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What is the problem under consideration?
The Isles of Scilly district supports a small, but economically and socially important static gear fishery.
The district also has national and internationally important marine species and several conservation
designations including a large Special Area of Conservation (SAC) at its core. There are a further 11
MCZs of which one (Bristows to Stones) is located outside of the SAC. At present the fishery on Scilly
is based entirely on static gear (pots and nets) targeting shellfish (edible crab, lobster and crawfish). In
order to ensure a balance between different fishing activities and reduce risks to ecosystem services,
it is necessary to manage the activities and impact of mobile gear fishing.
Up until 2018, a single vessel (under ten tonnes and eleven metres) had a permit to use light otter
trawl gear, following a Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) that was undertaken in 2013. This
vessel has now been sold and the permit no longer required. In 2018 and 2019 a further five permit
applications or enquiries were received to operate mobile gear (otter trawl or scallop dredge)
equipment in the district.
A restriction on vessel length and weight has been in existence for the Isles of Scilly since 1938. The
current Fishing Gear Permit Byelaw originated in 1975 where it prohibited ‘fishing from a vessel not
exceeding 10 tons gross tonnage or 36’ registered length. The current (2013) byelaw maintained a ten
tonne, eleven metre vessel size restriction and enabled mobile gear to fish within two parts of the SAC
(iVMS1 and iVMS2) termed ‘the restricted area’; if a Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) judged
that the activity would not have a likely significant effect on the features of the SAC. This approach
meant that each new permit application would trigger a new HRA, and with gradually increasing
numbers of vessels and pressures on the features within the site, it would reach a point where no
further trawling activity could take place within any of the district since the restricted area was
contiguous with the whole area outside the SAC; ie it is impossible to spatially distinguish and regulate
the area within the SAC from the rest of the District.
A review of the current byelaw was undertaken in 2019 with recommendations for several changes
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and improvements.The Fishing Gear Permit Byelaw (2021) aims to ensure that mobile gear fishing
undertaken in the Isles of Scilly district can be carefully managed and vulnerable reef habitats are
protected.

Why is Government intervention necessary?
In many respects, this proposed updated Byelaw is a continuation of an approach to managing the
Isles of Scilly District that has been in existence for over 40 years. A byelaw is necessary since the
risk of damage to vulnerable habitats both inside and outside protected areas from unregulated
mobile fishing gear activity is high.
Responses to the consultation in 2013 highlighted that there is opposition to some of the restrictions
being placed on mobile fishing gear activity. Informal discussions in 2020 with fishermen with an
interest in fishing in the Isles of the Scilly district were not able to reach consensus for how the area
was managed. While there was agreement to continue to limit the length (11 metres) and weight (ten
tonnes) the representative body for some mobile fishing interests (Cornish Fish Producers
Organisation) highlighted that there was not agreement to limit the number of scallop dredges, to
spatially restrict the fishery or to use a permitting system.
The updated Byelaw is designed to be simpler and clearer and remove the uncertainty caused by the
need to undertake Habitat Regulations Assessments (HRA) for each permit application. It establishes
an area prohibited to mobile gear which includes the entire SAC boundary and an additional area of
vulnerable reef habitat located to the east of the island of St. Marys (Figure 2).
The permit system will establish a close working relationship between fishermen and the IFCA and
ensure that fishing activites can be closely monitored through the use of remote technology (iVMS).
The use of a flexible permit system is designed to enable management mechanisms to evolve and
respond to economic and ecological needs. The updated Byelaw includes an open and inclusive
management review system.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The policy objectives are as follows:
•

To introduce a flexible management approach for mobile fishing gear activities undertaken by
mobile gear vessels within the Isles of Scilly IFCA district through a permit system. Flexible
management will include catch, gear type and design restrictions, spatial and time control measures

•

To support the sustainable exploitation of important shellfish stocks in the Isles of Scilly IFCA district

•

To limit the need to use emergency byelaws

•

To simplify the legislation and help make all fishers more aware of their responsibilities

•

To ensure sensitive habitats within the Scilly complex SAC and Bristows to Stones MCZ are
protected

•

To ensure that an additional area of sensitive reef habitat are protected from potentially damaging
fishing activities

•

To ensure that the natural capital assets within the Isles of Scilly district are maintained, and a wide
cross section of commercial and recreational activities are able to benefit equitably and sustainably
from the ecosystem services that flow from effectively managed habitats.
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•

To enable close and careful management of mobile fishing activity and to provide flexibility in certain
aspects of management.

What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please
justify preferred option (further details in Evidence Base)
Option 0: Do nothing (Single permit for one otter trawl working within the district and additional
permits refused following completion of HRA)
Option 1: Non–regulatory: Voluntary options/measures are not deemed feasible due to the
challenges inherent in monitoring compliance and consistency across a large area, and
the unacceptable risk to vulnerable reef habitats and features.
Option 2: Management of mobile gear through the use of a byelaw that restricts vessel size and a
flexible permit system that (amongst other things) establishes a prohibited area around
designated sites and areas of sensitive habitats.
Option 3: Mobile gear permitted within the whole district, outside of the SAC (but within the two iVMS
areas) with no gear restrictions

All options are compared to option 0. The preferred option is option 2 as it will ensure that the Isles of
Scilly Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (IoSIFCA) is able to effectively manage protected
habitats and minimise any risk to ecosystem services, whilst enabling a limited towed gear fishery
which is proportionate to the small size of the district.
Will the policy be reviewed? It will be reviewed. If applicable, set review date: It will be reviewed
by April 2026.
Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?
Yes
Is this measure likely to impact on trade and investment
No
Are any of these organisations in scope? If Micros not
Micro Small
Medium Large
exempted set out reason in Evidence Base.
Yes
No
No
No
What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions?
Traded:
Non-traded:
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)
N/A
N/A
I have read the impact assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it
represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options.

Signed by the responsible SELECT SIGNATORY:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option 2

Description:
FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT
Price Base
Year
2019

COSTS (£)

PV Base
Year
2020

Time Period
Years
10

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV) (£)
Low: Optional

Total Transition
(Constant Price) Years

High: Optional

Best Estimate:
-4,754,378

Average Annual
(excluding transition)
(Constant Price)

Total Cost
(Present Value)

Low

£5,227

£246,993

£2,130,539

High

£16,705

£850,781

£7,337,641

£9,053

£560,304

£4,830,716

Best Estimate

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’
The lack of reliable, detailed economic data makes it extremely difficult to undertake a meaningful Impact
Assessment. Landings data for one vessel using otter trawl gear is available for 2018 since this is the last
year that this vessel was operating (£22,860 for Scilly landings only). Since 2018 there has been no mobile
gear activity operating in the Isles of Scilly district. This vessel operated in locations that will continue to be
open under the 2021 byelaw; and therefore this will not be considered to be a monetised cost.
However, an area to the east of Scilly will be closed to scalloping. No scalloping has taken place in this area
for a decade, but for the purposes of this Impact Assessment the costs to three vessels will be included. The
costs are based on Seafish (2019).
The proposed permitting byelaw would require all vessels operating mobile fishing gear to purchase a permit
issued by Isles of Scilly IFCA. The cost of the permit in 2021 will be set at £50 and will remain valid for a
period of two years. The cost of the permit has not risen, but the extension to two years reduces the
administrative time and cost.
Isles of Scilly IFCA operates a target-led approach to enforcement of fishing activities, and the costs of
enforcing the new byelaw will be largely met by the current budget. Operating on a fixed budget, the Authority
will continue its risk based approach to enforcement. The management of vessels through the use of iVMS
should reduce the need to be at sea enforcing spatial closures.
It is estimated that the administrative cost of introducing the new byelaw, including costs associated with
officer time, consultation and legal advice will amount to £750. Ongoing administrative costs associated with
reviewing permit conditions are estimated to be in the region of £3,000 every three years.
Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’
Between 2013 and 2020 only one vessel has been trawling in the district; so there is no issue of existing
users being displaced. However, it is important to consider that if permits were issued when they were
originally applied for in 2018 and 2019, there could be 3-5 vessels fishing using either otter trawl and/or
scallop dredge. It should be reinforced that this would not be legally possible, since the current byelaw does
not allow a differentiation between the restricted area and the rest of the district. A potential scenario for the
purposes of the impact assessment, therefore is that vessels would have been allowed to fish outside of the
SAC, and therefore this byelaw would be restricting them from an area of 167km2 to the east of St. Marys.
There are loss of potential earnings for scallop vessels that would have been able to fish in an area outside of
the SAC to the east of St. Marys. This is an area of 167km2 that could support some commercial activity. This
area has not been fished by mobile gear since 2008. For the purposes of the impact assessment economic
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loss for three vessels has been calculated (minimum of two, maximum of six).

BENEFITS (£)

Total Transition
(Constant Price) Years

Average Annual
(excl. Transition) (Constant
Price)

Total Benefit
(Present Value)

Low

0

0

0

High

0

0

0

0

0

0

Best Estimate

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’
There are no monetised benefits.

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’
The byelaw has significant environmental benefits through the protection of sensitive features that may be
otherwise be vulnerable to potentially damaging fishing activities. The protection of these habitats will have
wider ecosystem service benefits such as nursery grounds and storage of carbon. The removal of abrasive
and penetrating pressures of mobile gear on sensitive reef habitats will benefit a range of ecosystem
services; which in turn will provide benefits to static gear fisheries and recreation.
There are potential local benfits for local restaurants and hotels from having a small otter trawl fishery. Those
operating static gear will have greater potential to source bait.

Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks
Discount rate (%)
3.5
Key assumptions: Full compliance with the regulation, scientific understanding of the ecosystem service
benefits from benthic habitats.
Key risks: The informal consultation has highlighted that full consensus on how the area is used has not
been possible. There is a risk of negative perception from those operating mobile trawling gear; and
conversely risk of criticism from other stakeholders for not adequately managing different fishing operations
and protecting vulnerable marine habitats and ecosystem services.
BUSINESS ASSESSMENT (Option 2)

Direct impact on business (Equivalent Annual) £:
Costs: £552,341
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Benefits: £0

Net: £552,341

Score for business impact target £:
Not in scope
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Evidence base
1. Introduction
1.1. Area in question
The Isles of Scilly is a unique and biologically rich archipelago of international importance for its marine
conservation interest, including extensive areas of intertidal and subtidal sandflats that support
exceptionally rich animal communities and seagrass beds (Zostera marina), with little mud or siltation due
to the lack of coastal influence and through-flow of oceanic water. Surrounding the Isles are numerous
rocky islets and reefs with varying degrees of exposure to Atlantic storms and currents that support a
significant colony of grey seals (Halichorus gryphus). The south-westerly position of the islands leads to the
presence of some warm water species at the northern limit of their range, such as the sunset cup-coral
(Leptopsamnia pruvoti), giving Scilly a unique mix of marine communities.
The entire commercial fishery on the Isles of Scilly comprises 22 vessels between four and 11 metres, with
the majority below five metres. They are primarily targeting European lobster (Homarus gammarus), spiny
lobster (Palinurus elephas) and edible crab (Cancer pagurus). The majority of vessels operate crab and
lobster pots with numbers ranging between 60 and 1200 pots per vessel. There are also three vessels
operating tangle nets to specifically target crawfish (Palinurus elephas) and a further seven operate on a
part time basis. There are also have two netters operating out of Newlyn fishing in our District that use
tangle nets for crawfish. This activity is likely to grow if stocks continue to increase. One vessel operated a
light otter trawl within the district, under a permit which included access to two areas defined in the IoSIFCA
Fishing Gear Permit Byelaw (2013). This vessel ceased fishing in 2018. Overall the fishery is one that is
characterised by seasonal and relatively light use, primarily driven by the exposed nature of the islands and
the harsh prevailing weather conditions during the winter months.
The Isles of Scilly is designated as a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) with several qualifying interest
features listed in Annexes I and II of the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC). They are: sandbanks that are
slightly covered by seawater all the time, intertidal mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low
tide, reefs, grey seals and shore dock. The Isles of Scilly Complex (the generic title of the SAC) covers an
area of 81 square miles and includes all the islands, islets and rock outcrops in the group.
The Isles of Scilly Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) was included in the first tranche of MCZ designations
in November 2013. The MCZ consists of 11 separate sites covering a total area of over 58 km2. The 11
sites are Bishop to Crim; Bristows to the Stones; Gilstone to Gorregan; Hanjague to Deep Ledge; Higher
Town; Lower Ridge to Innisvouls; Men a Vaur to White Island; Peninnis to Dry Ledge; Plympton to Spanish
Ledge; Smith Sound Tide Swept Channel and Tean. Ten of the 11 sites lie within the Isles of Scilly SAC,
Bristows to the Stones lies outside (Figure 1). The MCZs include a variety of habitats and their associated
species, including shallow inshore waters that are rich in seaweeds and deeper water habitats that are
dominated by animal communities. Intertidal rocky habitats support seaweeds, encrusting animals such as
barnacles and sea squirts, as well as crabs and fish that use the space between rocks and boulders for
shelter. Intertidal sediment habitats support specialised animal communities such as burrowing marine
worms and shrimp-like sandhoppers. In deeper waters, subtidal rocky habitats can support large colonies
of sponges, sea-fans and anemones that collect their food from the passing currents.
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Figure 1: Map showing the Isles of Scilly district and locations of MPAs and the different zones
within the current (2013) Byelaw
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1.2.
Impact Assessment purpose
The review of the current Fishing Gear Permit Byelaw (2013) began in July 2019 and was completed in
October 2020. At their meeting in October 2020, the Isles of Scilly IFCA Committee recommended several
changes to the existing byelaw:
a. Continue the vessel length (11 metres) and weight (ten tonnes) maximum
b. Continue requirement for iVMS systems to be installed and operational for vessels using towed
fishing gear
c. Continue dredge and net specifications as detailed in paragraphs 19 and 21 of the 2013 byelaw
d. Extend limit of four scallop dredges to the whole of district
e. Establish a no trawl zone
f. Establish a flexible permit scheme
Some of these recommendations (a-c) represent a continuation of measures within the existing byelaw.
There are also additional measures proposed (d-f), principally the use of a no trawl zone and the extension
of a scallop dredge limit to the whole of the district. It is these changes (d) and addition (e) that this impact
assessment assesses. The final recommendation (f) ‘establishment of a flexible scheme’ is also
considered, since the use of flexible permits as opposed to fixed byelaw conditions will have economic
impact for the Authority.
This Impact Assessment (IA) assesses the costs and benefits of the recommended option. It will also
consider why this option is being recommended rather than others.
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It follows a series of meetings with fishermen that took place in 2020. The reports from these meetings are
shown in Annex 2-5.
A further statutory consultation is taking place in May 2020, prior to the regulation being introduced.
1.3.

Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority duties

IFCAs have been established as the lead regulator for the sustainable management of inshore fisheries. As
such, in the Isles of Scilly, IoSIFCA is the most appropriate authority to manage and enforce fisheries
management measures within six nautical miles. The Isles of Scilly IFCA governing committee consists of
members of the Council of the Isles of Scilly, persons appointed by the Marine Management Organisation
(MMO), the MMO and Natural England. The appointed members of the authority must comprise of those
acquainted with the needs and opinions of the fishing community of the district, and those with knowledge
of, or expertise in, marine environmental matters. The IFCA committee delegates functions to the Chief
Officer. One of the core duties of all IFCAs is to ‘ensure that the exploitation of sea fisheries resources is
carried out in a sustainable way.’
Under the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, the ten IFCAs around England regulate local sea fisheries
from the coast out to six nautical miles. The main duty is the management of the exploitation of sea
fisheries resources. Section 153 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 states:
In performing its duty, the authority of the IFC District must:
a) seek to ensure that the exploitation of sea fisheries resources is carried out in a sustainable way,
b) seek to balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting the sea fisheries resources of the
district with a need to protect the marine environment from, or promote its recovery from, the effects
of such exploitation,
c) take other steps, which in the authority’s opinion are necessary or expedient for the purpose of
making a contribution to the achievement of sustainable development, and
d) seek to balance the different needs of persons engaged in the exploitation of sea fisheries
resources in the district; and
e) seek to ensure that the conservation objectives of any Marine Conservation Zones in the district are
furthered.
For the purpose of performing the duty outlined in Section 153, the authority for an IFC District may make
byelaws under Section 155.
1.4.
Problem under consideration
The Fishing Gear Permit Byelaw was made on the 10th December 2013 and formally signed by Defra on
the 31st March 2014. Defra guidance is that IFCAs should continually monitor the effectiveness of their
byelaws, and hold reviews every five years. Through 2018 and 2019 applications for permits were received
from three vessels wishing to use a combination of otter trawl and scallop gear, and a further two vessels
wishing to use otter trawl gear. Under the existing Byelaw, each of these activities would require a Habitats
Regulations Assessment (HRA) since under the existing (2013) Byelaw the spatial extent of use includes
two areas (iVMS1 and iVMS2) that are within the Isles of Scilly complex SAC identified within the byelaw as
’the Restricted Area’ where mobile gear activities could take place. Within the current Byelaw it is not
possible to distinguish spatially between areas inside and outside the SAC; and further towed gear
activities are likely to have reached a threshold where they would have an effect on the protected features
of the SAC (see Natural England consultation feedback in Annex 4).
The increasing interest in using mobile fishing gear in the Isles of Scilly district (evident in the number of
permit applications received in 2018 and 2019) highlighted the inflexibility within the current byelaw and the
inability to spatially manage mobile fishing gear within the SAC. A timetable for a review of the byelaw was
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agreed by the IFCA Committee in January 2019. Following the Covid-19 health crisis, a new timetable was
agreed in June 2020 for completion in October 2020. As noted in the January 2020 report ‘the high level of
input from stakeholders is intended to ensure that the byelaw is well informed, better constructed and
ultimately objections are minimised. It will require more time and input from fishermen, but ultimately the
aim is to ensure that options for management have been fully considered and fishermen that use, or are
intending to use the district, have been able to seek consensus on the best management to achieve the
goals of the district.’

1.5.

Recommended option and rationale summary

The recommended option comprises a flexible fixed gear permit byelaw for all mobile gear fishing activity in
the Isles of Scilly district. The conditions for this permit are set as follows:
•

Catch: Catch conditions duplicate existing minimum landing sizes for the district for lobster (90mm),
and crawfish (110mm) and national minimum sizes for edible crab (160mm and 140mm) for male
and female respectively.

•

Spatial: Operating outside of a no-trawl zone that excludes the whole Scilly complex SAC, the
Bristows to Stones MCZ and an additional area of vulnerable reef habitat that was identified during
surveys in 2019. There is an additional requirement to carry an iVMS system.

•

Gear: Operating with a maximum of four scallop dredges or a single otter trawl.

•

Temporal: No permit conditions are planned at this stage.

Any future changes to permit conditions would need to be accompanied by further impact assessments.
The Impact Assessment for this Byelaw encompasses both the Byelaw with accompanying proposed
permit conditions. It will focus on two key changes to the current byelaw: the limit of four scallop dredges
that is now extended to the whole of the district and the creation of a no-trawl zone (prohibited area)
(a loss of 167km2 of potential trawling ground).
The Impact Assessment evaluates the financial impact to limiting the number of scallop dredges to four
within the 4-6 mile area of the district (which was previously unlimited). The principal area of interest for
scalloping is within four miles, and is recommended for closure to scallop dredge operations because it is
partly within an SAC or comprises vulnerable reef habitat. The further limit of scallop dredges within the
zone open to mobile gear is designed to ensure that the fishery is able to support several small mobile gear
operations without risk of deterioration to the supporting ecosystem services. There is already a vessel
weight and length limitation and this is an additional measure to ensure that potential for loss of natural
capital assets and benefits to other parts of the fishery is reduced. This meets two of the Government’s
goals outlined in Fisheries 2027 to ensure there is access to smaller vessels and to increase resilience of
the marine environment.
The proposed no-trawl zone will protect a sensitive and valuable habitats both inside and outside of MPAs
within the Isles of Scilly district. It aims to allow the natural capital of valuable and sensitive sites to reach
full potential, and ensure continuity of ecosystem services.
Reef habitats are diverse and valuable ecosystems that have a disproportionate ecological value in
supporting critical life stages. These wider ecosystem service benefits for areas outside MPAs are central
to the rationale and are part of a move towards an ecosystem approach to fisheries management in
response to Government policy and guidance including the 25 Year Environment Plan. This comprises a
more holistic approach to managing fisheries which balances ecological well-being with human and societal
well-being, rather than the conventional target species approach focussed on biological objectives for
maximising sustainable yield.
A natural capital approach enables a more holistic view of options to be taken, providing a means to both
appreciate and value the contribution of nature to human welfare and improve the way in which it is traded
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off against other things that are important to society. The key evidence for infoming such an approach is the
identification of the type, quality and extent of natural capital assets, with mapped habitats based on best
available information being the recommended approach by government. The steer from Government is that
habitats, species and ecological processes are not left in a worse state for future generations and that a
precautionary approach is taken for the management of natural capital assets.
Detailed habitat mapping for the key areas evaluated in this review were assessed for vulnerability to
penetration and abrasion, and options for spatial management were considered based on the loss to
ecosystem services from three different scenarios.
The proposals therefore represent a combination of side scan and towed video surveys, habitat
classification and evaluation of ecosystem service asset and risk scenarios. Trawling would be exluded
from an area of 398.52km2, leaving an area of 575.11 km2 open to trawling, of which only a smaller portion
is customarily used.
The evidence based underpinning the proposals are outlined in more details within sections 3 and 4.

2. Rationale for intervention
2.1. Overarching rationale for government intervention
All commercial fishermen, local community and the wider UK public derive benefits from healhy marine
habitats and the ecosystem goods and services that they provide. If bottom towed fishing takes place within
areas proposed for closure (both inside and outside the SAC and MCZ) then these benefits would dimish.
Government intervention is necessary to ensure protection of a valued resource and to ensure an improved
outcome for society and the environment. Without intervention, commercial pressures would lead some
fishers to pursue activities without regard to the wider costs of their actions.
Unsustainable fishing practices do not just deplete stocks, they threaten the environment and marine
ecology and can also have an impact on coastal communities (HM Government, 2018). While overfishing
may provide immediate benefits in the form of increased income, it limits the availability of resources in the
longer term and thereby jeopardises the livelihood of fishers. It also undermines the resilience of our marine
ecosystem and its ability to support sustainable fisheries in the future, including adaptation to climate
change.
An ecosystem approach to fisheries management aims for more sustainable management and seeks to
minise impacts on non-commercial species and the marine environment generally. Failure to consider the
true costs resulting from the degradation of ecosystems can result in a reduction of those beneficial flows
which humans derive from nature. Using an ecosystem services framework, to highlight and where possible
quantify the contribution made by natural ecosystems can enable regulation and investment to protect and
conserve those flows of benefits, while also allowing these interventions to be targeted (Hooper et al.
2019).
2.2.

Government vision for fisheries

The Government’s vision for fisheries is set out in Fisheries 2027, a long-term vision for sustainable
fisheries. In this publication the Government indicated that its overall priority for fisheries management is to
get the best possible long-term economic benefits for society through effective management and moderate
levels of exploitation, within the following two constraints:
•

Fishing is managed according to an ecosystem approach including use of the precautionary
approach to make sure that healthy ecosystems are maintained and rare, vulnerable or valued
species and habitats protected. This means more environmental protection than before, especially
in the context of climate change and the need to increase the resilience of the marine environment.
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•

Access to fisheries continues to be available to small scale fishing vessels, even is in some cases
this is not the most economically efficient way of harvesting the resource. This is because the wider
economic, social and environmental benefits of small scale fishing can outweigh the comparative
inefficiency in harvesting the resource and make a significant economic and social contribution to
the lives of individuals and coastal communities, for example, by providing jobs, attracting tourists,
providing high quality fresh fish and maintaining the character and culture of small ports throughout
England.

Government also states in this publication that the benefits of sustainable fisheries and long-term
environmental protection outweigh the costs of any short-term economic losses through the supply chain
and to government. It also proposes that environmentally damaging behaviour will incur a financial cost,
with fishing techniques that cause damage to non-targeted species and habitats carrying an economic cost
proportionate to the damage caused.
Isles of Scilly IFCA considers intervention is necessary within part of the district to ensure fisheries are
managed within the above two constraints outlined in Fisheries 2027 (HM Government, 2011), to ensure
the best measures are adopted to protect the natural capital and ecosystem services they provide within
the area. Whilst Isles of Scilly IFCA is committed to supporting small scale fishing vessels and the coastal
communities they support, using mobile fishing gear within sensitive reef habitats is not considered to be
sustainable due to its degradation of natural capital assets and associated reduction in the ecosystem
services they provide.

