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Options and opportunities for marine fisheries mitigation associated with windfarms

Note of key points from the Expert Group Workshop, 5th November 2009
Background:

This note has been produced as part of a COWRIE-funded project that is investigating the options and opportunities for marine fisheries mitigation associated with windfarms. It is a record of key points made at an Expert Group Workshop held in London on the 5th November 2009.  17 people attended the workshop in total, with representatives of the NFFO, NUTFA, SAGB, SFF and independent fishermen present, as well as representatives of the BWEA, Defra, SFCs, CEFAS, NE and JNCC. 
Other documents, that describe the project and developing results in more detail, are available from the COWRIE website (www.offshorewind.co.uk): 

a) COWRIE-Ichthys Marine Fisheries  windfarms mitigation project_brief_final
b) Ichthys Marine windfarm-fishing mitigation questionnaire_final
c) Ichthys Marine- List of possible mitigation options_V1

d) Ichthys Marine- List of possible mitigation options_V2

Workshop Attendees:
	Jim Andrews
	(Facilitator)
	
	Eleanor  Partridge
	COWRIE

	Duncan Ayling
	BWEA
	
	Dale Rodmell
	NFFO

	Tom Blasdale
	JNCC
	
	Helen  Stevens
	NE

	Rob  Blyth-Skyrme
	(Facilitator)
	
	Michael Sutherland
	SFF

	Bill Cook
	NWNWSFC
	
	Duncan Vaughn
	ESFJC

	Dave Cuthbert
	NUTFA
	
	Karema Warr
	CEFAS

	Merlin Jackson
	Independent
	
	Chris  Wightman
	Independent

	David Jarrad
	SAGB
	
	Will Wright
	K&ESFC

	Isabella Murfin
	Defra
	
	
	


Apologies: Phil McMullen (SFIA), Neil Wellum (M&FA), Jerry Percy (WFFA), Chris Lloyd (TCE), Rob Clark (SSFC).

Main Summary Points:

· Access to grounds was identified as being the most important issue for the fishing industry.

· Very early consultation in the planning of developments, at the appropriate regional and sectoral level, was considered highly desirable.

· Understanding of the difficulties faced by the different industries, and subsequent discussions, would benefit from developers spending time at sea with fishermen. 

· Some potentially positive as well as negative impacts were identified, but limited data or lack of certainty on the impacts was an issue. Post-construction monitoring is welcomed.
· There was strong support for mitigation rather than compensation as the approach to manage negative impacts on the fishing industry.
· The potential value of different mitigation options will depend on whether fishers at different sites will be prepared, or are permitted, to fish within the arrays.

There was also very strong support expressed by workshop attendees for the idea of taking a number of pilot mitigation projects forward at existing offshore windfarm sites as soon as possible, to help refine the options for future sites.  

Expert Group Workshop- 5th November 2009:
Session 1: Fishing industry viability and windfarms.
What are the key issues that need to be considered in ensuring the viability of the commercial fishing industry, and what are the positive or negative impacts of offshore windfarms? 
1a) Issues identified: 

· Access to grounds (MOD sites, MCZs/MPAs, wave and tidal farms, windfarms, aquaculture sites, aggregate dredging sites, oil and gas interests, shipping, cables, ports, other fisheries, etc.). This was the major issue, with cumulative and in-combination factors highlighted.
· Ability to fish inside windfarms- concern over safety but some opportunities as inter-turbine spacing increases.    

· Fuel prices- high and likely to increase in future.
· Stock availability (quota issues, seasonal/annual/climate induced variability and decline due to overfishing).
· Markets and prices for fish- not increased at same rate as costs.
· Noise and EMF from windfarms- target species OK?
· Low numbers of new/young entrants to the fishing industry.
· Competition and profitability generally (linked to many issues).
· Fishermen no longer ‘living in hope’ (Noted that fishermen were said to be ‘eternal optimists’ but all factors listed here combined to reduce the enthusiasm for fishing).

· Need for marine planning and policy steer on fishing, as fishing commonly ‘last in the queue’ for sea areas (linked to the need for keeping viable numbers of fishermen working at different localities to maintain associated support services).

· Regionalisation of fisheries policy-making (this issue linked to valuing the industry appropriately).

· Bycatch, discarding and quota management- current regime too wasteful.
· Fisheries management- ensuring appropriate fisheries input to the IFCA and CFP regimes.

