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IMPORTANT NOTE ‐ PLEASE READ

• The information in this document is a country‐level contribution to the UK Report on
the conservation status of this habitat, submitted to the European Commission as part
of the 2019 UK Reporting under Article 17 of the EU Habitats Directive.

• The 2019 Article 17 UK Approach document provides details on how this supporting
information was used to produce the UK Report.

• The UK Report on the conservation status of this habitat is provided in a separate doc‐
ument.

• The reporting fields and options used are aligned to those set out in the European Com‐
mission guidance.

• Explanatory notes (where provided) by the country are included at the end. These pro‐
vide an audit trail of relevant supporting information.

• Some of the reporting fields have been left blank because either: (i) there was insuffi‐
cient information to complete the field; (ii) completion of the field was not obligatory;
and/or (iii) the field was only relevant at UK‐level (sections 10 Future prospects and 11
Conclusions).

• For technical reasons, the country‐level future trends for Range, Area covered by habitat
and Structure and functions are only available in a separate spreadsheet that contains
all the country‐level supporting information.

• The country‐level reporting information for all habitats and species is also available in
spreadsheet format.

Visit the JNCC website, https://jncc.gov.uk/article17, for further information on UK Article
17 reporting.
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2.3 Distribution map Yes

2.3 Distribution map Method used

2.1 Year or period

2.4 Additional maps No

1.1 Member State UK (England information only)

1.2 Habitat code 1110 - Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time

NATIONAL LEVEL

1. General information

2. Maps

3.1 Biogeographical or marine region 
where the habitat occurs

Marine Atlantic (MATL)

3.2 Sources of information ABP Marine Environment Research Ltd. 2011. River Hamble Maintenance Dredge 
Plan.
ABP Research and Consultancy Ltd. 2000. The Marine Environmental Impact 
Identification and Evaluation TS/ME2. ABP Southampton: Dibden Terminal, 
Associated British Ports, Southampton: ABP Research and Consultancy Ltd.
ADAS Ltd. 2015. Solent Harbours Nitrogen Management Investigation: ADAS Ltd.
Allen, C., Axelsson, M., Dewey, S. and Wilson, J. 2014. Fal and Helford SAC maerl 
drop-down video and dive survey 2013: Seastar Survey.
Allen, J. H. and Proctor, N. V. 2003. Monitoring Subtidal Sandbanks of the Isles of 
Scilly and the Fal and Helford Special Areas of Conservation: Institute of 
Estuarine and Coastal Studies (ICES), University of Hull.
APEM. 2013. Analysis of Invertebrate Communities and Sediment Composition 
of the Subtidal Sandbanks of The Wash and North Norfolk Coast.: APEM.
Associated British Ports (ABP). 2011. Environmental Statement for Port of 
Southampton: Berth 201 / 202 Works updated by Further Information 
Associated British Ports.
Bailey, M. 2005. Wash littoral grab survey report 1991, 1993, 1999, 2002 
Peterborough: Natural England.
Bakare, A.-M., Simons, R., Morley, J. and Guillas, S. 2011. MORPHOLOGICAL 
EVOLUTION OF THE GREAT YARMOUTH SANDBANK & CHANNEL SYSTEM. Coastal 
Engineering Proceedings,, 1, 72.https://icce-ojs-
tamu.tdl.org/icce/index.php/icce/article/view/1104
Ball, J., Hill, C., Thomas, N., Kenny, A., Collins, K., Mallinson, J., Sheader, M. and 
Jenson, A. 2000. Solent and South Wight Mapping of Intertidal and Subtidal 
Marine cSACs: GeoData Institute.
Bedford, K. and Rees-Jones, S. 2004. Habitats Directive Stage 3 Review of 
Consents Technical Report. The Solent European Marine Site. The Impacts of 
Toxic Compounds in Effluents on Sediments.: Environment Agency.
Black & Veatch Ltd. 2010. Baseline Document for Maintenance Dredging in 
Plymouth Sound and Estuaries European Marine 
Site.https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_dat
a/file/331063/mdp.pdf
Black, G. and Kochanowska, D. 2004. Inventory of Eelgrass Beds in Devon and 
Dorset: Devon Biodiversity Records Centre.