3. Policy objective
3.1.

Overarching policy objective

The overall policy objective is to fulfil Isles of Scilly IFCA’s obligations to implement management measures
that ensure fisheries are exploited sustainably to safeguard their health and best protect the natural capital
assets within the district. This supports the UK’s commitments under the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020
(2011) and the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (2008), which promote an ecosystem-based approach
to fisheries management by member states (see Table 1). A sustainable fisheries sector is essential for
delivering the Government’s vision of clean, healthy, safe, productive and biologically diverse oceans and
seas, and their overall aim to leave our natural environment in a better state than we inherited it. This
suggests two guidelines for IFCA’s management decisions: 1) The Authority should consider the benefits of
alternative options for managing available resources; 2) The overall stock of natural assets in the district
should be improved.
The Government’s 25 Year Environment Plan is a strong driver for environmental policy, particularly in the
context of natural capital, and so provides the most appropriate overarching framework. An ecosystem
approach to fisheries management is also promoted within Defra’s 25 Year Environment Plan, to account
for and seek to minimise impacts on non-commercial species and the marine environment generally (HM
Government, 2018). Central to this plan are embedding natural capital approaches into the decisions we
take, where natural capital is managed effectively to deliver multiple benefits to the environment,
conservation and people. It is this more holistic approach to managing fisheries which is being adopted by
Isles of Scilly IFCA.
In Fisheries 2027 – the Government’s report on its long term vision of sustainable fisheries (HM
Government, 2011), it states that the Government’s role is to manage our fish and shellfish natural capital
assets on behalf of society, getting the best possible economic and social benefits for today’s citizens with
the least environmental cost, including safeguarding for future generations. The need for an ecosystembased approach to fisheries management is stressed, including the use of the precautionary approach to
make sure healthy ecosystems are maintained and rare, vulnerable or valued species and habitats are
protected. More environmental protection than before is proposed, especially in the context of climate
change and the need to increase the resilience of the marine environment.
The current Fishing Gear Permit Byelaw originated in 1975 where it prohibited ‘fishing from a vessel not
exceeding 10 tons gross tonnage or 36’ registered length under Sea Fisheries (Bylaws) regulations 1938.
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The subsequent revision was the ‘methods of fishing byelaw’ which maintained the weight and length
restrictions (updating to a metric conversion of 11 metres), but allowing fishing by vessels of greater size
through application in writing. The next (and most recent) revision in 2013 prohibits the use of fishing
vessels greater than ten gross tonnes or 11 metres overall length from operating within the entire District. It
also introduced a permit requirement for vessels wishing to fish within two ‘iVMS areas’ (identified in the
byelaw as the specified area’. The permit is valid for fishing within the district and the specified area and
this entire zone is termed ‘the restricted area’ in the 2013 Byelaw. The 2013 Byelaw applies to all UK
fishing vessels within the ‘restricted area’. Figure 1 shows the spatial extent of each of these areas within
the current byelaw. Since 2013, only one vessel has applied for and used a towed fishing gear permit; and
this vessel ceased fishing in 2018.
As noted in section 1.4, the aim of this byelaw revision is to develop a byelaw that can effectively manage
mobile fishing activity with the district; defining clear spatial zones where it can be operated and remove
potential to damage vulnerable reef habitats inside and outside the SAC. This revision will remove the need
for continual uncertainty and the need for HRAs to be undertaken for every new permit application. It is
designed to meet the requirement under section 153 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act to ensure
sustainable exploitation by marine fisheries and balance the different needs of persons engaged in the
exploitation of sea fiseries resources. The objectives are to protect vulnerable marine habitats and the
species that use them for breeding and nursery ground life stages, and to balance the exploitation of
resources between those fishing commercially using static gear and mobile gear.

3.2.

Specific policy objective

The policy objectives are as follows:
To simplify the legislation and help make all fishers more involved and active in helping to steer
and shape how marine resources are sustainably managed whilst minimising damage to vulnerable
marine habitats and risks to ecosystem services. This will be achieved through the development of a
clearly demarcated area (no trawl zone) prohibited to mobile fishing that encompasses the Isles of Scilly
complex SAC and the portion of the Bristows to Stones MCZ that lies within the district (the remaining
portion is an area of shallow circalittoral reef, so not at risk from mobile fishing); the continuation of length
and weight restrictions and the use of a flexible permit scheme that will allow tightening or loosening of
restrictions in the future based on fine scale adjustments to economic and environmental trade offs.
To support the sustainable exploitation of important shellfish stocks in the Isles of Scilly IFCA
district. This will be achieved by ensuring key reef habitats within the SAC, Bristows to Stones MCZ and
the reef veneer habitat found to the east of St. Marys are included within a demarcated area prohibited to
mobile gear. The byelaw will also reduce the potential for gear conflict between static and mobile gear
through the creation of a zone prohibited to mobile gear.
To introduce a flexible management approach for mobile fishing gear activities undertaken by
vessels within the Isles of Scilly IFCA district. Flexible management will include catch, gear type and
design restrictions, spatial and time control measures
To limit the need to use emergency byelaws. This will be achieved through the use of a flexible permit
system that will enable future improvements in understanding or economic needs (eg changes to gear
technology, changes to natural populations, new scientific insights) to lead to changes in permit conditions
following a consultation process with stakeholders involved.
To ensure sensitive habitats within the Scilly complex SAC and Bristows to Stones MCZ are
protected and to ensure that an area of reef features are protected from potentially damaging
fishing activities. This will be achieved through the establishment of an area prohibited to mobile gear.
To maintain ecosystem services within the district and ensure that economic activities are
sustainable and benefits shared equitably. This will be achieved through a combination of establishing
an area prohibited to mobile gear activities and the use of a permitting system with conditions designed to
Page 14 of 106

Information Classification: PUBLIC

manage and limit the potential for mobile gear to degrade habitats and the ecosystem services that they
provide. In addition to size and weight restrictions within the byelaw; the permit conditions are also
designed to enable multiple vessels to operate within a defined trawling area, by limiting the number of
scallop dredges with the intention that economic benefits can be spread between them.
3.3.

Wider environmental legislation and policy drivers underpinning proposal

Numerous policy and legislative instruments support Isles of Scilly IFCA’s proposed ecosystem approach to
fisheries management, promoting consideration of natural capital, ecosystem services and related concepts
in the marine environment and their sustainable use (Table 1). In the European Environment Agency report
on the State of Europe’s Seas (EEA, 2015), the need to better represent marine systems through the lens
of natural capital thinking is highlighted, due to their critical importance to many services, goods and
benefits that support human societies.
The recent publication of the Dasgupta Review (HM Treasury, 2021) firmly embeds the need for
Government’s to adopt policy and governance which ensure that our seascapes provide ecosystem goods
and services, and protect and ehnahce biodiversity. The review highlights that ‘conserving and restoring
our natural assets will sustain and enhance their supply’ and recommends introducing natural capital into
national accounting systems as a critical step towards making inclusive wealth the measure of progress.
The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2001-2005) assessed the condition and trends in the world’s
ecosystems and the services that they provide, including consequences of changing ecosystems for human
well-being. It provided the scientific basis highlighting the need for action to improve the conservation and
sustainable use of ecosystems.
The main findings of the MEA were:
•

Between 1950 and the new millennium, ecosystems were impacted and changed faster than ever
before in human history, largely as a result of human activity.

•

Any benefits derived from exploiting nature came at the cost of significant degradation of ecosystem
services.

•

The long-term impacts for future generations were shown to be a severely depleted resource /
natural capital base.

•

‘Non-linear’ changes including fish stock collapse and coastal ‘dead zones’ were identified.

•

Significant policy changes were desperately needed.

•

Scientists linked ecosystem services to human well-being and development needs.

An ecosystem approach to fisheries management is becoming an increasingly popular management
framework to address these impacts humans are having on global ecosystems and implement the principle
of sustainable development (UN FAO).
Policy /
Legislation

The Economics
of Biodiversity:
The Dasgupta
Review (HM
Treasury, 2021)

Defra 25 Year
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Mention of ecosystem services,
natural capital, ecosystem
approach to fisheries
management or related terms
This report highlights that the true
value of nature’s worth to society
is not reflected in market prices
because much of it is open to all
at no monetary charge; noting
that this is both a market and
instutitional failure
Natural capital / ecosystem

Includes mechanisms that promote natural capital /
ecosystem services consideration

The overarching solution within the review is to ensure that
human demands on nature do not exceed its supply and that
consumption and production patterns will need to be
fundamentally restructured.

Yes - The 25 Year Environment Plan published in 2018
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Environment Plan
(HM Government
2018)

services / essential fish habitats /
ecosystem approach to fisheries
management

South West
Marine Plan (HM
Government
2018)
Conservation 21:
Natural England’s
Conservation
Strategy for the
21st Century
(2016)
United Nations
Sustainable
Development
Goals (within the
2030 Agenda for
Sustainable
development,
adopted by UN
member states in
2015)
The UK Marine
Strategy (P1
2012; P2 2014;
P3 2015)

Ecosystem goods and services /
ecosystem approach / natural
capital

Marine Spatial
Planning
Directive
2014/89/EU
Environmental
Impact
Assessment
(EIA) Directive
2014/52/EU
EU Biodiversity
Strategy to 2020
(2011)

Natural capital / natural resources
/ ecosystem based approach
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reaffirmed the Government’s position that the environment
underpins well-being and prosperity and provides
quantifiable economic benefits. It sets out the ecosystem
approach to fisheries management being pursued, which
aims for more sustainable management and accounts for,
and seeks to minimise, impacts on non-commercial species
and the marine environment generally. The plan reaffirms
the government’s position that the environment underpins
well-being and prosperity and provides quantifiable
economic benefits. It expresses the aspiration for the UK to
lead the world in the application of the natural capital
approach as a tool in decision-making. The plan places an
emphasis on embedding an environmental net gain principle.
It uses this in the traditional context of infrastructure
development, but for the marine environment this concept
opens up the opportunity for a change of public mind-set to
consider environmental improvements more generally
(Hooper et al., 2019). Thus, values amongst the public for
improvements to the health and functioning of the marine
environment at the systems level could be explored, moving
away from protection targeted at specific species or habitats
towards the gain of more naturally functioning ecosystems.
Yes – the plan takes an ecosystem approach and reflects
the benefit of clean and healthy seas and natural capital to
provide ecosystem goods and services

Natural capital / resilient seas /
ecosystems approach

Yes - growing natural capital and creating resilient seas are
two of the guiding principles of Natural England’s
conservation strategy. An ecosystems approach is
highlighted as vital.

Conserve marine resources /
sustainable use of marine
resources / sustainable
development / strengthen
resilience / healthy and productive
oceans

Yes – Government’s commitments under the SDG guide
many of its priority work areas. Current management
proposals will help the Government deliver its commitments
under the SDG including the 14 th: “Conserve and
sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for
sustainable development” (HM Government, 2018).

Seas goods and services /
resilient seas

Yes – the strategy sets out Government’s overall ambitions
for the marine environment. Based on an improved
understanding of the marine environment, Government is
committed to delivering effective management of our seas to
make sure they are resilient to climate change while
delivering the full range of goods and services. These are
essential concepts underpinning current management
proposals.
Yes – the Directive requires Member States to have ‘due
regard’ to impacts on natural resources and to consider
economic, social and environmental aspects in establishing
marine planning.
Yes – Annex III includes reference to use of natural
resources and natural capital. Annex IV includes
requirement that the EIA report includes details of likely
significant effects to natural resources

Ecosystem services / natural
capital / natural resources

Ecosystem services / natural
capital / natural resources /
ecosystem based management /
sustainable management

Yes – progress towards achieving the overall strategy vision
and target need to be measured with reference to ecosystem
services. Target 2 stipulates the maintenance and
restoration of ecosystems and their services, promoting a no

Information Classification: PUBLIC

UK Marine Policy
Statement (MPS)
(2011)
Fisheries 2027 –
a long term vision
for sustainable
fisheries (HM
Government,
2011b)

Ecosystem goods and services /
ecosystem based approach

Natural
Environment
White Paper (HM
Government
2011a)

Natural capital

UK High Level
Marine
Objectives
(HLMOs) (Defra,
2009)

Ecosystem goods and services /
ecosystem approach

Ecosystem-based approach to
fisheries / sustainable fisheries

EU Birds
(2009/147/EC)
and Habitats
(92/43/EEC)
Directives

Marine and
Coastal Access
Act (MCAA)
(2009)

Natural resources

Marine Strategy
Framework
Directive (MSFD)
2008/56/EC

Natural marine resources /
ecosystembased approach /
ecological services / marine
ecological services

net loss approach to biodiversity and ecosystem services.
Target 4 relates to sustainable use of fisheries resources
and promotes an ecosystem based approach to fisheries
management
Yes – provides a framework for the development of marine
plans. Sets out key considerations that must be taken into
account
Yes – outlines the Government’s long term vision for
sustainable fisheries to guide future fisheries policy and
provide direction for everyone with an interest in marine
fisheries. Explains change in fisheries and fisheries
management over past 30 years and what now trying to
achieve, namely a balance between economic, social and
environmental priorities
Yes - this White Paper entrenched the natural capital
concept within UK policy, establishing the Natural Capital
Committee as an advisory body to “put the value of
England’s natural capital at the heart of our economic
thinking” and committing to the full inclusion of natural capital
in UK Environmental Accounts.
Yes – the Government’s vision is for clean, healthy, safe,
productive and biologically diverse oceans and seas. Use of
the marine environment which benefits society as a whole is
promoted, contributing to resilient, cohesive communities, as
well as contributing to physical and mental well-being.
Biodiversity is protected and conserved, with healthy, marine
and coastal habitats. People appreciate the diversity of the
marine environment, its seascapes, its natural and cultural
heritage and its resources and act responsibly. Some
objectives articulate outcomes centred around human
derived benefits (e.g. achieving a sustainable marine
economy). Ecosystem approach is mentioned as a way of
integrating and managing a range of demands placed on the
natural environment in such a way that it can be conserved
and indefinitely support essential services and provide
benefits for all
No - neither the Habitats Directive or Birds Directive have an
natural capital / ecosystem services based approach.
Instead they are framed around specific habitats and
species, with conservation objectives specific to these.
Whilst these provide an important conservation tool,
ecosystem-based management is essential in conjunction
with feature-based management within Marine Protected
Areas (MPAs) to ensure a healthy marine environment
Yes – the framework nature of the Act in relation to marine
plans and the Marine Policy Statement (MPS) enables the
statement of policies for contributing to the sustainable
development of the UK marine area. Ecosystem services
could be adopted within the MPS and marine plans
Yes – promotes an ecosystem-based approach by Member
States, with closely related terms utilised allowing ecosystem
services to be taken into account

Table 1: Policy and legislative instruments supporting a natural capital and ecosystem-based
approach in the UK marine environment

3.4.

IFCAs key duties, obligations and internal policies

The Authority’s key duties, obligations and internal policies in respect to introducing appropriate trawling
management are summarised as follows:
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•

MaCAA 2009 s154 to manage the exploitation of fish stocks within the Authority’s jurisdiction to
ensure sustainable commercial and recreational fisheries and continued social-economic benefits
from the fisheries

•

Preventing or removing any trawling pressures would reduce the potential for damage to the SPA,
SAC, and MCZ features and contribute towards Authority s.153 duties under MaCAA 2009.

•

Helping to achieve the broad scale objectives of the EU Marine Strategy Directive (meeting
descriptors 1 (biodiversity), 3 (commercial fish stocks), 4 (food web) and 6 (seafloor integrity).

The suite of management measures available to the Authority through byelaw provisions are wide ranging
and include:
• Prohibitions and restrictions on fishing
• Permitting systems
• Gear restrictions
• Monitoring of activities
• Provision of information
Section 155 of MCAA 2009 gives the Authority powers to create byelaws for the District.

4. Evidence base
4.1.

IFCA evidence requirements

In proposing the recommended option, Isles of Scilly IFCA has responded to Government’s current steer
on the best fisheries management approach for the achievement of sustainable fisheries through an
ecosystem approach which balances ecological well-being with human and societal well-being. It aims to
stop the degradation of underlying natural capital assets to ensure people can continue to enjoy the full
range of services and benefits into the future. In preparation for this Impact Assessment and to inform the
Byelaw review, the Authority has commissioned research to inform:
•

The type and extent of natural capital assets within the district, their sensitivity, diversity, associated
ecosystem goods and services and value

•

An indication of currant natural capital assets condition and risks to these

•

The impacts, costs and benefits of management proposals on potential otter trawl, scallop dredge,
static gear operators, wider marine users, the general public and the environment.

The Government has advised a precautionary approach should be adopted with fisheries management
(HM Government, 2011). The Food and Agricultural Organisation Code of Conduct for Responsible
Fisheries defines this as ‘the absence of adequate scientific information should not be used as a reason for
postponing or failing to take conservation and management measures.’
The natural capital approach has particular relevance to the marine environment: Studies that attempt to
compare the total value of global ecosystems repeatedly demonstrate the high relative value of marine and
coastal environments compared to their terrestrial and freshwater counterparts (Costanza et al., 1997; de
Groot et al., 2012)
Isles of Scilly IFCA commissioned the University of Plymouth (using funding from EMFF) to undertake two
pieces of work in 2019: The first was to develop a fine scale habitat classification for the seabed in a
defined area to the east of St. Marys. The second was to carry out an ecosystem service asset and risk
register for the entire district, and to use scenarios to help inform how different fishing gear types would
impact on these ecosystem services. The habitat classification research was used to inform the ecosystem

Page 18 of 106

Information Classification: PUBLIC

service asset and risk register and ultimately the review of the fishing gear permit byelaw by ensuring there
was a stronger evidence base of the habitats in the region.
The University of Plymouth undertook towed video surveys and benthic grabs in 2019 and combined these
with existing data sets to inform the asset register and sensitivity mapping tool. Further details on the
methodology for the habitat mapping are in Ashley et al (2019) pp14-17. The report calculated the total
extent of each habitat and the proportion of each habitat within existing MPAs where it was associated with
a management measure using Arc GIS. The condition or quality of the habitats were inferred through
conservation objectives assigned to each habitat feature in Conservation Advice packages produced by
Natural England.
The University of Plymouth also undertook an ecosystem service asset and risk assessment which
provides a valuable framework from which to compare different potential management scenarios.The use
of a natural capital framework is a tool that can present and evaluate the ability of the environment to
provide goods and services and is a useful evidence base for an Impact Assessment. ‘Asset-benefit
relationships represent the relationship between the condition of the natural capital asset and the
ecosystem service flows that benefit people’ (Ashley et al 2019). The natural capital asset register provides
a method to document the extent and condition of the natural capital within the area being assessed
(Natural Capital Committee, 2017). Risk register methods developed by Mace et al (2015) then record
degradation of natural capital in the asset and risk register in relation to the degree to which it will lead to
loss of well-being in present and future generations (Asset Status).
In terms of the Impact Assessment, the most significant part of the Ashley et al (2019) study are the ‘risk
register under future scenarios’ described in section 6. These scenarios were designed to replicate possible
outcomes from the review of the fishing gear permit byelaw, and are therefore highly relevant for this
impact assessment and comparing how different use scenarios would impact on ecosystem services.
Scenario 1 assessed the implications for risk to ecosystem service flows as a result of exposing 172km2 of
deeper offshore habitats in the eastern area of IoSIFCA district to bottom towed fishing activity, using gears
that penetrate the surface to cause sub-surface disturbance and habitat structure change under high levels
of activity.
Scenario 2 assessed otter trawl and intense potting effort in low sensitivity habitats to abrasion over 231km2
of habitat
Scenario 3 assessed the implications for risk to ecosystem service provision of increased otter trawl activity
in iVMS Area 2 and the eastern IFCA district outside the SAC; interacting with 76.7km2 of circalittoral reef
and reef veneer, 101.5km2 of circalittoral coarse sediment, 21.7km2 of sublittoral sand and 4.4 km2 of
sublittoral mixed sediment and relates to the pressure abrasion.
Since these scenarios were developed and trialled before decisions were taken and the byelaw was
finalised, it was not possible to exactly replicate the risks and benefits to ecosystem service flows within the
options considered in the Impact Assessment. The document distinguishes between the Scenarios
modelled in Ashley et al (2019) and Options presented in the Impact Assessment. Option 3 is a
combination of both Scenario 1 in that the pressures are linked to penetration, sub-surface disturbance and
habitat structure change; however the spatial configuration is closer to Scenario 3 in that the area extends
to within the iVMS 2 area in the south east corner of the SAC. This is a very important distinction since a
large proportion of the habitats vulnerable to penetration are within iVMS Area 2.
4.2. Local marine environment
4.2.1. Habitats
As this byelaw primarily concerns the management of towed gear fishing and its impact on seabed habitats,
the focus of this section is on the deeper habitats around the islands (as opposed to the shallow subtidal
sand and seagrass, and rocky reef habitats). The habitat map from EUSeamap (2019) has been overlayed
with data from the University of Plymouth. Polygons have been drawn with their boundaries equidistant
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between neighbouring data points and do not necessarily represent actual boundaries between habitats.
This is an established modelling technique referred to as Voronoi polygons. Habitats are classified using
the European Nature Information System (EUNIS), which is recommended as the foundation for natural
capital assessments as it provides a consistent classification with a logical basis (Hooper et al., 2019).
The use of proxies based on known pressures, such as abrasion by fishing, their impacts and habitat
sensitivity are recommended by experts as a pragmatic approach to overcoming the lack of habitat
condition information available (Hooper et al., 2019).
A natural capital asset register is described in government guidance as the ‘key foundation of the evidence
base’ when adopting a natural capital approach to management, and is an inventory of the type, extent and
quality of assets (Defra 2019). This provides the baseline against which the impact of management and
development options van be evaluated. The building blocks of natural capital assessment are habitats
because they are distinct environmental ‘units’ which can be mapped spatially.
Outside of the area of intertidal and infralittoral habitats around the islands, the bathymetry drops to
between 70m and 90m. The habitats are primarily sublittoral coarse sediment (306km2) and sublittoral sand
(223.53km2). There is limited evidence of the condition of deeper sublittoral soft substratum and poor
confidence in their extent from the modelled habitat data, which prevents an accurate assessment of extent
and condition. The habitat map (Figures 3 and 4) covers an area of 973km2 and is informed by data points
from video, camera and side-scan sonar surveys from Marine Recorder (JNCC 2017) and data from the
University of Plymouth.
Much of the extent of deeper circalittoral soft substratum habitats is only evidence by modelled data with
poor confidence in true extent. The most significant finding from the University of Plymouth study (Ashley et
al. 2019) showed areas of circalittoral rock habitat with a thin layer of sediment. Video surveys showed the
habitat was colonised by reef associated bryozoan and hydroid species. Two habitats identified as ‘reef
fauna colonised veneer over rock’ and ‘reef/sand fauna colonised veneer over rock’ were found to be
extensive in the seabed to the east of St. Marys (see figure 4). However, these two habitats do not have a
EUNIS classification, nor do they have associated condition assessments since they are external to any
designated sites on Scilly. The potential risks to ecosystem services were determined within the scenarios
detailed in section 5.
Habitat sensitivity was based on the Marine Evidence-based Sensitivity Assessment (MarESA) database
(Tyler-Walters et al., 2019). MarESA compiles sensitivity information through a detailed literature review
process of available evidence on the effects of pressures arising from human activities on marine habitats.
The assesments assign scores for habitat sensitivity as a combination of resistance and resilience to
particular pressures. The scores allocated are: Not Sensitive (NS), Low (L), Medium (M), High (H) and Not
Relevant (NR). The University of Plymouth study then intersected the habitat sensitivity layer with data on
fishing intensity based on participatory mapping and Olex position data. In line with Rees (2018) potting
intensity was categorised into low (0 to 15 pots/0.25km2), moderate (15 to 30 pots/0.25km2) and high (>30
pots/0.25km2) with effort >moderate identified as the threshold. Otter trawling activity from Olex data was
classified as high where ground was towed multiple times in a year (more than twice a year). Results are
reported on a scale of ‘Likely Relative Condition’ (LRC) of the seabed habitat where 1 indicates poor LRC
and 5 indicates a good LRC. LRC of 3 or below indicate the habitat is likely to be degraded and function is
impaired and level of delivery of ecosystem service benefits reduced. Finally, the LRC layer was
intersected with spatial boundaries of management measures (MPAs and fishery byelaws) and areas
aggregated by broad ecosystem service classes to examine extent and condition under management.
Structured interviews undertaken by the University of Plymouth (Ashley et al. 2019) p22 gathered
information from fishermen on their perception of habitat condition. The report notes that ‘habitat condition
was identified to be generally good by participants of resource user interview surveys, although past
activities were reported to have impacted reef habitats. Historical scallop dredging was reported by 3
respondents to have ‘flattened’ rocky pinnacles and removed corals and sponges, and an area of good
crawfish P. elephas abundance was lost when this occurred.’
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Broad Habitat

Extent
(km²)

Detail (with Eunis code)

Extent
trend

Condition

Marine inlets and transitional waters
Intertidal reef

A1: Littoral rock and other hard substrata

Intertidal
sediments

A2.1 Littoral coarse sediment

0.70

A2.2: Littoral sand and muddy sand

0.02

A2.3: Littoral mud

0.01

A2.4: Littoral mixed sediment

0.00

1.1

Sublittoral habitats
Subtidal reef
Subtidal
sediment

A3: Infralittoral rock and other hard substrata
A4: Circalittoral rock and other hard substrata
A5.1: Sublittoral coarse sediment

372.51

A5.2: Sublittoral sand

223.53

A5.4: Sublittoral mixed sediments
A5.5: Sublittoral macrophyte dominated sediment

Positive

Trend

Stable

Negative

Acceptable

Of
concern

Key:

48.35

306.67

11.07
5.38

Insufficient data

Condition

Good

Table 2 Extent and condition of marine habitat assets in Isles of Scilly IFCA district
including summary of 10 year trend (where data available) (table from Ashley et al 2019
adapted from Hooper et al., 2019).
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Figure 3: Broad scale habitat map, features and habitats of conservation interest in Isles of Scilly
District (2018); Data EUSeaMap, EMODNET, Natural England before surveys undertaken by
University of Plymouth
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Habitats vary in their sensitivity to abrasion from activities such as demersal fishing, thus a measure of
sensitivity is a useful element in understanding the vulnerability of habitats to threats and pressures. The
sensitivity of each habitat was assessed by researching the typical and key associated species and their
resistance to abrasion and how quickly they could recover from damage using Marine Life Information
Network data.
Towed video survey data identified circalittoral reef habitats in the eastern area of IOS IFCA district to be
colonised with rich sponge, anemone and bryozoan communities in good condition (Figure 4). Habitat
extents that previous modelled data recorded as soft substratum were identified by towed video data to be
colonised by reef associated bryozoan species and hydroid species (Ashley et al 2019). Limited evidence
of condition of deeper sublittoral soft substratum and poor confidence in extent from modelled habitat data,
prevented accurate assessment of extent and condition of sublittoral soft substratum assets.
Figure 5 shows a map with a layer showing the extent of confidence in the underlying habitat classification.
The areas above 80% are predominantly underpinned with towed video transects, grabs or fixed cameras.
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Benthic habitats

6°30'0"W

6°20'0"W

6°10'0"W

50°5'0"N

Towed fishing gear byelaw
Isles of Scilly Complex SAC
IFCA boundary/6nm limit
12nm limit

Dominant classification from surveys
Mixed large substrate
Sand
Reef fauna colonised veneer over rock
Reef/sand fauna colonised veneer over rock
Reef fauna colonised rock
Sand fauna colonised sand

Littoral rock

50°0'0"N

Littoral rock & other hard substrata (A1)
High energy littoral rock (A1.1)
Moderate energy littoral rock (A1.2)
Low energy littoral rock (A1.3)

Littoral Sediment
Littoral coarse sediment (A2.1)
Littoral sand and muddy sand (A2.2)
Littoral mud (A2.3)
Littoral mixed sediments (A2.4)

Infralittoral rock
Infralittoral rock & other hard substr. (A3)
High energy infralittoral rock (A3.1)
Moderate energy infralittoral rock (A3.2)

49°55'0"N

Low energy infralittoral rock (A3.3)

Circalittoral rock
Circalittoral rock & other hard substr. (A4)
High energy circalittoral rock (A4.1)
Moderate energy circalittoral rock (A4.2)
Low energy circalittoral rock (A4.3)

Sublittoral sediment
Sublittoral sediment (A5)
Sublittoral coarse sediment (A5.1)
Sublittoral sand (A5.2)
Sublittoral mixed sediments (A5.4)
Sublittoral macrophyte-dominated sediment (A5.5)
Data sources
EUSeaMap (2019) CC-BY 4.0 (EMODnet); habitat data by Natural
England and collected by Plymouth University. Contains public
sector information, licensed under the Open Government Licence
v2.0 (UKHO); OS data © Crown copyright and database right
(2020); data © OpenStreetMap contributors.

