finish-group-offshore-wind-
evidence-and-change-programme-strategic-net-gain-targets-for-coastal-and-marine-environments/summary [Accessed
23/06/23].
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2.1 Approach to estimating residual impacts to habitats and species

The assessment has sought to make best use of existing studies. ABPmer & eftec (2022*) undertook an analysis of the
scale of future marine development activity for a wide range of marine sectors. Separately eftec et al. (2021°)
completed an analysis of potential development affecting intertidal habitat (by local authority area) as part of a study
exploring the potential market for biodiversity net gain credits. Both studies have informed the approach to the
assessment in this study.

Residual impacts to habitats and species have been assessed as follows:

e Subtidal habitats:

— Forecasts of future development activity® have been based on ABPmer & eftec (2022¢) and updated
following advice from the T&F Group;

— Annual forecasts of levels of development activity have been made for the period 2023 to 2050 with
assumptions made regarding the distribution of levels of activity across marine plan regions (combining
inshore and offshore marine plan areas where relevant);

— Residual impacts have been calculated based on assumptions for each sector (see Appendix A) for:

o Area of direct habitat loss/change;

o Area of permanently disturbed habitat (habitat considered to be regularly disturbed over the lifetime
of the development); and

o Area of temporarily disturbed habitat (habitat considered to be disturbed only during construction or
irregularly during operation).

e Residual impacts have been assigned to marine plan regions and distributed across broad habitat types
(EUNIS level 3: Sublittoral coarse sediment A5.1 (gravel), Sublittoral sands/muddy sands A5.2 (sand) and
Sublittoral cohesive mud and sandy mud A5.3 (mud)) based on assumptions. For most offshore
development, in the absence of information on the specific location of developments, it has been assumed
that mud, sand and gravel habitats will be affected pro rata to their spatial extent in each marine plan
region. For marine aggregates, it has been assumed that only sand and gravel habitats will be affected pro
rata to their spatial extent in each marine plan region as these are the resources targeted by marine
aggregate producers; and

— Areas of affected habitat (mud, sand, and gravel) subject to loss/change, permanent disturbance, or
temporary disturbance, have then been calculated using a simple spreadsheet model (available from
the authors on request) for each marine plan region for the epochs; 2023-2030, 2031-2040 and 2041 -
2050.

4+ ABPmer & eftec. 2022. Marine Net Gain. Sector Analysis. ABPmer Report No. R.3875. A report produced by ABPmer for
Defra Offshore Wind Enabling Actions Programme, April 2022. Available at: https://randd.defra.gov.uk/ProjectDetails?
Projectld=21049 [Accessed 23/06/23].

s eftec, WSP & ABPmer. 2021. Biodiversity Net Gain: Market analysis study, February 2021. Available at:
https://randd.defra.gov.uk/ProjectDetails?Project|D=20608 [Accessed 23/06/23].

¢ Aggregates, aquaculture (shellfish), aquaculture (seaweed), carbon capture usage and storage, coastal development
(regeneration - subtidal infrastructure), offshore wind farms, oil and gas, ports, power interconnectors and transmission
lines, power stations, recreational boating (subtidal infrastructure development), telecommunication cables, tidal range
energy, tidal stream energy, wastewater treatment outfalls and wave power.
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® |ntertidal habitats:

— Estimates of annual intertidal habitat loss (intertidal sediment and saltmarsh) by local authority area
(from eftec et al., 20215) were used to estimate annual intertidal habitat loss by marine plan region,
including locations within MPAs.

e Species (for subtidal projects only):

— Assumptions have been made on the relative significance of residual impacts to species groups (fish,
birds, and marine mammals) including mortality and disturbance during construction or operation (see
Appendix A); and

— Forecast future development activity levels (see subtidal habitats above) have been used to identify the
number of projects that may require species measures to offset residual impact. In making these
estimates no account has been taken of possible requirements to implement compensatory measures
or measures of equivalent ecological value in relation to features protected by European or national site
designations.

For subtidal (and intertidal) habitats, information on the spatial extent and degree of residual impact is generally
available from Environmental Statements. While these assessments tend to be quite conservative in line with
relevant guidance, they do provide a meaningful basis from which to assess a project’s residual impacts.

For species impacts, while Environmental Statements include assessments of impacts to mobile species groups, such
impacts are generally not quantified, or where they are quantified, estimates are subject to high levels of uncertainty
(for example, estimates of seabird collision mortality from offshore wind farm development). If species impacts are
to be incorporated within MNG, depending on the approach taken, this could require additional information to be
collected and analysed by developers as part of their development applications.

2.2 Indicative potential future demand for MNG

Information on the potential scale and nature of residual impact from future development activity has been used to
inform an indicative potential requirement for MNG.

Ahead of policy development by Defra, there is no clear basis for translating residual development impacts into an
MNG demand. To estimate a possible level of future demand that can be compared to possible future supply of
restoration/enhancement or recovery initiatives, tailored assumptions, based on available scientific evidence, have
been applied. The assumptions used should not be taken to infer any policy preference, nor any agreed position on
the assumptions used.

For the purposes of modelling potential future demand for MNG, the following assumptions were made:

e Habitat loss/change - a factor of 2.2 has been used to identify the MNG requirement in relation to habitat
loss/change for both intertidal and subtidal impacts. This is based on the factor of 2 that has been applied
for compensation of intertidal habitat loss in European sites (Morris et al, 20167) with an uplift of 10 % to
achieve net gain.

® Permanent habitat disturbance - a factor of 1.1 has been applied to permanent habitat disturbance for
subtidal projects. In effect this assumes a 50 % loss of function from the disturbed habitat.

7 Morris, R., Harley, M., Cottle, R., Banks, B., Doody, J., Brown, A., Weston, A., Hart, R., Prince, S. 2016. Review of the
Effectiveness of Natura 2000 Sites Compensation Measures in England. Contract Reference: WC1076. Available at:
http://www.humbernature.co.uk/admin/resources/13694wc1076finalreport-1.pdf
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®* Temporary habitat disturbance - a factor of 0.05 has been applied to temporary habitat disturbance in
subtidal mud and sand habitats and a factor of 0.25 applied to subtidal gravel habitats, as gravel habitats
typically take longer to recover compared to mud and sand habitats (MarESA8).

® Species features - where the scale of residual impact from a subtidal project is assessed as ‘moderate’ or
‘high’ for either construction or operation, it has been assumed to trigger a requirement for mobile species
measures (fish, birds, or mammals) but it has not been possible within this study to quantify that
requirement.

The assessment of potential future demand has been made at the same level of granularity as the assessment of
potential residual impact (i.e., subtidal mud, sand, and gravel habitat; intertidal sediment and saltmarsh habitat). In
presenting the analysis in this way, ahead of MNG policy development, it does not seek to presume that MNG would
require like-for-like replacement of residual impacts. Rather, it allows closer comparison with the information on
potential supply of MNG interventions.

2.3 Recognising uncertainties

There are many uncertainties in seeking to project the scale, timing and location of future development activity, the
residual impact of such development and the requirements to achieve MNG. It is not feasible to assign estimates of
uncertainty to many of these elements and therefore not appropriate to undertake any kind of formal uncertainty
analysis. The key elements contributing to uncertainty include:

® Future scale, location, and timing of development activity - these can be projected based on past and
current trends. For established sectors it is probably accurate within a factor of 3 (£300%), but for emerging
sectors it may be accurate within an order of magnitude;

e Residual impacts:

— Habitat spatial scale - information has been drawn from ElAs, sector reviews and experience of the
contractor. While the scale of impact depends to some extent on site specific factors, at
regional/national level the estimates are considered to be accurate within a factor of 3;

— Habitat type - given that the specific location of future development is generally unknown, habitat type
has typically been inferred based on the relative distribution of mud, sand, and gravel habitats within a
marine plan region. At regional level the estimates may be accurate within a factor of 3;

— Species - the significance of residual impacts to species from different development types has been
based on the judgement of the contractor. The number of projects giving rise to species impacts has
the same levels of uncertainty pertaining to future development;

e MNG demand:

— The multiplier used to estimate habitat demand is based on limited evidence. It is noted that a
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) style metric might result in higher levels of demand based on currently
available case studies. Depending on the development of MNG policy the requirement could be higher
or lower than calculated in this study by an unknown amount;

— Potential demand has been split across broad habitat types (subtidal mud, sand, and gravel) and
intertidal sediment and saltmarsh. It is currently uncertain to what extent, if at all, MNG might demand
or encourage a like-for-like policy and thus each of these potential demands is uncertain to an unknown
degree.

¢ MarESA database https://www.marlin.ac.uk/sensitivity/sensitivity rationale
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The estimates of residual impact within this study are considered quite conservative based on extensive existing
experience of EIA outcomes for marine developments across a wide range of sectors. The estimated scale of future
activity is also considered to be an overestimate, particularly for emerging sectors such as shellfish and seaweed
aquaculture where expansion tends to occur more slowly than anticipated in strategy documents. The translation of
residual impacts to estimates of future demand is based on best judgement from the available evidence and
considering the precautionary principle. Greater certainty will only become available once MNG policy has been
clarified.

Given the above uncertainties, at this time the analysis provides only an order of magnitude estimate of what might
be required to deliver MNG.

It is noted that The Crown Estate is initiating a project to digitally map the seabed resource needed to meet future
demand as well as the enhanced co-ordination of future activities to 2050 (TCE®). The outcome of The Crown Estate
project could help to clarify some of the assumptions about the location, scale and timing of future development and
reduce some of the uncertainties.

3. Model results

Due to the many assumptions that have needed to be made in order to perform the analysis, all the analysis
presented below should be treated as indicative and preliminary.

3.1 Subtidal habitats

A summary of the key results from the assessment are provided in Table 1 (subtidal habitats affected by marine plan
region, impact type and epoch) and Table 2 (indicative demand for MNG by marine plan region, impact type and
epoch).

Table 1. Estimated subtidal habitat area impacts (km?) by marine plan region, impact type and epoch

Marine plan region Habitat impact Habitat 2023-2030 2031-2040 2041-2050
South West Loss/change Mud 0.20 0.54 0.52
Sand 0.66 2.40 231
Gravel 0.45 2.30 221
Permanent Mud 1.81 2.79 2.71
disturbance sand 3.59 7.05 6.62
Gravel 2.12 5.48 5.00
Temporary Mud 0.11 1.75 1.75
disturbance sand 0.60 9.58 9.58
Gravel 0.63 10.58 10.58
North West Loss/change Mud 0.81 1.36 1.35
Sand 1.45 2.27 2.26
Gravel 0.37 0.58 0.58

o https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/en-gb/media-and-insights/news/2023-the-crown-estate-to-digitally-map-scenarios-
to-inform-co-ordinated-approach-to-future-seabed-use/
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2023-2030
1.87
3.36
0.69
3.39
4.63
1.21
0.07
0.23
0.01
0.69
2.40
0.16
0.08
1.15
0.10
0.20
12.09
5.00
1.28
16.85
6.52
0.32
35.46
14.88
0.08
0.20
0.04
0.76
2.00
0.69
0.05
0.59
0.29
0.42
1.70

2031-2040
3.67
6.02
1.34
0.44
0.60
0.15
0.47
5.67
0.49
1.16
7.20
0.57
2.40
33.67
2.97
0.19
8.43
3.44
1.62
24.47
9.58
0.13
14.23
5.96
0.11
0.31
0.08
1.23
5.52
2.43
0.07
0.74
0.36
0.50
2.03

2041-2050
3.67
6.02
1.34
0.43
0.59
0.15
0.47
5.65
0.49
1.16
7.20
0.57
2.37
33.24
2.93
0.19
8.41
3.44
1.62
24.47
9.58
0.12
13.88
5.81
0.12
0.45
0.15
1.29
6.14
2.75
0.07
0.75
0.37
0.50
2.03



Marine plan region Habitat impact

National

Permanent
disturbance

Temporary
disturbance

Loss/change

Permanent
disturbance

Temporary
disturbance

Habitat
Gravel
Mud
Sand
Gravel
Mud
Sand
Gravel
Mud
Sand
Gravel
Mud
Sand
Gravel
Mud
Sand

Gravel

2023-2030
4.86
3.43
7.09
14.77
0.17
0.65
2.51
1.78
16.32
10.72
9.84
35.30
24.95
4.12
43.08
19.62

2031-2040
5.69
4.53
9.72
22.17
0.06
0.25
0.86
3.16
21.12
12.59
15.01
59.98
41.57
4.86
59.07
20.87

2041-2050
5.69
4.53
9.72
22.17
0.06
0.25
0.86
3.15
21.12
12.55
14.98
60.16
41.41
4.82
58.29
20.69

Table 2. Indicative potential subtidal habitat demand (km?) by marine plan region, impact type and epoch

Marine plan region Habitat impact

South West

North West
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Mud
Sand
Gravel
Mud
Sand
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2023-2030
0.44
1.45
0.98
1.99
3.95
2.33
0.01
0.03
0.16
1.79
3.19
0.80
2.06
3.70
0.76

2031-2040
1.19
5.28
5.07
3.07
7.76
6.03
0.09
0.48
2.64
2.99
5.00
1.27
4.03
6.62
1.48

2041-2050
1.15
5.09
4.86
2.98
7.28
5.50
0.09
0.48
2.64
2.97
4.98
1.27
4.03
6.62
1.48
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2023-2030
0.17
0.23
0.30
0.16
0.50
0.02
0.76
2.64
0.17
0.00
0.06
0.02
0.44
26.61
11.00
1.40
18.54
7.17
0.02
1.77
3.72
0.17
0.43
0.08
0.83
2.20
0.76
0.00
0.03
0.07
0.92
3.74
10.69
3.77
7.80

2031-2040
0.02
0.03
0.04
1.04
12.48
1.07
1.28
7.92
0.63
0.12
1.68
0.74
0.42
18.55
7.58
1.79
26.92
10.54
0.01
0.71
1.49
0.23
0.69
0.18
1.35
6.07
2.67
0.00
0.04
0.09
1.09
4.46
12.52
4.98
10.69

2041-2050
0.02
0.03
0.04
1.04
12.43
1.07
1.28
7.92
0.63
0.12
1.66
0.73
0.42
18.51
7.56
1.79
26.92
10.54
0.01
0.69
1.45
0.26
0.99
0.34
141
6.75
3.02
0.00
0.04
0.09
1.09
4.46
12.52
4.98
10.69
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Marine plan region Habitat impact Habitat
Gravel
Temporary Mud
disturbance sand
Gravel
National Loss/change Mud
Sand
Gravel
Permanent Mud
disturbance sand
Gravel
Temporary Mud
disturbance sand
Gravel

2023-2030
16.25
0.01
0.03
0.63
3.92
35.91
23.59
10.82
38.82
27.44
0.21
2.15
4.90

2031-2040
24.39
0.00
0.01
0.21
6.96
46.45
27.69
16.51
65.98
45.73
0.24
2.95
5.22

2041-2050
24.39
0.00
0.01
0.21
6.93
46.46
27.61
16.48
66.18
45.55
0.24
291
5.17

Table 1 indicates that at a national (England) scale, habitat loss/change from future development could be of the
order of 25 to 30 km? per decade in the period to 2050 resulting in a potential demand for MNG of 60 to 75 km?
(Table 2). While these spatial extents may seem large in themselves, they are small relative to the spatial extents of
the respective habitats within each marine plan region (Table 3), there is a total of around 200,000 km? of subtidal

mud, sand, and gravel in English waters.

Table 3. Areas of subtidal mud, sand, and gravel (km?) within each marine plan region

Marine Plan Region Mud
South West 5,857
North West 2,160
North East 3,220
East 341
South East 176
South 759
Total 12,513

Sand
32,009
2953
45,107
38,077
1,893
2,897
122,935

Gravel
35,461
777
3,977
15,995
981
11,592
68,783

Potential demand varies by region, habitat type and epoch, reflecting differences in estimated levels of future

development activity.

Figure 1 provides a summary of potential MNG demand in relation to habitat loss/change by marine plan region in the
period 2023 - 2050. The greatest levels of potential demand for sand and gravel habitats may be in East and South
marine plan regions. The main drivers of this demand are offshore wind development and marine aggregates.
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Figure 1. Potential MNG demand (km?) in relation to habitat loss/change by habitat type by marine plan region in
the period 2023 - 2050

The estimated residual impact of marine aggregate extraction accounts for around 30 to 40 % of potential demand in
relation to subtidal sand and gravel habitat loss/change and around 40-60 % of subtidal sand and gravel demand in
relation to permanent habitat disturbance based on the assumptions used in the assessment. Marine aggregate
extraction is primarily focused in the East and South marine plan regions and thus accounts for the potentially much
greater MNG demand for subtidal sand and gravel habitats in these regions. While new marine aggregate
development may be a significant driver of MNG demand in relation to subtidal sand and gravel habitats, where
marine aggregate producers relinquish existing licences, as a result of resources become depleted over time, it may
be that these relinquished areas could contribute to MNG targets. Relinquished areas are left with a suitable covering
of underlying substrate and once recovered from any direct or indirect impacts of marine aggregate extraction would
be expected to have ecological structure and function comparable to natural habitats.

The estimated residual impact of offshore wind development accounts for around 50-60 % of potential demand in
relation to subtidal mud, sand, and gravel habitat loss/change and around 80-90 % of subtidal mud, sand, and gravel
demand in relation to temporary habitat disturbance based on the assumptions used in the assessment.

All other sectors make relatively small contributions to residual impact and potential MNG demand.

Given the challenges of successfully creating new subtidal mud, sand, or gravel habitat, it may be necessary to provide
flexibility in MNG solutions, for example by allowing pressure reduction measures to be applied as MNG in place of
creation of new areas. Table 4 presents an indicative estimate (by marine plan region and epoch) of what MNG
demand might comprise if habitat loss/change, habitat permanent disturbance and habitat temporary disturbance
were conflated to a single metric. For simplicity this has been achieved by summing the areas of permanent and
temporary habitat disturbance and adding the habitat loss/change values multiplied by a factor of 3 (to recognise that
a larger area of habitat would need to be protected from disturbance to offset functional impacts form habitat
loss/change).
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Table 4 (and Figure 2) indicate that in East and South marine plan regions, significant pressure reduction initiatives
might be required to meet potential MNG demand in the period to 2050 of the order of 270 to 380 km? per decade
across English waters. Over 30% of this demand might be in both East and South marine plan regions reflecting the
key activities driving this potential demand (offshore wind and marine aggregates).

It should be noted that while the absolute values might appear larger, the scale of potential future demand for
pressure reduction is relatively small compared to current pressure reduction measures implemented within MPAs.
These equate to pressure reduction measures of around 550 km? (subtidal mud), 10,200 km? (subtidal sand) and
4,300 km? (subtidal gravel) (based on ABPmer (2023%)). On this basis, further pressure reduction (primarily from
bottom-towed fishing gears) might be a potential mechanism for delivering MNG, although such measures could not
be delivered by industry.

Table 4. Indicative potential subtidal habitat demand (km?) by epoch (commuted to habitat disturbance)

Marine plan region Habitat type 2023-2030 2031 - 2040 2041-2050
South West Mud 3.33 6.73 6.53
Sand 8.34 24.08 23.02
Gravel 5.44 23.88 22.71
North West Mud 7.60 13.02 12.96
Sand 13.49 21.66 21.58
Gravel 3.48 5.34 5.32
North East Mud 1.24 4.53 4.52
Sand 4.18 47.04 46.87
Gravel 0.26 4.58 4.56
East Mud 2.74 3.05 3.05
Sand 100.13 83.28 83.15
Gravel 43.90 34.76 34.67
South East Mud 1.36 2.05 2.20
Sand 3.52 8.17 9.77
Gravel 1.08 3.30 4.14
South Mud 6.53 8.25 8.25
Sand 19.04 24.07 24.07
Gravel 48.96 62.16 62.16
National Mud 22.80 37.63 37.51
Sand 148.70 208.29 208.46
Gravel 103.13 134.03 133.56

1 ABPmer. 2023. Delivery Options for Strategic Marine Net Gain, Analysis of existing recovery and restoration projects and

proposals, ABPmer Report No. R.4275. A report produced by ABPmer for OWEC: Strategic MNG Delivery Task and Finish
Group, May 2023.
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Figure 2. Potential MNG demand (km?) in relation to subtidal habitat (commuted to disturbance impacts) by
habitat type by marine plan region in the period 2023 -2050

3.2 Intertidal habitats

Table 5 presents a summary of indicative intertidal demand for MNG by marine plan region and epoch in relation to
loss of intertidal sediment and saltmarsh, also summarised in Figure 3. Based on the method applied, estimates of
losses for intertidal sediment and saltmarsh are assumed to be equal.

The indicative levels of intertidal MNG demand in relation to habitat loss (Table 5) are comparable in scale with the
estimates for subtidal habitat demand (Table 2) based on the method used. However, the estimates are considered to
be highly conservative based on the report authors’ experience of relevant projects around the English coast. For
example, in the South marine plan region alone, the estimates suggest a demand for 40 ha of intertidal sediment and
40 ha saltmarsh p.a., which does not accord with current experiences of rates of intertidal habitat loss from
development projects, which are an order of magnitude lower.

The analysis has not taken account of possible requirements for compensatory measures under the Habitats
Regulations or for measures of equivalent ecological value under the Marine & Coastal Access Act 2009 where the
features affected are associated with sites protected for nature conservation. It is noted that at least 80 % of
estuarine and 50 % of coastal areas are subject to site-based habitat protection under the Habitats Regulations and
Marine & Coastal Access Act. These are likely to be the primary drivers for intertidal habitat interventions as a result
of development project impacts, with the demand for net gain on top of these other statutory requirements.

It is noted that the database of interventions developed through the first call for evidence has identified a total of 48
initiatives that have created mudflat habitat (1,198 ha) and 100 initiatives that have created saltmarsh habitat (1,622
ha) over the past 20 years or so. It is recognised that these interventions have been undertaken in response to a

range of drivers including as compensatory measures for development impacts, mitigation for sea level rise and for
conservation purposes.
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Table 5. Indicative potential intertidal habitat demand (km?) by habitat type, epoch, and marine plan region

Marine plan region

South West

North West

North East

East

South East

South

Total (National)

iy
M

iy
o

Intertidal habitat|oss (km?)

Habitat type 2023-2030 2031 - 2040 2041-2050
Intertidal sediment 1.8 23 2.3
Saltmarsh 1.8 2.3 2.3
Intertidal sediment 0.8 1.0 1.0
Saltmarsh 0.8 1.0 1.0
Intertidal sediment 0.8 1.0 1.0
Saltmarsh 0.8 1.0 1.0
Intertidal sediment 0.9 1.2 1.2
Saltmarsh 0.9 1.2 1.2
Intertidal sediment 1.8 23 2.3
Saltmarsh 1.8 2.3 2.3
Intertidal sediment 3.1 3.9 3.9
Saltmarsh 3.1 3.9 3.9
Intertidal sediment 9.3 11.6 11.6
Saltmarsh 9.3 11.6 11.6
South Wast North West North Fast Fast South Fast South

Figure 3. Potential MNG demand (km?) in relation to intertidal habitat loss by habitat type by marine plan region in
the period 2023 - 2050
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Marine Management Organisation (MMO, 2019") identifies potential opportunities for intertidal habitat creation and
restoration through interventions such as managed realignment, regulated tidal exchange and beneficial use of
dredged material around the coast of England. This study identified many tens of thousands of hectares (hundreds

of km2) of opportunity indicating a large scope for future intertidal interventions. It is likely that the possible supply of
intertidal habitat creation/restoration and enhancement projects can readily meet the likely demand for MNG.

33 Species impacts (subtidal)

Table 6 and Figure 4 present a summary of the number of projects potentially requiring MNG measures for species, by
marine plan region and epoch.