3. Biogeographical and marine regions

BIOGEOGRAPHICAL LEVEL
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4.1 Surface area (in km²) 24224

4.2 Short-term trend Period

4.3 Short-term trend Direction

4.4 Short-term trend Magnitude a) Minimum b) Maximum

4. Range
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4.6 Long-term trend Period

4.7 Long-term trend Direction

4.8 Long-term trend Magnitude a) Minimum b) Maximum

4.10 Favourable reference range a) Area  (km²)

b) Operator

Noc) Unknown
d) Method

5.1 Year or period

5.5 Short-term trend Period

5.6 Short-term trend Direction

5.7 Short-term trend Magnitude a) Minimum

5.8 Short-term trend Method used

5.9 Long-term trend Period

5.10 Long-term trend Direction

c) Confidence 
interval

5.12 Long-term trend Method used

5.13 Favourable reference area a) Area (km²)

b) Operator

Noc) Unknown

d) Method

4.5 Short-term trend Method used

4.9 Long-term trend Method used

4.12 Additional information

5. Area covered by habitat

a) Minimum5.2 Surface area (in km²) b) Maximum c) Best single 
value

4257 4257 4257

5.4 Surface area Method used

5.3 Type of estimate

b) Maximum

5.11 Long-term trend Magnitude a) Minimum c) Confidence 
interval

b) Maximum

5.15 Additional information

6. Structure and functions

6.1 Condition of habitat a) Area in good condition 
(km²) 
b) Area in not-good 
condition (km²) 

c) Area where condition is 
not known (km²) 

Minimum 1518.84952 Maximum 1518.84952

Minimum 1249.25749 Maximum 1249.25749

Minimum 1491.21534 Maximum 1491.21534

6.2 Condition of habitat Method 
used

Based mainly on extrapolation from a limited amount of data

5.14 Change and reason for change 
in surface area of range

4.11 Change and reason for change 
in surface area of range

No change

The change is mainly due to:

No change

The change is mainly due to:
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Report on the main results of the surveillance under Article 17 for 
Annex I habitat types (Annex D)

6.7 Typical species Method used

6.3 Short-term trend of habitat area 
in good condition Period

2007-2018

6.4 Short-term trend of habitat area 
in good condition Direction

Stable (0)

6.5 Short-term trend of habitat area 
in good condition Method used

Based mainly on expert opinion with very limited data

6.8 Additional information A combination of methods has been used to come up with the area of the 
feature in 'good' and 'not good' condition. This has been a mixture of data from: 
1) full condition assessments from SACs using monitoring data to assess 
condition against a number of attributes at the sub-feature level, before 
aggregating this for feature condition. Across the feature different areas may be 
allocated to different condition categories based on sub-feature condition and 
the resolution of available data. 2) Proxy condition assessments to assign 
condition for sites for which there is no full condition assessment. A model was 
used to calculate the proxy condition of the feature based on the activities that 
are occurring within a site and the vulnerability of features to activities they are 
exposed to. This output was evaluated and the percentage of the feature in 
unfavourable condition was estimated from the model output. The data from 
these two sources was then aggregated up to a national level, giving an area 
value for 'good' and 'not good' condition for each annex 1 feature. Comparison 
of the results from these two sources suggests that they may differ in their 
ability to identify 'unfavourability' with full condition assessments being more 
likely to identify unfavourable condition than other methods. Short term trend of 
area in good condition is stable between 2013-2018. This is on the basis that the 
pressures that the features are sensitive to which may lead to unfavourable 
condition have been, on balance, broadly stable over this period. In the case of 
sandbanks, management within MPAs has led to improvements in condition, but 
this is considered to be balanced by displacement of fishing effort and an 
increase in pressure (and decrease in condition) on sandbanks outside MPAs.

6.6 Typical species
Has the list of typical species changed in comparison to the previous 
reporting period?

No

7. Main pressures and threats

7.1 Characterisation of pressures/threats

Pressure Ranking

Extraction of minerals (e.g. rock, metal ores, gravel, sand, 
shell) (C01)

H

Wind, wave and tidal power, including infrastructure (D01) H

Marine fish and shellfish harvesting (professional, 
recreational) causing reduction of species/prey populations 
and disturbance of species (G01)

H

Marine fish and shellfish harvesting (professional, 
recreational) activities causing physical loss and disturbance 
of seafloor habitats (G03)

H

Mixed source marine water pollution (marine and coastal) 
(J02)

M

Sea-level and wave exposure changes due to climate change 
(N04)

M

Transmission of electricity and communications (cables) (D06) M
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Report on the main results of the surveillance under Article 17 for 
Annex I habitat types (Annex D)

