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To make your response:

1. Download this document and save to your computer.  If you are unable to download, please contact us (contact details at end of document) and we will email or post the form to you.

2. Save and complete one form for each site on which you wish to respond.

3. Fill in your name and address details below. 
4. Enter your responses on the following pages.
5. If you leave a box blank, we will assume you have no comment to make.

6. Send your completed forms, together with any additional data that you wish to submit, to the contacts shown at the end of this document.

PLEASE FILL IN YOUR DETAILS HERE

Your organisation (if applicable): South East England Biodiversity Forum (SEEBF)   
Email address:   jolyonc@hwt.org.uk
Postal address:   SEEBF Marine Sub-Group C/0 Hants Wildlife Trust, Beechcroft House, Vicarage Lane, Curdridge, Hants, SO32 2DP
Name of person responding to the consultation:   Jolyon Chesworth, Chair SEEBF Marine Sub-Group

THE FORMAL CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM
	Name of site:
Margate and Long Sands pSAC


	SCIENTIFIC CASE



	S1
	Do you accept the scientific basis for this site?

Yes 
SEEBF strongly supports the designation of the Margate and Long Sands pSAC.  The designation of new European marine sites is an extremely important step in the development of an ecologically coherent and well-managed network of marine protected areas throughout SE seas.
However, the proposed boundary of the Margate and Long Sands pSAC is very close to the edge of the sandbank features.  While the document suggests that GIS modelling has indicated that the sandbanks are not particularly mobile in the short term (little movement in the last ten years), it also mentions movements of several hundred metres and even over 1km.  We would therefore suggest there should be more of a buffer to cover for medium to longer term changes. This buffer should allow for predicted change over a period of at least 50 years (for consistency with Natural England’s approach to designating mobile coastal features), as well as allowing for inaccuracies in the modelling and unforeseen changes in dynamics in the future, particularly with construction of windfarms and uncertainties surrounding sea level rise, increased storminess, and other natural and anthropogenic influences  At a recent meeting of the MCA Civil Hydrography Programme, routine multibeam resurveying of this area suggests there is movement of the sandbank features.
The document acknowledges that there is a significant amount of the reef-forming ross worm (Sabellaria spinulosa), which qualifies as Annex 1 habitat (biogenic reefs) when in reef form, but goes on to qualify that the aggregations within the site are patchy or form crusts rather than reefs. Kent Wildlife Trust’s Seasearch surveys have recorded Sabellaria formations of varying sizes and condition, with broken sections not infrequently found lying on the seabed, indicating the habitat’s vulnerability to physical damage.  We would argue that, left undisturbed, these formations could readily grow into formations qualifying as reefs rather than crusts, and that they should therefore be included specifically as interest features within the SAC. Ostrea edulis and Mytilus edulis beds have also been heavily exploited in the area and populations could potentially recover if left undisturbed to form Annex I biogenic reefs. 
The area is well used by common seals for foraging, haul out and pupping, as well as by grey seals to a lesser extent.  The seal population has been estimated to be in excess of 250, and it may well form a significant link between larger populations found in the Wash and across the Channel in northern Europe.  The north Kent seals may also have given rise to populations along the south coast of England and in estuarine areas as far east as Portsmouth.  (See “Pilot survey of seal haul-out sites off of the north Kent Coast” in English Nature Research Report No 630: “Making Connections: Proceedings of the second North East Kent Coastal Conference, 11 November 2004”,  and data collected in the London Array’s Environmental Impact Assessment.)   We therefore suggest that seals should be included as qualifying features of the Margate and Long Sands SAC.


	S2
	Do you have any scientific information, not already referenced in the SAC Selection Assessment document or SPA Departmental Brief
NO (delete as appropriate)
If YES please summarise the nature of it here.
The MCA Civil Hydrography Programme has multibeam data to suggest these sand banks are mobile. This should be investigated further when determining site boundaries to ensure mobile sand banks will remain within the designated site boundary.
Please also submit with your response, or indicate in this box when you might be able to submit it, prior to the close of the formal consultation (26th February 2010).


	S3
	Do you have any information additional to that included in the SAC Selection Assessment document or SPA Departmental Brief about the condition of Annex I habitats within the site boundary that you would like to share 








NO (delete as appropriate)
If YES please set out here/submit with this response, or indicate in this box when you might be able to submit it, prior to the close of the formal consultation
Due to the obvious susceptibility to physical damage of Sabellaria spinulosa reef formations, we suggest that the condition of this Annex 1 habitat (biogenic reefs) could be improved through appropriate management of damaging activities in the area. 
Disturbance from increasing sightseeing tours as well as maintenance vessels associated with the offshore windfarm installations has the potential to impact on seal populations. 



