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1. Introduction 

1.1 Proposed Project  

 
The aim of the project is to excavate sand containing elevated concentrations of 
metals which have originated from historic mining activity from 3 areas of the seabed 
off the North Cornwall Coast to a depth of between 0.9m and 2.3m.  
 
The sand will be screened on board the vessel carrying out the excavation and the 
majority (expected to be 95% of excavated tonnage) will be returned immediately to 
the seabed. The remaining 5% of sand (pre-concentrate) will be taken to the shore for 
processing to produce a concentrate which will enable abstraction of tin and other 
metals. 
 
The vessel used for this work has yet to be finalised but will be either a walking jack-up 
platform or a Dynamically Positioned (DP) type vessel that can hold its station to within 
30 metres of the required location. The excavation will be managed in either instance 
by a system of umbilical links from the jack-up or DP vessel. On board the vessel or 
jack-up will be a screening system. Approximately 95% of the excavated material will 
be returned to the seabed by a system of umbilical links which will fill the void behind 
the excavator. If a jack-up is used then it will be served by a secondary vessel that will 
transport the pre-concentrate to a port for onward shipment to a mill. 

 

1.2  Location  

 

The tin reserves for extraction have been identified in three areas off the North 

Cornwall coast, see Figure 2.1. Running from south to north these deposits are known 

as:  

a. the St Ives Bay reserve (14.71km2)  
b. Porthtowan reserve (7.19 km2) and  
c. Perran reserve (12.68km2)  

 
The location of the port for landing the extracted material and the mill for processing  
are yet to be decided. 

 
 

1.3 Legislative obligations 

 

The MMO considers requests for screening in compliance with our obligations under 
the Regulations. The Regulations implement EU Directive 2011/92/EU ‘on the 
assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the environment’ 
(the ‘EIA Directive’) in relation to certain marine works.  

 
The MMO must determine whether the works envisaged are a project listed in Annex I 
or Annex II of the EIA Directive. For projects listed under Annex I, EIA is mandatory. If 
the project is determined to fall under Annex II, consideration should be given to the 
nature of the project, having regard to its size, the scope of the works and its location. 
The MMO must consider all elements of a project when making its decision. 
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When considering the proposed project in its entirety, it is the opinion of this Licensing 
Authority that the works as described in the information provided would fall under 
Annex II, part 2 “Extractive Industry” of the EIA Directive. As such the project has been 
screened in to the requirement for EIA under the Regulations.  The MMO however 
reserves the right to update and amend its opinion once the full methodology for this 
project has been received.  The current screening opinion is based only upon the 
mineral extraction aspects of this project. 

The applicant has presented an Environmental Scoping Report to the Marine 
Management Organisation (MMO).  The Environmental Scoping Report is limited to 
the marine impacts of the mineral extraction of the project.  We understand that Marine 
Minerals Limited (MML) intend to prepare two separate Environmental Statements 
(ES); one including marine impacts of mineral extraction and the second including the 
potential impacts associated with any port or terrestrial developments. 
 
An ES is required to cover both the marine and terrestrial impacts of the scheme as 
the whole project will need to be considered by the MMO before making a consent 
decision and any subsequent Marine Licence determination.  The MMO will only be 
able to accept an application for a Marine Licence if the Environmental Statement(s) 
cover the entirety of the project. 

2 Report Format 

2.1 Approach 

 
The following report contains comment on the information submitted as part of the 
marine extraction aspects of the project.  Scoping of the terrestrial impacts and marine 
works associated with the extraction and export are recommended prior to submission 
of the EIA. 
 
The applicant has suggested that the following subject areas will be included within the 
proposed EIA:  
 

· EIA Method  

· Coastal Processes, Hydrodynamics and Sedimentary Regime  

· Water Environment  

· Marine and Coastal Ecology  

· Noise and Vibration  

· Socioeconomics 

· Marine Transport and Navigation  

· Landscape and Visual 

· Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage 

 

2.2 Consultees 

 
Consultation has been undertaken with the following organisations: 
 

· CEFAS 

· Natural England (NE) 

· Environment Agency (EA) 

· English Heritage (EH) 
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· Trinity House 

· Cornwall Council 

· Cornwall IFCA 

In addition to this a number of representations have been received by other 
organisations, as listed in Appendix 2. 

3 EIA Methodology  

3.1 Extraction Method 

 

We understand that a range of techniques are currently being considered by the 
developers for the removal of tin pre-concentrate from the seabed sediment. The 
extraction method will have a significant bearing on the type and scale of any potential 
impacts. In the absence of an identified extraction method, it is much more difficult to 
scope out and assess the likely impacts. Further information on the project proposals 
should be included.  If this information is not available the scope of the EIA will need to 
encompass all potential extraction methods.  
 
Regardless of the extraction methodology, a principle area to consider is the scale of 
the proposed uptake of sediment from the benthos.  As set out in the Scoping Report 
two million tonnes of sediment will be lifted each year in order that the 100,000 tonnes 
of pre-concentrate is brought ashore.  With these quantities in mind it is vital that 
detailed biotope mapping and species’ population assessments are carried out to 
understand the potential nature and extent of ecological impacts.  
 
It would be useful to know whether the screening/sorting/return process will take place 
on the sea bed or sea surface as this could, for example, influence the extent and 
duration of sediment plumes.  Wherever the screening/sorting takes place the process 
itself will be fatal to marine organism entrained in the sediment.  This may include 
infauna and demersal species as well as eggs and juveniles from a variety of species.  
As such, it is important that further studies are undertaken to determine the impact of 
the proposal on given species (particularly those directly or indirectly associated with 
commercial and recreational fisheries) at various stages in their life cycle. 

 
The MML EIA Scoping report states “The tin bearing sand is contained within the top 
layer of sand on the seabed and is between 90 and 230 centimetres thick” (Section 
1.2, page 1). The evidence for this assertion must be clear (in order to be certain that 
the extraction will not exceed the depth that is assessed through the EIA) and MML 
will need to provide evidence to show how they will succeed in extracting the material 
to this depth, and no further. A later section of the report notes: “Resource-proving 
studies have shown that the metalliferous ore lies within a 2.5m thick layer of fine sand 
immediately below the seabed in the reserve areas” (Section 2.4.1, page 8), which 
suggests the layer of tin-bearing sand extends deeper than previously mentioned 
(2.5m rather than 2.3m). Some clarity is needed over why there is a difference in these 
figures. We note that often for capital and maintenance dredging projects an 
“overdredge” figure is included, and we would advise that the EIA scope needs to 
consider whether a similar procedure will be followed with this proposal. 
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3.2 Screening and replacement of sand 

 
The report states “MML intends to screen the sand at sea, and almost immediately 
after recovery 95% of the sand extracted will be placed back onto the seabed” 
(Section 1.2, page 1).  Evidence is needed to demonstrate that the material replaced 
will be around the 95% mark (and how this figure has been calculated).  
 
The volumes of substrate to be lifted, extracted and redeposited need to be 
established. It is understood that there are 1,000,000 tonnes of potentially tin ore 
bearing sands but it is unclear what sands need to be removed to expose this 
resource.  Good Particle Size Analysis (PSA) curves covering the resource and 
“covering sands” at all three sites and with depth are needed to establish if mud layers 
are present and their extent.  The types of processing to be completed offshore and 
their potential impacts on the PSA curves/mineralogy will need to be established, and 
whether other environmental variables will be impacted e.g. oxygen concentration from 
bubble extraction technologies, will need to be determined. Details on how the 
sediment will be placed back onto the seabed should be provided. 
 
