Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
Pia Bateman – Acting Chief Executive
___________________________________________________________________
Unit 3 Holes Bay Park
Sterte Avenue West
Poole Dorset
BH15 2AA
Tel/Fax 01202 721373
8 March 2022
Dear Member,
MEETING OF THE AUTHORITY – 17th March 2022
A meeting of the Authority will be held in the Waterfront Suite, Seaside at The RNLI College, West Quay
Road, Poole, Dorset, BH15 1HZ on Thursday 17 March 2022 at 14:00, to discuss the business on the under
mentioned Agenda.
Car parking at the RNLI college is limited on a pay and display basis. Additional parking is available in local
pay and display car parks. Poole bus station and Poole Railway Station are a 5–10-minute walk from the
venue.
Members of the public can request a guest telephone dial-in code from enquiries@southernifca.gov.uk.
Yours sincerely,
Sarah Harley
Finance and Administration Manager.

AGENDA
1. Apologies
To receive apologies for absence.
2. Declaration of Interest
All Members who believe they have a personal or prejudicial interest in any matter to be considered at the
meeting must declare their interest and consider whether to leave the meeting whilst the matter is discussed.
3. Minutes
To confirm the Minutes of the meeting held on 9th December 2021 (marked A).
a. Recommendations 120 and 121. To receive a verbal update from the Chairman
b. Recommendation 127. To receive a verbal update from DCO Dell
4. Chairman’s Announcements
To receive any updates from the Chairman
5. Sub-Committees
To receive the Minutes of the following Sub-Committees and to consider the adoption of the
recommendations contained therein: a. Executive Committee held on 7th December 2021 (marked B)
b. Technical Advisory Committee held on the 26th August 2021 (marked C) and the 21st
November 2021 (marked D).
6. Progress Report on Outstanding Matters
To consider a verbal update on matters outstanding from the Acting Chief Officer.
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7. Budget Control Statement
To consider the summary of progress of the Committees accounts (marked E)

ITEMS FOR DECISION
8. Net Fishing Byelaw
To consider the report from Senior IFCO Pengelly (marked F)
9. Pot Fishing Byelaw
To consider the report from IFCO Smith (marked G)
10. Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Review
To consider the report from IFCO Birchenough (marked H)
11. Draft Annual Plan 2022-2023
To consider the Annual Plan from the Acting Chief Officer (marked I)
12. Fisheries Protection Team & Fisheries Management and Policy Team Strategies.
To consider the report from Deputy Chief Officer Dell and Bateman (marked J and K).

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION ONLY
13. Compliance and Enforcement
To receive the report from Deputy Chief Officer Dell (marked L)
14. IFCA Byelaw Book
To receive a report and online presentation from IFCO Griffiths (marked M)
15. ETP Project
To receive an online presentation from IFCO Birchenough.
16. Marine Licence Report
To receive a report from IFCO Cooper (marked N)
17. Behind the scenes – with the Fisheries Management and Policy officers
To receive the report from Senior IFCO Pengelly (marked O).
18. South Coast Fishermen's Council
To receive the minutes of the 337th Meeting held on 8th December 2021 and the 338th Meeting held on 16th
February 2022 from General Member Richard Stride (marked P).
19. Recreational Sea Angling Group
To receive the minutes of a meeting held on the 22nd February 2022 from IFCO Cooper (marked Q).
20. Conservation Group
To receive the minutes of a meeting held on 10th February 2022 from IFCO Pengelly (marked R).
21. Date of Next Meeting – 9th June 2022
To confirm the date of the next Authority meeting (AGM) on 9th June 2022 at The Lighthouse, Poole.
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AUTHORITY – 09 DECEMBER 2021
Minutes of the Quarterly Meeting of the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Authority held in Function Room, The Lighthouse, Poole at 1400 on Thursday 08 December
2021
Present
Cllr Mr M Roberts (Chairman, Dorset Council)
Marked A
Cllr Mrs A McEvoy (Vice Chairman, HCC)

Cllr Mr P Fuller
Cllr Ms J Smith
Cllr Mr M Guthrie

(Isle of Wight Council)
(Portsmouth City Council)
(Southampton City Council)

Mr R Stride
Ms L MacCallum
Dr R Morgan

(MMO Appointee)
(MMO Appointee)
(Natural England)