7.2 Sources of information

7.3 Additional information C01: Sandbanks are dredged for aggregates, causing a loss of habitat. Whilst 
this is regulated within protected sites and dredging only occurs within 
protected sites where no long term impacts are shown, especially as the 
activity will only be occurring over a small area within the sandbank at any 
one time, there is lots of pressure from this activity outside of sites and this is 
likely to increase in the future.
D01: Sandbanks are sensitive to pressures from wind, wave and tidal power 
activities. There may be a loss of habitat from infrastructure installation, 
although this is subject to an Environmental Impact Assessment. The 
infrastructure installations are likely to increase over the next 12 years, with 
more renewable installations being planned (Crown Estate, 2017) as well as 
the possible installation of tidal lagoons. Whilst the installation of 
infrastructure would be a one off impact, the area and volume can be large 
and recovery could take some time.
G01: The removal of species which make up a functional component of the 
sandbank community from fishing activities will affect the condition of the 
sandbank. There is no management of fishing activity outside of marine 
protected areas for Annex I sandbanks, and inshore fishing activities are 
unlikely to decrease over the next twelve years. The UK is set to introduce a 
Fisheries Bill next year, that will explictly provide for the MMO to manage 
fishing anywhere in UK waters for nature conservation reasons.
G03: Whilst management measures have been brought in to prevent loss of 
habitat to sandbank features within some marine protected areas, many 

Shipping lanes, ferry lanes and anchorage infrastructure (e.g. 
canalisation, dredging) (E03)

M

Other invasive alien species (other then species of Union 
concern) (I02)

M

Sports, tourism and leisure activities (F07) M

Threat Ranking

Extraction of minerals (e.g. rock, metal ores, gravel, sand, 
shell) (C01)

H

Wind, wave and tidal power, including infrastructure (D01) H

Marine fish and shellfish harvesting (professional, 
recreational) causing reduction of species/prey populations 
and disturbance of species (G01)

H

Marine fish and shellfish harvesting (professional, 
recreational) activities causing physical loss and disturbance 
of seafloor habitats (G03)

H

Mixed source marine water pollution (marine and coastal) 
(J02)

M

Sea-level and wave exposure changes due to climate change 
(N04)

M

Transmission of electricity and communications (cables) (D06) M

Shipping lanes, ferry lanes and anchorage infrastructure (e.g. 
canalisation, dredging) (E03)

M

Sports, tourism and leisure activities (F07) M

Oil and gas pipelines (D07) M
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areas are still recovering from the pressure from demersal fishing which 
caused damage. These activities are still occurring outside of marine 
protected areas, and inshore fishing activity is unlikely to decrease over the 
next twelve years.
J02: This is a broad pressure that covers all pollution pressures in the marine 
environment: agriculture, waste water, transport, as well as unknown 
sources. Annex I sandbank features are sensitive to pressures from marine 
pollution. This can cause shifts in community composition and potentially the 
loss or decline of important native keystone species. There are various 
management measures in place that regulate pollutants but it unlikely they 
can be fully eliminated.
N04: Sea levels have risen 1-3mm over the last century (Robins et al., 2016). 
This pressure is already acting on Annex I sandbank and sea level rise is 
predicted to increase with climate change. There is also the likely effect of 
increased wave damage from storms causing biological communities to be 
removed or disturbed, and the smothering of communities from sediment 
suspension and movement during storms, which may be more frequent in the 
future.
D06: Sandbank features are sensitive to pressures from the installation and 
maintenance of cables. Impacts vary from one off events with quick recovery, 
to affecting large areas and volumes of feature where recovery could take 
some time. In addition, some cables are protected by rock armour which 
causes a loss of habitat to the sandbank feature. The infrastructure is likely to 
increase over the next 12 years, with more cables being planned (Crown 
Estate, 2017).
E03: Navigational dredging is occurring at a high level within inshore waters, 
and affects inshore sandbanks many of which are inside SACs. Whilst the 
effects of maintenance dredging may be temporary, dredging is repeated up 
to several times a year in some locations, causing a repeated disturbance to 
communities and small loss of habitat. The amount of shipping is likely to 
increase in the future.
I02: Sandbanks are sensitive to pressures from non-native species, such as 
Crepidula fornicata and Sargassum muticum which are prevalent in certain 
locations, and are becoming more widespread (GB NNSS, 2018). Currently 
there is little management in place to address the further spread of these 
species in the future.
F07: Subtidal seagrass beds (sometimes a subfeature of sandbanks) are 
sensitive to the pressures from moorings and anchoring associated with 
recreational boating. Management measures to prevent damage to the 
feature have been brought in with some success within some marine 
protected areas, but further management is required in the future as the 
intensity of this activity is unlikely to drop.
D07: The decommissioning of infrastructure associated with oil and gas 
represents a future threat to sandbanks, which are sensitive to the pressures 
from this activity. Whilst this may be a one off impact for each 
decommissioning project from which recovery may be relatively quick, the 
area and volume can be large and recovery could take some time.

