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Vision 
The Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority 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. 

 
 
 
Meeting:   60th Eastern IFCA Meeting  

Date:  11 June 2025 

Time:  1030hrs  

Venue:  Council Chambers, Kings Lynn Town Hall, Saturday Marketplace, Kings Lynn, 
Norfolk, PE30 5DQ 

 
 
Agenda  

1  Election of the Chair of the Authority ï Clerk  

2  Welcome - Chair 

3  To accept apologies for absence ï Chair 

4  Election of the Vice-Chair of the Authority ï Chair  

5  Declaration of Membersô interests ï Chair 

 

Action items  

6  To receive and approve as a true record, minutes of the 59th   Eastern IFCA 
Meeting, held on 12th March 2025 ï Chair  pg4 

7  Matters arising (including actions from previous meeting) ï Clerk 

8  To receive a report to consider Health and Safety risks and mitigation ï Hd 
Operations  pg14 

9  Sub-committee appointments ï CEO  pg19 

10  To receive a report on the meeting of the Finance and HR sub-committee held 
on  6th May 2025 ï CEO  pg23 

 

11  Cockle Fishery 2025 ï ACO / Senior Marine Science Officer (Research) pg30 
 

12  Wash Mussel Fishery 2025 Update ï ACO  pg60 
 

13  Cromer Shoal Chalk Bed Byelaw 2021 Permit Conditions ï ACO  pg64 
 

14  Quarterly review of annual priorities and Risk Register - CEO  pg90 

 

Information items 

15  CEO update (verbal) ï CEO   
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16  Marine Protection Quarterly report ï ACO(DD)  pg108 

17  Marine Science Quarterly report ï ACO  pg120 

 
Any other business 

 

18  To consider any other items, which the Chairman is of the opinion are Matters 
of urgency due to special circumstances, which must be specified in advance. 

 

 

J. Gregory 
Chief Executive Officer  
27 May 2025 
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Vision 
The Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority 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. 
 
 

 
59th Eastern IFCA Meeting 
A meeting of the Eastern IFCA took place on Wednesday 12th March 2025 at 1030 hours 
in the Council Chambers, Kingôs Lynn Town Hall, Saturday Market Place, Kingôs Lynn 
Norfolk, PE30 4DQ 
 
Members Present: 
 
Cllr T FitzPatrick  (Chair) Norfolk County Council 
Cllr P Skinner  (Vice Chair) Lincolnshire County Council 
Cllr T Adams     Norfolk County Council 
Mr S Bagley     MMO Appointee 
Cllr Chenery of Horsbrugh   Norfolk County Council 
Mr J Davies     MMO Appointee 
Mr L Doughty    MMO Appointee 
Mr P Garnett     MMO Appointee 
Dr P Gilliland     MMO Appointee 
Mr T Goldson    MMO Appointee 
Ms J Love     Natural England Representative 
Mr J Rowley     MMO Representative 
Mr S Williamson    MMO Appointee 
 
Eastern IFCA (EIFCA) Officers Present: 
 
Juian Gregory   Chief Executive Officer 
Jon Butler    Assistant Chief Officer (Designated Deputy),  
Luke Godwin    Assistant Chief Officer 
Samantha Hormbrey  Senior Marine Science Officer 
Ron Jessop    Senior Marine Science Officer 
James Teasdale   Project Officer 
 
Minute Taker: 
Jodi Hammond 
 
EIFCA24/63 Item 1: Welcome 
 
 The Chair welcomed Members to the meeting and advised Cllr Adams was 

running late. 
 
EIFCA24/64 Item 2:  Apologies for Absence 
 

 Apologies for absence were received from Ms Smith and Ms Lynam (MMO 
Appointee), Cllrs Back (SCC), Coupland (LCC) and Vigo Di Gallidoro (SCC) 
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EIFCA24/65 Item 3: Declaration of Members Interests 
 
On the Agenda at this meeting DPIs related to the following items: 

  Item 10 ï J Davies / S Williamson / B Lynam / P Garnett  
  Item 11 ï J Davies / S Williamson / P Garnett / B Lynam 
  Item 12 ï J Davies / S Williamson / P Garnett / B Lynam 
  Item 14 ï S Williamson/ P Garnett / L Doughty / S Bagley/ B Lynam 
 
 All those present had a dispensation to discuss but not vote on the relevant 

items. 
 
EIFCA24/66 Item 4: Minutes of the 58th Eastern IFCA Meeting held on Wednesday 

11th December 2024 
 
 Ms Love felt the minute for Item 9 did not explain why she had proposed a 

revised recommendation and requested the minutes be amended 
accordingly.  It was agreed this amendment would be made. 

 
Taking into account the requested change Members Agreed to accept the 
minutes as a true record of proceedings. 

 
EIFCA24/67 Item 5: Matters arising. 
  
 EIFCA24/56:  MUSSEL FISHERY -The CEO advised members that 

following decisions made at the previous meeting the Mussel Fishery had 
opened, there had however been a low uptake for the fishery. 

 
 Mr Garnett questioned why the fishery, which the industry had expected to 

open early in January had not opened until the end of January.  The CEO 
responded this was due to the time it takes to go through the process of 
opening a fishery, including  the time it takes for NE to consider the HRA.  

 
EIFCA24/68 Item 6: Health & Safety Risks and Mitigation 
 
 During the previous quarter there had been two incidents and two near 

misses, all of which were covered in the Risk assessment paper with 
actions to be taken.  It was encouraging to note none of the incidents were 
major, and Officers would be reminded to be more vigilant. 

 
 Dr Gilliland asked for an explanation of the column in Appendix 2 relating to 

the previous risk rating.  It was noted this column did not give sufficient 
details as to when it was at the previous rating.  The CEO advised it 
highlighted the Risk Assessment had óbeen on a journeyô but accepted if it 
was not considered useful this column could be removed.  Dr Gilliland 
suggested if it was historical information, it was not needed. 
 

 Members Agreed to Note the contents of the report. 
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EIFCA24/69 Item 7: Finance and HR Sub-Committee held on 4th February 2025 
  
 Draft Minutes of the meeting had been provided.  
  
 The CEO updated Members on the sale of RV Three Counties.  Since the 

Finance & HR Meeting a buyer had been found, the vessel had been sold 
and sailed away from Sutton Bridge the previous week, heading to Scotland 
to be used for research work. 

  
 Referring to finance implications as a result of Cromer MCZ work the CEO 

advised there were 4 key areas to the work being carried out for which 
grant funding was being sought.  Some of the general  cost implications 
would be covered by the annual revenue budget and it was the intention to 
continue sourcing grant funding but Members were reminded these funding 
streams were not guaranteed and that it may be necessary to consider use 
of the Authorityôs reserves. 

 
 Members agreed to Note the contents of the report. 
 
EIFCA24/70 Item 8: Review of the Constitution & Standing Orders 
 
 Members were advised the paragraph entitled óConclusionô at the end of the 

paper was an oversight as a result of copy & paste, it needed to be 
removed. 

 
 The Annual review had been carried out with the assistance of NPLaw. 

Amongst the amendments were changes in law, a restriction around 
election of a Chair in the event of the elected Chair and Vice-Chair both 
being absent was reworded, and participation by members of the public had 
been revised to allow public participation if it was deemed appropriate for a 
particular Agenda item.  Other administrative changes were made for clarity 
and removal of duplication  All changes were listed in Appendix A. 

 
 Members Resolved to Approve the proposed changes to the 

Constitution & Standing Orders. 
 Proposed: Mr Goldson 
 Seconded: Cllr Chenery of Horsbrugh 
 There was one abstention, the motion was carried. 
 
EIFCA24/71 Item 9:  Strategic Assessment and Business Plan 2025-30 
 
 ACO Godwin provided a presentation on the compilation of the Strategic 

Assessment and Business Plan, explaining how reference was made to 
High Priority and Business Critical workstreams as well Future Priorities. 

 It was noted the suggestion was for existing Priorities to be carried over as 
well as adding new priorities for MPA Habitats Mapping, Shrimp Permit 
Condition Review, and Joined up Working. 

 
 Mr Bagley questioned reference to numbers of over wintering 

Oystercatchers and whether there was any stock decline in the areas they 
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were migrating from.  Ms Love acknowledged this was a good point but 
advised currently reference was made to baseline data, although text would 
be added to the narrative that there may be alternative reasons for 
declining stock levels. 

 
 Dr Gilliland made reference to the Business Plan and in particular ófinance 

with implicationsô.  The CEO advised the financial element was dealt with in 
the Budget Setting, and Officers were aware they must operate within the 
budget.  Dr Gilliland suggested a two-line explanation of this be included in 
the Business Plan. 

  
Dr Gilliland added it was worth keeping an eye on the strategic landscape 
and conversations going on around data, it was suggested discussions be 
had with regard to the East Marine Plan before the next round of formal 
engagement, to ensure inshore fisheries were well represented. 

  
 Reference to declining seal numbers was made, it was noted this referred 

to harbour seals, not grey seals which appeared to be increasing in 
numbers, it was questioned if they two were related.  Ms Love advised she 
had no information on why numbers of harbour seals were declining, it was 
a topic of an ongoing workstream, it was not believed the two species were 
in direct competition, it was likely there were a lot of contributing factors.  Mr 
Doughty suggested any reference in the report to declining seal stocks 
should specify it was Harbour Seals being affected. 

 
 Members Resolved to : 

¶ Note the content of the 2025 Strategic Assessment, including 
the priorities for 2025/26. 

¶ Approve the 5 year Business Plan, including the priorities and 
plans for 2025/30 

Proposed: Cllr Skinner 
Seconded: Cllr Chenery 
There was one abstention, the motion was carried 
 

EIFCA24/72 Item 10: Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw 2023 
 
 ACO Godwin advised Members an error in the co-ordinates of the draft 

charts had been identified, which had been corrected. The Mean Low 
Water had also been amended to reflect the latest data. 
Since Members made the decision to introduce permit conditions some 
gaps had been identified in the consultation process which meant possible 
gaps in the Impact Assessment, consequently both the consultation and 
Impact Assessment were being reviewed. 
 
Ms Love questioned how the consultation process worked, was it a case of 
if no response was received it was left or where stakeholders contacted 
again.  ACO Godwin advised there were no rules per se regarding 
consultation other than to ensure the consultation has been as inclusive as 
possible.  On this occasion a wider consultation would take place to ensure 
all interested parties were consulted. 
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Members Resolved to: 

¶ Note the contents of the report including the minor nature of the 
revision 

¶ Note the plan to review the permit condition in the context of 
newly identified impacts of the condition 

¶ Agree to revise the permit conditions as set out in the report. 
Proposed: Cllr Chenery of Horsbrugh 
Seconded: Mr Goldson 
All Agreed 
 

EIFCA24/73 Item 11: Cromer MCZ ARM Update 
 
 Senior MSO Hormbrey gave Members a general update on ARM since 2021 

and progress since then, advising on key milestones reached since its 
inception and those yet to be accomplished.  It was noted some delays were 
attributable to lack of data. 

 
 The Project Risk Assessment highlighted two main areas of risk, these being 

non-compliance of voluntary restrictions and inability to deliver Research 
Projects from a practical perspective, attributable to lack of equipment, vessel 
availability, or poor weather conditions, all of which are expected when 
working in such a challenging environment. The Project Risk Assessment 
would be reviewed to include new data and new advice. A further element to 
be considered further was a Pot Limitation Impact, however the limitations of 
it would be considered before taking it forward. 

 
 Financial and legal implications of the study were addressed by the CEO.  

Members had previously been made aware of the funding issues.  Referring 
to the legal implications Members were reminded of the Authorityôs duties 
under MaCAA and the acceptance that in simple terms the authority had a 
duty to protect the environment.  This being said whilst it was true potting did 
damage rugged chalk EIFCAs assessment results suggested at the current 
time they were not breaching any Conservation Objective, however, the 
effect overtime was not known.  Ensuring compliance with the ARM project 
would ensure EIFCA met their legal duties. 

 
 Mr Garnett questioned how any one can know what was being done to the 

chalk bed by fishers when there was no evidence of damage caused by 
nature, he felt it was very important to keep natural processes in sight. 

 The CEO advised this was the reason for the Natural Disturbance Study, he 
acknowledged there would come a point when it must be assessed whether 
Natural Disturbance was greater than the impact of fishing.  Whilst this 
process was relevant to the project it did not affect the Authorityôs legal duties. 

 
 Mr Goldson felt EIFCA needed to monitor the area carefully, the chalk had 

been fished for hundreds of years and allegedly fishing was suddenly 
damaging the chalk, he felt the stocks of all fish in the area needed to be 
monitored but this project was putting a financial burden on EIFCA and the 
long-term objective needed considered.  The Chair advised members this 
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project was started to protect the fisheries; he felt the Authority needed to 
accept the financial burden as this study would hopefully provide the 
evidence to keep the fishing ground open.  Cllr Skinner accepted there was 
a legal requirement but felt the effort put in by EIFCA needed to be 
proportionate. 

 
 The CEO reminded Members the project work was to get the IFCA into a 

better position to understand the extent of damage caused by fishers.  He 
reminded members whilst stock sustainability was important so was 
protecting the habitat. 

 
 Ms Love advised there was no data going back a 100 years, but NE could 

look at what species rely on different types of chalk to ascertain if this was 
important. 

 
 Dr Gilliland suggested members be wary of implying the cost was too great, 

as a cheaper option could be to shut the area to fishing. 
 
 Mr Davies noted that at the time of first designation this area was subject to 

fishing, so species should be monitored if fishing was taken away it may 
affect the habitat.  Species and habitat change over time, if the human activity 
on the ground was changed it was likely to change the original designation 
of the site.  Mr Davies also recommended caution with regard to the NDS, in 
the timeframe of monitoring there may not be a serious storm which could 
completely alter the effects of the study. 

 
 Ms Love commented NE were not trying to return to what was there 100 

years ago, there was baseline data from the designation as an MCZ and this 
was what needed to be maintained, hence the current study.  NE were trying 
to look at how the community changes on the chalk reef and how it is home 
to different species, they were aware the site would change over time. 

 
 Members Agreed to note the contents of the paper and the ARM Risk 

Assessment. 
 
 
EIFCA24/74 Item 12:  Cromer MCZ ARM Interim Management Measures 

  
 Members were provided with a presentation of proposed Interim 

Management Measures within the MCZ. 
 
 Highlighted as key risks were non-compliance and the importance of the 

Natural Disturbance Study.  To monitor the area, three areas had been 
voluntarily closed to fishing which would be compared to fished areas to 
monitor the effect of natural disturbance.  It was emphasised that incursions 
into the closed areas would negate the Natural Disturbance Study. 

 
 Members were advised the Officers were proposing the use of Byelaw 8 to 

apply mandatory closures of the NDS, as well as Byelaw 11 to request 
mandatory provision of position information from those fishing in the MCZ 



10 

with trackers being provided for this purpose.  Consultation on these proto 
the fishing industry. 

 
 Regarding financial and legal implications, members were advised the 

expense of providing trackers could be met within the operating budget, 
and legal advice confirmed that it was appropriate to use the existing 
byelaws as proposed. 

 
 Mr Davies advised the Measures had been discussed at a recent fisherman 

society AGM, there were no objections to the closed areas, there was 
question as to whether the trackers would apply to the whole of the MCZ or 
just the chalk beds, to cover the whole of the MCZ might make the cost 
unviable, but if they were limited to beach launched vessels on the chalk 
beds it would keep the cost down and provide meaningful information. 

 
 Dr Gilliland enquired what the delays were with the roll out of iVMS, ACO 

Godwin advised IFCAs were not yet permitted access to iVMS data so 
there was a need to mitigate against any delay. 

 Mr Davies felt use of tracker information would help to validate the study, it 
would show when and how much fishing was done in the area. 

 It was questioned whether tracker information on areas other than the chalk 
beds would be used, ACO Godwin advised the point of tracker data was to 
get information on what percentage of fishing took place over the rugged 
chalk. 

 
 Members Resolved to: 

¶ Note the contents of the report and the advice provided by Senior 
Marine Science Officers Hormbrey and Jessop 

¶ Agree in principle to utilise Byelaw 8 to place mandatory closures 
on the voluntarily closed areas of the Natural Disturbance Study. 

¶ Agree to delegate authority to the CEO, in consultation with the 
Chair and Vice Chair, and subject to the outputs on consultation, to 
utilise Byelaw 8 to create and renew closures as necessary in 
support of the Natural Disturbance Study, and to revoke those 
closures at the completion of the study. 