Table 6. Number of development projects per epoch that may require MNG species measures for mobile feature
groups (birds, fish, marine mammals)

Mobile feature impact South North North East East South East South National
West West
2023-2030
Bird mortality 1 2 1 6 0 2 12
Bird disturbance 1 3 1 6 0 2 13
Fish mortality 1 2 0 0 1 1 5
Fish disturbance 7 8 7 21 4 6 53
Marine mammal mortality 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Marine mammal disturbance 1 2 1 13 0 2 19
2031-2040
Bird mortality 6 6 12 6 0 0 30
Bird disturbance 7 6 12 6 0 0 31
Fish mortality 2 2 0 0 1 1 6
Fish disturbance 6 7 9 26 4 12 64
Marine mammal mortality 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Marine mammal disturbance 6 6 12 16 0 0 40
2041-2050
Bird mortality 6 6 12 6 0 0 30
Bird disturbance 6 6 12 6 1 0 31
Fish mortality 1 1 0 0 3 1 6
Fish disturbance 5 7 9 26 5 12 64
Marine mammal mortality 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Marine mammal disturbance 6 6 12 16 0 0 40

11 Marine Management Organisation. 2019. Identifying sites suitable for marine habitat restoration or creation
(MMO1135). Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/
798829/20190430 MMO1135 Identifying sites for habitat creation datalavers Report a.pdf [Accessed 23/06/23].
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Figure 4. Potential MNG demand (number of projects) in relation to species impacts by pressure, marine plan region and epoch
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As noted above, it has not been possible to meaningfully quantify the residual impacts of development on species
groups within this study. In the absence of quantified impacts for species groups, it has not been possible, to refine
the scale of species impacts, nor define what MNG might require in terms of species measures. Given the
complexities and uncertainties, development of a meaningful and robust approach to quantifying residual species
impacts and determining MNG requirements is likely to present an ongoing challenge to policy makers.

The assessment indicates that development projects resulting in residual impacts that may require MNG species
measures are likely to occur in all marine plan regions across all epochs. Greater levels of intervention may be
required in the East and North East marine plan regions due to the greater number of projects in these areas giving
rise to residual impacts on mobile species groups.

Key sectors giving rise to potential demand for MNG species measures include offshore wind, oil and gas and port
development. Offshore wind potentially affects birds, fish, and mammals while oil and gas development primarily
affects fish and mammals (underwater noise). Port development projects may also generate high levels of
underwater noise, but given the location of major ports within estuaries, residual impacts are more likely to be
confined to fish as marine mammals are typically located in coastal and offshore areas.

The analysis has not taken account of possible requirements for compensatory measures under the Habitats
Regulations or for measures of equivalent ecological value under the Marine & Coastal Access Act 2009 where the
features affected are associated with sites protected for nature conservation. In relation to birds, it is likely that the
Habitats Regulations will be the primary driver of measures to offset residual impacts. The Habitats Regulations may
also be the main driver for actions in relation to marine mammals. It will also be the case that some MNG measures
taken to address habitat impacts will also benefit mobile features.

Information on the number of existing/planned initiatives for fish/birds/marine mammals has been extracted from
the restoration and recovery projects database (ABPmer, 2023*) and is shown in Table 7. This evidence indicates that
initiatives for fish, birds and marine mammals are being progressed across most marine plan regions. Due to the
limitations of the analysis, it is not possible to identify whether the number and nature of such initiatives might be at
a level consistent with the level of activity that might be required to deliver MNG for species. It is recognised that
measures to improve the quality of seabed habitats is likely to contribute to supporting mobile species’ populations
(through increases in prey abundance). Separately, fisheries management measures will also contribute to supporting
mobile species populations.

Table 7. Indicative numbers of existing/planned initiatives for fish, birds, and marine mammals by marine plan
region

Existing/ planned mobile South West North West North East  East South East  South
feature initiatives

Fish (inc. migratory fish) - 8 - 2 - 2
Birds (seabirds, waterbirds) 3 - 10 3 1 6
Marine mammals 3 1 1 1 2 1

@ Delivery Options for Strategic Marine Net Gain 19

Assessing Potential Future ‘Demand’ for Marine Net Gain



4. Discussion

The analysis highlights the challenges in seeking to project the scale, location, and timing of future development
activity. Environmental impacts are often very site specific. Thus, the spatial location of future development is
important in understanding specific impacts/residual impacts and strategically linking development to the optimal
locations to deliver MNG.

Ahead of policy development for MNG, there is currently a high level of uncertainty concerning how any requirement
for MNG might be determined and thus many assumptions have been required in translating estimates of residual
impact into a potential MNG demand. Consequently, the analysis should be seen as providing an order of magnitude
indicative potential MNG requirement at this stage. Greater clarity will come once MNG policy has been determined.
The Crown Estate’s work to digitally map the seabed resource needed to meet future demand as well as the
enhanced co-ordination of future activities out to 2050 could also help to reduce uncertainties surrounding future
marine development and its spatial impacts.

It is noted that the policy approach to MNG has not yet been determined. While the analysis presents information
relating to subtidal habitat loss/change, permanent disturbance and temporary disturbance, intertidal habitat loss,
and subtidal species impacts, the actual scope of MNG may differ. While EIAs and wider environmental assessments
typically include information that enables the direct loss/change of habitat to be assessed, they generally include less
guantified information on the spatial extent and intensity of disturbance or species impacts. Should MNG policy seek
to include wider aspects of project residual impacts, this could require developers to undertake more detailed
assessment of disturbance and species impacts, and to provide additional information as part of their consent
applications. Given the limitations of current scientific assessment tools, this will be challenging and potentially
contentious.

4.1 Subtidal habitat

The analysis indicates that future marine development will potentially result in the combined loss of/change to
subtidal mud, sand, and gravel habitats of the order of 25 to 30 km? per decade in the period to 2050. Given the
uncertainties surrounding the location of future development, it is difficult to be more precise about the specific
habitats and biotopes that will be affected. The main sectors contributing to subtidal habitat loss/change are
predicted to be offshore wind and marine aggregates which account for up to 90 % of the habitat loss/change based
on the assumptions used in the analysis.

The analysis identifies that future development will also lead to permanent (project lifetime) and temporary
disturbance of subtidal habitats. This is estimated to be around 70 to 115 km? per epoch (permanent disturbance)
and 65 to 85 km? per epoch (temporary disturbance). Based on the assumptions used in the study, marine aggregates
are likely to be the primary sector contributing to permanent disturbance and offshore wind the primary sector
contributing to temporary disturbance.

It is recognised that there is limited opportunity to recreate subtidal habitats in the marine environment as the scale
of decommissioning activities on the seabed is and will remain small relative to the potential impacts from new
development in the period to 2050. In order to facilitate MNG for subtidal habitats, it is likely to be necessary for any
MNG regime to provide for subtidal impacts to be offset in a non like-for-like manner either through pressure
reduction measures on subtidal habitat or creation of intertidal habitat. Both options would appear to be feasible
based on indicative potential demand for MNG and the potential supply of interventions, depending on policy
decisions by government. However, as there is limited scope for marine industries to reduce disturbance of marine
habitats from their own activities, pressure reduction measures involving other marine sectors (such as fisheries)
could only be pursued as part of a strategic approach led by government.

Any approach to estimate MNG demand will need to carefully consider how to include the marine aggregates sector.
The absolute impact of the sector is a function of its total footprint in the marine environment, a combination of the
spatial extent of Active Dredge Zones (ADZ - within which aggregate is extracted) and Secondary Impact Zones
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(SIZ - the area within which the effects of sediment deposition on the seabed from dredging activities are
experienced). Most licences issued are for renewal of existing (15 year) licences. These renewals do not necessarily
lead to an increase in the footprint of existing dredging activity. Where new licences are sought these may result in
one or more existing licences being relinquished, again potentially resulting in no increase to combined ADZ or SIZ.
Conversely, it might be argued that MNG is a new policy and that it should apply to all new or renewal licences even if
the overall footprint of marine aggregate dredging does not change.

4.2 Intertidal habitat

The analysis suggests that the calculated potential demand for intertidal habitat (over 1,000 ha intertidal sediment
and 1,000 ha saltmarsh nationally per decade) may be a significant overestimate. It is considered that a more realistic
estimate of potential demand (less than half of the above estimates) could be met from the supply of intertidal
habitat creation/restoration and enhancement opportunities, particularly given the recent upsurge in interest in
coastal restoration projects.

4.3 Species groups

There are significant challenges in seeking to quantify residual impacts to species groups and how species impacts
might be incorporated into MNG. While Environmental Statements assess impacts to mobile species groups, such
assessments generally tend to be qualitative and there is a lack of robust quantitative information. It has therefore
not been possible within the constraints of this study to develop quantitative assessments of residual impact or
potential MNG demand. Rather, the analysis has sought to identify the number of projects within marine plan regions
over different time periods that might give rise to an MNG requirement. This analysis indicates that MNG measures
for mobile species could be required in all marine plan regions in the period to 2050. Given that many of the mobile
features that will be affected are afforded site-based protection due to their association with MPAs, it is likely that
some of the residual impacts will be addressed under the Habitats Regulations and Marine and Coastal Access Act,
with demand for net gain on top of these other statutory requirements.

5. Conclusions

Forecasting the scale, location and timing of future development activity is inherently challenging particularly over
decadal time scales. Given that environmental impacts tend to be site-specific, any assessment of residual impacts
from marine development activity will come with a large uncertainty. Similarly, given that MNG policy is in its infancy,
it is also currently uncertain how residual impacts might be translated into a demand for MNG interventions.
Nevertheless, it is helpful to start considering these issues now, as recognised by the recent announcement by The
Crown Estate concerning its future spatial scenarios project which, inter alia, will enable identification of areas for
restoration/recovery interventions within a wider marine spatial planning process. Greater clarity concerning MNG
requirements will come as MNG policy becomes better defined.

It is likely to be feasible to assess residual impacts to subtidal and intertidal habitats based on information contained
within Environmental Statements or wider environmental assessments, particularly measures of habitat loss/change.
Such information could be used to calculate an MNG demand (within a metric) or to refine a financial contributions-

based approach.

There are significant challenges in seeking to quantify the spatial extent and intensity of permanent and temporary
disturbance, and residual impacts to mobile species groups. Such information is not typically available within
statutory assessments and where quantified assessments are provided these are subject to high levels of uncertainty.
Incorporating species impacts within MNG is likely to be especially challenging and require the collection of significant
additional information and development of new assessment tools within EIA processes.
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In simple terms, the overall scale of past and current restoration/enhancement and recovery interventions would
appear to be at a level that, if continued, could help to deliver MNG, depending on the form that MNG takes.
However, it should be recognised that in subtidal environments, it will be difficult to recreate significant areas of
replacement habitat. MNG may therefore need to or alternatively look to improve the condition of subtidal habitats
(through pressure removal, primarily bottom-trawling fishing pressure). This latter option could only be delivered as
part of a strategic approach led by government.

6. Abbreviations/Acronyms

ADZ Active Dredge Zone

BMAPA British Marine Aggregate Producers Association
BNG Biodiversity Net Gain

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment

EUNIS European Nature Information System

GW Gigawatt

HVDV High Voltage Direct Current

LPA Local Planning Authority

LSO Long Sea Outfall

MarESA Marine Evidence based Sensitivity Assessment
MLW Mean Low Water

MMO Marine Management Organisation

MNG Marine Net Gain

MPA Maine Protected Area

MW Megawatt

OWEC Offshore Wind Evidence and Change Programme
PIZ Primary Impact Zone

SIZ Secondary Impact Zone

T&F Group Strategic Net Gain Task and Finish Group

TCE The Crown Estate
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Appendices

Appendix A. Assumptions for estimating future demand

Aggregates

® Assume indicative 3 new licence applications p.a. across marine plan regions pro rata to existing number of
licences in each marine region (The Crown Estate and BMAPA, 2021)13;

® Assume average Active Dredge Zone (ADZ) size for each new site as indicative of permanent habitat change
for 15 years of licence (plus 5 years recovery) (The Crown Estate and BMAPA, 2021:2)%4;

® Assume average Secondary Impact Zone (SIZ) size (for combined sediment plume and bedform effects) as 3
x ADZ for each new site as indicative of habitat disturbance for 15 years of licence'>;

® Habitat affected assumed to comprise subtidal sands and gravels; and

e Assume mortality and disturbance of mobile species as negligible (N) or low (L) for all development
locations.

Aguaculture (shellfish)

e Assume footprint of mussel farms increases linearly to meet 2030 and 2040 aquaculture strategy goals;

e Assume 1,000 tonnes of shellfish (mussels) every two-year growing cycle (i.e., 500 tonnes p.a.) occupies an
area 5.46-7.26 km? (average 6.36 km?);

® Assume even distribution of new development across marine plan areas;
e Assume development occurs proportionally over mud, sand, and gravel habitats;
e Assume 0.1% of footprint subject to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development (anchors);

e Assume 6.6% (Wilding, T.A. & Nickell, T.D. 20131, and ABPmer & Maritek, 20217)8 area of footprint subject
to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development (to 2050);

2 The Crown Estate and BMAPA. 2021. Marine Aggregate Extraction 2021. The area involved — 24th annual report.
Available at: https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/media/4242/the-area-involved-24th-annual-report.pdf (Accessed
23/06/23].

3 Based on TCE and BMAPA, (2021%) there are 29 licences in East marine plan areas, 24 in South marine plan areas, three in
South West marine plan areas and two in North West marine plan areas.

14 Based on TCE and BMAPA (2021%), there are 64 existing licences (includes 6 in Welsh waters) with a total licensed area of
1068 km? and an ADZ of 106 km?. On this basis an average ADZ per licensed site is approximately 1.66 km?.

s Based on visual review of PIZ and SIZ in various marine aggregate ElAs.

16 Wilding, T.A. & Nickell, T.D. 2013. Changes in Benthos Associated with Mussel (Mytilus edulis L.) Farms on the West-Coast
of Scotland. PLoS ONE 8(7): e68313. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0068313 [Accessed 23/06/23].

7 ABPmer & Maritek. 2021. Prospects and Opportunities for Large-scale Restorative Aquaculture in Scotland. Report to
Crown Estate Scotland, December 2021. Available at: https://www.crownestatescotland.com/resources/documents/
prospects-and-opportunities-for-large-scale-restorative-aquaculture-in-scotland-low-res [Accessed 23/06/23].

1 Wilding, T.A. & Nickell, T.D. 2013 indicate habitat impacts limited to roughly 5 m either side of mussel lines; ABPmer &
Maritek (2021v) indicate layout of mussel farm would entail 6 km of headlines in area of 0.91 km?. Together these studies
indicate that main habitat impacts would occur on 6.6 % of farm footprint.
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Assume negligible habitat disturbance outside of development footprint; and

Assume mortality and disturbance of mobile species during operation as negligible (N) or low (L) for all
development locations.

Aquaculture (seaweed)

Assume footprint of seaweed farms increases linearly to meet 2030 and 2040 aquaculture strategy goals;

Assume footprint of seaweed farms requires 1.05 km? for annual production of 40 tonnes kelp (based on
ABPmer & Maritek, 2021v);

Assume even distribution of new development across marine plan areas;
Assume development occurs proportionally over mud, sand, and gravel habitats;
Assume 0.1% of footprint subject to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development (anchors);

Assume 1% of footprint subject to regular habitat disturbance over lifetime of development (mooring
chains); and

Assume mortality and disturbance of mobile species during construction and operation is negligible (N) (fish
and birds) or low (L) (marine mammals - entanglement risk) for all development locations.

Carbon capture usage and storage

Assume two projects progress in mid 2020s (East Coast Cluster (Teesside), HyNet (North West)) and two
further projects progress in mid 2030s (Zero Carbon Humber and Bacton);

Assume each pipeline has 100 km length:

— Assume 5% of this length leads to direct habitat change (rock armouring, cable crossings) with width of
5m;

— Assume temporary habitat disturbance during installation along length of pipeline and width of 5 m;
Assume development occurs proportionally over mud, sand, and gravel habitats; and

Assume mortality and disturbance of mobile species during construction and operation is negligible (N) or
low (L).

Coastal development (regeneration) (subtidal elements)

®

Includes works to existing river and coastal walls, and works to bridges and public piers;

Assume indicative 5 new licence applications p.a. entailing subtidal works split across marine plan regions
pro rata;

Assume development occurs proportionally over mud and sand habitats;

Assume subtidal footprint of marine works is 1 ha;

Assume 50% of footprint subject to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development;
Assume 50% of footprint subject to habitat disturbance during construction; and

Assume mortality of mobile species during construction and operation is negligible (N) and disturbance of
mobile species during construction and operation is low (fish and birds) or negligible (N) (marine mammals)
for all development locations.
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Offshore wind farms

Assume 2 GW installed capacity consented p.a. in English waters to 2030;
Assume 2 GW installed capacity consented p.a. in English waters from 2031 to 2050;

Assume projects to 2030 are located in planned development locations (pro rata to estimated capacity)
Based on ABPmer & eftec (20224);

Assume projects from 2030 are located in North East marine plan areas (40%), East marine plan areas
(20%), South West marine plan area (20%) North West marine plan area (20%);

Development area is 150 km? per GW;
Assume development occurs proportionally over mud, sand, and gravel habitats;

Assume impacts of fixed and potential future floating offshore wind are similar;

Assume 0.5% of development footprint subject to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development

(foundation/scour protection with 40 m radius);

Assume 1.5% of array footprint subject to habitat disturbance during construction (assume 300 km of intra-

array cabling per 1 GW development with disturbance width of 5 m);

Assume 5% of this intra-array cable area is subject to direct habitat change (rock armouring, mattressing);

Assume 300 km of export cable (two HVDV cables @150km per 1 GW development) with disturbance width

of 5 m during construction);
Assume 5%° of this export cable area is subject to direct habitat change (rock armouring, mattressing);
Assume entire export cable area subject to temporary disturbance during construction;

Assume mortality of mobile species during construction is negligible (N) (birds and mammals) or low (L)

(fish). Assume mortality of bird species during operation is moderate and mortality of fish and mammals

during operation is negligible (N);
Assume disturbance of mobile species during construction is moderate (fish, birds, and mammals); and

Assume disturbance of mobile species during operation is moderate (birds) or low (fish, mammals).

Oil and gas

Assume one exploration (seismic survey) licence p.a. in English waters (East marine plan areas);
Assume 1 exploration (drilling) licence p.a. in English waters (East marine plan areas);

Assume 1 decommissioning projects p.a. in English waters (East marine plan areas) with no residual
footprint (and thus ignored for purposes of the assessment);

Assume footprint of marine works for exploration (drilling) projects is 0.5 ha;
Assume development occurs proportionally over mud, sand, and gravel habitats;
Assume 50% of footprint subject to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development (wellhead);

Assume 50% of footprint subject to habitat disturbance during construction;

1 |t is recognised that amount of rock armouring required can be very variable depending on location e.g., much higher
percentage of rock armouring required for some Irish Sea windfarm export cables.

®
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Ports

Assume mortality and disturbance of mobile species during drilling is low (L) or negligible (N);
Assume mortality of mobile species is low (L) or negligible (N) during seismic surveys; and

Assume disturbance of mobile species is low (birds) or moderate (fish and mammals) during seismic
surveys.

Assume level of applications remains constant over time (10 x small, 5 x medium, 4 x large p.a.) spread
across marine plan regions pro rata to existing number of ports?%;

Assume footprints of works below MLW are 0.1 ha (small projects); 1 ha (medium projects) and 100 ha
(large projects - to account for dredging requirements);

Assume development occurs equally over mud and sand habitats;

For small and medium projects:

— Assume 50% of footprint subject to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development
(reclamation/structures);

— Assume 50% of footprint subject to habitat disturbance over the lifetime of the development
(maintenance dredging);

— Assume mortality and disturbance of mobile species during construction and operation is low (fish and

birds, marine mammals) for all development locations;

For large projects:

Assume 5% of footprint subject to permanent habitat change (reclamation/structures);

Assume 50% footprint subject to habitat disturbance over the lifetime of the development
(maintenance dredging);

Assume mortality of mobile species during construction and operation is low (L) (fish, birds, marine
mammals) for all development locations;

Assume disturbance of mobile species during construction is moderate (M) (fish) or low (L) (birds,
mammals); and

Assume disturbance of mobile species during operation is low (L).

Power interconnectors and transmission lines

Assume 1 x licence application p.a. for 100 km length of cable in English waters below MLW;
Assume evenly distributed across marine plan areas;

Assume development occurs proportionally over mud, sand, and gravel habitats;

20 MMO (2017). Analysis for the North East, North West, South East and South West marine plan areas. Project MMO 1127.
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/futures-analysis-for-the-north-east-north-west-south-east-and-south-

west-marine-plan-areas-mmo-1127 [Accessed 23/6/23 ]. Report indicates the following numbers of major/minor ports -

NE = 8; NW = 10; SE = 9; SW = 23. Department for Transport. 2018. Port and domestic waterborne freight statistics: data

tables (PORT). https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/port-and-domestic-waterborne-freight-statistics-

port#all-port-traffic-totals-major-and-minor [Accessed 23/06/23], indicates the following numbers of major/minor ports -
S=47;E=18.
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https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/port-and-domestic-waterborne-freight-statistics-port#all-port-traffic-totals-major-and-minor

Assume footprint of cable is 5 m width over length of cable (100 km) = 0.5 km? (50 ha);
Assume 5% of this cable area is subject to direct habitat change (rock armouring, mattressing);
Assume footprint of cable subject to temporary habitat disturbance during construction; and

Assume mortality of mobile species during construction and operation is negligible (N) and disturbance of
mobile species during construction and operation is low (fish and birds) or negligible (N) (marine mammals)
for all development locations.

Power stations

Assume one new large coastal power station built per decade in North West (mid 2030s) and South East
(2040s) marine plan areas;

Assume subtidal footprint of each development is 5 ha;
Assume development occurs equally over mud, sand, and gravel habitats;

Assume 50% of footprint subject to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development
(reclamation/structures);

Assume 50% of footprint subject to temporary habitat disturbance over the lifetime of the development
(construction dredging);

Assume mortality and disturbance of mobile species during construction is low (fish and birds, marine
mammals) for all development locations;

Assume mortality during operation is high (H) (fish) or low (birds, marine mammals); and

Assume disturbance of mobile species during operation is low.

Recreational boating (subtidal elements)

Assume 20 small projects p.a. in English waters with below MLW of 0.05 ha;
Assume 10 medium projects in English waters with footprint below MLW of 0.5 ha;
Assume 1 large project in English waters with footprint below MLW of 2 ha;
Assume projects pro rata to number of ports across marine plan areas;

Assume development occurs equally over mud and sand habitats;

Assume 50% of footprint subject to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development
(reclamation/structures);

Assume 50% of footprint subject to habitat disturbance over the lifetime of the development (maintenance
dredging); and

Assume mortality of mobile species during construction and operation is negligible (N) and disturbance of
mobile species during construction and operation is low (fish and birds) or negligible (N) (marine mammals)
for all development locations.

Telecommunication cables

®

Assume 1 x marine licence application p.a. for 100 km length of cable in English waters below MLW;

Assume evenly distributed across marine plan areas;
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Tidal

Assume development occurs proportionally over mud, sand, and gravel habitats;
Assume footprint of cable is 1 m width over length of cable (100 km) = 0.1 km? (10 ha);

Assume 5% of this cable area is subject to direct habitat change over width of 5 m (rock armouring,
mattressing);

Assume footprint of cable subject to temporary habitat disturbance during construction; and

Assume mortality and disturbance of mobile species during construction and operation is negligible (N).

range energy

Assume one development every ten years sequentially in NW, SW, and SE marine plan areas;
Assume 20 ha of subtidal habitat subject to direct change (lagoon wall);

Assume 100 ha of subtidal habitat subject to habitat disturbance during operation (maintenance dredging
inside lagoon);

Assume development occurs proportionally over mud, sand, and gravel habitats;

Assume mortality of mobile species during construction is low (L) (fish, birds, marine mammals) for all
development locations;

Assume mortality of mobile species during operation is High (fish) or low (birds, mammals (assuming
mitigation measures implemented));

Assume disturbance of mobile species during construction is moderate (M) (fish, birds) or low (L)
(mammals); and

Assume disturbance of mobile species during operation is low (L).