8. Conservation measures

8.1 Status of measures Yesa) Are measures needed?

b) Indicate the status of measures Measures identified and taken
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9. Future prospects

c) Structure and functions

b) Area

a) Range9.1 Future prospects of parameters

9.2 Additional information An increase in pressures to which this feature is sensitive means that even 
though management measures are being delivered within MPAs, across the 
sandbank resource as a whole including areas outside MPAs there is likely to be a 
decrease of more than 1% per year in the area of this habitat as a result of 
climate change, offshore renewables and aggregate extraction (Crown Estate, 
2017). Additionally, fisheries managed in sandbank MPAs will in all likelihood be 
displaced onto similar habitats outwith the MPA network. It is expected that this 
pressure will increase once the Article 11 common fisheries policy process 
concludes, affecting sandbank sites where non-UK vessels operate. Overall the 
structure and function of the feature is likely to change by less than 1% per year 
and the range will remain stable as within marine protected areas management 
means that the condition of the feature is believed to be improving. There are 
significant uncertainties relating to how pressures from inshore fishing activities 
may change over the next twelve years; although there may be changes in 
distribution of effort and potentially more effort inshore, this needs to be 
considered in the context of other potential management changes outlined in 
the UK Government's fisheries white paper. The range should remain stable over 
the next two reporting cycles. There are a number of uncertainties affecting this 
judgement of future prospects; these include the application and interpretation 

8.2 Main purpose of the measures 
taken

Restore the habitat of the species (related to ‘Habitat for the species’)

8.6 Additional information Conservation measures such as fisheries byelaws that have prevented demersal 
trawling on sandbanks are already having an effect, with recovery of 
communities. Other management measures, such as the marine licensing and 
EIA process are enabling the protection of Annex I sandbank within marine 
protected areas. Some other measures, such as addressing the impact of 
anchoring from recreational boating on subtidal seagrass will have longer term 
results.

8.4 Response to the measures Medium-term results (within the next two reporting periods, 2019-2030)

8.3 Location of the measures taken Both inside and outside Natura 2000

8.5 List of main conservation measures

Adapt/manage extraction of non-energy resources (CC01)

Adapt/manage renewable energy installation, facilities and operation (CC03)

Reduce impact of service corridors and networks (CC06)

Reduce impact of transport operation and infrastructure (CE01)

Management of professional/commercial fishing (including shellfish and seaweed harvesting) (CG01)

Reduce/eliminate marine pollution from agricultural activities (CA13)

Reduce impact of outdoor sports, leisure and recreational activities (CF03)

Reduce/eliminate marine pollution from industrial, commercial, residential and recreational areas and activities (CF07)

Reduce/eliminate marine contamination with litter (CF08)

Control/eradication of illegal killing, fishing and harvesting (CG04)
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of EU Caselaw to small scale developments within European Sites.

11.4 Short-term trend of habitat 
area in good condition within the 
network Direction 

Stable (0)

11.5 Short-term trend of habitat 
area in good condition within 
network Method used

Based mainly on expert opinion with very limited data

11. Natura 2000 (pSCIs, SCIs, SACs) coverage for Annex I habitat types

11.2 Type of estimate

11.6 Additional information The pressures acting on Annex I sandbanks within MPAs have been broadly 
similar over the last reporting cycle. Within Natura 2000 sites, management 
measures such as fisheries byelaws have been brought in and enforced to 
protect sandbank features. However we still await the Common Fisheries Policy 
Article 11 process to actually deliver any management where EU commercial 
fishing vessels are potentially damaging our SAC sandbank features between 6 
and 12nm.

11.3 Surface area of the habitat type 
inside the network Method used

11.1 Surface area of the habitat type 
inside the pSCIs, SCIs and SACs 
network (in km² in biogeographical/ 
marine region)

b) Maximum 3141

a) Minimum 3141

c) Best single value 3141

12. Complementary information
12.1 Justification of % thresholds for 
trends

12.2 Other relevant information English sandbanks are often productive fishing grounds, and are, especially those 

10.5 Overall assessment of 
Conservation Status

10.6 Overall trend in Conservation 
Status

10. Conclusions

10.2. Area

10.1. Range

10.8 Additional information

10.4. Future prospects

10.3. Specific structure and functions 
(incl. typical species)

10.7 Change and reasons for change 
in conservation status and 
conservation status trend

a) Overall assessment of conservation status

b) Overall trend in conservation status 

No change

The change is mainly due to:

No change

The change is mainly due to:
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in the Southern North Sea, heavily targeted by UK and EU vessels primarily using 
demersal mobile gear e.g. Beam Trawling. In England the UK government has a 
specific programme aimed at reconciling commercial fishing with the SAC 
conservation objectives known as the Revised Approach. This has largely been 
successful at making commercial fishing compatible with Sandbank Objectives 
for those SACs in the 0-6nm. However for those sites beyond 6nm (and for JNCC 
beyond 12nm) we have European vessels (especially Dutch, French and Danish, 
but not exclusively) operating in our sandbank MPAs and having an impact. The 
impact of these vessels is managed via the CFP Article 11 Process which requires 
us to gain agreement from Other Member States to commercial fisheries 
management. It has taken considerably longer than hoped to gain agreement 
that achieves a balance between meeting conservation objectives and enabling 
sustainable fisheries to continue. The process is in need of review; it is unwieldy 
and far too slow as well as being open to OMS pressure to retain fishing effort 
even where it is hindering the Habitats Directive sandbank conservation 
objectives.

16



Distribution Map

Figure 1: UK distribution map for H1110 ‐ Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the
time.

The 10km grid square distribution map is based on available habitat records which are considered to be
representative of the distribution within the current reporting period. For further details see the 2019
Article17 UK Approach document.
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Range Map

Figure 2: UK range map for H1110 ‐ Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time.

Range was calculated by JNCC using mapped surface area of the habitat in addition to the area of sloping
sandy sediment habitat down to 60m and connected to a sandbank in less than 20m of water. The 60m
limit is equivalent to the deepest known sandbank contour (found at Dogger Bank SAC). Mapped data of
the habitat has been created by combining existing data (i.e. sandbanks already mapped within SACs) with
an analysis of bathymetric depth, slope and aspect and sediment data across UK waters’ and is based on
current best available evidence (JNCC, 2018a).
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Explanatory Notes

Habitat code: 1110 Region code: MATL

NoteField label

A combination of methods has been used to come up with the area of the feature in 
'good' and 'not good' condition. This has been a mixture of data from: 1) full condition 
assessments from SACs using monitoring data to assess condition against a number of 
attributes at the sub-feature level, before aggregating this for feature condition. Across 
the feature different areas may be allocated to different condition categories based on 
sub-feature condition and the resolution of available data. 2) Proxy condition 
assessments to assign condition for sites for which there is no full condition 
assessment. A model was used to calculate the proxy condition of the feature based on 
the activities that are occurring within a site and the vulnerability of features to 
activities they are exposed to. This output was evaluated and the percentage of the 
feature in unfavourable condition was estimated from the model output. The data from 
these two sources was then aggregated up to a national level, giving an area value for 
'good' and 'not good' condition for each annex 1 feature. Comparison of the results 
from these two sources suggests that they may differ in their ability to identify 
'unfavourability' with full condition assessments being more likely to identify 
unfavourable condition than other methods. Short term trend of area in good condition 
is stable between 2013-2018. This is on the basis that the pressures that the features 
are sensitive to which may lead to unfavourable condition have been, on balance, 
broadly stable over this period. In the case of sandbanks, management within MPAs has 
led to improvements in condition, but this is considered to be balanced by 
displacement of fishing effort and an increase in pressure (and decrease in condition) 
on sandbanks outside MPAs.

6.1 Condition of habitat

A combination of methods has been used to come up with the area of the feature in 
'good' and 'not good' condition. This has been a mixture of data from: 1) full condition 
assessments from SACs using monitoring data to assess condition against a number of 
attributes at the sub-feature level, before aggregating this for feature condition. Across 
the feature different areas may be allocated to different condition categories based on 
sub-feature condition and the resolution of available data. 2) Proxy condition 
assessments to assign condition for sites for which there is no full condition 
assessment. A model was used to calculate the proxy condition of the feature based on 
the activities that are occurring within a site and the vulnerability of features to 
activities they are exposed to. This output was evaluated and the percentage of the 
feature in unfavourable condition was estimated from the model output. The data from 
these two sources was then aggregated up to a national level, giving an area value for 
'good' and 'not good' condition for each annex 1 feature. Comparison of the results 
from these two sources suggests that they may differ in their ability to identify 
'unfavourability' with full condition assessments being more likely to identify 
unfavourable condition than other methods. Short term trend of area in good condition 
is stable between 2013-2018. This is on the basis that the pressures that the features 
are sensitive to which may lead to unfavourable condition have been, on balance, 
broadly stable over this period. In the case of sandbanks, management within MPAs has 
led to improvements in condition, but this is considered to be balanced by 
displacement of fishing effort and an increase in pressure (and decrease in condition) 
on sandbanks outside MPAs.