49°50'0"N

Not to be used for navigation.
Reference: ETRS89
Projection: UTM Zone 29N
Scale: 1:185,000

Figure 4: Benthic habitats based on Voronoi polygons
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Data sources
EUSeaMap (2019) CC-BY 4.0 (EMODnet),
habitat data provided by Natural England.
Contains public sector information, licensed
under the Open Government Licence v2.0
(UKHO), OS data © Crown copyright and
database right (2019) and data ©
OpenStreetMap contributors.

Not to be used for navigation.
Reference: ETRS89
Projection: UTM Zone 29N
Scale: 1:185,000
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Figure 5: Confidence layer for habitat layers
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4.2.2. Risk to habitats and potential for recovery
Currently, the MPA network in Scilly extends primarily to the intertidal, shallow subtidal (seagrass) and
infralittoral and circalittoral reef habitats around the islands and the Bristows and Seven Stones reef. There
is currently no protection for the reef fauna colonised veneer over rock habitat that was identified in the
surveys undertaken by the University of Plymouth (Figure 4) (Ashley et al 2019). Spatial management
within the proposed byelaw aims to protect these additional areas of sensitive habitat. This will ensure that
the natural capital is able to reach its full potential, and deliver ecosystem services including the provision
of functional habiats for breeding fish and as nursery grounds for their juveniles, giving food and shelter, as
well as wider provisioning, regulating and cultural services.
The ‘ecosystem approach’ (holistic management systems and decision-making processes that balance
ecological wellbeing with human and societal wellbeing in an equitable way) (Beaumont et al. 2017) to
fisheries management needs to consider not only the taget species and bycatches, but also the wider
impacts on marine habitats resulting from fishing activity. The impacts cover the disturbance of the upper
seabed (re-suspension of sediments), direct removal, damage, displacement or death of flora and fauna
living in or on the seabed, a short-term attraction of carrion consumers into the path of fishing gear and
finally the alteration of habitat structure (Kaiser et al 2003). These negative impacts can directly affect
essential fish habitats (habitats that are necessary for fish breeding, feeding or growth to maturity such as
spawning grounds, nursery grounds, feeding areas and migration corridors) and therefore the future of the
fishery and associated marine flora and fauna. Fishing also has indirect effects through the removal of
predators.
The risk register undertaken by Ashley et al (2019) defines the ‘nature and the severity of the risk to the
asset benefit relationship’. Spatial data on fishing activity (see section 4.2.3) was intersected with the
habitat sensitivity layer in the study undertaken by Ashley et al (2019). The report notes that for deeper
circalittoral rock and subtidal sediment sediment habitats within MPAs ‘evidence was limited on extent and
condition of these assets outside MPAs’. The video survey data identified circalittoral reef habitats in the
eastern area to be colonised with rich sponge, anemone and bryozoan communities in good condition and
habitat extents that were previously modelled as soft substratum were found to be oclonised by reef
associated bryozoan and hydroid species (Ashley et al 2019). Interviews from resource users undertaken
by Ashley et al (2019) identified that historical scallop dredging had removed corals and sponges and led to
loss of areas known for crawfish (Palinurus elephas) abundance.
The areas of reef habitat on sediment veneer were found to be extensive in the sea area to the east and
south east of St. Marys, out to a distance of 2 to 3 nautical miles. This habitat is sensitive to penentration
and abrasion from scallop dredges (Tyler Walters et al 2018, Kaiser et al 2003). Research on the physical
impacts of scallop dredging show this equipment shows impact to surface features and biota up to 6cm
deep (Hall Spencer et al 1999). A study undertaken by Hintz et al (2011) concluded that relatively low
fishing intensities of scallop dredging can have significant negative effects on temperate reef fauna; but
demonstrated that not all species were uniformly affected by the activity. This habitat has a high level of
vulnerability to impact from penetration and abrasion from mobile fishing gear and a high potential loss in
ecosystem service assets.

4.2.3.

Species

Species assets in the University of Plymouth study (Ashley et al 2019) were based on ICES assessments
of SSB (spawning stock biomass) and total allowable catch (TAC) for ICES areas intersecting with the Isles
of Scilly IFCA district were used for commercial species to assess quantity and quality of stocks for the
baseline year, and trend. Landings of non-quota shellfish over time provided the best available data set
linked to asset quantity (Cefas, 2012). Quality of non-quota shellfish species assets were assessed from
south west UK regional assessment of stocks (Cefas, 2017). The study recognised that spatial scales of
ICES areas and south west UK regional stock assessments of brown crab and European lobster are too
broad scale for some commercially targeted species. To provide evidence at IFCA scale, resource user
surveys asked participants to comment on the condition of the local stocks that they targeted.
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Spawning stock biomass for ICES area 7e displayed a positive trend for plaice (Pleuronectes platessa),
sole (Solea solea) and monkfish (Lophius spp) and a stable or small decrease for mackerel (Scomber
scombrus). Ashley et al (2019) notes that these calculations ‘consider stocks at much larger spatial extents
than the Isles of Scilly IFCA district and should be interpreted with caution, especially for species that may
have a more limited range.’
Between 2010 and 2018 landings weight (kg) from UK vessels for commercial species to Isles of Scilly
ports have displayed a positive monotonic trend for crab (Cancer pagurus), lobster (Homarus Gammarus) ,
spiny lobster (Palinurus elephas), grey mullet (Muglidae), plaice (Pleuronectes platessa) and sole (Solea
solea). Landings have remained stable for pollack (Pollachius pollachius) and displayed a negative trend
for monkfish and skates and rays. Limited ICES reports on SSB of commercially targeted species
prevented assessment of extent (quantity) of 8 species. Crab (Cancer pagurus) were assessed to be
harvested within sustainable limits (Cefas 2017). Lobster stocks are above critical levels and harvests were
not yet at maximum sustainable yield. Across the South West, populations of spiny lobster are viewed as
‘depleted’ and have a conservation objective of ‘recover’ across South West MPAs, including those in the
Isles of Scilly MCZs.
Data collected by the MMO from Marine Shellfish Activity Report (MSAR) forms has been collated annually
for crab (Cancer pagurus), lobster (Homarus Gammarus) and spiny lobster (Palinurus elephas). Table 4
shows landings in tonnes and market value. Figure 6 shows landings (tonnes) and market value for lobster
(Homarus Gammarus) between 2006 and 2018), indicating high variance year on year, but overall a
general positive increase in the quantity and value. Figure 7 shows a similar overall trend for crab (Cancer
pagurus), again with high variance and a marked spike in 2016 and declines in 2017 and 2018. Crawfish
landings and market value are shown in Figure 9; indicating a gradual decline in catches, but an overall
increase in landed value, again with a high variance. The quality of the data is dependent on effective self
reporting from fishermen.
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Scientific name

Common name

Quantity

Quantity
unit

Quantity
trend

Condition

Condition
unit

Condition
trend

ES Food
Benefit
(Quantity)

Benefit
unit

Commercially targeted fish and shellfish
Cancer pagurus
Homarus gammarus

Crab
Lobster

no data

Sustainable

MSY

83.67

t/yr

no data

Above critical

MSY

33.35

t/yr

Palinurus elephas
Pollachius pollachius

Spiny lobster/crawfish
Pollack

no data

2.29

t/yr

2.75

t/yr

Mugilidae spp.
Pleuronectes platessa

Grey mullet
Plaice

no data

Solea solea

Sole

Lophius spp.

Monkfish

Raja clavata
Raja spp.
Scophthalmus
maximus
Scomber scombrus

Thornback ray
Skates and rays
Turbot

Trend

Stable

Negative

Acceptable

Of
concern

Key:

3,360

(t) advised
TAC ICES Area
7

2.73

t/yr

2,200

(t) SSB ICES
Area 7e

10,360

(t) advised
TAC ICES Area
7d+e

0.09

t/yr

3,974

(t) SSB ICES
Area 7d+e

1,202

(t) advised
TAC ICES Area
7e

0.05

t/yr

59,751

(t) SSB ICES
Area 7

42,496

(t) advised
TAC ICES Area
7

0.1

t/yr

no data

no data

no data

no data

no data

0.16

no data

no data

no data

4,186,496.00

Mackerel

Positive

no data

(t) SSB ICES
All areas

1,194,000

no data

(t) advised
TAC ICES all
Areas

no data

Insufficient data

Condition

Good

Table 3: Extent, condition and benefit flow of commercially targeted fish and shellfish species assets in Isles of Scilly IFCA
district inlucind summary of 10 year trend (from Ashley et al 2019)
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Crawfish (Palinurus elephas)

2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018

Landings
(tonnes)
1.66
1.85
1.72
1.79
1.18
1.59
1.28
2.04
2.41
0.91
1.15
1.66
1.34

£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£

Value
31,723
36,244
33,663
37,064
22,292
34,375
27,259
44,505
45,490
13,820
26,600
41,740
33,575

Lobster (Homarus Gammarus)
Landings
(tonnes)
12.31
17.83
14.07
8.79
13.92
8.54
13.69
12.57
15.95
16.90
22.41
17.94
15.50

£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£

Value
128,954
178,240
140,610
78,002
125,319
81,484
119,083
122,382
138,930
156,160
226,680
204,760
170,462

Crab (Cancer pagurus)
Landings
(tonnes)
24.81
22.66
85.95
50.11
86.59
60.30
68.01
71.48
77.46
113.88
154.60
45.57
84.30

£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£
£

Value
48,785
41,175
107,782
54,833
106,776
75,990
96,471
98,082
139,704
136,170
218,710
96,740
168,597

Total
tonnes
38.78
42.34
101.75
60.69
101.69
70.43
82.97
86.09
95.82
131.69
178.16
65.17

Value
£
209,462
£
255,659
£
282,055
£
169,899
£
254,387
£
191,849
£
242,813
£
264,969
£
324,124
£
306,150
£
471,990
£
343,240
£
372,634

Table 4: Landings of shellfish on Isles of Scilly from 2006 to 2018 (based on MMO landings data from MSAR self reporting)
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Figure 6 Landings and value of edible crab on Scilly
2006-2018

Figure 8 Overall value of shellfish landings 2006-2018
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Figure 7 Landings and value of lobster on Scilly 2006-2018

Figure 9: Landings and value of crawfish on Scilly 20002018
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4.2.4. Fishing activity evidence
Isles of Scilly IFCA has no sitings data, and there is no electronic monitoring system in place.
Fishing activity data used for this Impact Assessment and the analysis in Ashley et al (2019) used an
amalgamation of spatial information from participatory mapping exercises with Isles of Scilly fishermen on
potting activity. A study undertaken by Gierhart (2019) used interviews with fishermen to obtain an
indication of their present day fishing activity. The data was digitised, amalgamated and mapped. Figures 8
and 9 show data for the crab and lobster fishery through four seasons. Olex position data from trawling
activity and data collected through an additional participatory mapping exercise undertaken by Ashley et al
(2019). This data presented in figure 10 shows fishing activity as an estimated abrasion pressure.
At time of writing there are 22 registered vessels of which 18 were operating regularly through the 2020
season. Observations from IFCA officers can provide an accurate overview of activity since the area of
operation is relatively and number of vessels are limited. One vessel operates gill nets; six operate a
mixture of tangle nets and pots and the remainder operate crabs and pots. The majority target lobsters,
generally operating no more than 500m from the shore; and others target both lobsters in shallow water
and crabs in deeper water.
There are a further 2-3 mainland based vessels that operate static gear (tangle and gill nets within the Isles
of Scilly district.
The only mobile gear activity was a vessel using an otter trawl that ceased operations in 2018. This vessel
provided its Olex data showing where trawling took place over the past 15 years. The tracks can be seen in
figure 10 as the area of ‘high abrasion pressure’ in dark brown. This is an area outside the SAC comprising
mixed sediments. No permits have been issued since 2018, while the byelaw review was being
undertaken. At the moment there are two scallopers and a further three vessels that operate either otter
trawl or scallop gear that are waiting for a permit to access the district.
Single otter trawls use a ground rope with rubber discs (100mm to 200mm) in diameter coupled with steel
otter boards that allow the vessel to operate on seabed consisting of sand, fine shingle and mixed
sediments. They target flat fish and round fish species such as soles, rays and monkfish. Catch data only
exists for 2018.
Economic data from Seafish (2020) shows an average annual fishing income for under 10 metre vessels
using pots and traps of £73,000 in 2019 and £67,000 in 2018. An under 10 metre vessel using demersal
trawl had figures of £83,000 and £75,000 respectively. On a daily basis, under 10 metre vessels using pots
and traps in 2019 had expenditure of £428 per day and a fishing income of £806. For under 10 metre
demersal trawl the figure was £497 and £891 respectively. A rough calculation of the average fishing
income for the 18 active fishing boats on Scilly is £33,061, but of course the figures will vary significantly
between vessels.
There are no figures for under 10m scallop dredge. The nearest equivalent is under 15m. The daily
expenditure figures are £971 and income of £1,702 in 2019.
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UK Scallop
dredge over
15m
UK Scallop
dredge under
15m
Under 10m
demersal
trawl/seine
Under 10m
pots and traps

Landings per
day (2019)

Fishing
income per
day (2019)

Fishing
expenditure
per day
(2019)

Average
annual
operating
costs (2019)

Average
annual fuel
costs (2019)

Average crew
cost per
vessel (2019)

Average
gross value
added per
vessel (2019)

Average
fishing
income
(2019)

£162,049

Average
annual
operating
profit per
vessel (2019)
£15,297

1.46 tonnes

£2,934

£2,055

£496,423

£94,152

£146,753

0.90 tonnes

£1,702

£971

£152,566

£26,841

£50,343

£77,263

£26,920

£173,000

0.34 tonnes

£891

£497

£66,323

£9,250

£22,175

£40,630

£18,456

£83,000

0.23 tonnes

£806

£428

£51,842

£6,018

£21,471

£44,309

£22,839

£73,000

Table 5: Economic statistics for UK fishing fleet extracted from data from Seafish 2019
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Figure 10 distribution and overlap of the crab fishery from mapping interviews in 2019.
Map A is the mean distribution throughout the entire fishing season; Map B is the mean
fisher distribution in the Spring; Map C is the mean fisher distribution in the summer and
Map D is the mean distribution in the Autumn.

Figure 11 distribution and overlap of the lobster fishery from mapping interviews in 2019 Map
A is the mean distributionthroughout the entire fishing season; Map B is the mean fisher
distribution in the Spring; Map C is the mean fisher distribution in the summer and Map D is
the mean distribution in the Autumn.
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Figure 12: Amalgamation of fishing activity shown as estimated abrasion
pressure
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During interviews undertaken with mobile gear fishermen in Newlyn in February 2020, they indicated on a
map where scallop dredging activity would take place. This area is shown in figure 12 and figure 13. The
area that is sought is also within the area mapped as vulnerable reef habitat, and therefore is included with
the prohibited area. As noted in the section on risks and assumptions, the impact assessment considers
the financial loss to three vessels (minimum two, maximum five) operating a scallop dredge.

Figure 13: Habitats map as Voronoi polygons overlayed with area of interest for
access for scallop dredges

4.3. Risks to ecosystem services
Following the process defined by Mace et al. 2015, and applied by Rees, Ashley and Cameron (2019) the
analysis undertaken by Ashley et al 2019 assessed each asset-benefit relationship against the evidence in
the asset register according to identified policy targets. In instances where the status of the benefit is below
target and the trend negative an amber risk rating was applied to highlight those asset benefit relationships
that are at risk of tipping over to a red risk rating. Each risk scoring was assessed for the strength of
evidence and agreement between evidence sources, assessed on a scale of 1-4 for both status and trend.
Ashley et al (2019) applied a precautionary approach and used total scores of between 1-3 as high
confidence and scores ≥ 4 regarded as low confidence.
Risk assessment indicators for quota species and non-quota species used SSB, TAC or stock assessment

Status

Positive or
Trend not
discernible
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Above, at or
just below
target

Below target

Substantially
below target

Low

Medium

Medium
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Negative

Medium

Medium*

High

Strongly
negative

High

High

High

High
Low
confidence confidence

Agreement

a)

Robustness

High

Low

Significant evidence

1

3

Limited evidence

2

4

b)

Total
Score

1 to 3

≥4

Table 6 Matrix to assess asset status against asset trend. a) Matrix to assess the robustness and agreement of the
evidence used to assess the risk category and b) provide a final confidence score in available evidence

Of the 214 potential relationships between 5 ecosystem service benefits and the quantity, quality and
spatial configuration of 11 EUNIS level 3 habitats, as well as water bodies and stocks of quota fish species
and non-quota fish/shellfish species, 106 priority relationships were assessed in the risk register.
No asset-benefit relationships were allocated a high-risk component for the assessments of the asset
status (quantity, quality, spatial configuration). Medium risk components (amber) were identified for 43
assessments of the asset status (either quantity, quality or spatial configuration), principally for deeper
subtidal habitats. Of those in medium (amber) risk, 23 displayed declining trends (either quantity, quality of
spatial extent) and were assigned medium-high risk. Low risk was identified across 63 components,
including all intertidal (littoral) habitats, infralittoral reef and quota fish species.
Species-habitat linkages identified moderate to high risk of loss from degraded quality/condition of
circalittoral reef habitats and subtidal seagrass to juvenile and adult habitat requirements of 3 shellfish
species and 4 fish species (not relevant in the context of this risk assessment). Lack of evidence of extent
and condition of subtidal soft substratum led to precautionary medium risk being identified to juvenile
habitat of lobster and feeding grounds of brown crab and 4 fish species.
The risks relevant to this impact assessment focus on food (wild food fish and shellfish) was assessed as
amber because ‘>5% of circalittoral reef within MPAs has the condition assessment of ‘recover’ and is
therefore above threshold levels for impaired quality (condition). Negative trend in extent and condition of
seagrass habitat also impairs flow of ES benefits. As a precautionary interpretation, due to lack of evidence
of habitat extent, quality and spatial configuration in offshore areas, potential delivery of ES from subtidal
soft substratum habitats may also be impaired. Full details of other benefits are detailed in Ashley et al
(2019) p33.
10% of the circalittoral reef habitat has a condition assessment of ‘recover’. This is identified as being
above threshold levels for impaired quality (condition). This therefore has the potential for high negative
impact on higher availability for commercially targeted shellfish species and some fish species (pollack) that
utilise the circalittoral reef habitats for shelter and/or finding prey. Impaired condition/quality of circalittoral
reefs also has negative impacts on fish species such as plaice, monkfish and thornback ray which use this
habitat during key life history stages. The amber precautionary risk of loss of the asset-benefit relationship
linked to subtidal soft substratum habitats is also identified as having a moderate impact on presence of
suitable habitat and food resources for commercially targeted flatfish, skates and rays as well as crab and
juvenile lobster.

Page 36 of 106

Information Classification: PUBLIC

Littoral rock

Qun Qal Sp.
Food (Wild
Food - fish
A (4) A (4) A (4)
and
shellfish).
Healthy
climate
(carbon
sequestrati
on).
Sea
defence.
(natural
hazard
A (4) A (4) A (4)
regulation /
flood
prevention)
.
Tourism /
nature
watching.
Clean water
and
sediments.

Littoral coarse
sediments
Qun Qal

Sp.

Littoral sand and
muddy sand
Qun Qal

Sp.

Littoral mud

Qun Qal

Sp.

Littoral mixed
sediments
Qun Qal

Sp.

Sublittoral
Seagrass
Qun Qal

Sp.

Infralittoral rock Circalittoral rock

Qun Qal

Sp.

Qun Qal

Sp.

Sublittoral
Sublittoral sand Sublittoral mixed Water bodies
coarse sediment
sediments
Qun Qal

Sp.

Qun Qal

Sp.

Qun Qal

Sp.

A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4)

C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4)

Qun Qal
A (2)

Fish (quota
species)

Sp. Qun Qal

Fish (non-quota
species)

Sp. Qun Qal

A (4) A (4)

Lob B (4)
A (4) Cra b A (4)
Cra w C (4)

A (4) A (4)

Lob B (4)
A (4) Cra b A (4)
Cra w C (4)

Sp.

A (2)

A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4)

C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4)

C (4) C (4) C (8)

A (2)

B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4)

A (2)

Table 7 Priority relationships assessed in the risk register. The assets are columns and the benefits in rows. For each ES the top row is risk assessed through
analysis of indicator data in relation to policy targets, the lower row for each benefit is risk assessed in relation to (local) community based knowledge of risk. The
colour of the cell shows the risk rating for the asset status quantity (Qun), quality (Qul), spatial configuration (Sp) based on the scoring matrix. Red indicates it is at
high risk, amber at medium risk (*amber cells with an asterisk, indicate asset status is below target and the trend in status is declining, suggesting risk rating is close
to moving to the high risk category), green risk ratings are at low risk. Lighter shaded, red, amber or green cells indicates RAG risk rating where there is less
confidence (greater uncertainty) in the risk rating, due to limited evidence and/or limited agreement between evidence sources (e.g. modelled habitat data). The light
shading for commercial fish species indicates a RAG assessment based on an assessment of data at a spatial scale greater than the case study area. The grey
cells indicate asset- benefit relationships, which did not provide a significant or moderate supply of ecosystem service benefit or there was no information to make
an assessment.
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Current
activity

Marine

Intertidal reef

Natural
Capital Asset

Subtidal reef

A1: Littoral rock
and other hard
substrata

A3: Infralittoral
rock and other
hard substrata

A4: Circalittoral
reef fauna
colonised rock

juv.

juv.

juv.

Adult

adult

adult

Intertidal sediments

A4: Circalittoral
reef fauna
colonised veneer

juv.

adult

A2.1 Littoral
Coarse sediment

juv.

adult

A2.2: Littoral
sand and muddy
sand

juv.

adult

Subtidal sediment

A2.3: Littoral mud

juv.

adult

A2.4: Littoral
mixed sediment

A5.1: Sublittoral
coarse sediment

A5.2: Sublittoral
sand

juv.

juv.

juv.

adult

adult

adult

A5.4: Sublittoral
mixed sediments

juv.

adult

A5.5: Sublittoral
macrophyte
dominated
sediment

juv.

Lobster
Crawfish
Crab
Pollack
Mullet
Turbot

spawning

Monks
Sole, Plaice

plaice

plaice

plaice

sole

Skates and
Rays

Table 8: Species - habitat condition linkages in relation to assessment in the risk register for ES benefit ‘Food’ under existing conditions in IoS IFCA
district
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The key message from the risk register (table 8) concerns the A4 habitat (circalittoral reef fauna colonised
veneer). This is the predominant habitat found in the area to the south and south east of St. Marys (Figure
12). The table shows the high level of risk for ecosystem service ‘food’ for lobster, crawfish, pollack and
crab. This habitat has high value and importance for adult and juvenile stages for these species.
Structured interviews undertaken with fishermen by Ashley et al (2019) included questions of perception of
habitat condition and pressures that had increased risk to asset-benefit relationships. Historic damage from
scallop dedge and rock hopper trawls, pressure on crab stocks form increased effort outside the six
nautical mile IoS IFCA district boundary and climate change related pressures were identified most
frequently. Future risks included oil spills, and the return of scallop dredge and rock hopper trawl activity.
Intense rock-hopper trawl and dredge activity was identified to damage reef and mixed ground habitats that
supported the crawfish (Palinurus elephas) fishery. As well as damage to habitat, participants identified
there would be risk of gear conflict if larger dredge or trawl vessels returned, with resulting loss to income if
pots had to be replaced.
The interviews also highlighted that that there is strong interest from Isles of Scilly fishers to continue to fish
within sustainable limits, while allowing opportunities for diversification and marketing catches. There was
high support for all existing management actions that supported a sustainable fishery and prevented
historical damage to habitats from larger, powerful visiting trawlers and scallop dredgers.
Ashley et al concludes that 59% of natural capital asset ecosystem components in Isles of Scilly are at low
risk of loss. Medium risk was assessed to be occurring for 19% of asset components and medium to high
risk for 22%.