Tidal stream energy

®

Assume 1 MW p.a. installed in English waters pro rata across NW, SW, S and SE marine plan areas to 2050;
Assume development occurs proportionally over mud, sand, and gravel habitats;

Assume 0.5 ha of footprint per MW subject to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development
(foundations);

Assume 2.5 ha of footprint per MW subject to regular habitat disturbance over lifetime of development
(mooring chains, scour);

Assume 10 km of export cable with disturbance width of 5 m during construction (0.05 km?);
Assume 5% of this export cable area is subject to direct habitat change (rock armouring, mattressing);
Assume entire export cable area subject to temporary disturbance during construction;

Assume mortality of mobile species during construction is low (L) (fish, birds, marine mammals) for all
development locations;

Assume mortality of mobile species during operation is Moderate (M) (fish) or low (L) (birds, marine
mammals (assuming mitigation implemented)); and

Assume disturbance of mobile species during construction and operation is low (L).
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Wastewater treatment outfalls

Assume three new LSOs are constructed p.a. pro rata across marine plan areas;
Assume the maximum footprint of each LSO during construction is 1 ha (2 km x 5 m width);

Assume 5% of footprint subject to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development outfall diffuser
head);

Assume 50% of footprint subject to habitat disturbance during operation (organic enrichment based on
deposition model);

Assume development occurs equally over mud and sand habitats;
Assume mortality of mobile species during construction and operation is low (L); and

Assume disturbance of mobile species during construction and operation is low (L).

Wave power

Assume 1 MW p.a. installed in SW marine plan area to 2030 rising to 4 MW p.a. from 2031 to 2050;
Assume development occurs proportionally over mud, sand, and gravel habitats;

Assume 0.5 ha of footprint per MW subject to permanent habitat change over lifetime of development
(foundations);

Assume 2.5 ha of footprint per MW subject to regular habitat disturbance over lifetime of development
(mooring chains, scour);

Assume 10 km of export cable with disturbance width of 5 m during construction (0.05 km?);
Assume 5% of this export cable area is subject to direct habitat change (rock armouring, mattressing);
Assume entire export cable area subject to temporary disturbance during construction; and

Assume mortality and disturbance of mobile species during construction and operation is low (L) (fish, birds,
marine mammals) for all development locations.

Intertidal habitat

The eftec BNG market analysis study estimated direct loss of intertidal sediment and saltmarsh habitat based on the
number of coastal planning applications in each LPA area and standard assumptions about the average scale of
habitat loss. The estimates were made for the 10-year period 2011 to 2020.

®

Assume losses of intertidal sediment and saltmarsh as a result of development activity continue at these
levels in the period to 2050 with the same geographic distribution;

Assume there is no temporary disturbance of intertidal habitat; and

Assume mortality of mobile species as negligible (N); assume disturbance of mobile species is low (L) (fish
and birds) and negligible (mammals) for all development locations.
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StrategicMNG_EvidenceDatabase

		RefNo		Project Name		Project Description		Location		MarinePlanArea		Site Coordinates		SiteArea (ha)		Project Type		Project Status		Start Date 		End Date 		Target Marine Features		Key Drivers 		Links to priorities		Lead Organisations		Delivery Organisations		Funding Partners 		Total Project Cost		Delivery Cost		Monitoring & Maintenance Costs		Project Outcomes		Monitoring & Evaluation 		Success Criteria		Source		Additional Information

		1		Talacre Dunes				Talacre (Flintshire)		Wales						Restoration		Completed 				2003		supralittoral sand, Sand dunes, 		Socio-economic		Dunes boost local tourism , beach nourishment material cheaply available from Dee estuary dredging 		Port of Mostyn												Success: Increased overall sand mobility 				Sand mobility, species diversity and community composition 		Rhind, P., Jones, R. (2009). A framework for the management of sand dunes systems in Wales. Journal of coastal conservation, 13, 15-23. 		150,000m³ of dredged sand from dredging operations in the Dee estuary pumped onto foreshore along a section of eroding dunes 

		2		Becton Sandscaping				Bacton, Norfolk		East						Restoration		Completed 				2019		supralittoral sand, Sand dunes, 		Management authority outside MPAs				Environment Agency		North Norfolk district council 										Success: Storm waves observed breaking before reaching coastal defences 						https://www.north-norfolk.gov.uk/sandscaping		1.8 mil m³ sand deployed between Bacton gas terminal, Bacton and Walcott

		3		Dune habitat and shingle banks study																										Natural England 

		4		Celtic Sea dunescapes projects				Multiple 		South West, North West, South						Restoration		Underway

		5		Sussex Kelp Recovery Project		A pioneering marine rewilding project, The Sussex Kelp Recovery Project, has launched to restore almost 200 square kilometres of lost kelp forest along the coast of Sussex.		Sussex		South		50.780000, -0.0435000		20400		Pressure removal		Underway		3/1/21				Kelp		Voluntary initiative				Sussex Wildlife Trust				Blue Marine Foundation, Sussex IFCA, ZSL, Worthing and Adur Councils, Uni of Brighton, UCL, People's postcode lottery, Crowdfunding 								Aims to restore 200km² of kelp forest to Sussex coastline 				Kelp density, species diversity and richness 		https://sussexwildlifetrust.org.uk/helpourkelp		Sussex Kelp Recovery Project plans to restore Sussex kelp forests through the introduction of a new bylaw preventing trawling within 4 km of the coastline to allow natural regeneration

		6		Wales Native Oyster Restoration Project		Oyster restoration trials to assess benthic vs elevated cages; intertidal vs subtidal and cultch laying techniques		Milford Haven (Wales)		Wales				0.1		Restoration		Completed 		9/1/20		3/1/23		Native oyster		Research				NRW		ABPmer; Tethys Oysters; Aquafish Solutions; ASML		EMMF 								Elevated cages - unsuccessful; Benthic plots - 7 % survival; evidence of growth and recruitment; 19,000 oysters deployed				Recruitment; survival; change in sedimentary competition		The Wales Native Oyster Restoration Project – Native Oyster Network		Trialling different methods of restoration over a 3 year period: different densities of intertidal plots, subtidal plots, elevated cages, spat settlement coupelles and tiles. Clutch material deployed prior to restoration trails. 

		7		The Wild Oysters Project				Blyth		North East						Restoration		Underway						Native oyster		Voluntary initiative				Zoological Society of London				Blue Marine Foundation, Marina Developments Ltd., Uni of Portsmouth																Creating oyster nurseries, restoring habitat and undertaking community engagement and outreach 

		8		The Wild Oysters Project				Sunderland		North East						Restoration		Underway						Native oyster		Voluntary initiative				Zoological Society of London				Blue Marine Foundation, Marina Developments Ltd., Uni of Portsmouth																Creating oyster nurseries, restoring habitat and undertaking community engagement and outreach 

		9		Tees Rivers Trust Restoration				Hartlepool		North East						Restoration		Underway						Native oyster		Voluntary initiative				Tees Rivers Trust				Zoological Society of London																Oyster nursery cages (2022, EXE/2022/00076)

		10		The Wild Oysters Project				Solent		South						Restoration		Underway						Native oyster		Voluntary initiative				Zoological Society of London				Blue Marine Foundation, Marina Developments Ltd., Uni of Portsmouth																Creating oyster nurseries, restoring habitat and undertaking community engagement and outreach 

		11		The Wild Oysters Project				North Wales		Wales						Restoration		Underway						Native oyster		Voluntary initiative				Zoological Society of London				Blue Marine Foundation, Marina Developments Ltd., Uni of Portsmouth																Creating oyster nurseries, restoring habitat and undertaking community engagement and outreach 

		12		Seagrass Seeds of Recovery				Essex and Suffolk		South East						Restoration		Underway						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Affinity Water		Project Seagrass		Ofwat, Anglian Water Services Ltd, Cefas (Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science), Department of Zoology and Wadham College, University of Oxford, Environment Agency, Natural England, Project Seagrass, Salix River & Wetland Services Limited, Swansea University, University of Essex														https://www.projectseagrass.org/		Creating the UKs first seagrass nursery. Creating a carbon code for seagrass to allow carbon credits to fund seagrass restoration. 

		13		Essex Native Oyster Restoration Initiative (ENORI)				Mersea Island, Blackwater 		South East						Restoration		Underway						Native oyster		Voluntary initiative				Zoological Society of London				Multiple partners (see https://essexnativeoyster.com/#about)																Blackwater Restoration Box

		14		Salcott oyster fishery 				Salcott Creek, Essex		South East								Underway						Native oyster						Essex Wildlife Trust																				Laying scallop shell across 2 ha

		15		Stronger Shores		Nature based solutions to coastal erosion. A Flood and Coastal Erosion Innovation Project (EA). Monitoring existing and new kelp, seagrass, native oyster habitats to measure impact on waves both on site and in a lab environment.		North East England. Project lead South Tyneside. 		North East		54.9994° N, 1.4274° W		TBC when individual locations confirmed for restoration or monitoring of existing habitats 		Restoration		Planned		4/1/23		3/31/27		Native oyster		Research		Flood and Coastal Erosion Strategies; DEFRA 25 year plan 		South Tyneside Council 		ZSL, Groundwork, Durham Wildlife Trust, Newcastle University, Plymouth University, Tees Rivers Trust 		Flood and Coastal Erosion Innovation Fund, Environment Agency 								Toolkit for flood and coastal erosion authorities. Natural Capital Accounting. 		TBC - monitoring framework in progress 		TBC - monitoring framework in progress 		https://engageenvironmentagency.uk.engagementhq.com/sot018-stronger-shores		Pilot project exploring coastal protection and flood mitigation initiatives

		16		Solent Oyster Restoration				Solent		South						Restoration		Completed 						Native oyster		Voluntary initiative				Blue Marine Foundation		Blue Marine Foundation		University of Portsmouth, University of Southampton, Environment Agency, Natural England, Southern IFCA, Cefas, Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust, Langstone Harbour Board, River Hamble Harbour Authority, MDL Marinas, 1851 Trust, Solent Protection Society, local fishermen.								105,000 native oysters deployed, 12 restoration sites, 97 species recorded within oyster cages						https://www.bluemarinefoundation.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/20211026_Solent-Oyster-Restoration-Project-1.pdf		Placing mature broodstock oysters in suspended cages beneath pontoons, facilitating larval release in the Solent

		17		Itchenor		Saltmarsh restoration		Chichester Harbour, West Sussex		South				7		Restoration		Underway		20/2/2023				Saltmarsh		Voluntary initiative				Land and Water				Chichester Harbour Conservancy, Chapron

		18		Northey Island Managed Realignment				Northey Island, Essex		South East		51.719; 0.7149		0.8		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Voluntary initiative				National Trust				NRA, English Nature 																First managed realignment project in the UK. One breach made in seawall (20m wide). Embankment lowered to 2.65 OD. 

		19		Hook Lake Managed Realignment		SSD HCRP - compensation scheme		Hamble River, Hampshire		South						Creation		Planned						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Management authority outside MPAs		https://southerncoastalgroup-scopac.org.uk/rhcp/		Coastal Partners		Binnies, Environment Agency, Hampshire County Council		FDGiA								Delivery of intertidal compensatory habitat for FCERM						Hook Lake Coastal Management Study — Coastal Partners		A two year study to identify and advise a habitat compensation scheme. 

		20		Arne Moors Managed Realignment				Poole Harbour (Dorset)		South								Planned						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Management authority outside MPAs				Environment Agency				RSPB														The Moors at Arne coastal change project - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)		Construction of new tidal embankments further inland 

		21		Little Oakley Managed Realignment				Hamford Water (Essex)		South East						Creation		Planned						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Project mitigation/ compensation		Compensation habitat for port development 		Harwich																		https://idox.tendringdc.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=details&keyVal=R4IF9FQB0OT00		Proposed sea wall realignment- local parish council has objected to the plans 

		22		Lower Otter Restoration Project (LORP) 				Otter Estuary (South Devon)		South West						Creation		Planned						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Management authority outside MPAs				Environment Agency				Clinton Devon Estates																Raising the public footpath

		23		Thorney Island Managed Realignment		SSD HCRP - compensation scheme		Chichester Harbour, West Sussex		South						Creation		Planned		1/4/24				Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Management authority outside MPAs		https://southerncoastalgroup-scopac.org.uk/rhcp/		Environment Agency		JBA		FDGiA, MOD								Delivery of intertidal compensatory habitat for FCERM						Thorney Island Habitat Creation Scheme Information Page - Environment Agency - Citizen Space (environment-agency.gov.uk) 		Construction of a new sea defence further inland 

		24		Seagrass Ocean Rescue				Dale (Pembrokeshire)		Wales				2		Restoration		Completed 						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Project Seagrass		Project Seagrass		WWF UK, Sky Ocean Rescue, Swansea University, Cardiff University, National lottery heritage fund 								1 million seeds planted; 10% survival				Survival; no. of seeds planted		https://www.projectseagrass.org/

		25		Restoration Forth				Firth of Forth (Fife)		Scotland						Restoration		Underway						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				WWF		Project Seagrass		Scottish Seabird Centre; The Ecology Centre														https://www.projectseagrass.org/

		26		Restoration Forth				Firth of Forth (Fife)		Scotland						Restoration		Underway						Native oyster		Voluntary initiative				WWF		Project Seagrass																https://www.projectseagrass.org/

		27				Initial phase: Planting 3 ha of salt marsh, 4 ha of seagrass (noltei), release of 500,000 native oysters. 		Humber Estuary (Yorkshire/Lincolnshire)		East				29.8		Restoration		Underway						Seagrass, Native oyster, Saltmarsh		Voluntary initiative		Hornsea project four offshore wind 		Yorkshire Wildlife Trust and Ørsted		Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust		Orsted												Seagrass survival- shoot density, % cover		9.8 acre in the Humber https://www.offshorewind.biz/2022/11/15/orsted-plans-massive-seagrass-restoration-as-part-of-2-6-gw-hornsea-four-offshore-wind-farm/

		28		ReMEDIES				Isles of Scilly SAC		South West						Restoration		Underway						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Natural England 		EU LIFE programme		Life Recreation ReMEDIES Project: The Royal Yachting Association, Marine Conservation Society, Ocean Conservation Trust and Plymouth City Council/Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum, EU Life programme 														https://saveourseabed.co.uk/the-project/where-were-working/isles-of-scilly-sac/

		29		ReMEDIES				Fal and Helford SAC		South West						Restoration		Underway						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Natural England 		EU LIFE programme		Life Recreation ReMEDIES Project: The Royal Yachting Association, Marine Conservation Society, Ocean Conservation Trust and Plymouth City Council/Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum, EU Life programme 														https://saveourseabed.co.uk/the-project/where-were-working/fal-and-helford-sac/

		30		ReMEDIES				Jennycliff Bay (Plymouth Sound and Estuaries SAC)		South West				2.5		Restoration		Underway				2023		Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Natural England 		EU LIFE programme; Ocean Conservation Trust		Life Recreation ReMEDIES Project: The Royal Yachting Association, Marine Conservation Society, Ocean Conservation Trust and Plymouth City Council/Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum, EU Life programme 								20,000 bags planted; 8 hectares in total planted 						https://saveourseabed.co.uk/the-project/where-were-working/plymouth-sound-and-estuaries-sac/

		31		ReMEDIES				Essex Estuaries SAC		South East						Restoration		Underway						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Natural England 		EU LIFE programme		Life Recreation ReMEDIES Project: The Royal Yachting Association, Marine Conservation Society, Ocean Conservation Trust and Plymouth City Council/Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum, EU Life programme 														https://saveourseabed.co.uk/the-project/where-were-working/essex-estuaries-sac/

		32		ReMEDIES				Beaulieu Estuary (Solent Maritime SAC)		South						Restoration		Underway						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Natural England 				Life Recreation ReMEDIES Project: The Royal Yachting Association, Marine Conservation Society, Ocean Conservation Trust and Plymouth City Council/Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum, EU Life programme 														https://saveourseabed.co.uk/the-project/where-were-working/solent-maritime-sac/

		33		Solent Seagrass Restoration Project				Langstone Harbour (Hampshire); Seaview (Isle of Wight)		South						Restoration		Underway		8/1/21				Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust		Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust		Boskalis Westminster; University of Portsmouth; Langstone Harbour Authority; Isle of Wight Distillery								2300 seed bombs (53,500) seeds planted				Seagrass shoot density, faunal richness and diversity		https://www.hiwwt.org.uk/seagrass-restoration		Hand planting of seed in hessian bags (bombs) - Z. marina and Z. noltei planted in a higher density bag plot and a lower density bag plot. 

		34		ENORI (Essex Native Oyster Restoration Initiative)				Blackwater (Essex)		South East				200		Restoration		Underway						Native oyster		Voluntary initiative		MCZ objective to restore oysters and native oyster beds		Blue Marine Foundation		Blue Marine Foundation		ZSL; The Nature Conservancy; Native Oyster Network University of Essex; University of Edinburgh; Natural England; Cefas; Environment Agency; Essex Wildlife Trust; River Roach Oyster Company; Blue Marine Foundation Colchester Oyster Fishery; Kent and Essex IFCA; Orsted								Successful: Creation of Blackwater, Crouch, Roach and Colne MCZ, 200 ha area developed for oyster restoration; development of a fisheries management plan						https://essexnativeoyster.com/; https://www.bluemarinefoundation.com/projects/blackwater/		Together we are working towards the Essex estuaries having self-sustaining populations of native oysters that provide ecosystem services, increased biodiversity and sustainable fisheries whilst recognising their cultural importance. Largest UK oyster restoration project by site area. 

		35		Abbotts Hall				Essex		South East		51.7846; 0.8456		84		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Voluntary initiative		Improve flood protection; reduce flood protection costs		Essex Wildlife Trust		Environment agency, English Nature (now Natural England), ABPmer 										Successful: Vegetation colonisation faster than anticipated promoting fish diversity, no change to tidal regime (as predicted) 						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved a two-stage realignment with an initial regulated tidal exchange (in 1996) then being followed by open sea wall breaching (in 2002). As part of this scheme artificial creeks were dug.

		36		Alkborough 				Humber Estuary (Lincolnshire)		East		53.6915,-0.6773		370		Creation		Completed 		1999		2006		Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Reedbed		Project mitigation/ compensation		Managing tidal flood risk		Associated British Ports		Environment Agency		Associated British Ports; Environment Agency; Natural England; North Lincolnshire Council														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved one strongly revetted breach (20m wide) with defence lowering over 1,500m . As part of this scheme historic creeks were excavated.

		37		Horsey Island Recharge				Hamford Water (Essex)		South East		51.8819,1.2486		3		Creation		Underway						Saltmarsh								ABPmer 		Environment Agency, RSPB, 														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Original project involved one small pipe (0.23m diameter) and one outlet sluice. Further restoration began in January 2021 to make habitat less vulnerable to erosion. 

		38		Shotley Marina				Orwell Estuary (Suffolk)		South East		51.9595,1.2795		2		Creation		Completed 		1997				Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs				Harwich Haven Authority; Environment Agency 		Harwich Haven Authority; Environment Agency 																https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		22,000m³of ~20µm maintenance dredged sediment placed on site with 75,000m³ coarse gravel as a bund. Early trial which paved the way for larger projects in the Orwell estuary later years. 

		39		Shotley Foreshore				Orwell Estuary (Suffolk)		South East		51.9672,1.2742		4		Creation		Completed 		2003				Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs		Undertaken in tandem with Trimley Foreshore recharge work 		DEFRA, Environment Agency 		DEFRA, Environment Agency 																https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		~15,000m³ of dredged gravel and silt placed on site and retained using clay and gravel bunds. 

		40		Bedlam's Bottom				Medway Estuary (Kent)		South East		51.3867,0.7115				Creation		Completed 		1996				Saltmarsh		Research																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		~4,000m³ fine muddy dredged sediment transported from Cadnem basin and placed in the lower intertidal of a Medway tributary. Sediments were then left to 'trickle' up the foreshore. 

		41		Parkeston Marshes				Stour Estuary (Suffolk)		South East		51.9445,1.2061				Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs																Successful: Alternative habitats provided for breeding and roosting birds, benthic community diversified 				biodiversity of benthic communities; bird population counts 		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		250,000m³ dredged sand deposited over the side of a mass agitation dredger.

		42		Fambridge (Westwick Marina)				Crouch Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.6389,0.6677				Creation		Completed 		2001				Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Dredged fine muddy sand pumped into adjacent marshes.

		43		Pewet Island (Bradwell Marina) 				Blackwater Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.7315,0.8783				Creation		Underway						Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Sand/shingle from Harwich 'rainbowed' onto site from Sospan Trailing suction hopper dredger. Brushwood fence deployed after 1 year to ease migration. 

		44		Maldon (Hythe Quay)				Blackwater Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.731,0.6904				Creation		Underway						Saltmarsh		Project mitigation/ compensation																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		4 gaps in the marsh plugged with wooden planks bolted to timber piles infilled with dredge material. Since 2001, dredge material has been placed annually (~2,500 tonnes each year). 

		45		Allfleet's Marsh (Wallasea)				Crouch Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.6163,0.8365		133		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh		Project mitigation/ compensation		Compensating for historical habitat losses due to 2 port developments in the Greater Thames area 		DEFRA				Viridor Credits, Enovert community trust, Banister charitable trust 								Successful; following post project monitoring site was included within Crouch and Roach SPA and Ramsar site 				Benthic diversity, levels of erosion 		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		A new sea wall was built and 6 breaches (590m total) were made in the old sea wall. 550,000m3 of sediment was deposited at the back of the site to create saltmarsh. A channel was cut to ensure efficient land drainage was maintained.

		46		Titchmarsh Marina				Hamford Water (Essex)		South East		51.8631,1.2526				Creation		Completed 		1998		2007		Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		~10,000 tonnes dredged and slurried material from the marina pumped into recharge area 1998-1999. In 2001, a 60-80m vertical overburden was placed in saltmarsh channels. in 2002 and 2007 dredged material was deployed onsite and retained using clay bunds. 

		47		Foulton Hall and Stone Point				Hamford Water (Essex)		South East		51.9149,1.2535				Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Dredged gravel and sand deposited at low water to create saltmarsh

		48		Levington (Suffolk Yacht Harbour)				Orwell Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.9956,1.2664		1		Creation		Completed 						supralittoral sand, Sand dunes, 		Project mitigation/ compensation		Suffolk Yacht Harbour maintenance dredge material deposition 						Suffolk Wildlife Trust; Environment Agency; Suffolk coast and heaths AONB unit														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Maintenance sediments were regularly dredged and pumped to the top of the shoreline at 3-4 nearby intertidal sites and retained using wattle hurdles, faggots or coir logs. In 2014/15 material was placed at a more distant, sheltered and degraded marsh. 

		49		Poole Harbour (Parkstone Yacht Club)				Poole Harbour (Dorset)		South		50.7101,-1.9614		0.65		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Existing intertidal sediments and dredged material was placed in a rubber mound breakwater and sheet piling 

		50		Trimley Foreshore				Orwell Estuary 		South East		51.97739,1.2809		8		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Initially, 35,000m3 of maintained dredging's from the Orwell estuary were deposited in the realignment site. In 2003, 22,000m3 of gravel was used to create a bund parallel to the seawall with silt placed behind it. 

		51		Cindery Island				Colne Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.8035,1.0329				Creation		Completed 		2010				Saltmarsh		Project mitigation/ compensation				Brightsea Harbour Authority 																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Sediment deployed into disused oyster pits 

		52		Yacht Haven Lymington 				Lymington Estuary (Hampshire)		South		50.7502,-1.5241		0.75		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh		Voluntary initiative				Lymington Harbour Commission																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		53		Boiler Marsh Centre Lymington				Lymington Estuary (Hampshire)		South		50.7516,-1.5011		1		Creation		Completed 				2020		Saltmarsh		Project mitigation/ compensation		European Marine site impact mitigation 				Wightlink Ltd. 										1,330m³ sediment deployed in 2012 and 3,120m³ in 2013, much of which was still present after 8 years 				Dredge Sediment range, habitat diversity		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		From 2014 onwards, Lymington Harbour Commissioners have carried out ‘bottom-placement’ recharge work in front of Boiler Marsh at the mouth of the Lymington Estuary. This is an alternative to placing it at a licensed offshore disposal ground.