Acting Chief Officer Bateman, Deputy Chief Officer Dell, Senior IFCO Pengelly and IFCO
Birchenough.
Members attending virtually via Teams: Mr M Ratsey (Accountant), Mr A Jensen (MMO
Appointee), Mr T Legg (MMO Appointee), Mr G Wordsworth (MMO Appointee), Mr L
Stantiford (MMO Appointee), Mr N Fisher (MMO Appointee) and Mr P Rudd (Environment
Agency), IFCOs Cooper and Smith. Mr A Deeming attended in the public gallery.
Apologies
108. Apologies for absence were received from: Cllr Mr R Hughes (Dorset Council), Cllr
Mrs D Curnow-Ford (Hampshire County Council), Ms R Irish (MMO), Cllr Mr P Miles (BCP
Council), Dr S Cripps and Chief Officer Ian Jones.
Declaration of Interests
109. Members declared the pecuniary interest in the following Minutes: Mr Stride (5b).
Members declared the non-pecuniary interest in the following Minutes: Mr Stride (8), Dr
Morgan (8), Mr Rudd (8), Mr Wordsworth (8).
Chairman’s Announcements
110. The Chairman welcomed new Member Cllr Ms Jeanette Smith and congratulated Sam
Dell on his appointment to Deputy Chief Officer for the Fisheries Protection Team.
111. The Chairman stated that the MMO had appointed Mr Neil Hornby as a new Member
for the Authority. Mr Hornby has worked for many years on marine and fisheries policy at
Defra before taking up the position of Chief Executive at Cefas.
112. The Chairman informed Members that on 3 November 2021 the IFCA hosted a visit to
Poole Harbour by the Worshipful Company of Fishmongers. Members of the Authority, the
CEO, the Association of IFCA (AIFCA) and Officers took part, providing information on the
local fishers, the compliance work that the IFCA undertakes and the MSC Certification of
the Poole Harbour Clam and Cockle Fishery. The visitors were also able to see the new
patrol vessel FPV Endeavour.
113. The Chairman informed Members that he and Acting Chief Officer (ACO) Bateman
had attended a meeting of the Association of IFCAs (AIFCA) on the 7th December 2021.
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Minutes
114. Members considered the Minutes of the meeting held on 23 September 2021. Mr
Stride asked for an amendment to the South Coast Fisherman’s Council item, and it was
agreed that this would be made. The Minutes were confirmed and signed at the end of the
meeting.
Members considered the Minutes of the meeting held on 13 October 2021. The Minutes
were confirmed and signed at the end of the meeting.
Executive Committee
115. Members considered the Minutes of the Executive Committees held on 21 September
2021.
Resolved
116. That the Minutes of the Executive Committees held on 21 September 2021 were
received and the recommendations contained therein be adopted.
As part of this item, it was queried as to why the minutes from the TAC meeting in November
had not been included. Dr Jensen stated that it had been decided not to include draft TAC
minutes on the Authority meeting agenda prior to their approval by the TAC. In order for this
system to be implemented, there would be one Authority meeting where there were no TAC
minutes provided, which was this meeting.
Progress Report on Outstanding Matters
117. a. Chief Officer Updates. Acting CO Bateman updated Members on the making of
the Green Island Dredge Closure Area Emergency Byelaw in October 2021. She informed
Members that the Emergency Byelaw had been necessary to protect saltmarsh around
Green Island, which is a protected habitat under the Poole Harbour SPA, in light of
incursions into the voluntary closed area during the 2021 dredge season. She also informed
Members that the decision to implement a time limited Byelaw was on the basis of the risk
of irrecoverable damage to the saltmarsh habitat. Acting CO Bateman discussed that the
Authority were currently reviewing evidence relating to the potential for interaction between
fishing gear and the saltmarsh, the outcomes of which would be considered by Members at
a Working Group in early 2022.
Acting CO Bateman informed Members that the UK government are committed to
identifying locations for Highly Protected Marine Areas (HPMAs), and that a number of
potential sites had been identified. Defra are currently working on how to include social and
economic information in the decision on which sites to take forward. A consultation is
expected in spring 2022. The AIFCA are playing a key role in these discussions and sit on
the steering group. Members were directed to the JNCC website for further details.
Acting CO Bateman informed Members that on 17th December 2021 the MMO would be
introducing a voluntary no anchor zone in Studland Bay as the first stage of management.
A permanent voluntary no anchor zone is proposed from June 2022 which will incorporate
other seagrass beds within the Studland Bay area.
b. Pot Fishing Byelaw. Acting CO Bateman informed Members that, at the meeting
of the TAC on 4 November 2021, under the agenda item relating to the Pot Fishing Byelaw
(PFB), a number of questions were raised by Members for consideration. Subject to minor
amendments, it was recommended at the TAC that the PFB should be approved and
accordingly that the Authority would be formally notified of the intention to make the PFB.
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Following the TAC and in reviewing these minor amendments, a number of internal
questions arose which required further legal scrutiny in order for the Authority to be in a
position to move towards formal notification of intentions. Acting CO Bateman discussed
that the legal advice required was specific to definitions of ‘nominated representative’ and
‘permit holder’ and that the underlying intentions of the PFB remained the same.
Acting CO Bateman thanked both Senior IFCO Pengelly and IFCO Smith for their work to
date, noting that the short delay was not a reflection of their hard work and dedication, but
rather a necessary adjournment to ensure that the PFB undergoes final legal scrutiny prior
to being made, with the intention to make the PFB at the next Authority meeting in March
2022.
c. Solent Scallop Consultation. IFCO Cooper informed Members that, at the meeting
of the TAC on 4 November 2021, Members had agreed to amend the Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw (SDPB) Access Policy in order to update eligibility requirements in recognition of
fishers who have been active in the Solent scallop fishery which has emerged since the
original drafting of the Access Policy in 2018/19. IFCO Cooper informed Members that
applications under this additional pathway for a Category A permit have now closed and are
being processed.
In addition, at the TAC, Members had also agreed to conduct a SDPB permit condition
review, in order to consider future management options for the Solent scallop fishery. The
consultation aspect of this review had concluded on the 8 December 2021 and IFCO
Cooper explained that he was currently collating all responses with the view to having a
Working Group with Members in January 2022 prior to the presentation of a decision paper
for the TAC in February 2022.
Resolved
118. That the reports be noted.
Budget Control Statement
119. The Chairman directed Members to review the figures in the Budget Control
Statement. The budget statement was presented for the first 7 months of the year. Members
were directed to two items where expenditure was over £5000 and it was explained that
there would be an expected loss of £5600 by year end, however allowing for a potential pay
increase of 2%, this loss may be closer to £10000 which would be taken from reserves. The
Chairman informed Members that the pay award has not yet been agreed but may rise
further to 2.25%.
Cllr McEvoy raised a question in relation to the payment made to the AIFCA and the
increase in that cost anticipated for the next financial year. She stated that she recognised
that a conduit was needed between IFCAs and Defra but queried how the AIFCA spend
their funding and what benefits were brought to the individual IFCAs by the Association.
The Chairman responded that he had sight of the accounts from the AIFCA but only on the
morning of the last AIFCA meeting in December. He reminded Members that a decision to
increase the AIFCA payment for the coming year had already been agreed by the Authority.
He also stated that the AIFCA has undergone a restructure and is now under new
management which was felt to be beneficial. Members agreed it would be beneficial to have
sight of the AIFCA accounts in order to be able to discuss them at the Authority meeting.