¶ Agree in principle to utilise Byelaw 11 to require anyone 
commercially potting for crab or lobster within the MCZ to provide 
positional information as set out in this paper. 

¶ Agree to delegate authority to the CEO, in consultation with the 
Chair and Vice Chair, and subject to the outputs of consultation, to 
utilise Byelaw 11 within the MCZ to require the positional data as 
set out in the paper. 

Proposed: Mr Goldson 
Seconded: Cllr Adams 
All Agreed 

 
EIFCA24/75  Item 13: Review of Annual Priorities and Risk Register 
 
 Members were reminded the Authority was mandated to produce an annual 

plan each year to lay out the expected business outputs for the year ahead.  
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The Authority had a rolling 5-year Business Plan which was informed by the 
annual Strategic Assessment.  ACO Godwin highlighted to members areas 
which had been problematic during the course of the year, not least being 
the Closed Area Byelaw 2021 which had become very complex.  The 
process of identifying red, amber and green gear/fishing interaction 
assessments remained an ongoing objective but remained delayed due to 
resource requirements on other workstreams.  Progress on the Several 
Order was also delayed, discussion had taken place with Defra and Officers 
would continue to push for progress.  Review of relevant byelaws inherited 
from Eastern Sea Fisheries Joint Committee had been delayed.  Everything 
else was being progressed.   

 
 Referring to the Risk Register ACO Godwin advised the register had been 

updated, there were no organisational risks. 
 
 Members Agreed to note the content of the report. 
 
EIFCA24/76 Item 14: Wash Cockle and Mussel Byelaw 2021 
 
 Members were advised the Byelaw had come into effect and officers were 

working to implement it from 1st May 2025 to allow time to get everything in 
place.  In the meantime the mussel fishery would continue under the interim 
management measures. Cockle surveys for the 2025/26 season would 
begin later in March. 

 
 With the Byelaw in place, a communication strategy had been developed 

and implemented to ensure that important details are communicated to 
stakeholders effectively. this included text messages, news items and detail 
published online, use of social media and letters to those eligible for 
permits. A face-to-face meeting had been arranged to address any 
concerns.  Permit holders and skippers (anyone named on a permit) would 
also be required to attend a training session regarding the constraints under 
which fisheries were operated and the process undergone prior to opening 
a fishery. There would be the standard consultation prior to opening the 
cockle fishery. 

 
 The application process would be one month behind this year, therefore the 

eligibility fee had been reduced by 1/12th. 
 
 Members Agreed to note the content of the report and the planned 

implementation of the byelaw. 
 
EIFCA24/77 Item 15: CEO Verbal Updates 
 
 The CEO updated members on other notable matters during the previous 

quarter. 
 
 Members were advised the Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities: 

conduct and operations 2018 to 2022 report had been published. At the 
same time as this was being written a Social Science Study looking at 
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IFCAs role in developing co-management was being  undertaken by Sarah 
Coulthard and Newcastle University and that report and also been 
published.  Both Reports were recommended to members to read.  

 
 Referring to the Conduct and Operations report the CEO had bench 

marked EIFCA against the report and from his perspective EIFCA were 
managing reasonably well but not always providing consistency and putting 
information across in a way stakeholders could understand.  There may be 
room for improvement, an example having been discussed earlier in the 
meeting, not all interested parties being privy to consultations.  It was 
necessary to be as transparent as possible.  Any updates would be taken to 
future meetings. 

 
 AIFCA Meeting minutes would be circulated when available. 
 
 AIFCA had organised a reception in partnership with Coastal MPs at the 

Houses of Parliament to raise awareness of the work carried out by IFCAs.  
The Chair and the CEO would be attending. 

 
 Mr Doughty felt the major issue with EIFCA was lack of clarity around the 

complaints process, he felt complaints should not be addressed in-house.  
The CEO advised it was standard practice to be initially addressed in-
house.  EIFCA had a two-stage process, if at the end of that process the 
needs of the complainant had not been met, they could then go to the Local 
Government Ombudsman. Officers had developed a new Comments, 
Compliments & Complaints policy which was now available on the website.  
All complaints needed to be addressed with integrity.  To have integrity it 
was necessary to be absolutely transparent.  If it was identified EIFCA had 
got something wrong, it needed to be acknowledged, and improvements 
made where required.  

 Members Agreed to Note the information provided by the CEO 
 
 
EIFCA24/78 Item 16: Marine Protection Quarterly Reports 
  
 Marine Protection Quarterly Reports were circulated on a monthly basis.  

ACO Butler gave members a brief synopsis of activity which had taken 
place during the quarter. 

 
 Dr Gilliland acknowledged the addition of target information for enforcement 

activity but requested a clearer line of sight between the Business Plan and 
what had been achieved. 

 
 Mr Garnett referred to the late opening of the mussel fishery and the impact 

it had on fishing opportunities.  The inability to get samples to potential 
buyers meant markets could not be accessed.  He felt it should be noted 
there was market interest which was lost due to delays in opening the 
fishery.  ACO Butler repeated the earlier comments that the fishery was not 
late opening, there was a process which had to be gone through.  As this 
was the first time in several years a harvestable fishery had been viable, he 
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felt if there was a fishery next year it may be possible to speed up the 
process.  The CEO advised if it was down to providing samples, depending 
on the size of the sample required there would probably be a way of 
enabling the taking of samples in advance of the opening.  Mr Garnett 
advised 2-4 tonnes would be required for a commercial based sample. 

 
 Members Agreed to note the contents of the report. 
 
EIFCA24/79 Item 17: Marine Science Quarterly Report 
 
 ACO Godwin guided members through the business-critical elements of the 

report. 
 
 Mr Bagley questioned whether the possibility of bird numbers being 

affected by ecoli had been considered.  Ms Love advised she was unaware 
of how susceptible birds were to ecoli but would ask the question and report 
back.  Cllr Skinner enquired what level of ecoli had been found in water 
samples.  It was noted it was not massively in excess of the given 
threshold, the latest sample report was not yet available. 

 
EIFCA24/80 Item 18: Any Other Business 
 
 VESSEL COLLISION IN THE NORTH SEA: Members were provided with 

an update on two vessels which have collided, outside the EIFCA District, 
off Grimsby. 

 
 EIFCA were represented at the relevant environmental monitoring meetings 

and had gathered samples to help with monitoring. 
  
 Members discussed the protocol for a worst-case scenario and who would 

be accountable for any environmental damage.  Whilst the CEO was not 
qualified to answer such a question, he felt there would be protocols in 
place, involving insurance and shipping companies. 

 Dr Gilliland advised there was a Marine Pollution Incident Committee with a 
very well-established system in the UK. 

 
 The chair requested that officers keep members up to date with any further 

news regarding the incident. 
 
There being no other business the Chair thanked members for attending and closed the 
meeting at 1252 hours. 
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Vision 
The Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority 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. 

 

 

 

 

60th Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting   
 
11 June 2025 
 
Health and Safety update  
 
Report by: Jon Butler, Assistant Chief Officer (DD) 
 
Purpose of report 
The purpose of this report is to update members on health and safety activity and incidents, 
risks and associated mitigation over the last reporting period.  
 
Recommendations 
It is recommended that members: 

¶ Note the contents of this report. 
 
Background 
H&S law requires employers to assess and manage risks and so far as is reasonably 
practicable to ensure the health, safety and welfare of all its employees and others affected 
by workplace activities. 
 
The Authority has a declared intent to promote and nurture an appropriate health and 
safety culture throughout the organisation. 
 
Incidents 
The table in Appendix 1 summarises the incidents that have occurred since the last 
Authority meeting: 
 
There have been 6 incidents and 2 near misses since the last Authority meeting. 
 
Risks/Mitigation 
There has been an increase of incidents and near misses since the last Authority meeting, 
which relate mainly to activities afloat and are reflective of a busy period of survey work.  
Officers have been encouraged to report any near misses so these can be investigated to 
ensure they are not repeated.  
 
Officers are currently setting up and introducing a new vessel management system called 
Sea Flux and will be introducing a new Safety management system. 
 
There have been no changes to organisational Health and Safety Risks in Appendix 2 
apart from item 3 where is felt there a sufficient safeguards in place to discharge the risk. 

Action Item 8 
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Appendix 1 

Date 
Nature of 
incident 

Injury / 
damage 
occurred Action Taken 

RIDDOR  
MAIB Y/N 

Investigation 
complete Y/N 

Name of 
investigating 
Officer 

Follow-up action 
required Y/N. If Y 
then what? 

23/03/2025 

Vessel 
Prop 
wrap None 

Vessel returned to 
port and divers 
called following 
day to remove 
rope. No Yes Lee Torrice 

Review pop 
hauling procedures 

23/03/2025 Damage 

Damage 
to RIB 
Hull 

Damage to hull 
repaired No Yes Lee Torrice 

SOP to be 
reviewed for 
launching of RIB.  
RIB can only be 
launched from 
cradle when sea 
state allows. 
Modifications to 
PIV to allow RIB to 
be carried across 
stern. 

03/04/2025 

Near 
Miss 
Officer None 

Officer reported 
that he had 
struggled to cross 
a creek and in 
doing so had got a 
VHF radio wet No Yes Ron Jessop 

Review of inter 
tidal working R/A 

11/04/2025 

Near 
Miss 
Officer None 

Officer charged by 
seal when 
crossing creek. No Yes Ron Jessop 

Officers reminded 
to us caution when 
crossing creeks 
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and to check no 
seals present 
before entering 
water 

13/04/2025 Vessel 

Split 
Hydraulic 
Hose 

Survey brought to 
end, vessel 
returned to port, 
hose replaced No Yes Lee Torrice 

Reported to 
Goodchild Marine 
for further 
investigation 

26/04/2025 Vessel 

Split 
Hydraulic 
Hose 

Survey brought to 
end, vessel 
returned to port, 
hose replaced No Yes Lee Torrice 

Reported to 
Goodchild Marine 
for further 
investigation 

12/05/2025 Vessel Grounding 

Vessel continued 
with tasking and 
returned to port Yes Ongoing Jon Butler 

Vessel to be lifted 
prior to return to 
service 

13/05/2025 
Office 
injury 

Cut to 
head 

First Aid carried 
out No Yes Jon Butler 

Officers to cover 
protrusion or wear 
hard hats under 
vessels 
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Appendix 2 
Eastern IFCA Health and Safety risks  

 

Risk Intervention Residual Risk Risk 
rating* 

(Current) 

Risk 
rating* 

(Previous) 

1. Whole Body 
Vibration 

¶ Risk awareness training to manage 
impacts. 

¶ Health monitoring process to be 
developed. 

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

Tolerate Treat 

2. Staff stress through 
exposure to 
unacceptable 
behaviour of 
stakeholders 

¶ Introduction of Unacceptable Behaviour 
policy 

¶ Stakeholder engagement plan and 
activity delivered in pursuit of corporate 
communications strategy. 

¶ Dialogue with Stakeholders to ensure 
appropriate tone of communications. 

¶ Conflict resolution training for ñfront 
lineò Officers 

¶ Introduction of Body worn Cameraôs 
and Sky Guard Alarms. 

¶ No change in behaviour 
of some stakeholders. 

¶ Long term sickness 
caused by stakeholder 
hostility 

Tolerate Treat 

3. 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 

¶ In-house assessment for drivers using 
unfamiliar vehicles (crew transport, 4x4) 

¶ Failure to adhere to 
training 

¶ Mechanical failure of 
vehicle or trailer 

Terminate Treat 
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4. Physical fitness of 
personnel to 
undertake arduous 
duty 

¶ Staff briefing 

¶ Management overview to ensure 
rostered duties are appropriate and 
achievable 

¶ Reasonable work adjustments 

¶ Routine periodic medical assessment 
(ML5) 

¶ Individual health 
fragilities  

¶ Individual lifestyle choice 
Tolerate Tolerate 

5. Working at Height ¶ Staff briefing 

¶ Scoping of all quayside ladders 

¶ Risk Assessment 

¶ Training to be provided if required 

¶ Failure of quayside 
ladders 

¶ Ownership of quayside 
ladders not clear. 

Tolerate Treat 

* 
 

Risk Rating  Risk Treatment 

High  Treat Take positive action to mitigate risk 

Medium  Tolerate Acknowledge and actively monitor risk 

Low  Terminate Risk no longer considered to be material to Eastern IFCA business 

  Transfer Risk is outside Eastern IFCA ability to treat and is transferred to higher/external 
level 
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Vision 
The Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority 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 

 
 

Action Item  9 
 
Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority Meeting 
 
11 June 2025 
 
Sub-committee Appointments 
 
Report by: J. Gregory, CEO 
 
Purpose of Report 
To propose appointments to the Authorityôs sub-committees following changes in 
membership of the Authority.  
 
Recommendations 
It is recommended that members: 
 

Note the automatic appointment of Cllr Findley, Cllr Taylor and the new 
elected member from Suffolk County Council (when appointed to the 
Authority) to the Finance & HR sub-committee. 
Note the automatic appointment of the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Authority 
to the Wash Appeals sub-committee.  
Agree to appoint Cllr Findley, Cllr Taylor, Mr Schiller and the new elected 
member from Suffolk County Council (when appointed to the Authority) to the 
Wash Fisheries sub-committee. 
Agree that, in the event that elections to the roles of Chair and Vice-Chair of 
the Authority impact upon the proposed appointments to the Wash Fisheries 
and Wash Appeals sub-committee, authority is delegated to the CEO in 
conjunction with the Chair and Vice-Chair to make the necessary 
appointments to those sub-committees.  

 
 
Background 
The Authority currently has three sub-committees, Finance & HR, Wash Fisheries 
and Wash Appeals. Membership of the sub-committees is set out in Chater 1, 
Section 11 of the Constitution and Standing Orders. 
 
Finance & HR sub-committee 
This sub-committee meets quarterly and comprise all elected members and two 
general members of the Authority, with the Chair and Vice-Chair being the Chair and 
Vice-Chair of the Authority.  
 
 
 
  



20 

Wash Fisheries sub-committee 
This sub-committee meets when required and comprises seven members (elected or 
general members), none of whom have a Declared Pecuniary Interest or other 
connection with the Wash cockle and mussel fisheries.  
 
Wash Appeals sub-committee  

This sub-committee meets when required and comprises the Chair and Vice-Chair of 
the Authority plus one other elected member .  

 
Report 
A combination of local elections and resignations has resulted in there being 
vacancies on all of the three sub-committees. Current membership can be found at 
Appendix 1.  
 
New appointees to the Authority are Cllr Findley, Cllr Taylor and Mr Schiller with a 
further appointment of an elected member from Suffolk County Council anticipated 
imminently.   
 
Finance & HR sub-committee 
The three current vacancies on this sub-committee will automatically be filled by Cllr 
Findley, Cllr Taylor and a new elected member from Suffolk County Council when 
appointed.  
 
Wash Fisheries sub-committee 
It is proposed that the three of the four vacancies on this sub-committee are filled by 
the new appointees to the Authority who are replacing previous members of the sub-
committee. The three  members proposed are Cllr Findley, Cllr Taylor and Mr 
Schiller. It is further proposed that the fourth vacancy is filled by the yet to be 
appointed elected member from Suffolk CC on the basis that elected members do 
not usually have a DPI or any connection with the Wash fisheries. It should be noted 
that elections of the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Authority at agenda items 1 and 4 of 
this meeting may impact upon this proposal given that the role-holders will 
automatically be appointed to the Wash Appeals sub-committee.   
 
Wash Appeals sub-committee  
Appointments to this sub-committee will potentially be influenced by elections of the 
Chair and Vice-Chair of the Authority at agenda items 1 and 4 of this meeting. As 
things stand, in the event that Cllr FitzPatrick continues in the role of Chair of the 
Authority he and the new Vice-Chair (the post is currently vacant) would 
automatically fill two of the posts. Unless Cllr Back takes one of these roles he would 
remain on the sub-committee. 
 
In the event that appointments to the Wash Fisheries and the Wash Appeals sub-
committees are impacted by the election of the Chair and Vice-Chair at Action Items 
1 and 4 it is recommended that authority to appoint to these sub-committees is 
delegated to the CEO in conjunction with the Chair and Vice-Chair. This will enable 
any conflicts with the sub-committeeôs terms of appointment (section 11.12 or 11.3 of 
the Constitution and Standing Orders) to be resolved outside of the Authority 
meeting.  
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Financial Implications 
None identified. 
 
Legal Implications 
None identified. 
 