· Planning for the future and food security- ensuring fishing effort matches fishing opportunity (overcapacity considered by many attendees to be an issue, but if reduce capacity to match opportunities now, will not be the ability to increase catches if/when stocks improve).
· Science and monitoring- some commercially targeted species and fisheries may do better than others in windfarms, and post-construction data are needed to determine impacts on targeted stocks. Activity data are needed to conduct fisheries ‘lessons-learned’ exercises.
1b) Possible positive or negative impacts identified:

N.B. A general concern was expressed that there was a lack of information or certainty about the impacts, positive or negative, of windfarms on fishing. It was suggested that developers should spend time at sea with fishermen, to get understanding of the fishing industry and potential impacts, and vice versa, so as to facilitate discussions from an early stage.  
Positive

· Windfarms may act as fishery/broodstock reserves.
· Some target species may benefit from turbines acting as new reef habitat.
· Opportunities for fishery diversification within windfarms, e.g. static gears or angling, including for higher value species? Some ‘winners’ have been reported from existing windfarms- better crab/lobster fishing at one site.
· Increased port activity associated with windfarms may help to keep ports and services going and available for fishing.

· Opportunities for alternative/new employment with windfarm construction and maintenance. 

Negative

· Loss of access to fishing grounds, during construction and the operational phase.

· Safety concerns associated with new features both above and below the surface. 
· Need to change gear or practices to work around or within windfarms.

· Increased activity associated with windfarms pushes fishing industry into smaller spaces at ports/harbours.

· Potential habitat loss for some species.
· Loss of fishing crew to windfarm service vessels (linked to issues identified in Session 1a).  

Session 2: The principles of mitigation.

Are there particular circumstances when mitigation is more appropriate than at other times, and what are the key issues that would need to be considered in taking mitigation proposals forward?
N.B. This session was designed to be carried-out in break-out groups, but the discussion following Session 1 was productive and carried over into this session. Key points were:
· There was strong support for mitigation rather than compensation as the approach to manage negative impacts on the fishing industry.
· The potential value of different mitigation options will depend on whether or not fishers at different sites will be prepared to fish within the arrays. 

· Compensation was highlighted as a sensitive issue, as there is a need for fishermen to survive in the short-term, while also considering the industry’s need for long-term survival. Any ‘package’ should consider combining short and long-term solutions.
· Compensation was thought to be of help to the current generation of fishermen, but wouldn’t do anything to support the industry long-term.
· Effective consultation will require accurate representation of the views of the fishing community, but there is a big challenge to ensure that all affected sectors, at the regional level, are represented in discussions. 

· Need to ensure that fishermen are able to stay at the negotiating table even if they feel their concerns have not been addressed effectively through early consultation.   
· It was thought that a ‘champion’ (DECC?) was needed to ensure that the mitigation approach was taken forward in future. 
· It was thought that fishermen should be viewed as an excellent resource by the developers, and that their local knowledge of the sites is underutilised. 
· There was strong support expressed for the idea of taking a number of pilot mitigation projects forward at existing sites to help refine the options for future sites.  
Session 3: Developing a list of mitigation options.

How might any negative impacts of offshore windfarms on commercial fishing be mitigated? The existing Ichthys Marine draft list was used as a starting point but was completely open for review.

N.B. This session started by looking to build on the pre-development mitigation options list, and then moved on to carrying out a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats) analysis of the different options after the remaining list was assessed and added-to as far as possible.
Pre-development options

· Multiple use sites (i.e. overlay windfarms with MCZs/MPAs to reduce no fishing sites). 
· Move the array to an area with lower fishing importance 
· Move part of the array to minimise impacts on particular fishing grounds.

· Micro-site individual turbines to keep particular tows (trawls) or drifts (nets) open.
· Design the turbine bases so that they protect or enhance fishing opportunities.

· Cable route modifications to reduce risk of impacting existing fishing grounds.  

N.B It was thought particularly important that a mechanism existed to ensure that these pre-development options were considered very early in the planning phase (i.e. as early as the point at which Crown Estate offered areas for development), and that windfarm planning and mapping needed to occur in the wider context of other marine development and activities. The IPCCs future role in this regard was noted. 
Session 4: Refining the list of mitigation options.

This session focussed on refining the mitigation options list developed during the 3rd session. 
N.B. 1) This session continued the SWOT analysis process from Session 3, and then attendees were each given 15 red and 15 green dots to vote on the options they liked or disliked. The options, together with key points and any votes given, are listed under the four categories below. 

N.B. 2) BWEA or other offshore energy representatives were not present for voting.
1) Pre-construction options to limit any impacts on commercial fishing activities.

a) Multiple use sites (4 green, 0 red). 
· Would be problematic if the windfarm was developed in an important fishing ground, as local fishermen would probably want to retain access.

· Possibly much more expensive for windfarms if monitoring requirements increase.

· Risk that windfarm could hinder the effectiveness of the MPA/MCZ.

b) Move an array to an area of lower fishing importance (9 green, 0 red). 
· Industry support, but it was noted there are many other constraints on developments.

c) Move part of an array or micro-site individual turbines (12 green, 0 red). 

· Could be important given previous experience of the fishing industry where valuable grounds had been obstructed. 

· Turbines are sensitive to wake effect turbulence and inter-turbine spacing, so there is likely to be limited opportunity for this. 
d) Design the turbine foundations to protect or enhance fishing opportunities (no votes).