6.2 Condition of habitat; 
Method used
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A combination of methods has been used to come up with the area of the feature in 
'good' and 'not good' condition. This has been a mixture of data from: 1) full condition 
assessments from SACs using monitoring data to assess condition against a number of 
attributes at the sub-feature level, before aggregating this for feature condition. Across 
the feature different areas may be allocated to different condition categories based on 
sub-feature condition and the resolution of available data. 2) Proxy condition 
assessments to assign condition for sites for which there is no full condition 
assessment. A model was used to calculate the proxy condition of the feature based on 
the activities that are occurring within a site and the vulnerability of features to 
activities they are exposed to. This output was evaluated and the percentage of the 
feature in unfavourable condition was estimated from the model output. The data from 
these two sources was then aggregated up to a national level, giving an area value for 
'good' and 'not good' condition for each annex 1 feature. Comparison of the results 
from these two sources suggests that they may differ in their ability to identify 
'unfavourability' with full condition assessments being more likely to identify 
unfavourable condition than other methods. Short term trend of area in good condition 
is stable between 2013-2018. This is on the basis that the pressures that the features 
are sensitive to which may lead to unfavourable condition have been, on balance, 
broadly stable over this period. In the case of sandbanks, management within MPAs has 
led to improvements in condition, but this is considered to be balanced by 
displacement of fishing effort and an increase in pressure (and decrease in condition) 
on sandbanks outside MPAs.

6.3 Short term trend of 
habitat area in good 
condition; Period

A combination of methods has been used to come up with the area of the feature in 
'good' and 'not good' condition. This has been a mixture of data from: 1) full condition 
assessments from SACs using monitoring data to assess condition against a number of 
attributes at the sub-feature level, before aggregating this for feature condition. Across 
the feature different areas may be allocated to different condition categories based on 
sub-feature condition and the resolution of available data. 2) Proxy condition 
assessments to assign condition for sites for which there is no full condition 
assessment. A model was used to calculate the proxy condition of the feature based on 
the activities that are occurring within a site and the vulnerability of features to 
activities they are exposed to. This output was evaluated and the percentage of the 
feature in unfavourable condition was estimated from the model output. The data from 
these two sources was then aggregated up to a national level, giving an area value for 
'good' and 'not good' condition for each annex 1 feature. Comparison of the results 
from these two sources suggests that they may differ in their ability to identify 
'unfavourability' with full condition assessments being more likely to identify 
unfavourable condition than other methods. Short term trend of area in good condition 
is stable between 2013-2018. This is on the basis that the pressures that the features 
are sensitive to which may lead to unfavourable condition have been, on balance, 
broadly stable over this period. In the case of sandbanks, management within MPAs has 
led to improvements in condition, but this is considered to be balanced by 
displacement of fishing effort and an increase in pressure (and decrease in condition) 
on sandbanks outside MPAs.

6.4 Short term trend of 
habitat area in good 
condition; Direction
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A combination of methods has been used to come up with the area of the feature in 
'good' and 'not good' condition. This has been a mixture of data from: 1) full condition 
assessments from SACs using monitoring data to assess condition against a number of 
attributes at the sub-feature level, before aggregating this for feature condition. Across 
the feature different areas may be allocated to different condition categories based on 
sub-feature condition and the resolution of available data. 2) Proxy condition 
assessments to assign condition for sites for which there is no full condition 
assessment. A model was used to calculate the proxy condition of the feature based on 
the activities that are occurring within a site and the vulnerability of features to 
activities they are exposed to. This output was evaluated and the percentage of the 
feature in unfavourable condition was estimated from the model output. The data from 
these two sources was then aggregated up to a national level, giving an area value for 
'good' and 'not good' condition for each annex 1 feature. Comparison of the results 
from these two sources suggests that they may differ in their ability to identify 
'unfavourability' with full condition assessments being more likely to identify 
unfavourable condition than other methods. Short term trend of area in good condition 
is stable between 2013-2018. This is on the basis that the pressures that the features 
are sensitive to which may lead to unfavourable condition have been, on balance, 
broadly stable over this period. In the case of sandbanks, management within MPAs has 
led to improvements in condition, but this is considered to be balanced by 
displacement of fishing effort and an increase in pressure (and decrease in condition) 
on sandbanks outside MPAs.