 
 
Appendices 
Appendix 1 ï Authority Sub-committee Membership 
 
Background Documents 
Eastern IFCA Constitution and Standing Orders 
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Appendix 1 

Authority Sub-committee Membership as of 3 June 2025 

Finance & HR 

Membership: All elected members and two general members 

Chair: Chair of the Authority    Vice-chair: Vice-Chair of the Authority 

Members Date appointed 

Cllr Tom FitzPatrick 

Cllr Timothy Adams 

Cllr Michael Chenery 

Cllr Edward Back 

Cllr Adrian Findley 

Cllr Gary Taylor 

Cllr Vacant (Suffolk) 

Mr Stephen Williamson 

Ms. Inge Smith 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Wash Fisheries 

Membership: Seven members, none with a DPI or connection with the Wash 
cockle and mussel fisheries 

Chair: Vacant    Vice-chair: Vacant 

Members Date appointed 

Cllr Timothy Adams 

Cllr Michael Chenery 

Mr Kieran Copeland 

Vacant 

Vacant 

Vacant  

Vacant 

09/03/2022 

09/03/2022 

09/03/2022 

 

 

Wash Appeals 

Membership: Chair and Vice-Chair of the Authority plus one other elected 
member   

Chair: Cllr Tom FitzPatrick  Vice-chair: Vacant 

Members Date appointed 

Cllr Tom FitzPatrick (Chair) 

Cllr Vacant (Vice-Chair) 

Cllr Edward Back  

14/09/2022 

 

14/09/2022 
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Vision 
The Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority 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. 

 
 

 

 

60th Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority meeting   
 
Report by:  Julian Gregory, CEO  
      

Meeting of the Finance & HR Sub-committee held on 6 May 2025 
 
Purpose of report 
To inform members of the key outputs and decisions from the Finance & HR Sub-
Committee meeting held on 6 May 2025. 
 
Recommendations 
Members are asked to: 

¶ Note the content of the report.   
 
Background 
Chapter 4 of the Authorityôs Constitution and Standing Orders sets out the extent to which 
the Authorityôs functions are:  

Å the responsibility of the full Authority.  

Å the responsibility of the Chief Executive Officer.  

Å the responsibility of Sub-Committees of the Authority. 
 
Decision making powers for all strategic and operational financial matters are delegated to 
the Finance & HR sub-committee except for approving and adopting the Annual Budget and 
setting the levy to the County Councils, which is the responsibility of the full Authority.  The 
full Authority also retains oversight of finance and HR matters by receiving and approving 
reports from the Finance and HR sub-committee. 
 
Report 
The Finance & HR sub-committee meets quarterly, and the last meeting was held on 6 May  
2025. Unconfirmed minutes of the meeting can be found at Appendix A.  
 
Appendices 
Appendix A - Unconfirmed minutes of the Finance and HR sub-committee meeting held on 
the 6 May 2025. 
 

Action Item 10 
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Appendix A  
Unconfirmed minutes of a meeting of the Finance & HR sub-committee held on 6 
May 2025. 
 
Vision 

The Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority 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. 

 
 
Finance & HR Sub-Committee 
 
A meeting of the Finance & HR Sub-Committee took place at the EIFCA Offices, 
Kingôs Lynn on 6th May 2025 at 1030 hours.   
 
Members Present: 
 
Cllr T FitzPatrick   Chair   Norfolk County Council 
Cllr M Chenery of Horsbrugh    Norfolk County Council 
Ms I Smith       MMO Appointee 
 
Eastern IFCA Officers Present: 
 
J Butler Assistant Chief Officer (DD) 
J Gregory CEO 
 
FHR25/01 Welcome 
 
 The Chair welcomed members to the meeting, and explained Cllr Vigo 

Di Gallidoro had resigned due to ill health.  In addition to this both Cllrs 
Coupland and Skinner had not been re-elected following the early May 
election process. 

 
 It was confirmed the meeting was quorate. 
  
 
FHR25/02 Apologies for absence 
 
 Apologies for absence were received from Cllrs Adams and Back and 

Mr S Williamson. 
 
FHR25/03 Declarations of Members Interest 
 
 No Declarations of Interest were received. 
 
FHR25/04 Minutes of the Finance and Personnel Sub-committee meeting held 

on 4th February 2025 
 
 Members Agreed  to accept the minutes as a true record of 

proceedings. 
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FHR25/05 Matters Arising 

 
CROMER SHOAL FISHERIES:  the CEO advised Members that the 
quest for external funding to source parts of the research had so far, not 
proved successful.  The Natural Disturbance Study, estimated to cost in 
excess of £60,000 in this financial year, currently had no external 
funding.  The CEO advised that if external funding was not found then 
he would be seeking members approval to use Reserves for the 
estimated £60,000 funding required in the current financial year. 
 
Ms Smith acknowledged this was very important work, and she was 
aware external funding was being sought, however Ms Smith felt it was 
important to get the work done and therefore was in favour of using 
Reserves to fund it.  The Chair echoed this sentiment. 
 
The CEO advised the study was intended to run for 2 years so further 
funding, would continue to be sought. 
 
The Chair questioned whether MPs from Great Yarmouth could be 
asked to come  up with some funding in the future 
 
Members did express concern about the lack of external funding but 
were supportive of the use of Reserves for this project if no other funding 
stream was identified. 
 

FHR25/06 Quarter 4 Payments and Receipts 
 
 This report provided members with actual expenditure and income 

during the quarter. 
 
 Members Agreed to Note the report. 
 
FHR25/07 Quarter 4: Management Accounts  
 
 Members were reminded the Management Accounts were reported on 

an accruals basis, with comparison made to the budget to provide an 
indication of where the Authorityôs accounts were against the budget. 

 
 There had been a notable overspend on vessels, however, it had 

previously been agreed to use Reserves to fund the Refit of FPV 
Sebastian Terelinck.  Questions were raised regarding General 
Establishment expenditure and Vessel Insurance.  Both were 
considered to be a general increase in prices.   

 
 Ms Smith, noting the two un-recruited posts, believed that some projects 

related to the Cromer Shoal work had not been progressed due to lack 
of staff.  The CEO did not believe this was necessarily the case and 
added that even if recruitment were to take place there would be a time 
delay whilst training etc took place. 
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The CEO advised that he would be doing a piece of work on the 
Authorityôs finances to address predicted shortfalls in budget. It was 
likely that options would include an increase in levies and reductions in 
expenditure, including the potential loss of two vacant posts that had not 
been filled due to the budgetary situation.  
 

 The Chair acknowledged this was a difficult time, particularly with the 
belief being expressed that Defra should provide more funding to IFCAs. 

 
 Members Agreed to note the Management Accounts  
 
FHR25/08 Annual Statement of Account for the year ending March 2025 
  

In the absence of the Accountant the CEO asked Members if they were 
happy to consider the Annual Accounts or would prefer to delegate them 
to the Chair once he had been able to discuss them with the Authorityôs 
accountant. 
 
Members Agreed to go through the accounts and consider the decision 
once any queries had been raised.  

 

¶ It was noted Defra funding had been reduced by £10,000 compared 
to the budgeted expected income, this was an óin yearô reduction. 

¶ £225,000 received in the year was the outstanding grant towards the 
purchase of FPV Thunderstruck. 

¶ Asset Disposal income had been generated through the sale of RV 
Three Counties and one of the Authorityôs vehicles. 

¶ Salaries showed a saving, which was attributed to two posts being 
held vacant. 

¶ Members were advised the National IFCA Fund was money being 
held on behalf of all IFCAs 

¶ It was noted the Operational Reserve included £150,000 which was 
earmarked to pay for the moorings at Sutton Bridge, once the legal 
documents were finalised. 

¶ FAP Reserve ï it was explained this was money received from 
Financial Administrative Penalties. Legislation gave no clarity on 
where this money should go once it was received, consequently it was 
put into the Reserve until such a time as it was clear what was to be 
done with it. 

¶ WFO Fund.  Historically part of the WFO Licence Fee had to be set 
aside for the improvement of the fisheries.  However, the WFO no 
longer existed, and the funds could be spent as the Authority saw fit.  
This fund could be renamed to óByelaw Fundô and used for any fishery 
needs. 

 
Having worked through the Annual Accounts members considered 
whether or not they were satisfied with the explanations provided. 
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The Chair expressed that he was happy to accept the accounts but was 
disappointed the Authorityôs accountant was absent.  Whilst the CEO, in 
his position as, Responsible Finance Officer had been able to answer all 
concerns, the Chair felt further clarity could have been given by the 
specialist taking them through the accounts.  The Chair requested the 
CEO express his  concern the Authorityôs accountant had not been there 
to discuss the year-end figures. 
 
 

Members Resolved to: 

¶ Approve the Statement of Accounts for submission for external 
examination. 

¶ Authorise the Chairman and Chief Executive to sign the Annual 
Return before submission to the auditors for review. 

¶ Authorise in accordance with the Authorityôs finance Regulation 
3.4. transfers of funds to and from óear-markedô reserves as 
outlined in the Statement of movement in reserves. 

Proposed: Ms Smith 
Seconded: Cllr Chenery 
All Agreed 

 

FHR25/09 External Audit 
 
 The CEO gave a brief background to the paper provided to Members.  It 

was noted there was no legal obligation to have both an Internal and 
External Audit of the Authorityôs accounts, but it had previously been 
agreed to continue with both of these in order to ensure accuracy and 
probity.  

 The External Audit provider had advised this was a service they would 
no longer be providing.  Consequently the CEO was bringing it to 
members attention in order for them to decide whether they wished to 
continue with an External Audit.  The Internal Audit provider had been 
contacted to enquire if they felt it was in the interest of the Authority to 
continue with the External Audit despite it no longer being a legal 
requirement, their response had been that the sub-committee should 
consider it, but any change in arrangement should be notified in writing 
to Norfolk Audit.   

 Members were advised Aston Shaw had advised an independent 
External Audit could be carried out by them for a fee of circa £150. 

 
 Members Resolved to:   

¶ Agree to continue the practice of independent audit of the Annual 
Return 

¶ Agree to delegate authority to the CEO to put in place appropriate 
arrangements for independent audit of the Annual Return. 

Proposed: Cllr Chenery 
Seconded: Ms Smith 
 All Agreed. 
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FHR25/10` Resolution 
 

 Members Resolved that under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local 
Government Act 1972, the public be excluded from the meeting for 
item 11 on the grounds that it involved the likely disclosure of 
exempt information as defined in Paragraph 1 of Schedule 12A of 
the Act. 

 Proposed: Chair 
Seconded: Cllr Chenery 
All Agreed 

 
 
 
 
HR25/11  HR Update 
 
Summary in accordance with Section 100(C)(2) of the Local Government Act 1972 

  
Á There had been no staff changes during the previous quarter.  The 

two outstanding posts remained unrecruited as previously discussed. 
 
Á Sickness levels remained low, with only a total of 8 days sickness 

being recorded in the quarter. 
 

Á In response to the Unions Pay Claim for 2025/26 the LGA had 
responded with an offer of 3.2% on all pay points and s.c.p2 being 
deleted from 1st April 2026.  Unions were considering the offer. 

 
Á The Health & Safety representative for Norfolk CC had retired and 

been replaced by another officer who would provide the service to the 
Authority.    

 
Á Annual checks of Driving licences and updated  Emergency Contact 

Forms had been completed.  Compliance with DSE requirements for 
home and office workstations would be addressed in the next quarter. 

 
Cllr Chenery queried whether there had been any incidents of bullying 
and harassment. Historically there had been concerns some conduct 
was not appropriate and as a consequence all staff undertook Equality 
and Diversity training.  It was felt any remaining issues were likely due to 
a lack of awareness rather than malicious behaviour.  
 
The ACO advised the Exec team were always listening to assess 
regarding incidents and if any raised concerns they would be addressed.   
Officers were always mindful time spent at sea could cause issues as it 
was a difficult environment, a small space and a degree of pressure to 
get work done. 
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Members were advised a óWomenôs Forumô had been established to 
provide a point of focus and to air any concerns. It was noted 
approximately one third of the staff were women. 

 
  Members Agreed to note the content of the Report. 
 
FHR25/12 Any Other Business 
 
 FPV THUNDERSTRUCK ENGINES : Members were made aware of 

issues being faced with the engines on Thunderstruck, which were 
ongoing despite the engines being taken back to Southampton for repair. 

 As the repair had been ineffective and new oil leaks had been identified 
legal advice had been sought on the best way to navigate rejecting the 
engines and recouping the cost to the Authority.   

 If the Authority went down the route of rejecting the engines there would 
be a need to source alternative engines which would have to be petrol 
rather than diesel, which also brought problems as refuelling facilities 
were not available, and the amount of fuel required could not be carried 
in jerry cans. 

  
It was questioned whether an exemption to the ruling of replacing with 
petrol engines could be sought.  The CEO advised early enquires had 
suggested this would not be granted, however, the Chair felt it was a 
question worth asking. 

 
 VICE CHAIR:  Ms Smith questioned who Vice-Chair of the Authority was.  

It was noted, as Cllr Skinner had not been re-elected there was no Vice-
Chair, until the next meeting of the full Authority. 

 
There being no other matters to discuss the meeting closed at 1212 hours, the Chair 
thanked members for attending. 
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Vision 
The Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority 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 

 
 

Action Item  11 
 
60th Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority Meeting 
 
11 June 2025 
 
Wash Cockle Fishery 2025  
 
Report by: Luke Godwin, ACO 
 
Purpose of Report 
The purpose of this report is to present members with the outcomes of the 2025 
Wash cockle survey, the associated Habitat Regulation Assessment and 
management proposals for a cockle fishery. A verbal update will also be provided as 
to outputs from an industry consultation.  
 
Recommendations 
It is recommended that members: 
 

¶ Note the contents of the report including the stock survey, the Habitat 
Regulation Assessment and the proposed management measures.  

¶ Agree in principle to open a cockle fishery with a maximum Total Allowable 
Catch of 3,905 tonnes under the Wash Cockle and Mussel Byelaw 2021.  

¶ Agree to delegate authority to the CEO in consultation with the Chair or Vice-
Chair to open the fishery and to introduce, vary or revoke flexible 
management measures referred to in Schedule 4 of the Wash Cockle and 
Mussel Byelaw 2021.  

¶ Agree to delegate authority to the CEO in consultation with the Chair or Vice-
Chair to introduce, vary or revoke flexible management measures with less 
than 12-hoursô notice as may be required, in accordance with the provisions of 
the Wash Cockle and Mussel Byelaw 2021 

 
Background 
The Authority manages cockle fisheries in The Wash and such management is in 
accordance with the associated Fisheries Management Plan (FMP)1 as agreed by 
the Authority at the 37th Eastern IFCA meeting. The FMP sets out how the Total 
Allowable Catch (TAC) for the fishery is calculated along with other policy and 
principles for management required to ensure a sustainable fishery which operates 
within acceptable environmental parameters.   
 
To inform the bespoke management measures required for each fishery an annual 
stock survey is undertaken during spring each year.  

 
1 https://www.eastern-ifca.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2021/03/2019_07_WFO_cockle_fishery_management_plan1.5_Final.pdf  

https://www.eastern-ifca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/2019_07_WFO_cockle_fishery_management_plan1.5_Final.pdf
https://www.eastern-ifca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/2019_07_WFO_cockle_fishery_management_plan1.5_Final.pdf
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The Wash cockle fisheries are managed under the Wash Cockle and Mussel Byelaw 
2021.  
 
Report 
The annual cockle survey was completed on 29 April 2025. The survey identified that 
the cockle stocks within The Wash are sufficient to enable a fishery this year. The full 
stock survey report is at Appendix 1 which includes key management measures 
which were developed in accordance with the Cockle Fisheries Management Plan 
(FMP). In summary:  

¶ The cockle stocks can support a total allowable catch (TAC) of up to 3,905 
tonnes.  

¶ None of the conservation thresholds (e.g. adult cockle biomass of more than 
3000 tonnes) are at risk of being reached if the full TAC is taken.  

¶ The adult biomass has marginally increased compared to 2024 but is present 
at low densities throughout The Wash.  

¶ The fishery is more likely to target juvenile cockles which are present at higher 
densities. 

¶ 16 discrete closures are required for the protection of the highest density 
(>1000m-2) year-0 cockles (those which settled last year) in accordance with 
the cockle FMP.  

¶ This includes a relatively large closure on the Roger Sand which includes 
areas where year-0 cockles are less dense (between 500 and 999m-2) 
proposed on the basis that there are very few fishable adult cockles (so low 
impact on industry) but comprises a significant proportion of the 2024 cohort, 
which will be protected for future fisheries.  