· Good amount of enthusiasm for looking at potential for habitat enhancement.

· It was reported that foundations are a particularly cost-sensitive issue.

e) Cable route modifications (no votes).

· This was reported to be an important issue, but mainly only for the construction phase.  

· Principal issue is exposing hitches that limit trawling or drift-netting opportunities.

2) Options to enhance stocks of targeted species and associated habitats.

a) Stock enhancement from hatchery seed: Oysters, scallops, lobsters (8 green, 5 red).

· Good opportunity for trial to be carried out now at an existing site.

· If can’t fish inside then the effect would only be to act as a broodstock reserve.

b) Stock enhancement from wild seed: Oysters, mussels, scallops (11 green, 0 red).

· Has potential, but issues about being able to use towed gears inside sites.

· Opportunities for diver-caught products. 
c) Brood stock enhancement: v-notching lobsters, tagging sharks and skates (2 green, 3 red). 
· Low enthusiasm and very difficult to manage fairly and to show any benefit.
· Opportunity for good publicity associated with sustainability of stocks.

d) Establishment of fisheries MPAs with research and monitoring components (8 green, 1 red).
· Would need to be combined with monitoring roles for fishermen, but concern over relatively few employment opportunities, and vessels would need workboat coding. 
· Potential for role as broodstock reserves, and for spillover/edge effects.

· Windfarms not necessarily where MPAs would be best sited. 

e) Habitat enhancement (16 green, 0 red). 
· SEA for offshore energy advised against use of scour protection, but enthusiasm in some fishing sectors for increased use to enhance habitats for target species. 

· Some concern about further impacting natural habitats, and potentially expensive. 
3) Options to support existing fishing activities.
a) New gear to support existing fishing operations (6 green, 2 red).

· Quick and easy option, and might help fishermen to keep fishing.
· Might encourage more intensive fishing.

b) Fisheries or vessel accreditation (8 green, 1 red).

· Potentially good for target stocks, and relatively established processes to adopt.

· Could be expensive- cost could exceed benefit? 

c) Quota leasing (0 green, 14 red).
· Gets to the heart of the issue, so potentially the greatest opportunity. 
· Masks the issue of needing to balance effort and opportunity, and hugely complex. 

d) Fuel purchase programme (5 green, 6 red).
· Directly addresses the issue in many cases. 

· Opportunities and interest for increasing availability of biodiesel. 
e) New vessel engines to replace old, inefficient units (3 green, 0 red).

· Potential safety as well as efficiency and running cost benefits.
· Opportunities for match-funding from EFF, but legal and administrative issues, and engine-power reduction requirements associated with EFF support. 

f) Support for maintenance or annual refit costs (no votes).
·  Helps to increase safety generally as well as within arrays.
g) Local fisheries promotions (7 green, 0 red).

· Opportunities for increasing product value to fishermen- local fish to local people. 

· Could be linked to regional food promotions, e.g. with TV chefs.
h) Provision of vessel or personal safety equipment (5 green, 0 red).

· Reduces risks and improves safety. 
· Encourages risk-taking?

i) Insurance for vessels to fish inside windfarms (0 green, 6 red).
· Has potential for fishing and aquaculture.
j) Improvement of port or landing facilities (10 green, 1 red).
· Concern that there would be no direct economic benefits, although also consideration that it may help improve product quality and add value.
· Risk of creating white elephants.  
k) Several and Regulating Orders (no votes).
· Regulating Orders provide good opportunity to manage new fishing opportunities, and timescale (25-30 years) is workable with windfarm developments. 
· Costly, can take time to introduce, and legal questions over seabed use in recent years.

4) Options to develop new fisheries or other non-fisheries opportunities.

a) Develop new fisheries (7 green, 2 red).   
· Addresses objective of keeping fishermen fishing.

· Might need to be carefully managed (combined with Reg Orders?) to avoid overfishing.
b) Training to take advantage of new fishing opportunities (4 green, 0 red).

·  Basic skills already in place, but may be useful to help with monitoring fisheries MPAs.
c) Support to take fisheries through Appropriate Assessment (3 green, 0 red).
· Could be used to provide good science to support the fishing industry.

· Would be very site specific. I.e. only those within or close to EMSs.

d) Aquaculture: mussels, oysters, scallops (no votes).
· Lots of opportunity? Could arrays incorporate design features?
· Risk of interfering with windfarm maintenance operations, plus safety concerns. 
e) Support for conversion to providing tourism, recreational or other services (5 green, 1 red).

· Offshore windfarms should provide long-term job opportunities in coastal areas. 
· Fishermen may not possess the academic qualities that would allow them to simply switch jobs or train for other professions.
[image: image2.jpg]iIchthys
marine



    Draft List of Fisheries and Environmental Mitigation Options- FOR REVIEW

    Ichthys Marine Ecological Consulting Ltd. E-mail: rob@ichthysmarine.com 