Cllr McEvoy asked about the projects that were currently being run by the Southern IFCA
which appeared in the budget statement. Acting CO Bateman responded that the IFCA are
currently running a partnership project on Endangered, Threatened and Protected Species
management in the Poole Harbour clam and cockle fishery and that this was funded by
MSC and due to conclude in February 2022. In addition, there is the Poole Harbour MSC
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Project which ensures continued certification of the clam and cockle fishery on an annual
basis through the process of an annual audit which is paid for by the IFCA. Acting CO
Bateman also spoke about the MPA project but highlighted that this project was now closed.
Cllr McEvoy proposed to approve the Budget Control Statement, Cllr Fuller seconded this
proposal. All Members agreed the proposal.
Recommendation
120. That the Chief Executive of the AIFCA, Robert Clark, be invited to attend a future
Authority meeting in 2022, in order to present on the work of the AIFCA.
121. That the AIFCA Accounts be considered by the Executive Committee prior to any
decisions being made on AIFCA payments in future years.
Resolved
122. That the Budget Control Statement to date 31 October 2021 be approved.
Revenue Estimates
123. The Chairman reminded Members that a 0% standstill budget was adopted by the
Authority for the year 2021-2022. He asked Members to consider the proposed budget for
the forthcoming 2022-2023 financial year which proposed a 2% rise in the levy and which
would result in an anticipated loss of £4,727 by year end. By comparison, the Chairman
informed Members that a 1% rise in the levy would increase this loss to approximately
£12,000 by year end and a 0% rise to approximately £20,000 by year end. He informed
Members that there was likely to be another pay award next year which, based on the
potential for an anticipated 2.25% pay award this year, could result in an additional loss of
£8,000 by year end. The Chairman stated that the Accountant for Southern IFCA had been
tasked to draft a budget based on a 3% rise in the levy, taking account of a potential 2.25%
pay award, with a 3% rise the budget would be balanced for next year.
The Chairman drew Members’ attention to two items of note, firstly the budget for
prosecution costs at £20,000 which was based on assessing ongoing court cases and
delayed court outcomes as well as a recognition that not all costs from a court case are
awarded back to the IFCA following a prosecution. The second item was the renewal of the
MSC Certification in Poole Harbour with an estimated budget of £20,000. Acting CO
Bateman explained to Members that the MSC certification requires renewal every five years
and that funding may be available for the second re-certification (2028) but not for the first
(2023). Acting CO Bateman outlined that the recertification process for 2023 would
commence in 2022 and that this is also being considered as one aspect of the current
consultation regarding a review of permit conditions under the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit
Byelaw, where an increase in permit costs is being considered in order to cover the cost of
recertification, with that cost being recuperated over the five-year term of the certification.
A Working Group of Members in early 2022 will consider this as part of the permit condition
review and make a recommendation to the Authority. One Member queried what questions
the permit holders had been asked as part of the consultation phase of the review. Acting
CO Bateman responded that permit holders had been asked a general question regarding
the value of the MSC certification and benefits to the fishery, as well as consideration of
whether permit holders would support an increase in permit costs in order to maintain the
MSC certification. Acting CO stated that specific recommendations regarding any changes
in permit cost would be considered following the outcomes of the permit holder consultation
by a Working Group in early 2022.
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One Member asked for an update on the marine asset review and the procurement of a
new patrol vessel. DCO Dell informed Members that stage 1 of the review, which involved
maintaining the two RHIBs, procurement of a drone and procurement of a replacement
patrol vessel for Poole Harbour was complete. He stated that stage 2 is due to commence
at the end of 2022 with completion in 2023. Stage 2 will look at the Authority’s need for a
larger platform/research vessel. The Accountant informed Members that there was
£42,0000 remaining in the budget allocated to the marine asset review.
Cllr McEvoy started the discussion on the levy for the coming year by stating that she
recognised the need to try and produce a balanced budget, however she would not be able
to support a 3% rise in the levy. She stated that she would be able to support a 2% increase.
Cllr Smith stated that she was uncomfortable with agreeing a budget that resulted in a
deficit. She stated that the Authority should not be looking to substantiate an annual loss
with funds from the reserves in the long term as this was not sustainable. She felt that a 0%
increase was not acceptable and proposed to Members a 3% rise in the levy. She stated
that this would be the best option but, as a fallback, the levy should rise by at least 2%.
Cllr Fuller voiced his support for the statement made by Cllr Smith. He stated that Members
should be prudent and balance the budget by having a 3% rise on the levy. He stated that
it was important to demonstrate to taxpayers that the Authority is acting in a responsible
manner.
Cllr Smith proposed a change to the recommendation; that the budget be based upon a 3%
rise in the levy and that councils be levied according to those new figures. Cllr Fuller
seconded her proposals. 7 Members agreed the proposal, 1 Member was against the
proposal, no Members abstained.
Resolved
124. a. That the Budget for the year 2022-23 be amended from that set out in table 2 of
Item E on the meeting agenda to account for a 3% rise in council levy.
b. That the Chief Officer issue levies on the constituent Councils in accordance with
a 3% increase on the levy for 2022-23.
Net Fishing Byelaw
125. Acting CO Bateman provided Members with an overview of the process of the Net
Fishing Review which has led to the development of the Net Fishing Byelaw (NFB), in order
to provide a context of external landscapes, internal processes and complexities faced by
officers, Members and the fishing community over the past five years. She explained that
the review commenced in 2017 in response to the Authority’s decision to review net fishing
management in harbours and estuaries across the District, focusing on achieving a number
of defined aims including protection of migratory salmonids and protection of harbour and
estuarine areas as essential fish habitats. She informed Members that in February 2020,
Members of the TAC voted against the suggested management recommendations, as it
was felt by some Members that the recommendations did not demonstrate balanced
consideration of the social and economic aspects of fishing with that of conservation. Acting
CO described how this led to an internal re-evaluation of the Netting Review process to
date. This appraisal was the catalyst which culminated in the development of innovative
management solutions which ensure that Southern IFCA are fulfilling their duties under the
Marine and Coastal Access Act (MaCAA), as well as relevant conservation regulations.
Acting CO Bateman highlighted that this had been a complex process for Officers, Members
and importantly, the fishing community whose livelihoods depend on the decisions made
by the Authority. In navigating the complexities, management solutions have been
developed which are innovative and ground-breaking and have been recognised by Natural
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England on a local and national stage with Southern IFCA providing a blueprint for
management which allows fishing activity to sit alongside and be compatible with
conservation objectives. Acting CO Bateman concluded that she hoped that the NFB is
received in the way intended – a mechanism to facilitate and balance the social and
economic needs of fishing with those of conservation, whilst recognising the ongoing need
to monitor the fishery to gather the best available evidence. She echoed the Chairman’s
thanks to all those involved and stated that the NFB was the most complex piece of