 
Following the completion of the survey report, a Habitat Regulation Assessment was 
carried out to determine if the fishery would have a significant detrimental effect on 
the Wash Marine Protected Areas. The HRA is currently in draft pending formal 
advice and assent from Natural England for opening a fishery under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981. In summary:  

¶ A single large seal haul-out site closure is required to rule out adverse effects 
on the declining harbour seal populations in The Wash. 

¶ The combined biomass of mussels and cockles in The Wash (excluding lays 
and the le Strange Estate) is sufficient to provide food resources for over-
wintering bird populations (the total biomass far exceeds the amount needed) 
and so this has had no impact on the TAC.  

¶ Impacts on over-wintering birds through visual disturbance has been ruled 
out. 

¶ With the mitigation in place (including the TAC, closed areas and established 
management measures), adverse effects on site integrity can be ruled out. 

 
In addition to the above management measures, a requirement for all vessels 
operating in the fishery to have on board vessel monitoring devices is also proposed. 
Vessel monitoring will enhance the deterrent effect of the higher than usual number 
of discrete (12.44ha) closures proposed for the protection of high-density juvenile 
cockles and provide a robust means of monitoring and enforcing the same.  
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Inshore Vessel Monitoring Systems (I-VMS) are required for all vessels under 12m 
via a licence condition issued by the Marine Management Organisation. However, at 
the time of writing it is unclear whether the requirement extends to fishing within the 
hand-work fishery. In addition, several vessels of 12m length and over operate within 
the fishery for which the VMS requirement is to report at a resolution which is 
insufficient to detect fishing (particularly prop-washing) within the cockle fishery 
(once in every two hours for VMS compared with once in every 3-minutes for I-VMS). 
As such, it is proposed that these vessels must either increase their reporting 
frequency (to once in every 3-minutes) or have a tracker supplied by Eastern IFCA 
onboard when fishing.  
 
The requirement relating to the 12m and over vessels is likely to come with a cost 
impact. In relation to IFCA supplied trackers, the cost is £39.99 for 6 months, £69.99 
for 12 months, £125.99 for 24 months. The cost associated with increased reporting 
from their existing VMS is being investigated but is likely to be more than that 
associated with IFCA supplied trackers.  
 
The full draft permit conditions are at Appendix 3.  
 
Consultation  
A consultation on the proposed fishery was held between 23 May and 9 June, with 
an industry meeting planned to take place during the consultation. A verbal update 
on the outcomes of the consultation are to be presented at this meeting.  
 
Impact assessment 
The key impact associated with the measures relates to the cost of trackers (for 12m 
and over vessels) and the closures (seal haul-out closures and high-density juvenile 
closures).  A full impact assessment will be completed once responses to the 
consultation have been analysed.  
 
The impacts of the closures are likely to be limited in scope because there is 
sufficient stock throughout the Wash to take the full TAC without the cockles present 
within the closed areas. The benefit of the closures is considered likely to outweigh 
the associated cost in any case on the basis that they are required to conclude that 
the fishery will have no adverse effect on site integrity within The Wash MPAs.   
 
Next steps 
In order to make a final decision on opening the fishery and the associated 
management measures, consideration of Natural England advice and the outputs of 
the consultation and impact assessment is required.   
 
Schedule 4 of the Wash Cockle and Mussel Byelaw (Appendix 4 refers) provides a 
process for issuing, varying and revoking flexible management of the Wash cockle 
and mussel fisheries (Appendix 4). This includes opening and closure of the fishery, 
flexible permit conditions and operating times. It is proposed that authority is 
delegated to the CEO, in consultation with the Chair or Vice-Chair, to open a fishery 
and introduce the required management measures, taking into account the outputs 
from the consultation and impact assessment as well as advice from Natural 
England. 
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Financial Implications 
None identified  
 
Legal Implications 
The risk of legal challenge is mitigated through the process for developing 
management measures including consultation, consideration of impacts and 
assessment of the fishery within a Habitat Regulation Assessment (and receiving 
assent from Natural England).   
 
 
Appendices 
Appendix 1 ï 2025 Wash Cockle Survey Report (available online here)  
Appendix 2 ï 2025 Wash Cockle Fishery Habitat Regulation Assessment (available 
online here) 
Appendix 3 ï Draft Permit conditions  
Appendix 4 ï Schedule 4 of the Wash Cockle and Mussel Byelaw 2021 
 
Background Documents 
Minutes and papers for Action item 11 of the 37th Eastern IFCA Meeting, 11 
September 2019. 
 

https://www.eastern-ifca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/2025-Wash-intertidal-cockle-survey-report.pdf
https://www.eastern-ifca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/2025_Wash_Cockle_Fishery_HRA.pdf
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APPENDIX 3 ï Draft Permit Conditions  
 

Wash Cockle and Mussel Byelaw 2021: Hand-
Work cockle Fishery Permit Conditions  
2025 Wash Cockle Fishery  
Persons operating under the Authority of a Hand-work Cockle Permit 
for the purpose of fishing within the cockle fishery, issued under 
paragraph 8 of the Wash Cockle and Mussel Byelaw 2021 must fish in 
accordance with the following conditions.  
These Permit Conditions apply should be read in conjunction with the Wash cockle 
and mussel byelaw including the restrictions set out in Schedule 2 of the byelaw 
which also apply. These restrictions are appended to the permit conditions for ease 
of reference.  
Interpretation 

1. In these permit conditions:  

 
a. ñUK VMS Hubò means the UKôs secure interface platform which is 

maintained by the Marine Management Organisation and the fisheries 

policy authorities to collect, store and manage fishing boat monitoring 

data for use by the MMO and fisheries policy authorities. 

Opening of the fishery  
2. The fishery will open from [TBC].  

 
3. It is prohibited to fish for, take or remove from the fishery any cockles prior to 

the open date and time in paragraph 2.  

Open / closed areas  
4. It is prohibited to fish for, take or remove from the fishery and cockles from 

any area specified as closed to the fishery in Schedule 1 of these permit  

conditions.   

 
5. Areas designated as open or closed may be subject to change and Eastern 

IFCA will provide a minimum of 12 hoursô notice of such via text or e-mail to 

Permit Holders and Nominated Deputies. 

 
Operating times  

6. It is prohibited to fish for, take or remove from the fishery any cockles outside 

of the Operating times specified in Schedule 2 of these permit conditions.  

Fishing methods  
7. It is prohibited to fish for, take or remove from the fishery any cockles using  

bottom-towed-gear.  

Vessel Monitoring Devices 
8. Vessels with an overall length of less than 12m must at all times whilst at sea:  

a. Have either a Nemo or SC2 I-VMS MMO type-approved I-VMS device 

installed onboard and operations;  
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b. Have the I-VMS unit switched on and transmitting data to the device 

supplier hub for onward transmission to the UK VMS Hub at least once 

in every 3 minutes; and 

c. Ensure that the device has not been manually overridden, has not 

been tampered with or damaged and is not obstructed or interfered 

with so as to compromise or prevent the effective transmission of data 

to the UK VMS Hub.  

 
9. Subject to condition 10, vessels with an overall length of 12m or more must at 

all times whilst at sea:  

a. Have onboard a VMS or VMS+ unit;  

b. Have the VMS or VMS+ unit switched on and transmitting data to the 

device supplier hub for onward transmission to the UK VMS Hub at 

least once in every 3 minutes; and 

c. Ensure that the device has not been manually overridden, has not 

been tampered with or damaged and is not obstructed or interfered 

with so as to compromise or prevent the effective transmission of data 

to the UK VMS Hub.  

 
10. Where a vessel to which condition 9 applies is not able to meet condition 9(b), 

condition 9 shall not apply if;  

a. the vessel has onboard a tracker provided by the Authority; and 

b. the permit holder or nominated deputy remunerate the Authority for the 

associated subscription cost.  

Confirmation  
The Permit Conditions come into effect at [TBC]. 
Signed:  
Failure to comply with an exemption condition is an offence under section 163(2) of 
the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009.  The master, owner and charterer (if any) of 
a vessel used in the commission of an offence shall each be guilty of any such offence 
and liable to a fine on summary conviction.   
 
Permit conditions are subject to change and fishers will be notified of any amendments 
to the conditions.   
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Positions of Lays   Toft 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

TOA 52° 57.487'N 0° 10.412'E

52° 57.600'N 0° 10.269'E

52° 57.423'N 0° 10.320'E

52° 57.566'N 0° 10.135'E

TOB 52° 57.600'N 0° 10.269'E

52° 57.667'N 0° 10.386'E

52° 57.560'N 0° 10.319'E

52° 57.612'N 0° 10.422'E

TO1 52° 57.423'N 0° 10.320'E

52° 57.566'N 0° 10.135'E

52° 57.352'N 0° 10.126'E

52° 57.518'N 0° 09.940'E

TO2 52° 57.352'N 0° 10.126'E

52° 57.518'N 0° 09.940'E

52° 57.469'N 0° 09.741'E

52° 57.282'N 0° 09.938'E

TO3a 52° 57.324'N 0° 09.578'E

52° 57.399'N 0° 09.808'E

52° 57.187'N 0° 09.716'E

52° 57.282'N 0° 09.938'E

TO3b 52° 57.324'N 0° 09.578'E

52° 57.409'N 0° 09.490'E

52° 57.469'N 0° 09.741'E

52° 57.399'N 0° 09.808'E

TO4a 52° 57.110'N 0° 09.558'E

52° 57.244'N 0° 09.400'E

52° 57.324'N 0° 09.578'E

52° 57.187'N 0° 09.716'E

TO4b 52° 57.244'N 0° 09.400'E

52° 57.289'N 0° 09.470'E

52° 57.377'N 0° 09.378'E

52° 57.349'N 0° 09.278'E

TO4c 52° 57.324'N 0° 09.578'E

52° 57.289'N 0° 09.470'E

52° 57.377'N 0° 09.378'E

52° 57.409'N 0° 09.490'E

TO5 52° 57.030'N 0° 09.327'E

52° 57.154'N 0° 09.214'E

52° 57.110'N 0° 09.558'E

52° 57.244'N 0° 09.400'E

TO6 52° 56.950'N 0° 09.221'E

52° 57.086'N 0° 09.086'E

52° 57.030'N 0° 09.372'E

52° 57.154'N 0° 09.214'E

TO7 52° 56.950'N 0° 09.221'E

52° 57.086'N 0° 09.086'E

52° 56.882'N 0° 09.083'E

52° 57.021'N 0° 08.940'E

TO8 52° 56.810'N 0° 08.951'E

52° 56.949'N 0° 08.809'E

52° 56.882'N 0° 09.083'E

52° 57.021'N 0° 08.940'E

TO9 52° 56.810'N 0° 08.951'E

52° 56.949'N 0° 08.809'E

52° 56.663'N 0° 08.810'E

52° 56.757'N 0° 08.657'E

TO10 52° 56.567'N 0° 08.529'E

52° 56.519'N 0° 08.652'E

52° 56.663'N 0° 08.810'E

52° 56.757'N 0° 08.657'E

TO11 52° 56.567'N 0° 08.529'E

52° 56.519'N 0° 08.652'E

52° 56.440'N 0° 08.438'E

52° 56.415'N 0° 08.503'E
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Clay Hole    
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Roger 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Black Buoy/Herring Hill 

  

CH1 52° 56.540'N 0° 59.980'E

52° 56.540'N 0° 61.180'E

52° 56.630'N 0° 63.300'E

52° 56.640'N 0° 61.120'E

CH1a 52° 56.630'N 00° 06.300'E

52° 56.629'N 00° 06.383'E

52° 56.540'N 00° 06.180'E

52° 56.540'N 00° 05.980'E

52° 56.463'N 00° 06.081'E

CH2 52° 56.640'N 00° 06.120'E

52° 56.630'N 00° 06.300'E

52° 56.750'N 00° 06.450'E

52° 56.750'N 00° 06.290'E

CH2a 52° 56.630'N 00° 06.300'E

52° 56.629'N 00° 06.383'E

52° 56.540'N 00° 06.180'E

52° 56.540'N 00° 06.980'E

52° 56.463'N 00° 06.081'E

CH4 52° 56.850'N 0° 06.580'E

52° 56.810'N 0° 06.350'E

52° 56.880'N 0° 06.450'E

52° 56.900'N 0° 06.680'E

CH6 52° 56.155'N 0° 05.629'E

52° 56.135'N 0° 05.461'E

52° 56.077'N 0° 05.462'E

52° 56.103'N 0° 05.631'E

52° 56.165'N 0° 05.725'E

52° 56.210'N 0° 05.724'E

CH7 52° 56.493'N 0° 05.815'E

52° 56.448'N 0° 05.879'E

52° 56.454'N 0° 05.660'E

52° 56.406'N 0° 05.700'E

CH8 52° 56.540'N 0° 05.980'E

52° 56.463'N 0° 06.081'E

52° 56.493'N 0° 05.815'E

52° 56.448'N 0° 05.879'E

BB1 52° 56.340'N 0° 08.410'E

52° 56.300'N 0° 08.440'E

52° 56.260'N 0° 08.310'E

52° 56.210'N 0° 08.340'E

BB2 52° 56.232'N 0° 08.202'E

52° 56.190'N 0° 08.310'E

52° 56.094'N 0° 08.070'E

52° 56.046'N 0° 08.172'E

BB3 52° 56.094'N 0° 08.070'E

52° 56.046'N 0° 08.172'E

52° 55.847'N 0° 08.067'E

52° 55.886'N 0° 07.932'E

BB4 52° 55.699'N 0° 07.967'E

52° 55.728'N 0° 07.841'E

52° 55.847'N 0° 08.067'E

52° 55.886'N 0° 07.932'E

HH1 52° 54.996'N 0° 06.552'E

52° 55.088'N 0° 06.627'E

52° 55.148'N 0° 06.684'E

52° 54.911'N 0° 06.742'E

52° 55.078'N 0° 06.855'E

RG1 52° 56.973'N 0° 12.732'E

52° 57.029'N 0° 12.330'E

52° 57.414'N 0° 12.914'E

52° 57.413'N 0° 12.664'E

RG2 52° 57.960'N 0° 11.213'E

52° 57.877'N 0° 11.310'E

52° 57.827'N 0° 11.200'E

52° 57.919'N 0° 11.103'E

RG3 52° 57.884'N 0° 10.873'E

52° 57.741'N 0° 10.971'E

52° 57.710'N 0° 10.862'E

52° 57.790'N 0° 10.689'E

RG4 52° 57.827'N 0° 11.200'E

52° 57.919'N 0° 11.103'E

52° 57.884'N 0° 10.873'E

52° 57.741'N 0° 10.971'E
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Thief 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Scotsmanôs Sled 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

TH2 52° 51.200'N 0° 17.760'E

52° 51.580'N 0° 17.480'E

52° 51.220'N 0° 17.850'E

52° 51.600'N 0° 17.550'E

TH4 52° 51.712'N 0° 17.788'E

52° 51.575'N 0° 17.819'E

52° 51.511'N 0° 17.853'E

52° 51.435'N 0° 17.886'E

52° 51.340'N 0° 17.926'E

52° 51.351'N 0° 17.987'E

52° 51.717'N 0° 17.846'E

TH5 52° 51.844'N 0° 17.781'E

52° 51.917'N 0° 17.789'E

52° 51.724'N 0° 17.838'E

52° 51.837'N 0° 17.839'E

TH6 52° 51.922'N 0° 17.536'E

52° 52.045'N 0° 17.208'E

52° 52.060'N 0° 17.475'E

52° 51.908'N 0° 17.292'E

TH7 52° 51.897'N 0° 17.784'E

52° 51.897'N 0° 17.861'E

52° 51.837'N 0° 17.839'E

52° 51.845'N 0° 17.781'E

TH8 52° 51.897'N 0° 17.784'E

52° 51.897'N 0° 17.861'E

52° 52.162'N 0° 17.861'E

52° 52.148'N 0° 17.948'E

SS1 52° 50.386'N 0° 17.100'E

52° 50.240'N 0° 17.298'E

52° 50.330'N 0° 17.489'E

52° 50.430'N 0° 17.340'E

SS2 52° 50.652'N 0° 16.523'E

52° 50.600'N 0° 16.447'E

52° 50.686'N 0° 16.296'E

52° 50.770'N 0° 16.362'E

SS4 52° 50.819'N 0° 16.150'E

52° 50.772'N 0° 16.114'E

52° 50.728'N 0° 16.236'E

52° 50.794'N 0° 16.303'E

52° 50.839'N 0° 16.246'E

SS5 52° 50.658'N 0° 16.527'E

52° 50.595'N 0° 16.444'E

52° 50.490'N 0° 16.440'E

52° 50.486'N 0° 16.540'E

SS7 52° 50.386'N 0° 17.100'E

52° 50.614'N 0° 17.153'E

52° 50.518'N 0° 16.988'E

52° 50.430'N 0° 17.340'E

SS8 52° 50.518'N 0° 16.988'E

52° 50.614'N 0° 17.153'E

52° 50.430'N 0° 17.340'E

52° 50.330'N 0° 17.489'E

52° 50.364'N 0° 17.558'E

52° 50.644'N 0° 17.226'E

52° 50.714'N 0° 17.126'E

52° 50.595'N 0° 16.884'E
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Pandora 

 
Wrangle 

 
  

P6 52° 51.860'N 0° 21.573'E

52° 51.808'N 0° 21.651'E

52° 51.724'N 0° 21.557'E

52° 51.576'N 0° 21.481'E

52° 51.600'N 0° 21.385'E

52° 51.726'N 0° 21.473'E

P7 52° 51.476'N 0° 21.377'E

52° 51.471'N 0° 21.460'E

52° 51.576'N 0° 21.481'E

52° 51.600'N 0° 21.385'E

W1 53° 00.264'N 0° 12.100'E

53° 00.262'N 0° 12.266'E

52° 59.989'N 0° 12.097'E

52° 59.979'N 0° 12.194'E

W2 53° 00.262'N 0° 12.266'E

53° 00.263'N 0° 12.427'E

53° 00.067'N 0° 12.373'E

52° 59.971'N 0° 12.268'E

52° 59.979'N 0° 12.194'E
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Wash Lays Chart 1 ï showing the area of Black Buoy and Herring Hill sands and private lays
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Wash Lays Chart 2 ï showing the area of Clay Hole and private lays
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Wash Lays Chart 3 ï showing the area of Pandora sands and private lays 
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Wash Lays Chart 4 ï showing the area of Toft and Roger sands and private lays
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Wash Lays Chart 5 ï showing the area of Scotsman Sled and Thief sands and private lays 
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Wash Lays Chart 6 ï showing the area of Wrangle and private lays 
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In accordance with permit condition 6, it is prohibited to fish outside of the periods 
specified as open in this schedule.  