6.5 Short term trend of 
habitat area in good 
condition; Method used

G01: The removal of species which make up a functional component of the sandbank 
community from fishing activities will affect the condition of the sandbank. There is no 
management of fishing activity outside of marine protected areas for Annex I 
sandbanks, and inshore fishing activities are unlikely to decrease over the next twelve 
years. The UK is set to introduce a Fisheries Bill next year, that will explictly provide for 
the MMO to manage fishing anywhere in UK waters for nature conservation reasons.

7.1 Characterisation of 
pressures/ threats

D01: Sandbanks are sensitive to pressures from wind, wave and tidal power activities. 
There may be a loss of habitat from infrastructure installation, although this is subject 
to an Environmental Impact Assessment. The infrastructure installations are likely to 
increase over the next 12 years, with more renewable installations being planned 
(Crown Estate, 2017) as well as the possible installation of tidal lagoons. Whilst the 
installation of infrastructure would be a one off impact, the area and volume can be 
large and recovery could take some time.

7.1 Characterisation of 
pressures/ threats

G03: Whilst management measures have been brought in to prevent loss of habitat to 
sandbank features within some marine protected areas, many areas are still recovering 
from the pressure from demersal fishing which caused damage. These activities are still 
occurring outside of marine protected areas, and inshore fishing activity is unlikely to 
decrease over the next twelve years.

7.1 Characterisation of 
pressures/ threats

J02: This is a broad pressure that covers all pollution pressures in the marine 
environment: agriculture, waste water, transport, as well as unknown sources. Annex I 
sandbank features are sensitive to pressures from marine pollution. This can cause 
shifts in community composition and potentially the loss or decline of important native 
keystone species. There are various management measures in place that regulate 
pollutants but it unlikely they can be fully eliminated.

7.1 Characterisation of 
pressures/ threats

N04: Sea levels have risen 1-3mm over the last century (Robins et al., 2016). This 
pressure is already acting on Annex I sandbank and sea level rise is predicted to 
increase with climate change. There is also the likely effect of increased wave damage 
from storms causing biological communities to be removed or disturbed, and the 
smothering of communities from sediment suspension and movement during storms, 
which may be more frequent in the future.

7.1 Characterisation of 
pressures/ threats
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D06: Sandbank features are sensitive to pressures from the installation and 
maintenance of cables. Impacts vary from one off events with quick recovery, to 
affecting large areas and volumes of feature where recovery could take some time. In 
addition, some cables are protected by rock armour which causes a loss of habitat to 
the sandbank feature. The infrastructure is likely to increase over the next 12 years, 
with more cables being planned (Crown Estate, 2017).

7.1 Characterisation of 
pressures/ threats

E03: Navigational dredging is occurring at a high level within inshore waters, and affects 
inshore sandbanks many of which are inside SACs. Whilst the effects of maintenance 
dredging may be temporary, dredging is repeated up to several times a year in some 
locations, causing a repeated disturbance to communities and small loss of habitat. The 
amount of shipping is likely to increase in the future.

7.1 Characterisation of 
pressures/ threats

I02: Sandbanks are sensitive to pressures from non-native species, such as Crepidula 
fornicata and Sargassum muticum which are prevalent in certain locations, and are 
becoming more widespread (GB NNSS, 2018). Currently there is little management in 
place to address the further spread of these species in the future.

7.1 Characterisation of 
pressures/ threats

F07: Subtidal seagrass beds (sometimes a subfeature of sandbanks) are sensitive to the 
pressures from moorings and anchoring associated with recreational boating. 
Management measures to prevent damage to the feature have been brought in with 
some success within some marine protected areas, but further management is required 
in the future as the intensity of this activity is unlikely to drop.

7.1 Characterisation of 
pressures/ threats

D07: The decommissioning of infrastructure associated with oil and gas represents a 
future threat to sandbanks, which are sensitive to the pressures from this activity. 
Whilst this may be a one off impact for each decommissioning project from which 
recovery may be relatively quick, the area and volume can be large and recovery could 
take some time.

7.1 Characterisation of 
pressures/ threats

C01: Sandbanks are dredged for aggregates, causing a loss of habitat. Whilst this is 
regulated within protected sites and dredging only occurs within protected sites where 
no long term impacts are shown, especially as the activity will only be occurring over a 
small area within the sandbank at any one time, there is lots of pressure from this 
activity outside of sites and this is likely to increase in the future.

7.1 Characterisation of 
pressures/ threats

Conservation measures such as fisheries byelaws that have prevented demersal 
trawling on sandbanks are already having an effect, with recovery of communities. 
Other management measures, such as the marine licensing and EIA process are 
enabling the protection of Annex I sandbank within marine protected areas. Some 
other measures, such as addressing the impact of anchoring from recreational boating 
on subtidal seagrass will have longer term results.