	S4
	Do you have any further comments on the scientific selection of this site








Yes (delete as appropriate)
If YES please set out here:
We would like to comment on the Draft Conservation Objectives and Advice on Operations document too.  We would like to see the Target relating to the "Species composition of representative biotopes" Attribute saying improved quality rather than no decline.  The document says that the site is grade II for restoration possibilities (restoration possible with average effort), so improvement is acknowledged to be required and feasible.  
 

As stated above, we would argue that seals should be an interest feature, in which case non-physical disturbance (noise and visual) should be included.   In section 4.1.2 Physical damage, when discussing gravelly muddy sand it does not mention Sabellaria spinulosa reefs, and sensitivity should be reclassified as moderate rather than low to moderate.
We would like to highlight the importance of all marine focused organisations, both statutory and non-statutory, working together in order to combine knowledge and understanding of our marine environment to reach the best outcomes for its conservation.



	Socio and economic impacts


	IA1
	Does the impact assessment accurately reflect the likely effect of management of the site on human activities (for business or leisure)?  Does it accurately reflect other economic, environmental and social impacts of designating the site?







YES  /  NO (delete as appropriate)
If NO please explain why this is the case and provide information that you think accurately reflects the likely impacts.  You may include:
· extent and type of activity;

· proportion of activity affected by management of the site;

· the nature and extent of the effects (positive and/or negative) on the activity of individuals, on a sector, and/or on the local economy; and

· unit costs and other assumptions.
 Please describe the extent of activity or impact in economic terms such as financial turnover, employment (total full-time and part-time employees, and estimated number of full-time equivalent jobs), and volume of goods (such as tonnes of fish or aggregate).
Please indicate the sector(s) that your response to this question concerns.  
Commercial



       Conservation/Information
Aggregate extraction

Conservation of the environment & wildlife
Telecom cables
Cultural heritage
Power cables (not for renewables)
Education
Commercial fishing
Monitoring
Oil and gas
Research
Ports and shipping
Other
Wind farms

Wet renewables
Tourism

Other

Recreation


   
       Other
Bird watching

Defence

Diving

Enforcement

Leisure craft

Land-based sources of pollution

Recreational fishing

Other

Other

Please set out your response here:


	IA2
	How would commercial fishers be likely to respond to the (a) maximum and (b) minimum management measures used for analysis in the impact assessment in the event that the measures were used to manage the site?  
How would this impact on the following:

· quantity and value of landings; 

· costs of fishing (fuel costs, time spent fishing, steam time);

· profits and crew share; and

· competition and gear conflicts in fishing grounds?
Please set out your response here:


	IA3
	What is the level of recreational angling charters (a) operating and (b) mooring in the site?  What species are typically fished by recreational anglers?

Please set out your response here:


	IA4
	What is the impact on the marine aggregate extraction sector of restricting screening in sites where screening plumes are coincidental with features?

Please set out your response here:



	WHERE TO SEND YOUR RESPONSE

	1. All comments relating to the following English and all Cross Border sites should be submitted in writing and either sent via Email or posted to the address below: 

· Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge (pSAC)
· Haisborough Hammond and Winterton (pSAC)
· Margate and Long Sands (pSAC)
· Poole Bay to Lyme Bay (pSAC)
· Prawle Point to Plymouth Sound and Eddystone (pSAC)
· Lizard Point (pSAC)
· Lands End and Cape Bank (pSAC)
· Shell Flat and Lune Deep (pSAC)
· Liverpool Bay/Bae Lerpwl (pSPA)
· Outer Thames Estuary (pSPA)
Email:

Natura2000.Consultation@naturalengland.org.uk
 Postal address:

New Marine Sites Natura 2000 Project Manager,

Regulatory Services and Access Team,

John Dower House,

Crescent Place,

CHELTENHAM  GL50 3RA

Comments in relation to Liverpool Bay/Bae Lerpwl potential SPA may also be sent, in Welsh or English, to the Countryside Council for Wales via email or posted to the address below:

Email:

enquiries@ccw.gov.uk
Postal Address:

Neil Smith

Countryside Council for Wales

Glan y Nant

Unit 19

Mold Business Park

Wrexham Road,
Mold CH7 1XP​​​​​​​​​​​
PLEASE SEE NEXT PAGE FOR INFORMATION ON HOW TO RESPOND 
REGARDING  THE OFFSHORE SITES



	WHERE TO SUBMIT YOUR RESPONSE – Continued

	2. All comments relating to the following offshore sites should be submitted in writing and either sent via Email or posted to the address below: 

· Bassurelle Sandbank (pSAC)
· North west Rockall Bank (pSAC)
Email:

offshoreconsult@jncc.gov.uk
Postal address:

Marine Natura Sites Manager

JNCC

Monkstone House

City Road,

Peterborough

Camb PE1 1JT


If you have any difficulties either in following these instructions or accessing the document please contact us as shown on the back page.
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