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Agenda
1 Welcome - Chair
2 To accept apologies for absence - Chair
3 Decl aration of MbsmiCkirso intere
Action items
4 To receive and approve as a true record, minutes of the 17 ™ Eastern IFCA
Meeting, held on 29 January 2015 - Chair
5 Matters arising (including actions from last meeting) T Chair/CEO
6 To receive a report to consider Health and Safet y risks and mitigation - CEO
7 MMO appointee length of service ballot - Clerk
8 Review of the Eastern IFCA Constitution - Clerk
9 Revision of Sub -committee structure - Clerk
10 IFCA Parliamentary report T CEO
11 Association of IFCAs update i verbal report Dr Stephen Bolt
12 Review of MMO appointee selection process I verbal report Mr David Abbott
MMO
13 Cefas Observer programme - Norfolk coast potting vessels I Mr Robin
Masefield Cefas
14 Whelk Emergency byelaw 7 DCEO
15 To receive a report on a meeting of the Planning and Commun ications Sub -
Committee held on 25 February 2015 - CEO
16 To receive and approve the Finance Officerods r
monies received during the period 1 st January 2015 i 31°% March 2015 i Hd
Fin
17 To receive and note the FiynvamgementQfcdountiser-6s Quar
Hd Fin
18 Report on payment of Expenses to MMO Appointees i Hd Fin
19 Wash Lay allocation process update i Project Officer
20 Project Inshore Stage 3 report - CEO
21 Compliance Risk Register and Enforcement Plan 2015 -16

22 Research report 2014 -15 i Senior Research Officer

23 Research and Environment plan 2015 -16 - Senior Marine
Environment/Research Officer



24 FPV Sebasti an Terelinck naming ceremony i CEO
25 Horseshoe Point Cockle fishery i CEO/Mr Conor Donnelly NE

Information items
26 Quarterly progress again st Annual Plans - CEO
27 HR update 7 Hd HR

28 Marine Protection Quarterly reports
29 Senior Research Officer and Senior Marine Environment Officer quarterly
reports

Any other business

30 To consider any other items, which the Chairman is of the opinion are Matters
of Urgency by reason of special circumstances, which must be specified in
advance.

P J Haslam
Chief Executive Officer
14 Apr 2015
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EIFCA15/01 Item 1: W elcome by Chair

The Chair welcomed members to the meeting. He announced that
Mr Worrall was unavoidably delayed but would be attending and Mr
Vanstaen would need to leave by 1300 hrs.

EIFCA15/02 Item 2: Apologies for Absence

Apologies for absence we re received from: Clirs Baker & Cox
(Norfolk County Council), Clir Patience (Suffolk County Council) and

Mr Barham (MMO Appointee).

Members considered the reasons given for not being able to attend
and formally agreed to accept the apologies.

It was agr eed to accept the Apologies for Absence
EIFCA15/03 Item 3: Declarations of Members Interest

In addition to the Declarations of Interest already recorded both
Messrs Lake and Garnett declared an interest in matters relating to
the whelk fishery.

EIFCA 15/04 ltem 4: Minutes of the 16 ™ EIFCA Meeting, held on 29 th
October 2014

Members agreed to sign the minutes as a true record of
proceedings

Proposed: Councillor Goldson

Seconded: Mr Pinborough

All Agreed

EIFCA15/05 Item 5: Matters Arising

14/97: BASS STOCK MANAGEMENT - The CEO advised this matter
would be discussed as part of the meeting agenda.

EIFCA15/06 Item 6: Health & Safety

Since the last meeting there had been two issues: An officer was

experiencing neck and shoulder pain which may be a result of

display screen equipment deficiencies or posture. The issue was

being monitored with incremental adjustments being made to the

working environment to complement physiotherapy. Following the

opinion of the officersodowaSheing soughteByec ond opi
EIFCA.

The second issue related to concerns regarding an officer falling
asleep on a regular basis. The concern had been taken seriously and
referred to an occupational health specialist. ~The assessment
confirmed there was no und erlying medical reason for this and
advice was given on lifestyle and healthy living.

The assessment regarding safety risk at Sutton Bridge moorings had
been revised to an amber risk rather than red as plans are in place

for new mooring facilities which should be effective during the
second quarter of the next financial year.



EIFCA15/07

EIFCA15/08

Members Agreed to note the content of the report.

Proposed: Dr Bolt
Seconded: Clir Goldson
All Agreed

ltem 7: Meeting of the Regulation & Compliance sub -
committee  held 25 ™ November 2014

Members were advised the sub  -committee had agreed to a more
forward looking approach to the byelaws which would allow for
emerging issues.

The sub -committee had agreed to the

Regulation & Compliance Strategy

Annual Strategic As sessment

Development of Management Measures

A housekeeping exercise on current byelaws to tidy them up.

The first strategic assessment had been carried out which resulted in

items on the agenda relating to bass and whelk.

The review process for regulato ry notices was also approved which
had been published on the website.

A review of Rights in Common holders to ascertain the impact of

their activities on Protected Areas had been requested by Defra, this

would be carried out as part of the work scheduled to be undertaken
in the Research & Environment Plan 2015.

Mr Donnelly felt the Strategic Review should provide confidence that
issues would be looked at appropriately.

Mr Vanstaen questioned whether there had been discussion amongst
IFCAs regarding comm on issues. The DCEO advised he would be
attending a National Inshore Marine Enforcement Group (NIMEG)
meeting which would be looking into ways to promote and embed
joint working.

Members Agreed to note the content of the report

Iltem 8: F inance and Personnel Sub -committee meeting held
16 " January 2015

Members were advised that in line with the MMO appointee system

being reviewed the MMO had offered IFCAs an opportunity to revi ew
its membership. The F&P sub -committee acknowledged that t he
current set of members lacked representation from commercial
fishermen with a working knowledge of Suffolk and North Norfolk
fisheries and, a member who was qualified to consider and advise on

marine archaeology. A paper was presented to, and was appro ved
by the sub -committee to remedy these shortfalls.

Mr Pinborough enquired whether there had been any feedback from
the MMO. The CEO advised that the submission regarding members
had been welcomed. The recruitment process has been contracted
out to Ha yes Executive, with the instructions that if there were not
sufficient applicants with the requisite skillsets then IFCAs could
proceed with gaps in their membership until suitable applicants were
received.



Under HR matters it was noted that following the IIP assessment the
standard had been achieved and EIFCA had a certificate valid until
November 2016.

Finance matters had covered the Estimates and Forecasts of
expenditure which would be discussed as items on the agenda.

It was noted the public se  ctor pay award did not apply to points
beyond 49, the sub -committee had therefore formally agreed that
the award recently given should be applied to any posts which fell
into this bracket.

The cost of modifications to John Allen had been revised and ast hey
were substantially more than had initially been agreed they were
reconsidered by the sub  -committee, these had been agreed to and it

was noted the majority of the cost would be covered from the
current financial yearés budget.

Having decided not to mo ve the offices to Lincoln Court it was
decided to make the best use of the current office space.
Expenditure in the region of £15,000 was agreed for this project.

Members were advised the terms of the contract for the Moorings at
Sutton Bridge had been received, for a £150,000 investment EIFCA
would receive a 20 year lease which represented a saving on current
expenditure.

Members Agreed to note the report.

EIFCA15/09 Iltem 9: Provisional budget for 2015/2016 and forecast for
2016/2019

The budget fo r 2015/2016 was put to members for approval to set
the levy for Constituent Councils. The proposed levy would
represent a standstill budget, however it was advised that beyond
this timeframe there may be an increase in expenditure.

Members Resolved to a pprove the Provisional Estimates for

the period 1 %' April 2015 to 31 %' March 2016, and to note the
Provisional Forecast of Estimates for the period 1 st April 2016
to 31 % March 2019.

Proposed: Clir Goldson

Seconded: Mr Vanstaen

All Agreed

At this point  Mr Worrall arrived.

EIFCA15/10 Item 10: Payments made and monies received during the
period Oct 2014 to January 2015

It was noted that receipts during this quarter were quite low which
was to be expected as Levy payments were received during the early
part of the financial year.

Members Resolved to approve payments of £310,589 and
receipts of £4,739 during the period 16 ™ October 2014 i 31°
December 2014.



Proposed: Clir Goldson

Seconded: Stephen Worrall
All Agreed
EIFCA15/11 Item 11: Quarterly Management Accounts

Members were provided with figures to compare actual expenditure

for the first three quarters of the financial year against the main
budget headings. Salaries were indicating a saving which was
largely due to there not being a full complement of staff until
October. There was also a saving in advertising as the anticipated
expense had not occurred. Whilst the figures suggested expenditure

was about £100,000 behind budget the expected expenditure during

the final quarter was likely t 0 absorb most of this.

Members Resolved to formally note the Quarterly
Management Accounts.

Proposed: ClIr Goldson
Seconded: Dr Bolt
All Agreed

EIFCA15/12 Item 12: Mussel Fishery 2015

The Senior Research Officer gave a short presentation on the
fin dings of the mussel surveys. Whilst two additional small beds had
been identified unfortunately the overall stock levels had declined on
the previous year and were below the levels set in the conservation

objectives.

There were only 6 beds with stock den sities which exceeded 25
tonnes/hectare and even these were showing recent declines in
stock levels.

The majority of the beds had suffered major declines in stock since

2010, with mortality exceeding recruitment.

In combination with declining stocks the beds had become a poor
fishery resource with densities too low to attract new settlement.

The cause of the die off was unknown it was thought it could
possibly be due to the stress of spawning when the mussel was
already weakened by disease.

In view of the total adult stock having failed to reach conservation
objective targets and the poor 2014 settlement making it unlikely

that the stock would recover the Senior Research Officer felt it was

not appropriate to open a mussel fishery. The only exception t o this
being Welland Bank which had approximately 210 tonnes of mussel
growing on the rocks. This tonnage was excluded from the SSSI
conservation objection target as the area was treated discreetly to

the rest of the Wash.

The nature of the Welland Bank was such that it effectively managed
itself, receiving regular spatfall. The rocky nature of the area
prevented dredging or over fishing. It was therefore suggested this

bed should be opened for a handwork fishery, and should remain
open until the survey s were carried out later in the year unless the
CEO deemed it necessary to close it sooner.

Following the presentation members questioned whether other areas
were encountering the same level of stock dying off, they were



advised that there had been a rep ort of a mussel bed in a river in
Devon having been lost.

Members questioned whether Cefas were actively looking into the
reason for the die off, whilst it was not part of their workload the

SRO advised that Cefas were always willing to analyse any sample S
he sent to them, however Cefas only have two virus tests which they

carry out so if the cause is not one of those then nothing will show

up, Cefas would be better placed to recognise parasites.

The SRO advised that there were numerous elements which cou Id
lead to the decline of stocks and other factors combining, it would be

difficult to pin down what the problem was.

The SRO recognised that there may be a need for more investigation

into the cause but also questioned what could be done if a disease

was identified as it is not possible to immunise mussel stocks. Paul
Garnett felt that as most of the mussels which were dying were 3

years olds at the point of spawning, which was similar to the cockle
situation, there was a need for further investigation p articularly as it
was not just a fishery resource but also part of an SAC. The CEO
suggested that rather than looking for what was wrong with the

stock perhaps there was a need to look at what was right and seek

to capitalise on the resilient mussels that remain post the 3year
threshold. The SRO also felt that if it was possible to identify trends

and occurrences then management could be adopted to exploit those

stocks which it was anticipated may die.

Acknowledging that a fresh set of eyes looking at vi ruses or
parasites may be beneficial Dr Hirst suggested the possibility of
funding a PhD student.

Mr Lake believed the problem was recruitment of stock and believed

the recruitment from the lays had been underestimated in the past.

Mr Worrall felt thata s the Welland Bank was a 3D bed which seemed

to remain stable perhaps there would be some benefit to carrying

out trials with a matrix elsewhere, which would offer similar
protection to the mussels.

Members Agreed to:

e Note theresultsof the 2014 autumns urveys

e Note that the survey results show ed the total mussel biomass
and the adult mussel biomass were both below the SSSI
Conservation Objective targets, and as such d id not provide a
buffer above Conservation Objective targets with which to operate
fisher ies or absorb natural die  -offs.

o Note that several of the beds were in a state of continued decline
and in poor condition.

o Note thatthere ha d been a poor settlement during 2014 that was
likely to delay future recovery.

e Note that in January 2014 the Authori ty consented to open a
small seed mussel fishery on the understanding that there would
be no fishery in 2015 unless the surveys were able to show
significant recovery had occurred.

e Agree that as there ha d been a continued decline rather than a
recovery, th ere were insufficient mussel stocks to support either a
harvestable fishery or a seed mussel relaying fishery without
having an adverse impact on the sustainability of the stocks and
the favourable SSSI condition of the site.

e Resolve to open the Welland Ba nk until such time as the 2015
mussel surveys began or earlier if the CEO deemed it necessary



Proposed: Clir Goldson
Seconded: Stephen Worrall
All Agreed

EIFCA15/13 Item 13: Mussel Regeneration Project

The Research Team had identified that whilst the mussel beds were
not readily regenerating, those areas which did show signs of
settlement were usually in areas of cockle shell. Consequently they

had instigated a project to explore a possible method of attracting
seed to facilitate the recovery of m ussel stocks. 72 tonnes of cockle
shell had been put down in 3 20m x 20m sites which along with 3
control areas were monitored monthly. All of these areas had
previously been heavily fished. The outcome had seen the cockle
shell sink into the ground and whilst the outcome was not as great
as had been hoped for the settlement on these three areas was
better than in other areas of the public beds. It was estimated that

the experiment had attracted approximately half a tonne of mussel.
These areas would ¢ ontinue to be monitored throughout the year.

Whilst the experiment had not been conclusive as there had been
insufficient settlement on the public beds to compare it to, the SRO
suggested taking a further area of ground which had recently been a

mussel bed and covering Y2 hectare with 200 tonnes of shell to
attempt to regenerate a piece of mussel bed. In order to carry out

this experiment he was seeking the Authori
the project and use WFO funding to finance the project.

Mr Lake questioned how much the project had already cost, he was
advised the initial phase had been approx. £5,000 and the proposed
continuation would be approx. £15,000. Mr Donnelly felt that if the

project could enable recovery of the fishery it was a good use of
resources.

Mr Goldson questioned whether there would be any benefit from
putting the shell in bags to try and create a wall. The SRO advised

that whilst he did not believe that would be a suitable method he did
anticipate creating topography by pu tting shell into ridges and
furrows and in a long block which would give any settlement an
opportunity to grow.

Mr Stipetic questioned whether consideration had been given to the
possibility of the project requiring a marine licence, which the CEO

was ab le to advise had been taken into account and a marine licence
would be applied for. Mr Vanstaen then questioned the long term
viability if the project was a success and was rolled out to large
areas, would this need permission from NE. The CEO felt that a s the
cockle had originally been sourced from the Wash it should not be a
problem to redeposit the shell. Mr Donnelly advised this would still

need a Habitats Regulation Assessment and the scale of the deposit
would need considering. The CEO emphasised t he need to promote
sustainability and the need to do something to encourage growth.

The SRO advised that the UEA had contacted him with regard to
work experience for Masters students, so he was trying to get some

core samples of the areas taken in order t 0 monitor the site to
ensure no damage was being done.
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Mr Lake questioned the viability of the experiment compared to the
expense. The SRO believed the potential return was worth the
investment.

Members Resolved to:

. Note that scientific literature sugg ests a raised matrix of live
mussels and dead shell bound together with byssus threads provides

an important habitat for recruiting fresh settlements of mussel seed.
. Note that the mussel coverage on several of the beds was
insufficient to enable these rais ed matrixes to develop.

. Note the results from the Authorityds 2014
project indicate the  project ha d had a moderate success at attracting
mussels to the experimental areas , even though there had been a
poor settlement on the inter -tidal beds during the study period.

e  Approve Authority officers to continue and expand the mussel
regeneration project  during 2015, to attempt regeneration of a small

area of mussel bed.

. Direct  officers to consult with the Wash fishing community to
discuss furt her funding for the experiment.

Proposed: Clir Goldson
Seconded: Mr Worrall
All Agreed
EIFCA15/14 Iltem 14: Wash Lay Applications Update
The MPA sub -committee had directed the Project Officer to finalise a
few issues to speed up the lay application p rocess. In line with this
the | ease had been wupdated, the i ssue wit

| ayhol derd had been clarified and mitigati
in place for lack of food availability. All of which had been checked
over for legality by EIFCA solicitors.

It was hoped the covenant relating to death of a layholder would

provide a sense of security and assurance that the stock belonged to

the family, and unless there was a good reason the lay would be
passed onto a family member for the duration of the lease
remaining.

Members discussed the trigger levels for food availability, it was
explained that should such a level be reached there would be a need

for stock on the lays to be reduced. It was stressed this would only

be an emergency measure for use if the wild stocks of cockles and
mussels were at risk.

Mr Brewster queried what level of reduction would be required, the
Project Officer advised this would depend how much stock was on

the lays and how drastic the situation was. Mr Lake advised that
razor fish were also a filter feeder taking food and could add to the
pressure on food availability but currently there was no fishery to
manage these stocks, he questioned whether there should be a
fishery in place for this species. The CEO advised that currently
there was no fishery permitted on razor fish and to survey them

would be an enormous task. Mr Lake advised the stock was
currently under the EU MLS. The CEO advised he would take action

to investigate the razor fish fishery.

11



EIFCA15/15

Members Res olved to:

¢ Note the progress made regarding lay application S.

e Agree to adopt the updated lease agreement

e  Agree to adopt the process for dealing with the death of a
lease holder

e Agree to adopt the mitigation measures relating to food
availability

e Agree to the CEO investigating the feasibility of a razor
clam fishery in the Wash.

Proposed: Mr Donnelly
Seconded: Mr Spray
All agreed

The CEO advised members that the Project Officer had done a
tremendous job in the last 18 months and wished to thank hi m
pu blically for this.

Item 15: Bass Management

The CEO advised that initially it had been considered that an
emergency byelaw was required to manage the protection and
exploitation of bass stocks. However, recent action by the EU
Commission to  prevent the use of mid water trawls, which would be
effective until the end of April 2015 suggested there was less
urgency to the situation. He also advised there were reports that a

3 fish per day bag limit may be brought in for anglers and that the
MLS for Bass would be raised to 42cms.

Bass were considered one of the most important species in value
within the EIFCA region for recreational fin fish. The current level of
fishing was way above maximum sustainable yield limits. There was
also reportedly a lot of unlicenced and unregulated fishing taking
place. With stocks declining management measures were required
before the situation got any worse.

Mr Pinborough felt the paper provided some really useful information

but was concerned that the EU ban which was effective until 30 April
2015 for pelagic trawling only would have a very minimal effect on

the EIFCA District. He felt there could be a delay of 18 -24 months
to get a MLS in place and the bag limits being discussed were in a

very early stage w ith the consultation phase only just starting.

The CEO advised that he did not feel the scenario for implementing
an emergency byelaw still existed as the fundamental criteria of
urgency and the unforeseen nature of the crisis no longer existed as
EU measure were being implemented. However there were
proposals for the introduction of local management measures to be
implemented at a slightly slower rate. These included the
introduction of nursery areas and an increase in the MLS in
accordance with cont emporary scientific advice; regulation of
recreational netting activity and the introduction of bag limits for
recreational anglers. There had been a mixed reaction amongst the
industry to these suggestions.

Mr Holborn (sitting in the public gallery) wa s invited to comment.
He acknowledged the ban on pelagic trawling was a good start but

12



agreed with Mr Pinborough that it would have little effect in the
EIFCA district, and went on to say that if action was not taken he
believed the future breeding stock would be lost. He therefore
hoped the Authority would use their ability to put in place
emergency measures.

The DCEO advised that the use of an emergency byelaw would have
to meet scrutiny, with the minister having the ability to cancel it as
well as it being open to challenge through a judicial review. He
therefore felt legal advice would need to be sought prior to
instigating an emergency byelaw, particularly as he had spoken to
fishermen who had landing of 36 -42cm bass as part of their business
plan. Mr Pinborough advised there were recreational businesses that
rely on bass as part of their business plan.

The proposed minimum net size was questioned by Mr Stipetic who
felt that a 100mm mesh would not be sufficient to protect larger
fish. The CEO ad vised the intention was for the Minimum mesh size
increase to be incremental to prevent undue expense for businesses.

Dr Wright (KEIFCA) advised that in their district the bass fishery was
more mature. He acknowledged that nursery areas could be good
regional management measures but felt there would need to be an
evidence base for the locations selected. He felt the introduction of
a MLS would be more effective on a national level.

It was noted that the river Stour was split between EIFCA and
KEIFCA, when asked if KEIFCA would be supportive of an emergency
byelaw Dr Wright advised that he did not the mandate to comment
but advised that KEIFCA were waiting to see what EU were doing
before taking any action themselves.

Mr Pinborough, highlighted the Riv er Stour was the only cross
boundary and EIFCA have other rivers and estuaries to protect.

Mr Spray was concerned there was a risk attached to doing nothing
as it could mean netting may happen during the important summer
season, he would prefer to have a n emergency byelaw in place, and
believed it would be reasonably secure against a judicial review.
This view was supported by Mr Pinborough who felt going down any
other route would involve consultation and would realistically take
12 months.

Mr Donnelly felt there was a need to balance the risk on the basis of
what was presented to members, which he felt was acceptable to go
down the route of an emergency byelaw. He questioned the
suggested MLS of 42cm as he was not sure it would protect 50% of
the fema le bass and thought a larger MLS would be more effective.
The CEO advised the proposed MLS was based on scientific advice
appropriate for the area.

The DCEO felt that banning netting could be a difficult issue to
address in an emergency byelaw. However , Mr Worrall felt there
was a need to act on all fronts to have an effect on future adult
stock, he supported the emergency byelaw approach.

At this point Mr Vanstaen left the meeting

The CEO asked members whether they would like to wait or act
swiftly. He advised that the standard byelaw process would be 9 -12
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months, if Authority members wanted some measures put in place
more quickly, which would they like done first.

Whilst some members wanted the whole package put in place as an
emergency byelaw i t was felt it more prudent to look at what would
have the most immediate effect, it was thought these would be a
prohibition on recreational netting and the introduction of nursery
areas.

Members Resolved to:
e Direct the CEO to develop and implement the s hort -term
measures with a view to achieving them in in the shortest
possible timeframe.
o Direct the CEO to expedite the prohibition of recreational
netting activities and the instigation of regional Bass
Nursery Areas by means of  an emergency byelaw.
e Establ ish an emergency byelaw panel consisting of the
Chair and Vice Chair of the Authority, Chair of the

Regulation & Compliance sub -committee, the CEO and
DCEO

e Delegate authority to approve the introduction of
management measures for Bass to the Emergency Byel aw
Panel.

Proposed: Chairman

Seconded: Mr Morgan

All Agreed

At this point the meeting was adjourned for half an hour for lunch.
Dr Wright and Mr Bakewell both left the meeting.

EIFCA15/16 Item 16: Whelk Management

The Project Officer provided a brief presentation on the issues facing
the whelk fishery. These included:

¢ Increase in landings

Increase in effort

Susceptible to overfishing

Data deficient in terms of stock and effort

One of the top 10 species landed

As a consequence of these issues the industry had put pressure on
EIFCA to taken action with particular regard to a MLS and nomadic
vessels moving into the area from offshore.

Members were advised the increase in landings was the first concern
but there was no management data available to act sooner.

Whelk was considered to be slow growing with sexual maturity not
reached until 3 -8 years. They were also noted for not being a
migratory species so any decline in stock would take several years to
recover. The lack of information availab le on areas fished and the
number of pots being deployed means this species were susceptible

to a boom and bust culture, suggesting there was a need for
management objectives to be put in place.
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The DCEO advised members the proposal was to put in place
permitting scheme, on the back of which would be a range of
management measures. These measures would include a
requirement to provide detailed fishing data, and a limit on the
number of pots being worked.

The difficulty would be a balance to achieve a sustainable fishery
without affecting the fishing industry too greatly. The DCEO
suggested a limit on the number of permits to the number of vessels

fishing as of the date of this meeting. He also suggested an increase

in MLS to 65 mm and a fixed riddle size.

With regard to the possibility of instigating an emergency byelaw the
solicitors had been contacted for legal advice and a response was
expected by the end of the week.

Members considered the proposal. It was questioned what
happened in terms o f the number of pots being deployed beyond 6
miles, this would be beyond the remit of EIFCA.

Mr Stipetic questioned how the riddle size would be measured and
also whether this would mean visitors to the area would be
excluded, the DCEO advised that a pe rmitting scheme would prohibit
visitors fishing for whelk.

Dr Bolt advised that KEIFCA had been down a similar route, during
the process they had been accused of discriminating against
different groups of fishermen, so he suggested speaking to them to
eng uire how this matter was dealt with.

Mr Lake enquired about the pot level that would be set and
expressed concern that if it was set too low it would cause additional
pressure to be put on the crab and lobster fishery.

Mr Donnelly questioned whether allo wing permits for all vessels
currently fishing was a sufficient control. The DCEO advised there
was a need for a mechanism to cap the level of fishing, which
combined with pot limitation should be sufficient to control effort.

Mr Garnett advised that he did not think the 300 pot limit mentioned
would, be sufficient for smaller vessels but would not be enough for
larger vessels or for areas where a longer soak time was required.
He would like to see a 1000 pot limit. He believed the effort had
increased r ecently because stocks had increased to areas around the
North Norfolk Coast and the Wash. He felt the previous decline
could have been due to the TBT chemical rather than overfishing.
Mr Garnett then went on to question whether the MLS would apply
to th e whelk or the bar spacing, he felt bar spacing would be better.
There was then discussion regarding whether whelk could be
measured by width rather than length, historically all literature
relates to length whereas riddling will take account of the width

Members Resolved to:
¢ Note the contents of the paper

e Agree in principle to the implementation of management
measures through a permitting scheme
e Agree thatthe urgentrequirement for management of

whelk fisheries warrants application of the emergency
byelaw procedure to introduce immediate meas ures,
e Agree toestablisha n Emergency Byelaw Panel consisting

of the Chair and Vice Chair of the Authority, Chair of the
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EIFCA15/17

EIFCA15/18

EIFCA15/19

EIFCA15/20

EIFCA15/21

Regulation & Compliance sub -committee, the CEO and
DCEO.

e Delegate authority to approve the i ntroduction of
management measures for whelk to the Emergency Byelaw
Panel.

Proposed: Mr Spray
Seconded: Dr Bolt
All Agreed

Item 17: Revision of WFO licence tolls in line with inflation
for the 2015  -2016 financial year

Members Agreed to the inflation of WFO licence tolls in line

with inflation for the period 1 ' April 2015t0 31 ' March 2016.
Proposed: Mr Worrall

Seconded: ClIr Goldson

All Agreed

Item 18: Stakeholder community meeting report

The CEO advised that during a rec ent community meeting in Boston
a member of the industry had asked that his request for a WFO
licence entitlement be reconsidered, despite there being a waiting

list. On investigation this gentlemen was 8 ™ on the waiting list with
others further up the li st having been on it for a longer period. This
coupled with the fact that there is a moratorium on issuing
entitlements, it was recommended that this exceptional request
could not be accommodated at this time. In order to test previous
assumptions the CE O sought permission to review the moratorium
on the issue WFO licenses.

Members Agreed that at the current time it was not
appropriate to exceptionally grant the entitlement requested.

They also directed the CEO to review the moratorium on
issuing WFO E ntitlements to test previous factors and
assumptions and to report back to the Authority.

Proposed: Mr Stipetic
Seconded: Mr Pinborough
All Agreed

Item 19: Recording your Inshore Fishery Activity

This presentation was left until after the conclusion of the meeting
and those members of the public and Authority who wished to hear

it were invited to remain at that time.

Item 20: Quarterly progress against Annual Plans

This was a matter for information. Members Agreed to note th
report.

Item 21: Marine Protection Quarterly Reports

This was a matter for information. Members Agreed to note the
report.
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EIFCA15/22

EIFCA15/23

EIFCA15/24

Item 22: Marine Environment Quarterly reports

It was noted there was reference to the fact that areas set aside for
the protection of  Sabellaria Spinulosa reef may be increased. Mr
Donnelly advised the core areas were based on information in 2010.

This information was being updated using survey data since 2010,

the initial indications were that some core areas had moved whilst
others remained the same, this may mean there were implications in

terms of the management of these areas but more discussion was
required with NE and EIFCA.

Referring to MCZs, Dr Bolt advised that the consultation period for
Tran che 2 was expected to go live by the end of the week.

Item 23: Update of HR Activity

This was a matter for information. Members Agreed to note the
report.

Item 24: Any Other Business

EIFCA/Seasearch East Diving Memorandum of
Understanding:

Following a successful diving expedition using an EIFCA vessel as a
diving platform, the intention was to take this to the next level, to

help improve the evidence base for the EIFCA region through film
footage of what is beneath the surf ace. SeaSearch East already dive
in the region voluntarily for recreational purposes and they had
indicated that they were willing to share their findings with EIFCA.
The CEO stressed that this was an entirely voluntary arrangement
and did not constitute any element of contracted works. EIFCA
would be solely responsible for the provision of vessel services on an
opportunity basis and SeaSearch East would be solely responsible
for diving operations. Members were asked to approve the use of an
EIFCA vessel to support the services of the diving team.

As an emergency contingency some EIFCA staff would be trained to
administer oxygen in the event that no other diver was available.

Dr Bolt enquired whether there would be any conflict with Health
and Safety Executive (HSE), Mr Spray advised he had spoken to
them to advise them that all diving operation would be conducted by
volunteers under recreational codes of practice. DCEO would also
speak with HSE to seek guidance to manage liabilites and
responsibilit ies borne by the Authority.

Members Agreed to note the intention to provide vessel
support services to Seasearch East diving operations and
Resolved to approve the Memorandum of Understanding.

Proposed: Mr Morgan
Seconded: Mr Donnelly
All Agreed

There being no other business the meeting closed at 1446 hours.
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Action Item 6

18 ™ Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting
29 April 2015

Health and Safety risks and mitigation

Repo rtby: P JHaslam, CEO

Purpose of report

The purpose of this report is to update members on health and safety risks and
associated mitigation introduced to manage liabilities.

Recommendations
It is recommended that members:
e Note the contents of thisr eport

o Aaree to accept the Health and Safety service provision proposal from
Norfolk County Council

Background

H&S law mandates through the general duty of employers to their employees that it
shall be the duty of every employer to ensure, so far as is re asonably practicable, the
health, safety and welfare at work of all his employees L

The Authority has declared its intent to promote and nurture an appropriate health
and safety culture throughout the organisation.

Incidents
During the last reporting period the following incidents have occurred:

¢ An officer was taken ill in the office and, following a call to NHS Direct, an
ambulance was required to transport the officer to hospital for cardiac
assessment. The tests did not prove conclusive and the of ficer was given
medical clearance to resume normal duties. The officer has been advised to
highlight any health concerns immediately through line management and his
rostered duties are being actively managed to ensure they do not introduce
further risk to  the individual.

1 HSAW Act 1974 c.37 Part| General duties Section 2
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http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1974/37
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1974/37/part/I
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1974/37/part/I/crossheading/general-duties

e An officer previously reported (Jul 14) as suffering with neck and shoulder
pain has been continuously monitored in order to manage the condition.
Foll owing advice from the officerés GP,
occupational hea Ith specialist and a site visit by a health and safety
professional from Kings Lynn and West Norfolk BC several further adjustments
to equipment, seating position and working practices have been instigated in
an attempt to alleviate the condition. These a djustments appear to have had
a positive effect. The issue will continue to be monitored.

Service Provision proposal

The Health and Safety support service sourced from Norfolk County Council has been
reviewed and updated to reflect Authority requirement s. The revised proposal is at
Appendix 1 and is judged to present value for money. Authority members are
recommended to agree to accept the service proposal.

Risks

Members would wish to be aware of the H & S risks at Appendix 2. A new risk
regarding t he physical fitness of officers to conduct more arduous duties has been
introduced to reflect the abilities of staff.

Conclusion

Members can be re -assured that health and safety matters are given appropriate
consideration by the Executive and management teams.

Appendix:
1. NCC H&S Service proposal 2015 -16

2. Eastern IFCA Health and Safety risks Apr 2015

19

an



Appendix 1

Health and Safety Services Proposal 2015/16

Iltem Cost
Review Health and Safety Management System and £600.00
update.

(Including converting from exi sting fAdraft

documents to fAissuedo) .

Add into procedures about escalation of issues in
order to resolve any identified issues beyond control
of management.

Whole day visit on a 6 monthly basis (vessel) to £ 400.00 (w hole day visit) and
review safe working practice. £57.50 per hour for report

write up.
*Provision of general advisory service to provide £862.50 p.a.

support and advice.

Health and safety training/workshop provision (up £600 per day (including
to 12 delegates) preparation)

Other ser vices pay as you go

Serious incident investigation £57.50 p.h. or £400 per day

General health and safety monitoring visit (half day £ 400.00
on site and report)

*Provision of advisory service in line with the original service level agreement as
detaile d below:

Outline of details of Contract with EIFCA

1. Undertake a review of EIFCA health and safety policies and procedures.
2. Provide a core health and safety advice service to EIFCA (from 08:45 T 17:30
Monday to Thursday and 08:45 T 16:35 on Fridays) to include:
a. Provision of telephone and email basic health and safety advice service
b. collating and reviewing EIFCA incident reports
C. making reports to HSE where incidents are statutorily reportable
d undertaking incident investigations for repo rtable incidents up to a

maximum of 3 a year and production of an investigation report
excluding fatality investigations and visits out of office hours

e. undertake one premise/area specific monitoring inspection per annum
and the production of a findings report
f. reviewing up to 10 management risk assessments per annum on

request and advising on adequacy. These must be sent to the County
Council in an electronic format.

g. telephone and email advice on the safety aspects of building and
refurbishment pro  jects
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h. input to the production of a basic annual management information
reporton a -g above

The following services may be identified by EIFCA in addition to the core
health and safety advice service detailed above on the basis of business need:

a. Undertaking fatal accident investigations
b. Provision of health and safety training
C. Support in dealing with interventions by enforcing authorities such as

the HSE and Norfolk Fire and Rescue Service, i.e. complaints,

inspections or enforcement actions

Procurement assessments for health and safety suitability

Monitoring of contracted or commissioned services

Development of an annual improvement plan for EIFCA

Attendance at meetings to advise on general H & S.