5. Description of options considered (including status-quo)
5.1. Current management
The Isles of Scilly IFCA district has four existing byelaws:
The fishing gear permit byelaw (2013) limits the length (11 metres) and weight (10 tonnes) for vessels that
operate within the district. They byelaw requires vessels that meet the size restriction that operate mobile
gear to fish with a permit which comes attached with conditions such as the requirement to use iVMS and
to use gear with certain specifications. It also establishes a prohibited area where no mobile gear can
operate within a defined area of the SAC. The rest of the district is defined as the restricted area, and
includes two portions of the SAC identified as ‘iVMS1’ and ‘iVMS2’. It is currently not possible to distinguish
between these parts of the SAC and the rest of the district in terms of spatial management.
The lobster minimum landing size byelaw establishes a minimum size limit of 90mm which is equivalent to
those used in Cornwall and Devon and Severn; the crawfish byelaw establishes a minimum size limit of
95mm which is equivalent to those used in Cornwall and Devon and Severn. The recreational fishing permit
byelaw requires recreational fishers to use a permit and limits them to a maximum of six pots.
Two new byelaws were put in place in 2020. The Recreational Shellfishing Permit Byelaw (2020) will
require ‘hobby’ fishermen that use pots to have a permit, and restricts them to a maximum of six pots. This
byelaw is not viewed to be relevant for Bristows to Stones because the site has never been used by
recreational fishermen. The Crawfish Minimum Landing Size Byelaw (2020) introduces a minimum landing
size of 110mm.
5.2. Byelaw review process
The proposal to review the fishing gear permit byelaw was first made at the Committee meeting in October
2018. In the compliance and enforcement paper, the report stated that ‘we plan to organise meetings with
the Fishermen’s Association and commercial fishermen from the mainland in November. These initial
meetings will help us determine how we can improve the byelaw and where they may be potential areas of
disagreement.’
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A first meeting was held with fishermen in Newlyn in November 2018 to explain why the byelaw was being
reviewed.
In January 2019 a five stage process for review was proposed and agreed. In summary it comprised:
Stage 1: Stakeholder engagement
Stage 2: Data gathering (surveys undertaken by the University of Plymouth with support from Cornwall
IFCA) to develop habitat and biotope maps for the area to the east of St. Marys
Stage 3: Byelaw development over a period of seven months to enable iterative development of the byelaw
Stage 4: Formal consultation
Stage 5: Final confirmation
The planned timeline was for the start of the process in Q4 2018 and completion by Q4 2020. At time of
writing it is likely that the completion will be in Q2 2021.
A detailed plan for the process was presented to the Committee in January 2020 (See Agenda Item 5,
Compliance and Enforcement). The report noted that ‘the high level of input is intended to ensure that the
byelaw is well informed, better constructed and ultimately objections are minimised. It will require more time
and input from fishermen, but ultimately the aim is to ensure that options for management have been fully
considered and fishermen that use, or are intending to use the district, have been able to seek consensus
on the best management to achieve the goals of the district’.
The process involved two meetings for fishermen which will ‘enable ideas to be developed over a longer
period of time [and an} opportunity in the interim for options to be discussed internally. A Byelaw Working
Group ‘will be set up comprising four members of the IFCA Committee. The group will have responsibility
for looking in detail at recommendations coming from fishermen, assess technical merits and provide
feedback. They will ultimately provide recommendations to the IFCA Committee.’
The paper presented in January 2020 included a detailed diagram showing how recommendations from the
first fishermens’ meetings will be collated and evaluated by the Working Group, before returning to the
second fishermens’ meeting to make any further modifications. These modifications returned once more to
the Byelaw Working Group for a final review and recommendations to the Committee.
5.2.1. Informal stakeholder consultation
Meetings with fishermen were split between fishermen in Scilly and fishermen based from Newyln, since it
was not realistic for fishermen to be able to travel from or to Scilly. This also meant that the dominant
interest in each meeting were primarily for static gear (Scilly) and mobile gear (Newlyn). The content and
format of the meeting were carefully designed and facilitated to keep the focus on identifying how the
byelaw could be improved and seeking mutually agreed solutions.
The first meeting took place on the 27th February 2020 in Scilly (see Annex 2) with 11 representatives from
the Isles of Scilly Fishermens’ Association. In this meeting fishermen discussed the strengths and
weaknesses of the current byelaw, noting the importance of the weight and length restrictions and having
byelaws that are simple and easy to understand. Concerns were voiced over the lack of definition for where
tows can take place. In discussion for the overall aim of the byelaw, the group voiced several objectives
including that the byelaw enables a viable fishing industry; however at this stage there was not clarity or
agreement over the measures that should be used to manage towed gear activity.
The equivalent meeting with six fishermen primarily with an interest in towed gear in the Isles of Scilly
district took place on the 13th March 2020. The format of the meeting was the same. The group recognised
that the length and weight restrictions would remain (based on a ‘pragmatic viewpoint’). They highlighted
that the limitation of dredges to four-a-side is not enough to be viable and that the use of permits was not
supported since it can lead to discrimination. This group did not support further gear regulation, but
recognised that ‘management is a balance and would not want to see so much fishing that the quality of the
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habitats and fishery declines’. They also thought it was important that the byelaw was ‘future proofed and
able to consider how activities and economies might change.
At the end of these two meetings therefore, there was agreement that the vessel size and weight restriction
should be maintained. Fishermen on Scilly did not have a clear view on the additional measures that should
be used, and restrictions on gear, season, curfew and engine horse power remained as possible
considerations. The use of a defined trawl zone was supported. Fishermen in Newlyn did not want to see
any further gear, spatial or temporal restrictions noting that the weather and sea conditions already control
the amount of fishing effort.
The Byelaw Working Group comprised three members of the Isles of Scilly IFCA Committee. Their
objective is ‘to consider if they could find any way to ensure the overall aims of a revised byelaw would be
met through a solution that recognised environmental protection, but also acknowledging the demands of a
viable fishery. They also need to ensuer that the overall aimsof a revised byelaw would be based on the
most up to date scientific understanding.’
The first meeting of the Byelaw Working Group took place on the 22nd June 2020 (Annex 3) delayed
because of the Covid pandemic and the uncertainty around the lockdown in April and May 2020. In this
meeting, The Working Group defined the overall aims of the byelaw as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Maintain the quality of the marine environment and the ecosystem services it provides
Ensure that the economic benefits are sustainable and spread across businesses and society
Ensuer that the district is able to support a viable and sustainable towed gear fishery
Ensure that decisions are based on best available evidence
Provide greater clarity and simplicity

The Working Group agreed that the following measures within the current byelaw should continue: length
(11 metre) and weight (10 tonne); requirement for iVMS systems to be used and for dredge and net
specifications to remain the same. They weighed up the benefits and disadvantages of the different
measures that had been discussed by fishermen. Ultimately discounting the use of seasonal restrictions,
time (curfew) restrictions, but remaining uncertain of the value of inclusion of an engine size limit. The
Working Group recommended the use of a permit system, but recognised that limiting numbers would be
‘challenging’.
The Working Group were able to draw on information contained within the University of Plymouth report
(Ashley et al 2019) in helping to determine where space could be controlled. They recommended the
‘establishment of a no trawl area around the most sensitive habitats’. The remaining part of the district that
would be open to trawling would be small, and in reality could only feasibly support a limited number of
boats and still meet the aims of the byelaw. For this reason, the Working Group also recommended to
extend the limit of four scallop dredges to the whole district.
The Covid pandemic meant that the second meeting could not take place, and instead stakeholders were
provided with an opportunity to provide written responses to the recommendations being made by the
Byelaw Working Group in June. Responses were received from Natural England and the CFPO and these
are presented in full in Annex 4 and 5.
The response from Natural England recommended that the NW corner of the SAC should be closed to
bottom towed gear because of the existing evidence of the presence of reef features and the challenges in
carrying out multiple HRAs (one of the issues that the new byelaw seeks to solve). Natural England stated
their support for the extension of four scallop dredges to apply to the whole of the district. Their response
also highlighted some concerns over the use of a flexible permit scheme and recommended the use of
different zones for different gear types. The basis for concern for the use of a flexible permit scheme is
around whether there should be a means to limit the number that are issued. The response notes that
whilst the HRA for one light otter trawl determined that there would not be adverse to the integrity of the
site, a proposal for ‘an unlimited number of vessels using bottom towed gear…it would be quite simple to
support the conclusion that this would almost certainly cause adverse effect to the integrity of the site.’
There is a concern that an unlimited number of permits would therefore risk damage to the site, and limiting
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permits risks unfairness and discrimination. In terms of the wider district and the area outside the SAC,
Natural England recommend avoiding areas of highest sensitivity to abrasion and ‘to target areas of low to
moderate sensivity for inclusion in any trawling zone. In conclusion they recommend the capping of the
number of permits issued for each gear type.’
In their response, the CFPO stated their opposition to the limiting of scallop dredges since it is ‘a de-facto
ban on scallop dredging because it renders this fishing method unsafe and unviable given the weather,
water depth and tidal conditions around the Scillies.’ They request that that the byelaw should adopt a limit
of 12 dredges in the district, but outside the no trawling zone. On this point, the CFPO note that they
recognise the need to protect sensitive features and habitats within the SAC, and suggest therefore that the
no trawling zone should follow the boundaries of the SAC and ‘does not include the two iVMS areas’. Their
response also notes the opposition to a flexible permit scheme.

5.3. Options considered in Impact Assessment
A large number of options were considered during informal discussions with fishermen, and it would not be
possible to consider all of them within the impact assessment. The following are the most useful and
realistic distinct options that are considered within the Impact Assessment:
Option 0 (No change): Single permit for one otter trawl working within the district including within the two
iVMS areas and additional permits refused following completion of HRAs
Option 1 (Non regulatory): Voluntary options/measures are not deemed feasible due to the challenges
inherent in monitoring compliance and consistency across a large area, and the unacceptable risk to
vulnerable reef habitats and features
Option 2: Management of mobile gear through the use of a byelaw that restricts vessel size and a flexible
permit system that (amongst other things) establishes a prohibited area around designated sites and areas
of sensitive habitats. (broadly the situation recommended by Natural England and the Byelaw Working
Group) and modelled as ‘Scenario 2’ (see below)
Option 3 Scalloping and otter trawling permitted within the whole district, outside of the SAC (but including
the two iVMS areas) with no limit to dredges (broadly the situation advocated by the CFPO) and modelled
as a combination of both ‘Scenario 3’ and ‘Scenario 1’ (see below)
Natural England also advocated limiting the numbers of permits and the use of zones defined for different
gear types (otter trawl and dredge). Introducing these additional restrictions are possible with future
iterations of the permit conditions; but for the current proposal the use of a trawling zone and additional
restrictions on the amount of gear that can be used represents a realistic balance between access for
resource users and protection of the habitats.
Three ecosystem service ‘scenarios’ were considered within Ashley et al 2019. (see Figure 14). These
were designed to replicate and inform possible outcomes for the review of the Fishing Gear Permit Byelaw,
but are not exactly equivalent to the options presented above. They were designed to focus discussion with
resource users on risk and implications associated with management options.
Scenario 1 (linked to Impact Assessment Option 3) assessed the implications for risk to ecosystem
service flows as a result of exposing 172 km2 of deeper offshore habitats in the eastern area of the
IOSIFCA district to bottom towed fishing activity, using gears that penetrate the surface to cause subsurface disturbance and habitat structure change under high levels of activity. This Scenario needs to be
considered in tandem with Scenario 3 (as explained above).
Scenario 2 (linked to Impact Assessment Option 2) This scenario assessed otter trawl and intense
potting effort in low sensitivity habitats to abrasion over 231km2 of habitat. In this scenario, the areas were
selected to avoid areas of highest sensitivity in the eastern and south eastern part of the district. In the
north, the principal difference between the scenario and the proposed option is that the whole of the IVMS
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1 (north west corner of the SAC) would be prohibited to towed gear activity in Option 3, as opposed to
allowing some activity in the scenario. In reality potting takes place over a larger area and is currently (and
predicted to continue) at a low level of intensity.
Scenario 3 (linked to Impact Assessment Option 3. This scenario assessed the implications for risk to
ecosystem service provision of increased otter trawl activity in IVMS Area 2 and the eastern IFCA district
outside the SAC; interacting with an additional 76.7km2 of circalittoral reef and reef veneer; 101.5km2 of
circalittoral coarse sediment, 21.7km2 of sublittoral sand and 4.4km2 of sublittoral mixed sediment and
relates to the pressure abrasion. It differs from Option 2 in that this also includes access to towed gear
within iVMS Area 1 and the northern part of the district.
Ashley et al (2019) presents results of changes in terms of risk to the asset status (quantity, quality and
spatial configuration). The report states that ‘under the current activity habitat assets are either within policy
targets identified by the risk register or recovering to meet targets. All scenarios that assessed implications
of an increase in fishing activity (either scallop dredge or otter trawl activity or increased potting intensity)
identified a reduction in the ability of habitats and associated species communities to recover to meet
targets….All scenarios increased risk to habitats that supported important species-habitat linkages for
essential life stages of commercially targeted fish and shellfish that contributed to ES [ecosystem service]
of food’. Tables 9 and 10 show the risks to ecosystem service provision and risk to species-habitat linkages
respectively.

Risk to ES
provision
Red: High
Amber (C):
Medium – High
Amber (B):
Medium
Green (A): Low
Total in High and
Medium-High Risk

Current activity

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario 3

0
23

14
19

4
23

8
21

20

10

16

14

63
23

63
33

63
27

63
29

Table 9: Components in risk assessment category under each scenario from Ashley et al (2019) p44

Under the current baseline activity and existing fisheries management, ‘no (zero) asset-benefit relationships
were allocated a high risk component for the assessments of the asset status.
The level of increased fishing pressure modelled for Scenario 2 is much greater than is likely in realty, since
potting activity is unlikely to reach a point where levels are ‘intense’. Assessments under scenario 2
resulted in a 17% increase from the baseline, in the number of asset components assessed to be in high
and medium‐high risk categories in relation to contribution to ecosystem service flows. In scenario 2,
habitats with low sensitivity to activities that cause the pressure ‘abrasion’ (in relation to intensive potting
and otter trawling activity) within Isles of Scilly IFCA district are exposed to those activities. Although risk to
ecosystem service contribution from asset components was lower than for scenario 1, risk increased, from
medium to high for 4 asset benefit components under scenario 2. Sublittoral coarse sediment contribution
to ES benefits ’Food’ and ‘Clean Water and sediments’ was at high risk, due to the large extent of habitat
interacting with pressures associated with the activity in scenario 2.Compared to current activity, scenario 2
presents a higher risk to ecosystem service flows for 4 asset‐benefit components where ‘abrasion’ of
habitats linked to the use of otter trawls and pots has a potential to degrade the quality of subtidal coarse
sediment. Low risk of loss of the asset benefit relationship was identified across 63 components, including
all intertidal (littoral) habitats, infralittoral reef and quota fish species. Habitat asset components assessed
as low risk under existing activity, did not interact with the activity in the offshore zone considered in the
scenario.
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Potting

Risk

Current
Tangle Handline
net

Potting

Potting

Scenario 1
Tangle Handline
net

Mixed
fish

Potting

Scenario 2
Tangle Handline
net

Scenario 3
Tangle Handline
net

Mixed
fish

Potting

Mixed
fish

2
2

2
1

0
11

Significant

0

0

0

0

6

2

2

6

2

0

0

4

High

2

3

3

3

3

4

1

16

3

4

3

7

4
2

Moderate
LowModerate

8

0

0

23

3

0

0

7

6

0

0

19

4

0

0

16

2

3

0

4

1

1

0

1

1

2

0

2

2

2

0

3

Low
Total in
Significant
and High
risk

7

2

3

10

7

2

3

10

7

2

3

10

7

2

3

10

2

3

3

3

9

6

3

22

5

4

3

11

6

4

3

11

Table 10: Risk to species-habitat linkages (sum of species-habitat linkage components within each risk category) with species grouped within the
gear type/fishery practice that targets them from Ashley et al (2019)
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Figure 14: Scenario boundaries used for the ecosystem service risk assessment (Ashley et al 2019)
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5.4. Detailed impacts on the asset-benefit relationship for Scenario 1
See Ashley et al (2019) p44 for complete analysis
In scenario 1, scallop dredging was permitted within 172km² of the offshore area of the
eastern IFCA district, across reef, reef/veneer and soft substratum habitats. Interaction with
100km² of medium or high sensitivity habitats and 72km² of low sensitivity habitat to
pressures associated with scallop dredging activity (Tyler-Waters et al., 2018; 2019),
resulted in a 43% increase in number of asset components assessed to be in high and
medium-high risk categories in relation to contribution to ecosystem service provision. Food,
tourism and nature watching and clean water and sediments would be the ES benefits
impacted by degraded habitat quality under scenario 1. Due to increased risk associated
with quantity and quality of habitat features, high or significant risk of negative impact
occurred for 40 interactions of habitat components that are of importance to adult and
juvenile life stages of species supporting Isles of Scilly fisheries. An increase of 35
interactions compared to baseline conditions.

Figure 15 Interaction of habitats with high, medium and low sensitivity to pressures associated
with scallop dredging within spatial extend of scenario 1.

In Scenario 1, 14 components were assessed as high risk of loss of the asset- benefit
relationship (red) (table 11). Medium risk components (amber) were identified for 29
assessments of the asset status (either quantity, quality, or spatial configuration), of which
19 exhibited a declining trend and so increased risk to the medium – high category (C*)
(table 11). Low risk was identified across 63 components, including all intertidal (littoral)
habitats, infralittoral reef and quota fish species (table 11). Habitat asset components
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assessed as low risk under existing activity, did not interact with the activity in the 188km²
zone used in the scenario (table 11). In Scenario 1:
•

•
•

•
•

Risk to the provisioning ecosystem service ‘Food’ is raised from medium to red (high)
risk as an additional 100km² of habitat that has medium or high sensitivity to sub
surface disturbance is impacted by activities. This increases the percentage of
circalittoral reef outside MPAs with Likely Relative Condtiion below 3, from 1.4% to
16.6% and this creates a strong negative trend. Potential delivery of ecosystem
service benefits from subtidal soft substratum habitat species communities are
further impaired by exposure to sub-surface disturbance, due to risk category
increasing from B (medium) to C* (medium/high).
The Contribution of natural capital assets to ecosystem services of healthy climate
and sea defence are unchanged at amber (medium) risk due to the spatial scale of
scenario 1 not interacting with subtidal seagrass habitat.
The ecosystem service benefit of a ‘healthy climate’ may also be impacted by
degraded condition of subtidal soft substratum, as a small amount of plankton
reaching the seafloor becomes buried in sediments (Howard et al., 2017).
Contribution is low, so not included in the matrix, but potentially extends over large
extents of IFCA district.
The risk to the ecosystem service of ‘recreation and tourism’ increases to an amber
(C* medium/high) risk due to potential degradation of habitats supporting species of
interest to the recreation and tourist industry.
The ecosystem service benefit of ‘clean water and sediments’, supported by the
ecological functions and processes in the subtidal sediments, are at greater risk (red
(high)) under Scenario 1. Initial assessment was as a precautionary measure, due to
lack of evidence on the extent, quality (condition) and spatial configuration of deeper
soft substratum species communities. However, species communities within these
habitats are likely to be negatively impacted by activities in scenario 1. As a result,
the functions performed by healthy ecological communities such as burial and
release of pollutants, will be impaired.

Impact on the asset-benefit relationship (Commercial fish and shellfish)
Under scenario 1 a baseline moderate or high risk to species – habitat linkages increased to
high or significant risk of loss for 8 species, due to further degraded quality/condition of
circalittoral reef habitats, under activities in scenario 1 (Table 11). Increased risk to the
quality of soft substratum habitats were also assessed to have a high to significant impact on
food and shelter resources for all commercially targeted species other than pollack (Table
11).
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Littoral rock

Qun Qal Sp.
Food (Wild
Food - fish
A (4) A (4) A (4)
and
shellfish).
Healthy
climate
(carbon
sequestrati
on).
Sea
defence.
(natural
hazard
A (4) A (4) A (4)
regulation /
flood
prevention)
.
Tourism /
nature
watching.
Clean water
and
sediments.

Littoral coarse
sediments
Qun Qal

Sp.

Littoral sand and
muddy sand
Qun Qal

Sp.

Littoral mud

Qun Qal

Sp.

Littoral mixed
sediments
Qun Qal

Sp.

Sublittoral
Seagrass
Qun Qal

Sp.

Infralittoral rock Circalittoral rock

Qun Qal

Sp.

Qun Qal

Sp.

Sublittoral
Sublittoral sand Sublittoral mixed Water bodies
coarse sediment
sediments
Qun Qal

Sp.

Qun Qal

Sp.

Qun Qal

Sp.

A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (4) B (4) C (4) C (4) B (4) B(4) B (4) C (4) C (4) C (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4)

C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4)

Qun Qal
A (2)

Fish (quota
species)

Sp. Qun Qal

Sp. Qun Qal

A (4) A (4)

Lob B (4)
A (4) Cra b A (4)
Cra w C (4)

A (4) A (4)

Lob B (4)
A (4) Cra b A (4)
Cra w C (4)

A (2)

A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4)

C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4)

C (4) C (4) C (8)

A (2)

B (4) C (4) C (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) C (4) C (4) C (4)

A (2)

Table 11 Priority relationships assessed in the risk register under scenario of 172km² of IoS IFCA district being exposed to activities that cause the pressure
‘sub surface disturbance’. The assets are columns and the benefits in rows. For each ES the top row is risk assessed through analysis of indicator data in
relation to policy targets, the lower row for each benefit is risk assessed in relation to (local) community based knowledge of risk. The colour of the cell shows
the risk rating for the asset status quantity (Qun), quality (Qul), spatial configuration (Sp) based on the scoring matrix. Red indicates it is at high risk, amber at
medium risk (*amber cells with an asterisk, indicate asset status is below target and the trend in status is declining, suggesting risk rating is close to moving to
the high risk category), green risk ratings are at low risk. Lighter shaded, red, amber or green cells indicates RAG risk rating where there is less confidence
(greater uncertainty) in the risk rating, due to limited evidence and/or limited agreement between evidence sources (e.g. modelled habitat data). The light
shading for commercial fish species indicates a RAG assessment based on an assessment of data at a spatial scale greater than the case study area. The
grey cells indicate asset- benefit relationships, which did not provide a significant or moderate supply of ecosystem service benefit or there was no information
to make an assessment.
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Scenario 1

Marine

Intertidal reef

Natural
Capital Asset

Subtidal reef

A1: Littoral rock
and other hard
substrata

A3: Infralittoral
rock and other
hard substrata

A4: Circalittoral
reef fauna
colonised rock

juv.

juv.

juv.

adult

adult

Adult

Intertidal sediments

A4: Circalittoral
reef fauna
colonised veneer

juv.

adult

A2.1 Littoral
Coarse sediment

juv.

adult

A2.2: Littoral sand
and muddy sand

juv.

adult

Subtidal sediment

A2.3: Littoral mud

juv.

adult

A2.4: Littoral
mixed sediment

juv.

adult

A5.1: Sublittoral coarse
sediment

juv.

adult

↑

A5.2: Sublittoral
sand

juv.

adult

A5.4: Sublittoral
mixed sediments

juv.

adult

↑

↑

↑

↑

↑

Lobster

↑

↑

Crawfish

↑

↑

↑

Crab

↑

↑

↑

↑

Pollack

↑

↑

↑

↑

↑

↑

Mullet
Turbot

↑spawning

Monks
Sole, Plaice
Skates and
Rays

plaice

↑

↑

↑

↑

↑
plaice

plaice

↑

↑
sole

↑

↑

↑

↑

A5.5: Sublittoral
macrophyte
dominated sediment

juv.

Table 12 Species - habitat linkages in relation to assessment in the risk register for ES benefit ‘Food’ under scenario 1 (Figure 12) ↑ indicates an increase in
risk, ↓ indicates a decrease in risk compared to current baseline activity
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5.5. Detailed impacts on the asset-benefit relationship for Scenario 2
See Ashley et al (2019) p49 for complete analysis
5.4.1. Impact on the asset-benefit relationship (Ecosystem Services)
Assessments under scenario 2, resulted in a 17% increase from the baseline, in the number
of asset components assessed to be in high and medium-high risk categories in relation to
contribution to ES flows. In scenario 2, habitat with low sensitivity to activities that cause the
pressure ‘abrasion’ (in relation to intensive potting and otter trawling activity) within Isles of
Scilly IFCA district are exposed to those activities. Although risk to ES contribution from
asset components was lower than for scenario 1, risk increased, from medium to high for 4
asset benefit components under scenario 2. Sublittoral coarse sediment contribution to ES
benefits ’Food’ and ‘Clean Water and sediments’ was at high risk, due to the large extent of
habitat interacting with pressures associated with the activity in scenario 2.
Compared to current activity, scenario 2 presents a higher risk to ES flows for 4 assetbenefit components where ‘abrasion’ of habitats linked to the use of otter trawls and pots has
a potential to degrade the quality of subtidal coarse sediment. Low risk of loss of the assetbenefit relationship was identified across 63 components, including all intertidal (littoral)
habitats, infralittoral reef and quota fish species. Habitat asset components assessed as low
risk under existing activity, did not interact with the activity in the offshore zone considered in
the scenario. In summary:
•

•

•
•

The provisioning ES benefit of ‘food’ (wild food fish and shellfish) is negatively
impacted due to loss of essential fish habitat that supports the commercial fishing
industry in IoS.
The ES benefit of ‘tourism and nature watching’ are also at increasing risk due to
potential impact of fishing gear on species of interest to diving and recreational
fishing.
The ES benefit of ‘clean water and sediments’ are impacted due to reduced structure
and functioning of faunal communities within soft substratum habitats.
The ES benefit of ‘healthy climate’ is potentially impacted if structure and functioning
of faunal communities within soft substratum habitats is reduced. Evidence is limited
but plankton reaching the seabed and not consumed is likely to be buried in soft
substratum habitats. Level of contribution through this process is low, so not included
in the matrix. However, although carbon storage is low through burial of plankton in
soft substratum habitats, these habitats, including coarse sediment habitats cover
large extents within the IFCA district.
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Figure 16: Spatial distribution of interaction of habitats with low, moderate and high sensitivity to
pressures associated with increased otter trawl and potting activity within spatial extent of scenario 2
and scenario 3.

5.4.2. Impact on the asset-benefit relationship (Commercial fish and shellfish)
The degraded state of sublittoral soft substratum habitats under scenario 2 was linked to a
high risk of negative impact for interactions of habitat components that are of importance to
adult or juvenile life stages of 9 species supporting Isles of Scilly fisheries. An increase of 10
interactions in comparison to current (baseline) conditions. Components moved from
medium to high risk for adult and juvenile life stages of lobster and turbot, and adult life
stages of crab, monkfish, sole, skates and ray. Risk increased for habitat components
supporting mullet and crawfish from low to moderate categories. There was significant
impact in relation to habitat-species linkages for 5 species due to degradation of subtidal
coarse sediment under activity in scenario 2.
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watching.
Clean water
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sediments.
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sediments
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Sp.

Littoral sand and
muddy sand
Qun Qal

Sp.

Littoral mud

Qun Qal

Sp.

Littoral mixed
sediments
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Sp.

Sublittoral
Seagrass
Qun Qal

Sp.

Infralittoral rock Circalittoral rock

Qun Qal

Sp.

Qun Qal

Sp.

Sublittoral
Sublittoral sand Sublittoral mixed Water bodies
coarse sediment
sediments
Qun Qal

Sp.

Qun Qal

Sp.