The ES should consider how material will be returned to the seabed after extraction 
and at-sea screening, and how precisely it can be returned to the same or similar 
location.  We would advise that any predictions of sediment plume behaviour must fully 
take into account the very high energy environment in which the proposed extraction 
areas are situated.  More detail on how (and on the basis of what evidence) the 
prediction has been made that the c.95% extracted material returned to the seabed 
will go back into the precise location from where it was extracted, and how the 
behaviour of the sediment plume in this very high energy environment will be 
predicted, is needed.   The ES should also consider how the return of this material to 
the seabed will alter its behaviour under natural conditions such as winter storms (eg. 
by effects on cohesiveness). 

 

3.3 Monitoring of environmental impact 

 
The report states that, “Between 1967 and 1985 over 100,000 tonnes of sand was 
brought to the shore for processing with no observed detrimental effect on the local 
environment” (Section 1.2, page 1), suggesting that previous large-scale extractions in 
the area have not adversely impacted the environment. However, it does not specify 
what monitoring was carried out and what effects were being assessed during this 
period (which would influence whether or not any potential detrimental effects were 
observed) – without this information it cannot be ruled out that detrimental effects on 
the local environment were caused, but not identified.  

 
Section 4.1 identifies the key monitoring datasets available.  These need to be brought 
together in a coherent and logical manner, providing a sound evidence base to assess 
the impacts. Special attention should be made to the potential impacts on sediment 
transport patterns and pathways including sources and sinks of sediments. 
 
A Dredge Management Plan (DMP) and a carefully focused monitoring plan will be 
required to ensure that the impacts of the operation remain within the boundaries of 
those predicted in the EIA and Coastal Impact Study (CIS).  
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3.4 Location of material 

 
The scoping report states that the material lies “off the source beach zones in water 
depths of 10-20m” (Section 2.4.1, page 8), but should also provide information on the 
distance from the coastline that these water depths can be found. Furthermore, later in 
the report (Section 4.1, page 18) it is stated that: “The proposed operation will involve 
disturbance and partial removal of the seabed, specifically well-sorted fine sands in 
water depths 8-20m below chart datum”. Again – the distances from the shore for 
these water depths need to be provided, and the inconsistency between the figures 
quoted in the different sections of the report (8-20m or 10-20m) needs to be 
addressed.  Depths should also be referenced either directly or in relation to chart 
datum. 

4 Coastal Processes, Hydrodynamics and Sedimentary Regime  

4.1 Coastal Impact Study  

 
It is considered that as the main activity will be virtually identical to a marine aggregate 
extraction activity, guidance on the potential impacts should follow the guidance 
produced by Cefas (http://www.cefas.defra.gov.uk/media/477907/mepf-
benthicguidelines.pdf. 

 

An aggregate extraction ES normally includes an associated Coastal Impact Study 
(CIS) which identifies and quantities impacts on coastal beaches and also offshore 
sandbanks which may act as shoreline defence structures. As this activity is similar in 
nature to aggregate extraction a CIS will be required.   

4.2 Coastal processes 

 
The ES will need to consider how the proposed extraction and processing methods 
may disrupt local coastal processes within coastal cells and management units. We 
would advise that the ES closely examines how coastal processes will be affected by 
the extraction and return of sediment, and the changing morphology and stability of the 
seabed following this activity. The potential for the return of as much material as 
possible to the same sediment cell from which it was extracted is an important 
consideration in assessing the impacts on coastal processes. This may include direct 
return of materials after at-sea initial screening, as well as potential return of post-
processing inert materials to the sediment cell e.g. via beach recharge (this latter 
option is not discussed in the current MML scoping document, but could be assessed 
as a potential option, if brought forward).  
 
There are several places where the report states that certain aspects will not be 
assessed as coastal process impacts are not anticipated however a full and proper 
assessment is required before such conclusions can be reached. The scope of the ES 
must cover any potential impacts from the extraction, and in particular the removal of 
large volumes of sand on hydrodynamics and coastal processes should be thoroughly 
evaluated before being ruled out. 
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4.3 Data Information 

 

The MML scoping report lists the range of up to date information available (Section 
4.2). The ES must provide clear information around the dates of studies used and any 
gaps and errors associated with the data used, to demonstrate that a full range of up 
to date information is used if additional survey is not planned. Reference should be 
made to the South West regional coastal monitoring programme, which will hold a 
range of data for the area. The relevant Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) for 
Cornwall also provides a wealth of background data and information on sediment 
movement in the area (relevant to Section 4.2.5, page 22).  
 
The University of Plymouth Whissp (Wave Hub Impacts on Seabed and Shoreline 
Processes) data is highly suitable for assessing beach dynamics. Supporting data 
should be identified and assessed for Gwithian and Perran. 
 
It is not clear whether the beach profiles discussed in Section 4.2.1 (page 18) cover all 
of the beach areas that may be affected by the proposal. Perran, Porthtowan and St 
Ives beaches are mentioned specifically, but it is not clear whether this information 
source covers the wider area (such as Gwithian). Information for all areas will be 
required to gain an understanding of the baseline environment. It will also be 
necessary to use any additional information available (on wave climate, tides etc.) to 
demonstrate whether there are any differences between the three proposed extraction 
areas, and to demonstrate how the individual areas might be impacted.  

 
Section 6.7.2 (page 42 of MML scoping report) states that: “The potential for sand 
deposition and effects on intertidal coastal processes will be confirmed during the 
assessment of impacts on water quality”. However, the coastal processes elements 
(including for intertidal coastal processes) should be assessed within the section of the 
ES on coastal processes, rather than in the section on water quality.  

 

4.4 Seabed levels 

 

The ES should consider the impact of any changes in seabed levels within the 
reserves as a result of extraction.  Section 4.3.3 (page 25 of MML scoping report) 
states that modelling might be needed if “the excavation option adopted produces 
significant (if temporary) changes in seabed levels within the reserves”. It must be 
clearly stated where any additional material might come from to infill any “gaps” 
resulting from the removal of the c.5% of material (to ensure that there is no transfer of 
material from onshore, i.e. beach draw-down). It must also be demonstrated that any 
changes will be temporary (information on what “temporary” means in this context 
must also be provided), and evidence must be provided for how the pre-excavation 
seabed form would return.  

 

4.5 Wave Climate 

 

As well as considering potential changes to wave climate in relation to shoreline 
protection (Section 4.3.2, page 25 of MML scoping report), the ES should assess how 
modification of the wave climate could impact designated sites, such as the coastal 
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) listed in paragraph 5.1. 
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4.6 Storage on the seabed 

 

The ES should consider potential impacts arising from the proposed temporary storage 
of extracted sediments in geofabric “sausages‟ on the seabed around a platform (if 
used) – as referred to in Section 2.4.3 (page 11, MML scoping report). The potential 
scope for this impact is barely mentioned in the current EIA scoping document, but 
needs to be included in any analysis. Estimates should be provided for where and how 
long such material might be stored on the seabed, what volume of material is 
anticipated to be stored in this way, and what size of geofabric “sausage‟ might be 
used.   The CIS should also review the impact of any dredge pits or geotexile storage 
“sausages” on the seabed and on the wave regime and hence sediment transport. 

 

4.7 Intertidal Coastal Processes 

 
There are intertidal as well as subtidal coastal process impacts along the coastline. 
Section 4.3.4 (page 25 of MML scoping report) states “With the preferred mining 
options being considered no significant impact of intertidal water and sand dynamics is 
identifiable at this stage. This judgment is confidently made, and has important 
implications in that threat to beach stability, changes to flood risk and coastal erosion 
and impacts on intertidal habitats/biotopes can be effectively scoped out, beyond an 
overall watching brief being maintained through the EIA process and operational 
Environmental Management Plan.” The effects on intertidal coastal processes cannot 
be scoped out at this stage – potential impacts on the coastal SSSI dune systems, as 
well as the Penhale SAC will need to be considered carefully. Full analysis needs to 
be done (and presented within the ES) before an assessment on the impacts can be 
made. 
 