		54		Loder's Cut Island				Deben Estuary (Suffolk)		South East		52.080065,1.3168131		0.15		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		55		Brightlingsea Creek (Borrow Pits)				Brightlingsea		South East		51.800176,1.0361695		2		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Project mitigation/ compensation				Exo Environmental 		Royal Smals Dredging; Miles Water Engineer Ltd. 																https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		56		Boiler Marsh Placement Lymington				Lymington Estuary (Hampshire)		South		50.748649,-1.5056473		1.5		Creation		Underway						Saltmarsh		Project mitigation/ compensation				Lymington Harbour Commissioners				Land and Water Ltd								LiDAR shows progressive build up of sediment as of 2021 				Habitat composition; incidence of flooding 		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/142-boiler-marsh-lymington/

		57		Mersea Harbour Adaptation Project				Blackwater Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.769327,0.90272427		7		Creation		Completed 				1/1/22		Saltmarsh		Voluntary initiative		Mersea Harbour and Tollesbury Wick Climate Change Adaptation Recharge Project, Sediment obtained from dredging at Port Harwich. 		Mersea Harbour Protection Trust 				MMO														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		58		Black Devon Wetlands				Forth/Black Devon (Clackmannanshire)		Scotland		56.1015,-3.7732		28		Creation		Completed 						Lagoon, Transitional grassland, 		Voluntary initiative		Black Devon Landfill restoration project, Part of Scottish biodiversity strategy 		Clackmannanshire heritage trust 				Clarkmannanshire Council; RSPB; National lottery heritage fund; Clarkmannanshire heritage trust 								Awarded a SEPA habitat enhancement award 						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved one breach (c.100m wide). As part of this scheme two scrapes were dug.

		59		Brandy Hole				Crouch Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.6275,0.6438		12		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh, Transitional grassland, 		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved a retreat of flood defence. As part of this scheme slopes were excavated to a gradient <1:7, clay-capping, new site entrance, two seating/viewing areas with information boards, 310 new footpath.

		60		Chowder Ness				Humber Estuary (Lincolnshire)		East		53.6917,-0.4815		15		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Transitional grassland		Project mitigation/ compensation		Compensation for port development at Immingham and Hull 		ABP		ABPmer 																https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Sea defence removal over 570m. Some reprofiling also completed. 

		61		Freiston Shore				The Wash (Lincolnshire)		East		52.9647,0.0924		66		Creation		Completed 				2007 (RSPB continue to manage site) 		Saltmarsh, Lagoon, 		Voluntary initiative				RSPB 		Environment Agency 		English nature, RSPB, EU supported measures (5B programme)														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved several seawall breaches. As part of this scheme artificial creeks were dug.

		62		Havergate Island 				Ore Estuary (Suffolk)		East		52.0778,1.5364		8.1		Creation		Completed 				2000		Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved one breach and a partial sea defence removal. As part of this scheme artificial creeks were dug.

		63		Lantern Marsh (North) 				Ore Estuary (Suffolk)		East		52.1258,1.59		29		Creation		Completed 				1999		Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		In recent years a couple of different projects have been undertaken at Brightlingsea (Essex) to reuse accreted sediment within the harbour. In 2017 a cutter suction dredger (CSD) was used to excavate and pump sediment around the yacht moorings (working alongside and underneath the boats and floating pontoons that remained in situ) in the South Channel and pump the silt into 23 borrow pits within the adjacent saltmarshes.

		64		Montrose Basin				Montrose Basin (Angus)		Scotland		56.7098,-2.5326		0.3		Creation		Completed 				1997		Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Undertaken by the Castletown Estate, this scheme was encouraged by the RSPB and funded through agri-environment payments by Natural England. Construction started in 2012 under the banner of ‘Project Canute’, and involved 32 days of bulldozing, creating a man-made creek to divert freshwater away from the area.

		65		Meddat Marsh (Nigg Bay)				Cromarty Firth (Highland Region)		Scotland		57.7389,-4.0332		25		Creation		Completed 				2003		Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Transitional grassland		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This involved the creation of one breach (ca. 20m wide), installation of a footbridge across it, and the excavation of some shallow lagoons.

		66		Northey Island				Blackwater Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.719,0.7149		0.8		Creation		Underway						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Transitional grassland																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved the installation of one sluice (tide flap chained open); dimension of pipe: standard 6inch.

		67		Orplands 				Blackwater Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.7197,0.8677		38		Creation		Completed 				1995		Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved a sea defence removal (bank realignment) over 570m. As part of this scheme some reprofiling was done.

		68		Paull Holme Strays				Humber Estuary (East Riding of Yorkshire)		East		53.7083,-0.2194		80		Creation		Completed 				2003		Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Transitional grassland		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		First major managed realignment scheme in the Humber. Two breaches- 50m and 150m were created in the seawall and excavation of drainage creeks within the site to create 80ha of new intertidal habitat. 

		69		Castles Dike				Coquet (Northumberland)		North East		55.3477,-1.5969		8		Creation		Completed 				2011		Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Lagoon, Sand dunes, 		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		70		Halvergate (Five Mile Reach & Seven Mile House)				Yare (Norfolk)		East		52.5786,1.6259		0.5		Creation		Completed 						Lagoon		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		71		Medmerry		SSD HCRP - compensation scheme		Sussex Coast (Sussex)		South		50.751,-0.8244		302		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Lagoon, Reedbed, 		Project mitigation/ compensation		Medmerry stakeholder advisory group, reducing flood risk 		Environment Agency 																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		72		Hesketh Out Marsh East 				Ribble Estuary		North West		53.7284484599882,-2.86751557617185		160		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Lagoon		Voluntary initiative		Directly alongside Hesketh Out marsh west, reducing flood risk 				Environment agency, RSPB 		Natural England fund to reduce flood risk; Landfill communities fund monies 														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		73		Welwick				Humber Estuary (East Riding of Yorkshire)		East		53.6472,0.0095		54		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Lagoon		Project mitigation/ compensation																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Reprofiling, 2 breaches in fronting saltmarsh and removal of >1,400m seawall. 

		74		Hesketh Out Marsh West				Ribble Estuary (Lancashire)		North West		53.7203,-2.8876		180		Creation		Completed 				2008		Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Lagoon		Socio-economic		Directly alongside Hesketh Out marsh east, Reducing flood risk 				Environment agency, RSPB 		Natural England 														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		75		Steart Marsh				Parrett Estuary		South West		51.2028,-3.0337		262		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Voluntary initiative						Environment agency 		Wildfowl and wetlands trust 														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		76		Morfa Friog				Mawddach Estuary		Wales		52.7080565353898,-4.05661393432617		7.5		Creation		Completed 				2019		Saltmarsh, Lagoon, Lagoon		Management authority outside MPAs		Reducing flood risk		Natural Resources Wales 		Exegesis 																https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		77		Devereaux Farm (Phase 1)				Hamford Water (Essex)		South East		51.8575,1.2458		15		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh, Lagoon, 		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		78		Thorness Bay				Solent (Isle of Wight)		South		50.7394,-1.351		7		Creation		Completed 				2004		Saltmarsh, Lagoon, 		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		79		Washington				Wear		North East		54.8964,-1.4811		1.2		Creation		Completed 						Saltmarsh, Lagoon, 		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		80		Skinflats				Firth of Forth (Fife)		Scotland		56.0557,-3.734		11		Creation		Completed 				2018		Saltmarsh, Lagoon, 		Voluntary initiative				RSPB Scotland 				Heritage lottery fund; EcoCo Life 														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		81		Pawlett Hams 				Parret Estuary (Somerset)		South West		51.1875,-3.048		4.8		Creation		Completed 						Mudflat		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		The Cobnor site was implemented in 2013 by ABP, as compensation for mudflat losses due to port developments in Southampton Water. The site was re-profiled prior to breaching, new channels were cut and freshwater ponds excavated. 

		82		Stanford Wharf				Thames Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.5028,0.4465		27		Creation		Completed 						Mudflat		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		83		Millennium Terraces				Thames Estuary (Greater London)		South East		51.5023,0.0075		0.5		Creation		Completed 				1998		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, Reedbed		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved the installation of one pipe in seawall: 45cm diameter. Water exchange volume approx. 3,000m³. Water retained at low tide using a concrete drop board sluice (to keep water levels of 50cm at low tide). Concrete weir set back approx. 20 feet from the seawall allows further water control if considered necessary. As part of this scheme a built perimeter bund was included (none of the bunding works are connected to the sea wall). Concrete weir is in the RSPB's bund wall into the lagoon. Constructed 6 islands, made traversing ancient chalk road into seventh island.

		84		Tollesbury 				Blackwater Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.7674,0.8402		21		Creation		Completed 				2008		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Management authority outside MPAs		Reduce flooding risk 		DEFRA																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Located on the banks of the Colne estuary, Fingringhoe Wick is a comparatively small site (at 22 ha) but also one that elegantly illustrates the concept and value of managed realignment projects (see cover photo to this white paper). It is located within the Essex Wildlife Trust reserve and is managed by the EWT in partnership with the Environment Agency.

		85		Trimley Marsh 				Orwell Estuary (Suffolk)		South East		51.9821,1.2843		16.5		Creation		Completed 				2000		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Project mitigation/ compensation		Compensation for port of Felixstowe development 		Suffolk wildlife trust 																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Freiston shore managed realignment was implemented in 2002 by the Environment Agency. It was done to enhance the coastal protection and restore saltmarsh. It included the creation of a brackish lagoon behind the landward embankment. 

		86		Barking Creek (Barking Barrier)				Barking Creek, Thames Estuary (Greater London )		South East		51.5167,0.0969		1		Creation		Completed 				2006		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Management authority outside MPAs				Environment Agency 		Halcrow Consultants, EC Harris, Michael Murphy Associates, Breheny Contractors Ltd. 		Thames Gateway London partnership; Greater London Authority; London Borough of Barking and Dagenham; London Borough of Newham; Roding regeneration project; The capital project 														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Breach of existing flood defence and creation of tidal backwater improving intertidal habitat and increasing floodwater capacity. 

		87		Titchwell Marsh				Norfolk Coast (Norfolk)		East		52.9704,0.6094		11		Creation		Completed 				2011		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Management authority outside MPAs																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		High levels of unexploded ordinance within site prevented much site preparation (site was previously military training range) 

		88		Greatham North				Tees Estuary (Durham)		North East		54.6256,-1.2151		40		Creation		Completed 				2013		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Project mitigation/ compensation				Environment agency 																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		89		Donna Nook				North East England Coast		North East		53.4795,0.12357		125		Creation		Completed 				2019		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Management authority outside MPAs				Environment agency 																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Donna Nook was successfully implemented by the Environment Agency in 2019, having initially been denied planning permission due to objections to a footpath diversion in 2010.

		90		Port Clarence and Greatham South				River Tees Estuary		North East		54.6193,-1.2184095		30		Creation		Completed 						Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Socio-economic		Reducing flood risk 																				https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		91		Allfleet's Marsh (Wallasea)				Crouch Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.6163,0.8365		133		Creation		Completed 				Realignment in 2006, 5 year monitoring plan in 2011 		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Project mitigation/ compensation				DEFRA 		RSPB 		Viridor Credits, Enovert community trust, Banister charitable trust 								Relative success meant designation within Crouch and Roach SPA and Ramsar site in 2018 				Wetland bird diversity and numbers, tidal exchange, fish and invertebrate diversity and numbers 		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		92		Cobnor Point				Chichester Harbour, West Sussex		South		50.8133,-0.8754		6.5		Creation		Completed 				2013		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Project mitigation/ compensation				ABP																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		93		Kennet Pans 				Firth of Forth (Fife)		Scotland		56.0777,-3.7373		8.2		Creation								Mudflat, Saltmarsh, Transitional grassland																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		94		Fingringhoe Wick				Colne Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.8423,0.9751		22		Creation		Completed 				2015		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, Transitional grassland		Management authority action		Fingringhoe Wick SSSI 		EWT		EWT		Environment agency, Essex wildlife trust 														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This involved one 300m-wide breach in the seawall 

		95		Salt Fleet Flats Reserve				Thames Estuary (Kent)		South East		51.4846,0.542		65		Creation								Mudflat, Saltmarsh, Transitional grassland		Project mitigation/ compensation		Compensation for London gateway port development 		DP Ports 		DP Ports 		Environment agency, RSPB, DP World 														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		96		Jubilee Marsh (Wallasea)				Roach Estuary		South East		51.6046,0.859		165		Creation		Completed 				2015		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, Transitional grassland		Socio-economic		Protecting local oyster fisheries, Reducing flood risk 		RSPB 		BAM Nuttall, ABPmer, Aecom 		Environment agency; Crossrail; DEFRA; Natural England; Viridor credits; Enovert community trust, Banister charitable trust 								Success: A January 2020 WeBS survey showed Wallasea supported 19,056 birds 				Wetland bird diversity and numbers, tidal exchange, fish and invertebrate diversity and numbers 		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		97		Cotehele Quay				Tamar Estuary		South West		50.4937,-4.2219				Creation		Underway				2021 (phase 1) 		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Socio-economic		Reducing uncontrolled flooding 		National trust 				Environment agency water investment fund; Natural England, National trust fundraising 														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		98		Cone Pill				Severn (Gloucestershire)		South West		51.696,-2.5625		50		Creation								Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Socio-economic		Local farmer farms and drains this land, Opening passage for trout migration		Environment agency 		Environment agency 																https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This involved the creation of one breach.

		99		Pillmouth (Phases 1 & 2)				Torridge (Devon)		South West		50.9966,-4.1791		12.9		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved the construction of new defence to landwards (along railway track), the original defence naturally breached through erosion soon after (knew defence was in a bad state, so built landward defence).

		100		Watertown Farm				Yeo (Devon)		South West		50.9954,-4.1974		1.5		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This involved the installation of one tidal exchange culvert. As part of this scheme inter-tidal wader scrapes were created on privately owned pastureland and enhanced/reinstated remnant coastal creeks with rotary ditching machine. 
Installed tidal exchange culvert through Environment Agency-managed rural flood embankment.

		101		Tutshill				Congresbury Yeo (N Somerset)		South West		51.3919,-2.8971		2		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		102		Ynys-hir				Dyfi (Ceredigion)		Wales		52.5523,-3.9383		6		Creation								Saltmarsh		Voluntary initiative		Reducing flood risk 				Environment agency 		RSPB														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Construction of a new defence line landwards including pipes and sluice gates. Reprofiling of lagoons, creation of creeks and creation of 3 islands. 

		103		The Saltings				Rother (Sussex)		South		50.9413,0.7527		1		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Creation of 2x 50m-wide breaches each with 3m-deep excavated creeks. 

		104		Alnmouth 2				Aln (Northumberland)		North East		55.3966,-1.6147		20		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This involved a defence removal over 1,400m. As part of this scheme there was some reprofiling and two breaches through fronting saltmarsh

		105		Thornham Point 		SSD HCRP - compensation scheme		Chichester Harbour, West Sussex		South		50.8333,-0.9149		6.9		Creation								Saltmarsh, Transitional grassland, 				Reducing flood protection costs 																				https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Creation of one breach. Artificial creeks dug. 

		106		Barking Creek (A13)				Barking Creek, Thames Estuary (Greater London )		South East		51.5279,0.0807		0.039		Creation		Completed 				2006		Transitional grassland		Management authority outside MPAs				Environment agency 		Halcrow Consultants, EC Harris, Michael Murphy Associates, Breheny Contractors Ltd. 		ODPM; Thames Gateway London partnership; Greater London Authority; London Borough of Barking and Dagenham; London Borough of Newham														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Retreat and renewal of flood defences to create floodwater storage capacity and improve intertidal habitat. Sand martin nesting tubes placed. 

		107		Isle of Wight				Isle of Wight		South		50.7079,-1.4818				Creation		Completed 				2017		Artificial pools		Project mitigation/ compensation		Local yacht club running educational trips to site for local schools, Mitigating Wightlink ferry infrastructure expansion 		Wightlink 				Wightlink; Artecology; Arc Consulting, Trant; Bournemouth University; ABPmer 								Success: 100% increase in species richness since installation (>30 species recorded in first year). Project awarded special commendation at 2018 CIRA big biodiversity awards. 				Species richness, population sizes 		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Attachment of artificial rockpools ('vertipools') to sheer cliff faces in order to promote biodiversity. 

		108		Mumbles Pier				Swansea Bay		Wales		51.57,-3.9757				Creation		Completed 				2012		Artificial pools		Project mitigation/ compensation		Mitigating impacts of pier renovation work 																				https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Attachment of wooden 'seabird shelves' to lifeboat house to provide alternative nesting sites for kittiwakes 

		109		Drill-cored rock pools				Tywyn (Gwynedd)		Wales		52.58,-4.0983				Creation		Completed 				2011		Artificial pools		Project mitigation/ compensation		Mitigating impacts of breakwater construction 						SMS Wales, Gwynedd council, Bangor University 								Success: Community structure in artificial rockpools was more diverse than on adjacent rock surfaces on the breakwater. Species richness similar to nearby natural rock pools. Successional trajectories made in 2015 suggested artificial pools may reach community structure similar to nearby natural rock pools. (Evans et al., 2015)						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Evans, A.J., Firth, L.B., Hawkins, S.J., Morris, E.S., Goudge, H., Moore, P.J. (2015). Drill-cored rock pools: an effective method of ecological enhancement on artificial structures. Marine and Freshwater Research, 67(1), 123-130. 

		110		HMS Scylla				Whitsand Bay (Cornwall)		South West		50.3274,-4.2534				Creation		Completed 				2004		Artificial reef		Socio-economic		Encouraging dive tourism to local area 		National marine aquarium 				RDA, Artificial Reef Consortium (ARC) , DEFRA 								Success: Estimated £5m made from dive tourism (NMA, 2021). 263 taxa present by 2009 (Hiscock et al., 2010). Community structure is not, however, comparable to natural reefs. 				Marine community structure (richness and diversity), income generated to local area, jobs created, comparison to nearby natural reefs. 		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/121-hms-scylla/		Ex- naval ship sunk using explosives to create artificial reef (naturally colonised). 

		111		Poole Harbour Artificial Reef				Poole Harbour (Dorset)		South		50.6531,-1.918				Creation		Completed 				1989		Artificial reef		Research		Local fishery enhancement, Use of waste products from coal-fired power station 																				https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Using cement stabilised pulverized fuel ash and flue gas desulphurization gypsum from coal fired power stations to construct artificial reef habitats. 

		112		The Loch Linnhe Artificial Reef				Loch Linnhe 		Scotland		56.5358,-5.4499				Creation		Completed 				2006		Artificial reef		Research																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		175,000 concreate blocks deployed to create 5 groups of 6 reefs 

		113		Glasson				Conder (Lancashire)		North West		53.9942,-2.8292		6.4		Creation								Lagoon				Reducing flood protection costs 																				https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Initial breach in seawall made followed by RTE (1 pipe, 2 sill breaches). Some shore reshaping according to ecologist's design. 

		114		Black Hole Marsh				Axe (Devon)		South		50.7194,-3.0606		6		Creation		Completed 				2009		Lagoon		Voluntary initiative		Providing a recreational facility, Reducing flood risk 																				https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Updating existing infrastructure by installing self-regulated tide gate. Excavation of a large shallow scrape and creation of islands (surrounded by earth bund) 

		115		West Wittering				Chichester Harbour, West Sussex		South		50.7807,-0.9077		6		Creation		Completed 				2013		Lagoon		Voluntary initiative		situated within an SAC and SPA, Reducing flood risk 		Environment agency 				Parish council, local residents, West Wittering estate, The FG Woodger Trust														https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		A new culvert installed to update current sea defences 

		116		Goosemoor 				Clyst (Devon)		South		50.682,-3.4535		6.3		Creation								Lagoon, Mudflat, Saltmarsh				Reducing flood risk 		RSPB 																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Installation of a self-regulating tide gate with a 1m diameter pipe configured to allow for a peak water level of 1.69 mOD. drop-bored sluice gate installed within site. Reprofiling incorporating existing ditch network. 

		117		Walborough				Axe (N Somerset)		South West		51.3175,-2.9848		4.5		Creation								Lagoon, Mudflat, Saltmarsh				SSSI, SPA, Ramsar, SAC, SCNI, LNR 																				https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Two sections of gabion 'mattresses' installed in the sea wall. Artificial creeks were also dug. 

		118		Dynamic Lagoons (Wallasea)				Roach Estuary		South East		51.602133,0.82835197		187		Creation		Completed 				2018		Lagoon, Mudflat, Saltmarsh		Socio-economic		Protecting local oyster fisheries, Reducing flood risk 		RSPB 		BAM Nuttall, ABPmer, Aecom 		Viridor credits; Enovert community trust; Bannister charitable trust; Environment agency; Crossrail; DEFRA; Natural England 								Success: A January 2020 WeBS survey showed Wallasea supported 19,056 birds 				Wetland bird diversity and numbers, tidal exchange, fish and invertebrate diversity and numbers 		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This was the final phase of the RSPB's Wallasea Island Wild Coast project. It was a unique initiative that involved introducing tidal/saline water (from the Roach Estuary) to an area of former low-lying agricultural land that was highly vulnerable to a future flood event.

		119		Vange Marsh				Thames Estuary (Essex)		South East		51.5564,0.4975		1		Creation		Completed 				2006		Lagoon		Management authority outside MPAs				RSPB 																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Installation of one 45cm diameter pipe in seawall. Water retained at low tide using concrete drop board sluice. Concrete weir set back approx. 20 ft from seawall. Perimeter bunch also constructed. 

		120		Goswick Farm (Beal)				S Low River (Northumberland)		North East		55.6838,-1.8839		4.5		Creation								Lagoon, Saltmarsh, 		Management authority outside MPAs				Environment agency 																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Installation of one tidal exchange culvert. Inter-tidal wader scrapes created on privately owned pastureland and enhanced/ reinstated coastal creeks. 

		121		Bowers Marsh				East Haven Creek (Essex)		South East		51.5446,0.5401		10		Creation								Lagoon, Saltmarsh, 																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Bowers Marsh is a nature reserve managed by the RSPB. It includes a mix of dry and wet grassland, fresh and saline lagoons, intertidal habitat, saltmarsh and arable areas. It was implemented (from sketch drawing to practical completion) over just 22 months.

		122		Rye Harbour Farm				Rother (Sussex)		South		50.9333,0.7653		17		Creation								Lagoon, Saltmarsh, 																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		123		Canute Lagoon				Esk		North West		54.9648892541319,-3.02694411478973		9		Creation								Lagoon, Saltmarsh, 																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		124		Clapper Marshes				Camel (Cornwall)		South West		50.51,-4.8161		10		Creation								Lagoon, Saltmarsh, 																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		125		Ryan's Field 				Hayle (Cornwall)		South West		50.1764,-5.4331		6.2		Creation								Lagoon, Saltmarsh, Transitional grassland																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project restored an area of freshwater tidal wetland at the National Trust property of Cotehele Quay. A river-side field along the banks of the Tamar Estuary had been enclosed in an embankment and converted to farmland in 1850. To enhance and restore the tidal habitat, a preparatory creek/channel was excavated in the field before a 15 m breach was made in the riverside bank to allow the tide to flood in.

		126		Otterhampton Marsh				Parrett		South West		51.1846,-3.0637		84		Creation								Lagoon, Saltmarsh, Transitional grassland																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Tidal exchange area linked to the estuary by a culvert to create intertidal habitat 

		127		Lymington Estuary				Lymington Estuary (Hampshire)		South		50.7652,-1.5399		21		Creation								Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Reedbed																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		installation of a self-regulating tide-gauge to allow controlled amounts of water up-river on the larger tides.

		128		Seal Sands				Tees Estuary (Durham)		North East		54.6193,-1.2003		9		Creation								Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Transitional grassland																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved building a new embankment wall to increase the standard of defence on the west and southern side of the site. One breach was placed in the eastern embankment of the old sea wall.

		129		Chalkdock Marsh				Chichester Harbour, West Sussex		South		50.8073,-0.8776		3.3		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project was undertaken over two phases in 2000 and then 2005. There was one sluice of 1-1.5m diameter. This scheme was located at the junction of the Black Devon with the Forth, this site was created in two phases providing approximately 28ha of wetland, a priority habitat for the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy.