legislation that the IFCA has produced to date.
Senior IFCO Pengelly proceeded to guide Members through the recommendations put
forward. He informed Members that during this review a Working Group of Members had
met on 14 occasions and there have been two periods of consultation along with additional
specific liaison with local fishers in different areas. He explained that at the meeting of the
TAC on 4 November 2021, a recommendation had been passed that the Authority be
notified of the intention to make the Net Fishing Byelaw. IFCO Pengelly outlined the policy
objectives for the byelaw and introduced net restriction areas, net permit areas and net
prohibition areas which are intended for introduction under the NFB. Senior IFCO Pengelly
discussed three net permit areas, namely Southampton Water, Christchurch Harbour and
The River Hamble, and described that within these areas fishing with a net will require a
site-specific permit which will have a number of permit conditions attached. He described
how the NFB also determines a review process ensuring transparency in how permit
conditions, permit fees and limitations on the number of permits are to be considered.
Additional provisions in the NFB include how nets are to be marked in the District. Following
the introduction of the NFB the Fixed Engines Legacy Byelaw, the Sea Fisheries Fixed
Engine Prohibition byelaw and the Regulation of the Use of Stake or Stop Nets in Langstone
Harbour byelaw will be revoked.
IFCO Pengelly highlighted a minor error in the wording of the NFB in paragraph (7)(b), which
is to be removed and replaced with paragraph (6)(f) “A person must not use a net other than
a ring net: within the Poole Harbour Net Restriction Area, between 1st March and 31st
October”.
IFCO Pengelly guided Members through the supplementary materials that accompany the
NFB. IFCO Pengelly highlighted that the IFCA is committed to further improving the
evidence available to support management of net fishing in harbours and estuaries through
ongoing monitoring which will be conducted in accordance with the Monitoring and Control
Plan which accompanies the byelaw. Through the Monitoring and Control Plan, the IFCA
can capture evidence of levels of salmonid interaction within permit areas and utilise trigger
points if necessary to initiate a review process. Monitoring will ensure that the IFCA can use
the best available evidence to support periodic reviews of management. He also directed
Members to the eight Site Specific Evidence Packages which provide an account of the
current best available evidence used to support management decisions and the
Conservation Package which provides HRA, SSSI and Functionally Linked Area
assessment for sites where these are required. He highlighted to Members that the
conclusion of these assessments was that the NFB would result in no adverse effect either
alone or in combination with any other plan or project.
IFCO Pengelly also outlined the Process, Tools and Intentions Policy Paper which provides
transparency on the process used to develop management and how this will be used going
forward and the Impact Assessment which analyses potential costs and benefits of the
proposed byelaw. IFCO Pengelly provided information from the Impact Assessment that an
estimated 65 vessels may be affected by the Net Fishing Byelaw at an estimated cost of
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between £317,758-£351,000. He explained that there are benefits of the Byelaw which
balance these costs including benefits to marine fish populations, migratory species, the
health of the marine environment and improved fishing opportunities for both recreational
and commercial fisheries which has the potential to increase both catch levels and first sale
value, as well as encourage greater participation in recreational fisheries.
Finally, IFCO Pengelly outlined the next steps to Members if the recommendation to make
the Byelaw was carried. This would involve the NFB and accompanying documents being
subject to a 28-day formal consultation period. Following this, the Authority would consider
any submissions made during the consultation period prior to submission of the NFB
package to the Secretary of State. He explained that the Net Fishing Byelaw would only
come into force following confirmation by the Secretary of State.
Cllr Fuller queried how any increase in fish stocks would be monitored and how feedback
on this would be provided to industry. Senior IFCO Pengelly stated that there are a number
of mechanisms available including monitoring catch levels and data from the Southern IFCA
small fish survey programme which aligns with areas identified as Essential Fish Habitats.
Cllr Fuller also asked whether the Environment Agency (EA) felt the Net Fishing Byelaw
provided adequate management. Mr Rudd responded that overall, the EA feels that there
is improvement provided by the NFB in the majority of areas which is welcomed. He stated
that the EA feel that in certain areas, protection does not quite go far enough for the
protection of migratory salmonids. Acting CO Bateman reminded Members that the policy
and legislative drivers underpinning Southern IFCA’s regulatory approach were different to
those of the EA, with Southern IFCA required to consider the social and economic aspects
of fishing alongside that of conservation, where comparatively the EA are required to
consider conservation aspects alone. Acting CO Bateman described that within MPA
boundaries, Southern IFCA were governed by conservation legislation, however outside of
this footprint, management intervention must be aligned with Southern IFCAs duties under
the MaCAA, and accordingly Southern IFCA developed a risk based approach in order to
consider all three overarching principles (social, economic and conservation).
Cllr Guthrie asked whether the IFCA would expect to see an increase in illegal activity in
the short-term as a result of the introduction of the NFB and whether the IFCA had
considered the enforcement requirements which may arise. Senior IFCO Pengelly outlined
that the Impact Assessment provides an anticipated enforcement cost associated with the
introduction of the byelaw which includes an anticipated increase in patrol effort. He also
outlined that there are a number of mechanisms available to the IFCA to monitor illegal
activity including the new drone which will increase capabilities. He stated that the IFCA
aims to deliver voluntary compliance through building a relationship with the industry and
providing education on the measures. There will be work with partner agencies such as the
EA to carry out enforcement activities and share resources which is captured in the
Monitoring and Control Plan. It was highlighted that engagement is key to the process and
that consideration has been given to levels of existing fishing effort and the role of other
bodies such as Harbour Authorities in providing information on the management of these
areas.
Dr Morgan voiced his support for the proposed Byelaw. He stated that he had been involved
since the inception of the Net Fishing Review and that it had been complex and challenging
work. He stated that the core duty of the IFCA to balance socioeconomics with conservation
is identified through this work and that the proposed Byelaw strikes an appropriate balance
between managing the risk to salmonids in a manner which was appropriate and in line with
the IFCA’s duties. He stated that NE felt that the proposed management was appropriate
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to the risk and that the IFCA had achieved a transparent and innovative approach to
managing this risk outside of designated sites. He stated that NE welcomed the Monitoring
and Control Plan which provides a method of monitoring the effectiveness of the
management measures post their introduction.
Mr Stride voiced his thanks to Acting CO Bateman, Senior IFCO Pengelly and IFCO
Birchenough and Dr Morgan from NE for their diligence and responsiveness to input from
both Members and stakeholders throughout the review process. He stated that he felt the
byelaw package was robust and thorough and was a proportionate and appropriate
response to a situation where salmonids are at actual risk, however he remains
unconvinced that an actual risk exists, a sentiment which is shared by other fishers. He
stated that he recognised the IFCA does not have access to evidence specific to the level