Undertaking risk assessments on behalf of managers

Undertaking additional incident investigations over and above those

identified in d. above

J- Undertaking additional monitoring inspections over and above that
identified in e. above

k. Undertaking any other visits to EIFCA for th e purpose of providing
health and safety advice

l. Negotiation of policies and procedures with union representatives

m. Undertaking further reviews of policies and procedures over and above
item 1. above

~sae~oo

The County Council will not:

a. In any way mark et or communicate agreed EIFCA policies and
procedures to EIFCA employees

b. Enforce or manage the implementation of EIFCA policies and
procedures or undertake other management duties.

C. Identify the EIFCA health and safety training requirements for

indiv idual employees and teams..
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Eastern IFCA Health and Safety risks April 2015

Appendix 2

Risk Intervention Residual Risk Risk rating* Risk rating*
(Current) (Previous)
Physical fitness of Staff briefing Individual health
personnel to undertake fragilities
arduous duty Management o verview to
ensure rostered duties Individual lifestyle choice
are .appropnate and Treat# New
achievable
Routine periodic medical
assessment (ML5)
Unreported Leadership Injury to personnel as a
incidents/unilateral result of failure to
decisions with little regard NCC H&S officer led acknowledge or adhere
for safe working  practices. review of policy and to H&S direction and
procedure guidance
Training
Equipment Treat
Management systems to
capture incidents
Routine agenda items at
all meetings at all levels
of Authority
Inappropriate conduct of Leadership Death/injury of personnel
vessels at sea through u n-seamanlike Treat

operation of vessels at
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Briefings

Formal training and
assessment

Periodic review of
performance

Deployment of DCEO in a
roving capacity Q1 15.

sea

Material state of Sutton
Bridge moorings

Safe systems of work
introduced to manage
immediate risks including
improved lighting.

Officers have driven an
acceptance by agents
that immediate repair is
nece ssary to alleviate
existing H&S issues.

Authorisation received
from F&P sub committee
to commit capital funds to
support Fenland DC and
Lincs CC initiative to
establish new moorings in
Sutton Bridge.

Moorings upgrade project
expected to begin in Q2
FY 15/16.

The material state of the
moorings is in decline
but firm plans to address
safety issues are now in
place

Risk of injury to
personnel.

Treat

Treat
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Whole Body Vibration

Risk awareness training
to manage impacts.

Health monitoring process
to be develo ped.

Personal injury from boat
movement owing to
lower resilience as a
result of individual

physiology

Lone working operations

Management scrutiny of
any proposal for lone
working.

Introduction of electronic
support means

Failure of devicest o give
requisite support.

Personnel interventions
render devices unreliable
or unworkable.

Staff injury/long term
absence through
inappropriate posture at
office work stations

Information.
Training.
Risk assessment.

Provision of suitable
bespoke equipment
where reasonable.

Access to NCC H&S team.

Occupational health
assessment

KLWNBC H&S specialist
advice

Individual failure to
adhere to guidance

Staff stress through
exposure to unacceptable
behaviour stakeholders

Intro duction of
Unacceptable Behaviour

policy

No change in behaviour
of some stakeholders

Long term sickness
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Stakeholder engagement
plan and activity
delivered in pursuit of
corporate

communications strategy.

Dialogue with
Stakeholders to ensure
appropriate tone of
communications

caused by stakeholder
hostility

Damage to vehicles,
trailers and/or equipment
through inappropriate
operation.

Formal trailer training for
unqualified officers

Refreshers for those with
previous experience

Periodic vehicle
maintenance checks
training

Failure to adhere to
training

Mechanical failure of
vehicle or trailer

*Risk Rating

#Risk treatment

Treat - take positive action to mitigate risk.

Tolerate - acknowledge and  actively monitor risk.

Terminate 1 risk no longer considered to be material to Eastern IFCA business.
Transfer - risk is outwith Eastern IFCA ability to treat and is transferred to higher level.
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Action Item 7
18 ™ Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting

29 April 2015

MMO appointee term of office ballot

Report by: P J Haslam, Clerk.
Purpose of report

The purpose of this paper is to outline the procedure to allocate length of service to
both returning and new MMO appointees.

Recommendations
It is recommended that members:

e Note the procedure determined by MMO.

Background

To avoid a repeat of the recent requirement to re -appoint all MMO appointees at the
same time, it has be en determined by the MMO with the agreement of IFCAs to allot
varying lengths of service to individual appointees to introduce a staggered change
mechanism.

Terms of appointment will be either 3, 4 or 5 years. Those who occupy positions as
Chair or Vic e Chair of a sub -committee have been offered a 4 year appointment. Those
who were not subject to the recent re -appointment process will remain on the existing
4 year term of office until re -appointment when they will be subject to this revised
process. F or Eastern IFCA this means that 5 MMO appointees already have defined
terms of appointment.

The six remaining general members will be allotted a period of appointment through

ballot to be carried out by one of the additional members appointed by either
Environment Agency or Natural England. There are 2 opportunities at each of 3, 4, and

5 years for allocation.

Conclusion

The process outlined above will assure business continuity for Eastern IFCA and will
enable a rolling (re) appointment process that w ill keep the membership relevant and
appropriate for the delivery of MaCAA duties.

Background documents

1. David Abbott (MMO) E mail dated Tue 24/03/2015 16:31 including 20150220
Staggering model letter text sent to AIFCA for onward [transmission].

2. CEO AIFCA E mail dated Mon 23/02/2015 09:45 MMO appointment process.
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Action Item 8

18" Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting
29 April 2015

Review of Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conser vation Authority (IFCA)
Constitution and Standing Orders

Report by: P J Haslam, Clerk.
Purpose of report

The purpose of this report is to report the outcome of the annual review of the Eastern
IFCA constitution.

Recommendations
It is recommended that members:
e Agree to the proposed changes to the Constitution and Standing Orders
Background
Eastern IFCA adopted the current Constitution and Standing Orders on 31 October 2012
with a requirement for it to be reviewed annually. The Constitution and Stan ding
Orders represent the embodiment of the requirement for the Authority to ensure that it
has sound governance.

Report

A full review of the Constitution has been carried out with support from NpLaw officers

at Norfolk County Council. The following cha nges are recommended:
Existing text Proposed text Rationale
All references to To amend text to reflect Accuracy
6nomi nat ed d e p| thecreation of the DCEO
inferring more than one role.
deputy .
NpLaw advise that there are no recent changes to public la w governance and

constitutional rules  which would be applicable to EIFCA conduct and operations
MMO appointees

The MMO appointment process has been completed. Protocols are being developed

jointly by Defra/MMO and IFCAs to deliver a process for an annua | appraisal of MMO
appointees and a procedure to accommodate complaints against MMO appointees.

Once finalised, these processes will be reflected in revised terms of reference for

general members.
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Financial implications

There are no immediate financial implications to making the required amendments to
the document and the activity will be accommodated within existing staff resource.
There will be charges for the assistance and advice drawn from NpLaw which will be
reflected in due course in the quarter ly accounts. Failure to update the Constitution
may introduce legal and thereby financial risk.

Legal implications

It is a legal requirement for the Authority to keep abreast of revised legislation for the
operation and conduct of public business. Fail ure to do so will introduce legal risk.

Conclusion
The Constitution and Standing Orders as adopted remain fit for purpose and require
only minor adjustment. The Clerk will continue to hold them under review and will

bring any futures changes to the Auth ority meeting in April annually unless there is a
pressing need to make changes more urgently.
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Action Item 9

18 "™ Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting

29 April 2015

Appointment of Members to Authority Sub Committees

Report by: P J Haslam, Clerk.

Purpose of report

The purpose of this report is to make a recommendation to Members for a revision of
appointments to Authority sub committees to reflect the recent changes in MMO
appoint ees. The overall intent is to ensure that those sub -committees charged with
making executive decisions on behalf of the full Authority are enabled to do so.

Recommendations

Members are recommended to:

e Aaree the proposed composition of the sub committees at Appendix 1.
Background

Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (IFCA) was vested in April 2011

with powers conferred upon it by the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (MaCAA

2009) . The Vesting Oif tthee Authosity adnseders it h a mecessary or

expedient for the exercise of its functions, it may authorise a sub -committee or any

member or employee of the Authority to exé&rcise any

Eastern IFCA has elected to appoint 4 sub -committees with delegated author ity to carry
out the functions described in the Scheme of Delegations 3. Implicit in the delegation of
functions is the requirement for sub -committee members, supported by the Officers of

the Authority, to make decisions on behalf of the Authority in full recognition of the
duties and responsibilities placed upon it by MaCAA (2009).

Proposed composition

For each sub -committee, members have been selected to reflect their skillset and
professional expertise. The following outlines the rationale used to propo se the
membership for each sub  -committee:

e Finance and Personnel 1 funding is drawn via levy from the constituent Councils
so it is considered appropriate for all Councillors to be members so that they are
enabled to be fully engaged with financial and pers onnel matters. Other

appointments have been suggested to reflect either professional expertise in the

2 Statutory Instrument 2010 No 239, Para 17(1)
% Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority Constitution, 31 Oct 12, Chpt 4
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public sector to assure the requisite transparency and accountability of IFCA
business or routine connectivity to national level bodies including Defra.

e Planning and Communications T mindful that this sub  -committee formulates and
agrees the business of Eastern IFCA into the future, it is considered appropriate
that the membership reflects the breadth of IFCA work. The intention with the
proposed appoint ments is to assure that all sectors are represented and that the
correct balance is struck between fisheries and conservation objectives
throughout the district.

e Marine Protected Areas 1 this sub -committee has, to date, predominantly dealt
with the managem ent of the Wash Fishery. With the requirement to regulate
fisheries activity in European Marine sites and the emerging need to do similar
for Marine Conservation Zones, it is considered essential that this sub -committee
is enabled to make the right decisi ons for the benefit of the district and to deliver
national and international legislative expectations. The proposed membership
aims to include representatives of all stakeholder groups in order to reflect the
breadth of the issues at hand cognisant of th e competing requirements and
vested interests that surround the nature of its business.

e Regulatory and Compliance i charged with the formulation and delivery of
regulation to ensure that Eastern IFCA meets the national and international
fisheries managemen t and conservation objectives, the Regulatory and
Compliance sub -committee is empowered to make byelaws. The proposed
membership reflects the significance of the business at hand and draws upon
those members who have routine professional exposure to regul ation and
enforcement to assure that Eastern IFCA regulatory measures are proportionate
and deliver the essential balance between healthy seas, sustainable fisheries and
a viable industry.

The Chair and Vice Chair of the Authority are ex officio  members of all sub committees.

Given the expectation of Central Government that all agencies engaged in the
management of the marine environment work closely together, it is proposed that the

General Member * representing the Marine Management Organisation and the Ad ditional
Members ° representing Natural England and the Environment Agency are members of

all sub committees except Finance and Personnel to reflect the need for routine
communications and influence between the bodies.

A list of the Authority sub committees with proposed appointments is at Appendix 1
along with the delegated functions they are charged to deliver.

Annual Review

Acknowledging the significant empowerment of the four sub -committees, it is
considered essential that they are correctly configured a nd routinely engaged with
appropriate business in order to deliver mandated outputs. To ensure that the sub
committee construct remains fit for purpose it is proposed that, as part of the annual

review of the constitution, the sub -committee structure is a  Iso reviewed. This will
enable the membership a chance to comment on the processes and workload and will

also provide an opportunity for a review of delegations to ensure that any emergent

%51 2010 No0.2189 Para 5(2)(b)
® S| 2010 No0.2189 Para 5(2)(c) & Para 5(4)
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demands on the IFCA, both national and international, are acknowle dged and suitably
positioned within the sub  -committee structure to assure delivery of the expected
outputs.

Legal implications

There are no legal implications with the proposed methodology to appoint members to
sub committees. There are distinct legal ris ks with any failure to deliver IFCA duties
and responsibilities in an auditable, transparent and rational manner.

Financial implications

There are no additional costs associated with the proposed appointments to the sub
committees.

Conclusion

Those appoin ted to Eastern IFCA by the Marine Management Organisation accept a
significant public duty to manage both inshore fisheries management and the delivery

of national and international conservation objectives. To carry out this duty members

need to be proper ly empowered so that they can add rigour and value to sub
committee business to promote ownership of the decisions made and thereby deliver
appropriate support to the Chairman. If Eastern IFCA is to preserve its position as a
leading IFCA it is essential that decisions taken at sub  -committee level are logical,
rational and best aid to deliver the vision of leading, championing and managing a
sustainable marine environment and inshore fisheries, by successfully securing the right
balance between social, env  ironmental and economic benefits to ensure healthy seas,
sustainable fisheries and a viable industry.

Background documents

Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009

Statutory Instrument 2010 No 2189 T The Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Order 2010

Eastern IFCA Constitution October 2012
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Appendix 1
To Action Item 8
29 April 2015

Proposed Eastern IEFCA Sub Committee Membership April 2015

Using the broad categories of General members as defined by the MMO as a guide, the
proposed composition of the indiv idual sub committees reflects representation from all
sectors. The exception is the Finance and Personnel committee where those with
experience and financial and personnel management in the public sector are judged the

most appropriate  membership.  Where there is distinction between commercial
fishermen in terms of target species, method of fishing and/or port of landing the
composition has been devised to ensure all opinions and points of view are accounted

for.

Categories of IFCA General Members

Comme rcial fishing ¢  Mobile gear finfish (e.g. trawling, netting)
e  Mobile gear shellfish (e.g. dredging)

e  Static gear finfish (e.g. lines and nets)

e  Static gear shellfish (e.g. traps and pots)

e Other (e.g. aquaculture, bait diggers)

Recreational fishing e Recreationa | sea fish angling;
e  Charter industry;
e Holders of limited permits;

e  Other (e.g. bait diggers)

Marine environment e Interests in designated conservation sites (e.g.
MCZs, SACs, SPAs, SSSIs)

e  Special wildlife interests (e.g. bird or sea
mammal groups);

e Underwat er archaeological and historic
environment interests

Other ¢ Coastal process (e.g. flood and coastal erosion
risk);

¢ Independent local marine science (e.g.
conservation, fisheries, social science) Access to
the coast;

e  Estuarine interests;

e Maritime related o rganisations (e.g. Harbour
Masters, RNLI, Maritime and Coastguard
Agency);

e Leisure and yachting interests;

e Subaqua or commercial diving interests;

e  Other marine industries (e.g. offshore )
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Sub Committee

F&P P&C

MPA R&C

General Member

Mr Bagley

Mr Brewster

Mr Davies

Mr Shaul

Mr Garnett

Mr Williamson

<| < < < < <

Dr Bolt

Mr Morgan

Mr Stipetic (MMO)

Mr Worrall

Dr Hirst (EA)

Mr Pinborough

Mr Spray

Mr Donelly (NE )

< < < < < <

<l < < <

<l < < <

Finance & Personnel

ClIr Goldson (Chair)

ClIr Wilkinson (Vice Chair)

ClIr Fairman

Clir Patience

Clir Baker

ClIr Cox

Clir Turner

Dr S Bolt

Mr S Worrall

MATTERS WHICH IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE FINANCE &

PERSONNEL SUB -COMMITTEE TO DISCHA

RGE

Function

1. Decision making powers concerning strategic financial matters and approving the
annual Statement of Accounts, transfers between accounts, appointment of the
Auditor and amendments to the Financial Regulations, but not the setting of the
levy, approval of quarterly accounts and statements and approval of bank

signatories, all of which are reserved to the full Authority.

Decision making powers in developing the Human Resources strategy for the
organisation including staff structure and empl oyment policy to include personal
development, training and appraisal strategies to assure adherence to relevant UK
employment law and other mandated public sector initiatives.

Decision making powers regarding policy on the recruitment, remuneration and
retention of personnel.
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3. Decision making powers to approve standing interview procedures and the
appointment of interview panels for the recruitment of the Chief Executive Officer
and Executive ° personnel including Consultants. Authority members of intervie w
panels will be drawn from this Sub -Committee and panels will also include
appropriate Authority senior officers; panels will normally be chaired by the Chair
of this Sub -Committee; panels will carry out all processes leading to the selection
of the succe ssful candidate who will be appointed by the Sub -Committee.

4. Decision making powers to conduct Disciplinary/Grievance appeals panels.

5. The Sub -Committee may delegate any of its powers to an individual member of
the Sub -Committee or to the CEO except where the power falls to be discharged
by a panel.

6. The Chair of the Sub -Committee, or the CEO in consultation with the Chair, may
refer any of the matters set out above to the full Authority for determination

where this is in the Authorityds interests.
Plan ning & Communication Sub - Committee
Dr S Bolt (Vice Chair) Mr S Bagley Mr C Donnelly
Mr S Worrall Mr P Garnett Mr J Stipetic
Mr R Spray Mr T Pinborough
Mr K Shaul Dr | Hirst

MATTERS WHICH IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PLANNING AND
COMMUNICATIONS S UB-COMMITTEE TO DISCHARGE

Function

1. Developing the Authoritydéds vision and stra
success criteria.

Preparing the Authorityds Annual Plans and
Approving the Authorityds Annual Pl ans to
Developing the Authorityéds Engagement and
Formulating the replacement strategy for Authority capital assets for

recommendation to the full Authority.

alrwn

6. The Sub -Committee may delegate any of its powers to an individual member of
th e Sub - Committee or to the CEO.

7. The Chair of the Sub -Committee, or the CEO in consultation with the Chair, may
refer any of the matters set out above to the full Authority for determination
where this is in the Authorityds interests

Marine Protected Areas

6 Executive posts deemed to be Head of Finance; Head of Human Resources; Hdadmé Conservation; Head of Marine Protection
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Clir Fairman Clir Wilkinson Mr T Pinborough
Mr R Spray (Chair) Mr J Davies Mr J Stipetic
Mr C Morgan (Vice Chair) Mr K Shaul Mr C Donnelly
Mr R Brewster Mr P Garnett Dr | Hirst
Mr S Bagley Mr S Williamson
MATTERS WHICH IT IS THE RESPONSIBIL ITY OF THE MARINE PROTECTED

AREAS SUB -COMMITTEE TO DISCHARGE

Function

1. Decision -making powers in relation to the following provisions of the WFO 1992:

e Opening fisheries for the prescribed shellfish species in the area of the Wash
covered by the WFO 1992 p  roviding notice of at least 7 days of the intention
to Entitlement holders.

¢ Management measures for fisheries in the relevant area of the Wash including
approving any underpinning research initiatives.

e Granting and revoking licences.

Approving and reviewi  ng the Derogation process.

2. Decision making powers in relation to European Marine Site (EMS) responsibilities
including:

¢ Establishing the policy framework to enable accommodation of developing
EMS initiatives material to Authority outputs.

3. Making recommen dations to the full Authority in relation to the management and
administration of all Marine Protected Areas in the district.

4. The Sub - Committee may delegate any of its powers to an individual member of
the Sub -Committee or to the CEO.

5. The Chair of the Su b-Committee, or the CEO in consultation with the Chair, may
refer any of the matters set out above to the full Authority for determination

where this is in the Authorityds interests
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Regulation & Compliance

Mr T Pinborough (Chair) Clir Baker Clir Pat ience
Mr C Morgan (Vice Chair) Mr J Davies Mr C Donnelly
Mr R Brewster Mr S Williamson Dr | Hirst

Mr P Garnett Mr R Spray Mr J Stipetic

MATTERS WHICH IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE REGULATORY AND
COMPLIANCE SUB -COMMITTEE TO DISCHARGE

Function

1. Makin g, amending, revoking, re -enacting or adopting byelaws.

2. Reviewing enforcement strategy assuring adherence to UK Law, other legal
precedents and mandated public service protocols.

3. Developing arisk -based enforcement strategy suitable for Authority purpose S.

4. The Sub - Committee may delegate any of its powers to an individual member of
the Sub -Committee or to the CEO.

5. The Chair of the Sub -Committee, or the CEO in consultation with the Chair, may
refer any of the matters set out above to the full Authority f or determination
where this is in the Authorityds interests
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Action Item 10

18" Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting

29 April 2015
Parliamentary Report into IFCA Condu ct and Operation 2010 -2014

Report by: P J Haslam, CEO
Purpose of report

The purpose of this paper is to highlight the publication of the parliamentary report into
the Operation and Conduct of IFCAs over that last 4 years and to advise members on
the con tent.

Recommendations
It is recommended that members:

e Adree the proposed management actions.

Report

The report has been laid before Parliament by the Secretary of State for Environment,

Food and Rural Affairs. It meets the requirements of s.183(1) o f the Marine and Coastal
Access Act 20091 and describes the conduct and operation of ten Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authorities (IFCAs) in England over the four year period to 31 August

2014.

The report was compiled following research that include d a public call for evidence. In
total, 108 responses were received from interested stakeholders. Additional research

was carried out and material collected through literature review and from interviews

with IFCA Committee Chairs, Committee members, Chief Officers and staff. Themes
emerging from the report -making process that might merit further consideration by
government and the IFCAs are identified in the report

The full report is at Appendix 1. The key areas for consideration are tabulated below
with the proposed management action to address them.
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Overall Areas for Consideration

Comment

Eastern IFCA proposed action

Government will give further consideration
to the maximum size of an IFCA Committee

This comment was a product of stakeholder
feedback from those districts where the
IFCA membership numbers 30. It is not
applicable to Eastern IFCA.

No further action required

Geographic knowledge will be borne in mind
when general member appointments are
next made to the Cornwall, North Western
and Easte rn IFCAs

This is pertinent to Eastern IFCA and was
previously acknowledged by the Finance and
Personnel (F&P) sub -committee which
forwarded a revised membership scheme to
the MMO to inform their selection process.

The recent MMO appointment process has
provided a broader geographic knowledge
based but the Authority still has gaps in
relevant experience and expertise from
Suffolk based commercial fishermen.

The geographically relevant experience and
expertise is not limited to the commercial
fishing sector and other categories of
members from across the district will need
to be nurtured.

Continue to encourage relevant expertise
from across the district. Ideally, it will be
possible to generate a short waiting list of
people with the right skill sets willin gto
serve the IFCA who can be called upon
iffwhen a membership opportunity arises.

Induction and training should be made
available to all members of IFCA
Committees, including local government
procedure for those needing it

Pertinent to all IFCAs, itis essential that
those who accept appointment to the
Authorities understand their role and the
statutory duties that need to be delivered.

Induction training has been provided to 3
new MMO appointees jointly by IFCA, MMO
and Natural England officers.

Govern ment will review guidance on making
appointments and re  -appointments of IFCA
Committee members

An acknowledgement that the MMO
appointment process is somewhat flawed
and requires re _-working in places.

Eastern IFCA Chairman and Clerk will work
with MMO to a gree such revisions to process
and terms of reference as are necessary.

Government will now consider progressively
reviewing the appropriateness of

Aligned to the above, there is a drive to
introduce approp riate annual appraisals for

As above.
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performance criteria and other guidance to
IFCAs

IFCA members to deliver commonality with
other public offices in terms of performance
and accountability.

Joint use of resources between IFCAs and
other agencies particularly the use of patrol
vessels, is an establish  ed, albeit local,
practice. Cross -warranting exists between
some IFCAs and other agencies and might
usefully be rolled -out elsewhere. IFCAs
already co -operate with neighbouring
Authorities, the Environment Agency (EA),
Marine Management Organisation (MMO),
HM Revenue & Customs, Police,
Environmental Health and Border Force
personnel. Further opportunities should be
explored and developed.

A key theme or the next 4 year period
driven predominantly by existing and
forecast reductions in funding across
Governm ent.

Before inception close cooperation and
collaborative working between partner
agencies was a central aspiration that has
not been fully delivered. There is clear
direction for MMO, EA and IFCAs to realise
efficiencies in working practice to deliver the
greatest value for money.

CEO as Vice Chair of the Chief Officer Group
is engaged to develop an agreement that

will drive greater and more routine

interaction between partner agencies.

In parallel officers will continue to attend

the monthly MMO Tacti  cal Control Group
meetings as has been the case for over 2
years to share intelligence, make offers of
manpower and equipment assets and agree
joint operations.

DCEO as Chair of the National Inshore
Marine Enforcement Group (NIMEG) is
leading the drive to  align training,
warranting and best practice across partner
agencies.

Some IFCAs occupy leasehold premises.
When leasehold terms come to an end, with
forward estate planning, opportunities for
shore -side co -location with other marine
agencies might offer  financial savings on
premises costs or back - office functions;
could deliver a more integrated customer
experience and might lead to stronger inter
agency relationships, co  -operation and
closer working.

Eastern IFCA officers have been assessing
office a ccommodation options for over 18
months and will factor co  -location and
sharing opportunities into recommendations
presented to the F&P sub  -committee.

Continue to assess future accommodation
options factoring in co  -location opportunities
that may offer fi  nancial savings.
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Eastern IFCA Specific feedback

Comment

Eastern IFCA Proposed action

The | FCA6s approach and
engagement with stakeholders was
acknowledged to be good, including by
stakeholders who, discussing conservation
concerns, accepted differentiation between
their preferred approach and the settled
approach taken by the IFCA.

Communication and leadership of the IFCA
was acknowledged to be professional, clear
and pragmatic. Engagement with and
communication about renewable energy
instal lations attracted positive comments.
The cultural transition from the Sea

Fisheries Committees to the IFCA is
perceived to be making good progress.

Endorsement of the approach taken by the
Authority and delivered by officers.

Continue co -management approac hto
fisheries management.

Continue to engage fully with all
stakeholders to explain marine conservation
requirements and resulting regulatory action

Continue engagement with Renewable
Energy concerns.

Three respondents suggested that
enforcement could  be strengthened,
although others indicated they did not have
concerns. The IFCA has commented that
some of this may relate to legacy issues and
the enforcement processes put in place by
the Deputy Chief Officer were recognised
nationally and were being ad opted by other
IFCAs. The Deputy Chief Officer has been
selected to chair the National Inshore
Marine Enforcement Group to standardise
marine enforcement practice across all
regulators.

The adversarial nature of some within the
Wash fishery prompted commen ts of
inconsistent application of enforcement
effect.

The Enforcement team remain impartial is
their application of byelaws and EU
legislation.

Continue with Enforcement team
development.

DCEO to continue as Chair of NIMEG

There was some concern about the balance
of membership on the Committee and that
fisheries interests from the Norfolk and

Suffolk coast are under  -represented. Some

Despite the recent MMO appointing round,
there composition of the Authority is still not
fully reflective of the district and lacks some
key areas of experience and expertise.

Acknowledge the deficienciesi  n Authority
composition and positively compensate for
them by formally sourcing and engaging
relevant experience and expertise where
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commentators suggested that Eastern IFCA,

like IFCAs in other parts of the country, has

yet to achieve an adequate balanc e between
recreational and commercial fishermen.

necessary.

Stakehol ders comment ed
budget, taking an opportunity to raise their
concern about the viabilit  y of service were it
not for central government support.

The provision of sufficient funding is pivotal
to the continued delivery of mandated
outputs. New Burdens Funding will expire

at the end of FY 15 -16, the negotiations to
secure future funding are in train but are
likely to be set against a very challenging
public expenditure context.

Continue prudent financial management.

Seek efficiencies through joint working,
collaboration and other savings
opportunities.

Prepare for reductions in funding by
ide ntifying candidate options to draw down
expenditure.
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Conclusion

There has been little national discussion of IFCA performance since publication of the report

principally owing to the inception of purdah very shortly afterwards. The report does n ot
suggest wholesale change to the IFCA construct but the determined drive for greater

efficiencies through joint working and the potential for significant reductions in funding do

leave many questions hanging. The recommendation for action proposed above will ensure
that the IFCA will continue to deliver its remit with professionalism and rigour.

Background documents

Defra Report - Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities Conduct and Operation 2010
i 2014 March 2015

Appendix:

1. Defra Report - Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities Conduct and Operation
2010 i 2014 March 2015
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You may re-use this information (excluding logos) free of charge in any format or
medium, under the terms of the Open Government Licence v.3. To view this licence
visit www.nationalarchives.qgov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/ or email
PSl@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk

This publication is available at www gov.uk/qovemment/publications

Any enquiries regarding this publication should be sent to us at
Defra Marine Sponsorship Team, 17 Smith Square, London, SW1P 3JR.
PB 14302
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1.

Summary

This report has been laid before Parliament by the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. It meets the requirements of 5.183(1) of
the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009" and describes the conduct and
operation of ten Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities (IFCAs) in
England over the four year period to 31 August 2014. This report is the first one
to have been prepared for Parliament under this section of the Act. It has been
structured to demonstrate:

« the context in which IFCAs were established and the legislative
environment they operate in (Part One)
a detailed description of local operations (Part Two) and
a final section that identifies areas for further consideration in light of this
report (Part Three).

IFCAs are statutory regulators created by the 2009 Act as successors to Sea
Fisheries Committees (SFCs). They are responsible for the sustainable
management of sea fisheries resources in Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Districts (IFCDs) to six nautical miles from coastal baselines. District boundaries
and IFCA membership were set out in separate Statutory Instruments, made at
the beginning of September 2010. IFCAs became fully operational on 1 April
2011. As IFCAs are new bodies, this report covers their establishment phase
and describes resourcing, capability, technical and procedural matters.

. This report was compiled following research that included a public call for

evidence. In total, 108 responses were received from interested stakeholders.
Additional research was carried out and material collected through literature
review and from interviews with IFCA Committee Chairs, Committee members,
Chief Officers and staff. Themes emerging from the report-making process that
might merit further consideration by government and the IFCAs are identified in
the report and noted in this summary.

Duties

4. The IFCAs must manage the exploitation of sea fisheries resources in their

district, balancing the social and economic benefits of exploiting resources with
the need to protect the marine environment, or help it recover from past
exploitation. They must seek to ensure that the conservation objectives of any
Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) are furthered and manage marine areas and
European Marine Sites (EMS). IFCAs have byelaw-making and enforcement
powers.

D/ iwew [eQEAton gov ua/uhpad/2000'2 ¥ contents
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Areas for further consideration

5.

As a result of evidence gathered in preparing this report, the following areas were
identified for further consideration:

Government will give further consideration to the maximum size of an IFCA
Committee

geographic knowledge will be borne in mind when general member appointments
are next made to the Cormwall, North Western and Eastern IFCAs

induction and training should be made available to all members of IFCA
Committees, including local government procedure for those needing it

Government will review guidance on making appointments and re-appointments
of IFCA Committee members

Government will now consider progressively reviewing the appropriateness of
performance criteria and other guidance to IFCAs

Joint use of resources between IFCAs and other agencies particularly the use of
patrol vessels, is an established, albeit local, practice. Cross-warranting exists
between some IFCAs and other agencies and might usefully be rolled-out
elsewhere, IFCAs already co-operate with neighbouring Authorities, the
Environment Agency (EA), Marine Management Organisation (MMOQ), HM
Revenue & Customs, Police, Environmental Health and Border Force personnel.
Further opportunities should be explored and developed.

Some IFCAs occupy leasehold premises. When leasehold terms come to an
end, with forward estate planning, opportunities for shore-side co-location with
other marine agencies might offer financial savings on premises costs or back-
office functions; could deliver a more integrated customer experience and might
lead to stronger inter-agency relationships, co-operation and closer working.
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Part One: The Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authorities

6. There are ten Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities (IFCAs) around the
coast of England.

Comwall IFCA? Northumberand IFCA®

L] L]

e  Devon and Severn IFCA* e North Western IFCA®
e  Eastemn IFCA® o Isles of Scilly IFCA’
¢  Kentand Essex IFCA® e  Southem IFCA?

¢  North Eastern IFCA'® *  Sussex|IFCA"

7. The IFCAs were created by the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009' (“the Act’)
as successors to Sea Fisheries Committees (SFCs), first created under Victorian
legislation'” that had always brought an element of local management to fisheries
resources, The creation of IFCAs, at a time when the infrastructure for delivering
marine policy was being renewed, embedded the Government’s approach to
sustainable development and support for localism.

8. There is an Authority for each Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District.
Legally, each IFCA is either a committee or joint committee of relevant local
authorities for a district, where that district is an area consisting of the combined
areas of the relevant Councils and the adjacent area of sea. IFC Districts extend
to the territorial limits of the entire member local authority district and can include
estuaries that were previously managed by the Environment Agency (EA).

9. The IFCAs are statutory regulators and have been fully operational since 1 April
2011. They are responsible for the sustainable management of sea fisheries
resources to six nautical miles from coastal baselines. Baselines were
established by the Territorial Waters Order in Council 1964 and the Territorial
Waters (Amendment) Order in Council 1979 and defined as being from the low-
water line along the coast including the coast of all islands in that termitory.

10.Defra and the SFCs, in consultation with local and central government and non-
governmental organisations, developed a vision statement for IFCAs before they
became operational:

w
A - v
vy MLy SuSse2-I1ca.Q0v A8
/ J . f
" The Sea Fishenes Reguiation Act 1888
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“Inshore Fishenes and Conservation Authorities will lead, champion and
manage a sustainable marine environment and inshore fisheries, by
successfully securing the right balance between social, environmental and
economic benefits to ensure healthy seas, sustainable fisheries and a viable

industry.”