		130		Horsey Island				Hamford Water (Essex)		South East		51.8755,1.2296		1.2		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved four breaches to create intertidal habitat alongside the Crouch Estuary. In 2018 this restored habitat (and also the Allfleet's Marsh realignment further downstream) became officially designated when it was included within the Crouch and Roach Estuaries Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar wetland area.

		131		Saltram				Plym (Devon)		South West		50.3848,-4.0857		4.2		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Cwm Ivy marsh (on the North Gower coast in Wales) was claimed from the sea back in the 17th century. Since then, it has mainly been an area of farmland and freshwater marsh.

		132		Warkworth				Coquet (Northumberland)		North East		55.3439,-1.6021		0.4		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		The creation of one breach (20m wide, excavated to ground level). As part of this scheme one scrape was dug.

		133		Lepe				Dark Water (Hampshire)		South		50.7872,-1.3579		4		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		An existing leaking tidal flap gate was replaced with a new gate incorporating estuarine apertures (two series of five rectangular holes running vertically along the height of the gate, each fitted with a cover to control the ingress of sea water).

		134		Treraven Meadows				Camel (Cornwall)		South West		50.5121,-4.8252		14		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Saline lagoon excavation (ca. 0.3 ha), island creation, one (sill) breach (only conveys water during spring tides).

		135		South Efford Marsh				Avon (Devon)		South West		50.306,-3.8457		17		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		One new self-regulating tidal gate was installed.

		136		Morecambe				Morecambe Bay (Lancashire)		North West		54.0564,-2.8952		1		Creation								Artificial reef																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Glacial skear/scar habitat was excavated and relocated. Rock from proposed new breakwater site was relocated further down the shore.

		137		Bleadon Levels				Axe (N Somerset)		South West		51.3107,-2.9852		13		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		Several seawall breaches created. As part of this scheme artificial creeks were dug.

		138		Brancaster West Marsh				Brancaster (Norfolk)		East		52.9723,0.6314		7.5		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		One breach created and a partial sea defence removal. As part of this scheme artificial creeks were dug.

		139		Alnmouth 1				Aln (Northumberland)		North East		55.3911,-1.6222		8		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved two breaches (270m wide in total), with one drainage pipe left in place (flap removed). As part of this scheme two scrapes were dug.

		140		Annery Kiln				Torridge (Devon)		South West		50.9873,-4.1948		3.8		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		One seawall breach

		141		Man Sands				S Devon coast (Devon)		South		50.3711,-3.5184		3		Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		In 2004 there was an initial removal of steel mesh gabions (two deep) along the whole of the shingle beach and removal of a concrete drain to allow flow through a culvert under the beach. 

		142		Brownsea Island				Poole Harbour (Dorset)		South		50.6898,-1.9861				Creation								Saltmarsh																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		143		Southmoor				Langstone Harbour		South		50.839118,-0.9899497		5		Creation								Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Lagoon																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		The seawall at Southmoor was breached by the tide in September 2020. Managed realignment was planned at this location and due to the poor condition of the seawall, a breach was intended for this precise location. 

		144		The Horseshoe Lagoon				The Wash (Lincolnshire)		East		53.034781,0.19426167		7.96		Creation								Saltmarsh, Mudflat, Lagoon																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		145		Lytchett Fields				Poole Harbour (Dorset)		South		50.7297,-2.052		23		Creation								Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		146		Horsey Island (Braunton Fields)				Taw Torridge Estuary 		South West		51.082013,-4.1758776		87		Creation								Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		147		Cwm Ivy				Loughor		Wales		51.6244,-4.2499		39		Creation								Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 																								https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		148		Porlock Bay				N Somerset Coast		South West		51.2163,-3.6068		75		Creation								Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Socio-economic		Natural flood defence 		Exmoor national park 																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		149		Hazlewood Marshes				Alde (Suffolk)		East		52.1607,1.5591		69		Creation								Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Socio-economic																						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		150		Great Orcheton Fields				Erme River, Devon		South West		50.3332,-3.9279		24		Creation								Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Socio-economic		Commercial samphire collecting industry 		Suffolk wildlife trust 																		https://www.omreg.net/query-database/

		151		Restoration of seagrass of ocean wealth (ReSOW) UK				United Kingdom		South, South West, Wales						Restoration		Underway						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Project Seagrass		Project Seagrass; National Oceanography Centre, Swansea University; University of Stirling.		SMMR														https://www.projectseagrass.org/

		152		Replenishing damaged seagrass meadows in Wales				Wales		Wales				0.1		Restoration		Underway						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Project Seagrass		Project Seagrass		Seacology														https://www.projectseagrass.org/

		153		Seawilding- Loch Craignish native oyster restoration 				Loch Craignish, Argyll		Scotland						Restoration		Underway						Native oyster		Voluntary initiative		Community-led 		Seawilding 		Ardfen primary school; Morecambe bay hatchery 		National lottery heritage fund; Craignish Restoration of marine and coastal habitat (CROMACH)								Introduction of native oysters from Morecambe bay hatchery into a floating nursery at Loch Craignish. Oysters are released from floating nursery 'cages' at ~12g. 				So far, 40% survival rates recorded. Aim to introduce 300,000. 		Scotland Seawilding – Loch Craignish Native Oyster Restoration Project – NORA (noraeurope.eu)

		154		Seawilding				Loch Craignish, Argyll		Scotland						Restoration		Underway						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative		Community-led 		Seawilding 		Project Seagrass; Scottish Association for Marine Science		NatureScot														https://www.projectseagrass.org/

		155		Isle of Wight Z. marina restoration				 Ryde and Yarmouth, Isle of Wight		South						Restoration		Underway						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Project Seagrass		Project Seagrass; WWF		Carlsberg														https://www.projectseagrass.org/

		156		Seagrass Seeds of Recovery				Essex and Suffolk		South East						Restoration		Underway						Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Affinity Water		Project Seagrass		Ofwat; Anglian Water Services Ltd, Cefas (Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science), Department of Zoology and Wadham College, University of Oxford, Environment Agency, Natural England, Project Seagrass, Salix River & Wetland Services Limited, Swansea University and University of Essex														https://www.projectseagrass.org/

		157		Swansea Bay Oyster Restoration				Mumbles Bay (Swansea)		Wales				35		Restoration		Underway						Native oyster		Socio-economic		Revival of Swansea Bay oyster industry		Mumbles Oyster Company				Seasalter; Aquafish Solutions; Swansea University, Natural resources Wales, Swansea bay fisheries local action group (SBFLAG)								Restoration of native oyster Ostrea edulis to Swansea bay- one of the last UK oyster producing areas to be free of oyster parasite Bonamia. 4 million juvenile oysters placed						http://www.mumblesoystercompany.co.uk/research.php

		159		Arran No take zone (NTZ)				Lamlash bay 		Scotland				267		Pressure removal		Underway		2008				Marine fish		Voluntary initiative		Clyde fisherman's' association, Protecting maerl beds 		Community of Arran seabed trust		Marine Scotland compliance (MSC) 										Size, fertility and abundance of commercial species significantly better within NTZ than outside. 50% higher seabird diversity in last 10 years. 				Fish abundance and diversity. Seabird abundance and diversity, maerl abundance		https://www.arrancoast.com/no-take-zone/		Creation of Scotland's first a no take zone. Enforced by MSC using a vessel monitoring system. Area contains maerl beds which was a key reason for protection. 

		160		Solent disturbance mitigation project (SDMP)				The Solent, Hampshire and West Sussex 		South						Creation/ pressure removal 		Underway		7/1/14				Seabirds		Management authority action		Langstone and Chichester harbour SPA, Portsmouth harbour SPA, Solent and Southampton water SPA. 				Southampton city council 		Developers 								Projected no net increase to bird disturbance 						Solent Disturbance Mitigation Project (SDMP) (southampton.gov.uk)		All applications for new residential developments must provide means of mitigating ecological impact. 

		161		Dornoch environmental enhancement project (DEEP) 				Dornoch Firth 		Scotland						Pressure removal		Underway		2014				Native oyster		Research								Glenmorangie; Heriot-Watt university; Marine conservation society (MCS) 								Initial recordings of up to 86% survival. Aim to introduce 4 million oysters in 5 years (~40,000 released so far) 				Oyster size, growth rates, abundance and survival, spat abundance 		Dornoch Environmental Enhancement Project (DEEP) – Native Oyster Network		Originally, 300 native oysters introduced from Loch Ryan. Now, oysters grown in European fisheries introduced regularly (~40,000 to date) 

		163		Saving ESTER				Fal estuary, Cornwall 		South West						Restoration								Native oyster		Research				Fal fishery cooperative CIC 				Crowdfunding 												Oyster size, growth rates, abundance and survival 		Welcome to the Fal Fishery Cooperative CIC - Fal Fishery Coop CIC		Creating a micro-hatchery to improve survival rate of oyster larvae. 

		164		Kilchoan Native oyster restoration project 				Loch Melfort, Argyll 		Scotland						Restoration								Native oyster		Voluntary initiative				Kilchoan estate 				Seawilding 								12,000 native oysters raised and introduced so far, 24,000 a year planned 				Oyster size, growth rates, abundance and survival 				Oyster nursery aiming to raise 24,000 oysters per year 

		165		Native oyster restoration in northern Ireland (NONI)				Belfast Lough 		Northern Ireland						Restoration								Native oyster		Research				Ulster wildlife 				DAERA challenge fund; University of Bangor														Ireland NONI – Native Oyster Restoration in Northern Ireland – NORA (noraeurope.eu)

		166		Biosecurity for LIFE				Multiple UK islands- national level project 				N/A		N/A		Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Voluntary initiative		Educating local volunteers on biosecurity, 		RSPB 		Biosecurity for life 		Life and Natura 2000 EU funding programme; National trust; National trust for Scotland; Natural England; Natural Resources Wales; DEFRA; Nature Scot; Public donations 								Protecting islands from INNS of predatory mammal and aims to eradicate predatory mammals from islands valuable to seabirds. 						Biosecurity for LIFE - keeping the UK's seabirds safe		Implementing biosecurity measures including training surveillance dogs, creating rapid response hubs, providing biosecurity training to marine industries as well as s local people, developing biosecurity action plans

		167		Sturgeon habitat restoration 				Severn estuary 		South West						Restoration		Planned						Migratory fish		Voluntary initiative				Blue marine 				Barclays; Zoological society of London; Institute of fisheries management; Severn rivers trust; Nature at work; UK sturgeon alliance 								Aims to increase numbers of European sturgeon, beginning with the Severn estuary 						UK Sturgeon - Blue Marine Foundation		Exploring potential reintroduction, developing a UK sturgeon action plan and preventing further spread of non-natives 

		168		Solent seascapes project				Solent, Hampshire 		South						Restoration								Native oyster, Seagrass, Saltmarsh, Seabirds, 		Voluntary initiative				Blue marine 				RSPB, University of Portsmouth, Environment agency, Hampshire and Isle of Wight wildlife trust, Coastal partners, Isle of wight estuaries, Chichester harbour trust, Natural England , Project Seagrass 								Aims to restore at least 30% of the Solent's key habitats 						Solent Seascape Project - Blue Marine Foundation		Restoration of key habitats in the Solent to improve ecosystem connectivity. 

		169		Unlocking the Severn 				Severn estuary		South West				N/A		Restoration								Migratory fish		Management authority outside MPAs		Emphasis on community outreach and engagement, fulfilling SAC initiatives 						Lottery heritage fund, EU LIFE funding programme, Environment agency, Canal and river trust, Severn river trust 								Aims to restore twaite shad populations 				Number of fish using the pass 		Unlocking the Severn		Creation of fish passes in Weirs to allow migration of Shad through the Severn, monitoring populations and putting an emphasis on community engagement 

		170		Culter dam fish pass 				Dee estuary		Scotland				N/A		Restoration		Completed 						Migratory fish		Voluntary initiative				River Dee trust												In the first year, the fish pass was used by 38 salmon 				Number of fish using the pass 		Culter Dam Fish Pass Complete - Dee Catchment Partnership (deepartnership.org)		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		171		Avon Severn eel pass project 				Tewkesbury, Gloucestershire		South West				N/A		Restoration								Migratory fish		Management authority outside MPAs		Complying with the England and Wales Eels Regulations (2009), supporting Severn river basin management plan (2015) aims. 		Environment Agency 		Jackson Civil Engineering 		International council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), canal and rivers trust 												Increase in eel abundance in the estuary 		Avon Severn Eel Pass Project - Environment Agency - Citizen Space (environment-agency.gov.uk)		Installing a new eel pass at Abbey Mill. 

		172		River Trent eel pass 				Stoke Bardolph Weir, Nottinghamshire 		East				N/A		Restoration		Completed 						Migratory fish		Management authority outside MPAs				Canal and River trust 				Environment agency 												Increase in eel abundance in the estuary 				Construction of an eel pass in the River Trent 

		173		Leeds fish passes 				Kirkstall, Leeds 		East				N/A		Restoration		Completed 						Migratory fish		Management authority outside MPAs				Aire Rivers trust 				DEFRA's catchment restoration fund; Environment agency; Leeds city council 														New fish passes open in Leeds - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)		Construction of 2 fish passes in Kirkstall weirs 

		174		Kittiwake compensation habitat 				East Suffolk and North East England 		East, North East, 		N/A		N/A		Creation		Planned						Seabirds		Project mitigation/ compensation		Offsetting impacts of Hornsea offshore wind farm 		Orsted		RSPB, Natural England		Orsted												Kittiwake abundance and nest use.		Kittiwake compensation (hornseaproject3.co.uk)		Construction of artificial nesting structures for kittiwakes in North East England and East Suffolk, each with ~500 nesting spaces.

		175		Greater Thames Seal Working group 				Thames estuary 		South East						Pressure removal		Underway						Marine mammals		Research		Greater Thames seal action plan 		Zoological society London 				DEFRA, MMO, CEFAS, Kent mammal group, Scottish marine animal stranding scheme, Natural England, NERC special committee on seals, Kent and Essex inshore fisheries and conservation authority, New under ten fisherman's association, SMRU, EWT								Project aims to complete annual monitoring of seals, raise public awareness, liaise with fisheries to mitigate their impacts on seals and deploy deterrents to fishing gear						https://www.zsl.org/greater-thames-seal-working-group		Identifying priorities for research and monitoring. Improving communications with industry. Creating future plans for conservation. Advising government bodies when creating legislation which could impact Thames seals. 

		176		Scottish marine animal stranding scheme 				Scotland (national level scheme)		Scotland		N/A		N/A		Pressure removal		Underway						Marine mammals		Research				Cetacean strandings investigation programme 				Scottish and Westminster governments 														SMASS (strandings.org)		Collating, analysing and reporting data on stranded marine mammals in Scotland

		177		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Alde & Ore Estuaries SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Prohibition on fishing for bivalve molluscs outside the Wash Fisheries Order 

		178		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 15 - ESFC Towed gear restriction for bivalve molluscs				Alde & Ore Estuaries SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		179		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Alde & Ore Estuaries SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		180		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Alde & Ore Estuaries SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		185		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				Allonby Bay MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Bottom towed gear and bait digging prohibited

		186		NWIFCA Byelaw 6 Protection for EMS features				Allonby Bay MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Seagrass, 		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on multi-rigged trawls

		187		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 13 Multi-rigged trawls				Allonby Bay MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Marine fish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Prohibits the use of a beam or other trawl that exceeds 9 m in (total) length

		188		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 14 Shrimps or prawns				Allonby Bay MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Migratory fish, Shellfish, 		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on vessels with engines rated >221 KW

		189		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 15 Engine power				Allonby Bay MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal mud , subtidal sand, 		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for lobster, crab & whelks. Max pot number and net length. Does not apply if fishing from licenced vessel

		190		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 26 Permit to fish for lobster, crab and whelk				Allonby Bay MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restriction on vessel length within 3nm (max 13.72m); and max 21.34m in 3-6nm

		192		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 7 Winkles				Allonby Bay MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		193		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				Allonby Bay MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		197		Bassurelle Sandbank proposed measure				Bassurelle Sandbank SCI		South						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand		Management authority action		SAC																						Restriction on trawling between 1 May and 31 October within 0.25nm of LAT

		198		Sussex IFCA Legacy Byelaw Trawling Prohibition				Beachy Head West MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA, SIFCA		Introduces zonation measures

		199		Sussex IFCA MPA Byelaw 2015				Beachy Head West MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Marine fish		Management authority action		MCZ																				SuIFCA		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		200		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoons SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		201		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoons SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		202		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Benacre to Easton Bavents Lagoons SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		203		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Benfleet and Southend Marshes SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		204		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Benfleet and Southend Marshes SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		205		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Benfleet and Southend Marshes SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibition of mobile fishing gear

		206		NIFCA Byelaw 7 - Prohibition of mobile gear in BNNC SAC				Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast SAC		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibition on taking sea resources from seagrass beds

		207		NIFCA Byelaw 8 - Seagrass protection byelaw in BNNC SAC				Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast SAC		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibition on bait digging in Bulmer

		208		NIFCA Legacy Byelaw - Bait digging Bulmer				Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast SAC		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibition on bait digging Newton Haven

		209		NIFCA Legacy Byelaw (National Trust)				Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast SAC		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						Mudflat		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area

		210		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Bideford Bay to Foreland Point MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Closes the public oyster beds

		211		K&EIFCA Closed Shellfish Bed Byelaw				Blackwater, Crouch, Roach & Colne MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Native oyster		Management authority action		MCZ																				K&EIFCA Byelaws		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		212		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Blackwater, Crouch, Roach & Colne MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		213		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Blackwater, Crouch, Roach & Colne MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		214		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Blackwater, Crouch, Roach & Colne MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restricts trawling

		215		K&EIFCA Byelaw to restrict trawling				Blackwater, Crouch, Roach & Colne MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Permit system to control exploitation of native oyster beds

		216		K&EIFCA Native Oyster Permit Byelaw				Blackwater, Crouch, Roach & Colne MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Native oyster		Management authority action		MCZ																				K&EIFCA Meeting 23.01.17		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		217		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Breydon Water SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Prohibition on fishing for bivalve molluscs outside the Wash Fisheries Order 

		218		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 15 - Towed gear restriction for bivalve molluscs				Breydon Water SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		219		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Breydon Water SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		220		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Breydon Water SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibits towed gears in specific areas (11 restricted areas overall)

		221		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw				Chesil and the Fleet SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Prohibits gathering sea resources in seagrass if there is contact (in 8 areas overall)

		222		SoIFCA Prohibition gathering in seagrass				Chesil and the Fleet SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Trawling Prohibition

		223		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Chesil and the Fleet SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Prohibits towed gears in specific areas (11 restricted areas overall)

		224		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw				Chesil Beach and the Fleet SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Prohibits gathering sea resources in seagrass if there is contact (in 8 areas overall)

		225		SoIFCA Prohibition gathering in seagrass				Chesil Beach and the Fleet SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Trawling Prohibition

		226		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Chesil Beach and the Fleet SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Prohibits towed gears in specific areas (11 restricted areas overall)

		227		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw				Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Prohibits gathering sea resources in seagrass if there is contact (in 8 areas overall)

		228		SoIFCA Prohibition gathering in seagrass				Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Trawling Prohibition

		229		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Shellfish dredging will be prohibited 35 weeks of the year (1 March to 31 Oct) in area of Langstone Harbour to enable recovery of infauna, maintain habitat structure, support breeding shellfish populations

		230		SoIFCA Solent Dredge Fishing Byelaw				Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Prohibits digging, potting, trapping, netting, trawls, dredges

		231		Sussex IFCA Chichester Harbour (Specified Areas) Prohibition of Fishing Methods Byelaw				Chichester Harbour EMS		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		EMS																				SuIFCA		Introduces permit system for oyster vessels with restrictions. Restricted areas Chichester harbour, Itchenor, Bosham Hoe

		232		Sussex IFCA Oyster Permit Byelaw				Chichester Harbour EMS		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Native oyster		Management authority action		EMS																				SuIFCA

		233		None				Coquet – St. Mary’s MCZ		North East						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																						Landing prohibited

		234		NIFCA Legacy Byelaw - Landing prohibition Coquet Island 				Coquet Island SPA		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restriction on mobile demersal gears across entire site 

		235		Croker Carbonate Slabs proposed measure				Croker Carbonate Slabs SCI		Wales						Pressure removal		Underway						Submarine structures made by leaking gases		Management authority action		SAC																						Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		236		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Prohibition on fishing for bivalve molluscs outside the Wash Fisheries Order 

		237		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 15 - Towed gear restriction for bivalve molluscs				Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		238		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		239		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels

		240		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				Cumbria Coast MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on multi-rigged trawls

		241		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 13 Multi-rigged trawls				Cumbria Coast MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish, Marine fish, 		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Prohibits the use of a beam or other trawl that exceeds 9 m in (total) length

		242		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 14 Shrimps or prawns				Cumbria Coast MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish, Marine fish, 		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for lobster, crab & whelks. Max pot number and net length. Does not apply if fishing from licenced vessel

		243		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 26 Permit to fish for lobster, crab and whelk				Cumbria Coast MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restriction on vessel length within 3nm (max 13.72m); and max 21.34m in 3-6nm

		244		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 3 Vessel size limit				Cumbria Coast MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish, Marine fish, 		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Method of gathering winkles (by hand only) and minimum size

		245		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 7 Winkles				Cumbria Coast MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		246		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				Cumbria Coast MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		247		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Review				Cumbria Coast MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		248		NWIFCA byelaw bivalve molluscan shellfish 2016				Cumbria Coast MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		249		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Deben Estuary SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Prohibition on fishing for bivalve molluscs outside the Wash Fisheries Order 

		250		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 15 - ESFC Towed gear restriction for bivalve molluscs				Deben Estuary SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		251		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Deben Estuary SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		252		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Deben Estuary SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels. No harvesting except by hand or using hand-held rakes

		253		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				Dee Estuary EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Bottom towed gear and bait digging prohibited

		254		NWIFCA Byelaw 6 Protection for EMS features				Dee Estuary EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Seagrass, 		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Spatial and temporal restrictions on the use of different gears (nets, beam trawl length, trawl headline)

		255		NWIFCA EA Legacy Byelaw 5 Use of instruments				Dee Estuary EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		256		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				Dee Estuary EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		257		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Review				Dee Estuary EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		258		NWIFCA Byelaw bivalve molluscan shellfish 2016				Dee Estuary EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Zoned restriction on demersal trawls and dredges (no restriction on demersal seines)

		259		Dogger Bank proposed measure 				Dogger Bank SCI		East						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand		Management authority action		SAC																						Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		260		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Dover to Deal MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		261		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Dover to Deal MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		262		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Dover to Deal MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		263		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Dover to Folkestone MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		264		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Dover to Folkestone MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		265		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Dover to Folkestone MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels

		266		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				Drigg Coast SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions on multi-rigged trawls

		267		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 13 Multi-rigged trawls				Drigg Coast SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish, Marine fish, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibits the use of a beam or other trawl that exceeds 9 m in (total) length

		268		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 14 Shrimps or prawns				Drigg Coast SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish, Marine fish, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for lobster, crab & whelks. Max pot number and net length. Does not apply if fishing from licenced vessel

		269		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 26 Permit to fish for lobster, crab and whelk				Drigg Coast SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restriction on vessel length within 3nm (max 13.72m); and max 21.34m in 3-6nm

		270		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 3 Vessel size limit				Drigg Coast SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish, Marine fish, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Method of gathering winkles (by hand only) and minimum size

		271		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 7 Winkles				Drigg Coast SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		272		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				Drigg Coast SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		273		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Review				Drigg Coast SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		274		NWIFCA Byelaw bivalve molluscan shellfish 2016				Drigg Coast SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		275		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Dungeness SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		276		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Dungeness SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		277		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Dungeness SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		278		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Dungeness to Pett Levels EMS		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		279		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Dungeness to Pett Levels EMS		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		280		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Dungeness to Pett Levels EMS		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restriction on trawling between 1 May and 31 October within 0.25nm of LAT