of interaction and, in light of the feeling of the industry on certain points, anticipates
objections to the Byelaw. However, he felt that the Monitoring and Control Plan will improve
the evidence base that can be used to review management in the future and the degree to
which the IFCA can allow fisheries to continue to contribute to fishing communities. Mr
Stride concluded by stating that he hoped the introduction of this byelaw would encourage
the EA to look at the impact of activities for which it is responsible, working towards the
same aims as the Net Fishing Byelaw.
Cllr Fuller proposed to approve the recommendations, Ms MacCallum seconded this
proposal. 7 Members voted for the proposal, 0 Members voted against the proposal, 1
Member abstained.
Cllr Fuller proposed to accept the correction to byelaw, Ms MacCallum seconded this
proposal. All agreed.
Resolved
126. a. That the Authority proceeds to make the Net Fishing Byelaw.
b. That the byelaw is advertised in accordance with IFCA Byelaw Guidance from
Defra.
c. That the Executive Committee is delegated to review feedback from the formal
byelaw consultation and report with recommendations to the Authority prior to MMO
quality assurance and an application to the Secretary of State to confirm the byelaw.
d. That a correction be made to paragraphs 7(b) and 6(f) of the Net Fishing Byelaw.
Compliance and Enforcement
127. DCO Dell reported to Members work by the Fisheries Protection Team for the previous
quarter. He provided a summary of key enforcement activities and outcomes and informed
Members that Officers continued to work under Covid-19 protocols and procedures to
ensure the safety of both Officers, fishers and other members of the public. He outlined that
there had been a number of offences recorded, and sanctions issued, in accordance with
the Compliance and Enforcement Framework and that ongoing cases which may require
prosecution could result in an increase in prosecution activity into the early part of 2022.
DCO Dell drew Members’ attention to some specific incidents recorded during the last
quarter which were presented in Section 4 of the report. He highlighted Operation Seabird,
which is being supported by IFCAs around the coast, to provide key environmental, water
safety and fisheries messages to the on-water community. He stated that the IFCA has the
assets to support such multi-agency operations and that it was an important method of
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engaging with a wide range of stakeholders. He also informed Members that the IFCA had
been working jointly with the MMO to monitor fixed netting activity in ICES area VIId and
that Officers had successfully completed a refresher of their sea survival training in Lyme
Regis.
Cllr Marley asked a question regarding the variation in the number of shore and sea patrols
given in the report. DCO Dell responded that this variation can occur based on a number of
factors including the specific fisheries which are open or closed and resource availability.
He stated that a risk-based approach is taken to enforcement to ensure that resources are
directed appropriately. He also informed Members that IFCAs were looking nationally at a
standardised method of quantifying enforcement statistics.
Mr Stride asked whether compliance with voluntary agreements and codes of practice is
included in the enforcement statistics and to what degree this type of management is
monitored. He queried whether, where non-compliance is observed, what reasoning fishers
give for that. DCO Dell responded that voluntary agreements and codes of practice are
monitored alongside compliance with regulatory measures and that any non-compliance is
recorded through the intelligence system. He stated that he is looking to develop this system
further to collate appropriate information relating to voluntary measures but that the Green
Island Saltmarsh Management Area and the Solent Scallop Fishery Code of Practice were
good examples of how evidence has been collated to indicate where further management
might be required.
Recommendation
127. That the Compliance and Enforcement report captures details regarding compliance
with Southern IFCA voluntary measures.
Resolved
128. That the report be received.
Behind the Scenes – with the Fisheries Management and Policy Officers
129. Acting CO Bateman explained that the Behind the Scenes reports seek to capture
some of the work that the Fisheries Management and Policy Team conduct in order to
support the development of management and policy by the IFCA. Members voiced that they
liked the format of these reports and thanked all officers for producing a good range of work.
Resolved
130. That the report be received.
Marine Licence Report
131. IFCO Cooper provided a summary of the responses to marine licence applications that
the IFCA had submitted during the previous quarter as a statutory consultee to the Marine
Management Organisation. He stated that during the last quarter four applications had been
received, a response was provided for three of these and one screened out as not requiring
a response. Two of these applications related to the disposal of dredge material and the
IFCA continue to flag concerns from the industry on this. The other application was for a
small-scale tidal energy project where the IFCA highlighted that consideration of navigation
in the proposed area in the application needed to include fishing vessels.
Mr Legg queried whether there were any updates to the proposal to place increased
quantities of rock armour over the IFA2 cable in the Solent. IFCO Cooper responded that a
response had been submitted when the application was initially made but that no notification
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had been received to date as to whether the proposal had been granted. IFCO Cooper
agreed to make enquires with the MMO as to the progress of this proposal.
Resolved
132. That the report be received.
South Coast Fishermen’s Council (FMC)
133. Members considered the Minutes of the South Coast Fishermen’s Council meetings
held on 15 September and 17 November 2021. Mr Stride reported that Council Members
were concerned over increasing mobile sediments occurring as a result of beach
replenishment work in Poole Bay and the impact this may be having on the lobster fishery
on Christchurch Ledge. He stated that there was concern that although marine licences
were issued with an accompanying Environmental Impact Assessment, there was no
monitoring after the activity had taken place to determine whether the conclusions of the
EIA were correct. Mr Stride also highlighted that fishers were concerned over the costs
associated with the upcoming requirement to install iVMS on all commercial vessels. He
stated that fishers felt relevant authorities should help to cover these costs as they will
benefit from the increase access to information on fishing activity.
Resolved
134. That the Minutes of the 335th and 336th meetings of the South Coast Fishermen’s
Council held on 15 September and 17 November 2021 respectively be received.
Dorset, Hampshire and Isle of Wight Marine Conservation Group
135. Ms MacCallum gave Members an overview of the Minutes from the Dorset, Hampshire
and Isle of Wight Marine Conservation Group. She outlined that they discussed sand eel
capture for use as bait and the consequent availability of sand eels for bird species such as
terns. She stated that the group also discussed sewage inputs and storm water outflows
into coastal waters in the district. This was discussed by Members and the Chairman
reiterated the importance of water quality, referencing aquaculture activity in Dorset. The
group also recognised the positive work by the Solent Oyster Restoration program which
has constructed the first native oyster reef in Langstone Harbour containing approximately
15,000 native oysters. It is hoped that this will have benefits for the native oyster population
in the rest of the Solent.
Resolved
136. That the Minutes of the meeting held on 11 November 2021 of the Conservation Group
be received.
Date of Next Meeting – 17 March 2022
137. The next meetings of the Full Authority would be held on 17 March 2022 at the RNLI
College in Poole. Members queried whether the location of the Authority meeting could
return to being rotated around the District so that the distance travelled by Members could
be equitably distributed. This will be taken under consideration for the meeting in June 2022.
138. There being no further business the meeting closed at 16:07.