4.8 Coastal erosion 

 

Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) surveys conducted by the Environment Agency 

(EA) have identified the area near the Hayle River mouth as the fastest eroding 

coastline in Europe.   

 

The Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) for St Ives Bay notes that concerns have 

been raised linking erosion of dunes in the Hayle area with dredging operations and 

this would benefit from further investigation.  Any net removal of sediment from the 

nearshore and estuarine system is discouraged unless strong evidence is available to 

demonstrate no detrimental effects to surrounding areas.  The current proposal 

represents a significant removal of sediment from this system, and as such the 

evidence from the SMPs contradicts the judgment quoted above in the MML scoping 

report.  The ES must include threats to beach stability, changes in flood risk and 

coastal erosion and impacts on intertidal habitats/ biotopes (including the sand dune 

systems), and in order to assess potential impacts. 

4.9 Sediment dynamics 

 

The SMPs for the area confirm that for Godrevy to St Agnes Head much of the 

sediment on the beaches is derived from marine organisms (shell) and 

onshore/offshore transport of the beach material occurs in relation to storm events and 
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seasonal variation in wave climate and then that the dunes exchange their sediment 

freely with the fronting beach.  Similarly the SMP confirms for St Ives Bay that offshore 

sources of sand feed the beach via onshore transport with the bay as an enclosed, self 

contained sediment cell together with the Hayle Estuary and confirms that the overall 

current picture of sediment dynamics in St Ives Bay is a complex one. 

 

Whilst the MMO acknowledges the limited sediment transport process measurements, 

it is imperative that this is rectified and sufficient evidence on sediment dynamics is 

included in the ES.   

 

Given the potential impacts of lifting large quantities of sediment from the sea floor of 

St. Ives Bay it is suggested that in situ measurements of sediment transport processes 

within the reserve area are taken alongside the proposed conceptual modelling and 

use of existing data.    

 

An assessment of the plume is required. Whilst the Ambios report by Rob Nunny 

(MML scoping report p38) is noted, it is recommended that a worst case scenario 

should be established with the largest fines PSA curves with the lowest background 

Suspended Particle Matter values to establish the extent, shape and duration of any 

suspended sediment curve. As well as a potential impact on benthic species, this may 

lead to a visible plume from the nearby cliffs. Modelling work will need to be 

undertaken. 

 

4.10 Fine materials 

 
The key processes have been set out in p 25 (MML scoping report), however, only the 
supply and transport of medium and coarser sand has been detailed. The fate of fine 
material should also be considered in the ES. If this is transported to the littoral/sub-
littoral area it could negatively impact on, for example, important rocky substrates.  
Intertidal studies will be required to identify any potential impact. 
 
The need for sub-tidal studies raises the same points as above. The statement; “As 
has been described, there is a large volume of existing, recently acquired information 
for the sub-tidal areas that precludes the need for extensive new survey." If the 
transport of fines is not included within this data, this should be considered in the ES. 

5 Water Environment 

5.1 Suspension of sediment in water column 

 
The effects of resuspension and mobilisation of sediments should be given full 
consideration, including potential smothering impacts on marine species, habitats and 
communities.  An evaluation of a full range of contaminants present within sediments 
to be disturbed and their bioavailability, and impacts on water clarity will need to be 
undertaken. We note that based on known particle size, extracted sediments are 
expected to return to the seabed within 15 minutes (Section 5.1, page 27, MML 
scoping report), and the report states that “there will be negligible water column 
displacement of bed sand during the excavation process” (Section 4.2.3, page 20, 
MML scoping report). More evidence is required to support these statements.  
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5.2 Sewage 

 
Given the heavy recreational use of the coastal waters and proximity of excavation 
activity to point sources of sewage we recommend further research on the potential for 
sewage related contamination.  Studies into the potential re-suspension of organic 
contaminants, specifically those relating to Combined Sewage Outfalls, should be 
undertaken as part of the ES. 

5.3 Contaminants 

 

We also request further information on the potential for re-suspension of other 

contaminants as the result of extraction activity. Sampling for a full range of 

contaminants (to be agreed with the MMO) from across the reserve area should be 

included as part of the baseline evidence and continue as routine monitoring. 

 
As is acknowledged, there is limited data relating to sediment quality and 

contamination. The potential for biochemical effects should be considered.  These 

could arise as a result of mobilisation of tin and other metals during the extraction of 

base material or as waste in discharges post-processing.  The MMO would expect 

some acknowledgement of the possibility or otherwise of this in the scoping report and 

proposals for rigorous analysis and monitoring.  Sand / sediment analysis should 

include total concentrations, leachate analysis (saline environment) as well as bio-

availability with respect to organisms within the marine environment.   

 

6 Marine and Coastal Ecology 

 

6.1 Designated Sites 

 
The proposed extraction areas are near to the following designated or proposed 
nature conservation sites:  
 
SSSIs  

· Aire Point & Carrick Du SSSI  

· Hayle Estuary & Carrack Gladdens SSSI  

· Mexico Towans SSSI  

· Godrevy to St Agnes SSSI  

· Cligga Head SSSI  

· Penhale SSSI  

· Kelsey Head SSSI  
 

SACs/SPAs  

· Godrevey Head to St Agnes SAC  

· Penhale SAC  

· Lands End & Cape Bank candidate SAC  

· Falmouth Bay to St Austell Bay proposed SPA  
 

Further information on the Sites of Special Scientific Interests (SSSI’s) and their 
special interest features can be found at www.natureonthemap.naturalengland.org.uk 
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The ES should include a full assessment of the direct and indirect effects of the 
development on the features of special interest within these sites and should identify 
such mitigation measures as may be required in order to avoid, minimise or reduce 
any adverse significant effects. This should include a description of the terrestrial 
SSSIs linked through coastal processes (wave action, sediment movement etc.) to the 
extraction site(s), and assessment of potential coastal process impacts on these 
designated sites which may impact on the designated features such as disruption of 
beach feeding of dune system SSSIs.  

 
Throughout the MML scoping report there are several inaccurate references to 
designated areas. Section 4.1 (page 18) refers incorrectly to “a candidate SAC in the 
Gannel estuary”. There is no candidate Special Area of Conservation (SAC) proposed 
in the Newquay/Gannel area though there is a recommended Marine Conservation 
Zone (MCZ) proposed covering this area (see further information below).   Section 6.2 
(page 30) refers to designated sites including “MPZ” – which should refer instead to 
MCZs. Section 6.2.3 on Voluntary Marine Conservation Areas (VMCAs) does cover 
the St Agnes VMCA, but then goes on to discuss the recommended MCZ for Newquay 
& the Gannel, as well as the Lands End to Cape Bank cSAC, the Penhale Dunes SAC, 
and the Isles of Scilly and Lundy SACs. The reference to the Isles of Scilly and Lundy 
SACs should be amended: they are not “partly designated” for seals, rather grey seals 
(Halichoerus grypus) are one of the features for which the sites are designated.  
 
Table 6.1 (page 32-3) summarises the designated sites in the vicinity of the proposed 
extraction areas. References to the Isles of Scilly and Lundy SACs should note that 
these sites have relevance to all proposed sand extraction areas, as the seals 
protected by these SACs belong to a wider Celtic Sea seal population which utilises 
the whole coastline. The St Ives and Porthtowan sand reserves have particular 
relevance for seals as they are adjacent to known important seal haul-out areas at 
Godrevy and Sally’s Bottom, between Portreath and Porthtowan.  
 

6.2 Sites of geological interest  

 
No reference is made in the scoping report to existing and potential sites of geological 
interest as well as nationally important Geological Conservation Review Sites (GCRs) 
which are awaiting formal notification.  
 