		281		Sussex IFCA Legacy Byelaw Trawling Prohibition				Dungeness to Pett Levels EMS		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA, SuIFCA		Restriction on mobile demersal gears across entire site

		282		East of Haig Fras proposed measure				East of Haig Fras MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal rock, Subtidal gravel, Subtidal mud , subtidal sand, 		Management authority action		MCZ																						Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		283		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Essex Estuaries SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		284		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Essex Estuaries SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging

		285		K&EIFCA Legacy Thames Estuary Cockle Fishery Order				Essex Estuaries SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		286		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Essex Estuaries SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibits bottom towed gear

		287		K&EIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear (Prohibited Areas) Byelaw				Essex Estuaries SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SAC																				K&EIFCA Byelaws		Closed areas to trawling

		288		K&EIFCA Bottom Towed Gears (Prohibited Areas) Byelaw 2017 				Essex Estuaries SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				K&EIFCA Meeting 23.01.17		Restricts trawling

		289		K&EIFCA Byelaw to restrict trawling				Essex Estuaries SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Permit system to control exploitation of native oyster beds

		290		K&EIFCA Native Oyster Permit Byelaw				Essex Estuaries SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Native oyster		Management authority action		SAC																				K&EIFCA Meeting 23.01.17		Restricts trawling

		291		K&EIFCA Byelaw to restrict trawling				Essex Estuaries SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		292		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw				Exe Estuary SPA		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA

		293		D&SIFCA Hand Gathering Permit Byelaw				Exe Estuary SPA		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibition of demersal towed gears from specific areas

		294		CIFCA Closed Areas (European Marine Sites) No. 2 Byelaw				Fal & Helford SAC		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																						Regulation of fishery, min sizes, max landings, closed seasons, only vessels <11m

		295		CIFCA Fal Fishery Order 2016				Fal & Helford SAC		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				CIFCA website, https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/17099/sitedata/Fal_Fishery/Fal-Fishery-Order-2016.pdf		Prohibition of demersal towed gears from specific areas

		296		CIFCA Closed Areas (European Marine Sites) No. 2 Byelaw				Falmouth Bay to St Austell Bay pSPA		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA

		297		CIFCA Netting/Bird Bycatch Byelaw				Falmouth Bay to St Austell Bay pSPA		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA 		Prohibition of mobile fishing gear

		298		NIFCA Byelaw 7 - Prohibition of mobile gear in BNNC SAC				Farne Islands SPA		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibition on taking sea resources from seagrass beds

		299		NIFCA Byelaw 8 - Seagrass protection byelaw in BNNC SAC				Farne Islands SPA		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Landing and intertidal hand gathering prohibited on Farne Islands

		300		NIFCA Legacy Byelaw - Intertidal hand gathering Farne Islands				Farne Islands SPA		North East						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA

		301		None				Farnes East MCZ		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal rock, subtidal sand, Subtidal mud , Subtidal gravel, 		Management authority action		MCZ

		302		None				Farnes East MCZ		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal rock, subtidal sand, Subtidal mud , Subtidal gravel, 		Management authority action		MCZ																						Restrictions, temporal, spatial and technical on dredging

		303		NEIFCA Byelaw 23 – Dredging				Flamborough Head EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Flamborough Head Prohibition Trawling Area

		304		NEIFCA Byelaw 26 Flamborough Head fishing (trawling)				Flamborough Head EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		EMS																				NEIFCA Byelaws		Restrictions on potting and netting

		305		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 18 Fixed Engines				Flamborough Head EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Migratory fish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Restrictions on cockles

		306		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 24 Cockles				Flamborough Head EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		No Take Zone

		307		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 27 No Take Zone				Flamborough Head EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA, NEIFCA Byelaws		Trawling Prohibition with exceptions

		308		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 Trawling				Flamborough Head EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Revision Fixed Engine (Netting) Byelaw, introduces new seasonal closure 1 Mar to 20 Sept within Filey and Flamborough, max permitted length of 100m for unregistered vessels, new season for intertidal and subtidal permit holders 1 Oct to 30 Jun

		309		NEIFCA 18 - Method and Area of Fishing (Netting) Byelaw, 2016				Flamborough Head EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Migratory fish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA, NEIFCA		Mandatory marking of pots, maximum pot size, reduction in number of hobby pots per permit holder, mechanism to suspend shellfish permits

		310		NEIFCA Byelaw 22 Possible New Measures - Shellfish permit byelaw 2016				Flamborough Head EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA, NEIFCA		Potting effort limitation through permits

		311		NEIFCA Possible New Measures - Potting limitation				Flamborough Head EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA, NEIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		312		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Folkestone Pomerania MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		313		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Folkestone Pomerania MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		314		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Folkestone Pomerania MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Prohibits bottom towed gear

		315		K&EIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear (Prohibited Areas) Byelaw				Folkestone Pomerania MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal gravel, Subtidal rock, subtidal sand		Management authority action		MCZ																				K&EIFCA Byelaws		Closed areas to trawling

		316		K&EIFCA Bottom Towed Gears (Prohibited Areas) Byelaw 2017 				Folkestone Pomerania MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				K&EIFCA Meeting 23.01.17

		317		None				Fulmar MCZ		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal gravel, Subtidal mud , subtidal sand		Management authority action		MCZ																						Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels

		318		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				Fylde MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		319		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				Fylde MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for bivalve molluscs

		320		NWIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 Restrictions on Bivalve Molluscs				Fylde MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for cockles and mussels

		321		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 13A Management cockles & mussels				Fylde MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Prohibition of seine netting

		322		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 3 Prohibition of Seine Netting				Fylde MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for lobster, crayfish and crab

		323		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 30 Fishing for lobster, crawfish, crab, prawn and whelk				Fylde MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for shrimp & prawns

		324		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 6 Restrictions on shrimp & prawns				Fylde MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		325		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Review				Fylde MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		326		NWIFCA Byelaw bivalve molluscan shellfish 2016				Fylde MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA Sept 2016

		327		None				Fylde MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																						Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		328		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Gibraltar Point SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		EIFCA licence prescribed fisheries and undertake HRA before opening fisheries, associated fisheries management measures 2008 (many measures)

		329		EIFCA Legacy Wash Fishery Order 1992				Gibraltar Point SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		330		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Gibraltar Point SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Zoned restriction on demersal trawls and dredges (no restriction on demersal seines). Note that the MCZ overlaps with the Haig Fras SAC therefore one of the proposed restriction zones for Greater Haig Fras also encompasses the proposed management measures for Haig Fras

		331		Greater Haig Fras proposed measure				Greater Haig Fras MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal gravel, Subtidal mud , 		Management authority action		MCZ																						Restriction on mobile demersal gears across entire site

		332		Haig Fras proposed measure				Haig Fras SAC		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																						Prohibition on fishing for bivalve molluscs outside the Wash Fisheries Order 

		333		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 15 - ESFC Towed gear restriction for bivalve molluscs				Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC/SCI		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		334		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC/SCI		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibition of bottom towed fishing gear on reefs (red risk)

		335		Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton MMO Byelaw for bottom towed gear restriction				Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC/SCI		East						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				MMO		Zoned restriction on all demersal gears over areas to be managed as Annex I reef and a proportion of the Annex I sandbank 

		336		Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton proposed measure				Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC/SCI		East						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																						Introduce areas closed to bottom towed gear

		337		Marine Protected Areas Byelaw 2017				Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC/SCI		East						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		338		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Hamford Water SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		339		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Hamford Water SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		340		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Hamford Water SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area

		341		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Hartland Point to Tintagel MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA

		342		None				Hartland Point to Tintagel MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																						Prohibition on fishing for bivalve molluscs outside the Wash Fisheries Order 

		343		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 15 - Towed gear restriction for bivalve molluscs				Humber Estuary EMS		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		344		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Humber Estuary EMS		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Legacy Byelaw setting out trawling restrictions within 6nm and exceptions in the 3 - 6 nm zone. Grandfather clause for vessels over 18.3m between 3-6nm

		345		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw III NESFC Trawling Prohibition 				Humber Estuary EMS		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		EMS																				EIFCA Byelaws		Protection via permitting

		346		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw XXIV - NESFC Humber cockle fishery byelaw				Humber Estuary EMS		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Restrictions, temporal, spatial and technical on dredging

		347		NEIFCA Byelaw 23 – Dredging				Humber Estuary EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Prohibits digging, potting, trapping, netting, trawls, dredges

		348		NEIFCA Byelaw 29 Humber Estuary Fishing 				Humber Estuary EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		EMS																				NEIFCA Byelaws		Restrictions on potting and netting

		349		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 18 Fixed Engines				Humber Estuary EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Migratory fish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Restrictions on cockles

		350		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 24 Cockles				Humber Estuary EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition with exceptions

		351		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 Trawling				Humber Estuary EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Revision Fixed Engine (Netting) Byelaw, introduces new seasonal closure 1 Mar to 20 Sept within Filey and Flamborough, max permitted length of 100m for unregistered vessels, new season for intertidal and subtidal permit holders 1 Oct to 30 Jun

		352		NEIFCA 18 - Method and Area of Fishing (Netting) Byelaw, 2016				Humber Estuary EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Migratory fish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA, NEIFCA		Mandatory marking of pots, maximum pot size, reduction in number of hobby pots per permit holder, mechanism to suspend shellfish permits

		353		NEIFCA Byelaw 22 Possible New Measures - Shellfish permit byelaw 2016				Humber Estuary EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA, NEIFCA		Additional provisions to existing Byelaw 29 to strengthen protection of other sensitive features including sand banks and nursery area for key fish species. Permitting scheme for trawling in the estuary (to be restricted to those demonstrating track record), separator device required for 16-31mm mesh.

		354		NEIFCA Byelaw 29 Humber Estuary Fishing Byelaw 2016				Humber Estuary EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA, NEIFCA		Potting effort limitation through permits

		355		NEIFCA Possible New Measures - Potting limitation				Humber Estuary EMS		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA, NEIFCA		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		356		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Humber Estuary SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Ability to use Regulatory Orders restricting all fishing and gears in MPAs - Regulatory Notice 4 - extension of an existing legacy byelaw from the SFC

		357		EIFCA Protected Areas Byelaw 2014				Humber Estuary SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SAC																				EIFCA Byelaws		Spatial closures 

		358		EIFCA Marine Protected Areas byelaw 2016 				Humber Estuary SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA EIFCA website		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		359		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Humber Estuary SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Introduce areas closed to bottom towed gear

		360		Marine Protected Areas Byelaw 2017				Humber Estuary SAC		East						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		361		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Humber Estuary SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		362		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Humber Estuary SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		363		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge SAC/SCI		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Prohibition on fishing for bivalve molluscs outside the Wash Fisheries Order 

		364		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 15 - ESFC Towed gear restriction for bivalve molluscs				Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge SAC/SCI		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		365		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge SAC/SCI		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibition of bottom towed fishing gear on reefs (red risk)

		366		Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge MMO Byelaw for bottom towed gear restriction				Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge SAC/SCI		East						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				MMO		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		367		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge SAC/SCI		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Zoned restriction on mobile demersal gears over all areas to be managed as Annex I reef; zoned restriction on demersal trawls and dredges (no restriction on demersal seines) to cover a proportion of the Annex I sandbank. Measures to be taken forward under the CFP relate only to those in the offshore portion of the site. Measures for inshore to be progressed separately 

		368		Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge proposed measure				Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge SAC/SCI		East						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, subtidal sand, 		Management authority action		SAC																						Introduce areas closed to bottom towed gear

		369		Marine Protected Areas Byelaw 2017				Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge SAC/SCI		East						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, subtidal sand, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		All bottom trawling prohibited inside EMS, except 1 light otter trawler in specific areas, if meet conditions. Permits have restrictions attached, iVMS to be installed

		370		IoSIFCA Fishing Gear Permit Byelaw				Isles of Scilly Complex EMS		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		3 month prohibition of commercial fishing in MCZ, v-notching lobsters, prohibition sandeel fishing, no kelp harvesting, prohibition commercial fishing in 2 non-ground disturbance areas, ..

		371		IoSIFCA Voluntary Measures				Isles of Scilly Complex EMS		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		3 month prohibition of commercial fishing in MCZ, v-notching lobsters, prohibition sandeel fishing, no removal spiny lobster from all MCZ sites, no kelp harvesting, prohibition commercial fishing in 2 non-ground disturbance areas, ..

		372		IoSIFCA Voluntary Measures				Isles of Scilly MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Introduces zonation measures

		373		Sussex IFCA MPA Byelaw 2015				Kingmere MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Migratory fish		Management authority action		MCZ																				SuIFCA		Prohibition of demersal towed gears from specific areas

		374		CIFCA Closed Areas (European Marine Sites) No. 2 Byelaw				Lands’ End and Cape Bank SCI		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																						Prohibition of bottom towed fishing gear on reefs (red risk)

		375		Lands End and Cape Bank MMO Byelaw for bottom towed gear restriction				Lands’ End and Cape Bank SCI		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				MMO		Prohibition of mobile fishing gear

		376		NIFCA Byelaw 7 - Prohibition of mobile gear in BNNC SAC				Lindisfarne SPA		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibition on taking sea resources from seagrass beds

		377		NIFCA Byelaw 8 - Seagrass protection byelaw in BNNC SAC				Lindisfarne SPA		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibition on bait digging within reserve except small area

		378		NIFCA Legacy Byelaw - Lindisfarne bait digging				Lindisfarne SPA		North East						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels

		379		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				Liverpool Bay SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		380		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				Liverpool Bay SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for bivalve molluscs

		381		NWIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 Restrictions on Bivalve Molluscs				Liverpool Bay SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for cockles and mussels

		382		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 13A Management cockles & mussels				Liverpool Bay SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibition of seine netting

		383		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 3 Prohibition of Seine Netting				Liverpool Bay SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for shrimp & prawns

		384		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 6 Restrictions on shrimp & prawns				Liverpool Bay SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		385		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Review				Liverpool Bay SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		386		NWIFCA Byelaw bivalve molluscan shellfish 2016				Liverpool Bay SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016

		387		None				Liverpool Bay SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																						Prohibition of demersal towed gears from specific areas

		388		CIFCA Closed Areas (European Marine Sites) No. 2 Byelaw				Lizard Point SCI		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																						Prohibits removal spiny lobster. Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		389		D&SIFCA Diving Permit Byelaw				Lundy MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Complete prohibition on the taking of fish

		390		D&SIFCA Legacy Lundy No Take Zone Byelaw				Lundy MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Prohibition of trawling, netting & spearfishing

		391		D&SIFCA Legacy Trawling, Netting & Spearfishing Byelaw				Lundy MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Prohibits removal spiny lobster. Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		392		D&SIFCA Potting Permit Byelaw				Lundy MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions/prohibition on access for trawling and scalloping

		393		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw - changes to permit conditions				Lundy MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area

		394		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Lundy MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		395		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw				Lundy SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions/prohibition on access for trawling and scalloping

		396		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw - changes to permit conditions				Lundy SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand, Subtidal gravel, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area

		397		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Lundy SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Complete prohibition on the taking of fish

		398		D&SIFCA Legacy Lundy No Take Zone Byelaw				Lundy SAC 		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibition of trawling, netting & spearfishing

		399		D&SIFCA Legacy Trawling, Netting & Spearfishing Byelaw				Lundy SAC 		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		400		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				Lune Deep SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		401		NWIFCA Byelaw bivalve molluscan shellfish 2016				Lune Deep SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Limits in pot numbers, net lengths

		402		D&SIFCA Lyme Bay Voluntary Code				Lyme Bay and Torbay SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		403		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw				Lyme Bay and Torbay SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibits the use of dredges for shellfish and demersal trawls in an area of 60 square nautical miles

		404		Lyme Bay Designated Area (Fishing Restrictions) Order 2008 No 1584				Lyme Bay and Torbay SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Towed gear prohibited

		405		Lyme Bay Designated Area (Fishing Restrictions) Order 2008 No 1584				Lyme Bay and Torbay SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibits towed gears in specific areas (11 restricted areas overall)

		406		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw				Lyme Bay and Torbay SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass, Reef, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Pot limitations for static gears per vessel, max net length per vessel, iVMS

		407		SoIFCA Lyme Bay Fisheries and Conservation Reserve Vol. Code of Conduct				Lyme Bay and Torbay SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Sea caves, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area 

		408		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Lyme Bay and Torbay SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Alteration to conditions as wrasse fishery develops

		409		D&SIFCA Potting Permit Byelaw - changes to permit conditions				Lyme Bay and Torbay SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		410		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Lyme Bay and Torbay SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Allows conditions to be attached to permits e.g. catch quantity restriction, reporting, gear quantity, spatial and temporal restrictions

		411		CIFCA Lobster, Crawfish and Crab Fishing Permit Byelaw 2016				Manacles MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/17099/sitedata/Byelaws%20and%20orders/Cornwall_IFCA/Lobster-Crawfish-and-Crab.pdf

		412		CIFCA Manacles Towed Gear Byelaw				Manacles MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA 		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		413		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Margate and Longsands SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		414		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Margate and Longsands SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging

		415		K&EIFCA Legacy Thames Estuary Cockle Fishery Order				Margate and Longsands SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		416		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Margate and Longsands SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Closed areas to trawling

		417		K&EIFCA Bottom Towed Gears (Prohibited Areas) Byelaw 2017 				Margate and Longsands SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand		Management authority action		SAC																				K&EIFCA Meeting 23.01.17		Prohibition of bottom towed fishing gear in specific area

		418		Margate and Long Sands European Marine Site (Specified Areas) Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Margate and Longsands SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand		Management authority action		SAC																				Defra consultation, https://consult.defra.gov.uk/mmo/bottom-towed-fishing-gear-byelaw/		Closes to all fishing activity an area of 12km2

		419		K&EIFCA Byelaw No Take Zone				Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Marine fish		Management authority action		SPA																				K&EIFCA Byelaws		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		420		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		421		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		422		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Closes to all fishing activity an area of 12km2

		423		K&EIFCA Byelaw No Take Zone				Medway Estuary MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Marine fish		Management authority action		MCZ																				K&EIFCA Byelaws		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		424		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Medway Estuary MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		425		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Medway Estuary MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		426		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Medway Estuary MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels

		427		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				Mersey Estuary SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		428		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				Mersey Estuary SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for bivalve molluscs

		429		NWIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 Restrictions on Bivalve Molluscs				Mersey Estuary SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for cockles and mussels

		430		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 13A Management cockles & mussels				Mersey Estuary SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibition of seine netting

		431		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 3 Prohibition of Seine Netting				Mersey Estuary SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for shrimp & prawns

		432		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 6 Restrictions on shrimp & prawns				Mersey Estuary SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		433		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Review				Mersey Estuary SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		434		NWIFCA Byelaw bivalve molluscan shellfish 2016				Mersey Estuary SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels

		435		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				Mersey Narrows and North Wirral Foreshore SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		436		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				Mersey Narrows and North Wirral Foreshore SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for bivalve molluscs

		437		NWIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 Restrictions on Bivalve Molluscs				Mersey Narrows and North Wirral Foreshore SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for cockles and mussels

		438		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 13A Management cockles & mussels				Mersey Narrows and North Wirral Foreshore SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibition of seine netting

		439		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 3 Prohibition of Seine Netting				Mersey Narrows and North Wirral Foreshore SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for shrimp & prawns

		440		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 6 Restrictions on shrimp & prawns				Mersey Narrows and North Wirral Foreshore SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		441		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Review				Mersey Narrows and North Wirral Foreshore SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		442		NWIFCA Byelaw bivalve molluscan shellfish 2016				Mersey Narrows and North Wirral Foreshore SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		443		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Mid-Essex Coast SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		444		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Mid-Essex Coast SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		445		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Mid-Essex Coast SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		446		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Minsmere to Walberswick Heaths & Marshes SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		447		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Minsmere to Walberswick SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Prohibition on fishing for bivalve molluscs outside the Wash Fisheries Order 

		448		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 15 - ESFC Towed gear restriction for bivalve molluscs				Minsmere to Walberswick SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		449		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Minsmere to Walberswick SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels

		450		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Bottom towed gear and bait digging prohibited

		451		NWIFCA Byelaw 6 Protection for EMS features				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass, Reef, 		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		452		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Closure

		453		NWIFCA Heysham Flat Byelaw 13a Closure				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for bivalve molluscs

		454		NWIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 Restrictions on Bivalve Molluscs				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Prohibition on fishing in Heysham bass nursery area

		455		NWIFCA Legacy Byelaw 5 Heysham BNA				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Marine fish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for cockles and mussels

		456		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 13A Management cockles & mussels				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Prohibitions and authorisations on fixed engines 

		457		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 26 Fixed Engines - prohibitions and authorisations				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Prohibitions and authorisations on mobile nets 

		458		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 27 Mobile nets - prohibitions and authorisations				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Prohibition of seine netting

		459		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 3 Prohibition of Seine Netting				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for lobster, crayfish and crab

		460		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 30 Fishing for lobster, crawfish, crab, prawn and whelk				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for shrimp & prawns

		461		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 6 Restrictions on shrimp & prawns				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		462		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Review				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		463		NWIFCA Byelaw bivalve molluscan shellfish 2016				Morecambe Bay EMS		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		EMS																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		464		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				North Norfolk Coast SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		465		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				North Norfolk Coast SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Zoned restriction on mobile demersal gears over all areas to be managed as Annex I reef; zoned restriction on demersal trawls and dredges (no restriction on demersal seines) to cover a proportion of the Annex I sandbank

		466		North-Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef proposed measure				North-Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SCI		East						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, subtidal sand, 		Management authority action		SAC

		467		None				Northumberland Marine pSPA		North East						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																						Restrictions, temporal, spatial and technical on dredging

		468		NEIFCA Byelaw 23 – Dredging				Northumbria Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on potting and netting

		469		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 18 Fixed Engines				Northumbria Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Migratory fish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on cockles

		470		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 24 Cockles				Northumbria Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition with exceptions

		471		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 Trawling				Northumbria Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Revision Fixed Engine (Netting) Byelaw, introduces new seasonal closure 1 Mar to 20 Sept within Filey and Flamborough, max permitted length of 100m for unregistered vessels, new season for intertidal and subtidal permit holders 1 Oct to 30 Jun

		472		NEIFCA 18 - Method and Area of Fishing (Netting) Byelaw, 2016				Northumbria Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Migratory fish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, NEIFCA 		Mandatory marking of pots, maximum pot size, reduction in number of hobby pots per permit holder, mechanism to suspend shellfish permits

		473		NEIFCA Byelaw 22 Possible New Measures - Shellfish permit byelaw 2016				Northumbria Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, NEIFCA 		Potting effort limitation through permits

		474		NEIFCA Possible New Measures - Potting limitation				Northumbria Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, NEIFCA 		Zoned restriction on demersal trawls and dredges (no restriction on demersal seines)

		475		North-West of Jones Bank proposed measure				North-West of Jones Bank MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal gravel, subtidal sand, Subtidal mud 		Management authority action		MCZ																						Zoned restriction on mobile demersal gears over all areas mapped as high energy circalittoral rock; zoned restriction on demersal trawls and dredges (no restriction on demersal seines)over a proportion of the sedimentary features

		476		Offshore Brighton proposed measure				Offshore Brighton MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal gravel, Subtidal rock, 		Management authority action		MCZ																						Zoned restriction on demersal trawls and dredges (no restriction on demersal seines)

		477		Offshore Overfalls proposed measure (<12nm)				Offshore Overfalls MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal gravel, subtidal sand, 		Management authority action		MCZ																						Zoned restriction on demersal trawls and dredges (no restriction on demersal seines)

		478		Offshore Overfalls proposed measure (>12nm)				Offshore Overfalls MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal gravel, subtidal sand, 		Management authority action		MCZ

		479		None				Offshore Overfalls MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																						Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		480		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Orfordness to Shingle Street SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Prohibition on fishing for bivalve molluscs outside the Wash Fisheries Order 

		481		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 15 - ESFC Towed gear restriction for bivalve molluscs				Orfordness to Shingle Street SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		482		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Orfordness to Shingle Street SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		483		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Orfordness to Shingle Street SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		484		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Outer Thames Estuary SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Prohibition on fishing for bivalve molluscs outside the Wash Fisheries Order 