Chairman:

OMD/IFCA/Minutes/FAMDec21

Date:

10

Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
Executive Committee –7th December 2021
A meeting of the Executive Committee was held via an online Microsoft Team’s video
conferencing facility at 17.00 on Tuesday 7th December 2021.

Cllr M Roberts
Cllr A McEvoy
Cllr P Fuller
Mr R Stride

Present:
Dorset Council (Southern IFCA Chair)
Hampshire County Council (Southern IFCA Vice Chair)
Isle of Wight Council
MMO Appointee (TAC Vice-Chair)
Marked B

Acting Chief Executive Officer (CEO) Bateman, Deputy Chief Officer (DCO) Dell and
Senior IFCO Pengelly were also present.
Election of Chairman
Resolved
160. That Cllr M Roberts be elected Chairman for the meeting.
Apologies
161. Cllr D Curnow-Ford, Dr A Jensen, Mr M Ratsey (Accountant) and CEO I Jones.
Declarations of Interest
161. No declarations of interest were received
Minutes
162. Members considered the minutes of the meetings held on 21st September 2021. The
Minutes were confirmed as to be accurate, and the Chairman confirmed the Minutes would
be signed in due course.
Chairman’s Announcements
163. The Chairman provided an update to Members on a number of activities and
meetings that he had been involved with over the last quarter, including, a visit to Poole
Harbour with the Worshipful Company of Fishmongers onboard the pleasure vessel the
Dorset Queen. Also in attendance, MMO Appointee Gary Wordsworth, IFCO Sarah
Birchenough, CEO Ian Jones and the CEO of the Association of IFCAs (AIFCA) Robert
Clark. The party received a vessel demonstration of Southern IFCAs new patrol vessel
Endeavour. The Chairman discussed his intentions to work with the CEO and the
Worshipful Company of Fishmongers director of fisheries to explore grant funding
opportunities in order to support the Poole Harbour fisheries. The Chairman also attended
an AIFCA meeting with the Acting CEO Pia Bateman.
Progress Report
164. a. Membership
The Chairman confirmed Cllr Jeanette Smith was the new member for Portsmouth City
Council who had already been an active member contributing to the Governance and
Scrutiny Committee. The Chairman also confirmed that Neil Hornby the CEO of Cefas had
been confirmed as an MMO Appointee and would be joining the Authority in due course.
b. Review of Standing Orders
Acting CEO Bateman presented the report on behalf of CEO I Jones. Members discussed
the report. The Chairman requested that section 2.1 ii. Should include a process and
procedure in which the members who don’t attend Southern IFCA meetings can be
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replaced. The Chairman also requested the removal 2.1 iii. b) and requested that this
section relating to appeals by a member of staff or Authority Member should be dealt with
by the Appeals Committee rather than the Scrutiny and Governance Committee. The
proposals under section 3.1 were agreed however Members requested that an informal
review is held by the Executive Committee prior to the Standing Orders going to the full
Authority. Acting CEO Bateman advised that due to the significance of the Standing Orders,
there may be a need to consider legal scrutiny, as such, this time delay may need to be
factored into the process. Acting CEO Bateman answered questions from the Members
relating to the drivers’ surrounding changes to the Standing Orders, in particular the use of
the Standing Orders when seeking to implement an Emergency Byelaw, as well as the
creation of a sub-committee tasked with reviewing evidence relating to the proposed net
permit fisheries. Further discussion was had relating to Covid-19 and the ability to make
decisions via an online forum. The Chairman reminded members that Southern IFCA are
subject to central Government legislation that will dictate the ability of the Authority to make
decisions through Hybrid meeting arrangements.
Resolved
164, b,(i). That the Members agreed the development of a Constitution and Standing
Orders review.
Recommended
164, b (ii). That the Members agree the structure and framework for the Constitution and
Standing Orders and proposed sub committees, subject to minor amendments and the
document returning to the Members of the Executive Committee prior to consideration at a
meeting of the full Authority.
c. Accident, Incident and Near Miss Report
DCO Dell reported and provided a report stating there had been no accidents, incidents or
near misses in the previous quarter.
Resolved
164, c, (i). That Members noted the report
d. Marine Asset Review
DCO Dell provided a verbal update on phase one of the Marine Asset Review informing
members that this phase was now complete and that the new FPV Endeavour was now in
service, he also reminded members that the Authority have agreed to a two phased
approach with the second phase commencing late in 2022 with anticipated completion in
2023.
e. Staffing Update
The Chairman confirmed that Sam Dell has now been made permanent Deputy Chief
Officer for the Fisheries and Protection Team and congratulated him on the position. Acting
CEO Bateman provided an update on the current recruitment drives Southern IFCA are
running, firstly the recruitment for a Finance and Administration Manager (FAM). In the
absence of a FAM arrangements had been made with Debbie Vivian to return on three
occasions in order to maintain payroll and invoices for Southern IFCA. Acting CEO
Bateman highlighted the additional pressures on staff as a result of the current FAM
vacancy. Cllr McEvoy asked if employing temporary staff had been considered. Acting CEO
Bateman discussed the calibre of applications for the FAM and was confidence that this,
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coupled with minimal notice periods, would ensure that the FAM position would be filled by
early 2022. If this however was not the case, then other contingencies would need
exploring. Acting CEO Bateman discussed the recruitment of an IFCO for the Fisheries
Protection Team in that the application process would be closing on the 5th January 2022.
She also updated members regarding one of the members of staff that is on long term sick
leave informing members that they were making progress with their recovery, with the hope
that the member of staff would be re-joining the team in the early New Year. Members
wished the member of staff well.
165. Budget and Levy 2022 to 2023
Members received an update from the Chairman following his attendance at the Scrutiny
and Governance Committee held on the morning of the 7th December 2021. The Chairman
discussed the report provided by CEO Jones and Mr M Ratsey (Accountant) and in
particular discussed Section 3.3 of the report which relates to the National Joint Council for
Local Government Services pay scale increases. The Chairman made members aware
that an anticipated 2% increase in salaries, to be backdated to April 2021 had been
considered in the budget. In addition, the Chairman discussed the likelihood that salary
increases would also be applicable during the next financial year. Cllr McEvoy questioned
the proposed payment to the AIFCA and recommended that Southern IFCA should review
this contribution prior to committing to this in the budget in order to ensure that the AIFCA
were providing value for money. Acting CEO Bateman updated the members on the MSC
accreditation and associated costs for the Poole Harbour Dredge Fishery.
The Chairman provided Members with an overview of the recommended Authority budget
for the financial year 1st April 2022 to 31st March 2023, discussing the following scenarios:
• With a 3% budget increase the Authority would be subject to a £106 loss.
• With a 2% budget increase the Authority would be subject to a £4,727 loss.
• With a 1% budget increase the Authority would be subject to a £12,600 loss.
• With a 0% budget (standstill) the Authority would be subject to a £20,000 loss.
Recommended
166. That the AIFCA Accounts be considered by the Executive Committee prior to any
decisions being made on AIFCA payments in future years.
Resolved
167. That the Members approve the budget and make a recommendation to the Authority
regarding a minimum increase of 2%.
168. Net Fishing Byelaw
Senior IFCO Pengelly attended the meeting in order to provide a background to the Net
Fishing Byelaw Agenda Item timetabled for the meeting of the Full Authority, in order to
provide elected Members with background prior to the recommendation to make the
Byelaw at the forthcoming Authority meeting.
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SOUTHERN INSHORE FISHERIES AND CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE – 26 AUGUST 2021
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee held in the Waterfront Room, The Lifeboat
College, RNLI, Poole at 1400 on Thursday 26 August 2021.
Present
Dr A Jensen (Chairman, MMO Appointee)
Mr R Stride (Vice Chairman, MMO Appointee)
Dr S Cripps
Ms L MacCallum
Mr G Wordsworth
Ms R Irish
Mr A Narozanski
Mr P Rudd