Gwithian to Mexico Towans SSSI is in part designated for its coastal process 
geomorphology. Any changes in coastal process have the potential to impact on these 
designated features and must be considered within the EIA.  

 
The list of GCRs present along the relevant stretch of coast is as follows:  
 

· Carrick Du – Clodgy Point  

· Upton and Gwithian Towans  

· Godrevy Point and Strap Rocks  

· Godrevy  

· Wheal Coates  

· Trevaunance Cove  

· Cligga Head  

· Cligga Head Mine  

· Cotty‟s Point  
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· Perran Beach – Holywell Bay  

· Gravel Hill Mine  

 

As a minimum the potential impact on coastal geomorphological process on Upton and 
Gwithian Towans will need to be included in the ES, and the other sites of geological 
importance should as a minimum be listed and mapped as constraints. 

 

6.3 Marine Conservation Zones 

 
The Perran sand resource lies within 5km of the Newquay and the Gannel 
recommended Marine Conservation Zone (rMCZ). This was recommended through the 
„Finding Sanctuary‟ project for the following features:  
 

· Broad-scale habitats  

· Subtidal coarse sediment  

· Subtidal mud  

· Subtidal sand  

· Coastal saltmarshes and saline reedbeds  

· High energy intertidal rock  

· Intertidal coarse sediment  

· Intertidal mud  

· Intertidal sand and muddy sand  

· Low energy intertidal rock  

· Moderate energy intertidal rock  

· Species FOCI  

· Pink sea fan (Eunicella verrucosa)  

· Giant goby (Gobius cobitis)  

· Native oyster (Ostrea edulis)  

· Sea snail (Paludinella littorina)  

· European eel (Anguilla Anguilla)  

 

This site has not been proposed by DEFRA as one of the sites to be designated during 
2013. However, these features have been identified as having importance, and the 
potential impact on these features should be included in the ES.  

 

6.4 Protected Species 

 
Research should be undertaken to identify whether any protected species are present 
in the areas likely to be affected by the proposals. As an initial step, consultation with 
the Environmental Records Centre for Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly (ERCCIS), 
http://www.erccis.org.uk/ would help to identify whether there are existing records of 
protected species within the area in question.  
 
Evidence has been presented on the presence of cetaceans within and around the 
proposed extraction areas. In addition to the sources of information listed (Section 
6.5.1, page 40, MML scoping report), consultation should be undertaken with Cornwall 
Wildlife Trust regarding the information on cetacean distribution and abundance 
resulting from their Seaquest Netsafe project. We would also recommend the inclusion 
of relevant SeaWatch Foundation data in the ES.  
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The ES should consider any Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species and habitats that 
might occur within or around the proposed extraction areas. “Subtidal sands and 
gravels” are a BAP listed habitat, as are “Fragile sponge and anthozoan communities 
on subtidal rocky habitats”. BAP species such as pink sea fan Eunicella verrucosa and 
the sunset cup coral Leptopsammia pruvoti should also be considered. Consideration 
of appropriate methodologies for the proposed extraction should take into account any 
reef areas at or around the extraction locations, and the potential need for mitigation 
e.g. margin/buffer zone around reef areas, to ensure that reef areas are protected and 
any impacts minimised.  
 
For protected species found to be occurring within the affected areas, the ES should 
include details of:  
 

· The species concerned  

· The population level at the site affected by the proposal 

· The direct and indirect effects of the development upon that species 

· Full details of any mitigation or compensation that might be required  

· Whether the impact is acceptable and/or licensable  

 
In order to provide this information there may be a requirement for a survey at a 
particular time of year. Surveys should always be carried out in optimal survey time 
periods and to current guidance by suitably qualified and where necessary, licensed, 
consultants.  
We note and welcome the consideration of biosecurity in the scoping report (Section 
6.7.6, page 43, MML scoping report). 

 

6.5 Marine mammals  

 
The detail on data that will be used for seal numbers is minimal and needs to be 
expanded. We recommend that information is sought from the Cornwall Seal Group 
regarding seal occurrence in, and use of, the area in question. Other potential sources 
of information for cetacean distribution should also be sought including Cornwall 
Wildlife Trust and the Environmental Records Centre for Cornwall and the Isles of 
Scilly. As part of the ES, any caveats associated with each dataset and survey type 
should be analysed. 
  
Section 6.7.7 (page 44, MML scoping report) lists noise and vibration disturbance, 
visual disturbance and collisions as the principle potential effects to marine mammals. 
Further impacts that have the potential to reduce foraging areas and that should be 
considered include:  
 

· The impact on prey availability (particularly sandeels)  

· Potential increased turbidity from sediment plumes impacting on visual feeding ability  

· Potential impacts on water quality   

 
In terms of detail, any risk assessment on the potential impacts to cetaceans/seals 
from noise should include an assessment of:  
 

· Duration and frequency of the activity  



18 

 

· Intensity and frequency of sound and extent of the area where injury/disturbance 
thresholds could be exceeded, taking into consideration species-specific 
sensitivities  

· The interaction with other concurrent, preceding or subsequent activities in the area 
(in-combination effects)  

· Southall et al. (2007) thresholds for injury and behavioural responses (criteria used 
across industry), and other relevant published studies  

· Whether the local abundance or distribution could be significantly affected  

 
Consideration should be given to the methodology and optimal timing of the works to 
cause least disturbance. This should take into account the life cycles and habitat 
usage patterns of these mobile species.  

 

6.6 Birds  

 
Consultation with the RSPB is required regarding several issues including intertidal 
habitats along the relevant stretch of coastline (St Ives to Perranporth). Section 6.7.8 
(page 44, MML scoping report) states that “no indirect impacts on intertidal birds are 
predicted” – more evidence should be presented to support this conclusion – the MMO 
do not agree that impacts on intertidal birds can be ruled out on the basis of the 
information presented in the scoping report. Direct impacts (e.g. due to disturbance 
from feeding/breeding areas) and indirect impacts (e.g. due to impacts on prey species 
such as sandeels) on seabird species should be evaluated. Survey work will be 
required in addition to the full literature survey (Section 6.7.8, page 44). For any 
assessment of impacts/scale of impacts on birds it will be necessary to set out clearly 
the duration of any activity (with frequency and intensity).  
 
Details of seabird breeding colonies along the coastline should be obtained for 
breeding birds.  JNCC’s Seabird Monitoring Programme has an online database of 
colony information (http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-1550). Additional regional/local data 
sources for colony information may also be available – the MMO would recommend 
consultation with the RSPB.  Species-specific information on average foraging 
distances for the relevant species (“mean max” values, available from Thaxter et al 
2012) can be applied as radii around the colonies to provide areas of search within 
which breeding seabirds might be expected to be foraging.  This exercise should also 
check that no other designated areas beyond those mentioned in paragraph 5 above 
are drawn into the scope of the ES (by falling within the projected radii). Further survey 
work should be put in place to collect information on presence and behaviours of the 
relevant species at sea within the affected areas.  

 
Work should also be undertaken to assess the scale of likely impacts for seabirds 
using the proposed extraction areas (especially St Ives Bay) during the post-breeding 
and wintering seasons. In particular St Ives Bay is becoming increasingly important for 
the Balearic Shearwater (a Critically Endangered species) in the post-breeding 
season. 
 
In addition to the species mentioned within the MML scoping report, the recent surveys 
by the National Oceanographic Centre at Southampton University, have recorded the 
presence of a wide range of other species, for example gannet, black throated diver, 
black necked grebe, red necked grebe, glaucous gull, eider duck, Mediterranean Gull, 
common scoter and velvet scoter. Counts of over 3000 razorbills have been recorded 
and their positions mapped in St Ives Bay by theodolite. This information does not 
concur with conclusions drawn from the data quoted from the Wave Hub EIA. This new 
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seabird data from the NOC must be included and its implications considered in greater 
detail in the ES as these seabird populations are related to the presence of small bait 
fish species such as sprats and sandeels known to be present in the nearshore sand 
deposits in St Ives Bay, and presumably in the other areas as well to a lesser degree, 
depending upon their relative exposure. 