		485		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 15 - ESFC Towed gear restriction for bivalve molluscs				Outer Thames Estuary SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		486		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Outer Thames Estuary SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		487		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Outer Thames Estuary SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		488		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Outer Thames Estuary SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		489		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Outer Thames Estuary SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		490		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Outer Thames Estuary SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Introduce areas closed to bottom towed gear

		491		Marine Protected Areas Byelaw 2017				Outer Thames Estuary SPA		South East, South, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		No information available, MMO to lead on assessment for 6-200nm

		492		None				Outer Thames Estuary SPA		South East, South, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																						Measures not currently required for offshore portion of site

		493		None				Outer Thames Estuary SPA		South East, South, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA																						Allows conditions to be attached to permits e.g. catch quantity restriction, reporting, gear quantity, spatial and temporal restrictions

		494		CIFCA Lobster, Crawfish and Crab Fishing Permit Byelaw 2016				Padstow Bay and Surrounds MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/17099/sitedata/Byelaws%20and%20orders/Cornwall_IFCA/Lobster-Crawfish-and-Crab.pdf		Restrictions on cockles

		495		Sussex IFCA MPA Byelaw 2015				Pagham Harbour MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restriction on trawling between 1 May and 31 October within 0.25nm of LAT

		496		Sussex IFCA Legacy Byelaw Trawling Prohibition				Pagham Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, SuIFCA		Restrictions on cockles

		497		Sussex IFCA MPA Byelaw 2015				Pagham Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		PR1 (northern-most area) - restriction on mobile demersal gears; PR2 - zonal restriction on mobile demersal gears, including all mapped areas of Annex I reef; PR3 (southern-most area) - restriction on mobile demersal gears

		498		Pisces Reef Complex proposed measure				Pisces Reef Complex SCI		Northern Ireland						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																						Prohibition of demersal towed gears from specific areas

		499		CIFCA Closed Areas (European Marine Sites) No. 2 Byelaw				Plymouth Sound & Estuaries SAC		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																						Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		500		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw				Plymouth Sound & Estuaries SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA

		501		D&SIFCA Hand Gathering Permit Byelaw				Plymouth Sound & Estuaries SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area

		502		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Plymouth Sound & Estuaries SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Seagrass, subtidal sand		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Alteration to conditions as wrasse fishery develops

		503		D&SIFCA Potting Permit Byelaw - changes to permit conditions				Plymouth Sound & Estuaries SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibits towed gears in specific areas (11 restricted areas overall)

		504		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw				Poole Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass, Reef, 		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Restrictions on bait digging in Poole Harbour, to avoid bird sensitive areas at certain times of year and to backfill holes

		505		SoIFCA Memorandum of Agreement Bait Digging				Poole Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass, Seabirds, Mudflat		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Permits limited (44) conditions attached 

		506		SoIFCA Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw				Poole Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass, Seabirds, Mudflat		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Access restricted to various areas at certain times of year

		507		SoIFCA Poole Harbour Shellfish hand Gathering Byelaw				Poole Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibits gathering sea resources in seagrass if there is contact (in 8 areas overall)

		508		SoIFCA Prohibition gathering in seagrass				Poole Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Restrictions on cockles

		509		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Poole Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Restrictions on cockles

		510		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Poole Rocks MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Prohibits towed gears in specific areas (11 restricted areas overall)

		511		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw				Portsmouth Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Seagrass, 		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Prohibits gathering sea resources in seagrass if there is contact (in 8 areas overall)

		512		SoIFCA Prohibition gathering in seagrass				Portsmouth Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Restrictions on cockles

		513		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Portsmouth Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Shellfish dredging will be prohibited 35 weeks of the year (1 March to 31 Oct) in area of Portsmouth Harbour to enable recovery of infauna, maintain habitat structure, support breeding shellfish populations

		514		SoIFCA Solent Dredge Fishing Byelaw				Portsmouth Harbour SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels

		515		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				Ribble & Alt Estuaries SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		516		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				Ribble & Alt Estuaries SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for bivalve molluscs

		517		NWIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 Restrictions on Bivalve Molluscs				Ribble & Alt Estuaries SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for cockles and mussels

		518		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 13A Management cockles & mussels				Ribble & Alt Estuaries SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibitions and authorisations on fixed engines 

		519		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 26 Fixed Engines - prohibitions and authorisations				Ribble & Alt Estuaries SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibitions and authorisations on mobile nets

		520		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 27 Mobile nets - prohibitions and authorisations				Ribble & Alt Estuaries SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibition of seine netting

		521		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 3 Prohibition of Seine Netting				Ribble & Alt Estuaries SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for lobster, crayfish and crab

		522		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 30 Fishing for lobster, crawfish, crab, prawn and whelk				Ribble & Alt Estuaries SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for shrimp & prawns

		523		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 6 Restrictions on shrimp & prawns				Ribble & Alt Estuaries SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		524		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Review				Ribble & Alt Estuaries SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		525		NWIFCA Byelaw bivalve molluscan shellfish 2016				Ribble & Alt Estuaries SPA		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		526		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw				Severn Estuary SAC 		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA

		527		D&SIFCA Hand Gathering Permit Byelaw				Severn Estuary SAC 		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area 

		528		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Severn Estuary SAC 		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		529		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw				Severn Estuary SPA		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA

		530		D&SIFCA Hand Gathering Permit Byelaw				Severn Estuary SPA		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area 

		531		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Severn Estuary SPA		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels

		532		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				Shell Flat and Lune Deep SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Bottom towed gear and bait digging prohibited

		533		NWIFCA Byelaw 6 Protection for EMS features				Shell Flat and Lune Deep SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Seagrass, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for bivalve molluscs

		534		NWIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 Restrictions on Bivalve Molluscs				Shell Flat and Lune Deep SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for cockles and mussels

		535		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 13A Management cockles & mussels				Shell Flat and Lune Deep SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibition of seine netting

		536		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 3 Prohibition of Seine Netting				Shell Flat and Lune Deep SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for lobster, crayfish and crab

		537		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 30 Fishing for lobster, crawfish, crab, prawn and whelk				Shell Flat and Lune Deep SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for shrimp & prawns

		538		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 6 Restrictions on shrimp & prawns				Shell Flat and Lune Deep SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		539		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Review				Shell Flat and Lune Deep SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA

		540		None				Shell Flat and Lune Deep SAC		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																						Prohibits removal spiny lobster. Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		541		D&SIFCA Diving Permit Byelaw				Skerries Bank and Surrounds MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Limitations on potting

		542		D&SIFCA Legacy IPA Licence Agreement				Skerries Bank and Surrounds MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Mudflat, 		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Prohibits removal spiny lobster. Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		543		D&SIFCA Potting Permit Byelaw				Skerries Bank and Surrounds MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions/prohibition on access for trawling and scalloping

		544		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw - changes to permit conditions				Skerries Bank and Surrounds MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area 

		545		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Skerries Bank and Surrounds MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA

		546		None				Skerries Bank and Surrounds MCZ		South West, South, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																						Prohibits towed gears in specific areas (11 restricted areas overall)

		547		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw				Solent and Southampton Water SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass, Reef, 		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Prohibits gathering sea resources in seagrass if there is contact (in 8 areas overall)

		548		SoIFCA Prohibition gathering in seagrass				Solent and Southampton Water SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Trawling Prohibition

		549		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Solent and Southampton Water SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Shellfish dredging will be prohibited 35 weeks of the year (1 March to 31 Oct) in area of Southampton Water to enable recovery of infauna, maintain habitat structure, support breeding shellfish populations

		550		SoIFCA Solent Dredge Fishing Byelaw				Solent and Southampton Water SPA		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Prohibits towed gears in specific areas (11 restricted areas overall)

		551		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw				Solent Maritime SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Seagrass, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Prohibits gathering sea resources in seagrass if there is contact (in 8 areas overall)

		552		SoIFCA Prohibition gathering in seagrass				Solent Maritime SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Restrictions on cockles

		553		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Solent Maritime SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Shellfish dredging will be prohibited 35 weeks of the year (1 March to 31 Oct) in area of Southampton Water to enable recovery of infauna, maintain habitat structure, support breeding shellfish populations

		554		SoIFCA Solent Dredge Fishing Byelaw				Solent Maritime SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels

		566		South Dorset proposed measure (<12nm)				South Dorset MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Subtidal rock, Subtidal gravel		Management authority action		MCZ																						Restriction on mobile demersal gears across entire site

		567		South Dorset proposed measure (>12nm)				South Dorset MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Subtidal rock, Subtidal gravel		Management authority action		MCZ																						Prohibits towed gears in specific areas (11 restricted areas overall)

		568		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw				South Wight SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Seagrass, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Prohibits gathering sea resources in seagrass if there is contact (in 8 areas overall)

		569		SoIFCA Prohibition gathering in seagrass				South Wight SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Seagrass		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Restrictions on cockles

		570		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				South Wight SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Zoned restriction on demersal trawls and dredges (includes all known records of fan mussel) (no restriction on demersal seines)


		571		South-West Deeps (West) proposed measure				South-West Deeps (West) MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal gravel, Subtidal mud , subtidal sand		Management authority action		MCZ																						Prohibition of demersal towed gears from specific areas

		572		CIFCA Closed Areas (European Marine Sites) No. 2 Byelaw				Start Point to Plymouth Sound and Eddystone SAC		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																						Limitations on potting

		573		D&SIFCA Legacy IPA Licence Agreement				Start point to Plymouth Sound and Eddystone SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		574		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw				Start Point to Plymouth Sound and Eddystone SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibition of bottom towed fishing gear on reefs (red risk)

		575		Start Point to Plymouth Sound and Eddystone Reefs MMO Byelaw for bottom towed gear restriction				Start Point to Plymouth Sound and Eddystone SAC		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				MMO		Restrictions on netting within the area

		576		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Start Point to Plymouth Sound and Eddystone SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Alteration to conditions as wrasse fishery develops

		577		D&SIFCA Potting Permit Byelaw - changes to permit conditions				Start Point to Plymouth Sound and Eddystone SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		No Take Zone

		578		SoIFCA Stennis Ledges Scallop Dredging Agreement 				Stennis Ledges and Chesil Beach MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		579		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Stennis Ledges and Chesil Beach MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA Sept 2016		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		580		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				Stour & Orwell Estuaries SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		Prohibition on fishing for bivalve molluscs outside the Wash Fisheries Order 

		581		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 15 - ESFC Towed gear restriction for bivalve molluscs				Stour & Orwell Estuaries SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Requires HRA for authorisation of shellfish gears in EMS

		582		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 - ESFC Molluscan shellfish methods of fishing				Stour & Orwell Estuaries SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		583		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Stour & Orwell Estuaries SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		584		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Stour & Orwell Estuaries SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		585		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Stour & Orwell Estuaries SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		586		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				Stour & Orwell Estuaries SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Prohibits towed gears in specific areas (11 restricted areas overall)

		587		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw				Studland to Portland SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Seagrass, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA/IFCA Byelaws		Requirement for consent before gathering seed mussels in EMS (HRA)

		588		SoIFCA Legacy Mussels Byelaw				Studland to Portland SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		589		SoIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016				Studland to Portland SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA Sept 2016

		590		None				Studland to Portland SAC		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																						Prohibition of demersal towed gears from specific areas

		591		CIFCA Closed Areas (European Marine Sites) No. 2 Byelaw				Tamar Estuaries Complex SPA		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																						Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		592		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw				Tamar Estuaries Complex SPA		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA

		593		D&SIFCA Hand Gathering Permit Byelaw				Tamar Estuaries Complex SPA		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area

		594		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Tamar Estuaries Complex SPA		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA

		595		D&SIFCA Hand Gathering Permit Byelaw				Tamar MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area

		596		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Tamar MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA

		597		D&SIFCA Hand Gathering Permit Byelaw				Taw Torridge SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area

		598		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Taw Torridge SAC		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds, Saltmarsh, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Restrictions, temporal, spatial and technical on dredging

		599		NEIFCA Byelaw 23 – Dredging				Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on potting and netting

		600		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 18 Fixed Engines				Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Migratory fish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Restrictions on cockles

		601		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 24 Cockles				Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition with exceptions

		602		NEIFCA Legacy Byelaw 3 Trawling				Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Revision Fixed Engine (Netting) Byelaw, introduces new seasonal closure 1 Mar to 20 Sept within Filey and Flamborough, max permitted length of 100m for unregistered vessels, new season for intertidal and subtidal permit holders 1 Oct to 30 Jun

		603		NEIFCA 18 - Method and Area of Fishing (Netting) Byelaw, 2016				Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Migratory fish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, NEIFCA		Mandatory marking of pots, maximum pot size, reduction in number of hobby pots per permit holder, mechanism to suspend shellfish permits

		604		NEIFCA Byelaw 22 Possible New Measures - Shellfish permit byelaw 2016				Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, NEIFCA		Potting effort limitation through permits

		605		NEIFCA Possible New Measures - Potting limitation				Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA		North East, East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, NEIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		606		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		607		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulate cockle dredging

		608		K&EIFCA Legacy Thames Estuary Cockle Fishery Order				Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		609		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		610		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		611		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		612		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		613		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Thanet Coast MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		614		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Thanet Coast MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		615		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Thanet Coast MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Prohibits bottom towed gear

		616		K&EIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear (Prohibited Areas) Byelaw				Thanet Coast MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				K&EIFCA Byelaws		Closed areas to trawling

		617		K&EIFCA Bottom Towed Gears (Prohibited Areas) Byelaw 2017 				Thanet Coast MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				K&EIFCA Meeting 23.01.17		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		618		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				Thanet Coast SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		619		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				Thanet Coast SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		620		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				Thanet Coast SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Prohibits bottom towed gear

		621		K&EIFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear (Prohibited Areas) Byelaw				Thanet Coast SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC																				K&EIFCA Byelaws		Closed areas to trawling

		622		K&EIFCA Bottom Towed Gears (Prohibited Areas) Byelaw 2017 				Thanet Coast SAC		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				K&EIFCA Meeting 23.01.17		Zoned restriction on all demersal gears covering all areas of known/predicted live cold-water coral reef and coral species records, a proportion of the deep-sea bed, and a proportion of the area mapped as biogenic rubble

		623		The Canyons proposed measure				The Canyons MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		MCZ

		624		None				The Needles MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																						Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		625		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				The Swale Estuary MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		626		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				The Swale Estuary MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		627		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				The Swale Estuary MCZ		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Regulates cockle dredging. Max vessel length 14m, width 5m. Must hold permit to harvest cockles. Enables use of gear, spatial, time and effort restrictions

		628		K&EIFCA Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw				The Swale SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Regulates seed mussel and mussel harvesting, dredging, landings & MLS

		629		K&EIFCA Legacy Mussel Byelaw				The Swale SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Vessels restricted to <17 metres and <221 KW

		630		K&EIFCA Legacy Vessel Length and Engine Size				The Swale SPA		East, South East, South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		631		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				The Wash & North Norfolk Coast SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		EIFCA licence prescribed fisheries and undertake HRA before opening fisheries, associated fisheries management measures 2008 (many measures)

		632		EIFCA Legacy Wash Fishery Order 1992				The Wash & North Norfolk Coast SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Ability to use Regulatory Orders restricting all fishing and gears in MPAs - Regulatory Notice 1 & 2, 3

		633		EIFCA Protected Areas Byelaw 2014				The Wash & North Norfolk Coast SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Seagrass, 		Management authority action		SAC																				EIFCA Byelaws		Spatial closures to bottom towed gear

		634		EIFCA Marine Protected Areas byelaw 2016 				The Wash & North Norfolk Coast SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef, Seagrass, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA, EIFCA website		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		635		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				The Wash & North Norfolk Coast SAC		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Introduce areas closed to bottom towed gear

		636		Marine Protected Areas Byelaw 2017				The Wash & North Norfolk Coast SAC		East						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal mud , Subtidal gravel, Reef, Seagrass, 		Management authority action		SAC																				AIFCA		Only vessels <15.24 metres allowed to trawl within 3nm of the baseline 

		637		EIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 ESFC Inshore Trawling Restrictions				The Wash SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA, EIFCA Byelaws		EIFCA licence prescribed fisheries and undertake HRA before opening fisheries, associated fisheries management measures 2008 (many measures)

		638		EIFCA Legacy Wash Fishery Order 1992				The Wash SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Enables management of shrimp effort in the area

		639		EIFCA Shrimp Permit Byelaw 2016				The Wash SPA		East, South East, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SPA																				AIFCA		Allows conditions to be attached to permits

		640		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw				Torbay MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA

		641		D&SIFCA Hand Gathering Permit Byelaw				Torbay MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions/prohibition on access for trawling and scalloping

		642		D&SIFCA Mobile Gear Permit Byelaw - changes to permit conditions				Torbay MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on netting within the area

		643		D&SIFCA Netting Permit Byelaw				Torbay MCZ		South, South West, 						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA

		644		None				Tweed Estuary SAC		North East						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		SAC

		645		None				Upper Fowey and Pont Pill MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on cockles

		646		Sussex IFCA MPA Byelaw 2015				Utopia MCZ		South						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for cockles & mussels

		647		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Permit for cockles & mussels				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on multi-rigged trawls

		648		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 13 Multi-rigged trawls				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Prohibits the use of a beam or other trawl that exceeds 9 m in (total) length

		649		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 14 Shrimps or prawns				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Conditions attached to permits to fish for lobster, crab & whelks. Max pot number and net length. Does not apply if fishing from licenced vessel

		650		NWIFCA CSFC Legacy Byelaw 26 Permit to fish for lobster, crab and whelk				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		No fishing for bivalve molluscan shellfish with dredges unless licensed

		651		NWIFCA Emergency Byelaw Bivalve Molluscs				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA, NWIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for bivalve molluscs

		652		NWIFCA Legacy Byelaw 12 Restrictions on Bivalve Molluscs				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for cockles and mussels

		653		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 13A Management cockles & mussels				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Prohibition of seine netting

		654		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 3 Prohibition of Seine Netting				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for lobster, crayfish and crab

		655		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 30 Fishing for lobster, crawfish, crab, prawn and whelk				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Restrictions on fishing for shrimp & prawns

		656		NWSFC Legacy Byelaw 6 Restrictions on shrimp & prawns				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Nephrops trawling on subtidal mud

		657		NWIFCA Byelaw - West of Walney - to be prepared				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Subtidal mud 		Management authority action		MCZ																				NWIFCA		Revision of permitting for cockles

		658		NWIFCA Byelaw 3 Review				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA		Trawling Prohibition

		659		NWIFCA Byelaw bivalve molluscan shellfish 2016				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						Shellfish		Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA Sept 2016

		660		None				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand, Subtidal mud , 		Management authority action		MCZ

		661		None				West of Walney MCZ		North West						Pressure removal		Underway						subtidal sand, Subtidal mud , 		Management authority action		MCZ																						Trawling Prohibition

		662		CIFCA Whitsand and Looe Bay Towed Gear Byelaw				Whitsand and Looe Bay MCZ		South West						Pressure removal		Underway								Management authority action		MCZ																				AIFCA 		Restriction on mobile demersal gears across entire site

		663		Wight-Barfleur Reef proposed measure				Wight-Barfleur Reef SCI		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Reef		Management authority action		SAC

		664		Greatham North East Managed realigment 		Flood alleviation scheme to deliver 24ha intertidal habitat		Tees Estuary		North East				24		Creation		Underway		6/1/20		4/27/23		Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 		Management authority outside MPAs		FCERM strategy		EA		BAM and Arup		GiA								BNG uplift, carbon storage, flood resilience		post project ecological and carbon monitoring 		WFD ecological monitoring 

		665		EA Greatham Marsh habitat restoration		restoration of saltmarsh habitat		Tees Estuary		North East						Restoration		Underway		2021				Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs		River Basin Management Plans		EA		BAM and JBA		GiA								BNG uplift, carbon storage, nutrient sequestration 		post project ecological and carbon monitoring 		WFD ecological monitoring 

		666		Coquet estuary restoration 						North East														Saltmarsh

		667		North Northumberland Restoration 						North East														Saltmarsh

		668		Humber Seascapes		Oyster and seagrass restoration		Humber Estuary		East						Restoration		Underway						Saltmarsh, Native oyster, 								Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust, Orsted.																https://www.lincstrust.org.uk/news/orsted-commits-restoring-humbers-biodiversity-pioneering-project

		669		Spurn Oyster & Seagrass Restoration				Spurn Point, Yorkshire		East														Native oyster, Seagrass, 

		670		Essex Saltmarsh Restoration				Essex		South East						Restoration								Saltmarsh

		671		Essex Native Oyster Restoration Initiative				Blackwater (Essex)		South East				200		Restoration		Underway						Native oyster		Voluntary initiative		MCZ objective to restore oysters and native oyster beds		Blue Marine Foundation		Blue Marine Foundation		ZSL; The Nature Conservancy; Native Oyster Network University of Essex; University of Edinburgh; Natural England; Cefas; Environment Agency; Essex Wildlife Trust; River Roach Oyster Company; Blue Marine Foundation Colchester Oyster Fishery; Kent and Essex IFCA; Orsted								Successful: Creation of Blackwater, Crouch, Roach and Colne MCZ, 200 ha area developed for oyster restoration; development of a fisheries management plan						https://essexnativeoyster.com/; https://www.bluemarinefoundation.com/projects/blackwater/		Together we are working towards the Essex estuaries having self-sustaining populations of native oysters that provide ecosystem services, increased biodiversity and sustainable fisheries whilst recognising their cultural importance. Largest UK oyster restoration project by site area. 

		672		Salcott Oyster Fishery				Salcott Creek, Essex		South East						Creation		Underway						Native oyster						Essex Wildlife Trust																				Laying scallop shell across 2 ha

		673		Essex Abbott's Hall managed realignment				Essex		South East		51.7846; 0.8456		84		Creation								Saltmarsh, Mudflat, 				Improve flood protection; reduce flood protection costs		Essex Wildlife Trust		Environment agency, English Nature (now Natural England), ABPmer 										Successful: Vegetation colonisation faster than anticipated promoting fish diversity, no change to tidal regime (as predicted) 						https://www.omreg.net/query-database/		This project involved a two-stage realignment with an initial regulated tidal exchange (in 1996) then being followed by open sea wall breaching (in 2002). As part of this scheme artificial creeks were dug.

		674		Kent Saltmarsh Restoration				GH Dean and Elmley Nature Reserve, North Kent		South East						Restoration								Saltmarsh						Kent Wildlife Trust Consultancy Services				Medway and Swale Borough Council

		675		Sussex Kelp Restoration Project				Sussex		South						Pressure removal		Underway						Kelp		Voluntary initiative				Sussex Wildlife Trust				Blue Marine Foundation, IFCA, ZSL, Worthing and Adur, Uni of Brighton, UCL, People's postcode lottery, Crowdfunding 								Aims to restore 200km² of kelp forest to Sussex coastline 				Kelp density, species diversity and richness 		Sussex Kelp Restoration Project | Sussex Wildlife Trust		‘Help Our Kelp’ project plans to restore Sussex kelp forests through the introduction of a new bylaw preventing trawling within 4 km of the coastline to allow natural regeneration https://sussexwildlifetrust.org.uk/helpourkelp

		676		Remedies Seagrass work				Langstone Harbour (Hampshire); Seaview (Isle of Wight)		South						Restoration		Underway		8/1/21				Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust		Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust		Boskalis Westminster; University of Portsmouth; Langstone Harbour Authority; Isle of Wight Distillery								2300 seed bombs (53,500) seeds planted				Seagrass shoot density, faunal richness and diversity		https://www.hiwwt.org.uk/seagrass-restoration		Hand planting of seed in hessian bags (bombs) - Z. marina and Z. noltei planted in a higher density bag plot and a lower density bag plot. 

		677		Solent Seascapes Project				Solent, Hampshire 		South						Restoration								Seagrass, Native oyster, 		Voluntary initiative				Blue marine 				RSPB, University of Portsmouth, Environment agency, Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust, Coastal partners, Isle of wight estuaries, Chichester harbour trust, Natural England , Project Seagrass 								Aims to restore at least 30% of the Solent's key habitats 						Solent Seascape Project - Blue Marine Foundation Blue Marine Foundation		Restoration of key habitats in the Solent to improve ecosystem connectivity. 