Marked C

(MMO Appointee)
(MMO Appointee)
(MMO Appointee)
(MMO Appointee)
(Natural England)
(Environment Agency)

The Chief Officer, Finance and Administration Officer and IFCOs Dell and Pengelly were
also present. Members joining virtual via Teams: Mr T Legg (MMO Appointee), CRO
Small, IFCOs Birchenough, Cooper, Smith and Taylor and DCO Bateman. Members of
the public joining virtual via Teams: Mr T Ferrero, Mr D Rodmell (NFFO), Mr S Matthews
(Warsash Fishermen), Mr A Deeming and Mr R Kane.
Election of Chairman
Resolved
45.
That Dr Jensen be elected Chairman for the year 2021 - 2022.
Election of Vice Chairman
Resolved
46.
That Mr Stride be elected Vice Chairman for the year 2021 – 2022.
Apologies
47. Apologies for absence were received from Dr R Morgan, Mr L Stantiford and Mr N
Fisher.
Declarations of interest
48. Members declared the pecuniary interest in the following Minutes: Mr Legg (50h, 54,
56, 58), Mr Stride (56, 60) and non-pecuniary interest in the following Minutes: Mr Legg
(52), Mr Rudd (52, 56), Dr Jensen (52, 58), Mr Wordsworth (52, 56, 58), Mr Stride (52)
Minutes
49. Members considered the Minutes of the meeting held on 6 May 2021 and these were
then confirmed and signed.
Progress Report
50.
Chief Officer reports.
a. Highly Protected Marine Areas (HPMAs). The Chief Officer reported that
locations for pilot HPMAs were being sought. These would be developed using a
ecological and socio-economic criterion to refine a list of potential sites to be
recommended to the Secretary of State by the end of the year. Formal consultation on the
proposed sites would follow Spring 2022. IFCAs will be involved in the socio-economics
processes and developing management measures for fishing activities in the 0-6 nautical
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mile zone.
b. Regional Fisheries Groups (RFG). The Chief Officer reported that he and DCO
Bateman had attended the recent meetings of the RFG that brought together industry,
science, regulators and policy makers. At the SW meeting important issues such as the
uplifting in 7e sole quota has increased effort in the Lyme Bay area with concerns of gear
conflict and pressure on other species - so a Code of Conduct is being developed for a
range of measures to include a limit on fleet length, numbers and gear marking.
c. IFCA Membership. The Chief Officer told Members that the recent MMO
recruitment drive for a Member vacancy - had attracted 8 applicants with a focus on
science as a speciality. Following a sift of these applications interviews will follow. He
thanked Members for their involvement in promoting the vacancy. Dr Cripps asked of the
involvement of the individual Authority in selecting the appointees as he felt the IFCA
should be more involved in choosing the stakeholders appointed to the organisation. The
Chief Officer reported that the Authority is now more involved in the process and has sight
of the applications. The AIFCA Chief Officer Robert Clark would be representing the
IFCAs on the interview panel.
d. DEFRA CFI Scallops. The Chief Officer reported that DEFRA had a call for
information for scallops for latent capacity for 15m and closure for under 10m vessels.
SIFCA have provided comment to the consultation.
e. Marine Licensing. The MMO were looking to expand their consultee group for
marine license applications. The Chief Officer advised that South Coast Fishermen’s
Council has been forward for inclusion.
f. Poole Harbour Shellfish. The Chief Officer told Members of a recent downgrade
of shellfish beds in Poole Harbour due to poor water quality. The Authority officers assisted
BCP Council Environmental Health officers in collection of water samples for two weeks.
He continued that a meeting with Wessex Water was scheduled for September to discuss
water quality and sewage outfalls and would relay the impact that this has on industry.
The Chief Officer updated Members that there had been incursions into the Green
Island saltmarsh management area which was an exclusion zone agreed with Poole and
District Fishermen’s Association. Evidence will continue to be collated at the end of the
season to identify if changes to permit conditions will be required.
g. Dorset Food Festival. The Chief Officer reported that although not able to
attend the festival in person, the festival would include a SIFCA MPA video being shown
by the Blue Marine Foundation.
h. OceanMind Project. The Chief Officer reported that the South Wight Maritime
SAC had been selected for a project being run by OceanMind. The company specialised
in monitoring, control and surveillance equipment that could provide satellite imagery to
support investigations of non-compliance. IFCOs Dell and Pengelly were leading the
project for the Authority which would start this time next year and could offer enhanced
compliance for a remote location within the district.
i. Minimum Conservation Reference Size Byelaw. IFCO Pengelly updated
Members on the making of this byelaw which had been confirmed in July. The byelaw had
been published on the website, face to face with stakeholders and updated stickers and
information sheets had been distributed. He continued that the introduction of the new
byelaw had been received favourably with recreational and commercial fishers.
Resolved
51.
That the reports be noted.
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Netting Review: Net fishing Management Intentions
52. DCO Bateman gave Members details of the progress of this review. She explained
that for ease of consideration by Members, the 46 sites had been grouped into 8 Site
Packages based on geographic location. DCO Bateman worked through the reports and
gave Members a comprehensive and detailed presentation of the draft management
intensions explaining the statutory duties of the Authority for each piece of relevant
legislation IFCAs must comply with.
IFCO Pengelly followed this with an equally detailed presentation of the different sites and
the risk assessments undertaken to determine the proposed management measures for
each area.
The Chairman thanked both officers for the comprehensive presentations that covered all
the points systematically, with understandable cross referencing. He summarized that the
individual supporting documents explained the rationale behind the proposals in order to
help Members to make informed decisions. The Chairman asked Members to agree the
draft Management Intentions with an opportunity to refine or amend where necessary.
Mr Matthews was given the opportunity to address the Members and outlined a number
of concerns that he had provided to the Chairman and Chief Officer via email on the 23rd
August 2021. These included questions regarding the rationale underpinning the