6.7 Sandeels 

 

The sand deposits are good sandeel habitat and no detailed data is presented on 
distribution within these deposits.  Sandeels are ecologically important and are also 
fished commercially.  The ES should adequately assess the potential impacts upon 
sandeels.  The lack of data needs to be addressed through new studies.   
 
St Ives Bay is a renowned biodiversity hotspot and, alongside seabird feeding and 
commercial fishing activity, indicates a highly productive system.  It is imperative that 
further research identifies the component parts of the food chain and informs how 
specific species will be affected by the extraction activity.  In addition the role of the 
resource area (and surrounds) as a spawning and nursery area needs investigation to 
address both ecological and economic concerns.   
 
Sandeels are known for their patchy distribution. There are indications that sandeels 
have a high level of site fidelity and are not successful re-colonisers (Jensen et al, 
2011), although some research (e.g. Haynes & Robinson, 2011) indicates that patch 
fidelity amongst young sandeel in particular may be short term. Impacts should placed 
in the context that sandeels located in these areas may not be able to colonise the 
other viable sandy habitat in the immediate vicinity (or viable habitat may be at 
capacity) and this may constitute a direct loss to the population. Sandeels generally 
spawn where they are found; therefore nursery grounds are generally located in the 
same area as spawning grounds. We note that if the results of the ornithological 
assessment work indicate that sandeel are a prey item for seabird, additional survey 
work will be required to assess the importance of the sandeel habitat.  
 
Mitigation methods to address the impacts upon the sandeel population and migratory 
salmonids may need to be considered should further studies suggest that the 
proposed operations may affect populations.  

 

6.8 Range of Fish Species 

 

The range of species cited for the St Ives Bay area alone does not include the 
presence of sprats Sprattus sprattus, bass Dicentrarchus labrax, herring Clupea 
harengus, assorted ray species, turbot Scophthalmus maximus and Dover sole Solea 
solea, all of which are commonly caught in this and the other two areas. 

 

The MMO consider that this stretch of coastline and in particular St Ives Bay is an 
important migratory route and marine feeding area for sea trout from the river Camel 
and other coastal streams along the north coast of Cornwall. This coastal area will also 
be used by Atlantic Salmon during their migrations. During the latest review of the 
River Camel Net Limitation Order and review of stocks, a sharp decline has emerged 
in sea trout numbers over the last five years. Sea trout will migrate along the north 
coast to feed on the sandeels living in the sand banks of St Ives Bay and probably 
Porthtowan and Perran, during the months between January and July. 
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There is concern that the food source for an already declining species could be 
depleted by these operations, and that in turn the sandeel population may also 
degrade to a point where both sea trout and sandeels are at severe risk. It is unknown 
what impact this will also have on Atlantic salmon populations and the European Eel. 
 
The occurrence of large numbers of seabirds in St Ives Bay (usually December to 
February) is associated with the appearance of large concentrations of bait fish.  
Further study of these bait fish is required to determine the species involved and how 
they use St Ives Bay in order to better understand any potential impacts. 

6.9 Shellfish 

 

There is a designated bivalve mollusc production area in St Ives Bay, called St Ives 

West and Central, which has a provisional B classification for the harvesting of Ensis 

spp, for which it is being actively fished.  The proposed works are likely to destroy this 

bed once mining operations reach this part of the bay, and there are is also potential 

for the remobilisation of heavy metals and the impacts of increased nutrients entering 

the bay from disturbed seabed deposits.  This could result in an increase in algal 

blooms which may also contain toxins of significance to this production area. These 

impacts must be included in the ES with advice sought from the Food Standards 

Agency and Cefas.  

 

The forthcoming repeal of the Shellfish Waters Directive and their status as protected 

areas under the Water Framework Directive do not obviate the need for these sites 

and issues to be considered in greater detail in the ES.  

 

6.10 Fisheries 

6.10.1 Fisheries biology 

 
ICES rectangle VIIf is a high intensity spawning area and spawning grounds for ling, 
Molva molva, horse mackerel, Sarda sarda, mackerel, Scomber scombrus, plaice, 
hake, Merculius merculius cod, Gadus Morhua and whiting, Salmo trutta trutta  may be 
in the local area.  High intensity spawning grounds for sole and sandeel, Ammodytes 
Tobianus and nursery grounds for whiting, anglerfish (high intensity) and mackerel 
(high intensity) may also be present in the local area. Sole spawning grounds are 
present off Trevose Head with juvenile sole preferring more muddy sand and adults 
the sandbank edges). 

 
The ES should identify any known spawning or nursery grounds within the sand 
resources or local area.  The potential impacts of the sand extraction proposals on 
these populations will need to be considered. In addition, re-suspension of 
contaminants may affect plaice Pleuronectes platessa and information on this should 
also be included. 

 
Species of conservation concern and migratory species such as salmon Salmo salar, 
sea trout Salmo trutta, lampreys, shads, smelts and eels will be assessed in the EIA. 
We note that one of the desk based assessments will be on the migratory fisheries 
interests of the rivers and estuaries discharging close the sand reserve areas, which 
will hopefully address these points.  
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Further clarification is necessary regarding the extent (both temporal and spatial) of 

predicted exclusion zones.  The ES should cover how prey species (as well as the 

commercial fish themselves) will be affected by the proposal and at what stage of their 

life cycle. 

6.10.2 Commercial and recreational fisheries 

 

Fishing activity is concentrated mainly between April to October, however netting and 

potting continue during the remaining months as does the winter handline mackerel 

fishery in St Ives Bay. Bass angling is mainly focused during the winter months from 

local beaches and their associated headlands. There is no reference to angling in the 

scoping study and this must be included in the ES. 

 

The MMO does not consider that the work undertaken for the Wave Hub EIA is 
sufficient to provide a comprehensive assessment of fishing activity within this area.  
This is due to the fact that the text in this paragraph omits any reference to the activity 
of fishing vessels from Newquay, which regularly target both Perran Bay and the area 
off St Agnes to Porthtowan. In addition, the data provided is from 2006 will need to be 
updated.  The MMO supports the consideration of trawling surveys to provide 
additional information on the fish species within the sand resource. 
 
The MML scoping report correctly identifies the spider crab fishery as being under the 

greatest potential threat from this development proposal. This risk should equally apply 

to the razor clam fishery within St Ives Bay which also lies solely within the extraction 

areas. 

 

The use of ICES data for over 10m vessels alone is not sufficient to quantify the 

fisheries effort in the area.  This data will not provide an accurate picture of the scale 

and value of inshore fish and shellfish fisheries if under 10m vessels are excluded.  

The ES must include data from the under 10m sector, ideally sourced directly from the 

affected vessels. Similarly, local angling clubs and charter vessels should be 

approached for their data.  

 

Given the inshore location of the sand reserves we would strongly advocate continued 
consultation with the Cornwall Inshore Fisheries Conservation Agency (Cornwall 
IFCA). They will have the best local fishing knowledge and ensure consultation with 
the local fishermen especially with regard to the under 10m fleet. In addition, 
crustacean landings data from commercial vessels may be supplied by Cornwall IFCA.  
 

The MMO can provide data on landings from under 10m vessels although the data 

held is per ICES rectangle, and does not provide specific localised information.  This 

data may however be used in conjunction with further evidence gathered directly from 

the affected vessels, where possible.   