Qun Qal

Sp.

A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (4) B (4) C (4) C (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4)

C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4)

Qun Qal
A (2)

Fish (quota
species)

Sp. Qun Qal

Sp. Qun Qal

A (4) A (4)

Lob B (4)
A (4) Cra b A (4)
Cra w C (4)

A (4) A (4)

Lob B (4)
A (4) Cra b A (4)
Cra w C (4)

A (2)

A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4)

C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4)

C (4) C (4) C (8)

A (2)

B (4) C (4) C (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4)

A (2)

Table 13: Priority relationships assessed in the risk register under scenario of low sensitivity habitat of IoS IFCA district being exposed to activities that cause
the ‘abrasion’ to intensive potting and otter trawling. The assets are columns and the benefits in rows. For each ES the top row is risk assessed through
analysis of indicator data in relation to policy targets, the lower row for each benefit is risk assessed in relation to (local) community based knowledge of risk.
The colour of the cell shows the risk rating for the asset status quantity (Qun), quality (Qul), spatial configuration (Sp) based on the scoring matrix. Red
indicates it is at high risk, amber at medium risk (*amber cells with an asterisk, indicate asset status is below target and the trend in status is declining,
suggesting risk rating is close to moving to the high risk category), green risk ratings are at low risk. Lighter shaded, red, amber or green cells indicates RAG
risk rating where there is less confidence (greater uncertainty) in the risk rating, due to limited evidence and/or limited agreement between evidence sources
(e.g. modelled habitat data). The light shading for commercial fish species indicates a RAG assessment based on an assessment of data at a spatial scale
greater than the case study area. The grey cells indicate asset- benefit relationships, which did not provide a significant or moderate supply of ecosystem
service benefit or there was no information to make an assessment.
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Scenario 2

Marine

Intertidal reef

Natural Capital
Asset

Subtidal reef

A1: Littoral rock
and other hard
substrata

A3: Infralittoral
rock and other
hard substrata

A4: Circalittoral
reef fauna
colonised rock

juv.

juv.

juv.

adult

adult

Adult

Intertidal sediments

A4: Circalittoral
reef fauna
colonised veneer

juv.

adult

Lobster

A2.1 Littoral
Coarse sediment

juv.

adult

A2.2: Littoral sand
and muddy sand

juv.

adult

Subtidal sediment

A2.3: Littoral mud

juv.

adult

A2.4: Littoral
mixed sediment

A5.1: Sublittoral
coarse sediment

A5.2: Sublittoral
sand

juv.

juv.

adult

juv.

↑

↑

adult

Crawfish

↑

Crab

↑

adult

A5.4: Sublittoral
mixed sediments

juv.

adult

Pollack
Mullet

↑

Turbot

↑spawning

Monks
Sole, Plaice
Skates and
Rays

↑

↑

plaice

Plaice

plaice

↑

sole

↑

Table 14: Species – habitat linkages in relation to assessment in the risk register for ES benefit ‘Food’ under scenario 2 ↑ indicates an increase in risk, ↓
indicates a decrease in risk compared to current activity
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5.5. Detailed impacts on the asset-benefit relationship for Scenario 3
Scenario 3 assessed the implications for risk to ES provision of increased otter trawl activity
in iVMS area 2 (south eastern) and the eastern parts of the Isles of Scilly IFCA district
outside the SAC (Figure 13)
5.5.1. Impact on the asset-benefit relationship (Ecosystem Services)
Risk Assessment under scenario 3, resulted in a 26% increase from the baseline, in number
of asset components assessed to be in high and medium-high risk categories in relation to
contribution to ES flows (Table 12). A greater proportion of asset-benefit components are
assessed at high risk of loss of ES in comparison to scenario 2. The scenario results in an
additional 101.5km² of circalittoral reef habitat interacting with the pressure ‘abrasion’ from
otter trawl activity. Due to the sensitivity of the habitat to the pressure ‘abrasion’ associated
with otter trawling, there is a significant decline in the asset status in relation to targets. 8
components across all asset-benefit component statuses were assessed as increasing to
high risk (red) under this scenario . A further medium-high risk of loss were identified for 21
components (amber C*). Medium risk components (amber) were identified for 14
assessments of the asset status (either quantity, quality, or spatial configuration. Low risk
was identified across 63 components of asset status, including all intertidal (littoral) habitats,
infralittoral reef and quota fish species. Habitat asset components assessed as low risk
under existing activity, did not interact with the activity in the zone used in the scenario. In
Summary:
•

•

•

•

The ecosystem service benefit of Food is negatively impacted due to degraded fauna
communities that are sensitive to the activity/pressure abrasion, and resulting loss of
food and shelter required by adult and juvenile life stages of lobster and adult life
stages of all other commercially targeted species.
The ecosystem service benefit of tourism and nature watching is assessed as
negatively affected as a precautionary measure due to impact on species of interest
to diving and recreational fishing.
The ecosystem service benefit of clean water and sediments is impacted due to
reduced structure and functioning of faunal communities within sublittoral mixed soft
substratum habitats.
The ecosystem service benefit of Healthy climate is potentially impacted if structure
and functioning of faunal communities within sublittoral mixed soft substratum
habitats is reduced. Evidence is limited but plankton reaching the seabed and not
consumed is likely to be buried in soft substratum habitats (Howard et al., 2017).
Level of contribution through this process is low, so not included in the matrix, and
likely to be focused in sand and coarse sediment habitats.

5.5.2. Impact on the asset-benefit relationship (Commercial fish and shellfish)
Risk to species – habitat linkages for all commercially targeted species increase under
scenario 3. Where risk was high to species – habitat linkages under existing activity, this
increased to significant risk for interaction between three species, lobster, crawfish and
pollack and circalittoral reef or reef veneer. Habitat linkages increased from medium to high
risk for 4 further species (crab, monkfish, plaice, skates and rays) under activities in scenario
3. The degraded quality of subtidal rock and mixed substratum habitats under scenario 3
changed species habitat linkage risk from medium risk to high risk for 5 species, and low risk
to medium for 2 species.
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A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) B (4) C (4) C (4) C (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4)
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C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4)

Qun Qal
A (2)

Fish (quota
species)

Sp. Qun Qal

Fish (non-quota
species)

Sp. Qun Qal

A (4) A (4)

Lob B (4)
A (4) Cra b A (4)
Cra w C (4)

A (4) A (4)

Lob B (4)
A (4) Cra b A (4)
Cra w C (4)

A (2)

A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4) A (4)

C (4) C (4) C (8) A (4) A (4) A (4) C (4) C (4) C (4)

A (4) A (4) A (4)
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Table 15 Priority relationships assessed in the risk register under scenario of otter trawling effort increasing in iVMS Area II and across eastern offshore IFCA
district. The assets are columns and the benefits in rows. For each ES the top row is risk assessed through analysis of indicator data in relation to policy
targets, the lower row for each benefit is risk assessed in relation to (local) community based knowledge of risk. The colour of the cell shows the risk rating for
the asset status quantity (Qun), quality (Qul), spatial configuration (Sp) based on the scoring matrix. Red indicates it is at high risk, amber at medium risk
(*amber cells with an asterisk, indicate asset status is below target and the trend in status is declining, suggesting risk rating is close to moving to the high risk
category), green risk ratings are at low risk. Lighter shaded, red, amber or green cells indicates RAG risk rating where there is less confidence (greater
uncertainty) in the risk rating, due to limited evidence and/or limited agreement between evidence sources (e.g. modelled habitat data). The light shading for
commercial fish species indicates a RAG assessment based on an assessment of data at a spatial scale greater than the case study area. The grey cells
indicate asset- benefit relationships, which did not provide a significant or moderate supply of ecosystem service benefit or there was no information to make
an assessment.
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Scenario 3

Marine

Intertidal reef

Natural
Capital Asset

Subtidal reef

A1: Littoral rock
and other hard
substrata

A3: Infralittoral
rock and other
hard substrata

A4: Circalittoral
reef fauna
colonised rock

juv.

juv.

juv.

adult

adult

adult

Intertidal sediments

A4: Circalittoral
reef fauna
colonised veneer

juv.

adult

A2.1 Littoral
Coarse sediment

juv.

adult

A2.2: Littoral
sand and muddy
sand

juv.

adult

Subtidal sediment

A2.3: Littoral mud

juv.

adult

A2.4: Littoral
mixed sediment

A5.1: Sublittoral
coarse sediment

A5.2: Sublittoral
sand

juv.

juv.

juv.

adult

adult

adult

A5.4: Sublittoral
mixed sediments

juv.

adult

Lobster

↑

↑

↑

Crawfish

↑

↑

↑

Crab

↑

↑

↑

Pollack

↑

↑

Mullet
spawning

Monks

Skates and
Rays

juv.

↑

Turbot

Sole, Plaice

A5.5: Sublittoral
macrophyte
dominated
sediment

plaice

↑

↑

↑

↑

↑
plaice

↑
plaice

↑
sole

↑

↑

↑

Table 16 Species - habitat condition linkages in relation to assessment in the risk register for ES benefit ‘Food’ under scenario 3 ↑ indicates an increase in
risk, ↓ indicates a decrease in risk compared to current activity
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Figure 17: Map showing the proposed area closed to towed gear
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5.6. Summary of environmental and economic implications: costs, opportunities and limitations
Costs, opportunities and limitations
Scenario 1. Otter trawl activity increases and dredge permitted across 172km²
habitat mosaic of high to low sensitivity habitats to ‘abrasion’ and ‘sub-surface
disturbance’ (removal of reef fauna community).
Implication for ES provision
Implication for fishing
Implication for species
industry
habitat
•

•
•

•

Increased pressure to
deeper subtidal habitats
results in increased risk to
provision of ES ‘food’,
‘Tourism and nature
watching’, ‘Clean water and
sediments’.
Potential risk to ES ‘healthy
climate’ from impacts to
benthic infauna.
Spatial extent of ‘reef’
unknown and even within
‘sand’ habitat reef species
occur in video tows,
thereby negative impact
could be greater.
Recovery time to reinstate
the habitat and therefore
ES function is 20 years for
high sensitivity habitats.

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

172km² of seabed available
for scallop dredging or
comparable activity.
Diversification options for
Isles of Scilly fishers.
Economic opportunity for
UK fishers.
Potential for gear conflict.
Negative impact on potting
and tangle net fishery.
Negative impact on fishers
using vessels and methods
that have limited range (and
so alternative fishing
options).
Loss of ground for tangle
net and potting fisheries if
reef, veneer and mixed
ground dredged.

• Significant risk of negative
impact to habitat that is of
importance for adult and
juvenile life stages of lobster
and crawfish.
• Significant risk of negative
impact to habitat that is of
importance to adult life
stages of crab, turbot,
skates and rays.
• Significant risk of negative
impact to habitat that is of
importance to adult life
stages of monkfish and
plaice and moderate risk to
habitat of importance to
mullet.

Table 17 Implications for ES provision, benefits to the fishing industry and implications to species habitat under
scenario 1

Even though fishing effort would be undertaken outside the SAC in scenario 1 and the Conservation
objectives to ‘recover’ would be on course to be met within IoS MPAs, ‘good environmental status’ targets
would not be met under scenario 1, due to impact on habitats outside the SAC. ES flows from the assets
related to the habitat quality of circalittoral reef and mixed substratum communities would also be heavily
impacted. For highly sensitive benthic communities, recovery to pre-impact communities providing levels of
Ecological function and ecosystem service delivery may take up to 20 years (Tyler-Walters et al., 2018;
2019).
Degradation of habitats is related to sensitivity to bottom trawl and dredge activity, identified in MarESA
assessments (Tyler-Walter et al., 2018; 2019). For instance, areas of sponge and hydroid communities on
reef and boulder habitat were recorded in comparable areas to be greatly reduced, and boulders even
completely removed where scallop dredging activity has been undertaken (Hinz et al., 2011; Picton &
Goodwin, 2007). Recovery of sensitive habitats, with slow growing species characterising communities was
reviewed to take up to 20 years (Tyler-Walters et al., 2018, 2019).
In Lyme Bay, UK habitat structural complexity, supporting functional restoration of ES such as food
provision and tourism and nature watching, displayed positive responses within 3 years following the
cessation of towed demersal fishing (Sheehan et al., 2013). However, definitive evidence of recovery was
only noted for species richness and three of the 13 indicator taxa in the study (Sheehan et al., 2013).
Recovery for habitat asset extents impacted in scenario 1 would require cessation of activity, and repeated
activity in the scenario would not allow this. Alleviating negative impacts on species – habitat linkages
would also require recovery of supporting habitat.
Recovery of European lobster H. gammurus, with increases in catch per unit effort have followed full
protection of marine habitats, combined with restocking, similar to restocking programs in Isles of Scilly,
within 2 years (Cau et al., 2019). If activity was permitted and later ceased, an increase of ecosystem
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service provision within 2-3 years may occur, but full contribution to expected level of delivery of ES,
considering recovering beyond the shifted baseline, will take longer (Klein and Thurstan, 2016; Rees et al.,
2019).
When interpreting the scenario it is important to be aware that the interaction of spatial fishing effort with
habitats extends over all habitats in the area defined in the scenario. Low powered vessels using scallop
dredges may be unlikely to be capable of towing through hard substratum, and fishers are likely to be
unwilling to damage equipment. As such, impact on circalittoral rock habitat, that is not veneer or boulder
habitat, may be lower than predicted. Low sensitivity habitat to the pressures of sub-surface penetration
and habitat change are present in the spatial extent of scenario 1 (Figure 16,17). Repeated activity is likely
to still have a negative impact on condition and potential contribution to ecosystem service delivery from
these habitats, although less so than for more sensitive habitats (recovery if activity ceases ~<2 years
(Tyler-Walters et al., 2018; 2019). There is also limited extent for vessels to operate in, within these
predominantly sand and coarse sediment habitats (Figure 16,17).
Scenario 1 addresses challenges to meet a proportion of fisher’s perceived socio-economic benefits from
having a more diverse fishery, but at the added risk of increasing conflict between static and mobile gear
fisheries and reducing sustainability.
Fishers were not asked to provide financial data as part of interview surveys in this study. Comparable
fisheries in an inshore region of south west UK (Lyme Bay), demonstrated income inequality between
inshore static gear fisheries and bottom towed gear fisheries (Rees et al., 2016). Estimated average profit
for respondents fishing from ports within Lyme Bay using static gears was £15,000 and ranged from
respondents just covering costs to others making £20-30,000 profit (Rees et al., 2016). There was large
disparity between estimated profit values provided by respondents from Lyme Bay ports using bottom
towed gears. Estimated average profit of £22,500 was suggested by one group of respondents using
bottom towed gears and much greater profit, in excess of £100,000 was returned by another group that
included operators of larger, more powerful vessels with greater range (Rees et al., 2016).
It is evident that increasing opportunity for bottom towed gear fisheries provides potential greater profit from
fisheries in Isles of Scilly. However, the increase in profit is likely to be smaller for inshore vessels with
lower power and range, than the profit available for larger more powerful vessels with greater range
entering the fishery.
Of the bottom towed gear fisheries in the UK the scallop fishery has been under increasing pressure due to
loss of grounds (e.g. through restrictions within MPAs, permits and potting separation agreements) (Cappell
et al., 2018). Conflict within the fishery between larger nomadic vessels operating within the scallop fishery
and smaller vessels with limited range using scallop dredges in UK regions has increased, particularly in
English waters (Defra, 2011).
It is recognised that increasing grounds available to smaller vessels would reduce conflict within the scallop
fishery and increase economic sustainability for smaller vessels in the sector. Spatial management
however, also needs to take into account the negative impacts of increasing scallop dredge fishing activity
on habitat condition as well as loss of resources supporting static gear fisheries. There are also negative
implications on range of other ES benefits. Increasing mobile towed gear activity will also potentially
increase conflict between mobile and static gear fisheries within the district.

5.6.1. Scenario 2
Figure 16 shows scenario 2 overlayed with the proposed no trawl area. The area open for trawling
modelled under scenario 2 is less extensive than the proposed ‘Option 2’. Additional areas can be identified
in area of moderate sensitivity in the north, and wider areas of moderate and low sensitivity in the south
and east. The other principal difference is that scenario 2 models a more intense level of potting than is
current or likely. This means that the potential for gear conflict is reduced, and the overall level of pressure
from this activity would be less. There are undoubtedly some negative impacts, but it is not possible to
repeat the models based on the final proposal. Below Ashley et al (2019) summarises the implications:
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When fishing effort would be undertaken outside the SAC in scenario 2 and conservation objectives to
‘recover’ would be on course to be met within MPAs, ‘good environmental status’ targets under MSFD
Descriptor 6 outside MPAs will be negatively impacted. Targets in relation to sublittoral coarse sediments
would be below target under scenario 2. ES flows related to habitat quality of sublittoral coarse sediments
would, thereby, be impacted.
Recovery to communities providing reviewed levels of ES delivery may take up to 10 years, and repeated
activity is likely to prevent full recovery to a state where ES provision is at reviewed levels under unimpacted conditions (Tyler-Walters et al., 2018; 2019; Klein and Thurstan, 2016; Rees et. al., 2019). It is
noted that there may be short term benefits from availability of scavenging fish and shellfish species that
are attracted to previously trawled locations, due to presence of killed or damaged prey organisms. This
behaviour of scavenging species has been related to the observation of trawlers turning through 180
degrees to return to a trawl line (Kaiser & Spencer, 1994; Mills et al., 2006; Rijnsdorp et al., 2000). Long
term recoverability of the benthic fauna within the soft substratum habitats and long-term sustainability of
stocks, however, also needs to be taken into account. In addition, longer term impacts to ES not associated
with fishing catches, such as clean water and sediment and tourism and nature watching need to be
considered as any loss in benefits linked to these ES would have economic impacts for the recreation and
tourism sector.
Scenario 2 provides diversification options that could provide income from otter trawling, bait to potters, and
landings that could support any new market initiatives in Isles of Scilly. There is risk of increasing conflict
between static and mobile gear fisheries if mobile gear effort increased in, as identified by a large
proportion of the Isles of Scilly fishers interviewed, especially if activity is undertaken intensively over large
spatial scales.

Scenario 2: Otter trawl and potting >15 pots per .25km² increase effort in locations
with ‘low’ sensitivity to ‘abrasion’ outside SAC.
Implication for ES provision
Implication for fishing
Implication for species
industry
habitat
•

•
•

•

•

Increased risk to provision
of ES ‘food’, ‘Tourism and
nature watching’, ‘Clean
water and sediments’.
Potential risk to ES ‘healthy
climate’ from impacts to
benthic infauna.
Recovery time to preexisting species
communities is up to 2
years for low sensitivity
habitats.
Recovery time would
increase with increased
effort frequency and
intensity.
Spatial extent of ‘reef’
unknown and even within
low sensitivity ‘sand fauna’
habitat, reef species occur
in video tows, thereby risk
may be greater than
predicted.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

231 km² of seabed available
for otter trawling.
Diversification options for
Isles of Scilly fishers.
Economic opportunity for
UK fishers.
Bait available for IoS
fishery.
Potential for more reliable
service to hotels and
restaurants.
Potential for land based
business opportunities.
Potential for gear conflict.
Negative impact on potting
and tangle net fishery from
increased otter trawl
activity.
Negative impact on fishers
using vessels and methods
that have limited range (and
so alternative fishing
options).

• Moderate risk of impact to
habitat that is of importance
for adult and juvenile life
stages of lobster and
crawfish.
• Moderate risk of impact to
habitat that is of importance
to adult life stages of crab,
turbot, skates and rays,
sole, monkfish and plaice.
• Low risk of negative impact
to habitat that is of
importance to mullet.
• Does not interact with reef
habitat of importance to
pollack.
• Potential to attract
scavenging species to trawl
tracks.

Table 18 Implications for ES provision, benefits to the fishing industry and implications to species habitat under
scenario 2
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5.6.2. Scenario 3
As with scenario 2, there are important differences between the proposal and what has been modelled in
Scenario 3. The area open to mobile gear in the proposed byelaw does not include iVMS Area 2 in the
south east part of the SAC and reduces the area of high sensitivity to the east of St. Marys. However the
area open to mobile gear in the north is more extensive in the proposed byelaw than in this modelled
scenario. The following is a summary provided in Ashley et al (2019):
Under scenario 3 increased otter trawl activity interacted with a variety of habitats. Interaction with
circalittoral reef biotopes assessed to have medium or greater sensitivity to abrasion, led to a significant
negative impact on level of contribution to multiple ES (Tyler Walters et al., 2018; 2019). It is recognised
however, degradation of circalittoral reef habitat may be overestimated as skippers of low powered otter
trawl vessels are believed to avoid known reef areas to avoid gear entanglement. Mixed boulder and
veneer ground, identified in towed video surveys, may, however still be impacted in this scenario.

Scenario 3. Otter trawl effort increases in iVMS area and eastern area of district
(204km² habitat mosaic of high to low sensitivity habitats)
Implication for ES provision
Implication for fishing
Implication for species
industry
habitat
•

•
•
•

•

Increased risk to provision
of ES ‘food’, ‘Tourism and
nature watching’, ‘Clean
water and sediments’.
Potential risk to ES ‘healthy
climate’ from impacts to
benthic infauna.
Recovery time to reinstate
ES provision is 2 years for
low sensitivity habitats.
Recovery time would
significantly increase with
increased effort frequency
and intensity.
Spatial extent of ‘reef’
unknown and even within
low sensitivity ‘sand fauna’
habitat, reef species occur
in video tows, thereby risk
may be greater than
predicted.

•
•
•
•
•
•

204km² of seabed available
for otter trawl effort.
Diversification options for
Isles of Scilly fishers.
Economic opportunity for
UK fishers.
Potential for gear conflict.
Negative impact on potting
and tangle net fishery.
Negative impact on fishers
using vessels and methods
that have limited range (and
so alternative fishing
options).

• Significant risk of impact to
habitat that is of
importance for adult life
stages of lobster, crawfish
and pollack.
• High risk of impact to
habitat that is of
importance to adult and
juvenile life stages of
lobster and turbot, and
adult life stages of crab,
monkfish, plaice, sole,
skates and rays.

Table 19: Implications for ecosystem service provision, benefits to the fishing industry and implications to species
habitat under scenario 3

Under scenario 3 there was not as large a negative impact on risk to ES provision and risk to specieshabitat linkages as dredging activity across the same region in scenario 1. There are, however, negative
impacts to the 3 species that support the highest economic value related to current Isles of Scilly fisheries,
in comparison to risk under current activity. Fishers potting near reef habitat for lobster and tangle netting
for crawfish and potting for crab in coarse, mixed and sand substratum habitats in the zone considered in
scenario 3, are also likely to encounter gear conflict if number of trawling vessels and effort increases. As
Isles of Scilly boats have size and length restrictions, opportunity to travel further to alternative grounds to
avoid conflict is limited, especially as the zone in scenario 3 is a sheltered region in relation to prevailing
south-westerly winds. Safety risks would be increased if potting and netting effort is displaced (Rees et al.,
2016). Increasing otter trawl activity within Isles of Scilly IFCA district, would however, potentially provide
cheaper and locally sourced bait for potting and diversification options for older and younger Isles of Scilly
fishers.

Page 61 of 106

Information Classification: PUBLIC

6. Costs and benefits of preferred option
This section explains the costs and benefits of this policy and the methodology used to estimate them.
Natural capital accounts provide a means of monitoring change in natural capital over time within a
framework that is comparable to economic accounts, providing a broader measure of progress. The natural
capital approach is appropriate for the assessment of trade-offs, as it provides a structured approach to the
evaluation of a wide range of benefits and the potential impacts on them. The natural capital approach has
been adopted within this Impact Assessment as it allows a holistic view of the regulatory options to be
taken, considering the food provision and the economic return of the sector in terms of the costs to other
natural capital assets and ecosystem services affected by different fishing strategies.
The use of scenarios as detailed in section 5.6 provide an illustrative tool through which the relative
economic and ecological gains and losses can be compared.
6.1. Key monetised and non-monetised costs
6.1.1. Fisheries impacts
It should be noted that the following losses are in the context of long term recovery, sustainability and
environmental protection.
The proposed Option 2 would prohibit mobile gear from a total area of 399km2; this is an additional 168km2
from the area that is currently closed to mobile gear (the prohibited area). Expanding the area by including
the ‘iVMS area 1’ and ‘iVMS area 2’ is a total of 53km2 and therefore the additional area outside the SAC is
a total of 115km2. At present, 575 km2 remains open to trawling within the district.
An additional 115km2 will therefore be restricted to mobile gear, including both otter trawl and scallop
dredge. The habitat in this area is primarily low energy circalittoral rock (reef) with associated bryozoan and
hydroid species attached; there are also patches of mixed sediment. This area is primarily of interest to
scallop dredging activity; so there are potential costs to potential earnings if the no trawl zone area is
extended as part of the proposed byelaw conditions. The areas of mixed sediments within the district to the
north and east of the islands will primarily be of interest to otter trawlers and these areas have largely been
left open within the permit conditions of the proposed byelaw.
6.1.2. Reduced landings and profit
Between 2014 and 2018 a small part of the area proposed for closure was used by a light otter trawl (see
figure 12, 13). This vessel was based on the Isles of Scilly until 2018 and the Olex tracks that have been
mapped in Figure 12 and 13 show that it predominantly used fishing grounds in the northern part of the
district.
There are three permit applications for vessels under 10 metres wishing to use scallop dredge gear for
some or all of the time; and an estimated further two vessels over 10 metres with an interest in using more
than four scallop dredges in the area outside of four nautical miles (that would lose fishing ground if the
restriction to four scallop dredges was introduced). These figures do not represent a loss to existing activity,
since no new permits have been issued since 2013); but stakeholder meetings carried out in Newlyn in
2018 and 2019 have highlighted that these businesses have an interest and therefore a potential loss.
There are applications or interest for five vessels under 10 metres wishing to use otter trawl gear for some
or all of the time. These vessels would be restricted from an additional 168km2 of potential fishing ground
inside and outside the SAC. Since these vessels come from the mainland, it is likely that their primary
interest would be in the sea area to the east of St. Marys. Otter trawl activity would predominantly take
Page 62 of 106

Information Classification: PUBLIC

place in sand and mixed sediment habitats (as opposed to rock and reef habitats). Figure 13 shows that the
mobile gear closure is primarily within areas of rock and reef veneer habitats, and therefore not suitable
fishing ground. For the purposes of this Impact Assessment, no economic losses for otter trawl gear have
been calculated. The value of landings from the otter trawl vessel in 2018 was £22,860.
The only economic losses are modelled for three under 15m scallop dredge vessels. The figures are
obviously likely to be an overestimate since these vessels will be much smaller (under 10m) and three will
be using scallop dredges on a part time basis. The average operating profit for under 15m vessels is
£26,290 and the average fishing income is £173,000; a total potential economic loss of £131,450 of profit or
£865,000 total income per year. The figure of £570,900 is estimated as two thirds of this total potential
economic loss, reduced because of the smaller size. The extent to which five vessels would realistically be
able to fish in such the small area identified as suitable for scallops (see figure 12) is unlikely, since it
wouldn’t be feasibly fished and productive annually, but nevertheless the assumption is made. £865,000 is
therefore used as a high estimate, £250,000 as a low estimate and £570,900 as a best estimate. No details
are made in the Seafish economic analysis for how many scallop dredges are used. For this Impact
Assessment, no distinction is made between the loss of the ground that is of primary interest to scallopers
and the limit of four dredges. It should be noted that CFPO stated that the limit of four dredges would mean
that no scalloper would be economically viable. However, the area that remains open to mobile gear within
the district is relatively small and the current proposal within the permit conditions of four will mean that
impacts will be minimised and benefits shared across a wider group of permit holders. This restriction can
be reviewed in future permit conditions if the cost threshold is too high to enable economically viable
activity.
6.1.3. Displacement
The only vessel that used the Isles of Scilly district for mobile gear activity ceased to operate in 2018 and
was sold. Therefore there is no displacement impact.
6.1.4. Gear changes
There are not expected to be costs to fishermen required to change gear. The scallop fleet in Cornwall
have other options for fishing grounds, and there is no displacement from current activity.
6.1.5. Familiarisation costs to fishers
All fishermen that are issued a permit would be required to familiarise themselves with the byelaw and it
would be highly recommended to input the co-ordinates of the no trawl zone into electronic navigation
equipment. The mean average hourly wage for marine fishers (agriculture, forestry and fishing) in 2018 was
£9.97 per hour (office of national statistics figures). This IA uses a 30% allowance for non-wage costs to
calculate an hourly cost to businesses of £12.96. Five fishers using permits for otter trawl gear would mean
that there was a one-off familiarisation cost of £648 assuming a two-hour familiarisation requirement per
fisherman.
6.1.6. Increased static gear activity
With the potential exclusion of trawling from an additional area within and to the east of the SAC, there is
an associated potential for an increase in static gear activity. However, since very little mobile gear activity
has been recorded over the last ten years, this is unlikely. The challenging sea and weather conditions
together with the restriction on vessel weight and length means that there is little chance of a significant
increase in static gear activity.
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6.1.7. Cost of implementation to Government
Isles of Scilly IFCA will regulate and monitor the no-trawl area through the use of:
•

Communication – Use of social media, leaflets and direct communication to potential users. This
cost will be incorporated into current budgets. It is estimated that this will cost £25 for materials and
comprise 1 day of work per year, equating to £288.