11.The number and membership of each IFCA Committee is described in the
Statutory Instrument* that established the Authority. Members, appointed under
Section 151 of the Act, are drawn from local councillors, people who know the
fishing community of the district and people with expertise of marine

environmental matters,

Table 1: Number and membership of IFCA Committees

IFCA Local General | Natural | Environment | Marine TOTAL
Committee Authority | members | England | Agency Management

members nominee | nominee Organisation

nominees

Comwall 7 11 1 1 1 21
Devon & 12 15 1 1 1 30
Severn
Eastern 7 11 1 1 1 21
Kent & Essex 9 9 1 1 1 21
North Eastern 13 14 1 1 1 30
North Western 10 17 1 1 1 30
Northumberiand 7 11 1 1 1 21
Scilly 3 3 1 0 1 8
Southern 9 9 1 1 1 21
Sussex 7 1 1 1 1 21
TOTAL 84 111 10 ] 10 224

12.Across all ten IFCAs, there are 224 IFCA Committee members, including 111
‘general members’ who are appointed to the Committee by the Marine
Management Organisation (MMO) and selected, for example, from the
recreational angling sector, commercial, conservation, science and research
fields. Some general members of the newly-created IFCA Committees had
previously been members of the twelve SFCs, bringing their knowledge and
expertise to the new Authorities.

13.When Parliament debated the Marine and Coastal Access Bill, there was
consensus that IFCAs should have a more balanced membership than existed on

" Cornwall (S1 2010:2188) 1aip

2t
Devon & Sevem (S! mlmﬂk nggm

Eastem (S 2010/2189) b

North Wastem (S! 201

Norumberiand (S1 20102187) 1 Wﬂmw.

Scity (81 20102213).

1lp Mww feysiation gov uk/uksr'2010/221 Jcontanlamade:
Southem (S1 2010/2188): http./‘waw legialation oy uky/ukai20 102158/ contents/made;
Sussex (S12010/2199): hilp wwy leqislation gov ubk/uka20 102 1 contents made
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the SFCs, to include the local authorities and those with local expertise of fishing
and the environment. Parliament wanted to ensure that IFCAs could fulfil the
additional duties given to them through the Act; that its decisions would be
balanced and that no one sector could dominate a Committee. There was a
desire that the transition from SFCs to IFCAs should be accompanied by a
culture change, to reflect the objective of sustainable fisheries management.

14.Defra wanted the membership of the IFCAs to represent the right balance for each
individual district's economic, social and environmental needs. The needs of the
individual IFCA districts differ and may vary over time so detailed prescriptive
guidance on the balance of membership was not issued. Instead Defra's
Secretary of State issued statutory guidance'® on appointments under section 38
of the Act that allowed the MMO to consult the IFCA membership and partners on
the appropriate balance of general members, responsive to local circumstances.

15.Four broad categories of general members were identified in the guidance (see
Table 2 below). Membership drawn from each general category will vary on a
district by district basis depending on local circumstances. Government has
accepted that, within the normal ebb and flow of membership and recruitment,
the number of general members drawn from any particular category might decline
temporarily, or that a single recruitment campaign might not attract sufficient,
suitable applicants from particular groups. Once appointed however, individual
members of the IFCA are expected to work collegiately and not represent
constituencies or interest groups. Appointed members of the IFCA are expected
to develop an approach that manages local fisheries for wider social benefit.
Local membership ensures that communities are engaged and involved in
managing the inshore area.

Table 2. Indicative categories to aid selection of IFCA General Members

Commercial fishing Mobile gear finfish (e.g. trawling, netting)
Mobile gear shellfish (e.g. dredging)
Static gear finfish (e.g. lines and nets)
Static gear shellfish (e.g. traps and pots)

Other (e.g. aquaculture, bait diggers)

Recreational fishing Recreational sea fish angling;
Charter industry;
Holders of limited permits;

Other (e.g. bait diggers)

Marine environment Interests in designated conservation sites (e.g. MCZs,

SACs, SPAs, SSSis)

Special wildlife interests (e.g. bird or sea mammal

groups);

* Underwater archaeological and historic environment
interests

‘5[3. e (Awww gov uk/govemnment/uploada'systern/uploads attachment dutafle 347483 appointments guidance pdf
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Other » Coastal process (e.g. flood and coastal erosion risk);
* Independent local marine science (e.g. conservation,

fisheries, social science) Access to the coast:

* Estuarine interests;

* Maritime related organisations (e.g. Harbour Masters,
RNLI, Maritime and Coastguard Agency);
Leisure and yachting interests;

¢ Subaqua or commercial diving interests;

¢ _Other marine industries (e.g. offshore )

IFCA funding

16.1FCAs are funded by levy charged to their sponsoring local authorities. Local
authorities have a legal duty to pay the levy. Some additional revenue is
generated from fees charged for permits, shellfish sampling etc. Additionally, a
small amount of revenue is generated from bank interest on general reserves
(often accrued over several years to fund replacement of Fisheries Patrol
Vessels). Recovered court costs awarded from successful prosecutions also
appear as revenue. IFCAs are encouraged to explore ways of supplementing
their income by creating commercial revenue through, for example, survey work,
data management or support for leisure activities.

17.During the 2014 — 2015 financial year, the ten IFCAs will commit levy-raised
revenue totalling just over £8.7m to inshore management around the coast of
England. The Act requires that each IFCA must prepare and publish an Annual

Plan before the beginning of the financial year. The Annual Plan should include a

budget and description of how resources will be used.

18.0nly four IFCAs have an annual revenue budget exceeding £1m (Cormwall IFCA,
Eastern IFCA, North Eastern IFCA and North Western IFCA). Although an IFCA

is a levying authority, the principal council members of an IFCA, being the

democratically accountable members for local public taxation, have a right of veto

over the budget. In practice, the IFCA and its levy-paying authorities begin each
financial year having arrived at an accommodation for resources to deliver a
statutory regulatory service, balanced against the wider demands of tighter
budget control and austerity in public finances.

New Burdens Funding

19.When Parliament created IFCAs, Government recognised that the increased role

might impose further costs on some local authorities. Government sought to
defray these costs in compliance with the New Burdens doctrine'®. The
mechanism for calculating the New Burdens funding was subject to public

" hilpy Hwaw 90¢ yh/qovernmentputications/naw-burdens-docirice-guidance-forauustnn ent depamnents

"
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consultation in December 2010, following which the Government chose to adopt
a flat profile across the four years of the spending settlement (2011-2012; 2012-
2013; 2013-2014; 2014-2015). A total of £3m was paid each year, from the Defra
budget, to the affected local authorities via the Department for Communities and
Local Government's (DCLG) Local Services Support Grant. It is not paid to the
IFCAs directly. In January 2014, the Fisheries Minister announced that the New
Burdens support would be extended for a further year, to 31 March 2016.

20.0f the forty-nine local authorities that are members of IFCAs, thirty-nine receive
New Burdens Funding. There is no obligation on local authorities to allocate all
or any of the New Burdens Funding to the IFCAs. A table listing the levy
payments made to IFCAs and the New Burdens allocation by local authority is
included at Annex A of this report.

21.Ten local authority sponsors of IFCAs (Plymouth City Council, Torbay Council,
Southend-on-Sea Council, Blackpool Borough Council, Cumbria County Council,
Bournemouth Council, Poole Borough Council, Portsmouth City Council,
Southampton City Council and Brighton & Hove Council) receive no New
Burdens funding.

22.Nine local authority sponsors of IFCAs (Bristol City Council, Gloucestershire
County Council, North Somerset Council, Somerset Council, South
Gloucestershire Council, Stockton-on-Tees Council, Cheshire West & Chester
Council, Halton Borough Council and Liverpool City Council) receive a New
Burdens allocation that is greater than the levy they pay to their respective
IFCAs.

Prohibition on borrowing money

23.Section 179 of the Act gave IFCAs the legal power to acquire or dispose of land
or property, but excludes them from being able to borrow money. The most
significant asset held by any IFCA is often the fisheries patrol vessel. All
seagoing vessels have a limited operational expectancy depending on design
and capability. This means that an IFCA and its levy paying member local
authorities need to agree and develop a funding plan so that eventual vessel
replacement can be afforded. In practice, most IFCAs subscribe to a reserve
fund over the lifetime of their patrol vessel by making yearly contributions that are
at least equivalent to the annual depreciation of the assetl. There is an
assumption that, when a decision to replace a patrol vessel is made, the asset
will retain some capital value that can be released through sale.

Audit arrangements

24. The Audit Commission Act 1998 requires an external audit of the accounts of a
committee or joint committee of local authorities (e.g. IFCAs). Consequently, an
IFCA should meet the requirements of the Accounts and Audit Regulations 2003
and prepare a Statement of Accounts which is signed off by the Audit
Commission,
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25.During the period covered by this report, all IFCAs met the audit requirements.
The smaller IFCAs (i.e. those with an annual budget of less that £1m) used the
Audit Commission Small Bodies return procedure. The larger IFCAs have
service agreements with one of their principal local councils that include audit
services provided by an external auditor.

Marine Policy Statement

26.The UK Government published the Marine Policy Statement'” in March 2011
setting out the approach that would be taken to integrate multiple uses of the
seas, introduce a new marine planning regime and describe how sea users could
make a contribution towards achieving sustainable development. The Common
Fisheries Policy sets the framework for fisheries management, but the Marine
Policy Statement recognises the contribution of fisheries and aquaculture to food
security and created an expectation that IFCAs will participate fully in the marine
planning process.

27.The Marine Policy Statement set five objectives, all of which are supported by
normal operation of IFCAs:

achieving a sustainable marine economy
ensuring a strong, healthy and just society
using sound science responsibly

living within environmental limits
promoting good governance.

IFCA functions and legal obligations

28.1FCAs conduct business according to European, national and local government
legislation. The IFCAs' main legal duties are described in section 153 of the Act.
They must manage the exploitation of sea fisheries resources in their district,
balancing the social and economic benefits of exploiting the resources of sea
fisheries in their districts with the need to protect the marine environment, or help
it recover from past exploitation. Under section 154 of the Act, they must seek to
ensure the conservation objectives of any Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) in
the district are furthered. Additionally, IFCAs are deemed relevant authorities for
marine areas and European Marine Sites (EMS), under the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010."® By comparison to SFCs, the duties
and obligations set out in the Act require IFCAs to collect and analyse greater
quantities of data and exercise management for some marine plants and animals,
not just commercially exploited fish species. This obligation is made explicit at
section 175 of the Act.
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29. Defra issued a suite of guidance notes'® to IFCAs in March 2011 describing how
they should make a contribution to sustainable development and implement their
statutory duties using evidence-based marine management and risk-based
enforcement. Guidance was issued on the annual planning and reporting
obligations so that IFCAs might demonstrate good governance. Success criteria
and high-level objectives were set out, so that all annual plans and annual reports
have a common framework against which IFCAs can demonstrate performance.

30. In addition to the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, IFCAs
are deemed to be relevant authorities under the EU Water Framework Directive
(2000/60/EC) and the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (2008/56/EC). Both
Directives establish frameworks for community action in marine environment and

water quality policy.

Byelaws

31.The IFCAs have byelaw-making and enforcement powers, drawing on local
knowledge and expertise of members. An IFCA must base its decisions on
evidence and take appropriate expert advice. It is for this reason that Natural
England (NE) nominates a representative to each IFCA, as do the EA™ and the
MMO.

32.Byelaws made by an IFCA must be advertised for two weeks followed by a
consultation period of 28 days. Byelaws must be accompanied by a regulatory
impact assessment that documents the purpose of the byelaw and the costs and
benefits to interested parties.

33.Byelaws, unless classified as 'Emergency byelaws’, are sent to the MMO which
carries out quality assurance checks. Once checked and confirmed by the
Secretary of State, they come into force.

34.Emergency byelaws are time limited. They must be notified to the Secretary of
State within 24 hours.

35.1FCAs inherited byelaws made by predecessor SFCs. The Marine and Coastal
Access Act 2009 (Transitional and Savings Provisions) Order 2011%' stated that if
any local fishery committee byelaws (i.e. SFC byelaws) were in force immediately
before the transfer date; had effect in an area covering all or part of the IFC
district; and were within the remit of a byelaw that could be made by an IFCA,
then it had effect as if it were an IFCA byelaw.

36.Each IFCA has on objective to review its suite of byelaws in the first years of
operation, aiming to remove duplicate or redundant byelaws making sure, where
necessary, that gaps are covered.

i o Jgovernment pubiicationaifc -

)
" axcept on the Isies of Scilly, where the Environment Agency has no remit
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Enforcement

37.IFCAs appoint Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Officers (IFCOs). IFCOs
have powers to enforce byelaws, the remaining sections of the Sea Fish
(Conservation) Act 1967 and the Sea Fisheries (Shellfish) Act 1967.

38.The Act grants Common Enforcement and Fisheries Enforcement powers to
IFCOs across England and Wales if they believe an offence (which may be an
infringement of national or European legislation, in addition to byelaws) has been
committed within their district. Additionally, IFCOs enforce byelaws in MCZs.

39.IFCAs have power to enter into agreements and delegate some functions to other
appropriate parties. Section 167 of the Act permits an IFCA to enter agreement
with another eligible body (i.e. an adjoining IFCA or the EA) to perform the
functions of the first IFCA. In practice, this means the IFCAs can cross-warrant
with other regulators and enforcement agencies or delegate functions to adjacent
IFCAs or the EA. To date, one agreement has been made under section 167,
between Sussex IFCA and Southern IFCA, covering management of sea
fisheries and marine resources in Chichester Harbour.

IFCA performance: annual plans and
annual reports

40. Sections 177 and 178 of the Act require each IFCA to prepare and publish an
annual plan and an annual report. The annual plans include an agreed budget
and are made ready for the beginning of the financial year. All annual plans (and
annual reports) share a format, based on the performance framework for IFCAs
described in Guidance to Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities on
Annual Planning and Reporting and Guidance to Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authorities on monitoring, evaluation and measuring

performance®.

41.The guidance takes the IFCA vision statement and sets out seven success
criteria to underpin it. The criteria are:

IFCAs have sound governance and staff are motivated and respected
evidence-based, appropriate and timely byelaws are used to manage the
sustainable exploitation of sea fisheries resources within the district

a fair, effective and proportionate enforcement regime is in place

IFCAs work in partnership and are engaged with their stakeholders
IFCAs make best use of evidence to deliver their objectives

IFCAs support and promote the sustainable management of the marine
environments; and

" \tlgs /twew 90¢ ukigovemment nenluploadasyalemivpioads/atiachment datafie 182345201 1-40cs-uiskesplantpont pdf
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s |FCAs are recognised and heard.

42. The seven success criteria are subdivided into twenty three high level objectives
leading to specified outcomes. Progress is measured against sixty one
performance indicators. Each IFCA Committee receives a quarterly report from
its Chief Officer describing corporate performance against the standard
measures. The annual report is prepared as soon as reasonably practicable
following the end of the reporting year and sets out the IFCA’s performance over
the preceding twelve months. It is endorsed by the IFCA Committee before
publication. A copy of the annual report is provided to the Secretary of State.

The Sea Fishing (Penalty Notices)
(England) Order 2011

43. Although a Financial Administrative Penalty (FAP) scheme had operated since
1998 for breaches of EU fisheries offences, the Sea Fishing (Penalty Notices)
(England) Order 2011%* introduced a system of FAPs for national fisheries
offences, including inshore fisheries byelaw offences, using powers from the Act.
The Order authorised IFCOs to use administrative sanctions as an enforcement
tool in the inshore regulatory regime. Its intent is to develop an effective
deterrent for breaches of domestic and inshore fisheries offences. The rationale
for FAPs sought to increase transparency and reduce costs and uncertainty for
fishermen by offering non-court disposal for minor offending and provide a
consistent approach for dealing with all fisheries offences.

44.Implementing a FAP scheme bears a cost for IFCAs. Under the FAP scheme,
the standard of evidence must be at least as good as any prosecution taken
through the courts, yet the scheme leaves an IFCA without an opportunity to
recover those costs following conviction.

45.The IFCAs have published a nationally developed FAP scheme. Penalties range
from up to £1000 for a first offence and double on a second offence. Subsequent
offences are referred for prosecution.

Supplementary legal power to form a
representative body

46.Each IFCA has legal power to enter into arrangements with other IFCAs to
establish a co-ordinating body. All ten IFCAs are members of the Association of
IFCAs. The Association is set-up as a Company Limited by Guarantee. Itis
wholly owned by the ten IFCAs and acts in a representation, communication and
co-ordination role. The Association has, on behalf of all ten IFCAs, led
discussion with government on the development of fisheries policy and, in
particular, the revised approach to managing commercial fisheries in European

* tted 1175840 e
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Marine Sites (EMS). Each IFCA contributes an agreed sum to fund the
Association that covers employment costs for its officers and logistics.

47.The Association is not a public authority, has neither a statutory nor regulatory
role and is not a subject of this report.

Working in partnership with other
organisations

48.When IFCAs were established, Defra issued guidance to the new Committees
including a common framework for monitoring performance. The framework
required each IFCA to develop Memoranda of Understanding with partner
organisations: NE, EA, MMO and the Centre for Environment, Fisheries and
Aquaculture Science (Cefas). The Memoranda were agreed in 2011.

49.Locally, IFCAs work with the Police, HM Revenue & Customs, the Border
Agency, Gangmasters’ Licensing Authority, local authorities, Environmental
Health Services and Food Standards Agency on a regular basis.

Managing commercial fisheries in
European Marine Sites (the ‘revised
approach’)

50.Government, working with IFCAs and the MMO, revised its approach to
managing commercial fisheries in European Marine Sites (EMS) throughout
2012. Management measures are required for fishing activities unless it can be
demonstrated they have no adverse effect on the integrity of a site. An evidence
based matrix classifies fishing activities according to site sensitivity as Red,
Amber, Green or Blue, dependent on the different gear types in use.

51.Government expects IFCAs to develop management measures for each site. For
all Red sites, measures were required by the end of 2013. Statutory measures
(i.e. byelaws) were encouraged to ensure that enforcement levers are in place,
with emergency byelaw powers encouraged or other appropriate measures
where it was clear there was an existing or imminent threat to any Red feature.
Amber risks are expected to undergo site level assessment. NE provides advice
to IFCAs, assisting with site level assessments where Amber ratings are found to
be at imminent risk. Management measures are required for Amber sites by
2016 to remove the risk of adverse effects unless these are at imminent risk, in
which case IFCAs need to prioritise work on these features in a similar manner to
those rated as Red.
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Report to Parliament about the IFCAs’
conduct and operation

52.Section 183 (1) of the Act requires the Secretary of State to lay a report before
Parliament about the conduct and operation of the Authorities for any IFC
Districts in existence during the whole or part of a four year period. Each four
year period runs from the date the Statutory Instruments were made that
established the IFCAs. The Statutory Instruments were made at the end of
August and beginning of September 2010,

53. Although IFCAs became fully operational on 1 April 2011, this first report covers
the period to the end of August 2014. During that period the IFCAs established
themselves as corporate bodies, engaged new staff, became familiar with the
legislative context within which they operate and began to build their presence
and visibility with local communities, both on and off the water, In the period to
the end of August 2014, no IFCAs were dissolved; no new IFCAs were created
and there were no boundary changes between the Districts. Therefore, this report
covers the conduct and operation of the ten IFCAs created by Statutory
Instruments in 2010.

54. The report was compiled following a public call for evidence, which opened on 22
April 2014 and closed on 1 August. The call for evidence created an opportunity
for members of the public and interested parties to help Defra understand how
each individual IFCA worked to meet its duties and/or demonstrated the local
leadership that might be expected of a statutory regulator. Respondents were
invited to submit evidence about individual IFCAs structured around the seven
success criteria built into the IFCA common reporting framework:

+ |FCAs have sound governance and staff are motivated and respected

» evidence-based, appropriate and timely byelaws are used to manage the
sustainable exploitation of sea fisheries resources within the district

a fair, effective and proportionate reporting regime is in place

IFCAs work in partnership and are engaged with their stakeholders
IFCAs make the best use of evidence to deliver their objectives

IFCAs support and promote the sustainable management of the marine
environment

* |IFCAs are recognised and heard

Respondents were also invited to submit comments and evidence that did not fall
within any of the seven success criteria.

55.The call for evidence was publicised on the government ‘Citizen Space’ website
and in letters addressed to the Chief Executive Officers (or equivalent) at each of
the forty-nine levy-paying principal local authorities that are sponsors of IFCAs.
Additional letters announcing the launch of the call for evidence were sent to the
Committee Chairs at each of the ten IFCAs. It was promoted to all of Defra’s
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marine stakeholders and publicised, further, in the Fishing Focus®* newsletter.
The industry newspaper, Fishing News, covered the call for evidence and the
report-making process in May. Defra officials made an open, public presentation
about the call for evidence and the report-making process at scheduled quarterly
meetings of each IFCA Committee during April, May and June 2014.

56. Seventy-six organisations and individuals responded to the call for evidence
through the Citizen Space website. A further thirty-two responses were received
in written formats (either by email or letter, including one response comprising a
series of annotated photocopies of documents and press cuttings and including a
request made under the Freedom of Information Act 2000). In total, 108
responses were received.

Table 3. Breakdown of responses to the call for evidence

IFCA No. of responses %

Cornwall 14 13
Devon & Severn 14 13
Eastern 17 16
Kent & Essex 8 7
North Eastern 9 8
North Westemn 9 8
Northumberand 4 4
Southern 10 9
Sussex 11 10
Isles of Scilly 4 4
Kent & Essex and 1 1
Southemn

Generic comments 7 6
Total 108 100

57.A list of the organisations that responded is included at Annex B. Individual
respondents have not been named (a commitment made in the call for evidence
supporting documentation). The information and evidence submitted by
stakeholders and members of the public was supplemented by interviews carried
out between Defra officials and senior officers and Committee members from
each of the ten IFCAs.
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Part Two: Summaries for each Inshore
Fisheries and Conservation Authority

Cornwall IFCA

58.Comwall IFCA has 21 members, seven of whom are members of Comwall
Coungcil, 11 are general members and there is one member from each of the EA,
MMO and NE. As members of a Cornwall Council Committee, members of the
IFCA uphold the Council's Code of Conduct.

59.The Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District extends from Marsland Mouth on
the north coast to the western end of the Plymouth Breakwater and includes the
rivers and estuaries of the county to their tidal limits. Cornwall IFCA and the Isles
of Scilly IFCA are the only two IFCAs that are Committees of parent Unitary
Authorities. The Comwall IFCA shares Penzance office space with the MMO and
Cefas, in a complex owned by Cornwall Council,

60.The Cornwail IFC District covers a number of protected areas, including five
MCZs designated in November 2013 (the Manacles; Padstow Bay and
surrounds; Upper Fowey and Pont Pill; Whitsand and Looe Bay are all within the
Comwall IFCA management area, whereas the Tamar Estuary MCZ is managed
jointly with the adjacent Devon & Severn IFCA) and five EMS Special Areas of
Conservation (SAC) and a Special Protection Area (SPA) in the Tamar. The
IFCA made the Closed Areas (European Marine Sites) Byelaw to manage those
activities with high impact (the ‘Red risks’) in the SAC.

61.Government launched a public consultation on a second tranche of potential
MCZs in January 2015, including: Mounts Bay; Land's End (Runnel Stone),
Newquay and the Gannel; and Hartlands Point to Tintagel. A potential Special
Protection Area, extending from Falmouth Bay to St Austell Bay is under
consideration. If designated, the SPA will protect three over-wintering species of
seabird: the Great Northern and Black-Throated Divers; and the Slavonian
Grebe. The IFCA is undertaking survey work within the potential designation site
to assess fisheries operations within the area and identify any potential seabird
by-catch so that appropriate management measures can be designed.

62.Recorded fish landings within the district show the high value to the local
economy of sole, lemon sole, bass, monkfish, herring, crabs, lobsters, scallops
shrimps and prawns. In 2013, 608 fishing vessels (of which 576 were under 10
metres in length) and 825 fishermen were registered in Newlyn. Similarly, 650
fishermen and 350 fishing vessels were registered in Plymouth, Devon, of which
275 are of 10 metres length or under. Many of these vessels fish in Comish
waters,

63. The IFCA employs sixteen full time staff. Members of staff are employees of the

IFCA, not Cormwall Council. Science officers hold graduate and post-graduate
qualifications. The Chief Officer and Fisheries Patrol Vessel Skipper each hold a
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Class 1 Seagoing Certificate and all seafaring staff are trained as coxswains. A
learning and development programme for IFCA staff is in place and opportunities
for foreign language, accountancy and science skills are being pursued.
Cornwall IFCA was awarded Investors in People status in March 2014,

64. Enforcement training is delivered on a three year cycle. With the exception of the
Chief Engineer and junior clerical staff, all officers hold warrants enabling them to
take enforcement and prosecutorial action. All Warranted Officers uphold the
IFCA Code of Good Conduct for IFCOs and, when fisheries issues arise, attempt
to promote compliance and apply Codes of Practice to situations with fishermen
and other stakeholders, rather than take an automatic recourse to legal action.
The Cornwall Chief Officer is also the lead trainer for the national IFCA
enforcement course developed jointly with the MMO and other IFCAs and is
training to become a national assessor. The Principal Enforcement Officer will
commence the same training in 2015, When it is rolled out in 2015, the course
will deliver a transferable Level 3 award, equivalent to ‘A level’ standard, that has
been accredited by Ofqual.

65.The IFCA has a current annual levy budget of £1,068,700. It has secured an
increment from Comwall Council over the first four years of operation, some of
which is returned to the Council as office rent and service level agreement
charges. Comwall Council has received £324,838 New Burdens Funding from
central government for each financial year. The predecessor Sea Fisheries
Committee received a single award of £26,753 transition funding when the IFCA
was created, to facilitate administrative and logistic work during the establishment
phase. The IFCA is accruing a general reserve fund to meet the cost of replacing
its fisheries patrol vessel.

66, Comwall IFCA has a fee-based service level agreement with Cornwall Council
covering personnel, payroll, finance, occupational health and legal services.
Comwall Council provides internal audit services before an external auditor is
appointed. The final audit return is submitted to the Audit Commission.

Specialist advice is bought-in at extra cost (e.g. staff pay and grading). The IFCA
subscribes to the Cornwall Council pension scheme.

67.Fisheries Protection Vessel Saint Piran is the IFCA's 27m patrol boat and dates
from 2000. A mid-life refit was delivered in 2014. Full replacement is anticipated
in 2025. FPV Saint Piran undertakes chartered survey work for NE and the Isles
of Scilly. In the last full year of the reporting period (2013 - 2014), inspection
patrols using Saint Piran boarded 191 fishing vessels. The vessel could be
available for charter for enforcement activity beyond the 6nm zone. There are
two 6.5m Rigid Inflatable Boats Lyonesse and Avalon. The Lyonesse usually
operates from the Saint Piran, while Avalon is stand-alone. Both can be
deployed independently by trailer. A 7m research and survey catamaran, the
Kerwyn was replaced in 2014 with a more capable 10.8 metre catamaran Tiger
Lily allowing the Authority to undertake survey work anywhere inside the District.
As part of a partnership project with Natural England, Tiger Lily will be used to
carry out an at-sea netting monitoring project for the potential Special Protection
Area.
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Comments received during the report making process

68. Defra officials interviewed the Vice-Chair and Chief Fisheries Officer at the IFCA
office on 19 June 2014 and attended the IFCA Committee annual general
meeting at Liskeard on 20 June 2014. The meeting opened under the guidance
of the Clerk to Cornwall Council until nominations to leadership of the IFCA
Committee had taken place and an election completed.

69. Fourteen respondents submitted comments about Cornwall IFCA to the call for
evidence. Comments received from respondents demonstrated a perception of
imbalance among the Committee membership; that commercial fishing interests
are over-represented and recreational interests are under-represented. There is
a perception that the Committee lacks detailed local knowledge of fisheries and
marine management on the north Cornwall coast. Some respondents believed
there is still some progress to be made effecting a cultural transition from a Sea
Fisheries Committee concerned with regulating commercial fishing activity, to an
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority. However, respondents recognised
the motivation, professionalism and dedication of IFCA staff and the evidence
based approach to developing environmental measures. Practical engagement
with environmental stakeholders was seen to be positive. There was a welcome
reception for the progress that had been made on the Red EMS sites. An issue
with the IFCA’s handling of consultation on measures to manage oyster fisheries
in the Helford River was raised and has since been re-visited by the IFCA. Some
individual respondents were unhappy that a local government committee system
means IFCA meetings focus on agenda items and are not the platform for open
discussion on fisheries and marine environmental management issues they
anticipated,
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Devon & Severn IFCA

70.Devon & Severn IFCA has 30 Committee members. It is a Joint Committee of

71.

Devon, Somerset and Gloucestershire County Councils; Torbay, Bristol City and
Plymouth City Councils; North Somerset and South Gloucestershire Councils.
There is a statutory appointee to the Committee from each of MMO, NE and the
Environment Agency. Fifteen general members are appointed by the MMO to the
Committee. The full Committee is supported by the Finance & General Purpose
sub-Committee; and the Byelaw & Permitting sub-Committee.

Devon County Council provides legal services, salary grading, access to pension
arrangements and HR support for IFCA staff, through a Service Level
Agreement. Devon Audit Partnership leads internal audit arrangements. An
external auditor is also appointed.

72.The IFCA employs 11 members of staff and, additionally, funds a PhD student at

Plymouth University. Staff members include marine biology graduates,
supplemented by others who hold post-graduate and doctorate qualifications.
The skipper, a former commercial fisherman, holds a commercial ticket for
vessels up to 500 tonnes. All enforcement officers including the Chief and
Deputy Chief Fisheries Officers hold commercially endorsed RYA Advanced
tickets. Additional training is undertaken throughout the year by all officers. This
includes commercial vehicle and powerboat handling, Habitats Regulations
Assessments, management of health & safety and annual training for the Police
and Criminal Evidence Act 1984. All officers employed by the Authority carry a
warrant and receive regular training in house as well as attending the IFCO
national enforcement training course on a three year rotation. All enforcement
officers undertake training nationally with the Marine Management Organisation.

73.The Fisheries Protection Vessel Drumbeat of Devon, acquired originally from the

predecessor Sea Fisheries Committee, was sold in 2014. It is now deployed on
fisheries protection work by the Cameroon Government. A replacement vessel is
being sought. The use of risk-based enforcement has enabled the IFCA to look
at alternative ways to carry out sea patrols within the district. Part of this work is
the development of an inshore vessel monitoring system which will place a ‘black
box’ on all mobile gear vessels licenced in the district to enable better monitoring
of fishing activity within the coastal waters. Currently the Devon & Severn IFCA
owns a Rigid Inflatable Boat Enforcer which is kept on a trailer to enable it to be
launched anywhere within the District. There is a charter arrangement with the
Environment Agency locally for the use of two RIBs, one on the south coast and
a second on the north Devon coast and in the Severn Estuary. Cross-warranting
between IFCA and Environment Agency staff is in place, meaning that Agency
staff hold IFCO warrants and IFCA staff hold Agency warrants. There is no
cross-warranting currently with the MMO, but regular joint enforcement work is
undertaken as well as monthly planning meetings for all enforcement activity.
Additionally, agreements have been made with commercial security services to
enable additional delivery of enforcement activity in estuaries, particularly when
llegal netting is an issue.
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74. Staff comply with the IFCA Code of Conduct for Investigations which is published
on the IFCA website. As well as the development of new byelaws, the Devon &
Severn IFCA has Voluntary Codes of Conduct promoting stakeholder compliance
rather than relying on prosecution-driven enforcement. The Codes should help
angling to develop locally for the Burnham, Berrow and Brean Angling Zone,
Emstromm Wreck Angling Zone and the Start Bay Angling Zone.

75, Officers attend and support the national IFCA Association, the national IFCA
Technical Advisory Group, the IFCA Chief Officers’ Group, the Association of
Severn Estuary Relevant Authorities, the Shelifish Association of Great Britain,
regional meetings of the National Federation of Fishermen’s Organisations and
the South West Fishermen’s Association. Officers also support local estuary
partnership meetings.

76. The geography of the south west peninsula means that Devon & Severn IFCA,
uniquely, has two non-contiguous coastal boundaries. The southem boundary
extends from Lyme Regis to the Devon/Cornwall boundary in the River Tamar.
The northern boundary extends from Countisbury Cove to Chepstow. The
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District includes the River Avon through
Bristol and all other rivers entering the sea through the district; and Lundy Island,
the first Marine Conservation Zone in English waters, designated under the
Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009. IFCA byelaws play a significant part in the
management of the area. Of the 269 vessels registered to Brixham port in 2013,
almost 200 of them are small (10 metre and under) vessels. Demersal catch
(including sole, gurnard and monkfish) generally provide the bulk of locally-
landed fishing income, supplemented by lobster, turbot and lemon sole. UK
vessels landed £24million of fish into Brixham in 2013, which had the highest
total catch value of all ports in England. The quantity of fish landed has
decreased by 2,104 tonnes compared with 2012. There are significant
shellfisheries within the district all of which are managed by the IFCA through
byelaws. Whelks and scallops provide the bulk of the fishery with brown crab
and lobster providing high value landings.

77.Devon and Severn IFCA inherited 29 byelaws from the predecessor Sea
Fisheries Committee, Taken alongside the applicable EA byelaws, the IFCA has
45 byelaws to review, a task that should be completed during 2015, The IFCA
works closely with Comwall IFCA and Southern IFCA. A byelaw harmonisation
group was set-up between all three organisations and considers all new byelaws
brought forward by individual IFCAs. The Devon & Severn IFCA has regular
meetings with the Welsh Government to work towards coherent byelaws along
the boundary line in the Severn Estuary.

78. There are six European Marine Sites within the district. The Devon & Severn
IFCA has developed a local approach to management of EMS by using Mobile
Fishing Permits (delegated from byelaws) rather than stand-alone byelaws. This
approach, developed with Government support, enables the IFCA to protect all
EMS within the district where towed fishing gear might have an impact on
sensitive features. The new innovative byelaws allow for protection of the whole
district whilst providing adaptive and flexible management of fishing activities.
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The IFCA has prioritised the Red risks and is now developing management
measures for the Amber risks.