 
Section 6.7.5 of the MML report highlights that there is the potential for direct localised 
disturbance of fisheries stock and habitat damage.  We support the strategy for 
fisheries resources i.e. that they will be studied by consultation with the fishing 
community and observations/records of the locations of fixed gear. We are also 
pleased to note that data on fishing effort will be gathered to inform a mitigation 
strategy to reduce effects on the local fishery as far as practical.    
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Section 8.8.1 of the MML report describes a proposed study on fishing that will be 
undertaken as part of the ES. We support the proposed desk based assessments and 
are pleased to see this will be done in conjunction with the local fishing community. 
The inshore fishing fleet should also be consulted. 

 

6.11 Elasmobranch Species 

 
We support the presentation of existing data on Basking Sharks and assessment of 
impacts on them within the ES (section 6.7.4 of the MML scoping report).  The Basking 
Shark is a seasonal visitor to North Cornwall waters, with the Southwest of England 
regarded as an important global ‘hot-spot’ for this species.  Within Cornish Waters 
Basking Sharks exhibit feeding, courtship and socal behaviours crucial to their life 
history, however these behaviours are highly vulnerable to disruption. 
 
Many elasmobranch species have a close association with the seabed, whether as 
nursery or feeding grounds, and utilise a wide range of substrates, including sand and 
gravel.  Skate and ray, as well as some sharks, lay eggs that remain in-situ on the 
seabed for up to nine months.  Juvenile shark, skate and ray also utilise inshore 
waters as nursery grounds and disturbance in these areas through extractive 
processes may have significant impact on the viability of localised populations. 

 

6.12 Invasive Alien Species 

 

The MMO recommends that best management practises are identified and 

implemented to reduce the risk from marine invasive species.   The disturbance 

created by dredging could benefit some of the non-native species to occupy some of 

the space and out-compete the local species for food.  Ongoing monitoring for invasive 

species should be carried out as routine.  Further information may be found by 

contacting Cornwall Wildlife Trust’s Invasive Species Project Officer. 

 

6.13 Ecological Surveys 

 

Some of the habitats and species identified appear to be of lower conservation value. 

Specifically some of the sandy areas seemed to be impoverished, therefore, the 

overall effects to this area are expected to be mainly localised and if these are tightly 

managed the effects could be minimised in these areas. The document emphasises 

the need to continue to monitor adjacent areas since there are some species of 

conservation importance and other designated sites (SSSI and SAC) in the proximity 

of the proposed project. A survey design for these areas will need to be agreed. 

 
We would suggest that detailed intertidal work will need to the undertaken in the area, 

specifically where waders would feed on intertidal species.  A more dedicated survey 

and monitoring should be developed and implemented in this area.  Potential for 

impact on intertidal habitats could be linked into the CIS. 

 
A comprehensive baseline is required for the ES, to enable a full characterisation of 

these sites for benthic ecology (with tools such as grab sampling and underwater 

video) to characterise seabed habitats prior to dredging in these areas. The scoping 
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document is brief and some of the citations for faunal distribution date back to the 

1990’s.  A more recent characterisation of these areas should be gathered.  Some 

information is also available from the SAC work conducted by Natural England (NE) 

that could be used for this purpose. 

 
MML should consider the acquisition of sidescan sonar survey and ground truth the 

survey area to ensure acquisition of an adequate baseline. This will ensure a cost-

effective baseline can be established and will enable the Developer to acquire a fit for 

purpose and flexible design for the baseline and long-term monitoring of these areas. 

7 Noise and Vibration 

Noise and vibration are recognised as key risks to many of the environmental receptors 
present in or adjacent to the site, and as such will need to be considered in detail. 

The MMO expect this issue to be covered in further detail on this in the ES.  Please also 
see comments specific to marine mammals in Section 6.5. 

8 Socioeconomic Impacts 

8.1 Tourism 

 
Given the value of tourism to the local economy and the importance of the maritime 
environment in attracting visitors, we need to ensure that this asset is protected.  The 
report states that the seabed sand mining is weather dependent, only possible during 
the best conditions.  It also makes clear that the mining will start at 200 metres from 
the low water mark, so very close to the shore.  These factors could therefore have a 
large impact during the peak tourist season, when visitors and residents will be using 
the coastal areas. 
 
Introducing a new marine activity such as this relatively close to the shoreline, could 
also have a visible and audible impact from beyond the immediate sand reserve sites, 
and may affect Bathing Water quality.  These risks need to be carefully considered. 
 
As part of the ES, a desk study assessment relating to tourism is proposed.  The MMO 
do not consider this will be sufficient to fully identify the extent to which the scheme 
could potentially impact upon the economic and employment aspects of the tourism 
industry, especially as the recovery of the tin bearing sand is expected to take 10 
years to complete. 
 
The MMO strongly recommend that a Tourism Impact Assessment (TIA) is produced 
and included in the ES.  Further information on this can be obtained from Visit 
Cornwall: www.visitcornwall.com 
 
In addition to listed consultees for this area of work such as Cornwall AONB, Natural 
England and Cornwall Council; the MMO would advise MML to consider consultation 
with landowners including the National Trust, and businesses that rely heavily on the 
visual amenity of this coastline. 
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8.2 Recreational water sports including surfing 

 
The proposed dredging areas include some of the most important areas for surfing and 
recreational water sports in the UK.  Surfers and other recreational water users are not 
only residents but also form a significant proportion of the visiting tourist market.  It has 
been estimated that surfing brings in an annual turnover of £64 million while sailing 
brings in £52 million.  The MMO would therefore stress the importance of including 
potential impacts on recreational water sports in the ES.  In particular, the potential for 
the project to impact the surfing regime at valuable and popular surfing beaches 
should be given detailed consideration within the ES. 

9 Marine Transport and Navigation 

 
Potential impacts upon marine transport and navigation should be included within the 
ES.  As noted previously, the MMO will require further detail on the extent of proposed 
exclusion zones at the point of application. 

10 Landscape and Visual  

10.1 Designations 

 
The MML scoping report provides a comprehensive list of landscape-scale 
designations in the vicinity of the proposed extraction areas. The ES should assess the 
likely impact of the proposals on these designations where appropriate and possible.    
 

The three areas where extraction works are proposed lie off a coastline designated as 

an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. This designation’s primary purpose is to 

conserve and enhance natural beauty, and the application must assess the 

significance of impacts created by the development upon the landscape character and 

visual appreciation of the landscape and views out to sea. 

 

10.2 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

 

We welcome the intention to include a landscape and visual impact assessment within 

the ES, based on good practice guidelines such as those produced jointly by the 

Landscape Institute/Institute of Environmental Assessment (Section 10.7, page 76). 

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) provides a sound basis for guiding, informing 

and understanding the ability of any location to accommodate change, and to make 

positive proposals for conserving, enhancing or regenerating character, as detailed 

proposals are developed.  

 
Table 10.1 (page 76) states that there will be a “temporary” impact on landscape 

character/visual impact during sand extraction. Clearer information must be provided 

on what “temporary” means in this context (as the impact could be both temporary and 

long-lasting, particularly as the developers are talking of 10-year timescales as a 

minimum for extraction activities).  
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The scoping document recognises key visual receptors. The application submission  

should examine the potential visual effects created by the development and whether 

the impact will be significant.  

 

10.3 Key concerns 

 

Concerns are raised relating to the 10 year operations and the potential discolouration 

of the water off this important coastline, and effects experienced on the shore.  In 

addition to this there are concerns on the scale of the equipment used and the 

potential for it to create effects upon the appreciation of this section of coastline.  

These should be addressed fully in the ES. 