•

Remote monitoring – Use of remote monitoring of VMS and iVMS is undertaken on a routine basis
and proposed changes to the byelaw will not require any additional resource.

•

Sea based patrols – Sea patrols are undertaken as a matter of routine between March and
November. These include operations for vessel sightings, intelligence gathering and boarding
inspections. There is likely to be an increased need for operations to take place in the sea area to
the east of St. Marys, and therefore an additional five days patrol per year have been costed at a
cost of £5,465.

•

Monitoring and research – We will seek external funds to enable us to monitor changes and the
condition of features within the protected area. Initial estimates for research using towed video and
drop down camera are £17,375 per annum. However, in the context of the Impact Assessment
these are not ‘additional costs’ nor can they be borne by the Authority since this research budget
does not exist. They are therefore not included in the calculations.

Low
£217
£3,274
£15,000
£289
£2,000
£18,780

Communication
Sea patrols
Monitoring and research
Administration
Review
Totals

High
£ 433
£8,731
£ 25,000
£ 578
£6,000
£34,742

Costs (£ per year)
Best
£289
£5,457
£17,375
£433
£3,000
£23,554

Table 20 Administrative and enforcement costs estimate
Table 21 Administrative and enforcement costs estimate

Summary of costs

Familiarisation costs
Permit costs
Lost revenue from fishery
Total cost to business
Implementation costs
Total costs to Government
Total costs

One off cost
Average recurring
Cost to business
£648
£0
£
£250
£0
£570,900
£
65
£571,150
Cost to government
£1038
£22,840
£1038
£ 22,840
£1686
£593,990

Table 22 Summary of costs
Table 23 Summary of costs

6.2. Fisheries relative costs and benefits assessment
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Total cost
£ 648
£250
£570,900
£571,798
£0
£0
£571,798
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This Impact Assessment presents and compares the economic costs of loss of potential fishing ground to
five under 10m scallop dredgers (estimated at £570,900) per year versus the losses of ecosystem service
assets as a result of ‘penetration’ pressures to the reef veneer habitat. The comparison therefore is one of
estimated financial metric versus relative loss or gains to ecosystem services. In other words, it is inevitable
that there is a large margin of error.
6.3. What the ecosystem service asset and risk register and Scenarios tell us
The research undertaken by the University of Plymouth in 2018-2019 (Ashley et al 2019) was designed to
help underpin and inform decisions for this byelaw, in particular the extent and location of any area closed
to trawling. At a basic level allowing trawling and scallop dredging versus protection of the seabed habitats
is an economic and ecological trade off. The mapping of habitats and use of the MarESA tool helps develop
an understanding where ecological impacts are greatest based on the vulnerability of the habitats. As
Ashley et al (2019) notes; ‘all scenarios increased risk or loss of ecosystem service from the baseline of
current fishing activitiy.’
The Impact Assessment is not able to present economic figures for benefits to the fishing industry as there
are too many uncertainities for how the static gear sector or other potential benefits can be reliably
monetised. The narrative presented through this Impact Assessment explains why and how the trade-off
has been reached in closing some areas to trawling and others remaining open. For some economic
interests it represents a potential direct economic loss which has been calculated and presented in the
Impact Assessment. On the other hand, the potential ecological and ecosystem service losses are
identified in relative and descriptive terms, with greater levels of uncertainty. This is an inevitable factor in
evaluating ecological and economic trade offs; ultimately the decision has to be political and in the case of
the IFCA based on the overarching goal that is identified in section 153 of the Marine and Coastal Access
Act to ‘balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting the sea fisheries resources of the district with
a need to protect the marine environment from, or promote its recovery from, the effects of such
exploitation.’
The proposed byelaw closed area was informed by the maps identifying the areas of reef habitat covered
by a sediment veneer. This is a habitat that had not previously been identified. Figure 16 shows how this
habitat extends between 2 and 2.5 nautical miles to the east of the SAC boundary. In closing this area to
mobile fishing gear, the objective is to protect an area with greatest vulnerability and ensure that the
ecosystem service benefits can continue.
The Scenarios developed and used in Ashley et al (2019) provide an insight into how different gear types
and their footprints would lead to ecological and economic costs and benefits. Any increase from the
current status quo (in which very limited mobile gear activity takes place) would lead to a decline in
ecosystem services. Broadly the scenarios help to illustrate the greater risk of declines in ecosystem
service benefits if scallop dredge activities take place within the areas of vulnerable reef habitat.
Ashley et al (2019) p63 describe this as follows:
“If increasing economic benefits is required to maintain a fishery on Isles of Scilly, to provide diversification
options for fishers, increased fish catches for local processors and restaurants and regular bait for the
potting fishery, decision making would effectively require consideration of acceptable loss in relation to
achieving ecological targets. Greatest risk to ecosystem service delivery and species-habitat linkages were
assessed in relation to fishing activities where gear penetrates soft substratum, or in the case of boulders,
may remove the substratum, such as scallop dredging in Scenario 1. Even if interactions with reef habitat
were removed from this scenario, large proportions of coarse sediment and mixed sublittoral habitats within
the IFCA district would be degraded, with negative implications for the level of delivery of multiple
ecosystem service benefits which would potentially impact on other economic interests in the IoS, such as
recreation and tourism and clean water and sediment benefits. Providing access for limited otter trawling
activity to lowest sensitivity habitats in scenario 2 provided the smallest negative impact on ecological
targets of all scenarios, but, still limited ecosystem service flows and achievement of GES targets in
comparison to current activity.”
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The proposal therefore represents a balance or a compromise between the need to support economic
activity and the need to ensure protection of habitats. The no-trawl zone protects areas with the highest
concentration of habitats with high vulnerability to penetration which are identified in the asset register of
having high importance for ecosystem services. In return, clearly demarcated trawling areas that are open
small scale otter trawl and scallop dredge activities provide economic benefits to the fishery.
6.4. Benefits
Studies that attempt to compare the total value of global ecosystems demonstrate the high relative value of
marine, coastal and transitional environments (de Groot et al., 2012). The range of habitats across the
nearshore area support a valuable flow of ecosystem services that underpin human wellbeing. Many of the
uses of the marine environment are dependent on healthy natural capital. The removal of the abrasive and
penetrative pressure of scallop dredging on sensitive and valuable reef habitats, as well as the reduction in
bycatch of juveniles and non-target species, will benefit the range of ecosystem services that these natural
capital assets provide.
6.4.1. Food provision and sustainable fisheries
Management proposals will help to ensure that we have healthy fish stocks that are exploited sustainably,
and support long-term viability of the local fishing sector (HM Government, 2018). Fishing in a sustainable
way within these sensitive reef areas will also help protect the coastal ecosystems that underpin the fish
species we rely on. Protecting and enhancing essential fish habitats including functional habitats for
breeding fish and nursery grounds for their juveniles, providing food and shelter, will support food provision.
The economic benefits associated with protecting essential fish habitats would be felt across local
commercial and recreational fisheries. Specific benefits will include predicted increased breeding success
of exploited fish species. Benefits to more sustainable lower-impact fishing operations including angling and
pot and gill net fishing are envisaged.
Protection of the key habitats is vital for local, smaller-scale fishers who are tied to their local environment,
being unable to exploit areas further offshore if the environment becomes degraded and juvenile stocks are
impacted. Proposals aim to support numerous lower impact fishers and associated businesses through the
prohibition of a smaller number of higher impact fishers. Trawling can move further offshore where the
habitat vulnerability is generally-speaking lower.
The socio-economic changes resulting from the Lyme Bay closed area inside which scallop dredging and
bottom trawling were banned in July 2008 were assessed by Mangi et al (2011). This found static gear
fishermen who fish inside closed area able to increase number of crab and whelk pots they deploy. They
have also experienced improved fishing conditions, reporting gear safety and less conflict, and increased
fishing income as a result. Rees
There are likely to be improved long-term economic prospects for static gear fisheries that use the district.
The numbers are relatively low; Perry et al (2019) shows between 3 and 6 vessels using this area between
March and November); but there are likely to be benefits in terms of habitat for nursery grounds. The at
sale value of shellfish landed in Scilly was £603,010 in 2018; a figure that is slightly higher than the best
estimate of economic loss of potential income for scallop dredging.
Ashley et al (2019) note negative impacts to ecosystem services were ‘lower for scenarios that increased
spatial effort of otter trawling activity, compared to increased spatial effort of scallop dredge activity.’ The
report concludes that Scenario [Option] 2 has the lowest negative implications for ecosystem service
benefit provision and risk for species-habitat linkages.
The report highlights that the greatest risk to ecosystem service delivery and species-habitat linkages were
assessed in relation to fishing activities where gear penetrates soft substratum.
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Economic benefits from maintaining an otter trawl fishery to provide ‘diversification options for fishers,
increased fish catches for local processors and restaurants and regular bait for the potting fishery….would
effectively require consideration of acceptable loss in relation to achieving ecological targets.’ Increasing
sales and marketing opportunities and investment in processing or icing facilities has been benefiticial in
supporting economic wellbeing linked to static gear fisheries in Lyme Bay (Rees et al 2016).
Ashley et al (2019) acknowledge the economic and environmental trade offs that need to be balanced in
decision making, ‘increasing economic opportunity through permitting activities that also increase pressures
on the marine environment will have negative ecological consequences and this must be balanced against
short and long-term economic goals.
6.4.2. Static gear fisheries benefits
There are likely to be improved long-term economic prospects for static gear fisheries using the proposed
exclusion area. There are only a small number of vessels (<5) that have been identified as deploying static
gear (crab pots) in this area. It is not viable to try and calculate the extent of the growth in landings or
profits, nor can economic costs to scallop dredgers be translated directly to economic benefits to static gear
vessels.
6.4.3. Important habitats and species
The proposed management will restrict mobile gear activity within the area of the SAC and an additional
area of reef habitat to the east of St. Marys. This Impact Assessment therefore does not focus on the
shallow intertidal sediments, seagrass or infralittoral reef that are found around the islands and islets. The
focus is on the deeper circalittoral rock and subtidal sediments that are found at depths of over 60 metres.
Areas previously modelled as soft substratum were identified to be reef associated species which would
require a hard substratum to attach to; and the towed video showed a thin veneer of sediment over
underlying circalittoral rock habitat. These are colonised with ‘rich sponge, anemone and bryozoan
communities in good condition’ (Ashley et al 2019).
The reef fauna with sediment veneer is not a designated habitat, but it is closest linked to A4.3 low energy
circalittoral rock and A4.12, A4.13 and A4.21 (fragile spone and anthozoan communities on subtidal rocky
habitats). These provide important nusery and adult habitat for many species, of which several are a direct
food source for fisheries. For circalittoral These linkages include Crab (Cancer pagurus), Lobster (Homarus
gammarus), Crawfish (Palinurus elephas), Pollack (Pollachius pollachius) at a ‘very high level’ and Plaice
(Pleuronectes platessa) and scallop (Pecten maximus) at a high level. (Table 20)
The proposed management aims to allow the natural capital of valuable sensitive sites to reach its full
potential, including circalittoral reef and soft sediment habitats. There is often more diversity when the
habitat is more heterogeneous and structurally complex.

6.4.4. Healthy climate
Marine ecosystems are important for climate regulation, sequestering and storing more than half (55% of
the world’s carbon. The Government’s Office for Science Foresight Future of the Sea report estimates the
climate regulation/carbon dioxide sequestration ni the coastal shelf provides £7 billion Gross Value Added
(GVA). Any increase in bottom towed fishing activity would increase the risk of loss of climate regulation
benefits of the soft substratum and reef habitats. The evidence around contribution of specific habitats is
more limited, and especially so for subtidal habitats. For this reason, carbon values in terms of mitigating
emissions or measuring the long term damage by a tonne of carbon are not included. (Table 20)
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Natural Capital Asset: Habitats in Isles of Scilly
IFCA District

Extent (km²)
of habitat
within IOS

Extent (km²)
within an
MPA &
extent (km²)
in ‘recover’

Subtidal
reef

Subtidal
sediment

Extent (km²)
in MPAs
interacting
with a
management
measure to
reduce
benthic
impact

Contribution to ES Goods/Benefits

References
Food (wild
food)

Tourism
(incl. nature
watching
and
recreation)

Sea Defence

1

1

Healthy
climate

Clean water
and
sediments

A4: Circalittoral rock
and other hard
substrata

372.51

169.58 /
16.99

133.49 /
4.17

1

A5.1: Sublittoral
coarse sediment

306.67

56.9 / 8.59

19.51 /
2.74

2

3

3

Potts et al. 2014; Paramour, 2006; Queirós et al., 2013; Howard et al. 2017

A5.2: Sublittoral sand

223.53

6.25 / 0

5.19 / 0.02

2

3

3

Potts et al. 2014; Van Hoey et al., 2008; Paramour, 2006; Queirós et al., 2013;
Howard et al. 2017

11.07

5.65 / 0

5.35 / 0.41

2

3

3

Potts et al. 2014; Paramour, 2006; Queirós et al., 2013; Howard et al. 2017

5.38

5.14 / 0

5.14 / 0.36

3

2

Potts et al. 2014; Fletcher et al 2012; Howard et al., 2017; Cebrian et al., 1997;
Duarte, 2011; Kennedy, 2009

A5.4: Sublittoral
mixed sediments
A5.5: Sublittoral
macrophyte
dominated sediment

Confidence in evidence available to assign ES provision

1

1

Potts et al. 2014; Fletcher et al 2012; Bradshaw, Collins & Brand, 2003; Lindholm,
Auster & Valentine, 2004; Lindholm et al., 2001; Beaumont et al., 2007; Sheehan et
al., 2013; Broszeit et al., 2017; Howard et al., 2017

2

Scale of ecosystem service contribution relative to other features

3

UK-related, peer-reviewed literature

#

Significant contribution

2

Grey or overseas literature

#

Moderate

1

Expert opinion

#

Low

[Blank]

Not assessed

#

No or neglibible

[Blank]
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Not assessed

Table 24 Five principal subtidal habitats present in Isles
of Scilly district, their extent and contribution to
ecosystem services from Ahsley et al (2019) ‘additional
materials’

Information Classification: PUBLIC

Very High importance to supporting species

Negligible importance

a

Provides adult habitat

spn.

Associated with spawning

jv.

Provides nursery habitat
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Scallop Pecten maximus

Megrim Lepidorhombus whiffiagonis

Turbot Scophthalmus maximus

Monkfish Lophius spp

Small-eyed ray Raja microocellata

jv.

Table 25 Key commercial species and links to
habitat moderate energy circalittoral rock (from
Ashley et al 2019)

Moderate to High importance
Low importance

Blonde ray Raja brachyura

a

Thornback ray Raja clavata

A

Plaice Pleuronectes platessa

a

Sole Solea solea

Pollack Pollachius pollachius

a

Grey mullet (thick lipped Chelon labrosus)
(Thin lipped Liza ramada)

Crawfish Palinurus elephas

High Energy,
Moderate Energy,
Circalittoral Rock
(A4.1, 4.2.)

Lobster Homarus gammarus

Habitat interactions

Crab Cancer pagarus

Key commercial species (landings >0.05t in 2018) landed to Isles of Scilly ports

Table 26 Key commercial species and links to
habitat moderate energy circalittoral rock (from
Ashley et al 2019)
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6.4.5. Tourism and recreation
The tourism economy is important for Isles of Scilly.
There is anticipated to be benefits to other users from habitat protection and recovery. These include local
residents and visitors. However, it is important to note that these habitats are in deep water (>60m) and out
of reach to recreational SCUBA diving. Indirect links from these habitats to other parts of the ecosystem are
not possible to map.
6.4.6. Fisheries economic and societal benefits versus recreational sectors
In the Natural Capital Committee’s report on marine and the 25 year plan (2019) it highlights that fisheries
have a comparatively small economic, social, health and wellbeing impact on UK people compared to
leisure, recreation and tourism. The Government’s Office for Science Foresight Future of the Sea report
provides values of benefits from ecosystem services in the UK, indicating aquaculture, fisheries and
processing provides 1.1 billion Gross Value Added (GVA), compared to 4.5 billion GVA from marine tourism
and recreation. The UK National Ecosystem Assessment (NEA) suggested that coastal margin habitats
provided 3.5% of the UK’s gross national income, from 0.6% of its land area (Jones, 2014).
Some of the recreational sectors, such as sea angling and wildlife watching, are directly or indirectly in
competition for the same natural capital resources. These trade-offs need to be considered to ensure the
aspiration of the 25 Year Environment Plan can be met: to improve the environment, protecting and
growing its natural capital.
Natural England’s ecosystem services toolkit highlights that the economic value of fisheries often
dominates the decisions on marine management plans and also cites a review which suggests that other
non-extractive uses such as tourism (diving, kayaking, seabird watching) have the same potential value
and should be considered as such when planning marine management (Ruiz-Frau et al., 2013). A business
model for marine reserves in tropical and temperate waters also shows that the net benefits of protected
areas in terms of enhanced adjacent fisheries and tourism exceed the pre-reserve value and that economic
benefit can be seen within 5 years (Sala et al., 2013). In a study of a large temperate towed fishing gear
exclusion area the size of trophy fish was found to have increased (Blyth-Skyrme et al., 2006), which could
potentially benefit a sport fishing industry.
6.4.7. Sea angling and recreational fishing cost benefits
The numbers of sea anglers or the economic benefit to this sector has not been evaluated on Scilly. The
numbers of recreational sea anglers are anecdotally known to be very low on Scilly. Local anglers primarily
target mackerel and pollack, using their own boats to access known marks around the islands between
April and October. There are an estimated 100 residents that have their own lobster pot, catching lobster
for their own consumption. As with professional static gear fishermen, this byelaw would provide some
benefits to this sector through protection of habitats that are important to the juvenile stages for lobster
(Homarus gammarus).
6.4.8. Adding value to the MPA network
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The proposed ecosystem-based management approach also seeks to support sustainable management of
marine resources outside of Marine Protected Areas. The proposed Byelaw extends the mobile fishing
exclusion from the whole of the SAC and an area of 167km2 to the east of the SAC. Fisheries management
outside of these areas is a vital component of effective marine environmental protection, supporting
ecosystem service flows and providing ecological connectivity benefits. The size of the proposed area to be
protected from identified higher impact gear, compared to the relatively small size of the majority of MPAs
within the district, means it’s a large enough area to contain viable populations of a range of mobile and
sedentary species during most of their life cycle and allow larval transfer across all protected zones in the
nearshore area proposed across district.
As stressed in the North Devon Marine Pioneer report (Rees et al., 2019) an overriding feature of the risk
register was the contribution of the range of habitats to the provision of ecosystem service benefits. MPAs
and the management of features of conservation interest have long been considered the main policy tool to
underpin human wellbeing. Whilst MPAs may play a significant role in achieving this, the NDMP risk
register demonstrated that this is a limited assumption. ES benefits are linked to habitats and species with
and without conservation designations for management’.
Rees et al (2019) also suggest that a ‘net gain’ for natural capital may be achieved via MPA management
though a more ambitious approach to marine biodiversity conservation that considers the wider ecological
structures and processes that have the potential for ‘recovery’ and ‘renewal’ beyond the delineated
boundaries of features of conservation interest within an MPA (the whole site approach). ES benefits may
be linked to management that seeks a reduction in pressures across the ‘whole site’ along with the
identification of thresholds for sustainable use. For instance, reduction of pressures negatively impacting
sublittoral rock and soft substratum habitats further offshore (e.g. abrasion related to demersal fishing), will
benefit fish and shellfish populations that utilise multiple habitats as nursery areas or across different life
stages.
6.5. One in Two Out (OITO)
OITO is not applicable for byelaws implement by the IFCAs for their respective districts as they are local
government byelaws introducing local regulation and therefore not subject to central government
processes.
6.6. Small firms impact test and competition assessment
No firms are exempt from this byelaw as it applies to all firms who use the area, therefore it does not have
a disproportionate impact on small firms. It also has no impact on competition as it applies equally to all
businesses that utilise the area.
6.7. Risks and assumptions
Estimates for the impacts on fishers for economic loss has involved making several assumptions, which will
be tested during consultation
•
•
•
•

Assumption of ful compliance with existing legislation
Assumption that all of fleet is impacted
Assumption that data used is applied across the full ten year appraisal period
Assumption of stock boundaries

Reputational risk are a potential hazard with the proposed management introduction, in terms of being:
•
•
•

Negatively perceived by the fishing community and wider stakeholders due to restrictive measures
Negatively perceived by government for not implementing legislation and statutory failure of duty
Negative perceived by fishing community and wider stakeholders for not protecting habitats and
ensuring sustainable use
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6.8. Conclusion and preferred option with description of implementation plan
Regulation is required to update existing byelaws in the light of updated evidence. The proposed regulation
protects vulnerable habitats (and associated biota) in vulnerable locations, whilst also protecting exsting
fisheries important to the community. The proposed option has been derived from considering the best
available evidence, committee discussions and consultation with stakeholders. Based on the evidence
presented, it is considered that the environmental, societal and economic benefits of introducing the
proposed management outweigh the potneital monitoring, administrative and enforcement burden and
costs to industry.
This work contributes to the fulfilment of the Isles of Scilly IFCA’s responsibility to ensure the sustainable
management of inshore fisheries balancing environmental, social and economic costs and benefits. The
ecosystem approach to fisheries management adopted responds to a clear steer from Government as a
means to evaluate costs and benefits to business and society.
To some extent the updated Byelaw represents a continuation of existing management to limit the length
and weight of all vessels that can use the Isles of Scilly district. No changes are also proposed to the
requirement for iVMS to be installed and operational and for scallop dredge and net specifications.
The use of flexible permit conditions will enable the Authority to respond and react to improvements in
evidence or changing ecological and economic needs in the future through a gradual and evidence-based
updating of permit conditions at intervals of not less than three years. Permit conditions that have been
proposed and are considered in this Impact Assessment are to: establish a no trawl zone that
encompasses the SAC (thereby removing uncertainty and the need for continual HRAs) and an area of
vulnerable reef habitat to the east of St. Marys and to limit the number of scallop dredges that can be used
to four for the whole of the district.
Following the approval of the Byelaw by the Secretary of State, the IFCA will respond to all fishermen who
have made enquiries or requests for a permit; offering them the opportunity to purchase a new flexible
permit. New permits will be issued with a map, co-ordinates and all conditions. At the same time the IFCA
will communicate the new flexible permit conditions through their website and social media.
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Annex 1: Policy and Planning
One in Three Out (OI3O)
OI3O is not applicable for byelaws implemented for the management of inshore fisheries as
they are local government byelaws introducing local regulation and therefore not subject to
central government processes.
Small firms impact test and competition assessment
No firms are exempt from this byelaw. It applies to all firms who use the area. This measure
does not have a disproportionate impact on small firms. It also has no impact on competition
as it applies equally to all businesses that utilise the area.
Which marine plan area is the MPA and management measure in?
The proposed byelaw will include management areas in the South West inshore and
offshore marine plan areas.
Have you assessed whether the decision on this MPA management measure is in
accordance with the Marine Policy Statement and any relevant marine plan?
Yes
If so, please give details of the assessments completed:
In the South West inshore or offshore plan areas no marine plans are currently in place.
Therefore for management areas in these plan areas, consideration has been given to the
Marine Policy Statement (MPS). The decision on this fisheries management measure is in
accordance with the MPS, in particular the emphasis on stocks attaining ‘ecological
sustainability whilst optimising the wealth generation of marine fish resources and their long
term prospects.’ Furthermore, 3.8.5 of the MPS states that in the context of the Marine
Strategy Framework Directive achieving ‘good environmental status requires populations of
all commercial fish and shellfish stocks to be exploited within safe biological limits, exhibiting
a population age and size distribution that is indicative of a healthy stock.’
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Annex 2 – Reports from Fishermen meetings in February and
March 2020
Fishermens’ meeting 27th February 2020 11am to 1pm
Attendance: Mike Pender, Shamus Pender, Mark Pender, Neil Jenkins, Richard Jenkins,
Colin Jenkins, Ian Mitchell, Steve Walder, Barry Bennet, Tim Richards, Alec Hicks, Adam
Morton

Session 1 – Strengths and weaknesses of the existing byelaw
Fishermen discussed strengths and weaknesses of the byelaw.
Table 1
Strengths: Vessel size limits means that the byelaw is doing its job
Weaknesses: Unlimited scallop dredges outside 4nm; doesn’t look after the ground, should
allow some permits (and define how many), does not define clearly where tows can take
place, does not control seasonality
Lessons learned
•
•

Need to keep future byelaws simpler and easier to understand
The previous byelaw ‘crept up on us’ and was not something fully understood and
aware of

Table 2
Strengths: 11m and 10 tonne restrictions, 2-a-side scalloping restriction
Weaknesses: Lack of 4-6 mile control, ability to limit permits, lack of curfew
General discussion
•

A high level of agreement between the tables

Session 2 – Management Options
This session considered a table of options (see Annex 1) and discussed whether this
covered all the available tools; and whether some should be excluded or included
Table 1
Additional management options not mentioned on the table presented: None
Removals (management options to come off the table): None
Include: Permits should come with conditions: curfews for scalloping, no more than four
scallop dredges in total (rather than two a side), seasonal use for scalloping, beam trawl
(define light gear)
Exclude: Should not restrict engine size as this is something that is limited anyway with the
size of boat
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Table 2
Additional management options not mentioned on the table presented: None
Removals (management options to come off the table): None
Include: Power limit, seasonal/curfew, flexible permits (review annually), static gear only
within SAC (although not complete agreement around table)
Exclude: 2-a-side, 4 mile inner limit
General discussion: Although there was initial disagreement about the inclusion of engine
size, the group were happy to have this included as one of the options for the time being.