79.1n addition to Lundy Island, three other Marine Conservation Zones were
designated in November 2013: Skerries Bank & Surrounds (managed jointly with
the MMO); the Tamar Estuary (managed jointly with Cornwall IFCA); and,
Torbay. Three of the MCZs are co-located within European Marine Sites. In
January 2015, Government launched a consultation on the second tranche of
MCZs, which include the Bideford to Foreland Point site. The co-location of sites
and the cross boundary nature of many of these Marine Protected Areas lead to
greater partnership working between all the agencies responsible for their
protection. The south west IFCAs are very proactive in this approach with regular
meetings.

Comments received during the report making process

80. Defra officials attended a meeting with the council members of the IFCA
Committee on 26 June 2014 to describe the report making process, staying to
attend the full IFCA Committee meeting later that day. Officials interviewed the
Chief Officer at the IFCA offices in Brixham, the following morning.

81.Fourteen respondents submitted comments about Devon & Severn IFCA, in
response to the call for evidence. Gloucestershire County Council submitted a
report, commissioned from environmental consultants that looked at the presence
of commercially exploited marine fish species within the Gloucestershire county
boundary. Gloucestershire County Council suggested that evidence of the
commercial fish species’ likely abundance was insufficient to justify the local
authority's continued inclusion within the IFCA.

82. Four Council respondents suggested that the proportionate levy distributions
across all member authorities of the IFCA should be looked at again and that the
IFCA, although providing a high standard of service, allocated a large proportion
of its scarce resources to fisheries management off the south Devon coast and a
small proportion to management within the Severn Estuary, It was suggested
that the Sevemn authorities should contribute 20% of the IFCA total levy, the
larger proportion being funded by the Devon councils.

83.There was a suggestion that the Severn and Devon local authorities could be
separated into different organisational structures, but a concern was raised that
the costs of providing a full IFCA service might then prove too high for residual
councils. A respondent suggested that an Estuary/Bristol Channel management
entity should be created in partnership with the Welsh Government

84.The IFCA's service is highly regarded by stakeholders, despite the challenge of
scarce resources. The Chief Officer and staff were praised for their
professionalism. The cultural transition from the SFC appears to be progressing
well and the IFCA is recognised to be a professional, expert manager for marine
protected areas. Engagement is perceived to be good. Effort is committed to
communication. The IFCA attained positive recognition for its efforts to engage
with anglers.
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85.Membership of the IFCA by councils adjoining the River Severn has been a
cause of dispute since vesting. An alternative arrangement, the dissolution of the
current structure and creation of two replacement IFCAs, one covering Devon
and the other covering the Severn Estuary, has been suggested by Severn
authorities. The Government has said it would consider such an application.

86. The Government encourages the IFCA to continue working closely with the

Welsh Government to manage their respective areas in the Severn Estuary and
Bristol Channel but notes that inshore fisheries management is a devolved

matter.
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Eastern IFCA

87.Eastern IFCA has 21 Committee members. It is a Joint Committee of
Lincolnshire County, Norfolk County and Suffolk County Councils. Seven
Committee members are nominated from the county councils. Taken alongside
the nominees from the EA, NE and the MMO, the Committee also includes 11
general members, 4 of whom are fishermen based in the Wash. The IFCA lacks
fishing industry representation from the north Norfolk and Suffolk coasts. The
IFCA Committee is supported by sub-committees covering Finance & Personnel;
Regulation & Compliance; Planning & Communications; and Marine Protected
Areas. Eastern IFCA has, at its member councils’' request, reduced its budget by
25% since vesting. It has a budget of £1,391,070 during 2014 — 2015. The IFCA
meets the requirements of the Accounts and Audit Regulations 2003. Internal
audit services are provided by Norfolk County Council. An external auditor is
appointed and a return submitted to the Audit Commission.

88. The IFCA District extends from Haile Sand Fort, just off the north Lincolnshire
coast to the River Stour in Suffolk. It supports a diverse range of fisheries
including cockles, mussels and shrimps in the Wash, which are exploited mainly
by vessels from Kings Lynn and Boston together with a small number of vessels
from the Thames. There are three shellfish processing plants across the IFC
District — two at Kings Lynn and one at Boston, which receive the shellfish catch
from the Wash. Fleets from Brancaster to Sea Palling in the north Norfolk coast
target crab and lobster, which is landed to an industrial processing plant in
Cromer and other smaller processing operations. There is a burgeoning whelk
fishery throughout the district that is becoming increasingly exploited by regional
and national vessels, which is also landed into Kings Lynn. Suffolk vessels target
sole, skate (roker), cod, bass and plaice. Agquaculture is present throughout the
district with mussels being cultivated in the Wash and north Norfolk coast and
oysters within the rivers Deben, Stour and Orwell in Suffolk. Aside from
commercial activity, there is a very active recreational sea angling sector
throughout the district supporting both shore and boat based anglers.

89.Marine Protected Areas in the IFC district include: Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI); EMS Special Protected Area and Special Area of Conservation.
The Cromer Shoal Chalk Bed is being consulted upon as part of the second
tranche of proposed MCZ sites. The consultation started in January 2015.

90. There are 24 members of staff. Research and Environment officers are qualified
at graduate level or above (often holding a Masters-level qualification in Marine
Biology or Marine Environmental Science). In addition to academic qualifications,
there is a range of experience available to the IFCA. Members of staff include
two ex-commercial fishermen, a former aquaculturist, a former Detective
Superintendent with extensive law enforcement experience and an ex-Royal
Navy Captain with command experience in the Fishery Protection Squadron and
qualification as a Marine Enforcement Officer. A new Chief Fisheries Officer was
recruited in 2012, He is also the IFCA’s nominated Responsible Finance Officer.
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91.The IFCA holds 15 byelaws from the Eastern Sea Fisheries Joint Committee
(ESJFC) (covering the majority of the district) together with 19 inherited byelaws
from the North Eastern Sea Fisheries Committee (NESFC) (applied in the
northemmost part of the district). The IFCA estimates that half the NESFC
byelaws could be revoked; the remainder could be merged with ESFJC byelaws
and re-made under the IFCA badge. A byelaw review process started in 2013
and has delivered a strategic assessment of regional fisheries to identify those
with the most pressing need for management action. Whilst key elements will be
completed in 2015 it will form the basis of the IFCA's business model in future
years.

92.The Wash Fishery Order 1992 was established for local management of mussel,
cockle, clams, scallops and queens in the Wash estuary. It enables the IFCA to
grant exclusive fishing rights for named species to certain fishermen within the
Wash. Vessel size is limited to under 14 metres. The IFCA can close shellfish
beds; allocate areas of inter-tidal fiats to individual fishermen for the purposes of
aquaculture; impose quotas and limit the number of vessels licensed to work the
beds. The Order will expire in 2022.

93.Members of staff recognise that the need to demonstrate management of fishing
activities in EMS catalysed the transition from the SFCs of the east coast to the
IFCA. Project planning the Red risk sites has been a motivational factor.
Establishing the IFCA and communicating its objectives to stakeholders has
required cultural change. Conservation is now an explicit corporate objective.
Members of staff now have greater confidence to take public discourse beyond
single-issue fishing concerns. The IFCA is making progress in persuading
stakeholders there should be no conflict between conservation and fisheries
management. The cockle fishery has significant value for the district and the
annual cockle survey takes a month of work, but IFCA operations extend beyond
managing the Wash fishery. The IFCA is building a co-management model for
fisheries management, engaging fishermen and other stakeholders in local
discussion and building a commonly understood consensus about decisions that
need to be taken. A 'bright ideas' questionnaire was made available to
stakeholders in September, inviting comments and suggestions for local
prioritisation. The approach is seen as one way to help build sustainability into
marine management culture among stakeholders, not just professional fishery
managers, with an intention to create a ‘grown-up' development relationship
between regulators, stakeholders and industry rather than a dependency culture.

94.Emphasis is given to the IFCA's professional visibility with wider communities.
The Chief Officer has been invited to chair three Commercial Fisheries Working
Groups, set-up to facilitate co-existence between fishermen and renewable
energy developers, so that discussion can be held within a transparent, formal
framework and fishermen who might qualify for compensation from energy
installation development can raise issues that subsequently benefit from
discussion by the IFCA Committee.

95. A relationship with member local authorities that extends beyond the councils’
representation on the IFCA Committee is being nurtured. The IFCA Chief Officer
meets with the local council leaders at least annually and with their respective
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Finance Directors at least twice a year. After each quarterly meeting of the IFCA
Committee, the Chief Officer and the Deputy Chief Officer lead regional meetings
across the district, which aggregate into an annual programme of 16 stakeholder
events. The IFCA has acquired a display trailer and mobile aquarium, which is
used for display purposes at regional events such as county shows and access
days at wildlife reserves. It has developed a presence on social media
(Facebook) and produced a YouTube presentation describing and demonstrating
its work. The IFCA Committee encourages development of the public profile.
Professional and operational visibility, one of the established success criteria for
all IFCAs, is seen as an effective means of raising awareness of conservation
and regulatory issues, promoting behavioural change and voluntary compliance
with management measures without relying exclusively on prosecutorial
enforcement,

96.The IFCA’s visibility achieved by attending stakeholder and public events is
enhanced by its presence on the water. The IFCA Patrol Vessel John Allen, an
11 metre cabin Rigid Inflatable Boat, became operational in September 2013. It
demonstrates a combination of speed and agility on the water beyond the
capability of its large, predecessor vessels as well as delivering significant
savings in term of fuel expenditure and crew costs. A sister boat is on order.
The IFCA’s Research Vessel Three Counties is an 18m vessel dating from 2002
and enables the fisheries survey needs set out in the IFCA Annual Research
Plan to be delivered. The IFCA’s ongoing strategic review of sea going assets
will inform replacement plans.

Comments received during the report making process

97.Seventeen respondents contributed to the public call for evidence with material
specifically about Eastern IFCA. Defra officials attended the quarterly IFCA
Committee meeting at Wisbech on 23 April 2014 and interviewed the Chief
Officer and Deputy Chief Officer on 25 July, at the IFCA office in Kings Lynn.

98. The IFCA's approach and commitment to engagement with stakeholders was
acknowledged to be good, including by stakeholders who, discussing
conservation concerns, accepted differentiation between their preferred approach
and the settled approach taken by the IFCA. Communication and leadership of
the IFCA was acknowledged to be professional, clear and pragmatic.
Engagement with and communication about renewable energy installations
attracted positive comments. The cultural transition from the Sea Fisheries
Committees to the IFCA is perceived to be making good progress.

99. Three respondents suggested that enforcement could be strengthened, although
others indicated they did not have concemns. The IFCA has commented that
some of this may relate to legacy issues and the enforcement processes put in
place by the Deputy Chief Officer were recognised nationally and were being
adopted by other IFCAs. The Deputy Chief Officer has been selected to chair the
National Inshore Marine Enforcement Group to standardise marine enforcement
practice across all regulators.
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100. There was some concern about the balance of membership on the Committee
and that fisheries interests from the Norfolk and Suffolk coast are under-
represented. Some commentators suggested that Eastern IFCA, like IFCAs in
other parts of the country, has yet to achieve an adequate balance between
recreational and commercial fishermen. Stakeholders commented about the
IFCA's budget, taking an opportunity to raise their concern about the viability of
service were it not for central government support.
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Kent & Essex IFCA

101. Kent & Essex IFCA has 21 members. The Committee chairman is also
chairman of the national IFCA Association and Vice President of the North Sea
Commission. The IFCA is a Joint Committee of Southend Borough; Kent County;
Essex County; Thurrock Borough and Medway Borough Councils. Nine
members are councillors. There is one representative each from NE, MMO and
the EA. The remainder are general members, All new members are provided
with a IFCA Members' Handbook; are encouraged to develop their knowledge of
the organisation by going out to sea on the patrol vessels; and attend specific
training events. Culture change is central to operations. Behaviours and
compliance are encouraged as a counter-balance to prosecution-based
enforcement work. Professionalisation of the service is based on recognition of
the wider social and environmental expectations of the IFCA, beyond narrowly
defined commercial interests.

102. Kent & Essex IFC District covers that part of the south-east from the River
Stour at the northern tip of Essex, to Rye Bay off the coast of Kent. It extends
into the river estuaries of Essex, the Thames and those district rivers running into
the Swale and Medway. The 6 nautical mile boundary in the Thames Estuary
actually extends 15 miles from land. The effect is caused by sandbanks that are
drying out and bay closing lines. The Kent & Essex IFC District has almost 10%
more sea area and more than 800km more coastline than the predecessor SFC.

103. The IFCA employs 12 full time and 2 pert time members of staff, three more
full ime staff members than the SFC but not as many as had been hoped for
when the IFCA vested. The IFCA has developed its ‘People Capability Strategy',
a learning and development programme for all staff, who have primary and
secondary responsibilities to ensure task coverage and corporate resilience. A
staff structure and breakdown of responsibilities in included in the IFCA's
published Annual Plans and Reports. Individual working level objectives show a
clear link to corporate performance measures based on success criteria and high
level objectives. Staff performance is reviewed through quarterly meetings with
the Deputy and Chief Fisheries Officers. A time-accounting process has been
introduced. Kent & Essex IFCA staff possess academic qualifications up to and
including Masters and Doctorate level in marine science. Administrative staff are
encouraged to develop their knowledge of enforcement work. Staff have a
handbook and comply with Codes of Conduct covering enforcement and
boarding, hauling fishing gear, behaviour at sea and standards of dress.
Learning and development is encouraged through cross-working with and
support for other IFCAs. The Kent & Essex Chief Officer was, previously,
secretary to the national IFCA Technical Advisory Group. The Deputy Chief
Officer is secretary to the National Enforcement Group.

104. IFCA staff have developed their GIS capability and utilise their skills in
mapping and producing management solutions in the EMS Red sites.
Understanding and knowledge of local marine mapping is accretive. The GIS
officer accompanies boat crews at sea and can make corrections to maps in real
time. All regulatory measures prepared by the IFCA (e.g. byelaws) are
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accompanied by GIS-driven mapping work. GIS mapping aiso supports localism
through research and communication with stakeholders.

105. Kent & Essex IFCA has a levy budget (2014 — 2015) of £889,600. This is an
increase of £23,600 on the previous year but, over the first four operational years,
demonstrates that levy requirement has remained broadly static and is similar to
the precept budget of the SFC. Legal, clerking, accounting and payroll services
are bought-in from Kent County Council. With an annual budget of less than
£1m, the IFCA follows the Audit Commission Small Bodies annual return
procedure.

106. The IFCA has two fishery patrol vessels. The FPV Ken Green is based in
Ramsgate and has a crew of four. The vessel came into service in 2000, isa 16
metre fast patrol vessel and carries an aft-mounted Rigid Inflatable Boat which
can be launched in various conditions to undertake boarding at sea. In
December 2013, a £1.1m contract was awarded to Canvey Island based boat
builders to construct its replacement. Replacing the RIB is likely to cost a further
£50,000. A new 12m catamaran, Tamesis was launched on 6 April 2011. This
vessel is based at Brightlingsea, has a crew of three and undertakes
enforcement, monitoring and survey duties. The vessel also carries a RIB for
boarding. When this is in use, the vessel carries a crew of four,

107. Four MCZs were designated in the IFC District, in November 2013: the
Blackwater, Crouch, Roach and Colne Estuary; Folkestone Pomerania; Medwa2y
Estuary and the Thanet Coast. Together, the designation extends over 440km°.
In January 2015, the Government launched a consultation on the second tranche
of MCZs. In the Kent & Essex District, these are the Swale Estuary and stretches
from Dover to Deal and Dover to Folkestone.

108. The Outer Thames Estuary Special Protection Area covers 3793km” (52% of
the IFC District) and a number of other SPAs cover the main estuaries and bays,
including Dungeness SPA, Swale and Medway SPA, Thames Estuary and
Marshes SPA, Mid Essex Coast SPA and Thanet Coast & Sandwich Bay SPA.
Special Areas of Conservations at Dungeness, Thanet Coast and Essex
Estuaries protect vegetative drift lines, sea caves and underwater features and
colonised sandbanks, respectively.

109. The fleet within the district is mainly composed of small under 10 metre boats
which tend to fish on day trips and travel up to a maximum of 25 nautical miles
from port, working within the 6 or 12 mile limits. There are about 275 licensed
fishing vessels in the district which provide full time employment for over 300
people. The main fishing ports in the district include Dungeness, Folkestone,
Ramsgate and Whitstable in Kent and Leigh-on-Sea, West Mersea and Harwich
in Essex. Fishing boats also land at a range of other smaller ports within the
district, with some vessels in Kent (Herne Bay, Deal, Hythe and Dungeness)
landing on the beach.

110. Static and mobile gears are used within the district including trawling, pair
trawling, drift/fixed netting, potting, scallop and oyster dredging and cockle
dredging. Within the district, trawlers and netters land a variety of fish including
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soles, plaice, dab, bass, cod, herring, sprat and thormback rays. Other vessels
within the district also land scallops, oysters, whelks, lobster and, to a lesser
extent, mussels and crab. Cockle harvesting is one of the most productive
fisheries within the district and has a range of management measures designed
to maintain the stock at sustainable levels. Within the Thames some boats also
dredge for whiteweed (a form of hydroid) which, after being processed, can be
dyed and sold as decorations.

111.  The IFC District encompasses a wide variety of recreational sea angling
opportunities including piers and harbours, creeks and deep-waters, estuaries
and open sea, sandy shallows and deeply shelving gravel beaches. Most
common finfish species of interest to recreational sea anglers include bass,
thornback ray, smooth hound, grey mullet, cod and whiting. Being close to the
dense populations of Landon and the South East, the district's recreational sea
fisheries also attract visitors from further afield supporting businesses and
livelihoods comprised of the many angling charter boats, bait-diggers, tackle
shops, and angling guides etc. There are a large number of sea angling clubs in
the district, many of them organising shore-based competitions and with large
areas of sheltered water and plentiful marinas and slipways, the District also
attracts many privately owned angling boats.

Comments received during the report making process

112. Nine respondents contributed to the call for evidence with comments that
were specifically pertinent to the Kent & Essex IFCA. Defra officials attended and
made a presentation to the IFCA Annual General Meeting on 20 May 2014 at
Chelmsford and interviewed the Chief Officer and Deputy Chief Officer on 7 July,
at the IFCA office in Ramsgate. Some stakeholders demonstrated an underlying
belief that the IFCA is trying to do too much, resulting in under-performance
across areas, especially refated to finfish, angling and enforcement. The IFCA's
development of its website as a portal for inshore fisheries information is
recognised and receives positive comment. The IFCA's internet presence has
been live since June 2011, As a result of feedback that suggested it was hard to
use, the IFCA simplified its website and launched the new format in May 2014,
As a development that happened at the end of the period covered by this report,
it is unlikely to have influenced stakeholder perception to a significant extent.
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North Eastern IFCA

113. North Eastern IFCA has 30 Committee members, of which 13 are Council
members, 14 general members appointed by the MMO and 3 nominated by the
EA, MMO and NE. It is supported by an Executive sub-Committee led by the
IFCA Committee Chair, which deals with urgent matters between quarterly
Committee meetings. A Science & Governance Working Group supports the
byelaw making process. All Committee members are held to the IFCA’s Code of
Conduct. Quarterly Committee meetings are accessible to members of the public
although their attendance is light, which might reflect the distance, time and
commitment required to travel to a working hours meeting held centrally within
the district. The Committee Chair uses discretion and invites comments from
members of the public who do attend and has never refused anybody the
opportunity to speak if they ask to.

114. The IFC District extends from the Tyne to the Humber. There are three EMS
within its jurisdiction: the Tees Estuary, the Humber Estuary and Flamborough
Head. The District extends into the East Inshore area of the first published
Marine Plan. Clerkship, secretarial, administrative, financial, human resources
and legal functions are undertaken by East Riding of Yorkshire Council, which
hosts the IFCA at its Bridlington office on favourable terms.

115. The IFCA has a total levy budget (2014 - 2015) of £1,139,521. On vesting,
the IFCA and levy-paying member authorities came to agreement that the budget
would remain at a fixed level for the first three years of operation. The agreement
was extended to cover the 2014 — 2015 and 2015 ~ 2016 financial years. All
IFCAs are debarred from borrowing money so North Eastern IFCA, like most
others, makes an annual contribution to a reserve fund so that an accrued capital
sum will be available to replace patrol vessels at the end of operational service.
Internal audit services are provided by East Riding of Yorkshire Council. An
external auditor is appointed and the IFCA meets the Audit Commission’s
requirements.

116. The IFCA owns Fisheries Patrol Vessel North East Guardian lll. It undertakes
enforcement work, records sightings information, facilitates water column
sampling and acoustic seabed and fisheries stock assessment. The boat is the
IFCA's largest asset, During 2013/14 the Authority purchased a new 4.7m Rigid
Inflatable Boat designed to be launched and recovered from the shore. Stock
monitoring and assessment programmes have been implemented including
monthly potting surveys with support from local fishermen. Underwater cameras
and acoustic surveys enabled the assessment of chalk reef habitat in the
Flamborough Head EMS.

117. Nineteen members of staff are employed. They hold a blend of local
knowledge, experiential, vocational and academic qualifications up to post-
graduate level. The Authority’s senior management is conscious that the IFCA
needs to maintain credibility with fishermen and the academic sector and should
be integrated with the local community. The IFCA has developed a Training and
Development Plan, which covers both staff and members of the Authority. An
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internal staff review identified a demand for scientific and environmental expertise
so resources have been committed to meet the need. The IFCA encourages
learning and career development for staff. It is supporting a technical officer
through a doctorate programme of study and has facilitated National Examination
Board in Occupational Safety and Health (NEBOSH) training. The boat crew
hold RYA qualifications with commercial certification. The IFCA achieved
Investors in People status in May 2012,

118. IFCA officers contributed towards the development of the Holderness
Fisheries Local Action Group (FLAG). The FLAG, which secured £1.15m of
European Fisheries Fund suppon, has three main objectives which include
securing a sustainable fishing industry, developing the area’s tourism potential
and creating stronger coastal communities.

119. Across the IFC District, more than 2,500 tonnes of whitefish and 3,800 tonnes
of shellfish are landed within the area, having a total first sale value of more than
£12m. The Authority completed its initial review of all 22 legacy byelaws by
March 2012 and made its first standard byelaws, protecting ‘V'-notched lobsters?®
and managing scallop dredging, later that year. In the first year of operation, it
made an early use of emergency byelaw powers to control unregulated cockle
gathering activity in the Tees Estuary. Emergency byelaws were used, again, to
protect sensitive habitat from damage associated with an expansion of scallop
dredging the following year.

120. The IFCA's principal enforcement functions relate to minimum landing sizes;
net and fishing gear regulations; restricted fishing areas and protection of MCZs,
The second tranche of potential MCZs, announced in January 2015, identified
two sites in the North Eastern district for consideration: Runswick Bay and the
Holdemess Inshore area. The IFCA’s published enforcement policy was
prepared in accordance with the Regulators Compliance Code and follows a risk-
based approach, enabling prioritisation and targeting of resources to the most
sensitive marine sites where risk of harm is greatest. The IFCA utilises
prosecution, formal caution and administrative penalties. Enforcement work is
delivered in partnership with other authorities including the EA, the MMO, HMRC,
the UK Borders Agency, Police and local government.

121. The IFCA puts emphasis on its local engagement work. A formal public
visibility programme throughout 2013 - 2014 led to officers attending ten events
across the District and registering interest from more than 4,300 people. Funding
through the FLAG has enabled a permanent display at the Deep Aquarium in
Hull. The display was installed in March 2014 and demonstrates the IFCA’s work
in both fisheries management and marine conservation. A revised website,
including an ‘Ask the Chief section, achieves 80% positive scores, The Chief
Officer has cultivated a relationship with the Whitby and District Fishing School.
Approximately 2000 permit holders are recorded on the IFCA’s database and

** mature egg-laying females have their tails ‘notched' to Indicate they should not be landed, providing
protection for two years (the time it takes for the notched casing to grow out).
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contact is maintained with them by newsletter. Port surgeries are held with local
fishermen, by appointment, which often focus on byelaw issues and
consultations. However, it has been found that surgeries also enable individuals
to report concerns to the IFCA that they might not want to raise in a public forum.
Customer service questionnaires contribute to a formal feedback system from
end users. A complaints system has been created based on the East Riding of
Yorkshire Council model.

Comments received during the report making process

122. Nine respondents to the call for evidence made comments that were specific
to the North Eastern IFCA. Defra officials attended and made a presentation to
the IFCA Committee annual general meeting, at York, on 5 June 2014. The
meeting was opened under the guidance of the Clerk until nominations and
elections of office holders had completed. An interview with the Chief Officer and
IFCA staff members took place on 6 June, at the IFCA’s Bridlington office.

123. Respondents noted the professionalism of officers, particularly when carrying
out inspections, but one stakeholder commented on a lack of rapport with the
Chief Officer. The size of the Committee, at 30 members, was not thought to be
conducive to decision-making and there might be a need to develop new sub-
Committees and offer training in Committee procedure to members. The Chair
was commended for her handling of the IFCA Committee, although her decision
lo allow sea users to speak at meetings caused some discomfort and a
perception that it exposed the members to lobbying. Recurrent themes of local
pragmatism and support for the FLAG were commended, as was the IFCA's
visibility, use of its brand and the efforts it makes to engage with stakeholders.

124, There were mixed views on the IFCA's approach to managing the EMS. One
respondent raised a concern that management measures o protect the reef
features of the Flamborough Head Special Area of Conservation from bottom
towed gear might not meet the requirements of Article 6 of the Habitats Directive.

125. There was recognition that the IFCA has invested in technical kit to enable it
to collect and analyse survey data, but the Authority's limited resources and
availability of staff led stakeholders to believe it was being used sub-optimally.
There was positive recognition of the crustacean Strategic Environmental
Assessment work and development of a similar assessment for finfish. Some
concerns were expressed that the IFCA prioritises socio-economic considerations
over environmental management, but the converse view was also stated.
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Northumberland IFCA

126. Northumberiand IFCA has 21 Committee members, of which 7 are Council
members, 11 general members appointed by the MMO and 3 nominated from the
EA, MMO and NE. It is supported by two standing committees, both of which
meet before and report to the scheduled quarterly meeting of the full Authority.
The Watch Committee deals with issues relating to enforcement, staff matters
and the patrol vessel. The Finance Committee considers the IFCA budget and
receives reports from the IFCA Finance Officer and Chief Executive. IFCA
members comply with a Code of Conduct.

127. The IFCA establishes and convenes other sub-Committees when necessary
to look at specific issues, which are then reported back to the full Authority. Sub-
Committees have been convened to examine science and technical matters;
management; prosecutions; communications; premises, patrol vessel
procurement and consultations.

128. The levy budget for 2014 - 2015 is £773,284, which includes a £15,000
contribution to the patrol vessel replacement fund. The levy budget has shown a
fiat profile over the first years of operation. An operational deficit of some
£12,000 was predicted for the 2014 — 2015 financial year, which would have
been met from reserves. In fact, after various savings, a £6,000 surplus is
forecast for the end of 2014 - 2015. Levy is charged to Northumberiand County
Council and North Tyneside Metropolitan Borough Council. A further £9,200 will
be raised from other sources. At the end of the period covered by this Report,
the Authority owned a 21m Protection Vessel “St Oswald”, but had made
progress in securing its replacement which is to be a twin-hulled catamaran
offering both research and enforcement capability that can be operated with
greater efficiency. The IFCA has developed a Joint Working Arrangement with
other agencies, leading amongst other things to joint use, sharing and chartering
of the patrol vessel for enforcement and environmental work. The IFCA has two
Rigid Inflatable Boats. A risk-based enforcement regime is in place, in line with
the Regulators Compliance Code.

129, There are 15 members of staff holding qualifications up to and including
postgraduate level in marine science. Five members of staff are employed on a
part-time basis. Officers comply with Codes of Conduct. A recruitment campaign
to search for and select two new Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Officers
attracted 15 applicants all holding at least a graduate qualification and some with
post-graduate degrees. The range of applicants demonstrates that the IFCA can
attract potential employees who hold a broader portfolio of skills and
qualifications than was achieved by the Sea Fisheries Committee. The Authority
is committed to learning and development for its staff. A training plan is in place,
which also makes provision for Committee members. New appointees benefit
from an induction process, led by the Chief Executive and at least one officer.

130. The IFC District extends from the middle of the Tyne Estuary to the
English/Scottish Border. There are 14 harbours and 4 landing sites within the
Authority's jurisdiction. In 2013, approximately 152 local vessels and
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approximately 315 fishermen were working from ports and harbours within the
Northumberland IFCA district. Fishing vessels use both static and mobile gear,
including pots or creels, which are used to catch brown crab, lobster, velvet crab
and prawns. The crab fishery is usually at its best in spring and early summer,
however in the winter months fishermen tend to move their pots further offshore
to target the brown crab and to protect their gear from weather. The lobster
fishery peaks between the months of July to September. Landings of velvet
crabs have increased throughout the whole of the district over the last few years,
making them a marketable commodity. Most, along with the lobsters and
prawns, are transported by wholesalers to continental markets in Spain and
France where demand and prices are higher. Gill-nets are used to catch cod and
flat fish plus a small by-catch of shellfish.

131. The trawi fleet has become reliant on Nephrops, which are now the fleet's
principal fishery. Best catches are landed during the autumn and winter. When
the fishery is at its height it attracts a large number of visiting boats from
Scotland, Northern Ireland and other English ports. During the summer months,
larger trawlers switch effort to grounds further offshore and target both whitefish
and prawns. A large number of the smaller trawlers tend to move their
operations to ports in the Firth of Forth area where there is a summer fishery for
prawns. Shellfish provide the bulk of income in terms of landings. Cod, haddock,
and whiting also generate considerable tumover.

132. An established lobster V-notch scheme protects mature egg-laying females,
On vesting, the IFCA continued with its byelaw to protect and prevent taking of V-
notched lobsters. A Lobster Management Plan is in development.

133. There are six EMS across the District, which include the Berwickshire and
North Northumberland Coast and Tweed Estuary Special Areas of Conservation,
and the Lindisfarne, Northumbria Coast, Fame Islands and Coquet Island Special
Protection Areas. The Aln Estuary MCZ was designated in November 2013. Itis
predominantly coastal saltmarsh and reedbed, with sheltered muddy gravels and
estuarine rocky habitats. Due to the conditions, such as low wave energy, strong
tidal effects, freshwater inflow and mobile sediments, biological communities can
be diverse and unique. Saltmarshes stabilise sediments to form a natural coastal
defence and provide an important habitat for invertebrates, which are a food
source for waterfowl. Birds that have been identified in the area include roosting
gulls, dunlin and other waders including redshank, curlew and snipe. The estuary
supports sprat nurseries, Juvenile migratory species including plaice, flounder,
brown trout, Atlantic salmon, European eel and sand eel have been found close
to the estuary; these species may also be utilising the area as a spawning and

nursery ground.

134. Government launched a consultation on the second tranche of MCZs, in
January 2015. Coquet to St. Mary lies in the Northumberiand IFC District. The
Farnes East proposed site is just outside, but the boundary of Fames East
follows the 6nm line.

135. At the end of the period covered by this report, the IFCA had seventeen
byelaws in place, including fifteen legacy byelaws inherited from the
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Northumberiand Sea Fisheries Committee. The IFCA camied out a review of all
its byelaws. A suite of eight consolidated byelaws is expected to replace the full
seventeen, in 2015.

Comments received during the report making process

136. Four respondents replied to the call for evidence with comments that were
specific about the Northumberiand IFCA. Defra officials attended and made a
presentation to the IFCA Committee at its scheduled meeting in Morpeth, on 22
April 2014. Subsequently, they interviewed the Chief Executive and Chairman of
the IFCA Committee at Northumberland County Council offices.

137. The Committee is perceived to be balanced. Respondents noted the
professionalism and commitment of Northumberland IFCA staff, especially when
carrying out inspections and patrols. Members of staff are reported to be friendly,
approachable and appear to prefer taking an educational approach that
encourages compliance, rather than defaulting to enforcement action.
Engagement with stakeholders was commended. The IFCA's work on the
Recreational Sea Angling Strategy and implementation of the revised approach
to managing commercial fisheries in EMS was noted. The IFCA is seen to
engage and work collaboratively with other organisations, including Scottish
stakeholders where appropriate. The IFCA's Compliance and Enforcement
Strategy was held to be a good example of how it sets out its enforcement
policies and makes them publicly available on its website. Respondents were
aware that Northumberland IFCA has an Administrative Penalty Scheme in
operation.
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North Western IFCA

138. The North Western IFCA Committee has 30 members. Itis a Joint Committee
of Cumbria and Lancashire Counties, Blackpool Borough; Cheshire West and
Chester; Liverpool City; Halton Borough; Sefton; and Wirral Metropolitan
Councils, It was formed from an amalgamation of the Cumbria and North
Western Sea Fisheries Committees. North Wales, previously part of the North
Western and North Wales Sea Fisheries Committee has been managed by the
Weish Government since 2010, The IFC District extends from the Welsh
boundary in the Dee Estuary to the Scottish boundary in the Solway Firth.

139. Ten members represent the levy paying councils. In addition to the NE, EA
and MMO nominees to the Committee, seventeen general members are
appointed by the MMO. Committee meetings are usually open to the public.
Standing Orders and Authority papers are made available on the IFCA website or
from the Clerk. The Authority is supported by a Finance sub-Committee made up
of council members; a Technical, Science and Byelaw sub-Committee; and a
Patrol Boat sub-Committee which provides advice on the replacement of the
IFCA's main patrol vessel, Solway Protector. A Chairman’s Working Party
advises officers on sensitive or confidential matters and is convened as required.