11 Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage  

 

11.1 Historic environment features 

 
The types of archaeological remains that are anticipated to be affected by the 
proposed project are detailed in Section 11.1 of the MML scoping report. It should be 
noted that this does not include detail on crashed aircraft which have some potential to 
be recovered. The historic environment features that may be affected by the proposed 
project include remains of wreckage from both vessels and aircraft, and the 
archaeological evidence of human activity on former land surfaces now submerged by 
higher sea level. These submerged prehistoric landscapes may contain evidence of 
prehistoric occupation and former land surfaces in the form of artefacts and palaeo-
environmental deposits. An increasing amount of evidence exists to suggest that the 
inshore sea areas off the North Cornwall coast have potential for buried Holocene land 
surfaces (see Palaeo- environmental records of the Cornwall HER and The 
Archaeology of South West England, Webber et al 2008). As such the proposed 
project has significant potential to not only impact upon these deposits, but also to 
inform our understanding of these submerged palaeolandscapes. 

 

11.2 Archaeological protocol 

 
Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 16 and 20, and Planning Policy Statement 5 (PPS5) 
have now been superseded by the National Planning Policy Framework.  The 
archaeological protocol referred to (BMAPA and EH, 2005) and used as a temporary 
mitigation measure for grab sampling and vibrocore work is a marine aggregate 
industry specific scheme that will not be appropriate to the methodologies proposed for 
this project. As such the ES must include detail on proposals for production of a 
scheme specific ‘Protocol for reporting archaeological discoveries’ to be operated 
during any proposed works. The ES and associated archaeological technical report 
must also consider proposals for mitigation and monitoring including any requirement 
for an archaeological watching brief at different stages of operations, as well as the 
need for the production of a Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI).  A WSI functions 
to describe agreed methodologies for any further archaeological work deemed 
necessary to deliver the proposed project. The proposed mitigation and monitoring 
strategies must also include consideration of the requirements for archaeological 
review of geophysical and geotechnical data during operational monitoring works to 



26 

 

allow assessment of potential impacts of the proposed project on the marine historic 
environment. 

 

11.3 Archaeological assessment 

 

The archaeological assessment to inform the EIA must be produced by an appointed 
archaeological consultant with particular marine expertise, working to standards such 
as those recognised by the Institute for Archaeologists. The Archaeological 
Assessment report must draw on a range of information sources in order to adequately 
inform the EIA. With this in mind we note in section 11.5.1 (MML scoping report) the 
key supporting documents that will be used in the production of the ES.  It is essential 
that the archaeological study report reviews historic environment information held by 
adjacent local authorities (ie. the Cornwall Historic Environment Records), the National 
Record of the Historic Environment maintained by English Heritage and the wrecks 
database of the UK Hydrographic Office. Reference should also be made to Webber et 
al, 2008, as detailed above. In addition to those sources listed, the relevant sections of 
the ES must reference studies commissioned by English Heritage through the 
Aggregates Levy Sustainability Fund (ALSF) including: 

· Bates, Dix and Plets. (2010) Marine Geophysics Data Acquisition, Processing and 
Interpretation Guidance Notes 

· Wessex Archaeology (2006) Wrecks on the Seabed R2, Assessment, Evaluation and 
Recording, Geophysical Surveys 

 
Further details of all other relevant ALSF projects can be found in the Maritime 
archives of the Archaeology Data Service website: 
http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/catalogue/projArch/alsf/search_maritime.cfm 
See also the ALSF project navigator - http://www.marinealsf-navigator.org.uk/ 
 
In addition to desk based sources, site specific geophysical and geotechnical survey 
data must be collected and made available to inform the archaeological assessment 
and characterise the interests in the area prior to any extractive activity. For historic 
wreck sites and aircraft crash sites, side scan sonar and bathymetric data must be 
collected and assessed by qualified archaeologists to help identify and interpret 
features of historic environment interest, and help develop mitigation and monitoring 
strategies. Side scan sonar data should be made available to archaeologists to identify 
any wreck or aircraft crash sites of archaeological interest. Bathymetric data should be 
made available to aid archaeological interpretation of side scan sonar data, and most 
importantly to allow an on-going assessment of the stability of the seabed in and 
around any known sites of archaeological interest. This is necessary to further 
characterise the historic environment interest of the licence area prior to the 
commencement of any operations, including the potential survival of any shipwrecks 
and related material such as cargo and aircraft remains.  
 

11.4 Geotechnical data 

 

Geotechnical data in the form of vibrocores, boreholes, and associated logs should be 
made available to inform an assessment of the submerged palaeolandscapes in the 
study areas. To support this requirement, an assessment will be required of the 
physical state of any of the previously obtained vibrocores to determine suitability for 
microfossil analysis and dating. A geo-archaeological report of the findings should be 
produced which should also detail if any further geotechnical surveys are required and 
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an associated programme of analysis and reporting. This data should also be used to 
inform further assessment of the palaeoenvironmental and prehistoric archaeological 
interest of the proposed areas, and is particularly important given the archaeological 
potential of the area as demonstrated in the work mentioned above. 

 

12 Additional Information  

12.1 Cumulative and in-combination effects  

 

The scoping report states that cumulative impacts will be assessed in the ES. 

Cumulative impacts relate to the EIA Regulations and are those impacts from the 

proposed activity which, when combined with the effects of other activities, increase in 

magnitude. This increase in magnitude may cause an increase impact to the 

environment and should therefore be assessed within the EIA.  

The report states that "The ES would contain a short section summarising the potential 

for cumulative impacts to arise through the interaction of the key topic areas". We 

would recommend that this section should encompass a full and comprehensive 

review of potential impacts across the topic areas and all known works. 

The ES must also consider the potential for cumulative and in-combination impacts on 

the historic environment in the wider context of other development activities in the 

region. This is imperative to ensure that any further development activities in the North 

Cornwall area are only undertaken with full consideration of the potential for 

cumulative effects on the survival of archaeological sites and features. 

As stated previously, the ES should include both the marine and terrestrial aspects of 

the wider project.  This includes but is not necessarily limited to: 

· Marine extraction works 

· Works associated with land based processes 

· Marine improvement works associated with the port used to dock the plant used in 

the extraction and export of the mineral concentrate. 

Should Hayle Harbour be considered, the cumulative impact of dredging the channel 

should be considered alongside the impacts arising from the extraction of sediment for 

metals.  Given the existing erosion concerns at the mouth of the estuary it is 

particularly important to understand potential cumulative impacts on coastal 

processes. 

12.2 Habitat Regulations Assessment 

 

The scoping report also mentions that a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) is 

expected to be required as part of the proposals, as a consequence of the potential 

impacts on seals (designated features of the Isles of Scilly and Lundy SACs), but does 

not mention that this screening will include an in combination assessment. Cumulative 

and in combination assessments are different, as the latter is specifically relevant to 
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HRA. The impact the activity has on designated species and habitats should be 

assessed alone and in combination with other plans and projects at the site level. 

Impacts can be screened out of this assessment (this should be detailed within the ES) 

if there is no possible direct or indirect impact with the proposed activity or other plans 

or projects. If this assumption cannot be met, evidence of the level of impacts/effects 

of the activity alone and in combination should be provided.  

The following types of projects should be included in such an assessment. (Subject to 

available information):  

· Existing completed projects  

· Approved but uncompleted projects  

· Ongoing activities  

· Plans or projects for which an application has been made and which are under 

consideration by the consenting authorities  

· Plans and projects which are reasonably foreseeable, i.e. projects for which an 

application has not yet been submitted, but which are likely to progress before 

completion of the development and for which sufficient information is available to 

assess the likelihood of cumulative and in-combination effects.  