Session 3 – Overall aim for the byelaw
Based on discussions in the first two sessions, fishermen talked about the overall objectives
for the byelaw and gave some broad indications on what it should achieve and how

Table 1
•
•
•
•

A byelaw that allows us to be viable and for people to make a living
The restriction in boat size and weight is enough
However (further discussion building on the statement above), also need to see
seasonal restrictions, curfew and permits for trawling and scalloping
Acknowledgement that the byelaw will not add any further restrictions to shell fishing
activity (beyond the existing vessel size limits)

Table 2
•

Aim for minimum number of limitations: Rely on boat size, engine horse power,
tonnage and gear restrictions for scalloping. Uncertainty on the need and value of
permits.

General discussion
•
•
•

General agreement that boat length/weight are critical to the byelaw and should
remain
Engine horse power should remain as a consideration
For mobile gear permits seasonal restrictions, curfew, defined trawl lane should
remain as considerations.
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Isles of Scilly Byelaw Review – Meeting with fishermen in Newlyn at CFPO Office
13th March 2020
Attendees: Andy Wheeler (CFPO), Peter Buckland, Roger Nowell, Chris Vinnicombe,
Stephen Long, Anthony Hendy, Mark Curtis
Session 1 – Strengths and weaknesses of the existing byelaw
Fishermen were asked to provide feedback on the existing byelaw in terms of strengths and
weaknesses and any lessons learned
Strengths/advantages
• Nobody arguing with the size (length/weight) restrictions. This is a pragmatic
viewpoint based on the view what length/weight restrictions won’t change; although
12m vessels are more capable and safer. The use of permits/size restrictions could
potentially restrict visiting boats that don’t care.
Weaknesses/disadvantages
• Dredge limit inside 4nm effectively takes away the fishery and is not enough to be
viable
• The requirement for permits is a weakness (they are a double edged sword ie OK if
you can get one), as is the requirement for iVMS for mobile gear
Session 2 - Management options
Fishermen were asked to look at a set of management options and identify if there were any
obvious additions/inclusions or removals/exclusions
• Continuation of vessel weight and length was accepted as there was no expectation
that this would change
• Trawling should be left as it is, but will need to include some details for beam trawling
• Would not want to see:
o Engine limits (this was already capped at 221KW)
o Seasonal use (weather restricts anyway)
o Curfew (restrictive enough)
o Gear restrictions (remove 2-a-side)
o Permit system (Can lead to discrimination)
• If a vessel fits the size and is legal then this should be OK
Session 3 – Overall aim for the byelaw
Fishermen were asked to consider the overall objective for the byelaw between two
extremes (complete restriction or completely open)
Overall the views were that the fishery should be towards being ‘completely open’, but
acknowledge that vessel weight/length would remain
• The fishery on Scilly is largely regulating because of the tides and weather
• The byelaw should not regulate the amount of gear otherwise the fishery is not
viable.
• Scalloping can take place within a relatively small area (see map of an area drawn to
the south east of St. Marys)
• However otter trawling cannot take place within such a confined area and will need
more flexibility
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Habitat maps
• A request for us to see if we can use OLEX data that has been collected on seabed
around the islands. However, there is a question about the use of OLEX data and the
need for a LINUX operating system.
General comments
• Scilly is self-protecting (because of the weather and sea conditions) which influences
the amount of fishing effort.
• Would not want to see bigger vessels using the district
• Management is a balance, would not want to see so much fishing that the quality of
the habitats and fishery declines
• It is important that the byelaw is able to be ‘future proofed’ and able to consider how
activities and economies might change
• Fishermen highlighted that they were at the meeting because they felt there was an
opportunity and for something to be gained. Did not want to waste their time as part
of a ‘tick-box’ exercise
• The use of trawling is important as it reduces the populations of starfish and urchins
which can cause a problem for people using pots
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Table showing comparison of views on key technical components of potential byelaw changes between ‘mainland’ and ‘Isles of Scilly
fishermen

Vessel size/weight
Scalloping – restriction on numbers of
dredges
Permits
Engine horse power
Curfew
Seasonal restrictions
Spatial
General
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Scilly
Should be retained
Want to maintain maximum of four; extend
limit of four to whole of district
Should allow permits (with defined maximum)
Should remain as a consideration (although
not unanimous)
Should remain as a consideration
Should remain as a consideration
Defined trawl lane
Minimum limitations (boat size, horse power,
scalloping gear restrictions), enable viable
fishery

Newlyn
Accept that it will be retained
Remove limit of four dredges. Byelaw should
not regulate the amount of gear
No permits
Should not be used
Should not be used
Should not be used
Should not be used for otter trawling, but
scalloping can operate within small box
Fishery on Scilly is self-protecting because of
the weather and sea conditions and this
controls the amount of fishing effort
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Annex 3: Feedback to fishermen from Byelaw Working Group
meeting 1 (22nd June 2020)
Introduction and general comments
The Byelaw Working Group (Working Group) comprises three members of the Committee:
Steve Watt, Tim Allsop and Nick Jenkins
The Working Group focussed on the outputs from fishermen meetings on Scilly (27th
February) and Newlyn (13th March), looking at them in the context of the overall aims of the
byelaw and the completed research from the University of Plymouth.
This report provides interim feedback to fishing stakeholders and asks some specific
questions that will be the focus of a second meeting. As detailed in the review plan (January
2020) a second fishermens meeting will be held in August/September 2020 before
recommendations are provided to the Committee in October 2020. A formal consultation on
any revised byelaw will also take place.
The objective for the Working Group was to consider if they could find any way to ensure the
overall aims of a revised byelaw would be met through a solution that recognised
environmental protection, but also acknowledging the demands of a viable fishery. They
also need ensure that the overall aims of a revised byelaw would be based on the most up to
date scientific understanding.
It should be noted that the report from the University of Plymouth was not available for the
fishermens’ meetings in February and March. The evidence provided by the University of
Plymouth report highlights the extent of a deep reef habitat to the east of St. Marys that
would be sensitive to activities of penetration and abrasion from towed dredges and otter
trawls.
The Working Group emphasised that they want a revised byelaw to support a viable towed
gear fishery, but to limit activities to seabed types where there is moderate or low impact
from abrasion to seabed habitats.
Overall aim of the byelaw
The Working Group agreed/reiterated the overall aims of the byelaw, summarised as follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Maintain the quality of the marine environment and the ecosystem services it
provides
Ensure that the economic benefits are sustainable and spread across businesses
and society
Ensure that the district is able to support a viable and sustainable towed gear fishery
Ensure that decisions are based on best available evidence
Provide greater clarity and simplicity

Conclusions from the Working Group
There was agreement amongst both stakeholder groups that existing restrictions on vessel
weight (ten tonnes) and length (eleven metres) should be retained. This restriction has been
in place since 1971.
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Both fishermen meetings agreed that the current length (11 metres) and weight (10 tonnes)
restrictions should stay and Working Group endorsed this.
Both fishermen groups were keen to ensure that any byelaw enabled a viable towed gear
fishery. Fishermen at the Newlyn meeting were not in favour of retaining permits, regulating
the amount of gear or using horse power restrictions, curfew or seasonal restrictions.
Fishermen at the meeting on Scilly wanted permits to be used with additional considerations
for engine horse power, curfew and seasonal restrictions.
The Working Group discussed the need to include an engine power limit, recognising the
differing views from stakeholder meetings. The inclusion of an engine size limit could be
included within the byelaw, but there is no insight or expertise to determine what a balanced
threshold would be. Alternatively engine size could be added at a later date if necessary as
part of flexible permit conditions (see below). On this point the Working Group requested
further advice and feedback.
The inclusion of seasonal restrictions was not judged by the Byelaw Working Group to be a
necessary mechanism over and above other proposed mechanisms. Discussion around the
use of a curfew considered the fact that Cornwall IFCA had a byelaw which did not allow
scallop dredge use between 1900 and 0700 and whether the inclusion of a curfew would
provide additional protection for the small area of sensitive habitat. The Working Group
discussed whether a curfew could follow the nautical almanac dawn and dusk times.
Ultimately the Working Group concluded that with a continued requirement for and usage of
iVMS within the Byelaw this risk should be contained. They also noted that curfews could be
included as part of ‘flexible permit’ conditions (see below).
Trawling activity would be regulated through the remainder of the district through the use of
a permit system (as is currently the case) with attached conditions on gear. The Byelaw
Working Group discussed the use of a flexible permit scheme. This had been mentioned
several times; and the value of having flexibility to review permit conditions was seen as an
advantage for a revised byelaw.
The Working Group did not want to see a restriction to the number of permits issued. As
noted within the fishermens meetings, objectively and fairly managing the issue of permits is
challenging. If necessary, this is a requirement that could be changed in future ‘flexible
permit reviews’. The Group also noted that the area open for trawling activity was very small,
and in reality could only feasibly support a limited number of boats and still meet the aims of
the byelaw.
Finally, the group discussed spatial management of trawling activity. Fishermens meetings
had highlighted the need for ‘a defined trawl lane’ (Scilly meeting), although fishermen in
Newlyn stated that otter trawling needed ‘more flexibility’ and scalloping would target a
specific area to the east of St. Marys.
The Byelaw Working Group accepts the findings from the University of Plymouth that the
ground that scallopers want to dredge is of high environmental quality and high sensitivity to
impact. This habitat provides important ecosystem service benefits to fish and shellfish
which are of wide economic importance. As noted in the report: ‘the greatest risk to
ecosystem service benefits are where gear penetrates soft substratum or will move or
remove boulders’
Although fishermen in the Newlyn group wanted flexibility for otter trawl activities, the
Working Group are keen to ensure that areas of highest sensitivity to abrasion be avoided
where possible. The establishment of a trawling zone around the outer edges of the district
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largely includes areas of low and moderate sensitivity (see map). A revised byelaw would
seek to establish a no trawl area with a small buffer around the most sensitive habitats.
Summary
The key changes recommended by the Working Group within this review are:
• Extending limit of four scallop dredges to whole district
• Establishing a flexible permit scheme through which additional or reduced restrictions
can be placed on a permit following consultation
• Establishing a trawling zone where all permit conditions would apply (this would
include iVMS area 1, but not iVMS area 2) (see map 1)
• The number of permits issued would not be limited
• There would be no seasonal or curfew requirements
The following measures are included in the current byelaw and are proposed to continue:
• Length (11 metres) and weight (10 tonnes) maximum
• Requirement for iVMS systems to be installed and operational
• Dredge and net specifications would remain the same (Paragraphs 19 and 21)
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Annex 4 IoSIFCA Byelaw review - informal consultation
response from Natural England
Headline points
At present the proposal is to keep one small area of the SAC (the NW corner) potentially
open to bottom towed gear. Natural England recommends that the opportunity should be
taken to fully close the SAC to bottom towed gear, for three reasons:
1) There is evidence of the presence of reef feature within the NW corner of the SAC
2) Keeping an area within the SAC open to bottom towed gear has significant
implications for SAC management, and therefore the requirements for HRA for any
management measures proposed
3) The context of policy developments from government around the 25 Year
Environment Plan and the Environment Bill – in order to future proof any byelaw
written now, it should take account of the changes being proposed in the way the
natural environment is managed in the future.
Any byelaw introduced must be clear, as simple as possible, and future proofed against
changes in the fishery as far as possible.
We have supplied more detailed commentary and answers to the questions posed in the
informal consultation below, and are more than happy to discuss any of these in more detail
if that would be helpful.
The Working Group recommended extending limit of four scallop dredges to whole of
the district. How does this impact you?
Natural England supports the extension of the limit of four scallop dredges to apply to the
whole of the District.
The Working Group are proposing a flexible permit scheme. Flexible permits means
that conditions attached to a permit can change following full consultation with all
permit holders. Changes could be linked to categories such as gear type, spatial or
temporal use. What do you think about this? Have we missed anything?
Practicality of a byelaw introducing a flexible permit scheme – with respect to SAC
management
The current proposal is to leave the NW corner of the SAC open to potential exploitation by
bottom towed gear. If written to reflect this situation, the byelaw would require an
accompanying HRA to be written, to assess the likely impacts on the SAC. If the proposal is
for a permitting byelaw, then this HRA would still be required even though individual HRAs
would also be required for every additional permit application considered under the byelaw
once enacted. The initial HRA would be likely to determine no LSE (Likely Significant Effect)
on the basis that the byelaw itself does not actually allow any fishing, and issuing of any
permits in the future would then be subject to detailed HRA to further consider the potential
impacts. This situation, and requirement for multiple HRAs, would be avoided if the whole
area of the SAC were to be closed to bottom towed gear.

Details of the flexible permit scheme
More detail on how the flexible permit scheme for bottom towed gear would work would be
welcomed.
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•

Will there be a distinction between gear types or will a standard permit be issued to
all gear types? Under the current plan, it looks as though a single area within the
District will be defined within which bottom towed gear will be allowed (with a permit),
and no limit on the number of permits issued is proposed. For maximising viability of
the towed gear fishery as a whole against the least cost in terms of loss of natural
capital, it would seem to make sense to consider potentially establishing different
areas of access for different gear types. Might different zones of access be defined
for different gear types as appropriate – and is that something that could be achieved
simply (and lawfully) via a flexible permit scheme?

•

Establishing a flexible permit scheme should be ‘future proofed’ by ensuring the
ability to limit the number of permits issued even if an upper limit is not defined at the
outset. A more detailed breakdown of limits for various gear types would be
preferable, as the potential impact of 10 vessels is very different if they are light otter
trawls vs scallopers

•

Will all permit conditions apply to all permits – or might specific conditions apply to
different permits e.g. for different gear types?

Potential impacts on the SAC – distinction between gear types
Anyone wanting to operate bottom towed gear within the District will be obliged to apply for a
permit. If the area open to bottom towed gear still includes the NW corner of the SAC, then
each permit application will require an accompanying HRA to consider the potential impacts
of the proposed activity on the SAC and its features. In this instance, different gear types
would be considered differently – e.g. the impacts of a light otter trawl would be quite
different from the impacts of a scallop dredge. This sets up the possibility that applications
for permits from vessels operating lighter/less damaging gear might be granted while
applications for permits from other vessels might have to be refused based on an
assessment of their potential impact on the SAC – whether or not the vessel was planning to
operate within the small area of the SAC that remains open. Unless it could be proven that
those more damaging gear types were limited to areas outside of the SAC somehow –
perhaps by establishing different areas of operation for the different gear types via permit
conditions, if possible. The simplest option would be to remove the requirement for HRA
altogether by closing the NW corner of the SAC.
Potential impacts on the SAC – the problem of quantifying impacts from increasing
numbers of vessels
At present, the NW and SE corners of the SAC remain open and one light otter trawl has a
permit that allows them to operate there. The IFCA completed an HRA for that activity within
the iVMS areas of the SAC, and Natural England gave formal advice agreeing with the
conclusions of that HRA (namely that one light otter trawl could operate within those areas of
the SAC without adversely affecting the integrity of the site). If the NW corner of the SAC is
to remain potentially open to towed gear, providing advice on subsequent permit applications
will become more difficult each time, as the level of evidence available will not support a very
specific position on thresholds of activity that might be acceptable. So for example, the
evidence available at the time of the original HRA was sufficient to support the conclusion
that the operation of one light otter trawl would not have adverse effects on the integrity of
the site. If the proposal was for an unlimited number of vessels using bottom towed gear
were to be granted access to the SAC, it would be quite simple to support the conclusion
that this would almost certainly cause adverse effect to the integrity of the site. However,
setting the level of activity at which adverse effect occurs in between one light otter trawl,
and an unlimited number of vessels is not possible. It would therefore be difficult to manage
access for bottom towed gear to the SAC using a flexible permit scheme without either
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risking unfairness/discrimination (if permit issue was halted after an arbitrary number of
permits had been issued) or risking damage to the site (if no limit was put on the number of
permits issued). Again, this management difficulty would be avoided were the whole of the
SAC to be closed to all bottom towed gear.
The Working Group is indicating that they are going to accept the findings of the
study which show areas of high sensitivity in the area to the east of St. Marys,
therefore restricting the use of mobile gear in this zone. What are your comments
about this decision? Are there any other questions about the conclusions from the
University of Plymouth report? Should anything else be taken into account?
Natural England fully supports the conclusion based on the University of Plymouth report
that mobile gear should be restricted in the zone to the east of St Mary’s, based on the newly
available evidence showing high sensitivity habitats in that area.
Restricting access to the NW corner of the SAC
Our preference at this point would be for the exclusion of all bottom towed gear from the
whole of the SAC, including the NW corner. Management of activities within the SAC must
be such that only activities that can be proven not to undermine the integrity of the site can
be permitted to continue. The level of data available for the NW portion of the site is not
equivalent to the improved data now available for the SE portion of the site – but there is still
some evidence of presence of the reef feature in that NW corner (see screenshot included
below from our feature data – the dark red colour is where we have evidence of reef). It
would be difficult to prove that allowing bottom towed gear to operate within that corner of
the SAC would not have an adverse impact on the reef feature for which the site is
designated.

Restricting access to the wider District
Natural England support the Working Group’s aspiration to ensure that the areas of highest
sensitivity to abrasion are avoided where possible, and to target areas of low to moderate
sensitivity for inclusion in any trawling zone. We support the application of appropriate
buffers to the SAC, Bristows to the Stones MCZ and the high sensitivity area to the east of
St Mary’s at least when defining a future trawling zone. However, given that bottom towed
gear has not been used to any significant extent within the Isles of Scilly District now for
some time, it could be expected that offshore habitats throughout the District will have
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recovered to a more natural state. The more precautionary approach therefore to effectively
opening up the District to a new bottom towed gear fishery would be to open up more limited
areas for towed gear to operate within, rather than allowing access to any part of the District
where there is no currently-held evidence of habitat sensitivity. From the Working Group
notes it seems that there has already been some discussion of the feasibility of a ‘defined
trawl lane’ and/or a ‘scalloping box’ – Natural England’s recommendation is that more
closely defined solutions like this are explored in the first instance when discussing opening
up the District to towed gear.
Is there anything else that you would like to comment on from the working group
recommendations? For example any comments on the intention not to include
seasonal restrictions or to limit the numbers of permits issued?
In terms of future proofing fisheries management, the ability to cap effort in a fishery if
necessary is crucial. It is therefore important that any byelaw introduced to manage towed
gear within the District has the ability to limit the numbers of permits issued – preferably by
gear type.
Is there something that you have not had an opportunity to say yet that the working
group should consider?
It would be useful to keep in mind the wider context across Government of emerging topics
such as the ‘whole site approach’ and nature recovery, as well as the ongoing discussion
with the MMO around management measures for the Bristows to the Stones MCZ.
Context: the whole site approach
The whole site approach is as yet undefined and it is not yet clear what the practical
implications might be for MPA management, however it will represent a shift away from a
very specific feature-based approach to management. It seems likely that keeping one
corner of the SAC open to bottom-towed gear will seem anomalous in the context of a future
whole site approach to management.
Context: nature recovery
The Government has stated its commitment to establish a National Nature Recovery
Network, where the focus will not only be on designated protected sites, but also on
promoting the protection and enhancement of biodiversity and natural capital between sites
to tackle the continued fragmentation and loss of nature. In that context – opening up the
District in general to bottom towed gear seems like a regressive step, hence our preference
for exploring the option of establishing more tightly defined areas within which bottom towed
gear might operate.
Context: Bristows to the Stones MCZ management
Any byelaw drafted for the District must be compatible with management measures brought
in for towed gear in the Bristows to the Stones MCZ.
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Annex 5: Table with responses from Natural England (summary) and
CFPO (in full)
Natural England

CFPO

Natural England supports the extension of the limit of four scallop dredges to The existing byelaw limiting boats to 4 dredges is a de-facto ban on scallop
Limit of5:four
Annex
Table with apply
responses
from Natural England (summary) and CFPO (in full)
to the whole of the District.
dredging because it renders this fishing method unsafe and unviable given
scallop dredges
the weather, water depth and tidal conditions around the Scillies. We feel the
Byelaw Review Group are therefore being disingenuous in saying they
support a viable scallop dredging fishery in the district.
To the best of our knowledge, no other viable scallop fishery in the UK is
limited to just 4 dredges. We therefore oppose the proposal to apply this
restriction to the entire IOS IFCA district.
The CFPO suggest that a the IOS IFCA should adopt a limit of 12 dredges in
the district (in line with current Cornwall IFCA restrictions) but outside the
suggested no trawling zone outlined below. We feel that this compromise is
compatible with the aims of the IOS IFCA to protect habitats and features
within the SAC.

SAC management

The current proposal is to leave the NW corner of the SAC open to potential
exploitation by bottom towed gear. If written to reflect this situation, the
byelaw would require an accompanying HRA to be written, to assess the
likely impacts on the SAC. If the proposal is for a permitting byelaw, then this
HRA would still be required even though individual HRAs would also be
required for every additional permit application considered under the byelaw
once enacted. This situation, and requirement for multiple HRAs, would be
avoided if the whole area of the SAC were to be closed to bottom towed
gear.

Flexible permit
scheme

More detail on how the flexible permit scheme for bottom towed gear would
work would be welcomed. Will there be a distinction between gear types or
will a standard permit be issued to all gear types? Under the current plan, it
looks as though a single area within the District will be defined within which
bottom towed gear will be allowed (with a permit), and no limit on the
number of permits issued is proposed. For maximising viability of the towed
gear fishery as a whole against the least cost in terms of loss of natural
capital, it would seem to make sense to consider potentially establishing
different areas of access for different gear types.
Establishing a flexible permit scheme should be ‘future proofed’ by ensuring
the ability to limit the number of permits issued even if an upper limit is not
defined at the outset. A more detailed breakdown of limits for various gear
types would be preferable, as the potential impact of 10 vessels is very
different if they are light otter trawls vs scallopers.
Anyone wanting to operate bottom towed gear within the District will be
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obliged to apply for a permit. If the area open to bottom towed gear still
includes the NW corner of the SAC, then each permit application will require
an accompanying HRA to consider the potential impacts of the proposed
activity on the SAC and its features. In this instance, different gear types
would be considered differently – e.g. the impacts of a light otter trawl would
be quite different from the impacts of a scallop dredge. The simplest option
would be to remove the requirement for HRA altogether by closing the NW
corner of the SAC.

No Trawl zone

Natural England fully supports the conclusion based on the University of
Plymouth report that mobile gear should be restricted in the zone to the east
of St Mary’s, based on the newly available evidence showing high sensitivity
habitats in that area.

In terms of future proofing fisheries management, the ability to cap effort in a
Other
recommendations fishery if necessary is crucial. It is therefore important that any byelaw
introduced to manage towed gear within the District has the ability to limit
the numbers of permits issued – preferably by gear type.

No Trawling Zone The CFPO recognises the need for the IOS IFCA to
protect sensitive features and habitats within the SAC .The vast majority of
trawling ground identified lies outside of the existing SAC, or within the IVMS
areas to the NW and SE of the islands. We suggest that the no trawling
zone should follow the boundaries of the SAC, but does not include the two
IVMS area, with an appropriate buffer zone. This would be easy to enforce
with VMS
We emphasise that the existing tonnage and length restrictions significantly
limits the number of towed gear vessels eligible to apply for a permit, and
therefore agree that there is no need to limit the number of permits.
We agree that seasonal restrictions are unnecessary as the elements
naturally dictate when boats can fish in the IOS IFCA district
We suggest any suggested limit on engine power should be 221Kw which is
in line with existing Cornwall IFCA legislation.