140. The IFCA has a budget of £1,306,287 during 2014 - 2015. It anticipates
income from permit fees (£100,000); shellfish sampling fees (£15,000) and
interest on reserves (£4,000) in addition to levy charged to member councils
(£1,187,287). The operational budget has not increased since being set up, but
in 2013 member councils agreed the levy should increase by 2% per annum to
provide funding for patrol vessel replacement.

141. North Western IFCA employs 21 officers who hold qualifications up to
postgraduate level. Officers are expected to be multi-skilled so, in common with
other IFCAs, staff may work across a number of operational areas. Ten
warranted Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Officers (IFCOs) also assist with
science and survey, Three science officers also hold warrants, as do the three
members of boat crew. Officers comply with the Code of Conduct for
Inspections. Four administrative staff support the Authority, from offices in
Carnforth and Whitehaven. The Chief Officer is based at Camforth. In addition
to the normal policy development and operational business common to all IFCAs,
over the first years of operation North Western IFCA has overcome significant
challenge managing the integration of staff, premises and assets from the
predecessor Sea Fisheries Committees into one new organisation. Uniquely, the
North Western IFCA's area of jurisdiction does not adjoin the coastal area of any
other English IFC Districts,

142. The IFCA supports learning and development for staff and has developed a
comprehensive training programme. All newly appointed IFCOs receive
mandatory training that enables them to hold a warrant. This is supplemented by
further training, both in-house and MMO courses designed for Marine
Enforcement Officers, such as the Technical Conservation and Investigative Law
programme. Senior officers have completed the Royal Navy ‘Searider’ course to
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achieve the British Sea Fisheries Officer qualification. Officers comply with a
Code of Conduct for Inspections and follow a defined enforcement policy. Safety
and procedure training is undertaken within the first weeks of employment,
updated annually and offered to experienced officers as refresher courses.

143. The IFCA offers a Graduate Placement Scheme in partnership with Cumbria
Wildlife Trust, offering survey and mapping opportunities as part of the European
Marine Site Management Plan. It is sponsoring a three year PhD student, in
partnership with Liverpool University and a marine environmental consultancy,
examining the sustainability of fisheries in the North Western IFC District.
Liverpool University supervision is provided by an IFCA Committee member. The
sponsorship package costs North Western IFCA £4,000 per year.

144. More than 70% of the North Western IFC District is covered by Marine
Protected Area designations to protect wildlife and habitats. These are mostly
European Marine Site Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and Special
Protection Areas (SPA). The most important sites are: Solway Firth SAC and
SPA, Shell flats (a submerged sandbank just off the Blackpool coast) SAC, Dee
Estuary SAC and SPA, Mersey Estuary SPA and Liverpool Bay SPA. Two
Marine Conservation Zones were designated in November 2013. The Cumbria
Coast MCZ is an 18km’ intertidal habitat designation. The Fylde Coast MCZ is a
260km? offshore site adjacent to the Shell flats. MCZs are subject to all district-
wide byelaws, the Cod Recovery, Hake Recovery and Western Waters regimes.
The Government launched a consultation on the second tranche of MCZs in
January 2015. In the North Westemn IFC District, Allonby Bay and the West of
Walney area are proposed sites.

145.  An application for a hybrid Fisheries Order for Morecambe Bay and the
Duddon Estuary was considered as a solution to the large, unregulated gangs of
cockle fishers prevalent between 2000 and 2007, However, the enhanced
byelaw powers offered by the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 allowed
introduction of a stronger shellfish byelaw in 2012, which provides for tight limits
on numbers of permits and detailed provisions for the safety of fishers. The
effectiveness of this byelaw has led the IFCA to conclude that better and more
integrated shellfish regulation can be achieved under management through
byelaws rather than within a Fishery Order, so the proposal for an Order has
been dropped.

146. There are 168 over 10 metre registered fishing vessels, 95 under 10 metre
and 330 unregistered and unlicensed vessels operating in the North Western IFC
District. Shellfish provide the bulk of landings. Haddock, plaice, skates and rays
are also important. The main commercial fishing activities are trawling for Dublin
Bay prawn (Nephrops), dover sole, brill and turbot; intertidal hand raking for
cockles and mussels and potting for lobster, crab and whelks. Hobby fishing is
increasing in popularity, covering both traditional shore side angling and from
dedicated vessels.

147. Cockle fisheries in the North Western IFC District can yield very high values,
although stocks have been low in recent years. The IFCA manages cockle and
musse! fishing under its Byelaw 3 permit scheme. Byelaw 3 has reduced the
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numbers of fishers eligible for a permit from approximately 2000 in 2005 to fewer
than 100 in 2015 and makes safety courses mandatory for fishers working in
intertidal areas. Fishers must provide evidence of their identity, right to work and
registration with HMRC to obtain a permit. They maintain their permit eligibility by
renewing each year at a cost of £500 per annum.

148. North Western IFCA works closely with other regulators of the marine

environment. All fishing activities are subject to environment assessment which
must be agreed with Natural England before fisheries are permitted. Information
on fishing is supplied to the Gangmaster Licensing Authority (GLA) to ensure the
workforce is protected from exploitation. The IFCA helps the Environmental
Health Service check that shellfish registration documents have been completed
correctly and financial information about shellfish harvesting is supplied to both
HMRC and the Department for Work and Pensions.

Comments received during the report making process

149. Nine respondents submitted comments to the call for evidence about the

North Western IFCA. Defra officials attended and made a presentation to the
quarterly IFCA Committee meeting on 13 June 2014 at Morecambe Town Hall
and interviewed the IFCA Committee Chair, the Chief Officer and members of
staff at the IFCA's Carnforth office, on 13 August.

150. Respondents noted that Authority business becomes protracted at Committee

meetings, owing to the large number of members and the passion with which
some of them hold and share their views. The Committee is perceived to be
imbalanced, including a disproportionately high number of general members.
There is a perceived weakness in securing geographic knowledge of the
southem part of the District. It was suggested that the IFCA Committee general
members with fisheries interests saw little value in the contribution made by the
elected members representing levy paying local authorities, especially if the
nominated representative changes frequently. The cultural transition to
becoming a regulator with a wider remit than predecessor Sea Fisheries
Committees is perceived to be slow. Respondents suggested that Commitiee
members, particularly from the fishing sector, need to embrace the conservation
remit. Members of the Committee understand that they are not appointed to
represent constituencies and they recognise there should be no conflict between
conservation and fisheries interests. Some respondents stated they still believe
the commercial sector is favoured. Respondents suggested the Committee has
yet fully to appreciate the importance of scientific work so that the IFCA can
deliver evidence based management and that its approach to maintaining
conservation features is not always proactive. There was recognition that
implementing the revised approach to managing commercial fisheries in EMS
had drawn heavily on IFCA resources and that the planned review and
consolidation of the IFCA's byelaws and management measures had slipped
behind,

151. Members of IFCA staff were commended for being hard working, open to

meetings with stakeholders, responsive and described as an asset to the
Authority. The level of resources available for science, evidence and data
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gathering work is, in the view of some respondents, insufficient. Respondents
noted the IFCA could make greater efforts to engage with stakeholders,
particularly anglers. Greater visibility of senior management was recommended.
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Isles of Scilly IFCA

152. The Isles of Scilly IFCA Committee has 8 members. It is a Committee of the
Isles of Scilly Council. Committee members comply with the Code of Conduct for
Members and Co-opted Members of the Council of the Isles of Scilly. Three
members are nominated from the Council. Three general members are
appointed by the MMO. NE and the MMO nominate one member each. Unlike
the other nine IFCA Committees, there is no EA member. The EA has no remit
on the Scilly Isles.

153. Creation of the Scilly IFCA modemised the fisheries and marine management
approach, putting it on a professional basis and on a par with inshore areas
elsewhere around the coast. Historically, the Isies of Scilly appointed a Sea
Fisheries Committee Honorary Patrol Officer drawn from the local fishermen.
Sea Fisheries Committee administration was provided by Scilly Council's
Maritime Officer. Defra ensured that funds were made available to provide the
Authority with its own patrol vessel. A Rigid Inflatable Boat, the Matt Lethbridge,
was acquired. Before that, enforcement at-sea depended on the Honorary Patrol
Officer using his own vessel, or chartering the Duchy of Cornwall's harbour
launch.

154. The IFCA has a budget of £130,426 over 2014 - 2015. Defra paid £109,726
New Burdens funding to the Isles of Scilly Council in each financial year covered
by this repont, defraying the cost of operating the new Authority. Over the first
two years of operation the IFCA was funded entirely by the New Burdens money.
In 2013, an annual levy of £23 000 (the amount paid to the Scilly Sea Fisheries
Committee) was reinstated but subject to a 10% cut in 2014, reducing it to
£20,700. The budget includes a £15,958 contribution to reserves. The IFCA
Committee has taken a decision to build-up a capital reserve lo cover repairs,
maintenance and eventual replacement of the patrol vessel. Defra has funded a
hull mounted side-scan system for the RIB, which will be used for monitoring
reefs within the EMS and MCZs. The Council provides legal, finance and
information technology support on a contracted basis. Specialist legal advice and
the IFCA’s template internet presence are purchased from external suppliers.
The Isles of Scilly Council provides audit services. The IFCA follows the Audit
Commission Small Bodies Return procedure.

155, Scilly IFCA has a cross-warranting arrangement with Cornwall IFCA,
govemned by a Service Level Agreement. The arrangement developed out of the
historic relationship between Comwall and Scilly Sea Fisheries Committee. The
IFCA employs two substantive members of staff: the Chief Fisheries Officer
(known locally as the Maritime Officer) and a Fisheries Officer who is also the
Matt Lethbridge coxswain. Members of staff comply with a Code of Conduct for
Inspections. The IFCA can draw on a casual officer and additional crew member
for work at sea. Staff development is supported. The Chief Fisheries Officer
draws on earlier career experience of commercial fishing. The Fisheries Officer
holds a degree in Marine Biology and has undertaken training on using the side-
scan sonar and underwater camera. NE has provided training on Habitats
Regulation Assessments. Local emphasis is given to effective communications
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and maintaining good working relationships between officers, IFCA Committee
members and stakeholders to achieve compliance with UK and European
fisheries legislation. The Chief Fisheries Officer attends meetings of the Scilly
Fishermen'’s Association and publishes a newsletter for commercial fishermen
several times a year. He is a member of the Cornwall and Isles of Scilly
Fisheries Local Action Group (FLAG).

156. The IFCA inherited three byelaws covering fishing methods, dredges and
minimum sizes for lobsters. Following review, two byelaws covering fishing
methods were revoked and a new consolidated regulation made. There are
currently only two byelaws covering fishing gear permits and minimum lobster
size. A voluntary code to limit pot numbers and mark gear has had limited
success. The IFCA is considering additional regulatory measures.

157. The Isles of Scilly are a designated EMS Special Area of Conservation (SAC),
of 210km?. Eleven spatially separate sites around the Scilly Islands were
designated as a single MCZ, covering 30km?. It includes eighteen broad scale
habitats, five habitat features of conservation importance (FOCI) and twelve
species FOCI, representing the zone's rich biodiversity. It includes the only
southwest recordings of tide-swept communities and the largest recorded

concentration of stalked jellyfish. The site demonstrates exceptionally high quality

examples of a range of systems including rock habitat communities, which are
characterised by high diversity and support commercial fisheries species such as
crab and lobster. Subfidal sediment contains rich algal habitats such as kelp and
seagrass beds which provide high rates of productivity, ecological niches and
important nursery grounds for fish species, some of which support seabirds such
as puffin, razorbills and guillemots. As the MCZ sites lie within the existing Isles
of Scilly SAC, they provide scientific value and have already been subject to
considerable research on the marine environment. The Scilly MCZ proposals
were supported by stakeholders across the islands.

158. There are 23 licensed and actively fishing vessels in the Isles of Scilly. Most
use static gear but there is one small trawler. Vessels over 11 metres and 10
gross tonnes are prohibited from fishing within the Scilly IFC District. Local
vessels mainly pot for crustaceans, although they carry nets for bait and rods or

hand-lines for pollack or mackerel. About 3,500 to 5,000 pots are estimated to be

in use during the season. Scilly fishermen have recently agreed to a closed
season of three months; a recording scheme within the proposed MCZ; a ban on
commercial sand-eel fishing; voluntary V-notching of berried lobster hens; and
have suggested a pot limitation byelaw. There is a strong link with the National
Lobster Hatchery at Padstow. In 2011, around 3,000 juvenile lobsters were
released in Scilly waters.

Comments received during the report making process
159. Four respondents to the call for evidence offered comments that were specific
to the Isles of Scilly IFCA. A Defra official interviewed the Chief Fisheries Officer

and attended the IFCA annual general meeting on 12 June. Committee
members elected a new Chairman at that meeting.
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160. Organisational respondents noted the size of Scilly IFCA and the scope of
activity that could be undertaken with limited resources. A crab and lobster stock
assessment is required. Management measures in place appear to be clear and
appropriate, Island respondents had limited evidence of the IFCA's presence on
the water and were unconvinced that financial support for the IFCA was an
appropriate use of public money.
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Southern IFCA

161. Southern IFCA has 21 Committee members. It is a Joint Committee of

Hampshire and Dorset Counties, Isle of Wight, Poole Borough, Bournemouth
Borough, Southampton City and Portsmouth City Councils. It meets quarterly.
Nine IFCA Members are elected councillors, nine are MMO appointees and NE,
the MMO and the EA each nominate a representative. The full Authority is
supported by Technical Advisory, Appeals & Scrutiny and Executive sub-
Committees. The Committee Chairman and Chief Officer meet at least weekly.
An additional panel carries out licensing work. The District extends from the
county boundary between Devon and Dorset in the west to the boundary
between Hampshire and Sussex in the east. It includes the Isle of Wight.

162. Southem IFCA has an annual budget (2014 - 2015) of £844 522. Licence

fees, rent and bank interest (£36,882) supplement the levy (£729,292) charged to
the sponsoring authorities. The IFCA employs 13 full ime members of staff,
including a qualified accountant retained on contract whose internal audit is
reported to the Appeals & Scrutiny sub-Committee before documentation is
prepared for external audit, to meet Audit Commission requirements. Most of the
officers have multiple roles and the Authority deploys a relatively flat structure. A
staff Code of Conduct applies. Members of staff hold qualifications up to
postgraduate level and draw on career experience that includes the Royal Navy,
Royal Marines and police. The Chief Officer holds Masters Degrees in Science
and Business Administration. He is supported by a Deputy Chief Officer and
plans have been made to appoint a second Deputy, building resilience into the
organisation and avoiding a rigid pyramidal structure for decision-making. The
Authority has a Training & Development Plan in place for its staff.

163. The Authority owns four patrol vessels, which are used in joint operations with

the MMO, Dorset and Hampshire police forces, EA and Cefas. The Southern
Trident is the large Category 2 offshore sea going vessel, expected to remain in
service until the end of the decade but potentially due for replacement at a cost in
excess of £1m. Tenacity, Endeavour and Protector are Category 3 vessels,
operating closer to the coast. The estimated working life remaining for each
vessel is from 3 to 15 years. The Protector is a new vessel and began service in
September 2013.

164. More than 420 commercially licensed vessels are active in the District, 80% of

them believed to be owned by full time fishermen. An additional 150 vessels
operate in the recreational sector, offering angling and diving charters. Shellfish
collection in Poole Harbour is managed under the Poole Fishery Order (1985)
and supporting byelaws. Itis a hybrid Several and Regulating Order which
allows for the development and promotion of aquaculture and the regulation of
wild shellfish harvesting for clams. The area covered by the Order within the
Harbour is leased by the Southern IFCA from the Crown Estate. It is the largest
oyster aquaculture fishery in the UK. At the time of collecting evidence for this
report the IFCA was in the process of developing a renewal for the Order (which
expires in 2015) to develop the potential of this fishery within the environmental
limits of a European Marine Site.
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165. Two MCZs lie within the Southern IFC District. They were designated on 21
November 2013: Chesil Beach and Stennis Ledges (37km?) and Poole Rocks
(4km?). Designations were made to conserve habitats associated with coarse
and mixed sediment; moderate energy and intertidal rock. The MCZ sites host
native oyster; pink sea-fan and Couch's goby. The Government launched a
consultation on second tranche MCZs in January 2015. In the Southern IFC
District, this includes The Needles.

166. Designated EMSs lie in the District. Solent Maritime Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) and Special Protection Area (SPA) provide mudflat and
estuarial habitat. Portsmouth, Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA, Isle of
Portland to Studland Cliffs SPA, Chesil Beach and the Fleet SPA and Poole
Harbour SPA all support over wintering or breeding birds. South Wight Maritime
SAC is a submerged environment of sea caves and reefs. Solent and Isle of
Wight Lagoons SAC demonstrates habitat associated with tidal rivers and
estuaries, flats and salt marsh. The IFCA adopted a risk-based approach to
managing fishing activity in the EMS through 2013, recognising that towed gear
and hand gathering presented Red risks to seagrass and reef features. Byelaws
to prohibit gathering in seagrass beds and use of bottom towed fishing gear in
defined limits were developed. The byelaws cover 25% of the coastal waters in
the District and extend protection for fish and shellfish nursery areas, to the
benefit of fishermen.

167. The area in and around Chichester harbour falls within Southern and the
adjoining Sussex Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Districts. Both Authorities
recognise the necessity for holistic management of fisheries in Chichester, They
have made an agreement, under section 167 of the Act, authorising Sussex IFCA
to deliver local management on Southern IFCA's behalf including joint
compliance work. The ten year Agreement includes a provision for review by the
Authorities after four years.

168. Southern IFCA has developed a communication plan and measures
performance against targets. A contacts database, extending to every registered
fishing vessel in the area, allows quarterly distribution of a newsletter. A social
media presence is being cultivated through Twitter and Facebook. The Authority
hosts the South Coast Fishermen's Council, which meets six times a year and
has developed a public presence at port open days and the Weymouth Sea Food
Festival. It engages with the Dorset Coast Forum and the Solent Forum,
Feedback from stakeholders is invited and consultation invitations (e.g. on
byelaws or renewal of the Poole Fishery Order) are issued to relevant interests.

Comments received during the report making process

169. Ten respondents to the call for evidence provided comments that were
specific to Southern IFCA. Defra officials attended the annual general meeting
on 5 June 2014 at the RNLI Lifeboat College in Poole and interviewed the Chief
Officer on 22 August at the IFCA office in Parkstone.

170. Respondents commented that IFCA staff are pragmatic, professional and
make good efforts to engage with stakeholders. There is a perception from
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angling interests that engagement and communication favours the commercial
sector and that recreational interests need greater, focussed, attention. The
IFCA’s approach to managing fishing activities in EMS was commended and the
byelaws to protect features from Red risk activities attracted comment including,
from an environmental charity, that it was one of the best written documents of its
type. Respondents noted the limited resources available to the IFCA and that it
had prioritised its work. There was a perception that the IFCA had prioritised
shellfish and crustacea management over finfish management, with a suggestion
that bass stocks should receive greater attention. Some private fishermen were
unconvinced of the benefit of the IFCA.

171.  An earlier version of the website was criticised for being cumbersome and not
user friendly, but the IFCA updated its web presence at the end of the period
covered by this report. Respondents were unlikely to have seen the
improvement. In response to concemns raised by anglers the IFCA has
subsequently developed a sea angling strategy, guided by a strategic sea angling
group whose members are drawn from angling representative groups.

49

91



Sussex IFCA

172. Sussex IFCA Committee has 21 members. Itis a Joint Committee of Brighton
and Hove City, East Sussex and West Sussex County Councils. Seven
Committee members are councillors. There is a nominated member from each of
the MMO, NE and the EA. The Committee includes 11 general members and
meets quarterly. It is supported by Technical, Compliance and Finance sub-
Committees. All Committee members comply with a Code of Conduct.

173. The Authority has a budget of £725,917 during 2014 - 2015, which includes
£13,000 project and fee income over and above the levy charged to the
sponsoring authorities. Levy has remained flat over the first years of operation,
achieved through significant efficiency savings inciuding vessel operating costs
and further supplemented by income from projects supporting research activities.
Budget and levy approval is delegated to and agreed by the Finance sub-
Committee, which comprises members drawn from the levy-paying councils plus
a general member and the Authority Chair or Vice-Chair. The Authority follows
the Audit Commission Small Bodies Return procedure. Audit services are
provided by external accountants. Their report is presented to the IFCA
Committee and the finance officers from the levy paying councils. A Certificate is
returned to the Audit Commission.

174, The IFC District extends from Dungeness Point to Hayling Island. The area in
and around Chichester harbour falls within Sussex and the adjoining Southern
IFC Districts. Both Authorities recognise the necessity for holistic management of
fisheries in Chichester. They have made an agreement, under section 167 of the
Act, enabling Sussex IFCA to deliver coherent and consistent byelaw
management throughout Chichester harbour including the lesser proportion
which lies in the Southern IFC District. Compliance activities are shared for best
coverage from both an east and west approach. The ten year Agreement
includes a provision for review by the Authorities after four years.

175. The IFCA employs 10 full time and 2 part time members of staff and draws on
a number of student placements and volunteers, Employees hold a range of
qualifications, skills and career experience including commercial fishing,
environmental consultancy, police and enforcement professions. A number,
including the Chief Fisheries and Conservation Officer, have post-graduate
qualifications. The most recent recruitment campaign for Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Officers attracted more than 100 applicants; however the Authority
has experienced difficulty attracting candidates for senior officer positions who
are expected to hold developed skills sets and established experience. Among
the officers that crew the IFCA vessels the skipper and several officers hold a
range of RYA commercially endorsed qualifications that meet Maritime and
Coastguard Agency (MCA) workboat operational requirements. The present
organisational structure and staff grading system was reviewed comprehensively
over 2010 and 2011, then implemented in April 2011 when IFCAs vested. Grades
and scale points are linked to local government National Joint Council (NJC)
evaluation processes for skills, experience and qualifications for role.
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176. All of Sussex IFCA’s Annual Plans and Reports have been submitted in
accordance with statutory provisions and guidance. Significant effort has been
made to produce them in a way that will engage and interest the public in both
the IFCAs work and that of wider marine management by government.

177. Sussex IFCA has a body of completed research that it uses to underpin its
management decisions. This work is described in its published four year and
annual research planning process, which reflects the scope of evidence required
to support inshore fisheries management work and protection of MCZs.
Research includes small fish surveys to monitor juvenile commercial species and
support the Water Framework Directive; habitat mapping; oyster stock monitoring
and re-laying work on oyster broodstock. This work has been carried out in
collaboration with other Defra bodies, NGOs, local universities and has involved
many local volunteers.

178. Sussex IFCA operates two fisheries patrol vessels. Meriin is the latest
acquisition, delivered in 2013, It is an 8m Rigid Inflatable Boat funded through a
partnership agreement with the EA. ltis used as a patrol platform by both
organisations. With a low emission 300hp engine the boat can attain a speed
greater than 30 knots and has an operational range of 200 nautical miles. It is
equipped with an integrated navigation package including a plotter, radar and
sounder and is propelied by water jet drive, making it ideal for EA salmonid stock
management and the IFCA's shallow water work in tidal estuaries and harbours.
Nevertheless, Merlin has a gross weight of 2500kg and is designed for heavy
commercial use including inspection work, fishing vessel boarding operations at
sea and suitable research operations.

179. Fisheries patrol vessel Watchful was commissioned in 2003. Itis an 18m,
four-berth Category 2 vessel, moored at Shoreham Harbour and capable of 24
knots. It carries a 5.5m RIB and is equipped with deck winch, davit and gantry.
With funding from NE, the Watchful has been fitted with a wide angle multi-beam
sonar system (WASSP) that uses acoustic data to map the seafloor and produce
2D and 3D images. An on-board Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) receives
tracking information on fishing vessels fitted with transponders (currently all
vessels over 15m). Notable vessel research includes regular sampling and beam
trawl surveys to Cefas specification. In 2014 the vessel was used to conduct a
comprehensive side scan survey of the entire Kingmere MCZ. The project was
managed and project funding secured by the IFCA.

180. Bass, lobster, sole, plaice, cuttlefish, scallops, shrimps, prawns and whelks
offer valuable landings in the District. There is a native oyster fishery in
Chichester harbour. Sussex IFCA initiated and offers leadership to the
Chichester Harbour Oyster Partnership Initiative, in partnership with Southern
IFCA, fishermen, Chichester Harbour Conservancy, Natural England, Cefas and
Southampton National Oceanography Centre. There are a variety of seabed
types, ranging from fine mud in low-energy areas such as Rye Bay, to bedrock
exposures of sandstone, limestone, chalk and mudstone. In general, the near
shore seabed is an assortment of mixed sediments (especially gravel and shells)
with sand and, in sheltered locations, mud.
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181. Three MCZs within the Sussex |FC District were designated in November
2013: Beachy Head West (24km?); Kingmere (47km?) and Pagham Harbour
(3km?). A high level of stakeholder interest and significant stakeholder activity in
Kingmere MCZ has added to the IFCA’s management challenge. The Pagham
Harbour MCZ is designated for its seagrass beds, which provide habitat for
Defolin's lagoon snail and lagoon sand shrimp. In January 2015, the Government
launched a consultation on the second tranche of MCZs, including Utopia in the
Sussex IFC District.

182. A proportion of Chichester Harbour is within the Solent Maritime EMS.
Seagrass beds were identified as Red risk features, sensitive to damage from
fishing activities. The Chichester Harbour EMS (Specified Areas) Prohibition of
Fishing Method byelaw was confimed in November 2013 and became the first
Red risk byelaw to be made in the country. Pagham Harbour and the Dungeness
to Pett level have Special Protection Area designations because of their tidal mud
flats, providing habitat for breeding and over-wintering birds.

183. The cultural change from Sea Fisheries Committee to IFCA is evident among
staff. Development of management measures for EMS has catalysed the
transition to a body that has a broader remit. Effort is committed to stakeholder
engagement and local communication. The Authority commenced a review of
management measures in 2012. In 2013 to 2014 a ‘Community Voice'
engagement project, based around film and interview techniques, has been
developed with the Marine Conservation Society and academics. It has been
used at stakeholder workshops to support consultation and development of
management measures on the first tranche of MCZs. A black bream tagging
project with the fishing community, especially recreational sea anglers, has led to
increased interest in the IFCA's work.

Comments received during the report making process

184. Eleven respondents to the call for evidence provided comments that were
specific to Sussex IFCA. Defra officials attended the Committee annual general
meeting on 24 April 2014, held at the IFCA offices in Shoreham by Sea. The
meeting was conducted under the guidance of the Chief Fisheries and
Conservation Officer until the Committee Chair and Vice Chair had been elected
to office. Defra officials retured to Shoreham and interviewed the Committee
Chair and Chief Officer on 31 July.

185. Respondents noted the professionalism of staff, but were concerned about a
high turnover rate and that resource limitations expose the IFCA to risk.
Communication and engagement with stakeholders was perceived to be an initial
weakness but effort has been committed and noticed over the establishment
period. Anglers were least satisfied with the level of engagement from the IFCA,
but acknowledged the service was improving and commended joint working on
the black bream tagging project and engagement on the Kingmere MCZ
management measures. Development of the Community Voice engagement
method was noticed and received positive comment. Use of the IFCA website
was perceived positively. Respondents commented that patrol vessels could be
used more effectively to enhance visibility, management and enforcement
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activity. There was a recommendation that the IFCA use tackle shops as an
additional means of communicating or promoting information that can be
accessed by recreational sea users.

186. Positive comments outweighed negative responses by two to one. There
were few responses from individual fishermen. One respondent criticised the
knowledge and professionalism of IFCA staff, but other respondents commented
positively on this aspect. The IFCA was perceived, by one respondent, to commit
a disproportionate effort to sea angling and environmental concerns and not offer
enough support to the commercial fishing sector, yet another respondent took the
opposite view.

187. Some general members of the Committee were attracted to the role because
of their interest in fisheries management, but have become disillusioned in the
procedural business of local government. The Committee might benefit if future
recruitment campaigns attracted applicants for whom conservation, training and
ongoing personal development were normal considerations in their career.
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Part Three: Themes emerging from the call
for evidence and report-making process
for further consideration

Committees

188, With the exception of the Isles of Scilly IFCA, which has 8 members, six IFCA
Committees have 21 members whereas the North Western IFCA, North Eastern
IFCA and Devon & Severn IFCA each have 30 Committee members. The mix
between elected councillors, nominated representatives from NE, EA and MMO
and general members appointed for the knowledge, expertise and connection to
local communities secures a diverse and informed body that can discuss and
debate fisheries and marine management issues. However, it is evident that the
structure and format of local government meetings was not anticipated by some
of the general members. In some cases, their enthusiasm for IFCA business is
dampened without a specific role on the Committee, or because the opportunities
for them to bring their expertise to an agenda item are diluted due to the number
of people who want to speak.

189. Government will give further consideration to whether experience
demonstrates an optimal maximum size for IFCA Committees.

190. Geographic knowledge on three IFCA Committees was perceived to be
imbalanced. Cornwall IFCA Committee is perceived to lack expertise of the
county’'s north coast. North Western IFCA Committee is perceived to lack coastal
expertise from the southern part of the District and Eastern IFCA is perceived to
lack operational fisheries experience from communities on the Norfolk and
Suffolk coasts.

191. When general member appointments are next made to the Cornwall,
North Western and Eastern IFCAs, geographic knowledge will be borne in
mind.

192. All IFCAs have some form of training, leaming and development plans in
place for staff. Induction and training is made available to members of some
IFCA Committees. The cultural transition from Sea Fisheries Committees to
IFCAs is dependent on professional officers delivering a service successfully.
Officers recognise that IFCA Committee members’ support for the service is
essential. Training in local government procedure for Committee members,
especially those who have no prior experience but put themselves forward
through enthusiasm and a willingness to contribute to local fisheries
management, would enhance professionalisation of the service. Training would
ensure that members are clear on their roles, responsibilities and standards that
apply.
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193. IFCAs and member local authorities should ensure that induction and
training be made available to all members of IFCA Committees, as should
training in local government procedure for those needing it.

194. General members of IFCA Committees, appointed by the MMO, are issued
with terms and conditions of appointment. A term of appointment lasts for no
longer than four years. An individual member can be eligible for reappointment
and serve up to a maximum of ten years. Although appointment decisions are
made following advertisement of a vacancy and selection of a candidate on
Nolan principles through open competition, eligibility criteria for reappointment
decisions could be made clearer. Government will consider developing a simple
appraisal system that measures a general member's attendance, contribution to
the work of the Committee and compliance with adopted codes of behaviour as
the basis of any subsequent reappointment decision.

195. The Government's Guidance to MMO on making appointments of
Committee members to Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities®,
first published in April 2010, will be reviewed.

IFCA performance criteria

196. Government guidance to IFCAs on monitoring, evaluation and measuring
performance’’, published in February 2011, set out success criteria, high level
objectives, outcomes and performance indicators that have been used as the
basis of annual planning, reporting and Committee scrutiny. Those performance
metrics were expected to remain in place to 2015.

197. Government will work with the IFCAs to review the performance criteria
and prepare appropriate, updated guidance.

Other Government guidance to IFCAs

198. Monitoring, evaluation and measuring performance was one publication in a
suite of guidance documents made available to the IFCAs when they were first
created. Others in the series” included Guidance on byelaw making powers and
the general offence under Part 6, Chapter 1, Sections 155 — 164 of the Act;
IFCAs' contribution to sustainabile development, Annual Planning and Reporting;
Evidence based marine management; and Framework for risk-based
enforcement.

199. Government will now consider progressively reviewing the
appropriateness of the guidance. When complete, one possibility is
publishing updated versions as an IFCA handbook.
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Operational resources

200. [IFCAs are local authorities for clearly defined Districts, yet they deliver local,
national and international obligations. Joint working with other agencies at local
and national level is essential. A strong, functional relationship with central
government policy makers would expedite local understanding of policy
development and the expectation placed on IFCAs as deliverers.

201. All public bodies should make optimal, co-ordinated use of the assets
and resources available to them, minimising the overall burden on
taxpayers at national and local level. Joint use of resources between IFCAs
and other agencies particularly the use of patrol vessels, is an established,
albeit local, practice. Cross-warranting exists between some IFCAs and
other agencies and might usefully be rolled-out elsewhere. The IFCAs own
Category 2 and Category 3 seagoing vessels capable of ranges out to sea
up to 60 nautical miles. IFCAs already co-operate with neighbouring
Authorities, EA, MMO, HM Revenue & Customs, Police, Environmental
Health and Border Force personnel. Further opportunities should be
explored and developed.

202. Some IFCAs occupy leasehold premises. When terms come to an end,
with forward estate planning, opportunities for shore-side co-location with
other marine agencies might offer financial savings on premises costs or
back-office functions; could deliver a more integrated customer experience
and might lead to stronger inter-agency relationships, co-operation and
closer working.