 White rows are open periods  

 Blue rows are closed periods 

 
June 

Date Day High Water Height High Water Height Open/close 

1 Sun 1047hrs 6.67 2346hrs 6.1  

2 Mon 1136hrs 6.33 **** ***  

3 Tue 0050hrs 5.76 1233hrs 6.02  

4 Wed 0155hrs 5.57 1342hrs 5.82  

5 Thu 0258hrs 5.55 1453hrs 5.78  

6 Fri 0354hrs 5.67 1556hrs 5.88  

7 Sat 0445hrs 5.87 1650hrs 6.05  

8 Sun 0527hrs 6.12 1737hrs 6.23  

9 Mon 0606hrs 6.38 1821hrs 6.39 Open 0400hrs 

10 Tue 0642hrs 6.61 1901hrs 6.5   

11 Wed 0717hrs 6.77 1940hrs 6.56   

12 Thu 0751hrs 6.88 2018hrs 6.58 Close 2230hrs 

13 Fri 0826hrs 6.93 2055hrs 6.57  

14 Sat 0901hrs 6.94 2134hrs 6.53  

15 Sun 0939hrs 6.89 2216hrs 6.43 Open 0730hrs 

16 Mon 1019hrs 6.8 2301hrs 6.28  

17 Tue 1103hrs 6.69 2351hrs 6.11   

18 Wed 1151hrs 6.58 **** *** Close 1400hrs 

19 Thu 0049hrs 5.98 1248hrs 6.51  

20 Fri 0155hrs 5.94 1353hrs 6.49  

21 Sat 0302hrs 6.03 1502hrs 6.57  

22 Sun 0404hrs 6.22 1609hrs 6.72  

23 Mon 0504hrs 6.48 1715hrs 6.9 Open 0300hrs 

24 Tue 0600hrs 6.76 1819hrs 7.08   

25 Wed 0651hrs 7.03 1918hrs 7.21   

26 Thu 0738hrs 7.23 2012hrs 7.25  

27 Fri 0822hrs 7.34 2101hrs 7.16 Close 2300hrs 

28 Sat 0905hrs 7.33 2149hrs 6.95  

29 Sun 0946hrs 7.22 2233hrs 6.65  

30 Mon 1027hrs 7.02 2317hrs 6.31  

 
 
July 

Date Day High Water Height High Water Height Open/close 
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1 Tue 1108hrs 6.75 2359hrs 5.99  

2 Wed 1152hrs 6.42 **** ***  

3 Thu 0048hrs 5.7 1242hrs 6.06  

4 Fri 0142hrs 5.49 1342hrs 5.74  

5 Sat 0242hrs 5.41 1451hrs 5.57  

6 Sun 0344hrs 5.5 1602hrs 5.59  

7 Mon 0442hrs 5.75 1706hrs 5.77  

8 Tue 0533hrs 6.08 1800hrs 6.02 Open 0330hrs 

9 Wed 0618hrs 6.41 1846hrs 6.28   

10 Thu 0657hrs 6.69 1927hrs 6.49   

11 Fri 0735hrs 6.93 2006hrs 6.68 Close 2215hrs 

12 Sat 0812hrs 7.13 2044hrs 6.83  

13 Sun 0848hrs 7.29 2124hrs 6.91  

14 Mon 0926hrs 7.38 2203hrs 6.89 Open 0715hrs 

15 Tue 1004hrs 7.39 2245hrs 6.76   

16 Wed 1044hrs 7.3 2327hrs 6.53   

17 Thu 1127hrs 7.13 **** ***   

18 Fri 0015hrs 6.26 1217hrs 6.87 Close 0215hrs 

19 Sat 0111hrs 6.01 1318hrs 6.56  

20 Sun 0220hrs 5.86 1433hrs 6.31  

21 Mon 0334hrs 5.9 1554hrs 6.25 Open 1345hrs 

22 Tue 0448hrs 6.14 1717hrs 6.43   

23 Wed 0551hrs 6.53 1825hrs 6.74   

24 Thu 0643hrs 6.92 1920hrs 7 Close 2130hrs 

25 Fri 0728hrs 7.24 2008hrs 7.14  

26 Sat 0809hrs 7.45 2051hrs 7.15  

27 Sun 0848hrs 7.53 2129hrs 7.03  

28 Mon 0925hrs 7.5 2204hrs 6.82 Open 0715hrs 

29 Tue 1000hrs 7.34 2237hrs 6.57   

30 Wed 1035hrs 7.07 2310hrs 6.28   

31 Thu 1111hrs 6.69 2345hrs 5.97 Close 1315hrs 
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August 

Date Day High Water Height High Water Height Open/close 

1 Fri 1150hrs 6.23 **** *** 
 

2 Sat 0027hrs 5.65 1239hrs 5.72 
 

3 Sun 0123hrs 5.36 1348hrs 5.3 
 

4 Mon 0237hrs 5.25 1516hrs 5.17 
 

5 Tue 0356hrs 5.42 1640hrs 5.41 
 

6 Wed 0503hrs 5.83 1742hrs 5.85 
 

7 Thu 0554hrs 6.3 1830hrs 6.29 Open 0330hrs 

8 Fri 0637hrs 6.74 1910hrs 6.67 Close 2100hrs 

9 Sat 0715hrs 7.13 1948hrs 6.98 
 

10 Sun 0751hrs 7.47 2026hrs 7.21 
 

11 Mon 0828hrs 7.74 2104hrs 7.34 Open 0615hrs 

12 Tue 0905hrs 7.9 2142hrs 7.31 
 

13 Wed 0942hrs 7.91 2219hrs 7.13 
 

14 Thu 1021hrs 7.74 2258hrs 6.82 
 

15 Fri 1103hrs 7.4 2340hrs 6.43 
 

16 Sat 1151hrs 6.9 ****  *** Close 0200hrs 

17 Sun 0033hrs 6.01 1254hrs 6.31 
 

18 Mon 0145hrs 5.68 1423hrs 5.87 
 

19 Tue 0316hrs 5.64 1606hrs 5.88 
 

20 Wed 0442hrs 5.99 1730hrs 6.29 Open 1530hrs 

21 Thu 0546hrs 6.52 1829hrs 6.74 
 

22 Fri 0634hrs 7 1915hrs 7.04 Close 2115hrs 

23 Sat 0714hrs 7.36 1954hrs 7.18 
 

24 Sun 0750hrs 7.6 2028hrs 7.2 Open 0550hrs 

25 Mon 0824hrs 7.7 2100hrs 7.14 
 

26 Tue 0858hrs 7.67 2129hrs 7.02 
 

27 Wed 0930hrs 7.5 2157hrs 6.84 
 

28 Thu 1002hrs 7.2 2226hrs 6.59 
 

29 Fri 1033hrs 6.78 2256hrs 6.27 Close 0030hrs 

30 Sat 1106hrs 6.25 2331hrs 5.89 
 

31 Sun 1148hrs 5.67 **** ***  
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September 

Date Day High Water Height High Water Height Open/close 

1 Mon 0018hrs 5.46 1251hrs 5.13  

2 Tue 0132hrs 5.15 1437hrs 4.92  

3 Wed 0311hrs 5.21 1614hrs 5.25  

4 Thu 0430hrs 5.68 1719hrs 5.85  

5 Fri 0526hrs 6.3 1806hrs 6.44  

6 Sat 0609hrs 6.88 1847hrs 6.92  

7 Sun 0648hrs 7.38 1924hrs 7.29 Open 0445hrs 

8 Mon 0725hrs 7.8 2001hrs 7.53  

9 Tue 0802hrs 8.11 2038hrs 7.65   

10 Wed 0839hrs 8.27 2115hrs 7.59   

11 Thu 0918hrs 8.2 2151hrs 7.37  

12 Fri 0958hrs 7.89 2229hrs 7  

13 Sat 1042hrs 7.36 2311hrs 6.53 0100hrs 

14 Sun 1135hrs 6.66 ****      ***  

15 Mon 0004hrs 6.01 1248hrs 5.94  

16 Tue 0121hrs 5.59 1437hrs 5.6  

17 Wed 0307hrs 5.58 1618hrs 5.88  

18 Thu 0434hrs 6.06 1728hrs 6.42 Open 0230hrs 

19 Fri 0533hrs 6.64 1818hrs 6.85 Close 2030hrs 

20 Sat 0616hrs 7.11 1857hrs 7.08  

21 Sun 0652hrs 7.42 1929hrs 7.18  

22 Mon 0725hrs 7.62 1957hrs 7.23 Open 0515hrs 

23 Tue 0757hrs 7.7 2026hrs 7.24   

24 Wed 0830hrs 7.64 2054hrs 7.19   

25 Thu 0901hrs 7.45 2121hrs 7.05  

26 Fri 0931hrs 7.12 2148hrs 6.83 Close 2345hrs 

27 Sat 1000hrs 6.69 2215hrs 6.51  

28 Sun 1031hrs 6.19 2247hrs 6.12  

29 Mon 1110hrs 5.64 2330hrs 5.66  

30 Tue **** ***  1212hrs 5.13  
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October 

Date Day High Water Height High Water Height Open/close 

01 Wed 0039hrs 5.26 1359hrs 4.92 
 

2 Thu 0221hrs 5.21 1537hrs 5.28 
 

3 Fri 0347hrs 5.67 1644hrs 5.92 
 

4 Sat 0447hrs 6.33 1733hrs 6.55 
 

5 Sun 0533hrs 6.97 1816hrs 7.07 Open 0330hrs 

6 Mon 0615hrs 7.53 1854hrs 7.44 
 

7 Tue 0654hrs 7.98 1932hrs 7.68 
 

8 Wed 0733hrs 8.27 2009hrs 7.78 
 

9 Thu 0814hrs 8.35 2046hrs 7.72 
 

10 Fri 0857hrs 8.18 2125hrs 7.49 Close 2330hrs 

11 Sat 0942hrs 7.75 2205hrs 7.1 
 

12 Sun 1032hrs 7.12 2251hrs 6.62 
 

13 Mon 1132hrs 6.38 2346hrs 6.09 
 

14 Tue **** *** 1255hrs 5.78 
 

15 Wed 0103hrs 5.69 1440hrs 5.65 
 

16 Thu 0248hrs 5.71 1603hrs 5.98 
 

17 Fri 0409hrs 6.14 1705hrs 6.42 
 

18 Sat 0506hrs 6.63 1751hrs 6.75 
 

19 Sun 0548hrs 7 1827hrs 6.94 Open 0345hrs 

20 Mon 0624hrs 7.25 1857hrs 7.07 
 

21 Tue 0657hrs 7.4 1925hrs 7.17 
 

22 Wed 0730hrs 7.45 1953hrs 7.24 
 

23 Thu 0803hrs 7.38 2021hrs 7.24 
 

24 Fri 0835hrs 7.19 2049hrs 7.14 Close 2300hrs 

25 Sat 0906hrs 6.9 2117hrs 6.94 
 

26 Sun 0837hrs 6.54 2045hrs 6.67 Open 0630hrs 

27 Mon 0910hrs 6.14 2118hrs 6.32 Close 2315hrs 

28 Tue 0951hrs 5.71 2202hrs 5.93 
 

29 Wed 1051hrs 5.33 2304hrs 5.59 
 

30 Thu **** *** 1218hrs 5.17 
 

31 Fri 0028hrs 5.5 1351hrs 5.43  
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November 

Date Day High Water Height High Water Height Open/close 

1 Sat 0154hrs 5.81 1458hrs 5.95 
 

2 Sun 0258hrs 6.37 1553hrs 6.51 
 

3 Mon 0350hrs 6.96 1639hrs 6.99 Open 0145hrs 

4 Tue 0437hrs 7.49 1721hrs 7.35 
 

5 Wed 0522hrs 7.89 1802hrs 7.59 
 

6 Thu 0608hrs 8.12 1842hrs 7.71 Close 2045hrs 

7 Fri 0655hrs 8.13 1923hrs 7.69 
 

8 Sat 0744hrs 7.92 2006hrs 7.5 
 

9 Sun 0835hrs 7.49 2049hrs 7.19 Open 0630hrs 

10 Mon 0930hrs 6.92 2137hrs 6.78 
 

11 Tue 1031hrs 6.33 2231hrs 6.35 
 

12 Wed 1150hrs 5.88 2339hrs 6 Close 0045hrs 

13 Thu **** *** 1314hrs 5.74 
 

14 Fri 0106hrs 5.89 1425hrs 5.87 
 

15 Sat 0225hrs 6.07 1524hrs 6.13 
 

16 Sun 0325hrs 6.36 1612hrs 6.38 
 

17 Mon 0412hrs 6.61 1650hrs 6.59 Open 0200hrs 

18 Tue 0453hrs 6.81 1723hrs 6.79 
 

19 Wed 0530hrs 6.95 1754hrs 6.97 
 

20 Thu 0606hrs 7.01 1825hrs 7.1 
 

21 Fri 0642hrs 6.98 1855hrs 7.14 Close 2100hrs 

22 Sat 0717hrs 6.87 1926hrs 7.1 
 

23 Sun 0751hrs 6.7 1957hrs 6.99 Open 0600hrs 

24 Mon 0824hrs 6.48 2029hrs 6.82 
 

25 Tue 0901hrs 6.24 2106hrs 6.59 Close 2315hrs 

26 Wed 0944hrs 5.97 2148hrs 6.34 
 

27 Thu 1036hrs 5.73 2240hrs 6.12 
 

28 Fri 1139hrs 5.58 2342hrs 6.02 
 

29 Sat **** *** 1257hrs 5.63 
 

30 Sun 0054hrs 6.11 1407hrs 5.9 
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December 

Date Day High Water Height High Water Height Open/close 

1 Mon 0204hrs 6.42 1507hrs 6.27 Open 0001hrs 

2 Tue 0306hrs 6.81 1601hrs 6.67 
 

3 Wed 0403hrs 7.2 1651hrs 7.02 
 

4 Thu 0458hrs 7.51 1738hrs 7.3 
 

5 Fri 0553hrs 7.69 1824hrs 7.49 Close 2045hrs 

6 Sat 0647hrs 7.73 1909hrs 7.57 
 

7 Sun 0740hrs 7.6 1953hrs 7.52 
 

8 Mon 0833hrs 7.31 2038hrs 7.35 Open 0630hrs 

9 Tue 0924hrs 6.91 2124hrs 7.08 
 

10 Wed 1018hrs 6.46 2211hrs 6.75 
 

11 Thu 1118hrs 6.05 2304hrs 6.4 
 

12 Fri **** *** 1224hrs 5.76 Close 0115hrs 

13 Sat 0006hrs 6.1 1327hrs 5.63 
 

14 Sun 0120hrs 5.92 1428hrs 5.66 
 

15 Mon 0230hrs 5.91 1522hrs 5.83 
 

16 Tue 0330hrs 6.03 1609hrs 6.08 Open 0130hrs 

17 Wed 0423hrs 6.2 1651hrs 6.37 
 

18 Thu 0509hrs 6.39 1728hrs 6.63 
 

19 Fri 0550hrs 6.53 1803hrs 6.84 Close 2000hrs 

20 Sat 0628hrs 6.62 1837hrs 6.99 
 

21 Sun 0705hrs 6.65 1910hrs 7.07 
 

22 Mon 0739hrs 6.65 1944hrs 7.1 Open 0530hrs 

23 Tue 0815hrs 6.62 2019hrs 7.08 
 

24 Wed 0853hrs 6.53 2055hrs 7 
 

25 Thu 0932hrs 6.39 2134hrs 6.88 Close 2345hrs 

26 Fri 1015hrs 6.19 2217hrs 6.73 
 

27 Sat 1103hrs 5.99 55326hrs 6.58 
 

28 Sun **** *** 1200hrs 5.83 
 

29 Mon 0004hrs 6.45 1310hrs 5.8 
 

30 Tue 0115hrs 6.4 1421hrs 5.93 
 

31 Wed 0228hrs 6.49 1527hrs 6.21  
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APPENDIX 4 ï Schedule 4 of the Wash Cockle and Mussel Byelaw 2024 
 