Page 91 of 106

Information Classification: PUBLIC

Annex 6: Second review meeting
A telephone meeting will be organised for fishermen to respond. The date will be organised
through the CFPO and the Scilly Fishermens Association. Specific feedback will focus on the
following:
The Working Group recommended extending limit of four scallop dredges to whole of the
district. How does this impact you?
Working Group proposing a flexible permit scheme. Flexible permits means that conditions
attached to a permit can change following full consultation with all permit holders. Changes
could be linked to categories such as gear type, spatial or temporal use.
What do you think about this? Have we missed anything?
Trawl area
The map of a potential new trawl area has been drawn by hand by Tom Hooper and then
digitised to avoid areas of high sensitivity where possible; but also to balance a need to have
boundaries that are not too complex. Based on guidelines from Natural England and the
JNCC the buffer MPAs should be three times depth (therefore 240 metres); this has been
adapted for the Bristows to Stones MCZ, the SAC and the area of high sensitivity to the east
of St. Marys.
The Working Group is indicating that they are going to accept the findings of the study which
show areas of high sensitivity in the area to the east of St. Marys, therefore restricting the
use of mobile gear in this zone.
•
•

What are your comments about this decision? Are there any other questions
about the conclusions from the University of Plymouth report?
Should anything else be taken into account?

Other recommendations
• Is there anything else that you would like to comment on from the working
group recommendations? For example any comments on the intention not to
include seasonal restrictions or to limit the numbers of permits issued?
General
• Is there something that you have not had an opportunity to say yet that the
working group should consider?
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Annex 7: Byelaw Working Group meeting
24th September
Introduction
The meeting took place on the 24th September from 6pm until 7.15pm. Present were Steve Watt, Nick
Jenkins, Tim Allsop, Tom Hooper and Ricky Pender.
The Working Group looked at each proposal in turn and considered them in the context of feedback from
the CFPO, Natural England and local fishermen. These recommendations are now being put forward to the
Isles of Scilly IFCA for the October 22nd meeting for further review and decision on whether they should be
taken forward as an updated byelaw or not. The new byelaw would be written and come to the Committee
in January 2021; a consultation will be carried out and an updated Impact Assessment will be written with a
target date of April 2021.
Recommendations
The recommendations are grouped in three categories:
1. Measures included in the current byelaw and are proposed to continue
2. Measures that will be added or changed within the current byelaw
3. Measures that were discussed, but ultimately discounted
The following measures are included in the current byelaw and are proposed to continue:
1. Length (11 metres) and weight (10 tonnes) maximum
The continuation of vessel length and weight maximum has been in place since 1971 and is
recommended to continue as an integral part of the byelaw. It has been proven to be an effective
mechanism for management of resources in the district.
2. Requirement for iVMS systems to be installed and operational
The 2013 byelaw (paragraph 24) states that ‘the Authority may attach an additional requirement to a permit
that prohibits the permit holder from using towed fishing gear within the specified area without an
operational and functioning Inshore Vessel Monitoring System.’ IVMS systems are still in development, but
there is a reasonable expectation that these will become a national requirement and operational in the very
near future. The group noted points from an enquiry from a local fishermen about requirements for all
fishermen to have them to ensure a level playing field.
The Group recommends that the requirement for iVMS to be fitted to vessels using towed gear
remain within the byelaw; but also acknowledge that this is likely to become standard for all fishing
vessels.
3. Dredge and net specifications would remain the same (Paragraphs 19 and 21)
The group briefly discussed the technical requirements for scallop dredge (paragraph 19 in 2013 byelaw)
and for nets (paragraph 21). They noted that the vessel length and weight are one of the primary
restrictions on the type of gear that could be towed. The Working Group recommends that dredge and
net specifications remain the same.
The following are measures that are recommended to be added or changed within the current
byelaw
4. Establishing a trawling zone where all permit conditions would apply
The original proposal was for the trawling zone to include iVMS Area 1 (part of the North West SAC). The
CFPO response was that the trawling zone should ‘follow the boundaries of the SAC’. The CFPO also
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stated that trawling ground lies within two IVMS areas and that the trawling ground should ‘include the two
iVMS areas.’ Natural England agreed with the proposal to close the area to the South East, and also
wanted the SAC to be fully closed to bottom towed gear because of evidence of presence of reef features
within this part of the SAC; the requirement to carry out HRA for any permits issued and to ensure that
measures considered context of Environment Bill and 25 Year Environment Plan. The Working Group
discussed the implications for keeping iVMS Area 1 open for trawling; noting particularly that each and
every permit application would still require an HRA, which undermined one of the objectives of the byelaw
review to ensure simplicity and certainty. The Group considered whether it might be possible to distinguish
between different gear types (otter and scallop dredge) through zoning iVMS1 for otter trawls only or to
close it completely to towed gear. In considering whether it was viable to zone for otter trawls, the Working
Group looked at one of the maps produced by the University of Plymouth report which showed trawling
tracks to determine whether the removal of this area was likely to have economic impact. The map showed
that the majority of tracks were outside of iVMS1. Based on these two factors the Working Group
recommends that iVMS Area 1 is excluded from the trawling zone.
A new map has been produced (see below)
5. Extending limit of four scallop dredges to whole district
Paragraph 20 limits the number of scallop dredges to a total of four ‘within any part of the District to the
landward side of a line drawn 4 nautical miles from the 1983 baselines.’ The group considered the
feedback from the CFPO, Natural England and local fishermen. Natural England supports the limit of four
scallop dredges. However, the CFPO have stated that limiting to 4 dredges is a de-facto ban ‘because it
renders this fishing method unsafe and unviable given the weather, water depth and tidal conditions around
the Scillies.’ They suggest a 12 dredge limit. The Working Group noted that the proposed trawling zone is
limited in size and is unlikely to be able to support a combination of otter trawl boats and scallop dredging
operating 12 dredges. They acknowledged that economic opportunity is reduced, but emphasised the
importance of limiting pressure on the ground so that it can sustainably support the boats that will use the
site. Recommendation to limit number of scallop dredges to four within the trawl zone out to six
nautical miles.
6. Establishing a flexible permit scheme through which additional or reduced restrictions can be placed
on a permit following consultation
Natural England asked a number of questions about how a flexible permit scheme would operate including:
whether there would be a distinction between gear types, a limit to the number of permits, the use of
zonation and whether specific conditions would apply to different gear types. CFPO do not support the use
a flexible permit scheme. The Working Group considered the merits of a flexible permit scheme and
whether or not they would be a useful measure to adopt within the byelaw. They recognised that there was
already a number of provisions; however the use of a flexible permit scheme would enable the Authority to
‘know who they are dealing with’. The advantages of permits are to ensure that the Authority has full clarity
on who is fishing in the district, and enable better oversight and communication with permit holders. The
use of flexibility within the permits provides some scope for ‘adjustments’ in the future. For example, this
could include limiting the number issued, but the Working Group decided that this was not necessary for
the moment. Recommendation to issue trawling permits under a flexible scheme to operate within
defined trawling zone (see point 5) with flexibility to add or remove conditions following
consultation in the future.
The following proposals are recommended to be discounted
The use of engine size, seasonal or curfew restrictions are not recommended for inclusion. These
are all potential considerations within flexible permit changes, but are not judged to be necessary at the
moment.
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Annex 8: Assessment of Marine Plan policies
Marine
Plan
Policy
SW-DEF
1

SW-PS3

Proposal in or affecting Ministry of Defence areas
should only be authorised with agreement from the
Ministry of Defence.
Ports and harbours are essential to realising the
economic and social benefits of marine resources
including ports’ and harbours’ ability to respond to
opportunities for growth. UK ports compete with each
other and with European ports. This helps drive
efficiencies and lowers costs for industry and
consumers, contributing to the competitiveness of the
UK economy (National Policy Statement for Ports).
Synchronising ports’ and harbours’ functions requires
careful planning and management to ensure efficient
use of space and to support future growth.
Port and harbour activities in the south west marine
plan areas include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

fabrication and storage of renewable energy
components
harbour maintenance activities
hosting of naval and research vessels
landing of marine aggregates and fisheries
products
recreation and tourism activities
transport of cargo (including bulks, vehicles
and roll-on roll-off units) and passengers

Ports and harbours also play a role in managing their
local environments (natural and historic) and often
play an active role in marine and maritime related
events. The location and level of shipping activity is
related to the location of ports, harbours and
destinations for passenger and commercial traffic.
The south west marine plan area is home to
significant levels of coastal, short sea and
international shipping.
The future growth of ports and harbours is directly
related to the number of vessels and/or the size of
vessels using them, making their growth difficult to
predict as it is responsive to global markets.
Consequently, there is a need for flexibility within port
and harbour operations to respond quickly to the
demands of international trade based on commercial
judgements in a highly dynamic and competitive
market. However, growth is not the aspiration of all
ports and harbours, some seek to maintain current
operations and management practices with no further
expansion.
The International Maritime Organization is the
United Nations agency with responsibility for the
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safety and security of shipping and the prevention of
marine pollution by ships. International Maritime
Organization routeing systems are established to
maintain navigational safety by managing shipping
traffic in busy areas and/or in response to prevailing
hydrographic features.
High density navigation routes are areas at sea
along which shipping traffic travels. This reflects
routes used by vessels of 300 gross tonnes or more,
including cruise services. Passenger ferry services
are regular routes for these vessels (which may or
may not overlap with high density navigation routes).
Strategically important navigation routes are those
routes which are essential to regional, national and
international trade.
Short sea shipping is the movement of cargo and
passengers by sea over short distances including
along the coast between domestic ports and to and
from the UK to European ports. Short sea shipping
reduces congestion caused by terrestrial road
transport and can provide air quality improvements
through greater fuel economy and lower emissions of
CO2. Short sea shipping is one of the most
sustainable and economically competitive modes of
transport. There is a risk that promotion of short sea
shipping could increase levels of harmful pollutants
including sulphur dioxide and nitrogen oxides, which
could lead to degradation of European Sites due to
ocean acidification and nitrogen enrichment. Any
sustainable increase in short sea shipping would have
to be made with reference to policy SW-AIR-1. The
government vision for the future of the British maritime
sector, Maritime 2050, (particularly chapter 8) is to
support a move to new environmental standards in
line with the UK Clean Air Strategy.
Under-keel clearance is the minimum clearance
available between the deepest point on a vessel and
the bottom in still water (see Nautical and Offshore
Renewables Liaison Group advice on under-keel
clearance).

SW-AQ1

Proposals within existing or potential strategic areas
of sustainable aquaculture production must
demonstrate consideration of and compatibility with
sustainable aquaculture production.
Where compatibility is not possible, proposals must
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference:
a) avoid
b) minimise
c) mitigate significant adverse impacts on sustainable
aquaculture production
d) if it is not possible to mitigate significant adverse
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SW-INF1

SW-CO1

SW-AQ2
SWCAB-1

SWCAB-3

SWCAB-2

SW-DD1

SW-DD2

impacts, proposals should state the case for
proceeding.
Appropriate land-based infrastructure which facilitates
marine activity (and vice versa), including the
diversification or regeneration of marine industries,
should be supported.
Proposals that optimise the use of space and
incorporate opportunities for co-existence and cooperation with existing activities will be supported.
Where potential conflicts with existing activities are
likely (including displacement) proposals must
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference:
a) avoid
b) minimise
c) mitigate significant adverse impacts on existing
activities (including displacement)
d) if it is not possible to mitigate significant adverse
impacts on existing activities (including displacement),
proposals should state the case for proceeding.
Proposals enabling the provision of infrastructure for
sustainable aquaculture and related industries will be
supported.
Preference should be given to proposals for cable
installation where the method of installation is burial.
Where burial is not achievable, decisions should take
account of protection measures for the cable that may
be proposed by the applicant. Where burial or
protection measures are not appropriate, proposals
should state the case for proceeding without those
measures.
Where seeking to locate close to existing sub-sea
cables, proposals should demonstrate compatibility
with ongoing function, maintenance and
decommissioning activities of the cable.
Proposals demonstrating compatibility with existing
landfall sites and incorporating measures to enable
development of future landfall opportunities should be
supported.
Where this is not possible proposals will, in order of
preference:
a) avoid
b) minimise
c) mitigate significant adverse impacts on new and
existing landfall sites
d) if it is not possible to mitigate significant adverse
impacts, proposals should state the case for
proceeding.
In areas of authorised dredging activity, including
those subject to navigational dredging, proposals for
other activities will not be supported unless they are
compatible with the dredging activity.
Proposals that cause significant adverse impacts on
licensed disposal areas should not be supported.
Proposals that cannot avoid such impacts must, in
order of preference:
a) minimise
b) mitigate
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Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
land-based
infrastructure
In

Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
existing mariculture
Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
sub sea cables

Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
sub sea cables
Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
sub sea cables or
landfall sites

Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
dredging activities
Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
disposal sites

The Byelaw
optimises the use
of space and cooperation
between static
and mobile gear
fisheries. It does
not have an
impact on
infrastructure or
liencensed
activities.

Information Classification: PUBLIC

SW-DD3

SW-OG2

SW-PS1

SW-PS4

SWREN-1

SWHER-1

SWSCP-1

c) if it is not possible to mitigate the significant
adverse impacts, proposals must state the case for
proceeding.
Proposals for the disposal of dredged material must
demonstrate that they have been assessed against
the waste hierarchy. Where there is the need to
identify new dredge disposal sites, proposals should
be supported which are subject to best practice and
guidance.
Proposals within areas of geological oil and gas
extraction potential demonstrating compatibility with
future extraction activity will be supported.
Only proposals demonstrating compatibility with
current activity and future opportunity for sustainable
expansion of port and harbour activities will be
supported.
Proposals that may have a significant adverse impact
upon current activity and future opportunity for
expansion of port and harbour activities must
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference:
a) avoid
b) minimise
c) mitigate significant adverse impacts
d) if it is not possible to mitigate significant adverse
impacts, proposals should state the case for
proceeding.
Proposals promoting or facilitating sustainable coastal
and/or short sea shipping as an alternative to road,
rail or air transport will be supported where
appropriate.
Proposals that enable the provision of renewable
energy technologies and associated supply chains,
will be supported.

Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
disposal sites

Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
oil and gas
extraction
Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
port and harbour
activities

Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
shipping routes
Out – The Byelaw
will not impact any
renewable energy
technologies
In

Proposals that demonstrate they will conserve and
enhance elements contributing to the significance of
heritage assets will be supported.
Proposals unable to conserve and enhance elements
contributing to the significance of heritage assets will
only be supported if they demonstrate that they will, in
order of preference:
a) avoid
b) minimise
c) mitigate harm to those elements contributing to
the significance of heritage assets
d) if it is not possible to mitigate, then public benefits
for proceeding with the proposal must outweigh the
harm to the significance of heritage assets.
Proposals that may have a significant adverse impact In
upon the seascapes and landscapes of an area
should only be supported if they demonstrate that
they will, in order of preference:
a) avoid
b) minimise
c) mitigate
d) if it is not possible to mitigate, the public benefits for
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There are many
wreck sites in the
area around
Scilly. The
Byelaw will
provide
additional
protection to
these sites.

The Byelaw will
help to protect
the seascapes
within the Isles of
Scilly fishing
district.

Information Classification: PUBLIC

SWFISH-1

SWFISH-2

SWFISH-3

SWEMP-1

SW-CC1

proceeding with the proposal must outweigh
significant adverse impacts to the seascapes and
landscapes of an area.
Where possible, proposals should demonstrate that
they have considered how highly the seascapes and
landscapes of an area is valued, its quality, and the
areas potential for change. In addition, the scale and
design of the proposal should be compatible with its
surroundings, and not have a significant adverse
impact on the seascapes and landscapes of an area.
Proposals supporting a sustainable fishing industry,
including the industry's diversification, should be
supported.

Proposals that enhance access for fishing activities
should be supported.
Proposals that may have significant adverse impacts
on access for fishing activities must demonstrate that
they will, in order of preference:
a) avoid
b) minimise
c) mitigate significant adverse impacts
d) if it is not possible to mitigate the significant
adverse impacts, proposals should state the case for
proceeding
Proposals enhancing essential fish habitat, including
spawning, nursery and feeding grounds, and
migratory routes should be supported.
If proposals cannot enhance essential fish habitat,
they must demonstrate that they will, in order of
preference:
a) avoid
b) minimise
c) mitigate significant adverse impact on essential fish
habitat, including spawning, nursery and feeding
grounds, and migration routes.
Proposals that result in a net increase to marine
related employment will be supported, particularly
where they meet one or more of the following:
i) create employment in areas identified as the most
deprived, or
ii) support and are aligned with local skills strategies
and the skills available in and adjacent to the south
west marine plan area, or
iii) create a diversity of opportunities, or
iv) implement new technologies.
Proposals which enhance habitats that provide flood
defence or carbon sequestration will be supported.
Proposals that may have significant adverse
impacts on habitats that provide a flood defence or
carbon sequestration ecosystem service must
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference:
a) avoid
b) minimise
c) mitigate significant adverse impacts, or, as a last
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In

In

In

The Byelaw will
help to ensure a
viable,
sustainable and
diversified fishing
industry
The Impact
Assessment
describes how
adverse impacts
for fishing
activities have
been minimised.

The Byelaw will
provide
additional
protection for
essential fish
habitat,
spawning,
nursery and
feeding grounds.

Out – The Byelaw
will not have an
impact on marine
related employment

In

The Byelaw will
protect habitats
that sequester
carbon

Information Classification: PUBLIC

SW-CC2

SW-CC3

SW-AIR1

resort,
d) compensate and deliver environmental net gains in
line with and where required in current legislation.
Proposals in the south west marine plan areas should
demonstrate for the lifetime of the project that they are
resilient to the impacts of climate change and coastal
change.
Proposals in the south west marine plan areas and
adjacent marine plan areas that are likely to have
significant adverse impact on coastal change should
not be supported.
Proposals that may have significant adverse impacts
on climate change adaptation measures outside of the
proposed project areas must demonstrate that they
will, in order of preference:
a) avoid
b) minimise
c) mitigate the significant adverse impacts upon these
climate change adaptation measures.
Proposals must assess their direct and indirect
impacts upon local air quality and emissions of
greenhouse gases and air pollutants.
Where proposals are likely to result in additional local
air pollution or increased emissions of greenhouse
gas or air pollutants, they must demonstrate that they
will, in order of preference:

In

Out-The Byelaw
will not have a
significant impact
on coastal change

Out – The Byelaw
will not have an
impact on air
quality or
greenhouse gas
emissions

a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate air pollution or greenhouse gas
emissions in line with current national and
local air quality objectives and legal
requirements.

SW-ML1

Public authorities must make adequate provision for
the prevention, re-use, recycling and disposal of
waste to reduce and prevent marine litter.
Public authorities should aspire to undertake
measures to remove marine litter within their
jurisdiction.

SW-ML2

Proposals that facilitate waste re-use or recycling to
reduce or remove marine litter will be supported.
Proposals that could potentially increase the amount
of marine litter in the marine plan area, must include
measures to:

Out – The Byelaw
will not have an
impact on the
prevention, re-use,
recycling and
disposal of waste

Out – The Byelaw
will not have an
impact on the
prevention, re-use,
recycling and
disposal of waste

a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate waste entering the marine
environment.

SW-WQ- Proposals that enhance and restore water quality will
Page 101 of 106

Out – The Byelaw

The Byelaw is
resilient to the
impacts of
climate change

Information Classification: PUBLIC

1

be supported.
Proposals that cause deterioration of water quality
must demonstrate that they will, in order of
preference:

will not have an
impact on
enhancement and
restoration of water
quality

a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate deterioration of water quality in the
marine environment.

SWACC-1

Proposals demonstrating appropriate enhanced and
inclusive public access to and within the marine area,
and that demonstrate the future provision of services
for tourism and recreation activities, will be supported.
Where appropriate and inclusive enhanced public
access cannot be provided, proposals should
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference:

Out – The Byelaw
will not have an
impact on public
access to the
marine area

a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate significant adverse impacts on public
access.

SW-TR1

Proposals that promote or facilitate sustainable
tourism and recreation activities, or that create
appropriate opportunities to expand or diversify the
current use of facilities, should be supported.
Where proposals may have a significant adverse
impact on tourism and recreation activities they must
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference:

Out – The Byelaw
will not have an
impact on
sustainable tourism

a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate that impact.

SWSOC-1

Those bringing forward proposals are encouraged to
consider and enhance public knowledge,
understanding, appreciation and enjoyment of the
marine environment as part of (the design of) the
proposal.

SWDEF-1

Proposal in or affecting Ministry of Defence areas
should only be authorised with agreement from the
Ministry of Defence.

SWMPA-1

Proposals that support the objectives of marine
protected areas and the ecological coherence of the
marine protected area network will be supported.
Proposals that may have adverse impacts on the
objectives of marine protected areas must
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Out – The Byelaw
will not have an
impact on public
knowledge,
appreciation and
enjoyment of the
marine
environment
Out- The Byelaw
will not affect any
Ministry of Defence
areas
In

The Byelaw
supports the
conservation
objectives of the
Isles of Scilly
complex SAC
and Bristows to

Information Classification: PUBLIC

demonstrate that they will, in order of preference:

the Stones MCZ

a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate adverse impacts, with due regard
given to statutory advice on an ecologically
coherent network.

SWMPA-2

Proposals that enhance a marine protected area’s
ability to adapt to climate change, enhancing the
resilience of the marine protected area network will be
supported.

Out- The Byelaw
will not enhance an
MPA’s ability to
adapt to climate
change.

Proposals that may have adverse impacts on an
individual marine protected area’s ability to adapt to
the effects of climate change and so reduce the
resilience of the marine protected area network, must
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference:
a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate adverse impacts.

SWMPA-3

SWMPA-4

Where statutory advice states that a marine protected
area site condition is deteriorating or that features are
moving or changing due to climate change, a suitable
boundary change to ensure continued protection of
the site and coherence of the overall network should
be considered.
Proposals must demonstrate that they will, in order of
preference:
a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate significant adverse impacts on
designated geodiversity.

SW-BIO- Proposals that enhance the distribution of priority
1
habitats and priority species will be supported.
Proposals that may have significant adverse impacts
on the distribution of priority habitats and priority
species must demonstrate that they will, in order of
preference:
a.
b.
c.
d.

In

The Byelaw will
enhance the
distribution of
priority habitats
and species

In

The Byelaw will
enhance native
species

avoid
minimise
mitigate
compensate for significant adverse impacts.

SW-BIO- Proposals that enhance or facilitate native species or
2
habitat adaptation or connectivity or native species
migration will be supported.
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Out – There is no
advice stating that
any MPA within the
Isles of Scilly
district is
deteriorating
Out – The proposal
will not have any
impact on
designated
geodiversity
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Proposals that may cause significant adverse impacts
on native species or habitat adaptation or connectivity
or native species migration must demonstrate that
they will, in order of preference:
a.
b.
c.
d.

avoid
minimise
mitigate
compensate for significant adverse impacts.

SW-BIO- Proposals that deliver environmental net gain for
3
coastal habitats where important in their own right
and/or for ecosystem functioning and provision of
ecosystem services will be supported.
Proposals must take account of the space required for
coastal habitats where important in their own right
and/or for ecosystem functioning and provision of
ecosystem services, and demonstrate that they will in
order of preference:
a.
b.
c.
d.

SWHAB-1

In

The Byelaw will
help to deliver
environmental
net gain

avoid
minimise
mitigate
compensate for net habitat loss and deliver
environmental net gain.

Proposals that incorporate measures to conserve
deep sea habitats will be supported.
Proposals that may have direct adverse impacts on
deep sea habitats must demonstrate that they will, in
order of preference:

Out – The Byelaw
area does not
include deep sea
habitats.

a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate direct adverse impacts on deep sea
habitats.

SW-NG1

Proposals should deliver environmental net gain for
marine or coastal natural capital assets and services.
Proposals that may have significant adverse impacts
on marine and coastal natural capital assets and
services must demonstrate that they will, in order of
preference:
a.
b.
c.
d.

SWINNS-1

avoid
minimise
mitigate
compensate for significant adverse impacts
and deliver environmental net gain.

Proposals that reduce the risk of introduction and/or
spread of invasive non-native species should be
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In

Out – The Byelaw
will not help to

The Byelaw will
help to deliver
environmental
net gain for
marine and
coastal natural
capital assets
and services

Information Classification: PUBLIC

supported.
Proposals must put in place appropriate measures to
avoid or minimise significant adverse impacts that
would arise through the introduction and transport of
invasive non-native species, particularly when:

reduce the risk of
introduction or
spread of invasive
and non-native
species.

1. moving equipment, boats or livestock (for
example fish or shellfish) from one water body
to another
2. introducing structures suitable for settlement of
invasive non-native species, or the spread of
invasive non-native species known to exist in
the area.

SWINNS-2

SWDIST-1

Public authorities with functions to manage activities
that could potentially introduce, transport or spread
invasive non-native species should implement
adequate biosecurity measures to avoid or minimise
the risk of introducing, transporting or spreading
invasive non-native species.
Proposals that may have significant adverse impacts
on highly mobile species through disturbance or
displacement must demonstrate that they will, in order
of preference:

Out – The Byelaw
is not relevant to
the introduction,
transport or spread
of invasive nonnative species
Out – The Byelaw
will not have
significant adverse
impacts on highly
mobile species

a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate significant adverse impacts

SWUWN-1

Proposals that result in the generation of impulsive
sound must contribute data to the UK Marine Noise
Registry as per any currently agreed requirements.

Out – The Byelaw
will not result in the
generation of
sound

Public authorities must take account of any currently
agreed targets under the Marine Strategy Part One
Descriptor 11.

SWUWN-2

Proposals that result in the generation of impulsive or
non-impulsive noise must demonstrate that they will,
in order of preference:

Out – The Byelaw
will not result in the
generation of
sound

a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate significant adverse impacts on highly
mobile species
d. if it is not possible to mitigate significant
adverse impacts, proposals must state the
case for proceeding.

SW-CE1

Proposals which may have adverse cumulative effects Out – The Byelaw
with other existing, authorised or reasonably
will not have
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foreseeable proposals must demonstrate that they
will, in order of preference:
a. avoid
b. minimise
c. mitigate significant adverse cumulative and/or
in-combination effects.

SWCBC-1

Proposals must consider cross-border impacts
throughout the lifetime of the proposed activity.
Proposals that impact upon one or more marine plan
areas or impact upon terrestrial environments must
show evidence of the relevant public authorities
(including other countries) being consulted and
responses considered.
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adverse cumulative
effects with other
existing authorised
or reasonably
foreseeable
proposals

In

The Byelaw will
consult relevant
public authorities