		678		Studland Bay Eco-moorings & voluntary no anchor zone				Studland Bay, Dorset		South						Pressure removal								Marine fish, subtidal sand, 						Dorset Wildlife Trust

		679		Cornwall Seeding Change Together Project				Fal Ruan nature reserve, Cornwall		South West						Restoration		Underway						Seagrass						Cornwall Wildlife Trusts		Seasalt Cornwall																Seasalt partners with Cornwall Wildlife Trust on pioneering seagrass restoration project | Cornwall Wildlife Trust

		680		Rat eradication Skomer				Skomer Island		Wales						Pressure removal								Seabirds						South & West Wales Wildlife Trust

		681		Rat eradication Alderney				Alderney		Channel Is						Pressure removal								Seabirds						Alderney Wildlife Trust

		682		Rat eradication Isles of Scily				Isles of Sciliy		South West						Pressure removal								Seabirds						Isles of Scilly Wildlife Trust

		683		North Wales Project Seagrass Ocean Rescue				North Wales		Wales						Restoration								Seagrass						Project Seagrass		Project seagrass, Swansea University, WWF-UK, North Wales Wildlife Trust																https://www.northwaleswildlifetrust.org.uk/seagrass-ocean-rescue

		684		Cumbrian Creel Project				Irish Sea		North West						Pressure removal								Shellfish						Cumbria Wildlife Trust				Orsted														https://www.livingseasnw.org.uk/what-we-do/marine-conservation-projects/creel-project

		685		Isle of Man Seagrass				Isle of Man		Isle of Man						Restoration								Seagrass						Manx Wildlife Trust

		686		Belfast Lough Native Oysters				Belfast Lough, Northern Ireland		Northern Ireland						Restoration								Native oyster						Ulster Wildlife Trust																		https://www.ulsterwildlife.org/blog/heidi-mcilvenny/bringing-back-native-oysters-belfast-lough

		687		Morecambe Bay Seascape Restoration project		Cumbria Wildlife Trust has received 3Cs funding to deliver a Morecambe Bay Seascape Restoration project. The project will initially focus on piloting seagrass (Z.noltii) restoration however they will also scope the feasibility of restoring other coastal and marine habitats in the Bay. They are setting up a working group to see how we can link in with existing projects (there are a few on saltmarsh) but also to highlight opportunities and feasibility of restoring more habitats and at a larger scale. 		Morecambe Bay, Cumbria/Lancaster		North West						Restoration								Seagrass						Cumbria Wildlife Trust

		688		Cornwall Marine and Coastal Code Group		Mitigate marine wildlife disturbance in Cornwall		Cornwall		South West				Cornwall marine and terrestrial species habitat		Pressure removal		Underway		2013				Marine mammals		Voluntary initiative		SAC MCZ SSSI SPA		Cornwall Wildlife Trust				None								Minimising and mitigating marine wildlife disturbance		Disturbance rates for marine species from different causes		Disturbance rates		www.cornwallmarinelifecode.org.uk		Collaboration public private and voluntary

		689		Wildife Safe Scheme (WiSe)				UK						Marine and coastal species		Pressure removal		Underway						Marine mammals		Voluntary initiative		SAC MCZ SSSI SPA		Wildlife Safe Scheme				Many statutory agencies								Minimising and mitigating marine wildlife disturbance				Disturbance rates		https://www.wisescheme.org/		Voluntary organisation

		690		Seal Alliance		Mitigate impacts on seals		UK and Eire						Multiple terrestrial, intertidal and offshore sites		Pressure removal		Underway		2018				Marine mammals				SAC MCZ SSSI		Seal Protection Action Group				Seal Protection Action Group								Healthy seals with mitigated impacts across the UK irrespective of perceived populations		Ongoing data collection for papers reports and resources		Engagements, entanglement and disturbance rates, bycatch and mortality		https://www.sealalliance.org/		Collaboration

		691		Seal Research Trust		Helping people to help seals and the sea thrive		UK						Multiple terrestrial, intertidal and offshore sites		Pressure removal		Underway		2000				Marine mammals				SAC MCZ SSSI		Seal Research Trust				Various and self funding								Healthy seals with mitigated impacts across the UK irrespective of perceived populations		Ongoing data collection for papers reports and resources		Engagements, entanglement and disturbance rates, bycatch and mortality		www.cornwallsealgroup.co.uk		Charity

		692		Operation Seabird		Raising awareness to minimise coastal impacts		UK								Pressure removal		Underway		2020		Ongoing		Seabirds				SPA, SAC, SSSI, Habs Regs, Marine Strat		Police and RSPCA		Partnership delivery locally										Reduced disturbance to marine and coastal species from human recreational activities		Local partnership monitoring 		Disturbance rates

		695		Concrete Coast		Regional project exploring options for and implementing ecological enhancements on 'hard' infrastructure to improve and restore intertidal habitats		Yorkshire Coast (Staithes to Spurn)		East						Enhancement		Underway		2020		Ongoing		Mudflat, Saltmarsh, 		Voluntary initiative		WFD		Yorkshire Marine Nature Partnership		Yorkshire Marine Nature Partnership, local authorities		Environment Agency								Identification of priority enhancement locations, testing new enhancement options and implementation of enhancements to create a network along the coast		Monitoring of enhancement effectiveness ongoing		Improved abundance/diversity of intertidal species		https://yorkshiremarinenaturepartnership.org.uk/discover/research-and-active-projects/concrete-coast-project/		More funding is required to meet the project's ambitions for implementation

		696		Great Yorkshire Kelp Forest		Mapping North Yorkshire's kelp forests to determine extent, distribution and condition. Data will be analysed to measure role of regional kelp in carbon cycle and assess feasibility for a restoration/enhancement project. Planned project subject to outcome of funding bid. 		North Yorkshire (Staithes to Speeton)		East						Enhancement		Planned		2024		2025		Kelp		Research		MCZ, SAC, Marine Strat		Yorkshire Marine Nature Partnership		Yorkshire Marine Nature Partnership, local authorities, Natural England, NEIFCA, Universities, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust		York & North Yorkshire LEP (funding application pending approval)								Accurate dataset of kelp distribution, extent and condition, with analysis for carbon sequestration properties and value of habitat for wider ecosystem		Against project objectives		Data quality 				Project is subject to funding

		697		Our Future Coast - Formby		Defra/EA Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme project - studying dune and sand sheet movement and possible methods of 'steering' sand sheets		Formby, Sefton		North West		SD274085				Enhancement		Underway		2022		2027		Sand dunes		Research		Defra/EA FCRIP programme		Wyre Borough Council		Sefton MBC		Defra/EA								Learning on sand sheet movement and control of sand movement						Webpage is not yet live but will be www.ourfuturecoast.org.uk		Formal launch of the project will be during the North West Coast Climate Change conference at the end of March 2023

		698		Reducing Recreational Disturbance 		Working collaboratively to reduce recreational disturbance pressures on the UK's largest mainland breeding seabird colony using voluntary measures, new research and collaboration with enforcement		Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA		East						Pressure removal		Underway		2013		Ongoing		Seabirds		Management authority action		SPA, SSSI, SAC		Yorkshire Marine Nature Partnership		Yorkshire Marine Nature Partnership		None - core funds								Reduced disturbance, increased awareness, improved collaboration and data collection		Regular data analysis		Changes in disturbance levels / impacts

		699		North Portsea Island FCERM Scheme - Ecoformliner		Designed and developed an ecoformliner to encourage marine biodiversity of new sea wall		Portsea Island, Langstone Harbour		South						Enhancement		Underway		2021		2024		Artificial reef		Research		WFD, Environmental Improvements		Coastal Partners		Mackley, University of Glasgow, Bournemouth University, Environment Agency, Reckli		EA, NE, RFCC levy

		700		North Portsea Island FCERM Scheme - High Tide Roost Bird Island		Design & construction bird island to improve high tide roosting habitat for SPA/Ramsar birds		Langstone Harbour		South						Enhancement		Underway		2023				Seabirds		Voluntary initiative		WFD, Environmental Improvements		Coastal Partners		Mackley		EA, NE

		701		Medina Estuary		Saltmarsh restoration 		The Solent, Hampshire and West Sussex 		South				1		Restoration		Underway		1/9/23		2025		Saltmarsh		Voluntary initiative				IOW Council		IOW Council		EA, Harbour Authorities

		702		Western Yar		Saltmarsh restoration 		The Solent, Hampshire and West Sussex 		South				1		Restoration								Saltmarsh		Voluntary initiative				IOW Council		IOW Council		EA, Harbour Authorities

		703		Seagrass		Seagrass restoration		The Solent, Hampshire and West Sussex 		South						Restoration								Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				HIOW Wildlife Trust		WWF, University of Portsmouth		Private

		704		Solent oyster restoration project		oyster restoration 		The Solent, Hampshire and West Sussex 		South						Creation								Native oyster		Voluntary initiative				Blue Marine Foundation		EA, IFCA, NE, 

		705		Solent Seascape project 		Passive, active restoration, monitoring, community engagement		The Solent, Hampshire and West Sussex 		South						Pressure removal								Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Blue Marine Foundation		EA, NE, Chichester Harbour Conservancy, Coastal Partners, University of Portsmouth, RSPB		EA, NE, Chichester Harbour Conservancy, Coastal Partners, University of Portsmouth, RSPB

		706		Hook Lake Managed Realignment		SSD HCRP - compensation scheme		The Solent, Hampshire and West Sussex 		South						Creation								Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs				Coastal Partners		Coastal Partners

		707		Hurst to Lymington 		SSD HCRP - compensation scheme		The Solent, Hampshire and West Sussex 		South						Creation								Saltmarsh		Management authority outside MPAs				Environment Agency		EA

		708		Adur landscape recovery 		Saltmarsh restoration 		Adur Estuary, West Sussex		South						Creation								Saltmarsh		Voluntary initiative				Adur & Worthing Council		Adur & Worthing Council, landowners

		709		Cuckmere Estuary managed realignment		Saltmarsh restoration		Cuckmere Estuary, East Sussex		South						Creation								Saltmarsh		Voluntary initiative				National Trust		EA		EA

		710		Pevensey to Eastbourne Coastal management scheme		Subtidal habitat creation, aquaculture		Eastbourne, East Sussex		South						Creation								Reef		Management authority outside MPAs				Environment Agency		Council RMA, 		EA

		711		Spurn point (Humber)		Seagrass restoration		Spurn point (Humber)		East				30		Restoration		Underway						Seagrass

		712		Morecambe Bay Seascape Restoration project 		Seagrass restoration trials and scoping wider marine/coastal restoration opportunities 		Morecambe Bay (North West)		North West						Restoration		Planned		2/1/23				Seagrass		Voluntary initiative				Cumbria Wildlife Trust		tbc		EA								Improvement of coastal and marine habitats 

		713		Biosecurity for England		Project to raise awareness of the threat of invasive predators and put in place systems to prevent their accidental introduction to islands in England		English seabird islands								Pressure removal		Planned		5/1/23				Seabirds		Research				RSPB		DEFRA, NE, IOSWT, NT, Trinity House										Reduction in the rate of non-native predator incursions and invasions on seabird islands.

		714		Biosecurity for Scotland		Project to raise awareness of the threat of invasive predators and put in place systems to prevent their accidental introduction to islands in Scotland		Scottish seabird islands		Scotland						Pressure removal		Planned		5/1/23		3/1/26		Seabirds		Research				RSPB		Marine Scotland, NatureScot, NTS, Northern Lighthouse Board										Reduction in the rate of non-native predator incursions and invasions on seabird islands.

		715		Biosecurity for Wales		Project to raise awareness of the threat of invasive predators and put in place systems to prevent their accidental introduction to islands in Wales		Welsh seabird islands		Wales						Pressure removal		Planned		5/1/23		3/1/25		Seabirds		Research				RSPB		Welsh Government, NRW, WTSWW, NT, Trinity House										Reduction in the rate of non-native predator incursions and invasions on seabird islands.

		716		Developing a floated demersal longline design that minimises seabird bycatch		Looked at the key driver of accidental seabird captures in a floated demersal longline fishery and identified potential gear adaptations to reduce the risks posed to seabirds		Scottish waters		Scotland		Latitudes 60.1442/60.2876 and Longitudes -4.4957/-4.0434		n/a		Pressure removal		Completed 		2/1/20		5/1/20		Seabirds		Research		commitment to minimise and where possible eliminate bycatch by UK Administrations in various international and national policies and legislation. Identified as a high risk gear/area for seabird bycatch.		RSPB		BirdLife International, Sub-contracted fishery observer through SMRU (St Andrews Uni), MPSL ltd for computer simulation (Korea)		UK Seafood innovation fund								A series of measures such as improved line weighting, increased float line length, reduced hook numbers near floats and switching to hydrodynamic floats identified as potential measures to reduce bycatch risk through improved sink rate. 		A follow on project was planned, where in-fishery trials of this gear would provide key data on actual impacts on target catch and bycatch rates, and the potential for widespread adoption by the fishery. Unfortunately we could not submit the Phase 2 proposal (nearly completed) due to industry withdrawing their participation.		Modelling data demonstrating the potential to reduce bycatch risks through improved sink rate		Developing a floated demersal longline design that minimises seabird bycatch (FS031) - Seafood Innovation Fund		Slow sink rate in floated-demersal longline and implications for seabird bycatch risk | PLOS ONE

		717		Testing the use of visual deterents (scarecrows) to prevent seabird bycatch in static nets - Looming-eyes buoy and predator shaped kites		The Looming-eyes buoy and predator shaped kites aims to test if these mitigation measures deter diving seabirds and prevent them from entering the area around static gillnets and to see if this translates to a reduction in the number of seabirds caught as bycatch.		Falmouth Bay to St Austell Bay SPA		South West		 		n/a		Pressure removal		Underway		11/1/21		4/1/23		Seabirds		Research		commitment to minimise and where possible eliminate bycatch by UK Administrations in various international and national policies and legislation. Identified as a high risk gear/area for seabird bycatch.		RSPB		Birdlife International, Cornwall IFCA, Natural England, Cornish gillnet fishers		DEFRA G7 Legacy Fund								Providing safer seas for seabirds through creating tools to reduce or eliminate bycatch. The project is researching the effectiveness of “Looming Eyes” and predator-shaped kite technology, as a potential measure to reduce seabird bycatch caused by gillnet fishing.		Monitoring will be undertaken throughout to collect data on the effectiveness of the bycatch mitigation measures with final results expected in April 2023		 		Looming-eyes : Cornwall Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (CIFCA) (cornwall-ifca.gov.uk)		Looming-eyes : Cornwall Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (CIFCA) (cornwall-ifca.gov.uk) https://www.int-res.com/abstracts/meps/v684/p157-179/

		718		Our Future Coast - Lytham		Defra/EA Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme - engagement with landowners/farmers to facilittate managed realignment of a coastal embankment and creation of saltmarsh		Saltcotes, Lytham-St-Annes		North West		SD384279				Creation		Underway		2022		2027		Saltmarsh		Research		SSSI, SPA/Ramsar, MCZ		Wyre BC		Fylde BC, Ribble Rivers Trust		Defra/EA								Rearning on engagement with landowners/farmers and licencing/consenting to facilitate managed realignment						Webpage is not yet live but will be www.ourfuturecoast.org.uk		Formal launch of the project will be during the North West Coast Climate Change conference at the end of March 2023

		719		Our Future Coast - Fleetwood		Defra/EA Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme - use of dredged material to raise beach levels and create saltmarsh		Fleetwood Ro-Ro Dock		North West		SD338475				Creation		Underway		2022		2027		Saltmarsh		Research		SSSI, SAC, SPA, Ramsar		Wyre BC		Wyre BC, Fleetwood Port		Defra/EA								Creation of saltmarsh in front of new quay wall increasing SoP, learning on consenting/licencing of NBM						Webpage is not yet live but will be www.ourfuturecoast.org.uk		Formal launch of the project will be during the North West Coast Climate Change conference at the end of March 2023

		720		Our Future Coast - Armhill		Defra/EA Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme - restoration of saltmarsh to improve water interchange and habitats		Stalmine-with-Staynall, Wyre		North West		SD350460				Restoration		Underway		2022		2027		Saltmarsh		Research		SSSI, SPA, Ramsar, MCZ		Wyre BC		Wyre Rivers Trust		Defra/EA								Improvement of saltmarsh, increase of biodiversity, attraction of little terns back to the site, reduction in disturbance by dog walkers/public access						Webpage is not yet live but will be www.ourfuturecoast.org.uk		Formal launch of the project will be during the North West Coast Climate Change conference at the end of March 2023

		721		Our Future Coast - Pilling/Preesall		Defra/EA Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme - improving flood resilience by using NFM methods to increase flood storage. Addressing landowner issues and working with local community to build resilience		Pilling/Preesall, Wyre		North West		SD374496				Restoration		Underway		2022		2027		Saltmarsh		Research		SPA, Ramsar, MCZ		Wyre BC		Wyre BC		Defra/EA								Improvement of flood resilience, improved community understanding of risks and practical NBM						Webpage is not yet live but will be www.ourfuturecoast.org.uk		Formal launch of the project will be during the North West Coast Climate Change conference at the end of March 2023

		722		Our Future Coast - Hest Bank		Defra/EA Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme - creation/restoration of saltmarsh to provide resilience to flooding for properties, highway and car park		Hest Bank, Lancashire		North West		SD468667				Creation		Underway		2022		2027		Saltmarsh		Research		SSSI, SAC, SPA, Ramsar		Wyre BC		Lancaster CC		Defra/EA								Creation/regeneration of saltmarsh improving flood resilience to properties, highway and car park						Webpage is not yet live but will be www.ourfuturecoast.org.uk		Formal launch of the project will be during the North West Coast Climate Change conference at the end of March 2023

		723		Our Future Coast - Jenny Brown's Point		Defra/EA Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme - saltmarsh creation/regeneration to provide erosion resilience to amenity area and Grade II listed building		Jenny Brown's Point, Lancashire		North West		SD466735				Creation		Underway		2022		2027		Saltmarsh		Research		SSSI, SAC, SPA, Ramsar		Wyre BC		Lancaster CC		Defra/EA								Creation/regeneration of saltmarsh improving resilience to amenity land and Grade II listed building						Webpage is not yet live but will be www.ourfuturecoast.org.uk		Formal launch of the project will be during the North West Coast Climate Change conference at the end of March 2023

		724		Our Future Coast - Roa Island, Foulney and Rampside		Defra/EA Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme - undertake monitoring, modelling and a study to determine the effects on saltmarsh of alterations to Roa Island Causeway and Foulney Causeway, possible habitat improvements to the saltmarsh at Rampside		Roa Island, Foulney and Rampside, Barrow-in-Furness		North West		SD232655				Enhancement		Underway		2022		2027		Saltmarsh		Research		SSSI, SAC, SPA, Ramsar		Wyre BC		Barrow BC		Defra/EA								Protection of existing saltmarsh and possible habitat improvement						Webpage is not yet live but will be www.ourfuturecoast.org.uk		Formal launch of the project will be during the North West Coast Climate Change conference at the end of March 2023

		725		Our Future Coast - West Shore Park		Defra/EA Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme - working with the residents and owners of a residential chalet park to develop an adaptation stratgey for managed realignment and possible habitat creation		West Shore Park, Walney Island, Barrow-in-Furness		North West		SD170701				Enhancement		Underway		2022		2027		Vegetated shingle		Research		SSSI, SAC, SPA, Ramsar		Wyre BC		Barrow BC		Defra/EA								Adaptation strategy in place with the participation of the residents and park owners						Webpage is not yet live but will be www.ourfuturecoast.org.uk		Formal launch of the project will be during the North West Coast Climate Change conference at the end of March 2023

		726		Our Future Coast - Millom Marshes		Defra/EA Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme - learning on how to deal with managed realignment sites that do not have a source of funding		Millom, Cumbria		North West		SD179806						Underway		2022		2027		Saltmarsh		Research		SSSI, SAC, SPA, Ramsar		Wyre BC		Copeland BC		Defra/EA								Learning on how to deal with managed realignment sites that do not have a funding source						Webpage is not yet live but will be www.ourfuturecoast.org.uk		Formal launch of the project will be during the North West Coast Climate Change conference at the end of March 2023

		727		Revitalising Our Estuaries		Saltmarsh Restoration, Vertipools, Living Sea Walls and Fish Refugia		Whitby, North Yorkshire		East		NZ899101, NZ898114		0.09		Restoration		Underway		2021		2023		Saltmarsh, Artificial pools, 		Research				Groundwork NE & Cumbria		Scarborough BC, Whitehall Landing Management Company, Whitby Port Authority		Defra/EA, Caterpillar Foundation								Restoration of saltmarsh and creation of intertidal habitat improving biodiversity, water quality and wellbeing		Bird surveys, quadrat surveys, litter surveys		Improved abundance/biodiversity of species		Revitalising our Estuaries - Groundwork

		728		Revitalising Our Estuaries		Sand Dune Protection and Little Turn Nesting		South Gare, Redcar		North East		NZ565270		314		Enhancement		Underway		2021		2023		Sand dunes, Seabirds, 		Research				Groundwork NE & Cumbria		Redcar and Cleveland BC		Defra/EA, Caterpillar Foundation								Attraction of little turns back to the site, reduction in disturbance by public access, increase in biodiversity		Bird surveys		Improved abundance/biodiversity of species		Revitalising our Estuaries - Groundwork

		729		Revitalising Our Estuaries		Saltmarsh Restoration, Floating Ecosystem, Vertipools, Pod Pools and Bird Roosts		Wear Estuary, North East England		North East		NZ389579, NZ406583		2.58		Creation		Underway		2021		2023		Saltmarsh, Artificial pools, 		Research				Groundwork NE & Cumbria		Sunderland City Council, Liebherr		Defra/EA, Caterpillar Foundation								Restoration of saltmarsh and creation of intertidal habitat improving biodiversity, water quality and wellbeing		Bird surveys, quadrat surveys, litter surveys, water quality readings, underwater video		Improved abundance/biodiversity of species		Revitalising our Estuaries - Groundwork

		730		Revitalising Our Estuaries		Saltmarsh Restoration, Floating Ecosystems and Vertipools		Tyne Estuary, North East England		North East		NZ300643, NZ301650, NZ349670, NZ254639		2.8		Restoration		Underway		2021		2023		Saltmarsh, Artificial pools, 		Research				Groundwork NE & Cumbria		Newcastle City Council, South Tyneside Council, Newcastle NE1, Port of Tyne		Defra/EA, Caterpillar Foundation, Newcastle NE1, Northumbrian Water								Restoration of saltmarsh and creation of intertidal habitat improving biodiversity, water quality and wellbeing		Bird surveys, quadrat surveys, litter surveys, water quality readings, underwater video		Improved abundance/biodiversity of species		Revitalising our Estuaries - Groundwork

		731		Revitalising Our Estuaries		Vertipools and Fish Refugia		Blyth, Northumberland		North East		NZ319816, NZ321814		0.98		Creation		Underway		2021		2023		Artificial pools		Research				Groundwork NE & Cumbria		Northumberland CC, Port of Blyth		Defra/EA, Caterpillar Foundation								Creation of intertidal habitat, improving biodiversity and water quality		Quadrat surveys, water quality readings		Improved abundance/biodiversity of species		Revitalising our Estuaries - Groundwork

		732		Revitalising Our Estuaries		Saltmarsh Restoration and Sand Dune Protection		Wansbeck Estuary, Northumberland		North East		NZ296854		4.37		Restoration		Underway		2021		2023		Saltmarsh, Sand dunes, 		Research				Groundwork NE & Cumbria		Northumberland CC		Defra/EA, Caterpillar Foundation								Restoration of saltmarsh, reduction in disturbance by public access, removal of invasive species, increase in biodiversity		Bird surveys, quadrat surveys, litter surveys		Improved abundance/biodiversity of species		Revitalising our Estuaries - Groundwork



https://sussexwildlifetrust.org.uk/helpourkelphttps://www.omreg.net/query-database/