From the Wash Cockle and Mussel Byelaw 2021 made by the Eastern Inshore 
Fisheries and Conservation Authority on 10 March 2021. 
Schedule 4  
Procedure for flexible management measures: limiting the number of permits issued, 
permit conditions, opening and closing fisheries and operating times  

1. The procedure referred to in paragraphs 10, 21, 22, 24, 26, 28, 29, 31 of the byelaw 
(in this Schedule, óthe proposed changesô) must include the following steps: 
a) acquisition of relevant available evidence including: 

i. scientific and survey data, and scientific advice provided by the Authority, 
the Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Sciences or such 
other persons as the Authority thinks fit; 

ii. advice given by Natural England or other external authorities, 
organisations, persons or bodies as the Authority thinks fit; and 

iii. information from any other relevant source including that which is relevant 
to effective enforcement; 

b) consultation by such methods as the Authority considers appropriate with such 
stakeholders, organisations and persons as appear to the Authority to be 
representative of the interests likely to be substantially affected by the proposed 
changes; and 

c) undertaking an impact assessment relating to the proposed changes. 

 
1. The Authority must review a flexible permit condition or any restrictions on the 

issuing of permits at least once every six years from the date on which a flexible 
permit condition or restriction on the issuing of permits has taken effect. 

 
2. The review of flexible permit conditions or restrictions on the issuing of permits must 

be in accordance with a formal operational procedure agreed by the Authority and 
include the steps set out in paragraph 1 of this schedule. The formal operating 
procedure will be held by the Authorityôs office and published on the Authorityôs 
website.  

 
3. The Authority must notify all permit holders when restrictions on the issuing of 

permits or flexible permit conditions are issued, maintained, varied or revoked. The 
details of any fishery opened or closed in accordance with paragraphs 26-28 of the 
byelaw will be held by the Authorityôs office and details will be published on the 
Authorityôs website accordingly.  
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Vision 
The Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority 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 

 
 

Action Item  12 
 
60th Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority Meeting 
 
11 June 2025 
 
Wash Mussel Fishery 2025: Update  
 
Report by: Luke Godwin, ACO 
 
Purpose of Report 
To provide an update to members on the management of the Wash mussel fisheries.  
 
Recommendations 
It is recommended that members: 
 

¶ Note the content of the report and the decision taken by the CEO in consultation with 
the Chair to introduce an additional management measure.  

 
Background 
The 2024 intertidal mussel survey identified that the Wash mussel stock was of sufficient 
biomass to support both a harvestable (targeting adult mussel) and re-laying (targeting 
juvenile mussel seed for aquaculture) mussel fishery. 
 
At the 58th Eastern IFCA meeting, members agreed in principle to open a harvestable 
fishery and delegated authority to the CEO, in consultation with the Chair or Vice-Chair, to 
open the fishery and implement necessary management measures.  
 
Report 
The harvestable mussel fishery opened on 29 January 2025 following consideration of the 
consultation responses, impact assessment and having received assent from Natural 
England under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. 
 
Uptake in the fishery has been low as a consequence of limited markets for adult mussel 
following an absence of a harvestable mussel fishery in The Wash for more than 15 years.  
 
During the course of the fishery, it was reported that dead Chinese Mitten crab (CMC) were 
present in some mussel catch. CMC are an Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS), the 
release of which into the wild is an offence under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and 
the Alien Invasive Species (Enforcement and Permitting) Order 2019. The presence of 
CMC in wild mussel catch led to a biosecurity review of the fishery.  
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CMC are known to cause damage to river and canal banks and are listed as one of the top 
100 worst invasive species in the world2. CMC are very likely to be present throughout The 
Wash including within mussel beds. Consideration of the available information identified 
that CMC have been present in rivers feeding into The Wash for a number of years and are 
well established in the region3. CMC have a marine component to their life cycle, leaving 
rivers to mate, develop eggs and spawn, with juvenile CMC settling in estuaries before 
returning upriver to grow for 1-5 years to the point of maturation. Mussel beds are complex 
habitats which are likely to attract CMC adults and juveniles settling and growing before 
transiting back into the rivers.  
 
The review concluded that there was a high risk of mussel catch containing CMC and as 
such, the fishery was temporarily closed on 26 April 2025 by the CEO in consultation with 
the Chair. The closure was intended to provide time for consideration of potential 
biosecurity measures and to prevent Wash fishers from inadvertently falling foul of 
biosecurity legislation.  
 
Consideration of biosecurity management  
The investigation considered the roles and responsibilities of other organisations with 
respect to biosecurity, noting that whilst biosecurity falls within the broad ófisheries 
managementô remit of IFCAs they cannot enforce biosecurity legislation and do not have an 
explicit duty in that regard. Ultimately, it was determined that there is no effective 
management of biosecurity risk (in terms of INNS) relating to the movement of live shellfish 
at this time in England and that it is considered to be the responsibility of the individuals 
fishing for and buying live shellfish. In this case, it was determined that without intervention 
from Eastern IFCA, the biosecurity risk could not be adequately mitigated.  
 
Within the re-laying mussel fisheries, the Authority does not permit the re-laying of catch 
outside of the Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC. This is in part to ensure that mussel 
stays within the local system in the context of continually poor mussel stocks in recent 
years with the intention that the mussel may contribute to the spawning stock biomass. 
More recently, the same measure has in part been maintained due to the identification of 
novel diseases within the Wash cockle stocks as a means of reducing the risk of the spread 
of these diseases throughout the district and wider UK. This measure was not included 
within the harvestable mussel fishery management measures because it was not 
anticipated that the adult mussel caught in that fishery would be re-laid.  
 
However, on investigation, it transpired that adult mussel was being sold for re-laying, 
including in areas outside of the district where no CMC were currently present. In addition, 
all mussel catch from The Wash must be depurated prior to being sold for human 
consumption. This involves keeping the mussels live in a tank of clean sea water for at least 
two days. Whilst there are strict rules in place relating to the cleanliness of water entering 
the depuration tanks, there are no restrictions on releasing water from these tanks and 
normal practice is to simply drain the tank into the nearest watercourse. As such, even 
depuration of mussel catch from The Wash poses a degree of biosecurity risk.  
 

 
2 ¢ƘŜ ΨǿƻǊƭŘǎ млл ǿƻǊǎǘ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƛƭŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ Dƭƻōŀƭ LƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎ 5ŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŎƛǘŜŘ ŀǎ 
such in publications and scientific literature - GISD  
3 Eriocheir sinensis : Chinese Mitten Crab | NBN Atlas 

https://www.iucngisd.org/gisd/100_worst.php
https://species.nbnatlas.org/species/NHMSYS0001593547
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It was also identified that slipper limpets, another INNS named within the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981, are well established within The Wash.  
 
Ultimately, the further investigation identified that the risk posed to biosecurity necessitated 
some action from the Authority.  
 
As such, the CEO, in consultation with the Chair, approved a recommendation to implement 
an additional management measure within the harvestable mussel fishery. The measure 
prohibits the re-laying of mussel outside of the Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC without 
the permission of the Authority. Such permission will only be given where the applicant can 
demonstrate that the biosecurity risks will be mitigated and the Authority have advice or 
approval from relevant bodies including the Fish Health Inspectorate, Natural England and 
the IFCA the mussel catch is destined to be re-laid. The permit condition came into 
immediate effect on the re-opening of the fishery on 20 May 2025. 
 
The permit condition was brough into effect under paragraph 21 of the Wash Cockle and 
Mussel Byelaw 2021 and as such must be reviewed within 3 months. Such a review 
requires consultation which is intended to take place in due course.  
 
In addition, an advice notice was published on the Authorityôs website4 highlighting the risk 
of INNS within mussel catch and the risk of releasing such through depuration.   
 
Impacts 
The measure is likely to detrimentally impact the establishment of a market for the fishery. It 
is known that the measure has effectively prevented some activity that was otherwise 
planned. However, the alternative is the risk of spreading highly impactful INNS and 
prosecution (of the fishermen) for their release. The fishermen effected by the measure 
were consulted directly during this workstream and it appears that, although there is some 
dissatisfaction with the outcome, industry is understanding of the situation and the need for 
the measure.  
 
 
Financial Implications 
None identified.  
 
Legal Implications 
The measure introduces an element of risk on the Authority because if permission were 
granted to re-lay mussels outside the Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC, it may hold a 
degree of liability for any INNS released into the wild as a result. Legal advice was sought 
on this point to the extent that the risk is mitigated through seeking the advice of the 
agencies with a biosecurity remit. 
 
Ultimately, the main legal implications are on the fishermen and buyers of mussel from The 
Wash in terms of offences under the biosecurity legislation. The proposed measures reduce 
the risk of legal action being taken on such individuals as complying with this measure 
would also likely meet the requirements of the associated legislation.     
 
 

 
4 https://www.eastern-ifca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/2025_Biosecurity_Advice_Notice.pdf  

https://www.eastern-ifca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/2025_Biosecurity_Advice_Notice.pdf
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Appendices 
Not applicable 
 
Background Documents 
Papers and minutes for Action Item 10 of the 58th Eastern IFCA meeting held on 11 
December 2024.  
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Vision 
The Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority 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 

 
 

Action Item  13 
 
60th Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority Meeting 
 
11 June 2025 
 
Cromer Shoal Chalk Bed Byelaw 2021 Permit Conditions 
 
Report by: Luke Godwin, ACO 
 
Purpose of Report 
To update members on the development of phase 2 permit conditions and present 
the outcome of a review of a permit condition to be issued under the draft Cromer 
Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw 2023 in order to seek agreement on a revision to the 
permit conditions following the outcome of that review.  
 
Recommendations 
It is recommended that members: 
 

¶ Note the outcome of the review and the feedback received during 
consultation. 

¶ Agree to the revised permit condition which is set out in Appendix 2.  
 
Background 
The Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Marine Conservation Zone (hereafter, ñthe MCZò) is 
designated in part for its complex chalk structures. Assessment of the pot-based 
fishing activity which occurs within the site cannot rule out hindrance of the MCZôs 
conservation objectives and is being managed under Adaptive Risk Management 
(ARM). ARM involves adopting management which is proportionate to the risk 
identified and adequately proportionate to the level of uncertainty whilst undertaking 
research to better understand the level of risk and the effectiveness of those 
measures. To this end, the Authority made the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw 
2023 which is going through the process of confirmation and under which flexible 
permit conditions can be issued to reduce risk by delivering ARM.  
 
Management measures are being developed in two phases. Phase 1 relates to 
measures which were proposed by fishery stakeholders as initial ways to reduce risk 
to the MCZ. One such measure, the óinshore vessel restrictionô, was agreed in 
principle by members at the 57th Eastern IFCA Meeting.  
 
The Inshore vessel restriction restricted potting within 3nm of the east and west 
boundaries of the MCZ to beach-launched vessels only.  The Intention of the permit 
condition was to reduce the risk of larger vessels (i.e. those operating out of ports) 
from entering the inshore area, where most of the sensitive rugged chalk is present, 
as a preventative measure against potential future risk. 
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At the time of agreeing the permit condition, it was identified that the impact on 
existing activity was minimal (Appendix 2 of Action Item 8 of the 57th Eastern IFCA 
Meeting).   
 
At the 59th Eastern IFCA meeting, it was reported to members that  the consultation 
which informed the impact assessment had not effectively reached all those who 
would be impacted by the permit conditions and that it was apparent that the 
measure would exclude existing business models from operating within the MCZ. 
Members noted that the intention was to review the permit condition following further 
consultation with potentially impacted stakeholders.   
 
Phase 2 permit conditions are intended to further reduce risk to an appropriate level 
taking into account the findings of research carried out under the ARM project.  The 
intention has been that both phase 1 and phase 2 permit conditions will have been 
developed and agreed by the Authority to come into effect when the byelaw is 
confirmed. At the 59th Eastern IFCA meeting, members were advised that 
development of Phase 2 permit conditions has been postponed by three months to 
allow time for Natural England consideration of the órates of damageô report which 
seeks to better characterise the current level of risk and inform Phase 2 permit 
conditions.  
 
Report 
Inshore vessel restriction  
An information gathering exercise was undertaken to inform the review of the permit 
condition with a particular focus on whether the measure was likely to impact fishing 
activity to a greater extent than was understood at the time the Authority agreed to 
the measure in principle. 
 
Consultation with fishing industry from Wells-next-the-Sea in particular identified that 
the measure would impact fishing opportunities to a greater extent than had been 
thought.  As part of the consultation, a revision was suggested to reduce the extent 
of the area from 3nm from the shore to approximately 1.5nm from the shore within 
the MCZ. The views of other stakeholders were sought in relation to this revision. 
The review, including the outcomes of dialogue and consultation on the matter are 
set out in Appendix 1.  
 
In summary, the revised measure was supported by Natural England on the basis 
that measure would have a protective effect over all órugged chalkô identified within 
the site. Feedback on the revised measure from other fishery stakeholders was 
limited, however the feedback received indicated that those operating beach-
launched vessels have a preference that the area other vessels would be excluded 
from should be greater (one suggestion of 2nm and one suggestion of retaining the 
3nm exclusion of non-beach launched vessels).  
 
The original intention of the inshore vessel restriction was to reduce the risk of 
additional fishing effort within areas of the MCZ, which are at risk of damage from 
potting. The original rationale assumed that the area was not already important to 
vessels which were not beach-launched and that the measure reduced a potential 
future risk, particularly in relation to larger nomadic vessels taking up ground as and 
when existing beach-launched vessels retired. However, further investigation has 
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identified that the measure would impact existing business models, particularly those 
from Wells-next-the-Sea to an extent that was not intended. Reducing the extent of 
the inshore vessel restriction would still have the intended protective effect on the 
rugged chalk, which all lies within 1.5nm of the shore and is not thought to impact 
existing fishing activity. It is important to note that potting is not thought to represent 
a risk to the site when it occurs off the rugged chalk and so the óbenefitô of restricting 
non-beach-launched vessels would be limited to that felt by other fishery businesses 
who would have exclusive access to that area. 
 
On balance therefore, it is recommended that the revised permit condition is agreed 
on the basis that it represents the best balance between protecting the MCZ and 
impacts on existing business models. The revised permit condition is at Appendix 2 
and a revised Impact Assessment is as Appendix 3.  
 
Phase 2 permit conditions  
Management measures are likely to have impacts on fishing business models and 
when this is the case, the Authority must justify those impacts in terms of 
demonstrable benefits and / or legal obligations to take a course of action.  
 
There is a high degree of uncertainty regarding the impact of potting on the MCZ. As 
a consequence, the Authority is managing the site via ARM, rather than a purely 
precautionary approach. To that effect, management measures should be 
óproportional to the risk identifiedô.  
 
The development of phase 2 permit conditions was intentionally postponed pending 
feedback from Natural England on the órates of damageô report. This report is 
intended to better characterise risk from potting to rugged chalk to better inform what 
management measures are needed under Phase 2 in accordance with ARM. 
 