European sites (e.g. designated Special Areas or Conservation (SAC), Special 

Protection Areas (SPA) and/or Ramsar Sites) fall within the scope of the Conservation 

of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. Paragraph 169 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework requires that potential Special Protection Areas, possible Special 

Areas of Conservation, listed or proposed Ramsar sites, and any site identified as 

being necessary to compensate for adverse impacts on classified, potential or possible 

SPAs, SACs and Ramsar sites be treated in the same way as classified sites. The 

South Cornwall (Falmouth Bay to St Austell Bay) SPA is not yet designated, but the 

potential for any impacts on the site or its protected features should be considered as 

part of the ES, and then scoped in or out. Such impacts are likely to be relevant if the 

receiving port is located within or close to the pSPA. This analysis should be presented 

in the ES. Further information on this proposed SPA can be found here:   

http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/marine/mpa/ems/falmouthspa.aspx 

Due to the importance of the area for, and vulnerability of, Balearic Shearwater we 

would recommend that the results of satellite tracking are reviewed to identify whether 

individuals from SPAs are being recorded in the area.  Satellite tracking may also 

determine whether Manx shearwater from the SPA colonies off South West Wales 

(Skomer and Skokholm) are using this sea area. 

 

12.3 Water Framework Directive 

 

A Water Framework Directive assessment will be required.  This should follow the 

Environment Agency’s Clearing the Waters guidance given on our Marine dredging 

guidance for compliance with the Water Framework Directive web-page 

http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/licensing/supporting/water.htm. The South West 
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River Basin Management plan identifies the Lands End to Trevose Head coastal water 

body as being of moderate status, with dredging as a pressure that should be 

controlled by applying national guidance, including taking into account priority 

hazardous substances and specific pollutants for disposal activities.  

A high level application of the Clearing the Water guidance suggests that full 

assessment is liable to need to consider impacts on biological elements, morphological 

conditions, the tidal regime (including on currents and wave exposure), transparency, 

specific pollutants and priority substances, as well as potential impacts on bathing 

waters (notably at Perranporth, Porthtowan, Hayle and Godrevy Towans, Porth Kidney 

Sands, Carbis Bay, and Porthminster) and Special Areas of Conservation (Penhale 

Dunes and Godrevy Head to St Agnes). 

Specifically with regards to the MML scoping report, we note in section 4.3.4 that the 

scoping report states that: no significant impact of intertidal water and sand dynamics 

is identifiable at this stage. This judgment is confidently made, and has important 

implications in that threat to beach stability, changes to flood risk and coastal erosion 

and impacts on intertidal habitats/biotopes can be effectively scoped out.  We do not 

consider that these impacts can be scoped out at this stage, and we would require 

assessment to support this statement. 

12.4 St Ives Coast Protection Order 

 

It should be noted that Cornwall Council is the licensing authority for a Coast 

Protection Order in St Ives Bay.  The order prevents the removal of materials 

(including minerals) from the sea bed, without a licence, other than those 50 feet or 

more below the surface.  The St Ives Bay Coast Protection Order covers the area 

inside a line drawn from Godrevy Point to Clodgy Point, and overlaps a proportion of 

the proposed extraction site.  MML will need to apply to Cornwall Council for the 

necessary consents. 

 

12.5 Public Representations 

 

The MMO would like to highlight that we have received significant number of public 

representations in relation to this case.  To date, the MMO have received more than 

250 letters and e-mails about the proposed project.  Many of the members of the 

public have given permission for us to pass their contact details to the applicant in 

order to provide an opportunity for MML to respond to them directly.  These details are 

attached to this report as Appendix 1.   

We have also received representations from several organisations who may have 

expertise or interest in certain relevant fields.  A list of these organisations is attached 

as Appendix 2.   

The MMO strongly advise MML to consult and engage with the public and interested 

organisations before making a licence application. 
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12.6 Conclusion  

 

It is the MMO’s opinion that the proposed works fall within the specifications of the 
Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2007 (as amended) 
and as such a formal EIA is required.  
 
It is the MMO’s opinion that due to the nature, scale and location of the proposed 
scheme that the project will require an Appropriate Assessment under the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended).  

 
The topics highlighted in this report should be assessed during the EIA process and 

the outcome of these assessments should be documented in the subsequent ES 

which will support the marine licence application.  However, this statement should not 

be seen as a definitive list of all EIA requirements and other subsequent work may 

prove necessary, depending upon the results of the surveys and monitoring and 

regarding the wider project. 
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13 Appendix I 

 

The MMO received a total of 254 representations from members of the public.  A number of 

individuals gave permission for their details to be given to the developer; these have now 

been passed on. 
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14 Appendix II 

The organisations listed below have all made representations to the MMO as part of this 

process.  Their comments, where relevant, have been included in the main body of the 

report. 

 

St Agnes Marine Conservation Group 

Cornwall Geoconservation Group 

Penzabuloe Parish Council 

St Ives Town Council 

St Minver Lowlands Town Council 

Hayle Town Council 

Save our Sands 

Shark Trust 

National Lobster Hatchery 

Friends of the Earth 

Visit Cornwall 

National Trust 

Cornwall Bird Watching and Preservation Society 

North Coast Protection Association 

St Ives Harbour Master 

St Ives Fishermen’s Association 

 

Harbour Authorities 

Portreath 

Hayle 

St Ives 
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15 Appendix III 

 

The following table contains a summary of the key studies required to address concerns 

relating to the marine mineral extraction  part of the EIA for the project.  This list is not 

exhaustive and the requirements may vary in the light of findings of other studies and 

changes to the proposed methodology. Further studies may be required to address 

terrestrial issues and other marine aspects associated with works required at associated 

ports. Further information regarding evidence that should be provided is included in the main 

body of the report. 

 

STUDY REQUIRED REASON / SCOPE 
Coastal Impact Study This should identify and quantify impacts on coastal beaches and 

offshore sandbanks which may act as shoreline defence 
structures. 

 The above should cover: 

· Effects on intertidal coastal processes, 

· Effects on subtidal coastal processes, 

· Sediment transport process measurements, 

Detailed biotope 
mapping and species’ 
population assessments 

New studies should be undertaken to determine the impact of the 
proposal on given species at various stage of their life cycle. 

Dredge Management 
Plan and Monitoring 
Plan 

This must ensure that the impacts of the wider operation remain 
within the boundaries of those predicted in the EIA and CIS. 

Studies into the potential 
re-suspension of  
contaminants 

Analysis of sediment and leachate should be undertaken for a full 
range of contaminants (analytical suite to be agreed with MMO) 
should be included as part of the baseline evidence. 

Assessment of the 
impact of the project on 
features of designated 
sites 

This should include a full assessment of the direct and indirect 
effects of the wider project and should also cover its potential 
impact on coastal geomorphological processes on sites of 
geological importance. 

Research into the 
presence of protected 
species 

Research should be undertaken to see whether any protected 
species are present in the areas likely to be affected by the 
proposals. 

Risk assessment on the 
potential impacts to 
cetaceans / seals 

This should include an assessment of: 

· Duration and frequency of activity, 

· Intensity and frequency of sound, 

· In-combination effects, 

· Thresholds for injury and behavioural responses, 

· Whether the local abundance or distribution could be 
significantly affected. 

Bird Survey Survey work will be required in addition to the full literature 
survey mention in Section 6.7.8 of the Scoping Report. 

Research and survey 
work into Sandeels 

The lack of data in this area needs to be addressed through new 
studies.  Further research should identify component parts of the 
food chain and inform how specific species will be affected by the 
extraction activity.  It should also assess the importance of the 
sandeel habitat. 

Assessment and 
monitoring of non-native 
species 

To establish a baseline and consider the potential impact of the 
project in this area. 

Sidescan sonar survey To ground truth the survey area to ensure acquisition of an 
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adequate baseline. 

Tourism Impact 
Assessment 

This should consider the potential impact of the project on 
tourism including recreational water sports. 

Geo-archaeological 
Report 

A report of findings should be produced and should detail if 
further geotechnical surveys are required. 
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