8.1 Status of measures

Conservation measures such as fisheries byelaws that have prevented demersal 
trawling on sandbanks are already having an effect, with recovery of communities. 
Other management measures, such as the marine licensing and EIA process are 
enabling the protection of Annex I sandbank within marine protected areas. Some 
other measures, such as addressing the impact of anchoring from recreational boating 
on subtidal seagrass will have longer term results.

8.2 Main purpose of the 
measures taken

Conservation measures such as fisheries byelaws that have prevented demersal 
trawling on sandbanks are already having an effect, with recovery of communities. 
Other management measures, such as the marine licensing and EIA process are 
enabling the protection of Annex I sandbank within marine protected areas. Some 
other measures, such as addressing the impact of anchoring from recreational boating 
on subtidal seagrass will have longer term results.

8.3 Location of the measures 
taken

22



Conservation measures such as fisheries byelaws that have prevented demersal 
trawling on sandbanks are already having an effect, with recovery of communities. 
Other management measures, such as the marine licensing and EIA process are 
enabling the protection of Annex I sandbank within marine protected areas. Some 
other measures, such as addressing the impact of anchoring from recreational boating 
on subtidal seagrass will have longer term results.

8.4 Response to the measures

An increase in pressures to which this feature is sensitive means that even though 
management measures are being delivered within MPAs, across the sandbank resource 
as a whole including areas outside MPAs there is likely to be a decrease of more than 
1% per year in the area of this habitat as a result of climate change, offshore 
renewables and aggregate extraction (Crown Estate, 2017). Additionally, fisheries 
managed in sandbank MPAs will in all likelihood be displaced onto similar habitats 
outwith the MPA network. It is expected that this pressure will increase once the Article 
11 common fisheries policy process concludes, affecting sandbank sites where non-UK 
vessels operate. Overall the structure and function of the feature is likely to change by 
less than 1% per year and the range will remain stable as within marine protected areas 
management means that the condition of the feature is believed to be improving. 
There are significant uncertainties relating to how pressures from inshore fishing 
activities may change over the next twelve years; although there may be changes in 
distribution of effort and potentially more effort inshore, this needs to be considered in 
the context of other potential management changes outlined in the UK Government's 
fisheries white paper. The range should remain stable over the next two reporting 
cycles. There are a number of uncertainties affecting this judgement of future 
prospects; these include the application and interpretation of EU Caselaw to small scale 
developments within European Sites.

9.1 Future prospects of 
parameters

The pressures acting on Annex I sandbanks within MPAs have been broadly similar over 
the last reporting cycle. Within Natura 2000 sites, management measures such as 
fisheries byelaws have been brought in and enforced to protect sandbank features. 
However we still await the Common Fisheries Policy Article 11 process to actually 
deliver any management where EU commercial fishing vessels are potentially damaging 
our SAC sandbank features between 6 and 12nm.

11.4 Short term trend of 
habitat area in good 
condition within the network; 
Direction

The pressures acting on Annex I sandbanks within MPAs have been broadly similar over 
the last reporting cycle. Within Natura 2000 sites, management measures such as 
fisheries byelaws have been brought in and enforced to protect sandbank features. 
However we still await the Common Fisheries Policy Article 11 process to actually 
deliver any management where EU commercial fishing vessels are potentially damaging 
our SAC sandbank features between 6 and 12nm.

11.5 Short term trend of 
habitat area in good 
condition within the network; 
Method used

English sandbanks are often productive fishing grounds, and are, especially those in the 
Southern North Sea, heavily targeted by UK and EU vessels primarily using demersal 
mobile gear e.g. Beam Trawling. In England the UK government has a specific 
programme aimed at reconciling commercial fishing with the SAC conservation 
objectives known as the Revised Approach. This has largely been successful at making 
commercial fishing compatible with Sandbank Objectives for those SACs in the 0-6nm. 
However for those sites beyond 6nm (and for JNCC beyond 12nm) we have European 
vessels (especially Dutch, French and Danish, but not exclusively) operating in our 
sandbank MPAs and having an impact. The impact of these vessels is managed via the 
CFP Article 11 Process which requires us to gain agreement from Other Member States 
to commercial fisheries management. It has taken considerably longer than hoped to 
gain agreement that achieves a balance between meeting conservation objectives and 
enabling sustainable fisheries to continue. The process is in need of review; it is 
unwieldy and far too slow as well as being open to OMS pressure to retain fishing effort 
even where it is hindering the Habitats Directive sandbank conservation objectives.

12.2 Other relevant 
information
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