The postponement was intended to be for 3 months to enable consideration of the 
órates of damageô report. However, Natural England are yet to provide a formal view 
on the report. Without this feedback, there is no reasonable means of identifying the 
current level of risk or a means of determining therefore what management would be 
proportionate to this risk.  
 
Dialogue with Natural England is ongoing in this regard.  
 
 
Financial Implications 
None identified.  
 
Legal Implications 
There is a high level of scrutiny with regards to the Authorityôs management of 
fishing activity within the MCZ, particularly from those with a conservation interest.  
 
The revised permit condition is supported by Natural England and the impacts (on 
fishing businesses) are considered minimal in scale.  
 
Further delay to the development of Phase 2 permit conditions poses a risk of legal 
challenge  on the basis that the Authority is not preventing the hindrance of 
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conservation objectives within the site.  This is mitigated in part because the 
associated byelaw through which the permit conditions would have effect has yet to 
be confirmed. It is also mitigated through the commitment to delivery of ARM and 
development of management measures which are óproportionate to the risk identified 
and adequately precautionaryô.  The órates of damage reportô is considered central to 
better understanding the level of risk posed in the absence of the outputs from longer 
term studies, in particular the Natural Disturbance Study. In the absence of an 
understanding of the current level of risk, implementation of management measures 
which are overly impactful on existing business models carries with it a level of risk 
of legal challenge also.  
 
In summary, delivery of ARM remains the best option in relation to managing legal 
implications on the Authority with respect to the MCZ.    
 
 
Appendices 
Appendix A ï Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw: Permit Condition Review 
Appendix B ï Revised Inshore Vessel restriction (permit condition)  
Appendix C ï Revised Impact Assessment  
 
Background Documents 
Papers and Minutes for Action Item 8 of the 57th Eastern IFCA Meeting held on 11 
September 2024. 
 
Papers and Minutes for Action Item 11 of the 59th Eastern IFCA Meeting held on 12 
March 2025 
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Appendix A - Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw: Permit Condition Review 
 

Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw 2023: Permit condition review 
 
This document relates to a review of the óinshore vessel restrictionô permit condition 
and includes outputs from the associated consultation and the consideration of a 
revision to the permit condition.  
Introduction 
The óinshore vessel restrictionô is a permit condition to be issued under the Cromer 
Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw 2023 when it is confirmed by the Secretary of State. The 
measure applies to the area 3nm from the shore within the east and west boundaries 
of the MCZ. Within this area, fishing for crab and lobsters using pots is permitted 
only if the vessel fishing was launched from a beach.  
Beach-launched vessels are restricted in their size and pot deployment capacity 
compared to vessels from harbours. The measure was therefore intended to restrict 
fishing in the more sensitive inshore area of the MCZ to these smaller operators, 
reducing the potential risk of larger vessels adding large numbers of pots to the area 
which would increase the risk of damage to the site. In particular, there was a 
concern from beach-launched vessel fishermen that on retirement, fishing grounds 
could be quickly taken over by larger nomadic vessels which deploy thousands of 
pots per vessel.  
At the time the Authority agreed to the permit condition, the impact it would have on 
existing business models was thought to be very limited because it was not through 
that the area was used other than by beach-launched vessels. Subsequently it was 
brought to the Authorityôs attention that the measure would have a greater impact 
than was understood to be the case as several vessels from Wells-next-the-Sea do 
use part of the area to fish for crab and lobsters. 
The potential impacts (cost) of fisheries management measures are always taken 
into account when coming to a decision on a management measure. In this case, the 
decision was made in the absence of all the facts relating to the potential impact. As 
a consequence, the Authority undertook an information gathering exercise to better 
understand the potential impact of the measure to inform a review.  
 
Information gathering  
The Authority sought information as to the potential impacts of the inshore vessel 
restriction from local fishermen. This included advertising the information gathering 
exercise on the Authorityôs website and direct contact with potentially impacted 
stakeholders including a meeting with the Wells Fishermenôs Association.  
During the evidence gathering, a revision was proposed, and views were also sought 
in that regard including from beach-launched fishermen.  
The views of stakeholders who responded are set out separately in relation to both 
aspects of the information gathering exercise in Appendix 1.  
 
Review of the permit condition 
Vessels from Wells-next-the-Sea appear likely to be impacted by the proposed 
measure to a greater degree than was set out in the original impact assessment5. 
Appendix 1 highlights that several vessels reported fishing within 3nm from the shore 
within the MCZ and described some areas as particularly important in the context of 

 
5 Action Item 8, Appendix 2, 57th Eastern IFCA Meeting 
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ongoing windfarms development which is excluding them from fishing in their usual 
fishing grounds.  
The same fishermen also reported that they do not fish within the area considered to 
be órugged chalkô (within circa 1.5nm of the shore). On consideration, an inshore 
vessel restriction which had effect within 1.5nm from the shore would protect the 
órugged chalkô features of the site.  These areas include complex outcropping chalk 
features which support high biodiversity. Other chalk beds within the site outside of 
this area are not currently thought to be at risk of damage from potting.  
Given that there is likely to be a cost to fishery livelihoods if the restriction extends to 
3nm, and that benefit of the measure (i.e. protection of the rugged chalk)  only 
extends out to 1.5nm from the shore, then it follows that the measure is likely to 
unduly impact fishermen from Wells in particular.   
 
Proposed revision  
During the information gathering exercise, an alternative restriction was proposed 
which extended to 1.5nm from the shore within the MCZ as opposed to 3nm.  The 
view of the Wells fishermen was that this would cause minimal impact to their fishing 
operations and still protect the rugged chalk.  
Views on this revision were sought from beach-launched fishermen and from Natural 
England specifically and the proposal was added to the website notice of the 
consultation seeking views more widely.  
In summary, Natural England were not opposed to the revision on the basis that it 
had the intended protective effect on the rugged chalk. Two responses were 
received from beach-launched fishermen who held the view that the restriction 
should extend to either 2nm or 3nm. This view was based on the preference that 
there would be an area where non-beach launched vessels were excluded to the 
benefit of their business models although this was not part of the intention of the 
measure originally.  
 
Conclusions  
On balance, it would appear that an inshore vessel restriction which extends beyond 
1.5nm within the MCZ is not required for the purpose of protecting the MCZ and 
would likely impact certain business models.  A restriction beyond 1.5nm would 
benefit beach-launched vessels potentially at the expense of other vessels. Without 
stronger justification for doing so, such is likely to be in conflict with the Authorityôs 
duty to ñseek to balance the different needs of persons engaged in the exploitation of 
sea fisheries resources in the districtò. 
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Appendix 1: Consideration of Consultation Responses  
 
A consultation was held between 10 March and 14 April which included a meeting 
with the main fishing industry association identified as being impacted by the 
proposed measures.  
During the course of the consultation, a revised permit condition was proposed for 
which views were also sought specifically.  
 
Consultation responses  

Impacts on fishing businesses with respect to the original proposal  

You said Our response  

Several fishermen based in Wells-
next-the-Sea reported fishing within 
the MCZ, although no estimates of 
the amount of fishing could be 
provided.  This is primarily because 
the amount of fishing on these 
grounds varies year to year.  

Fishing activity within the MCZ from Wels 
appears to be greater than what was 
understood to have been the case at the 
time the measure was originally proposed. 
It is likely that the impact will be greater 
than was identified in the original impact 
assessment although there is insufficient 
information to enable an accurate estimate 
of the scale of impact.  

Some harbour-launched vessels 
retrieve pots belonging to beach-
launched vessels from within the 
rugged chalk in circumstances 
where there is rough weather.  

It is preferable that pots are removed from 
within the rugged chalk in the event that a 
separate vessel is unable to retrieve them, 
particularly in periods of rough weather.  
 
In the event that a person wishes to do so, 
which would likely be by exception, and the 
person notified the Authority and there was 
a genuine need, the Authority is unlikely to 
take enforcement action. 

Wells fishermen do not fish within 
the rugged chalk (within circa 1.5nm 
of the coast).  

The intention of the permit condition is to 
reduce potential future risk of damage to 
rugged chalk arising from increased activity. 
If fishermen from Wells do not fish within 
the rugged chalk, the risk posed from them 
is limited.  

Younger fishermen have invested a 
significant amount of money to 
establish a fishing business and 
need access to areas within the 
MCZ for business continuity, 
particularly in the event they are 
displaced as a consequence of 
windfarm activity (for example).  

It was not intended that the condition would 
necessarily impact existing business 
models, as the permit condition was 
intended to reduce the risk associated with 
increases in effort.  In addition, if the Wells 
fishermen do not fish on the rugged chalk, 
the impact on existing business models 
would potentially be unreasonable as there 
would be no benefit to such (in terms of 
protecting the MCZ).   

Misunderstanding that the measure 
applied to whelk fishing which 
occurs within the MCZ but not within 
the rugged chalk.  

The Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw 
2023 applies to potting for crab and lobster. 
The byelaw amends the Whelk Permit 
Byelaw 2016 to enable permit conditions to 
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be attached to whelk permits for the 
purpose of protecting the MCZ. Whelk 
fishing has not been assessed within the 
MCZ as of yet as it is not known to occur 
within the rugged chalk. Future decisions on 
any such whelk permit conditions would be 
subject to consultation with whelk permit 
holders and other stakeholders.  

Feedback on proposed revision (reducing the extent of the restricted area 
out to 1.5nm as opposed to 3nm) 

Support from Wells fishermen who 
do not believe that there would be 
an impact on their fishing activity if 
the revision was agreed.   

The revision appears to be supported by 
both Wells fishermen and Natural England 
as the permit condition would retain the 
intended protective effect on rugged chalk 
and minimize impacts on existing business 
models which use the wider MCZ.  

Support from Natural England who 
believe the revision will provide the 
intended protective effect as the 
revised boundary encompasses all 
forms of rugged chalk.  

The trawling restriction (Eastern 
IFCA Byelaw 12: Inshore trawling 
Restriction) goes out to 3nm and it 
makes sense to align them.   

It is acknowledged that boundaries within 
the marine environment may benefit from a 
degree of simplification for the purpose of 
clarity and transparency. However, in this 
instance, the potential impact on existing 
business models appears to warrant 
specificity at the expense of simplification 
which would have limited benefit on those 
impacted by the restriction as most trawling 
fishermen are not also pot fishermen (and 
so wouldnôt necessarily appreciate the 
difference in boundaries in any case).    

The original proposal was agreed at 
stakeholder meetings, and the 
revision infers that larger vessels 
are being treated preferentially.  

It was identified that the Authorityôs 
consultation on the original proposal was 
not sufficiently broad to identify Wells 
fishermen as fishing in the area and as 
such, they were essentially not aware of the 
proposal or the potential for it to impact 
them.  
The Authority is duty bound to balance the 
needs of all those fishing in the district.  In 
this case, there is no imperative to restrict 
fishing beyond the rugged chalk ï fishing 
elsewhere is not thought to pose a risk to 
hindrance of the conservation objectives. 
Rather than preferentially treating larger 
business models, the revision represents a 
balancing of the needs of the different 
stakeholders.     

Giving harbour based boats the 
chance to fish within 3nm 

The intention of the byelaw is to enable the 
delivery of Adaptive Risk Management, 
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undermines the intention of the 
Cromer Shoal Chalk Bed Byelaw.  

particularly through the adoption of flexible 
permit conditions. Given that the rugged 
chalk would remain within the area of the 
restriction and would be protected, the 
revision is not considered to undermine the 
invention of the byelaw.   
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Appendix B - Revised Inshore Vessel restriction (permit condition) 
 
 

 

 

 

Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority  

Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw 2023  

Flexible Permit Conditions ï Category One Permit 

These flexible permit conditions apply to permits issued under paragraph 7(a) of the 

Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw 2023.  

Interpretation 

1. In these flexible permit conditions: 

 

a. ñthe 1983 baselineò means the baselines for the measurement of the 

breadth of the territorial sea as they existed at 25th January 1983 in 

accordance with the Territorial Waters Order in Council 1964. 

 

b. ñbeach-launchedò means to put to sea for the purpose of carrying out a 

fishing trip from the seashore, that is to say the land between the low 

water mark and the high water mark contiguously connected to the 

sea, by way of moving the vessel over the seashore directly into the 

water or using a slipway, and excludes putting to sea from any port.  

 

c. ñInshore vessel restriction areaò means the area specified in Schedule 

1 of these flexible permit conditions.  

 

d. ñRugged Chalk Management Areaò means the areas specified in 

Schedule 2 of these flexible permit conditions.  

 

2. Co-ordinates are based on WGS 84 datum, where ñWGS 84ò means the 

World Geodetic System, revised in 1984. 

 

Inshore vessel restriction  

3. A person must not fish within the Inshore vessel restriction area using pots 

under the authority of this permit during a fishing trip unless:  

a. the fishing vessel used was beach-launched as a means of starting 

that fishing trip; or 

b. the person obtained the agreement of the Authority to do so and such 

agreement may be given in exceptional circumstances including, but 
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not limited to, where a vessel which is otherwise routinely beach-

launched was not able be beach-launched or to recover pots which 

would otherwise not be recoverable. 

 

Winter Closure  

4. A person named on a Category 1 permit must remove, or cause to be 

removed, all pots from the Rugged Chalk Management Area prior to the first 

day in January in each year.  

5. A person must not fish under the Authority of a permit within the Rugged 

Chalk Management Area between the first day of January and the last day of 

February (inclusive).  
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Schedule 1 Inshore Vessel Restriction Area 
The Inshore Vessel Restriction Area is defined as a boundary drawn by connecting 
points A to G in sequence with straight lines, as set out in Chart 1 for illustrative 
purposes.    

Point Latitude Longitude 

A 52° 57.143ôN 001° 07.116ôE 

B 52Á 58.819ôN 001° 07.237ôE 

C 52Á 58.251ôN 001Á 15.053ôE 

D 52Á 56.761ôN 001Á 21.282ôE 

E 52Á 54.570ôN 001Á 26.770ôE 

F 52° 50.879ôN 001° 33.268ôE 

G 52° 49.355ôN 001° 32.442ôE 
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Schedule 2 ï Rugged Chalk Management Area 
The Rugged Chalk Management Area consists of the areas defined in tables 1 and 2 and 
which are set out in chart 2 for illustrative purposes.  
 

Rugged Chalk Management Area 1 is defined as a boundary drawn by connecting 
points A to F in sequence with straight lines and as a line seaward of and parallel to 
mean low water line at a distance from that line (taking the shortest distance from any 
given point on that line) of 200 metres between points F and A.  

Point Latitude Longitude  

A 52Á 57.084ôN 001Á 08.418ôE 

B 52Á 57.316ôN 001Á 08.442ôE 

C 52Á 57.155ôN 001Á 13.533ôE 

D 52Á 56.753ôN 001Á 17.517ôE 

E 52Á 55.635ôN 001Á 21.103ôE 

F 52Á 55.309ôN 001Á 20.787ôE 

 
 

Rugged Chalk Management Area 2 is defined as a boundary drawn by connecting 
points A to D in sequence with straight lines and as a line seaward of and parallel to 
mean low water line at a distance from that line (taking the shortest distance from any 
given point on that line) of 200 metres between points D and A.  

Point Latitude Longitude  

A 52Á 53.973ôN 001Á 23.821ôE 

B 52Á 53.994ôN 001Á25.096ôE 

C 52Á 53.761ôN 001Á 25.604ôE 

D 52Á 53.489ôN  001Á 25.156ôE 
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Appendix C - Revised Impact Assessment 

9ƖŸůĲƖШÉőŸċũШ9őċũťШ7ĲĬƚШ7ǃĲũċƽШΞΜΞΟаШ[ũĲǂŔĤũĲШ
~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣШ~ĲċƚƨƖĲƚШfůƓċĦƣШ ƚƚĲƚƚůĲŰƣШ 

ÂőċƚĲШΝШƓĲƖůŔƣШĦŸŰĬŔƣŔŸŰƚШ 

This assessment considers the impacts of óPhase 1 permit conditionsô in accordance 

with paragraph 1(c) of Schedule 2 of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw 2023.  

Rationale for intervention and intended effects  

1.1 The Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Marine Conservation Zone (hereafter óthe MCZô) 

is an inshore site 200 metres off the North Norfolk Coast. It begins just west of 

Weybourne and ends at Happisborough, extending around 10 km out to sea and 

covering an area of 321 km2 (Annex A). 