Funding

203. There are 49 local authority members of IFCAs. Defra made £3m available to
39 of those local authorities to defray the additional costs of IFCA membership
compared to the situation that existed under the Sea Fisheries Committee
regime. This is known as the ‘New Burdens' scheme or, sometimes, the Defra
Inshore Fisheries & Conservation Support Grant. The formula for calculating
New Burdens funding was subject to an options and consultation exercise in
2010. This financial support has been paid to local authorities through the
Department for Communities and Local Government’s Local Services Support
scheme each year since |IFCAs vested and will be paid again in the 2015 - 2016
financial year. In 2015 — 2016 the grant will be supplemented by an additional
£300,000.
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Annex B: Organisations that responded to
the call for evidence

Angling School CIC
Angling Trust

Association of Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authorities

Bembridge Angling Club

Brighton and Newhaven Fish Sales Ltd
Bristol City Council

Cheshire West and Chester Council
Client Earth

Cole catamarans

Comnish Federation of Sea Anglers
Comwall Wiidife Trust

Devon County Council

Devon Wildlife Trust

Dong Energy

Dorset County Council

Duchy of Cornwall Oyster Farms Ltd
Durham County Council

East Riding of Yorkshire Council

East Sussex Fire & Rescue Service
English Heritage

Environment Agency

Freshfromtheboat

Gloucestershire County Council
Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust
Holdemess Coast FLAG

Kent Wildiife Trust

Kings Lynn Fishing Industry Co-operative Ltd
Kings Lynn Vesse! Owners and Skippers
Association

Leach Fishing Enterprises

Leigh and Southend Fishermen's Association
Local Independent Sea Anglers (LISA)
Marine Conservation Society

Marine Management Organisation

National Federation of Fishermen's
Organisations (NFFO)

Natural England
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New Economics Foundation
Norfolk County Council
North Devon AONB

North Devon Fishermen's Association

North Lincoinshire Council

North Norfolk Fishermen'’s Society
North Sea Wildlife Trusts

North Somerset Council

North West Wildiife Trust
Northumberiand County Council
Orford & District Inshore Fishermen's
Association

Poale Borough Council

Poole & District Fishermen’s Association
RSPB

Scillonian Dairies Lid

Somerset County Council

South Devon and Channel Shelifishermen
Lid

Southern Sheilfish Ltd

South Gloucestershire Council
Suffolk County Council

The Wiidiife Trusts

TOv SOD PMSS

University of Brighton

West Sussex County Council
WWF

Vattenfall

Viviers UK Ltd

*Individual respondents have not been listed
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K

Action Item 14

18 " Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting

29 April 2015

Whelk Emergency Byelaw

Report by:  Julian Gregory (DCEOQO) and Luke P Godwin (Project Officer/IFCO)
Purpose of report

The purpose of this report is to inform members of the progress made towards developi ng
emergency measures for the protection of whelk and to seek approval to enact the
emergency byelaw.

Recommendations
It is recommended that members:

o Note the contents of this report

e Agree tointroduce the emergency byelaw for the protection of whelk.
Background

At the 17 ™ Authority meeting (28/01/2015) members directed Officers to develop and
implement measures, through a permitting scheme, for the management of the whelk

fisheries within the District. Due to the urgency of the situation this was to be undertaken
by way of an emergency byelaw. The Authority agreed to the measures presented at that

meeting in principle and directed officers to present a draft byelaw to the Emergency Whelk

Byelaw panel.

Development of measures for Emergency whelk by elaw panel

Outline management measures were developed, which would establish a permit scheme for

whelk fishing with permit conditions being the means by which measures would be
introduced. These included such things as pot limitations, the requirement t o mark gear,
catch returns, escape holes and a change in the minimum landing size.

An initial minimum landings size of 62.5mm was presented at the 17 " Authority meeting
however, it had been anecdotally reported that this would have a disproportionately large
impact on whelk fisheries in Suffolk. Officers undertook a brief research project to

determine if this was the case by measuring landed catch from several different areas. As a

result of the findings of this research (presented in the Impact Assess ment i Annex 2),
Officers proposed a lower minimum landing size of 55mm for the purpose of the emergency

byelaw with the view to possibly increasing this for any permanent measures.

In addition Officers also undertook a brief experiment on the applicabil ity of a minimum
riddle size. Findings supported those from other research and are presented in more detalil

in the Impact Assessment.
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Draft measures were put to the Emergency Whelk Byelaw Panel for consideration with a
view to consult with the industry on the agreed measures. The Panel concurred with the
proposed measures.

Officers developed proposed management measures that took into account good practice by
other IFCAs and information gleaned from engagement with elements of the industry.

Infor mal consultation

Having developed outline emergency measure officers undertook to consult the industry
through an informal consultation process. Whilst this is not required when introducing an
emergency byelaws it was felt that the proposed measures wou Id ultimately benefit from
feedback from the industry. It was also judged that whilst there is an urgent need for

action it is not imperative that management measures are introduced immediately and
therefore there was time for limited consultation.

A dra ft byelaw and draft impact assessment was placed on the Eastern IFCA website and
fishing associations were contacted to disseminate information to their members and

provide feedback. In addition, known whelk fishers were also contacted directly to seek

th eir feedback.

At the time of consulting the following measures were proposed:

¢ Category One Permit 1 allows fishers to target whelk on a commercial scale. These
will be granted at a cost of £1 per pot (up to 500);

e Category Two Permit (by -catch) 1 allows commercial fishers who do not target
whelk to land whelk caught as by -catch. These will be granted at a cost of £100;

e Category Three Permit (recreational) 1 allows recreational fishers to target
whelk on a small scale for personal consumption. These wil | be granted at a cost of

£5 per pot (up to 5 pots).
Conditions will be attached to each permit, which must be adhered to. The key emergency
measures are as follows:

¢ Pot limitations : The maximum number of pots a fisher may deploy are 500 for a
Category On e permit and 5 for a Category Three Permit (recreational);

e Pottags: All whelk pots must be tagged with a tag provided by the Authority.

e Escape holes : All whelk pots must have two escape holes of 24mm in diameter;

¢  Minimum landing size: This is increased to 55mm in length;

¢ Riddle/sorting gear: All whelk must be sorted for size using a riddle with a
minimum bar spacing of 24mm and all whelk rejected in this way must be returned
to the sea immediately;

e Catch returns: permit holders must submit completed catc h returns forms (which
will be supplied by Eastern IFCA) on the 5 ™ day of each month; and
e Gear marking: Each string or shank of pots must be marked by a floating dhan at

the North or Western end the fleet to indicate its general direction and a high
visib ility buoy at the other end. No lights or radar reflector will be required.

There were 20 respondents to the consultation and an additional three respondents who
responded outside of the consultation period. Outputs from the informal consultation are
sum marised below. Objections received post the close date are highlighted in red.
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Objection/theme

Number of

Eastern IFCA comments

objections
Charge of permit too high/should 9(+2) Discussed in more detail below
be no charge
Whilst several fishers (particularly
in Suffolk) are able to make 200
300 pots profitable, there are
several different business models
throughout the district.
Pot limitation too high 4 Furthermore, it is thought that
some areas support more
productive whelk fisheries than
others. 500 pots represents the
best balance between preventing
further drastic increases whilst
enabling a viable whelk fishery.
Escape hOIGS allow whelk to feed 3 Discussed in more detail below
from outside of pot
High . C.OSt . of marking 3 Discussed in more detail below
gear/modifying riddle s
The measures as consulted on
Prevents diversification of fishing 2 ?‘C‘“"""y encourage dlv_er5|f|cgt|(_)n
into the fishery as there is no limit
on the number of permits
This i s likely to be an unavoidable
. . effect of the measures. If effort
Displacement into crab and lobster . .
. . 2 increases to deleterious levels
fisheries o
further management of this fishery
will be required.
Should limit the number of permits 5 Discussed in more detail below
(rather than number of pots)
Pot limitation too low 1 Discussed in more detail below
Disproportionate  effect on larger 1(+1) Discussed in more detail below
vessels
Disproportionate effect on smaller 1 Discussed in more detail below
vessels
The increase in MLS is likely to
have an effect on the catch per pot
of fishers. Many fishers target only
large whelk (above 55mm) and as
o . . such will not be impacted in this
In -combination effect of increase in . .
S way. Those fishers which do land
MLS and pot limitation not taken 1
. whelk o f a length less than 55mm
into account . .
currently  will  likely need to
increase the effort in order to catch
the same amounts of whelk. This
has been taken into account in the
Impact Assessment.
Byelaws fo r shellfish which tend to
be caught in high quantities
Should make an allowance for a 1 sometimes include an allowance for

proportion of undersize whelk

a percentage of undersized
individuals. As the byelaw stands,
it would be contravention of the
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byelaw to land a single undersize
whelk but crucially, it would be at

the officeros di sc
prosecute a fisher. It is preferable

t o | eave t his t o
discretion rather than write a
percentage allowance into the
byelaw.

The byelaw currently requires the
Authorit y to be notified within 21

Not enough time to report lost gear 1 days of gear being lost. This is
considered ample time to place a
phone call or letter to officers.
Evidence presented to the
Authority was found to be sufficient

No evidence to suggest measures 1(+1) to justify the  measures and legal

are needed advice has indicated that the

evidence is befitting of an
emergency byelaw.

Table 1.

In addition to objections, fishers were asked to indicate w

Summary of objections received with regards to the proposed whelk management
measures.

benefit effect on the fishery. Responses are summarised below:

Measure

Number of fishers
who believe
measure will have
positive effect

Table 2. Indication
of positive effects of
whelk emergency
measures as a result
of the infor mal

consultation .

Limiting the number of pots to 500 8
Increase in Minimum Landing Size 8
Minimum riddle size 4
Escape holes 1

Furthermore, several responses indicated that
ree respondents also suggested a closed season would be

beneficial to the fishery. Th
beneficial.

Wider engagement with fishing industry

a limit to the number of permits would be

In addition to the consultation, shore based officers undertook to get feedback from fishers

during port visits. The main issues raised are pres

e Potential loophole in Category Two (by

e Potential loophole in Category Two (by

ented below:

-catch) permit (1): fishers which land only by
catch of whelk indicated that they would likely purchase a Category One permit for a
single pot and claim landed whelk was from this in order to reduce cost.

-catch) permit (2): Fishers identified that they
could possibly target whelk with whelk pots or similar and claim they were targeting

a different species. With no limits on the amount of whelk which can be landed by
Category Two Permit holder, this could result in unreported whelk fishing.

Officers also attended meetings where the measures could be discussed as part of the

meetingbds agenda.

Fi

shers
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allowed for fishers with no track record to undertake whelk potting in the future. Wells
fishers indicated that a limit on the number of permits would be preferred to pot limitations.
At both meetings the requirement to pay a fee for a permit was obj ected to.

Engagement with fishing associations

Responses were received from the Vessel Owners and Sl
The Kingds Lynn Fishermandés Cooperative and the NFFO.
the proposed measures with the Boston Fishermen6és Association and t
Association. The Cromer Fishermenbés Association was |

The responses received from fishing associations reflected the diversity of responses
received from individual fish ers. Two of the associations were in favour of a pot limitation
(and no permit limitation) and three indicated a preference for a limit on the number of
permits rather than pots. It is important to note that no association from Suffolk responded

to the i nformal consultation but it is understood that this reflects the fact that there are not
significant concerns about the proposed measures in this part of the District.

The NFFO response was particularly critical of the approach stating that too short a
ti meframe was all owed for consultation O6contrary to b
case for emergency byelaws).

Summary of feedback

By far the most opposed element of the measures is the requirement to pay a charge for a
permit.

There also appe ars to be a polarised perception of the measures with regards to pot
limitations. In the main, as can be seen in the consultation responses, the limiting of whelk

pots is seen as a positive measure. However, vessel owners which have larger vessels feel

that they will be disproportionately affected by the measures as larger vessels (with more

crew and higher overheads) require more pots to make whelking profitable. This has been
highlighted in the accompanying Impact Assessment (appended). Their proposal is to limit
the number of permits issued (i.e. limit the fishery to vessels which have track history in

whelk fishing) to prevent any further increases in effort.

In contrast, many fishers feel that in limiting whelk fishing to those vessels with a trac k
history prevents diversification of fishing activities. They feel that they would be
disproportionately affected T many of whom actually have whelk gear but have yet to

deploy it 1 by restricting the number of permits.

Furthermore, there were also a s everal individuals who felt that the proposed pot limitation
of 500 was too high and would result in overfishing of whelks within the district.

Amendments to the emergency byelaw
As a result of the informal consultation it is suggested that the proposed emergency byelaw
should be amended to reflect some of the issues raised. The potential to do so and

associated risks are discussed below.

Category Two (by -catch) permit loopholes

There are serious concerns regarding the complexity introduced as a resul t of the addition
of the Category Two (by  -catch) Permit. It was had been felt that allowing for by -catch of
whelks would be beneficial to the inshore industry. However several loopholes have

emerged as a result of its inclusion and it has possibly over -complicated what is intended to

be a set of simple, emergency measures. As such, Officers have presented a proposed
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byelaw without the Category Two (by -catch) permit with the intention that no whelk shall
be landed commercially or recreationally as by -catch i f caught within Eastern |

This is thought to have a potential impact on the crab and lobster fishers who do not target

whelk but do land it as by  -catch. Landings data indicates that there are 29 vessels which
have landed less than 5t  onnes (less than 1 tonne in most cases) over the period 2010 -
2014 (inclusive). These vessels are likely to be landing by -catch of whelk. The value of this

catch over the same period is in the region of £2072.80 between the 29 vessels (less than
£15 per v essel per year).

Permit charge

Eastern IFCA is empowered to charge for permits under the Marine and Coastal Access Act
(2009) “ and as such it could be argued that it was the intention of Parliament that such
charges would be levied. It is proposed to fo llow best practice in doing so in line with other
IFCAs that have introduced permitting schemes. It is intended to be used only as a cost
recovery tool to lessen the burden on the public purse. In this case a maximum charge of

£500 over an estimated 40 v essels (based on current fishing effort) would raise £20,000.
This would contribute towards, but by no means recover the annual cost of enforcing the

new measures, research required to determine Maximum Sustainable Yield and the
administration of processi  ng returns forms and permit and tag allocation.

The £1 per pot system was proposed as it falls in line with the Kent and Essex IFCA permit
charge (£300 for 300 pots) although Kent and Essex IFCA also charge 30p per tag T making
their approach more expens  ive.

There will be additional costs to be compliant with the byelaw. There will potentially be a

loss of earnings whilst gear is modified to include escape holes and tags on each pot. Other

costs include; the purchasing of marker buoys in line with th e byelaw, (although some may
have adequate gear marking in place already), and the construction of riddles.

Given that the measures will incur a cost to fishers, it is suggested that a phased approach

is taken to the introduction of charges for permits . With this approach a charge of 50p per
pot would be levied in year 1, 75p per pot in year 2 and £1 per pot in year 3. Any increases

beyond year 1 (or the period of the emergency byelaw) would be addressed in any
permanent byelaw that follows the emergenc y byelaw.

The initial levy of 50p per pot would cover the cost of: purchasing tags, purchasing log

books, postage and packaging for both and contribute towards the administration of
processing applications. This charge would represent a modest contributi on to the costs of
implementing the proposed measures having taken into account the views fishers. Officers

would explore greater cost recovery within a permanent byelaw going forward.

In addition, to prevent the potential to exploit a loophole, by pur chasing a permit with a
single pot (at a cost of £1), a minimum permit cost for a Category One Permit has been

added at £50 (i.e. 100 pots). This will remove the benefit of purchasing a single pot permit

with the intention of landing only by -catch. Sever al fishers have indicated that they intend

to buy the minimum number of pots with the intention of using many more and claiming all

landed whelk has originated only from the permitted pots. There is little that the byelaw

can do to prevent this but fisher s run the risk of gear seizure if deploying untagged pots.

7156(4) of MaCAA 2009

109



Escape holes

The requirement to have escape holes in whelk pots has received several objections during
the consultation and wider stakeholder engagement. The grounds for objections are as
follows:

e Escape holes will allow small whelk in as much as out of whelk pots.
o Whelks will feed on bait from outside of the pot.

e The requirement is expensive and may reduce the efficiency of fishing (particularly
for some pots).

Some fishers are using pots costing in the region of £85 I these pots have a stainless steel
interior and are double skinned. Fishers have indicated that the cavity between these layers
will fill up with silt and the pots will fish less efficiently as a result.

In contrast to these comments, a single respondent indicated that there should be a
minimum of 10 (rather than the proposed 2) escape holes per pot and indicated that they
increase the efficiency of the pot. Wider discussions with some fishers has also indicated
that, pots w hich allow water to pass through them silt up less and produce a better quality
of whelk which is free from the smell of rotten bait.

As with other measures there is opposing view throughout the industry. The main benefit of
including the requirement f or escape holes is that they will have a protective effect on the
stock with minimal enforcement input. Pots with tags can be checked ashore or prior to
deployment and once installed; escape holes will continue to have the effect of pots fishing
larger wh elks. This will augment the effect of riddles and the increase in minimum landing
size and is in line with the Kent and Essex IFCA approach of combining the two
requirements.

There is also scientific evidence which supports the use of escape holes as a n effective
measure in reducing the catch of undersized whelk 8

Officers recommend that despite some objection, a requirement for escape holes will have
an overall benefit to the whelk fishery particularly in relation to the removal of undersized
whelk.

Pot limitations vs permit limitations

One of the main drivers for implementing emergency management measures was the
sudden increase in potting activity in 2014. The intention of implementing measures which
provide Eastern IFCA some control over fishin g intensity was to prevent further drastic
increases in effort within the district.

However there are two clear options available to achieve this within the emergency byelaw
and a polarised fishing industry with regards to their preferred option. The b enefits and
risks of the two approaches are presented below.

8 Lawler A., Bailey D., and Nelson K. 2012 Testing the efficacy of teo methods designed to reduce numbers of
undersized whelks in the landing$-isheries Challenge Fund (Project FEE293
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Pot limitations

Limit on the number of permits

Description of measures:

Description of measures:

Any vessel can enter the fishery by
applying for a permit but all vessels will
be limitedt o0 500 pots.

Vessels can use as many pots as they
use now but only vessels with a track
history can prosecute the fishery.

Benefits:

Benefits:

e Allows for all vessels within the
district to diversify into the
whelk fishery;

e Creates a level playing field;

e Prevents monopoly of inshore
grounds by vessels which are
capable of deploying thousands
of pots;

e Best suited measure for majority

e Will limit the impact of the
measures on vessels which use
more than 500 pots;

e Can effectively prevent any
further increases in  effort
(assuming fishers only ask for
the number of pots they used in
2014);

e Possibly prevent displacement
into other fisheries.

of vessels within the district.

Risks: Risks:

e May have a disproportionate e Will have a disproportionate
effect on minority of larger effect on those vessels with no
vessels; track history;

e May lead to increase in effort as e Prevent diversification and
there is no restriction on new maintain  pressure on high

vessels entering the fishery; pressure stocks;

e May lead to an increase  in effort
as vessels are not required to
provide proof of how many pots
they used in 2014;

There are benefits and risks associated with either measure however both can be justified.

Initially officers felt that both measures would be required to effec tively cap effort on the
whelk fishery however, having received feedback from several fishers indicating that they

have made significant financial investments in whelk gear but have no track record, officers

felt it would be proportionate to focus on a pot limitation and allow anyone to apply for the
permit.

There is no ecological evidence which can be used to justify the exact number of pots or the
number of permits which would constitute a sustainable fishery (operating at Maximum
Sustainable Yield). However indications are that continuation of the present rate of increase
in effort would likely result in the collapse of the fishery in near future. This effectively rules

out a combination of no limit on pots or permit numbers.

The majority of large vessels with more than 500 pots also fish outside of the 6nm
boundary (most of these vessels from Wells fish almost exclusively outside the 6nm
boundary). The main affected group with regards to a limit on pot numbers would be those
vessel s fr oynn K pantigufasy gilken that the distance required to travel outside of
6nm is far greater than at other areas around the coast.
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11 vessels from Kingdéds Lynn are known to have

landed whelk prior to that (i.e. betwee n 2010 -2013) according to MMO data. The weight of
whelk landed by all 11 of these vessels during 2014 was 37.8 tonnes T two vessels
accounted for the majority of this catch landing 30 tonnes between them T six vessels
landed less than 1 tonne during 2010 -2014.

It is suggested that the effect on current business models within the most effected group

would be limited T in fact a far greater amount of whelk could be landed with 500 pots than

is presented in the evidence above. Therefore it is recommende d that the pot limitation is

carried forward through the emergency byelaw rather than a limitation on the number of
permits.

Summary of amendments to the byelaw

Amendment Rational
Reduction of the permit charge from £1 To balance cost recovery with the initial
to 50p per pot. capital cost to fishers of implementing a

minimum riddle size, gear marking and
escape holes.

Removal of the Category Two (by - | Will have a limited financial impact and
catch) Permit. make a more robust byelaw.

Introduction of a minimum  permit Remove the benefit of purchasing a
charge of £50 (for 100 pots). permit associated with a single pot.

Coming into force and enforcement

Officers will maintain an emphasis on aiding compliance within the first month of the byelaw
being e nacted. That said, the byelaw will be in force as of the date it is signed and in the
case of serious infractions or blatant disregard for the measures IFCOs will look to bring
forward enforcement action.

Conclusions

Whilst not legally obliged to do so, officers feel the informal consultation was of benefit to
the emergency measures. The byelaw presented in Annex 1 is considered to have been
rigorously considered both internally and externally and far beyond that which is required

for the purpose of  an emergency byelaw.

Officers recommend that the Emergency Whelk Byelaw is confirmed.

Attachments:

Whelk Fishery Permit Emergency Byelaw
Regulatory Impact Assessment
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Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority

MARINE AND COASTAL AC CESS ACT 2009
WHELK FISHERY PERMIT EMERGENCY BYELAW
The Authority for the Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District in exercise of
its powers under sections 155, 156 and 157 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009
hereby makes the following b yelaw for the District.
Interpretation

In this byelaw -

a. O0EI FCAO means the Eastern I nshore Fisheries and
defined in Articles 2 and 4 of the Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Order 2010 (SI 2010 No 2189);

b. 6Di st r i théEastemlmshore Fisheries and Conservation District as
defined in Articles 2 and 3 of the Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Order 2010 (SI 2010 No 2189);

c. 6whel ké means t he mBuccinumeundgtans t;r opod

d o6whel k permitdé me ®mdPermitoCazCateggry Twy (recreational)
Permit;

e. 6Category One Permitdé means the permit describe
this byelaw;

ff. 6Category Two (recreational) Permité means the
paragraphs 12 to 18 of this byelaw;

g O6per mi tticoomsdd has the meaning given to it in pal

h. 6nominated representatived means a person nomin
and whose name appears on the permit;

i. 6fishingd for the pur pos eteeslwbting, dettingandy el aw i ncl u
hauling o f fishing gear; catching, taking or removing sea fisheries resources
and fish shall be construed accordingly;
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jj 6whel k potdé means a pot or trap set fo

r the pur

which ordinarily consists of a weighted, rope or plastic container wit h an open

top through which whelks can enter but are restricted in escaping by a mesh
covering the opening;

k. 6riddleé is a fixed or moving flat or
bars which can effectively separate and reject whelks that pass between the
bars;

. 6mini mum [ anding sized means the minim

29 and measured as set out in Schedule One.

General Provisions

1. No person shall fish for whelk within the district, or land whelk caught within the
district unle ss they have been granted a whelk permit by Eastern IFCA and undertake
fishing activity in compliance with this byelaw.

2. Contravention of a permit condition or the conditions relating to catch log books and
marking of fishing gear constitute contravention of this byelaw.

3. Application for a permit under this byelaw should be made using printed forms

available from EIFCA. This form will require applicant and vessel details. The applicant

may nominate up to 2 persons as their representative whose details mu st also be
entered on the application form.

Category One Permit

4. The fishing for whelk must be conducted in accordance with the permit conditions as
defined in paragraphs 19 to 31 and as set out in a Category One Permit.

5. Catch log books must be comple ted in accordance with paragraph 32.

6. All Fishing gear used under the auspices of this whelk permit must be marked in
accordance with paragraphs 33 to 35.

7. A Category One Permit may only be used by the permit holder, or a nominated
representative named on the permit, to fish for whelk in a manner complying with this
byelaw from the vessel named on the permit.

8. No more than one permit will be issued per vessel.

9. A fee will be charged for each permit which will be payable prior to issue. The fee for
issue of a permit and tags is a minimum of £50 or £0.50 per pot for the required number
of pots in excess of 100.

10. The vessel named on the permit must be registered in accordance with Part Il of the
Merchant Shipping Act 1995, and the regulations made under tha t Act. The vessel must
also hold a current fishing licence valid for catching whelks within the District issued by

the appropriate UK fisheries department at the time the application is made.
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11. The maximum number of tags that will be issued to a Category On e Permit holder is
500.

Category Two Permit (Recreational)

12. The fishing for whelk must be conducted in accordance with the permit conditions as
defined in paragraphs 19 to 31 and as set out in a Category Two Permit.

13. Catch log books must be completed in accordance with paragraph 32.

14. All Fishing gear used under the auspices of this whelk permit must be marked in
accordance with paragraphs 33 to 35.

15. A Category Two Permit may only be used by the permit holder, or a nominated
representative named on the pe rmit, to set whelk pots complying with this byelaw from
the vessel named on the permit.

16. No more than one permit will be issued per vessel.

17. A fee will be charged for each permit which will be payable prior to issue. The fee for
issue of a permit and tags is £5 per pot.

18. The maximum number of tags that will be issued to a Category Two Permit
(recreational) holder is 5.

Permit Conditions

19. No person shall fish for whelk within the district by any method other than the use of
whelk pots.

20. No person shall f ish for whelks using a whelk pot of an internal volume greater than
30 litres.

21. Each permit holder may set no more than the maximum number of whelk pots for
the whelk permit held by that person within the District.

22. No person shall set a whelk pot within the District that does not have a tag issued by
EIFCA to that person, or approved by EIFCA, attached to it in a clearly visible position.

23. No person shall set a whelk pot that is fitted with a tag that has previously been
notified as lost.

24. Tags will be as cribed to individual vessels. No person, other than the permit holder
or a nominated representative, using the vessel named in the permit shall haul whelk
pots ascribed to another person or vessel without firstly obtaining the agreement of
EIFCA. Such agre ement will usually only be given in circumstances where the permit
holder, named representative and/or the named vessel are unable to put to sea.

25. The whelk permit and tags shall not be transferable and must be surrendered to
EIFCA immediately if no longer required by the person to whom they were issued.
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26. All tags will be reissued every year in changing colours.

27. If a permit holder loses some of their pots and tags they may submit a written claim

for replacement within 21 days of the loss. This claim shou Id include the time, date and
position of the loss together with the numbers of the lost tags. The cost of replacement

tags will be paid by the applicant. Claims for replacement of less than 10% of tags or

those issued to the holder of a Category Two Permi t (recreational) will be considered by
the Chief Executive Officer or Deputy Chief Executive Officer. Claims for more than 10%

of tags for Category One Permit holders will be considered by an Authority Panel made

up of Chairman, Vice Chairman and Chief Exe cutive Officer or Deputy Chief Executive
Officer. Appeal may be made to the full Authority if an applicant feels that their claim

has not been properly dealt with. The re -issue or replacement of tags will be at a cost of
30 pence per tag.

28. All whelk pots must include a minimum of two escape holes that are positioned at
least 150mm from the base of the pot or no more than 50mm from the top of the pot.
These escape holes must be of a size that a bar, the diameter of which is 24mm, will
pass freely through  the hole. Escape holes must not be obstructed by any means.

29. The minimum landing size for whelk caught within the district is 55mm in length,
measured as set out in Schedule One.

30. All whelks must be graded for size immediately after removal from the sea b y
passing them over or through a riddle constructed of parallel bars with a minimum

spacing between bars which a gauge, the size of which is 24mm, will pass through. All
whelk rejected by the riddle shall be returned immediately to the sea.

31. Whelk below t he minimum landing size, caught within the district, shall not be
retained on board or be transhipped, landed, transported, stored, sold, displayed or
offered for sale, but shall be returned immediately to the sea.

Catch Log Book

32. The holder of awhelk p  ermit shall submit to EIFCA, no later than the 7 ™ day of the

month following, such information in regard to catches and fishing effort for the previous

month as EIFCA may require. This information shall be entered into a document provided

by EIFCA and wil |include accurate information regarding the weight of whelks taken by

the holder of the permités whelk pots from the Distri
month, together with the number of pots used, average soak time and area fished.

Marking of Fishin g Gear

33. Each string or shank of pots must be marked by a floating dhan at the North or
Western end the fleet to indicate its general direction and a high visibility buoy at the
other end.

34. The dhan shall have the following characteristics:
a. Amastofatl east1.0metres above the surface of the sea measured from
the top of the buoy
b. A black flag at the top of the mast
c. Two strips of retro  -reflective tape directly below the flag
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d.

Generous use of fluorescent tape on the rest of the mast

35. The high visibility bu oy shall have the following characteristics:

a.

b.
c.
d

Coloured to be of high visibility

At least 100cm circumference

Clearly marked with the whelk permit number

In the case of fishing vessel, registered in accordance with Part Il of the
Merchant Shipping Act 1995 and the regulations made under that Act, the
PLN number of the vessel named on the permit.

Coming into force and duration

36. The byelaw comes into force on the TBC April 2015 and remains in force, unless
revoked or extended, until the TBC April 2016.
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Sch edule 1
Measurement of the length of a whelk ( Buccinum undatum ) in relation to the
Minimum landing size

The size of a whelk shall be measured as shown in figure 1 as the length of the shell.

St &

The length of a whelk is determined as above regardless o f any damage which would
reduce its length.
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We hereby certify that this byelaw was made and agreed by the Authority on TBC April
2015.

Philip Haslam

Chief Executive Officer

Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
6 North Lynn Busines s Village

Bergen Way

Kingés Lynn

Norfolk

PE30 2JG

Hillary Cox

Chairman

Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
6 North Lynn Business Village

Bergen Way

Kingés Lynn

Norfolk

PE30 2JG
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Explanatory Note

(This note is not part of the by elaw)

This emergency byelaw:

- prohibits the targeting, capture and removal from the fishery of whelk within the
district without a permit issued by the Authority;

- requires fishers to apply for one of two types of permit by providing applicant and
vessel information;

- Category One Permits are intended for fishers wishing to target and commercially
exploit whelk fisheries;

- Category Two Permits are intended for non -commercial fishers who wish to fish
for their own consumption

- permit conditions will limit th e number of pots and increase the size of whelks
removed from the fishery with the effect of reducing the risk of over -exploitation
of the fishery.
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Title: Impact Assessment (I1A)

Impact Assessment for Eastern IFCA whelk ( Buccinum  |IA No:
undatum ) fisheries permi tting byelaw Date: 12/02/2015

Lead department or agency:

. . . ) Stage: Development/Options
Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (Eastern

IFCA) Source of inter  vention: Emergency
Other departments or agencies: Byelaw
Type of measure: Secondary legislation
Contact for enquiries: Julian Gregory

(Deputy Chief Executive Officer)
Tel: 01553 775321

Summary: Intervention and Options
Cost of Preferred (or more likely) Option

Total Net Business Net Net cost to In scope of One - | Measure
PresentV alue Present business per year in, Two -Out? qualifies as
Value (EANCB on 2009
N/A prices) No N/A
N/A N/A

\What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

Whelk stock s wi t hin Eastern | FCAO8s distri ct-exploited. bahdings datai g
(MMO data) has indicated that catch per unit effort has reduced during 2014 indicating that fishing effort

is too great to be sustainable. It is well accepted in p ublished scientific literature that whelk are
particularly vulnerable to over -fishing due to their low mobility, slow maturation and the lack of a

dispersive larval stage. In addition, the current minimum landing size (45mm) is thought to be well

below th e size at which whelk actually mature. Furthermore, there is currently no data available

regarding the health of whelk stocks within the Eastern IFCA district. These combined factors indicate

that the whelk stocks are at high risk from over -fishing. Reg ulatory (rather than voluntary) measures

are required as the risk of over -fishing is high.

\What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

To attain landings data from fishers prosecuting the whelk fishery to build an accurate maximum
sustaina ble yield model. To manage the effort of vessels prosecuting the whelk fishery and prevent
further significant increases in whelk fishing effort until Eastern IFCA can more accurately determine
maximum sustainable yield. To reduce the removal of pre -spawni ng whel k. To pre
busté fishery with a view to establish a fishery oper

\What policy options have been considered? Please justify preferred option (further details in
Evidence Base)

There are four pot ential management options considered within this impact assessment: do nothing,
voluntary measures, introduction of an IFCA byelaw or introduction of an IFCA emergency byelaw. The

preferred option is an IFCA emergency byelaw. There has been a sudden and d ramatic increase in effort
(both pots per vessel and number of vessels) which requires management, as catch per unit effort has

suddenly reduced and was unforeseen. Given that effort and landings are at the highest recorded level

since 2010 there is an ur  gent requirement to protect pre -spawning individuals which are likely being
landed at present. There is also an urgent need to prevent further significant increases in effort and

collect data to inform stock and effort management from the fishers.

W hen will the policy be reviewed to establish its impact and the It will be reviewed
extent to which the policy objectives have been achieved? 01/05/2016

Are there arrangements in place that will allow a systematic Yes

collection of monitoring information fo r future policy review?
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Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?

Yes

Are any of these organisations in Scope? If Micros Micro <20 Small Medium Large
not exempted set out reason in evidence base. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
What is the CO , equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions? Traded: Non -traded:
(Million tonnes CO , equivalent) N/A N/A

I have read the Impact Assessment and | am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it represents
ts and impact of the leading options.

a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefi

Signed by the responsible Chief Officer:
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Evidence base

1. Introduction

Eastern IFCA has a duty to take action to ensure the sustainable exploitation of fisheries
rine and Coastal Access Act 2009.
Furthermore, in carrying out its duties Eastern IFCA is obliged to ensure Good

Environmental Status of fish and shellfish stocks as per the Marine Strategy Framework

within its district as per section 153 of the Ma

Directive (2008/56/EC) namely; sustainable fisheries wi

th high long

functioning at full reproductive capacity, and to maintain or increase the proportion of

older and larger individuals within a population.

Eastern IFCA currently has no mechanisms to manage a sustainable whelk fishery.
di cated that
high risk of over -exploitation and potential collapse as a result of a sudden increase in

avail able evidence has in

fishing effort. Failure to implement management measures at this time

-term vyields, stocks

Best

whel k stocks

result in the collapse of the whelk fisheries within our district and constitute a failure to

meet the obligations set by the European Commission.

2. Rationale for intervention
a) Relationship between landings and effort

MMO landingsdata has indicated t

district have risen by 667% (by weight) since 2010 (Figl.).

hat |

andi ngs

of

In 2014, landings did not

would potentially

whel k into

increase in comparison to 2013 yet effort
landing pe r month

- in terms of the number of different vessels

increased by 41%. Up until 2014, the rate of increase of active
vessels was decreasing and it was estimated that effort would level off in 2014.

However, 2014 saw the largest increase in the number of active vessels thus far. This
constituted a decrease in catch per unit effort (Fig.2.) indicative of having exceeded
maximum sustainable yield. Furthermore, these estimates of catch per vessel only take
into account the number of vessels i.e. not the number of pots per vessel. IFCOs have
also re ported an increase in the number of pots per vessel and as such, the actual
increase in effort is likely to be much greater than estimated. As such, catch per unit
effort is likely have decreased significantly more than is estimated.

)

nes

1500 - 2014 data
provisional

Landed weight (ton
69
o
o

u

o

o
1

,m

2000 . Whelk landings by weight into ports
within Eastern IFCA distric

2010 2011 2012 2013
Year

2014

Fig 1. Landed weight of
whelk according to MMO
landings data (orange
bars) and number of
vessels prosecuting the
whelk fishery annually
(blue line).

In determini ng maximum sustainable yield of a fishery, a model assesses changes in
catch per unit effort.. The simplistic estimate of catch per unit effort used in Eastern

| FCAOGs cal cul ati ons i ndi

cates

t hat

t he

fishery i s

maximum sust ainable yield. The potential impacts are a reduction in spawning stock
biomass, which will reduce the capability of the population to replace individuals lost
through fishing mortality and ultimately a loss in total biomass.
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Fig 2. Mean weight landed per vessel (catch per unit effort i blue line) and number of vessels annually prosecuting the whelk fishery.

b) Whelk biology

Whelks ha ve life histories which make them particularly vulnerable to overfishing. In
addition, there is likely to be variation in key biological characteristics between fisheries
within Eastern | FCA®&s district.

Size/age at sexual maturity T The size or age at w hich whelk reach sexual maturity (i.e.
spawning age) is thought to vary greatly even over relatively small spatial scales (Fahy

et al 1995, Fahy et al 2000). A recent Cefas report has found growth rates and size at

age to vary greatly throughout the UK (L awler 2014). There is general consensus that,
the current minimum landing size (45mm) is below the size of maturity of most whelk
fisheries in the UK (Lawler 2014) and Europe (Fahy et al 2000).

Removing pre -spawning individuals can have a dramatic detr imental effect on stock
sustainability particularly when the minimum size is far below the size of maturity. A

limited evidence base suggests that the size of maturity for the Southern North Sea is

around 78mm (Lawler 2014). The age of maturity ranges fr om 3 to 8 years. The same
study found that whelk in stocks prosecuted by vessels landing catch at Wells -Next - The-
Sea (main whelk port in Eastern IFCA district) matured at 62.5mm; 12.5mm larger than

the current minimum landings size.

Low mobility T Tagging studies have revealed that adult whelks are relatively sedentary.
In addition, larval development is known to occur within the eggs and as such, larval
stages do not disperse (as in many other species such as mussels and cockles). As a
result of this limited mobility, individuals removed through fishing mortality have to be
replaced by recruitment from within the local stock. This will likely compound the effect

of removal of pre -spawning individuals.

c) Data deficiency
Eastern IFCA currently has no d ata regarding the location, extent or size of the whelk
stocks (or o6stocklets6) within its district. There
stocks. The only indication Eastern IFCA has relating to the status of whelk stocks is
calculated using the e  stimate of catch per unit effort described above. There is a limited
amount of literature relating to whelk as a fisheries resource examining, for example,
stock dynamics and growth rates.
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Being a data deficient species, the risk to these stocks are in creased, without additional
data relating to effect, location of fishing activity and fishing intensity Eastern IFCA is
unable to ensure that the fishery is operating at maximum sustainable yield.

d) Social and economic worth
Whelk landings increased natio nally in 2014 and are now, for the first time, in the top
ten landed species by weight (MMO provisional report) with an estimated worth of £13.5
million. Within Eastern | FCAb6s district, |l anded wh
million which made it th e most valuable fishery in the district. According to MMO
landings data, 39 vessels engage the fishery.

The fishery is prosecuted primarily by fishers who also target other species. Whelk has
previously been prosecuted as a marginal species, targeted when other species are less
available. Recent landings data would suggest that whelk fisheries have become more
important in their own right. Maintaining a long -term sustainable fishery will have
significant socio -economic benefits T failure to manage th e fishery could result in the
significant loss of earning, particularly effecting local and inshore fishing sectors which
diversify into this fishery during periods of low quota allocation and poor market
performance for other species.

The above issue s highlight the high risk posed by the over -exploitation of the whelk
fishery.

3. Policy objectives and intended effects

Given the identified risks to the whelk fishery, management measures are required the
objectives of which are as follows:

1. Acquisitio n of accurate effort and landings data to build models to work towards
maximum sustainable yield;

2. Introduce effort management;

3. Prevent additional large increases in effort until such a time as assessments can
determine appropriate levels of effort; a nd

4, Prevent or reduce removal of pre -spawning whelk.

With the exception of objective one, Eastern IFCA currently has no ability to implement
management measures pursuant of these objectives in a regulatory manner.

Data will be collected within the next 12 months relating to the location, number and
yield of fishing gear (pots). This data will be used to inform effort management towards
maximum sustainable yield. In addition to the data collected via the management
measures, a research project will take place during the 2015/16 financial year to
determine the presence of individual stocks across the district, the size of maturity
across the district to better inform management measures relating to minimum landings

size and gear specifications.

4, The opt ions

Option 0: Do nothing I Considered inappropriate given the high risk of the fishery

from over -exploitation and the socio  -economic importance of the fishery.

Option 1: Emergency whelk permitting byelaw T Considered the most appropriate

option.

An emer gency byel aw wi |l prohibit fishing for whel ks

without a permit issued by the Authority.

Permitting scheme 1 Permits will be issued to whelk fishers. This measure will allow
Eastern IFCA to manage effort initially with a view to review the appropriate number of
permits and pots after 12 months in the light of data gained over the same period.
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The permitting scheme will also allow for permit conditions as follows:

l. Permit holder must provide the number, location and so ak time of fishing gear
(whelk pots) and the biomass of whelk caught by pots.
Il. Prohibition of all fishing gear except whelk pots as specified for the
prosecution of the whelk fishery.
a) Whelk pots must have escape holes of a specified dimension and location
b) Sorting gear must be in the form of a riddle with a minimum specified spacing
between sorting bars
Il A hull (vessel) is prohibited from setting more than the specified number of

pots

V. Whelks below a specified size may not be landed
Option 2: (Conventional) whelk permitting byelaw T considered inappropriate
given the urgent requirement to introduce effort capping measures and measures to
prevent the removal of pre -spawning individuals for the high risk fishery.
Option 3: Voluntary measures i Given the high risk of the fishery and the need to
have immediate action, the potential for non -compliance to a voluntary measure is too
high a risk.
5. Evidence base

5.1 Pot limitations

In order to identify the appropriate number of pots that individual permit holders should
be limited to, IFCOs undertook to investigate the number of pots currently being used to

prosecute the whelk fishery. Of the 78 vessels identified as having prosecuted the

fishery during the period 2010 -2014, information on 50 vessels has been coll ated.

It was identified that the mean number of pots per vessel was 515 and that 32% of
vessels prosecute both within and outside of the 6nm limit. Vessels which utilise more
pots tend to be larger vessels (fig 3.).

Mean length of vessel by number of pots
12 - 'S
@\ 11 - 'S Number of pots
o 1 0-300
© 10 -
£ . * * 2 300-400
s . 3 400-500
Enc’ 7 4 500 -600
5 ¢ 5 600-700
c 6 700-800
0 5 4 5 8 7 800-900
. 8 900+
Bins

Fig 3. Relationship between the mean length of vessels and the number of pots a vessel
uses to prosecute whelk fishery. Bins 1 to 8 represent a range of pots as depicted in the
legend.
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Analysis of the information gathered enabled an assessment of the indicative impact of
introducin g pot limitations of varying levels. The proportion of the fleet that would be
affected by pot limitations is illustrated in Table 1 and Fig 4.

Number

of vessels % %
pot limitation unaffected  unaffected effected
300 21 42 58
400 26 52 48
500 28 56 44
600 28 56 44
700 29 58 42
800 41 82 18
900 42 84 16
1000 49 98 2

Table 1. The number of vessels unaffected for a given pot limitation, the
proportion of the fleet unaffected and the proportion affected by a pot limitation
IFCO consultation data , based on estimated pots within 6nm.

Sljg Proportion of whelking fleet affected by a

g 80 - pot limitation

S 70 -

S 60 -

£ s0- \v\‘

S 40 - —

8 20 -

a 10 -

300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000

Number of pots

Fig 4. Proportion of the whelk fleet which will be affected by a pot limitation

Given that the mean number of pots currently used by a vessel is 515, an initial pot
limitation of 500 would appear to be appropriate. In considering this figure it is relevant
to note that there is no significant change in the proportion of vessels affected until the

limit is increased to 800 pots i see Fig 4. This is more than double the limit set by Kent
and Essex IFCA (300 pots) and significantly more than the mean number of pots used by
the fleet at present. Whilst only 18% of vessels would be affected by a limitation of 800

pots it would not have the protective effect that is being sought.

The number of vessels that would be affe cted by a pot limitation of 500 is illustrated in
Fig 4, which indicates that the proportion of the fleet which would be affected by this
limitation is around 44%. Of the vessels likely to be affected it is estimated that 41%
currently also set pots outsi de of the 6nm boundary. 12 vessels that currently use more
than 500 pots do not presently set pots outside of the 6nm boundary. Fig 3. Indicates

that the mean vessel length of vessels utilising 500 -600 pots is 9 metres.
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Analysis of whelk landings over t

8 times per month

activity.

prosecuting the whelk fis

he last four years (Tables 2, 3 and 4) indicates that a
pot limit of 500 would not have affected overall landings if fishers prosecuted the fishery
T this is known to be an accurate figure for many vessels.
addition, vessels prosecuti
affected (Table 2). 4 trips per month is thought to be an accurate estimation of levels of

Note that Table 2 indicates that by fishing 4 times per month, fishers
hery inside the 6 nm would have been able to catch all of the

In

ng the whelk fishery 4 times per month would also not be

whelk landed in 2014 with 375 pots each, even with the poorest catch - per - pot.

Table 2: Pots per vessel to achieve annual landings - 4 trips per

month  (likely)

Kg captured per pot
Year 1.75 2 25 3 3.5 4 4.5
2010 243 213 170 142 122 106 95
2011 187 164 131 109 94 82 73
2012 327 287 229 191 164 143 127
2013 455 398 319 265 228 199 177
2014 375 328 263 219 188 164 146

Table 3: Pots per vessel to achieve annual landings - 8trips pe rmonth (peak

season)

Kg captured per pot
Year 1.75 2 2.5 3 35 4 4.5
2010 148 129 103 86 74 65 57
2011 118 103 83 69 59 52 46
2012 255 223 179 149 128 112 99
2013 392 343 275 229 196 172 153
2014 267 234 187 156 134 117 104

Table 4: Pots per vessel to achieve annual landings - 2 trips per month

(unlikely)

Kg captured per pot
Year 1.75 2 25 3 35 4 4.5
2010 486 426 340 284 243 213 189
2011 374 328 262 218 187 164 146
2012 655 573 458 382 327 287 255
2013 _ 796 637 531 455 398 354
201 4 751 657 525 438 375 328 292

Tables 2, 3 and 4 indicating the theoretical number of pots required to land the annual

landed whelk for a given year taking into account the number of vessels active for each

year for the period 2010
6tripsbo

per

-2014 (10, 18, 23, 26 an
undertaken

Dat a

wa s

pots set inside and outside of 6nm where that data is known. Cells highlighted in red
indicate where a pot limitation of 800 would
same for a 500 pot limitation. Based on estimates of pots inside 6nm from consultation

with fishers.

adjusted

d 39 respectively) and the number of
mont h.

impact on landings, cells in amber show the

Consultation with the industry has indicated that whelk capture at levels of 1.75 to 2 kg
per pot is poor ¢ atch per unit effort but this does appear to represent reality.
consultation conducted by Kent and Essex IFCA indicated that landing 2.2kg per pot was
average. Assuming that this was the case, Table 4 indicates that landings would have
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been reduced if there was a 500 pot limitation where vessels were prosecuting the whelk
fishery only twice per month (Table 4). There would have been between 25 and 296
pots (per vessel) fewer than would have been required to land the amount as was
landed in 2012 to 2014 . This represents a potential loss of between £1125 and £10,656
per vessel per annum. The shortfall could be mitigated by relocating pots to outside of
the 6nm boundary T 41% of vessels who fish with more than 500 pots already prosecute
the whelk fishery beyond the 6nm boundary and would likely mitigate in this way.
Assuming this is the case, this would reduce the average cost per vessel to between
£461 and £4368 per annum. It is likely that the majority of vessels fishing with more
than 500 pots have th e capability of fishing for whelk outside the 6nm boundary.
Furthermore, it is unlikely that vessels will only fish for whelk on two occasions per
month.

Business models for the whelk fisheries vary from vessel to vessel. Some larger vessels
solely tar get whelk for a continuous 8 week period per year whilst others may only set
pots once or twice in a month to offset poor catches in another fishery. With this in
mind, setting a pot limit that will suit all business models is unlikely to be achievable.

[ llustrative business models have been developed and are shown in Tables 5, 6 and 7.

Table 5 - Earnings per person per week T Business model 1 (independent
vessel)
Kg whelk per pot Parameters
Pots 1.75 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 45 Vessel expenses
300 20.63 195.00 543.75 892.50 1241.25 1590.00 1938.75 Bait (£ per pot)
500 534.38 825.00 1406.25 1987.50 2568.75 3150.00 3731.25 crew
700 1048.13 | 1455.00 2268.75 3082.50 3896.25 4710.00 5523.75 company share
800 1305.00 | 1770.00 2700.00 3630.00 4560.00 5490.00 6420.00 £ per kilo
1000 1818.75 | 2400.00 3562.50 4725.00 5887.50 7050.00 8212.50 Trips per week
Table 6 - Earnings per person per week I Business model 2
(independent vessel)
Kg whelk per pot Parameters
Pots 1.75 2 2.5 3 35 4 4.5 Vessel expenses
300 4.58 43.33 120.83 198.33 275.83 353.33 430.83 Bait (£ per pot)
500 118.75 183.33 312.50 441.67 570.83 700.00 829.17 crew
700 232.92 323.33 504.17 685.00 865.83 1046.67  1227.50 company share
800 290. 00 | 393.33 600.00 806.67 1013.33  1220.00 1426.67 £ per kilo
1000 404.17 533.33 791.67 1050.00 1308.33 1566.67  1825.00 Trips per week
Table 7 - Earnings per person per week I Business model 3 (firm

owned vessel)

Kg whelk per pot Param eters
Pots 1.75 2 2.5 3 35 4 4.5 Vessel expenses
300 35.63 55.00 93.75 132.50 171.25 210.00 248.75 Bait (£ per pot)
500 92.71 125.00 189.58 254.17 318.75 383.33 447.92 crew
700 149.79 195.00 285.42 375.83 466.25 556.67 647.08 company sh are
800 178.33 230.00 333.33 436.67 540.00 643.33 746.67 £ per kilo
1000 235.42 300.00 429.17 558.33 687.50 816.67 945.83 Trips per week
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Tables 5, 6 and 7 . Weekly earnings of whelk fishing based on different business
models. Parameters are based on information gained from consultation with various
members of the fishing industry.

Vessels within Eastern |-Bd Adsshavd repotted & uidble wdorneh 2 0 0
from whelk fishing i this is confirmed by analysis of MMO landings data which indicates a
vessel with 300 pots landed £82,000 (first sale value) of whelk in 2014.

In contrast, larger vessels who may not be dedicated whelk fishers (i.e. fewer trips per

week) and which require larger crews to operate will likely favour more p ots. Tables 6
and 7 depict an estimate of weekly earnings based on information gained from liaison

with fishermen. Whelk fishing may only constitute a proportion of their weekly income

however, due to the extra costs incurred (extra fuel) and the larger crews, the earnings
per person are reduced.

It is acknowledged that Eastern IFCA currently has no ecological or environmental
justification to limit the number of pots to a specific number but the evidence set out

does provide clear rationale to support the objective of managing effort and to stop the
trend of increased effort in the light of catch per unit effort declining over the last year.

Despite the urgent requirement for management measures, Eastern IFCA felt the
proposed measures would benefit fr om a short informal consultation. The consultation
indicated a varied suit of business models and polarised views on the number of pots
appropriate to viably fish for whelk. Many fishers feel that a limit of 500 pots would be

too high and possibly lead t o overfishing. Others feel that 500 pots are too few. Being
an emergency byelaw, Eastern IFCA is not in the position to design measures which
would encompass all manner of business models as management measures are required
urgently. The data collected through a permit condition will be used to determine the
appropriate level of effort on the fishery.

5.2 Increase in minimum landing size

It is generally well accepted in the literature that the EU minimum landing size for whelk
(45mm) is not sufficient to protect pre -spawning whelk. Fahy et al 1995, Fahy et al
2000 and Fahy et al 2005 found that the size at which a whelk is sexually mature varies
across the UK and is generally greater than 45mm.

Cefas conducted a study investigating the size of matu rity of whelk at ports across the
UK and found that the size of maturity varied across the major whelking ports. The size

of maturity was investigated at Wells as part of this study; this was found to be
62.5mm. There is no data available to estimate siz e of maturity at other ports within
the district however, anecdotally it is thought that whelks of 62.5mm will likely be

mature across the north Norfolk Coast and within The Wash. Fisheries on the East coast

of Norfolk and Suffolk are thought to have smal ler whelks for a given age.

The minimum landings size for Whelk in the Irish Sea was increased to 50mm in light of

research which indicated that the minimum landings size was too small T this was
however only a small increase relative to the recommended 65mm. The rationale was
that an increase greater than 50mm would result in the collapse of the fishery as such a

high proportion of the catch was less than 65mm. The fishery subsequently crashed in

2004 (fahy et al 2005).

There is a need to have a pr  otective effect on pre -spawning whelks within the district
however, with limited evidence regarding size of maturity for the majority of the district

(except the North Norfolk Coast) a cautious approach will be adopted which balances the
economic impacts o f reducing the MLS and the requirement to have a protective effect.
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Table 5. Potential impact of an increase in minimum landing size. Estimates based on
bio sampling conducted

Proportion Annual £ at a whelk processing

below loss  per factory. Nine samples of
Proportion | (adjusted vessel 100 whelks were measyre_d
Whelk | below (by | for Annual £ for vessels fishing
length | number) weight ) loss ?fOUgT_OUt X Ithe ( quSttrlfélt).

1.75 roportion below (adjuste

25 28 23,097.73 592.25 takes into account the
50 7.8 °49 72,686.90 1863.77 relative economic worth of
55 22.2 17.10 226,210.16 | 5,800.26 larger whelks (i.e. greater
60 39.4 32.23 4264,50.99 | 10,934.64 mass) using length as a
proxy (assuming an
625 0.1 42.30 559,680.04 14,350.77 isometric relationship

between le ngth and volume). Economic losses are estimated on 2014 landings data.

Increasing the minimum landing size will have an economic impact on fishers. It can be
seen from table 5 that almost three percent of landings are currently under the 45mm
minimum lan ding size 1 strict compliance with this would result in a loss of £592 per
vessel based on 2014 landings.

A minimum landing size of 55mm represents the best balance between economic impact

and protective effect. Setting the minimum landing size at 62.5 w ould have the
protective effect required but would result of losses in the region of 42%. A minimum

landing size of 50mm would have very limited protective effect T 12.5mm under what is
thought to be the size of maturity for at least part of the district T but would have a

limited economic impact.

A minimum landing size of 55mm seems the most appropriate given the limited
information available. This has the potential to reduce earning from whelk catches by

17% but is likely to have a protective effect in Suffolk and the east coast of Norfolk. The
potential risk of the whelk fishery collapsing (which would cost the fishers in the region

of 100% of their catch) is considered too high not to impose a minimum landing size
which will have a protective effec t.

Whilst the potential cost of implementing the increase in minimum landing size is high,

many (at least 41% of the fleet) vessels will be able to fish outside the 6nm boundary

where the minimum landing size is 45mm. Furthermore, this is based on 2014 | andings
data i the value of landed catch of whelk in 2010 was an order of magnitude lower than

in 2014, which has inflated the impact of imposing restrictions. In reality, the value of

landings in 2014 is likely a result of the whelk stocks being over -exp loited, particularly in
the sense of pre -spawning individuals being removed from the fishery.

A study to determine the size of maturity will take place over the 12 month duration of

the emergency byelaw. It is possible that the recommended minimum landin g size will
vary across the district and require a more complex regulating mechanism T beyond the
scope of the current measures. It is also likely that the minimum landing size will have

to increase form 55mm to have a greater protective effect.

It sho uld also be noted that the above estimates of losses to fishers is an estimate based
on very limited data. Whelks from only 6 different vessels were measured. Of these,
one vessel would not have been impacted by an increase in minimum landing size and a
further two vessels would have been effected less than the estimate given in table 5.

5.3 Minimum riddle size

Sorting gear (e.g. riddles or grids) is used to separate undersized whelk catch form
commercial whelk catch. Informal consultation with the f ishing industry has indicated
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that bar spacing of sorting gear varies from 20 -25mm; a spacing of 20mm has been
shown to be effective at selecting whelks of greater than the 45mm minimum landing

size (Lawler et al 2012). Lawler et al 2012 found that the ef fectiveness of a riddle size
depended on the location of the fishery with differences found in the width/length
relationship between the four sample sites. The bar spacing at which whelk of a size of

55mm was retained varied between 23 and 24mm.

Whelks v ary in width for a given length. For a given minimum landing size (Ilength) the
width of these whelk will vary and, as such, fit through riddles of different sizes. The
intention of choosing a minimum bar spacing for riddles is to balance the amount of
undersized whelk which will be discarded with as smaller loss of commercial sized whelk
as possible.

55 mm MLS

100

Figure 5 1 extracted
from Lawler et al 2012.
Catch  retention by
riddle grid gap of both
commercial (blue) and
undersized (red) whelks
for different ass umed
minimum landing sizes.
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effective size
of riddle for discarding whelks of the length 55mm would be 27 or 28mm T no whelks of
55mm will be retained (figure 5). However, this will also result in a loss of commercial
whelk in the region of 50  -60%.

A riddle size of 24mm would reduce the proportion of under 55mm whelk retained to
under 10% and would result in the loss of commercial sized whelk in the region of 1 0%.

A riddle of 25mm would result of a reduction in the retention of undersized whelk to only
a few percent but would reduce the retention of commercial sized whelk to around 80%.

A smal | study was conducted with whel k sdigriectgd t from
ascertain if the Cefas study was comparable. The study indicated that, for a riddle with

bar spacing of 24mm, the proportion of commercial catch lost was comparable to that of

the Cefas study (8.48% by weight).

A minimum riddle size of 24m m represents the best balance between a limited economic
impact on the fishers whilst still having a protective effect. A study will be conducted
over the next 12 months which will provide more evidence towards the most effective
riddle size.

5.4 Escape holes

Some fishermen are thought to use escape holes in some whelk fisheries (e.g. Kent and

Essex) however, i nformal consultation with the whelk
indicated that only a few do so. Escape holes are used in other fisheries as a means of

increasing gear selectivity (e.g. in crab pots) often to the benefit of the fishers as this

reduces the time required to process catch (i.e. sort and discard undersize individuals).
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By including a requirement for gear to have escape holes, fewer pre -spawning
individuals will be captured by whelk pots. Lawler et al 2012 indicates that this is an

effective method for reducing the capture on undersized individuals however; the
experiment was focussed on determining the effectiveness of escape holes in relation to
the current minimum landing size of 45mm.

Whel k pots are often 6homemaded costing relatively I
whelking vessels estimated a price of £30 -35 per pot (specially made pots) and IFCOs

have reported so me pots costing in the region of £85. This is of importance when

considering escape holes as, if an initial escape hole size is found to be too large, it may

require the replacement of the pot.

Lawler et al 2012 found that the modal length of whelk caught in pots increased with
increasing escape hole size. The total catch of each pot decreased with increasing
escape hole size but the proportion of undersize (less than 45mm whelk) reduced at a

greater rate 1 decline in the commercial catch of pots wa S most evident with escape
holes of 28mm.

The size of the escape hole through which a whelk of a given size will fit is likely to be

greater than the same for riddle spacing. This is due to riddle bars selecting for whelks

in a different manner i.e. at its O6mini mum widtho. An escape hol e w
its widest diameter. As such, a whelk pot escape hole should in theory be greater than

the associated minimum bar spacing.

That said, give the relatively limited data available on the effect iveness of escape holes
for a minimum landing size of 55mm and the potential cost to fishers for having to

replace pots should the size be reduced, it is considered proportionate that a minimum

escape hole size would be 24mm (diameter).

A study will be  conducted over the next 12 months to determine the effectiveness of this
measure.

Potential cost of measures
a) Costto fishers

l. Cost of permit

The cost of a permit will depend on which permit is granted and the number of
pots used in association with tha t permit.

Category One Permit - The associated charge is £0.50 per pot for up to 500
pots (maximum charge of £250). A minimum charge of £50 is charged for the
permit.

Eastern IFCA proposes a £0.50 per pot system to reflect that many fishers are
currently using less than 500 pots. This will provide an incentive for fishers who
do not wish to increase the level of effort.

Category Two Permit (recreational) I The associated charge is £2.50 per pot
for up to 5 pots (maximum of £12.50).

The Category Two Permit (Recreational) costs more per pot than the Categiry One
Permit. This is to reflect that fewer pots are permitted under a recreational

permit (thus the maximum cost is much lower - £12.50) however the
administration cost of processing applicatio ns, issuing permits, logbooks and tags
will be equivalent. The maximum cost of the Category One Permit is greater than

the recreational permit to reflect that the administration cost of entering landings
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b)

data (from returns forms) and enforcement costs wil | be greater than in the case
of the recreational permits.

Eastern IFCA is empowered to charge for permits under the Marine and Coastal
Access Act (2009) and as such it could be said that it was the intention of
Parliament that such charges would be | evied. It is proposed to follow best
practice in doing so in line with other IFCAs that have introduced permitting
schemes. It is intended to be used only as a cost recovery tool to lessen the
burden on the public purse.

Eastern IFCA initially proposed p ermit charges of £1 per pot for a Category One
Permit and £5 per pot for a Category Two Permit (Recreational). These charges

are considered proportionate and in line with charges imposed by similar
permitting schemes (i.e. the Kent & Essex Whelk Permit By elaw). As a result of
engagement with the industry Eastern IFCA reduced the charges associated with

the permits for the purpose of the emergency byelaw. This was to reflect the
potential costs to fishers associated with becoming compliant with the emerg ency
byelaw i.e. purchasing new/modifying riddles and purchasing marker buoys etc.

In addition, there may be a loss of earnings associated with modifying whelk pots

to include escape holes. Charges may be increased incrementally in the event

that a perma nent permitting system is established.

The charges implemented as per the emergency byelaw will modestly contribute

to, but by no means cover, the cost associated with processing applications,
administering permits and pot tags and entering landings data from returns forms
into a database. More proportionate charges will be proposed for the purpose of

a conventional byelaw to reflect the cost of enforcement of the measures.

Cost of measures

The proposed measures will potentially reduce the income of w helk fishers. From

the | imited studies carried out within Eastern
that a combination of the riddle size and increase in minimum landing size could

reduce earnings by around 25.6% annually. This figure will vary great ly from

vessel to vessel.

There will also be a cost associated with purchasing gear marking equipment

(such as floats, staves and reflective tape) and an indirect cost of having to put

escape holes into whelk pots (time lost which would have been used to fish). This
has been reflected in a reduction of the permitting charge for the purpose of the
emergency byelaw.

The potential cost of not implementing these measures is the total income of
whelk fishers following the collapse of the whelk fishery.

Cost to Eastern IFCA

. Administration I There will be a cost to processing whelk applications including

reviewing details (e.g. valid fishing licence etc.) and entering permit holder and
nominated representative details into a database. There will also be a
requirement to input returns forms data.

Enforcement T Increased enforcement at sea (vessel running costs), increased
presence at ports (particularly for first three months whilst IFCOs assist fishers
with making compliance related changes).

General cos ts 1 Printing costs (letters, returns forms) the cost of the whelk pot
tags (9p per tag plus postage and packaging).
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Conclusion
Evi dence indicates that the whelk fisheries within E

from over -exploitation. Option 1 (emergency byelaw) is appropriate given the level of
risk to the inshore whelk fisheries.
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Vision

Action Item 15
18" Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting
29 April 2015
Plannin g and Communication Sub Committee report
Report by: P J Haslam, CEO
Purpose of report

The purpose of this paper is to report the proceedings of the Planning and
Communication sub -committee (P&C S -C) meeting held on 25 February 2015.

Recommendations
| tis recommended that members:

e Note the contents of the report.

Report
The P&C S-C met on 25 February 2015 to transact the following business:

e Approve the Annual plan 2015 -16

¢ Approve the Communications report 2014 -15

¢ Approve the Corporate communication plan 2015 -16.
Outcomes
Annual Plan

The annual plan for 2015  -16, which is a MaCAA requirement, was approved. The plan

has been developed through the same corporate planning process as used last year

which has included all staff in its preparation to a ssure ownership of the plan throughout
the organisation. All planned activity has been nested within the wider strategic plan

that has been reviewed and endorsed as fit for purpose by Authority members. This will
ensure that Defra mandated outputs are de livered and the most pressing local issues
and concerns are addressed. The plan has been published on the Authority website and

has been forwarded to Defra for their information.

There are 8 priorities for the Authority in Eastern IFCA 2015 -16:
1. to continue investments in staff to preserve appropriate subject matter
expertise;

2. to ensure that the conservation objectives of Marine Protected Areas in the
region are furthered by delivering fisheries
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and Gr een ateddeatsresgvithin European Marine Sites (EMS) within the
mandated timeframe and formulating potential management measures for
Tranche 2 candidate Marine conservation zones (MCZ). Support community voice
method project.

3. to ensure that sea fisheries resources are exploited sustainably and in
accordance with MSFD requirements by continuing the comprehensive byelaw
review process guided by the strategic assessment of fisheries within the district;
4. to promote sustainable development through a project to rejuvenate
previously productive fishing grounds;

5. to continue the Seagoing Assets Review and to introduce into service a second
enforcement vessel;

6. to ensure that the marine environment is protected from the effect of
exploitation by reviewing district wide bio  -security measures including
management of invasive, non - native species;

7. to balance the needs of all within the fishery by assessing the impact of
Common Rights Holders activity;

8. to promote sustainable development by reviewing the process to issue WFO
Entitlement and explore cost recovery mechanisms

Corporate Communication Plan

Financial Year 2013 -14 saw the Authority put in place the infrastructure to facilitate

meaningful engagement and great strides were made in boosting the r each and
reputation of Eastern IFCA. During 2014 -15 the focus was upon a number
reachd and potentially disengaged stakehol der s. Usi

display trailer, every effort was made to engage with these groups.

For 201 5-16 the focus will shift to educational establishments to ensure that the younger
generation within the district is informed of the inshore marine environment. An offer to

attend regional schools has been sent to trkee Heads
constituent councils. There has been a healthy response and events are being
programmed.

The budget for the year has been significantly reduced to £5000 (from £50,000 in 2012).
The budget is judged proportionate and will enable attendance at the fo llowing events

¢ Norfolk Spring Fling

o Suffolk Coastal Champions event, Languard Pt

e Cromer & Sheringham Crab & Lobster Festival

e RSPB Titchwell Marine Week

¢ Lincs Fish and Chip festival (tbc)

e Cromer Carnival

¢ RSPB Frampton open day

¢ Kings Lynn Heritage Day

¢ Norfo Ik Food and Drink festival

¢ Norwich Open Academy School Environment Day

e Educational establishments (1 per month Apr -Oct)
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I n addition our digital 6footprintdo wil

cont i

nue

provides information on sinauséulandmeaningfyway. Thect i vi t i e

website is being refreshed and our social media portfolio is being actively managed to
engage with as large a cross section of stakeholders as possible.

Background documents

Eastern IFCA Annual Plan 2015 -16
Eastern IFCA Communication plan 2015 -16

Available on the EIFCA website at the following links:

Eastern IFCA annual plan 2015  -16
http://www.eastern -ifca.gov.uk/documents/2015% 2016%20annual%20plan.pdf

Eastern IFCA communications plan 2015 -16
http://www.eastern __ -ifca.gov.uk/documents/C&E%20plan%20201516a.pdf
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Action Item 16

17 ™ Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting

29 ™ April 2015

Payments made and monies received during the period 1 ' January 2015 to 31 st
March 2015
Report by:  Andrew Bakewell 1 Head of Finance

Purpose of report

|t is an audi't reqguirement that the Authorityds rece
and formally approved by Members at their quarterly Statutory meetings.

The report on Payments made and monies received during the period 1 st January 2015
to 31  March 2015 is attached.

The payments have been made in accordance with EI FCA{
necessary processes and approvals have been carried out.

Exceptional Items
Most large fluctuations in expenditure relate to timing of periodic bills i.e.
Quarterly rents (Moorings)

Annual costs (Three Counties refit c.£40k), (Vehicle insurance c. £6k)

Recommendations

Members are asked to:

e Approve the report.
Background documents

There are no background documents to this paper
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Finan ce Officer's Report on Payments Made and Monies Received during the period

1% January 2015 to 31

St March 2015

Payments made during the period 1

Transfers to EIFCA Salaries & Wages Acct.