1.2 The MCZ was designed in January 20166 for the protection of important habitats, 

and the wildlife it supports, including infralittoral rock (chalk) structures which does 

not receive enough protection in the region7.  

1.3 In 2020, Natural England provided advice to the effect that pot-based fishing 

which occurs at the site is hindering the conservation objectives of the MCZ, 

specifically through degradation of the complex chalk statures which protrude from 

the seabed known as órugged chalkô (Box 1). Further assessment and consideration 

of the interaction between the fishery and the MCZ identified that the rugged chalk 

was not at risk in the short-term but impacts could not be ruled out over the medium 

to long-term.  

1.4 The site hosts a historical crab and lobster potting fishery of cultural and 

economic importance to the North Norfolk Coast.   

1.5 This fishing activity is being managed via Adaptive Risk Management (ARM) 

which is considered appropriate given the level of risk posed to the site.  ARM in this 

context is the process of ólearning by doingô by iteratively implementing management 

measures which are intended to reduce risk, monitoring their effectiveness and 

adjusting management as necessary. 

1.6 The ARM project is supported by evidence gathering (research) and the 

implementation of novel management measures to reduce risk to acceptable levels 

in the long-term.  

1.7 Phase 1 management measures are to be implemented as permit conditions on 

the confirmation of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw and include the following:  

 
6 The Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Marine Conservation Zone Designation Order 2016 (legislation.gov.uk)  
7 Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Marine Conservation Zone factsheet (publishing.service.gov.uk)  

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukmo/2016/4/contents/created
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a817cef40f0b62305b8f384/mcz-cromer-shoal-chalk-beds-factsheet.pdf
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¶ The Inshore vessel restriction which restricts access within the east and 

west boundary of MCZ out to 1.5 nautical miles from the shore to vessels 

which are launched from the beach.  

¶ The winter closure which prohibits fishing with pots during January and 

February over the órugged chalk management areaô and requires removal 

of pots from the area during this time.  

¶  

1.8 The permit conditions are at Annex B.  

 

Intended effects and rationale 

2.1 Inshore vessel Restriction  

2.1.1 The intended effects of the Inshore Vessel Restriction are as follows:  

¶ To reduce the risk of sudden and significant increases in potting effort 

as a consequence of larger or nomadic vessels entering the area 

(inshore vessel restriction).  

 

¶ To restrict access to the inshore area which contains the most sensitive 

chalk features to those who rely on it most heavily, instilling a sense of 

ownership and husbandry which will encourage best practice.           

 

Box 1 ï Rugged Chalk  
Some of the chalk within the MCZ protrudes form the surface and is structurally 
complex.  This is referred to as órugged chalkô and it is mostly found within the 
inshore most part of the site up to around 1 ½ nautical miles from the shore.  Rugged 
chalk habitat is typically very diverse, supporting a wide range of plants and animals, 
including the commercial crab and lobsters targeted by potting fishermen.  
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2.1.2 The measure originally proposed included an exemption for vessel under 

10m in length and to apply out to 3nm.  However, responses to consultations 

were in favour of restricting access only to vessels which are óbeach launchedô 

and broadly in favour of reducing the extent of the restricted area (including 

Natural England on the basis that the revisions would still have the effect of 

protecting rugged chalk from sudden increases in effort).    

2.1.3 The permit condition is intended to reduce risk in the following ways: 

  

¶ The measure will restrict the inshore area to smaller business models 

and less capable vessels which operate less gear at a smaller scale.  

Typically, smaller beach launched vessels operate 200-300 pots within 

the inshore area.  This will reduce the risk of larger operations, which 

can set 1000ôs of pots, from utilising the area causing a sudden and 

significant increase in effort and poses a risk to the sensitive órugged 

chalkô (see Box 1).  

  

¶ Smaller vessels are more restricted in their range and as such will be 

more reliant on the inshore area and more dependent on the órugged 

chalkô area being well maintained to provide productive crab and 

lobster fisheries.  It is intended therefore, that this will enhance a sense 

of husbandry for the site, leading to the adoption of best practice.    

Box 2 - the Rugged Chalk Management Area  
The extent of the rugged chalk has been the subject of surveys for three years.  The 
current ómanagement areaô is based on data collected in 2021, 2022 and 2023 . Further 
surveys and evidence may be used to inform updates of the rugged chalk areas and as 
such, the management area may change over time.  
 

   

Chart A shows the 
area of the MCZ 
identified as órugged 
chalk óaccording to 
the rugged chalk 
review 2024  
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2.1.4 In addition, the measure will also support the maintenance of the tapestry of 

business models which fish for crab and lobster off the N. Norfolk coast.  It is a 

concern of fishing industry that, giving the aging demographic of the current fleet 

of inshore fishermen operating within this area, larger business models (including 

nomadic vessels), will be more able to quickly occupy areas vacated by retired 

fishermen.  This could result in further reduction in smaller-scale, artisanal fishing 

operations operating from the N. Norfolk Coast, which form part of the fabric of 

the coastal community and contribute to the areaôs sense of place. 

2.2 Winter Closure  

2.2.1 The intended effects of the Winter Closure are as follows 

¶ To reduce the risk of fishing gear (shanks of pots) causing damage to 

chalk during rough weather.  

 

¶ To reduce the risk of fishing gear becoming lost due in poor weather.  

 

2.2.2 This will require all pots to be removed from the órugged chalk area  

management areaô during January and February and prohibit the setting of any 

further gear during those months. The area affected will include a buffer around 

the precautionary rugged chalk area.   

2.2.3 The órugged chalk management areaô is subject to review pending analysis 

of further data and is subject to change over time. This includes in relation to the 

additional evidence on the location of the rugged chalk and the extent of buffer 

required (Box 2).    

2.2.4 The permit condition is intended to reduce risk to the MCZ in the following 

ways:  

¶ Potting activity can damage rugged chalk features when pots become lose 

and strike raised chalk features and when the ropes between pots cut into 

raised chalk in a sawing motion.  There are two key risk factors which are 

thought to increase the likelihood of such damage; the period of time pots are 

left at sea (the longer they are at sea, the higher the risk) and the strength of 

the weather while pots are at sea, with rougher and stormy weather 

increasing the risk.   

 

¶ Consideration of weather data and fishing activity data has indicated that the 

highest risk period for this type of damage is January and February (See Box 

3). Therefore, the prohibition will remove the potential for this damage to 

occur during the highest risk months of the year. 

 

¶ The closure will also reduce the risk of pots becoming lost within the rugged 

chalk during periods of stormy weather ï lost pots can remain in situ for a long 

time before being found and are considered to be of high risk to the chalk. 
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¶ The closure will also reduce the amount of interaction over the course of a 

year between pots and the rugged chalk by circa 7%.   

 

1.9 The permit conditions are to be introduced as óflexible management measuresô 

under the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Byelaw 2023, which enables them to be revised 

and revoked as necessary to effectively deliver ARM.  

Viable Policy Options (including alternatives to regulation) 

2.1 Non-regulatory measures, such as a voluntary agreements, are not considered 

appropriate because such agreement is unlikely to materialize due to market failures 

driven by competition for a common resource (ótragedy of the commonsô) and 

because such would not provide an appropriate deterrent to non-compliance relative 

to the level of risk posed by the activity (i.e. increases in the amount of fishing gear 

and deployment of fishing gear during higher-risk periods).  

2.2 Non-flexible measures, such as inclusion of the same management measures 

within a byelaw, as not considered appropriate because such would lack the 

flexibility required to deliver effective ARM.  Byelaws typically take two-years to come 

into effect whereas flexible management measures can be introduced, varied or 

revoked within 3 to 6 months.  

2.3 Flexible management measures are the preferred option because they will 

enable delivery of ARM as informed by stakeholderôs views, consideration of the 

impacts and research.  

 

A B 
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Box 3 ï Rugged chalk risk factors  
Table 1 (below) highlights the risk factors for each month of the year. Analysis of the 
risk factors was carried out as follows:  
Soak time - Fishing activity data from the MMO (data release 13 September 2023) 
was analysed to determine an estimate of ósoak timeô for pots within the MCZ.  This 
was determined as the duration in days between pot hauls.  Excessively large soak 
times were excluded from the averages as these are likely to reflect periods where 
gear is stored ashore.   
Historical weather data was obtained from visualcrosing.com for the Cromer area for 
the period 1 Jan 2001 to 1 Jan 2023. This was analysed to determine the following -  
Rough weather periods ï are defined as periods of two days or more where wind 
direction was northeasterly, and the Beaufort scale was 4 or more.  
Stormy weather periods ï are defined as any day where the Beaufort scale was 6 or 
more and the wind blew from a northeasterly direction.  
 

Table 1. sets out average soak time, rough weather periods and 
stormy weather periods by month.  The cells are shaded from 
white (being a low-risk month for that risk factor) to red (being 
high risk for that risk factor).   

Month 
Average ósoak 

timeô 

Average 
number of 

órough weather 
periodsô 

Average number 
of óstormy 

weather periodsô 

Jan 7.2 0.5 0.3 

Feb 3.3 1.1 0.9 

Mar 2.0 1.4 0.4 

Apr 2.0 2.2 0.5 

May 2.0 1.5 0.3 

Jun 2.0 0.9 0.2 

Jul 2.1 0.5 0.2 

Aug 2.3 0.4 0.1 

Sep 2.8 0.6 0.1 

Oct 2.5 0.7 0.5 

Nov 3.1 0.3 0.2 

Dec 4.5 0.3 0.3 
 
Rough weather appears to be more likely during spring, however the soak time of 
pots is low during this time which reduces risk because pots are less likely to impact 
chalk if they are regularly hauled and reset.  The longest soak times are during 
January, December, and February but the likelihood of rough or stormy weather 
during December is low.  Finally, whilst the sea conditions are not particularly high-
risk during January, but the soak times are very high risk.   
 
Consideration of these factors indicates that the highest risk moths are therefore 
January and February.   
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Description of novel and contentious elements (if any)  

4.1 Consultation with stakeholders identified that broadly speaking there is support 

for the measures however it also identified that some fishermen will be impacted by 

the measures (see section 4).  

4.2 There is uncertainty as to the extent that damage caused by fishing activity is 

hindering the conservation objectives of the site and the Authorityôs assessments, 

and Natural England advice, are therefore precautionary.  For this reason, there is 

some contention from the perspective of fishery stakeholders who are likely to be 

impacted by the measures, and other stakeholders who believe that the level of 

protection afforded through the ARM project is insufficiently precautionary. 

4.3 Implementation of a spatial restriction based on whether a vessel is launched 

from a beach is novel and not known to have been implemented previously.  The 

rationale for the measure is supported generally by stakeholders as per the 

consultation on the measures.   

4.4 Data and evidence as to fishing activity within the 1.5nm and órugged chalk 

management areaô is limited because of the limited spatial resolution of associated 

datasets (Marine Management Organisation catch and sales notes data). Information 

gathered during consultation to inform the development of the measures in additional 

to ongoing dialogue with relevant fishery stakeholders has provided mostly 

qualitative information to identify impacts.   

Assessment of Impacts on Businesses  

5.1 Fishing businesses are likely to be directly impacted by the measures through 

lost fishing opportunity with regards to loss of access within the MCZ (within 3 

nautical miles) and during winter over the area of órugged chalkô.  

5.2 Inshore vessel restriction  

5.2.1 Consultation on the revised area of the inshore vessel restriction (March 

& April 2025) has identified that it is very unlikely that harbour-based vessels 

will be impacted by the measure.   

5.2.2 Other vessels may be impacted which were not identified (because they 

did not respond to the consultation).  

5.2.3 The scale of the impact is therefore considered to be low.    

5.3 Winter closure 

5.3.1  An annual average of 5 vessels (of those known to operate within the 

MCZ) undertake fishing activity for crab and lobster (primarily lobster) during 

January and February landing catch with an average first sale value of 

Ã5,7318. 

 
8 Based on sales notes data provided by the Marine Management Organisation for the period 2010 to 2023 
inclusive.  
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5.3.2 the scale of impact is considered low because this represents 1.6% of 

the average annual value of landed catch (crab and lobsters) for the same 

vessels.  

5.4 All businesses associated with fishing activity are regarded as micro or small 

businesses, but the permit conditions will apply to all business models and primarily 

impact larger business models to a greater extent in terms of lost fishing opportunity 

(primarily in relation to the inshore vessel restriction). 

5.5 The inshore vessel restriction will provide additional security to smaller business 

models (micro and small) because beach-launched vessels are associated with the 

smaller business models.  

5.6 The measure will reduce the risk associated with potting activity damaging the 

órugged chalkô with wider ecological benefits including biodiversity given that the 

complex outcropping chalk supports higher biodiversity compared to surrounding 

areas.   

Other legislative and policy considerations  

6.1 The Eastern Inshore Marine Plan sets out policies which the Authority must have 

regard to in making decisions.  Consideration of the permit conditions against the 

East Inshore Marine Plan identify relevance with regard to:  

6.1.2 BIO1 and BIO2 (taking into account biodiversity and seeking to enhance 

it) - the measures will reduce the risk of degradation of the órugged chalkô 

features of the MCZ, the structural complexity of which promotes enhanced 

biodiversity.   

6.1.3 CC1 (taking into account climate change) - the measures will reduce risk 

of degradation of the environment and therefore enhance resilience against 

climate change.  

6.1.4 ECO1 (assessment of cumulative impacts on marine ecosystems) ï the 

measures were developed having assessed the potential impacts of pot-

based fishing on marine ecosystems and are intended to reduce risk 

associated with degradation of associated habitats.  

6.1.5 FSH1 (limiting impacts on fishing activity and access to fishing grounds) 

ï whilst the measures restrict fishing activity and access, the measures are 

designed to minimise the impacts on such and, in the case of less resilient, 

smaller fishing business models, provide additional security of access to 

fishing grounds in the longer term.  

6.2 The Fisheries Act 2020 sets eight fisheries objectives.  Consideration is given to 

how the permit conditions contribute or otherwise to these objectives as follows:  

6.2.1 The sustainability objective ï the measures do not directly address the 

sustainability objective inasmuch as their intention is to reduce risk to the 

MCZ.  However, in doing so, the measures will have a protective effect on the 

supporting habitats of commercial species, potentially enhancing sustainability 

as a consequence.  
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6.2.2 The precautionary objective ï the measures are considered to be 

proportionately precautionary in the context of ARM and in accordance with 

advice from Natural England.   

6.2.3 The Ecosystem Objective ï the measures will reduce the risk of 

negative impacts on ecosystems by having a protective effect on supporting 

habitats, specifically the rugged chalk features within the MCZ . 

6.2.4 The Scientific objective ï the permit conditions are based on best 

available evidence in the context of ARM which acknowledges a paucity of 

information on which to base management decisions and a high degree of 

uncertainty.  

6.2.5 The bycatch objective ï the permit conditions have no effect on bycatch 

and this objective is not relevant in that regard.  

6.2.6 The Equal Access objective ï the measures will restrict access to the 

inshore area based on vessel capability.  The condition does not do so on the 

basis of the vessels home port or any connection to a particular place 

explicitly. 

6.2.7 The national benefit objective ï by seeking to achieve the right balance 

between protection of the environment and providing for a viable fishing 

industry and the adoption of a proportionately precautionary approach via 

ARM, the measures will provide opportunity for the North Norfolk crab and 

Lobster to contribute to the local economy (including through its contribution 

to the culture of the coastal community and the tertiary benefits of such 

associated with tourism).   

6.2.8 The Climate Change objective ï the measures will reduce the risk of 

degradation of the complex rugged chalk habitats making the associated 

ecosystems more resilient to climate change.  

Evaluation and monitoring  

7.1 Evaluation and monitoring for the permit conditions is set out in section 2.5 of the 

ARM plan9. In summary, monitoring will primarily relate to monitoring compliance 

with the measures (through at-sea observations and Vessel Monitoring Systems) 

and evaluation will primarily consider levels of compliance with the measures.  

Rationale for level of assessment  

8.1 This assessment has considered multiple data sources including national fishing 

activity datasets and information gathered via consultations and dialogue with 

stakeholders. The key risk associated with the assessment relates to the paucity of 

high-resolution fishing activity data on which to base economic impacts.   

 
9 Published in Feb 2024 and makes reference to draft permit conditions (i.e. prior to removal of 10m vessel 
exemption in inshore vessel restriction), updated version pending -   
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8.2 Given the cost to business is sufficiently below Ã5 million (annually), a De 

minimus, self-certification style approach was adopted to consider impacts, in line 

with government policy.  
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ANNEX A ï Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Marine Conservation Zone 