Rent, Rates & Service Charges

General Establishment

Legal Fees

Staff Travelling & Subsisten  ce
Member sdé6 Al l owances
Training

Moorings/Harbour Dues

Pisces Ill Operating Costs

Three Counties Operating Costs
FPV John Allen T Operating Costs
Vehicle Operating Costs
Communication and Development
Research and Environment
Enforcement

Wash & Nth Norf. EMS Project
Wash Fishery Order

New vehicles

Petty Cash

VAT recoverable (Quarter)

TOTAL PAYMENTS MADE

Monies received during the period 1

Levies

Treasury Deposit Interes  t
VAT

Lay rents

HMRC Mineral Oil Rebate
WFO i Licences

WFO - Tolls

Defra funding

Wash & North Norfolk Coast EMS
Grant Natural England

EHO sampling
Miscellaneous

TOTAL MONIES RECEIVED

st January 2015 to 31

st March 2015

Month 10 Month 11 Month 12 TOTAL
£ £ £ £

78,000.00 70,000.00 72,000.00 220,000.00
2,677.42 6,864.08 677.50 10,219.00
7,072.92 17,820.40 22,679.33 47,572.65
735.07 4,375.14 5,110.21
556.22 436.55 192.00 1,184.77
1,887.72 2,197.50 3,474.64 7,559.86
552.57 4,400.00 4,952.57
166.67 81.73 702.43 950.83
6,775.51 4,944.82 46,591.02 58,311.35
4,538.66 4,538.66
1,063.83 1,134.80 11,415.44 13,614.07
110.00 194.75 76.50 381.25
170.50 235 .07 2,582.14 2,987.71
785.11 1,716.68 3,409.77 5,911.56
48.00 246.99 150.00 444.99
100.00 100.00
4,266.46 7,093.73 6,533.43 17, 893.62

109,406.66 117,442.24 174,784.20 401,733.10

st January 2015 to 31 ' March 2015
Month 10 Month 11 Month 12 TOTAL
£ £ £ £
22,410.51 22,410.51
1,451.00 1,451.00
1,375.00 1,375.00
1,800.00 4,466.00 4,667.00 10,933.00
51.60 146.91 198.51
24,210.51 5,892.60 6264.91 36,368.02
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Action ltem 17

18 "™ Eas tern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting

29 " April 2015

Report on the Management Accounts for the period 1 ' January 2015 to 31st
March 2015
Report by:  Andrew Bakewell 1 Head of Finance

Purpose of report
To set out the Quarterly Man agement Accounts for members to note.

Recommendations:

Members are asked to formally note the Management Accounts.

Background

The Management Accounts for the twelve months to 31 ' March 2015 are attached.

The Management Accounts show the year to date actual income and expenditure in

budget format monitored against the Budget apportioned for the period and a note of
the Budget for the Year.

Members will note that the provisional figures for the twelve months show that there is a
saving against budget o f £55,146. This is made up of an under spend of £15,291 and an
increase in Miscellaneous Income of £39,855.

The main variances to budget are as follows: -

Expenditure £ Reason

Salaries 49,421 Full complement not achieved until Octobe r
Accommodation 418 Not significant

General Expenditure (963) Mobile phone charges 1 conference calls
Officers Expenses (3,769) Amsterdam conference DS, Ireland trips
Members 2,103 Non repeated set up costs

Training 10,585 not ut ilised

Operations 12,861 Allocation of costs

Vessels (54,338) Refit TC (E15k)and upgrade to JA (£40Kk)
Vehicles (1,027) Insurance newer fleet

Income

AIFCA 24,933 Extra capital funding

WFO Tolls 10,620

Sale of vehicles 11,419 4 vehicles replaced in the year

Lay rents 4,304

Interest (13,260) Interest rates

Other 1,840 EHO sampling

Background documents
There are no background papers to this report.
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Management Accounts

Financial Year 2014/2015 é é é é

SALARIES & WAGES
Staff Remuneration
Pension

National Insurance

TOTAL

GENERAL EXPENDITURE
Accommodation

General Establishment
Officers' Expenses
Members' Travel

Training

TOTAL

Development & Communication
Enforcement
Research & Environment

VESSELS

Moorings & Harbour Dues
Vessel Operating Costs

Three Counties

Enforcement Vessels incl John

Allen
Pisces I
TOTAL
VEHICLES
Operating Costs
TOTAL

TOTAL EXPENDITURE

INCOME

Bank Interest

Sale of assets
WFO Licence Tolls
Additional funding
EHO sampling

Lay rents

TOTAL INCOME

EXPENDITURE LESS INCOME

ACTUAL BUDGET MEMO
Year to Date Year Budget
Qtr 4 For Year
£ £ £
708,033 743,600 743,600
140,245 148,720 148,720
51,541 56,920 56,920
899,819 949,240 949,240
77,770 78,188 78,188
96,011 95,048 95,048
20,089 16,320 16,320
2,997 5,100 5,100
27,155 37,740 37,740
224,022 232,396 232,396
3,104 10,000 10,000
14,996 20,400 20,400
15,045 15,606 15,606
16,339 22,102 22,102
99,931 71,924 71,924
88,340 58,650 58,650
7,856 5,452 5,452
212,466 158,128 158,128
23,367 22,340 22,340
23,367 22,340 22,340
1,392,819 1,408,110 1,408,110
-3,740 -17,000 -17,000
-11,419 0
-10,620 0
-24,933 0
-1,840 0
-4,304 0
-56,856 -17,000 -17,000
1,335,964 1,391,110 1,391,110
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Action Item 18

18 ™ EIFCA Meeting

29th April 2015

Repor tby: Andrew Bakewell, Head of Finance

Payment of expenses to MMO appointees

Proposal:  That the authority resolves to continue payment of expenses until the next
review at the equivalent meeting in 2016.

Problem/Issue Statement : The authority being mind ful of itsd finalnci al |
whilst recognising the cost to the individual, continue to assess the affordability of the
payment of expenses as standing orders require.

Back ground: It is considered advantageous to encourage a wide and diverse
member ship of the Authority, the modest cost of reimbursing out of pocket expenses is
thought to be instrumental in achieving meaningful and constructive meetings. The
budget for the coming year is £4,750 with actual expenditure for the year to date
¢.£3,000.

Comment and recommendations . Expenditure at current levels is comfortably
sustainable from existing funds without compromi sSi n¢
targets.

Financial implications: The recommendation has no effect on the 2015/16 budget.

Recomme ndation: The committee approves the payment of expenses to MMO
appointees for a further year.
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Action Item 19
18 ™ Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting
29 April 2015

Wash Fishery Order (1992) Shellfish Lays Update

Report by: L P Godwin, Project Officer/IFCO;

Purpose of report

To report to the Authority on progress made regarding outstanding lay applications, to

consider the remaining lay applications and to consider application s made under Article
6(6) of the Wash Fishery Order 1992 pertaining to lay holders entering into partnership.
Recommendations

It is recommended that members:

e Aaree to approve lays W1, W2 and TH6ext pending Natural England
advice and ministerial consent

e Aaree to approve the lay TH10 as modified pending Natural England
advice and ministerial consent;

e Adree not to approve lay TH9 on the grounds that it fails to meet the
provisions of the WFO (1992);

e Adree to consent the partnership between Ms C Oaks, Mr J ohn Lake and
Mr John Witt and John Lake Shellfish Itd under Article 6(6) of the WFO
(1992);

¢ Aaree to consent the partnership between Mr Richard Bagley and Mr Mick
Jackson under Article 6(6) of the WFO (1992); and

e Aaree to consent the partnership between M r Neil Lake and Merlinward
Limited under Article 6(6) of the WFO (1992).
Background
Nine applications for Wash Fishery Order (1992) shellfish lays were presented to the
Marine Protected Area Sub -Committee in October of 2014. Decisions for five of these

applications were deferred until i

¢ Ministerial consent had been received for existing lays which were in excess of 10
ha.

e Lays onthe Thief sand we re resurveyed for settled cockle spat.
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Lay application progress

Both of these actions have been complete

March 2015 (Annex 1).

d. Ministerial consent was formally provided in
The results of the survey of the Thief lays are presented in

Appendix 2. Recommendations on the outstanding lay applications are presented below:

Residual Actions Recommendation

Consideration of Wash Fishery Order
Shellfish Lay application for W1.

Approve subject to ministerial consent and
Natural England Advice.

Consideration of Wash Fishery Order
Shellfish Lay application for W2.

Approve subject to ministerial consent and
Natural England Advice.

Consideration of Wash Fishery Order
Shellfish Lay application for TH6(ext).

Approve subject to ministerial consent and
Natural England Advice.

Consideration of Wash Fishery Order
Shellfish Lay application for TH9.

Reject lay application  on the grounds that
the proposed lay is set with wild cockles
(as per Article 6(11) of the Wash Fishery
Order 1992).

Consideration of Wash Fishery Order
Shellfish Lay application for TH10.

Approve subject to a westward shift of its
Eastern boundary so as to exclude the
area set with cockles (Annex 2) including

a buffer zone and subject to ministerial
consent and Natural England Advice.

Article 6(6) applications

Lay holders are prohibited from entering into partnership with one another without the
permi ssion of the Authority as per Article 6(6) of the Wash Fishery Order 1992. Officers

Aut horityods

have received three applications for the
Application 1: for the following lay holders to enter into partnership with John
Lake Shellfish Itd.
Name Lay(s) Ministerial consent

required?

Mr John Lake TO3a, RG1 Yes*
Ms Carol Oaks TO3b, TO4c Yes*
Mr John Witt TH6 & including TH6(ext) Yes
* Although ministerial consent would not ordinarily be required for these
applications on their own, all three wi || require consent as

inclusion as per Article 6(5) of the Wash Fishery Order 1992.

Application 2: for the following lay holders to enter into partnership with each

other.

Name Lay(s) Ministerial consent
required?

Mr Mick Jackson TO2 Yes

Ms Richard Bagley CH1, CH1a Yes

Application 3: for the following lay holder to enter into partnership with

Merlinward Limited.

Name Lay(s) Ministerial consent
required?

Mr Neil Lake TO3a, RG1 Yes*

* Although ministerial consent would not ordinarily be required for this application,
it wi || require consent as a resul tJohmfLakeMr
Shellfish Limited as per Article 6(5) of the Wash Fishery Order 1992.

Officers foresee no risk involved in grant ing the above ap plications. And recommend that
the Authority agree to consent the partnerships pending ministerial consent.
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Annex 1 1 Ministerial consent for lay holding in excess of 10 hectares

|

1
|

o

Department
for Environment

. T: 0207 238 4869
Food & Rural Affairs helpline@defra.gsi.gov, uk

www.gov.uk/defra
Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
6 North Lynn Business Village
Bergen Way
King's Lynn
Norfolk PE30 2JG
Date: 04/03/2015

= Dear Mr Godwin,

Thank you for your letter dated the 29" October 2014. | have considered your request for
Ministerial consent for several fisheries greater than 10 hectares as set Wash Fishery
Order 1992 Article 6 (2)(a).

Thank you for enclosing Annex 1 detailing the proposed number of lays per person.

As outlined in your letter, Under Article 6 (2) (a) only the Minister has the authority to grand
shellfish lays greater than 10 hectares.

| am satisfied with the rationale for the increase in the size of the Shellfish lays.
Accordingly, | confirm the Minister's approval of Shellfish Lay renewals with the proviso
that all licensees are informed through the appropriate channels of the changes which
have been made.

,Sam Evans,

Head of Sustainable Fisheries and Marine Planning,
For and on behalf of the Minister for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs.

A (’) INVESTORS
44 IN PEOPLE
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Annex 2 1 Research report on cockle spat settlement on Thief Lays

Extent of cockle beds on the Thief Sand with respect to proposed lays, TH9,
TH10 and the extension to Lay TH6

Introduction

In 2009 appli cations were submitted for two new lays on the Thief Sand, TH9 and TH10,
plus an extension to the existing lay, TH6. Following these applications a biotope survey
was conducted in the vicinity of the proposed lays. This survey, which was also informed
by h istoric cockle surveys, did not highlight the area of the proposed lays as supporting
cockles, either at the time of the survey or in the previous ten years of historic data.

Subsequent to these applications being submitted but prior to their approval, a
moratorium came into effect in 2009 that prevented new lays from being issued until

research had been conducted to study food availability in the Wash. Due to the
moratorium, the application process for these lays was put on hold.

In 2014 the moratorium was lifted to allow nine applications for lays that had been
delayed by the moratorium to be processed. On June 14 ™ 2014 a further biotope survey
was conducted around the three proposed lays on the Thief Sand. This included a review

of historic cockle survey data from the period 2000 -2014. No evidence was found from
this survey that the area of the lays supported cockle beds.

In September 2014, officers became aware that there had been a large settlement of
cockles on the Thief Sand during the summer and that some of these had settled within
the area of the proposed lays. Because first -winter mortality of cockles tends to be high
in the Wash, it was felt that the previous absence of cockle beds in this area could have

been due to the area not being conducive f or long -term cockle survival. This had been
witnessed in other places in the Wash where settlements had occurred, but the cockles

had washed away during winter storms. Rather than consider this area to be a cockle

bed, and deny the proposed lays from being issued, the Authority agreed to delay their
issue until a further survey had been conducted in 2015 to determine if the cockles had
survived the winter.

A survey of the cockle stocks on the Thief Sand was conducted on 20 ™ March 2015. This
comprised two e lements:

e A survey of the usual spring cockle survey stations, conducted over high water
employing a Day grab,
o Afoot survey that mapped the western edge of the cockle bed.
Results

The survey found the Thief Sand supported 176 hectares of Year -0 cockles tha t had
successfully survived the winter. These were present in densities as high as 7,060

cockles/m 2. The foot survey found this patch of cockles had a very distinct edge that was

able to be mapped. Figures 1 and 2 show the extent of the cockles based on th e
combination of the grab and foot surveys.

The cockles extend 3.55 hectares into proposed lay TH9 and clips the eastern edge of
TH10. The proposed extension to TH6 was not found to support cockles.
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Figure 1 i Chart showing the extent of the cockles iden tified on the Thief Sand in comparison to the proposed lays, TH9, TH10 and TH6
extension
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Figure 2 7 Chart showing the extent of the cockles identified on the Thief Sand in comparison to the proposed lays, TH9, TH10 and TH6
extension
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Conclusion

Cockle spa t frequently settle in areas that are not favourable for their long -term survival.
The absence of cockles in the historic record in the vicinity of the proposed lays on the

Thief Sand suggested this was possibly one such area. When high densities of cockle

spat settled in this area in 2014, therefore, it was agreed a further survey should be
conducted in spring to ascertain whether they had survived before the area was
classified as being a cockle bed. The survey conducted on 20 ™ March 2015 found the
cockl es had survived the winter and appeared to be well established at the site. The

extent of the cockle stocks found during this survey should, therefore, be added to the

historic cockle database used to show the extent of cockle beds in the Wash.

RW Jessop

Senior Research Officer
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Action Item 20
18 ™ Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting

29 April 2015

Project Inshore Stage 3 report
Report by: P J Haslam, CEO
Purpose of report

The purpose of this paper is to apprise members of the content of the Stage 3 report of
Project Inshore.

Recommendations
It is recommended that members:

e Note the contents of the report.

e Agree that Eastern IFCA adopts a supporting role if the local industr y
wishes to proceed to MSC full accreditation for Wash cockle.

Introduction

Project Inshore is a partnership project led by Seafish with a wide range of industry
partners including retailers and suppliers. It uses the Marine Stewardship Council
(MSC), p re Assessment process as a tool to assess and inform the management of all
English fisheries within IFCA areas. It comprises 4 stages:

1) Fishery Analysis

2) MSC Pre -Assessment gap analysis

3) Sustainability Reviews

4) Fisheries Improvement projects

The objectives are to:

¢ Consider all inshore fisheries against a consistent framework of common criteria T
the MSC Pre Assessment.

e To recognise where management is working and feed into areas which could be
improved upon.

o Develop sustainability reviews to feed into current IFCA management plans.

e To overcome the market barriers to small scale fisheries engaging in the MSC
programme.

¢ To use the output as a tool to attract investment and guide priorities.
MSC accreditation is a standards based mechanism to secure sustainable and

environmentally conscious fisheries. As MSC put it : 0Achieving certificatio
MSC Fisheries Standard validates the efforts made by your fishery to ensure the long
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term sustainability of marine environments. By ensuring that your fishing practices are
sustainable you will be helping to secure jobs and fishing -based economies for the
future. You could also enhance your reputation and

The MSC Fisheries Standard is based on three principles:

P1 - Sustainable fish stocks
P2 - Minimising environmental impacts

P3 - Effective management

The MSC accreditation process costs c£80,000 to complete.

Executive Summary

The Executive summary of the report is below

1.

Project Inshore is an ambitious initiative led by Seafish, Marine Stewardship
Council (MSC) and Shellfish Association of Great Britain (SAGB) launched in June
2012 which seeks to work towards an environmentally sustainable future for
English inshore fisheries.

Project Inshore uses the Marine Stewar dship Council Standard as a framework by
which to review the performance of fisheries around the English coast. For some

fisheries there may be market or other motivations for seeking MSC certification,

however for other fisheries T perhaps particularly lo  wer value, smaller fisheries T
it may be less cost effect to pursue certification. Regardless of whether product
certification is seen as an objective for the fishery, comparing the fishery against

the MSC framework, is a useful exercise in reviewing the ¢ urrent status and
management within a fishery.

This report provides Strategic Sustainability Reviews for Eastern IFCA.

The results of the Project Inshore MSC pre -assessment process for English

Inshore Fisheries indicates that three stocks fished by Easter n inshore fishermen

are already oOowell managed?d and | ikely to meet
Requirements, such as Maximum Sustainable Yield. These fisheries are identified

as being in a position to proceed with full MSC assessment (at least when fish ed

by certain gears).

Should there be in interest in pursuing MSC certification for these fisheries, the

report outlines the steps needed in preparation for full assessment and the

benefits of increasing the size of the client group (typically up to the s patial
range of the stock) for any full assessment.

Two of the stocks which have been recommended for full MSC assessment are
managed by means of EU quotas, set by means of a Long Term Management

Plan, with regular and routine scientific advice provided by ICES (of which CEFAS
scientists are actively involved in). The only other fishery in this group within the

Eastern IFCA district is the Wash cockle fishery where management is under a
Regulating Order.

The MSCpre -assessment has i dent i dtheresthcksighicpwoald f or al |
potentially lead to low scores in a full MSC assessment.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Before seeking to advise on how to address those gaps, Stage 3 of Project
Inshore first considers the critical question of where responsibility lies for
addressing those gap s, and seeks to focus IFCA management attention of those
fisheries which they are best placed to lead on management of. A scoping
exercise has been carried out on the locally important fisheries of the district to
identify those, where there are management gaps, where management is not
being addressed at a higher jurisdiction (i.e. DEFRA / EU) and finally, but
importantly where fishery patterns or life history characteristics support a
rationale to justify inshore management.

The locally important fisheries which Eastern IFCA is best placed to lead on stock
management are cockle, mussel, whelk, lobster, brown shrimp and pink shrimp.

IFCAs are facing increasing demands on their time and resources with the
management of European Marine Sites (EMS). IFCA -led fi sheries management is
therefore only likely to occur for priority species.

The key gap to address in most of these fisheries relates to the need for fisheries
specific stock management, featuring understanding of stock status to enable the
development of a daptive stock management defined by management rules. From
an MSC point of view this bridges the requirements of both P1 and P3.

In many of these fisheries that have received less management focus, stock
definition is an important pre -requisite of manageme  nt action. Definitive proof of
stock discreteness would require studies such as tagging and genetic analysis.
However the results may still prove inconclusive and the cost of the research on
an individual fishery may not be justified. For this reason proof of genetic
discreetness is not a requirement for MSC assessment T or good management.

If guided by international law and the adoption of the precautionary approach in a

data -poor situation, then the lack of definitive stock definition should not be a
barr ier to the adoption of precautionary management actions. Better therefore to
recognise that fish stock definition is an imprecise science, and make use of the
best available data to establish reasonable working hypotheses for stock
assessment purposes and to guide management actions. Regular review and
evaluation of the management of the fishery would be expected to examine the
working hypothesis of stock definition as part of its remit.

The report provides Eastern IFCA with guidance in the development of t his type
of adaptive stock management for those stocks or species identified above.

A key issue is the time and resources required to develop and agree a fishery
management plan. This may not be realistic for IFCAs given their current and
projected workloa d. Therefore an alternative approach to the development the
necessary fisheries management is under a Fishery Improvement Project (FIP)

that can be funded and supported by other parties, such as industry. The IFCA
could act in an advisory capacity during t he potentially lengthy analysis,
development and consultative process. The management plan would likely require

IFCA endorsement, which may require the adaptation of existing bylaws or
adoption of new bylaws, and subsequent IFCA enforcement and operation.
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16. Stage 4 of Project Inshore will continue until 2015. During this stage 4 the focus
of the Project Inshore English Fisheries Outreach team will be on providing
support for those fisheries wishing to move into full MSC assessment, but may
also facilitate the  development of FIPs.

17. For all other stocks (including some locally important fisheries such as cod,
whiting, sole, herring, mackerel, plaice and thornback ray) the Eastern IFCA still
plays an important role as key stakeholder and a partner in management. The
IFCA remains responsible for enforcement of relevant legislation on these
fisheries within their jurisdiction. Additionally, the IFCA has the power to act to
further safeguard the resource, should they wish, such as through the
introduction of technica | measures, however, though this may contribute to
responsible stewardship of the resource, it should be recognised that the overall
success of stock management i namely whether or not the stock is overexploited
T is beyond the IFCAs control.

Fisheries Ma nagement actions

The following stocks are noted as being eligible for immediate entry into MSC full
assessment:

e North Sea sole
¢ North Sea autumn spawning herring

e Wash cockle

Of the these stocks only Wash cockle is managed exclusively by Eastern IFCA and there
is currently not the industry impetus or funding to proceed to full assessment. The

report endorses the current EIFCA management practice, the stock is noted as being
sustainably managed and appropriately exploited via hand -work. Members would wis h
to note the contradictory assessments of a dredged cockle fishery in the Wash.

Article 3.2 Para 6 states:
60 T he -assesmsment suggests that dredge fisheries for bivalves (mussel and
cockle) would have a challenge to pass MSC Principle 2, and this remain s the
default position. Dredging may have a significant impact on the substrate,
although this impact can be substantially reduced depending on the precise
nature and frequency of the dredge operation, the sensitivity of the habitat and
its recovery rate. In this case, due to the spatial restriction of the fishery (within
the Regulating Order), that it takes place within a designated conservation area
and has therefore been subject to an appropriate assessment of environmental
impact as part of the licencin g process, and finally that the conservation features
of the conservation designation are understood to be in a favourable status, it is
likely that the dredge fishery for cockle (and mussel) within the regulating order
may also be in a position to proceed to full MSC assessment. The onus is on the
fishery to prove that the ecological impact is minimised and kept to acceptable
|l evel s. 6

whereas Art 5.2.1 states:
O0AIl t hough -astessmerg rcencluded that hand raked cockle from a
Regulating Order was alsoi  n a position for full assessment this by itself is not the
most important local fishery. However, with the provision of additional local
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information following on from pre

place within a European Marine Site
Assessment and the qualifying features for the site are show to be in a favourable
status) it can now be concluded that dredge caught cockle from within the

Regulating Order does look to be in a position to proceed towa

assessment .

0

-assessment (in particular that this fishery takes

and has been subject of Appropriate

Project Inshore are being consulted about this apparent contradiction.

rd full MSC

It is recommended that Eastern IFCA adopts a supporting role if the local industry wishes
to proceed to MSC full accreditation for cockle.

The 11 priority fi

sheries in the Eastern IFCA district are identified as

Cockle Pink/Brown Mussel Brown crab Lobster Sole
shrimp
Cod Bass Thornback Whelk
Ray

Of these species, Cod, Thornback Ray and sole are managed by the Common fisheries
policy via quota and are out
of stocks are either noted as being appropriately managed: cockle and mussel, or are
subject to management action now: whelk, bass, crab and lobster or in the near future:

pink/brown shrimp.

Proj ect

S i

Il nshor eds

de Eastern

report

endorses

| FCAds management

Eastern

show that officers are focussing action on the right stocks at the right time.

Project Inshore Stage 4

The next stage of the project will provide follow up and support f
wishing to move into full MSC assessment and facilitation of the development of Fishery
Improvement Projects to help fill gaps identified in Stages 2 & 3. An expression of
interest (and informal bid for funding) has been lodged wit
accredit the regional crabs and lobster fisheries should there be sufficient support from
local industry to enter the process.

Conclusion

FCAOGs

or interested fisheries

h Seafish for support to

Initially billed as providing a roadmap for the sustainable management of inshore
fisheries , the Stage 3 report provides a useful further evidence base and management
mechanism to enable the progression of Authority fisheries management business.
Eastern IFCA understands its regional fisheries and is taking appropriate management

action to deli

ver their sustainability. Where regional fisheries can benefit from MSC

accreditation, officers will endeavour to secure funding to support local fisheries
improvement projects.

Background documents

Project Inshore Stage 3 Strategic Sustainability Revie

W.

http://www.seafish.org/media/publications/Eastern IFCA.pdf
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Action Item 21

18 " Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Aut hority meeting
29 April 2015

Compliance Risk Register and Annual Enforcement Plan 2015/16

Report by:  J Gregory (DCEO)

Purpose of report

To present for the Authorityds consideration
Annual Compliance Risk Regis  ter for 2015/16.

Recommendations

It is recommended that members:

e Note the content of the Compliance Risk Register and Annual
Enforcement Plan 2015/16;

e Agree to adopt both plans for the 2015/16 financial year.

Background

Officers have formalised the ap proach for proportionate and risk based enforcement
through the development of a Compliance Risk Register and an Annual Enforcement Plan
(appended to this paper).

The Compliance Risk Register 2015/16 consists of an assessment of available data and

wider contextual issues to provide a quantifiable estimate of the risk of non -compliance
across the district. The report summarises the outputs of the assessments and is used

to inform a Monthly Risk Profile which is used, along with intelligence and emerging

issues to direct enforcement activity through the Tactical Coordination Group meetings.

The Annual Enforcement Plan 2015/16 outlines enforcement resources and assets and
describes broad targets for enforcement activity in the next year in line with the
Regulation and Compliance Strategy.

Conclusion

Undertaking enforcement activities in line with the Regulation and Compliance Strategy

and as set out in the Annual Enforcement Plan and Compliance Risk Register will ensure

an efficient, proportionate and value for money approach to fisheries enforcement
throughout the district.

Attachments:

Compliance Risk Register 2015/16
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Fishing vessel in The Wash

This document is available in electronic form from the Easter
Conservation Authority website:

www.eastern -ifca.gov.uk

Alternatively a hard copy can be viewed at the following location:

Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
6 North Lynn Business Village

Bergen Way

Kingbés Lynn

Norfolk

PE30 2JG

April 2015
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1. Introduction

Analysis of fisheries data has indicated fishing trends over 2014 which can be used to

inform enforcement activity over the next 12 months. Application of contextual i ssues
and local knowledge has determined the risk of non -compliance with regards to fisheries
legislation for each species.

Relative Risk Indices are provided for each area and each species to inform the direction

of enforcement activity throughout the f inancial year of 2015/16. Compliance risk is not
spread evenly over the three areas or across the year but does reflect the seasonality of
fishing activity and the timing of new fisheries regulations.

2. Function of the Compliance Risk Register

Eastern IFCA is committed to applying a targeted approach to fisheries enforcement in
accordance with the Regulation and Compliance Strategy. The Eastern IFCA district
consists of three counties (Lincolnshire, Norfolk and Suffolk) with over 300 commercial
vessels land ing more than 60 different species of fish and shellfish to ports therein. In
addition, the recreational angling community is thought to land in the region of 10% of
Engl andés recreational catch within the district.
are limited to 10 enforcement officers and three vessels. As such, targeted allocation of
resources is essential to providing a proportionate and comprehensive enforcement
presence across the district.

The Compliance Risk Register uses a combination of sta tistical analysis and local
knowledge (including the application of contextual issues such as new legislation) to
determine where and when the highest risk of infraction occurs and in relation to what

fishery. The analysis also highlights where the curren t gaps in our knowledge base are
and this combined with the priorities as determined in the Strategic Assessment, helps

to inform the allocation of resources. In summary, the Compliance Risk Register
provides broad indications of the risk of infraction on an annual basis which can be used
to inform planning for the associated financial year.

The Risk Register is used to produce Monthly Risk Profiles, which are used operationally

to inform the Tasking and Co -ordinating Group (TCG) meetings to prioritise en forcement
activity. A Monthly Risk Profile is produced for each month presenting relative risk

indices and contextual issues and priorities are determined for each month using this
information (including evidence gathering priorities and EMS monitoring).

3. Method

An initial assessment is carried out for commercial fisheries using available data to

produce relative risk indices. These indices provide a broad backdrop of risk throughout

the year. Contextual issues are then applied as a narrative in the annu al summaries
(sections 4 and 5) to provide a more complete picture of infraction risk across the

district.

There is little data relating to recreational fisheries within the district which can be used

for this type of assessment. As such, the trends in fishing activity determined from
commercial catch are used as an indication of recreational activity in conjunction with

the findings of the Sea Angling 2012 ? report.

°Sea Angling 201@Qcefas.defra.gov.uk
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Finally, in carrying out the above assessments, gaps in our current knowledge base are
highlighted.  Evidence gathering priorities reflect these gaps in addition to those
highlighted in the Strategic Assessment and effort is directed towards gathering this
evidence based on fishing trends observed from landings data.

Commercial fisheries

Arelative risk index is produced by determining the
6potenti al i mpactd of an infraction.

Likelihood is determined by taking into account three factors; the total landed

weight of a species, the number of vessel which hav e landed catch of that species

and the total monetary value of the | andings of
infraction is relative in that the above factors are proportions of a district total.

The assumption is that, when fishing activity is at its g reatest, the risk of

infraction is at its greatest also. This is obviously not always the case but this is

reflected in the use of intelligence through the Tasking and Co -ordinating Group
at an operational level. This approach will be developed as additi onal systems
are put into place to track compliance in other ways.

Potential Impact is determined using two factors; severity of an offence (as
determined by previous court rulings) and the potential damage which may be
caused by the offence to a fishery o r habitat (this takes into account current stock
status, location of spawning and nursery grounds and ICES advice).

According to the Defra guidance, non -compliance with IFCA byelaws carries a
lesser severity which is generally the case in a national conte xt. It is rational to
assume that, within an IFC district, non -compliance with an IFCA byelaw is of
equal or even greater relevance than some national regulations given that IFCA

byelaws are specific to an IFC district. As such, the severity associated w ith IFCA
byelaws has been increased subjectively to account for their importance within

the district.

A relative risk index is produced for the following:

1. Each species of fish or shellfish landed in the previous year;
This index provides an indication o f the compliance risk across the whole district
and determines general priorities with regards to commercial fisheries.

2. Each possible infraction for each species landed within the previous year;
This takes into account the different types of infraction ( for example minimum
landing size, community measures, national legislation relating to gear
specification and IFCA byelaws etc.).

3. Each species as a proportion of the landed weight for a given month within
each area.
This index indicates where and when the highest risks of infraction occur within
the year. These indices are proportional to the landed weight for a given species
within one of the three Areas but reflect relative risk also. As such, they can be
used to determine resource allocation i.e. the r esulting risk index can be used as
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a factor by which available resources can be multiplied to determine the
appropriate resource allocation.

4. District Summary
4.1 Relative risk indices

The relative risk indices are numbers between 0 and 1 which indicate risk (O being the
lowest risk and 1 the highest). These indices are designed to be relative T i.e.they are
comparable to each other. For example, there is twice as much risk associated with a

fishery which has a relative risk index of 0.4 compared to a nother with a relative risk
index of 0.2. The initial assessment has produced relative risk indices, the highest risk

species are presented in table 1 (below).

Species Damage Max Potential Landed vessels Value Relative Relative
severity Impact Weight Index In dex Likeliness Risk
Index Index Index Index
Cockles 0.78 1 1.78 0.46 0.06 0.16 0.48 0.92
Whelks 0.78 1 1.78 0.31 0.06 0.25 0.45 0.90
Brown Shrimps | 0.78 1 1.78 0.10 0.10 0.22 0.37 0.81
Crabs 0.89 1 1.89 0.07 0.10 0.08 0.29 0.74
Lobsters 0.78 1 1.78 0.01 0.12 0.12 0.30 0.73
Sole 0.78 1 1.78 0.01 0.07 0.07 0.23 0.63
Bass 1.00 1 2.00 0.00 0.08 0.04 0.20 0.63
Thornback Ray | 0.67 1 1.67 0.01 0.08 0.02 0.19 0.57
Cod 0.56 1 1.56 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.17 0.51
Mussels* 0.78 1 1.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.25
Tablel. The relative risk index of the highest risk species | a

feature in the top ten species numerically but have been included to reflect that MMO landings data does not
reflect the O6seged mussel & fish

The initial assessment indicates that cockle fisheries represent the highest compliance

risk 1 this reflects a high score for both potential impact (of non -compliance) and a high
likelihood score. The inclusion of bass primarily reflects a very hig h potential impact of
non -compliance. Mussels are included in table 1 to reflect the fact that MMO landings

data does not detect fishing for seed mussel fisheries (which have a high potential

impact score) and so the initial assessment produces an incorre ctly low likelihood score.

Table 2 (below) gives an indication of relative risk across the whole district for all species
landed in 2014. Risk is adjusted monthly to take into account fishing activity for that
month T i.e. risk is highest when a fishing activity is at its peak. Species are ordered by
total monthly risk to reflect those fisheries which represent a higher risk for more of the

time. Cockles, for example, have the highest risk for a given single month (table 1) but

the fishery lasts only f  our months of the year with the effect that it appears in a lower
position in table 2 than presented in Table 1.

Risk across the year follows an expected trend in line with seasonal fishing
activity. Risk is greatest during March to June and lowest betwe en December and

February (winter).
Month
Species Jan Feb March April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec
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