positioning of closing lines specific to Southampton Water and Beaulieu River, as well as
questions regarding the proposed net prohibition for the River Hamble ‘Area 5’ and the
fishing area near Hythe Shore. The Chairman thanked Mr Matthews for his input prior to
Officers providing response to the questions.
The Chairman read out statements from three Members unable to attend the meeting, all
of which provided support for the recommendation. The Chairman gave all other Members
present an opportunity to provide comment on the item.
Members concluded that given the scope and complexity of the Netting Review, the
Management Intentions, as framed in the context of a process model, would ensure
consistency in application and provide a clear and transparent way forward, whilst
enabling complex legislative responsibilities and policy objectives to be observed by the
Authority. Members recognised that there would be aspects within the management
proposals that Members would not fully agree on, due to differing interests but recognised
that a risk-based approach to management has provided a way to move forward in order
to balance the needs of all interested parties.
Members appreciated the detail and time spent by officers to identify a risk-based
approach to management which is proportionate and aligned with the Authority’s legal
duties, as opposed to a blanket general closure.
The Chairman invited Members to consider the recommendation. One Member abstained,
the remaining 7 Members agreed the proposals.
Resolved
53.
That the net fishing management intentions for 46 sites across the District to be
approved.
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Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw (SDPB): Solent Native Oyster Fishery
54. IFCO Cooper summarised the findings of the Solent native oyster survey 2021 and
the proposed management of the fishery that is consistent with the Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw Management Intentions Policy Document.
The survey results show that the decline in oyster stock has continued, and no single bed
reached the minimum average catch per unit of effort (CPUE) of 15kg per metre of dredge
per hour (kg/m/hr) nor the minimum Bivalve Management Area of 5kg/m/hr. IFCO Cooper
asked Members to recommend that SDPB Category B Permits not be initiated for the
2021/22 season running from 1 November 2021 to 31 October 2022. All Members present
agreed the proposals.
Recommended
55.
a. That the Solent native oyster fishery close for the 2021/22 oyster season.
b. That no permits be issued for Category B permits under the Solent Dredge
Permit Byelaw.
Minimum Conservation Reference Sizes Review – Call for Information Summary of
Responses
56. CRO Small reported to Members that the responses received following the recent
Call for Information would help inform the next stage of the review of Minimum
Conservation Reference Sizes (MCRS) within the District.
The Call for Information with stakeholders sought to address any evidence gaps and
gather further information relating to the relevant fisheries. Following the eight week
engagement period, 11 stakeholders provided a response. CRO Small informed Members
that the response document included previous evidence captured in different
consultations relating to minimum sizes to ensure views shared by stakeholders and the
community for potting and netting were considered. All Members present agreed the
proposals.
Resolved
57.
a. That the report be disseminated and published.
b. That a working group convene to consider the MCRS review.
c. That a recommendation is made to the Full Authority for the review to progress
to Stage 2 of The Byelaw Process.
The Chief Officer reported to Members that Jamie Small would be leaving the IFCA in
September to join the JNCC for an exciting job regarding international marine
conservation. He thanked Jamie for her three and half years with the Authority. She has
completed a lot of research that would be fed into much of the management and review
work prioritised for the coming years. IFCO Pengelly reminded Members that CRO Small
also worked with the Association of IFCA for two years to complete a national MPA project
before joining Southern IFCA. Members wished her well in the new post.
Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Spatial Management Review
58. IFCO Cooper reported to Members the ongoing spatial management review of bottom
towed fishing gear across the district undertaken following Tranche 3 of the Marine
Conservation Zone (MCZ) designations. The working group held in May 2021 discussed
the T3 MCZ Assessments and updated feature data and information on existing
designated habitats. The working group recommended that draft measures to include
supporting recovery of ecologically sensitive essential fish habitats be produced and
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stakeholders be consulted on these measures in Autumn 2021.All Members present
agreed the proposal.
Resolved
59.
That a recommendation is made to the Full Authority for the review to progress to
Stage 2 of The Byelaw Process .
Potting Review: Progress Report
60. IFCO Smith gave Members an update on the Potting Review. She explained that the
first draft of management proposals had been developed using the potting consultation
results, engaging other fishery regulators at the working group. Further development of
these measures would be progressed at a future working group meeting in September.
IFCO Smith provided an overview of the next steps, namely that it was the intention that
a draft byelaw and accompanying Impact Assessment would be presented to Members at
the meeting of the TAC in November. The Chairman thanked IFCO Smith for the
presentation of the review.
Resolved
61.
That the report be noted.
Solent Scallop Fisheries Review – Progress Report
62. IFCO Cooper updated Members on the progress of the Solent Scallop Review and
Scallop Survey that was undertaken this summer in order to build an evidence base in this
fishery. IFCO Cooper discussed the outcomes of the survey and explained that following
the future implementation of the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw in November 2021, the first
meeting of a Solent Bivalve Community Forum would commence, with the agenda to
consider the effectiveness of the Code of Conduct (CoC) and the next steps to
management. Details of which will be brought back to the next appropriate.
IFCO Taylor provided Members with an update on industry compliance with the Solent
scallop Code of Conduct. He presented a table and explained how the figures had been
collated and reasons given by fishers as to why they were not complying with the CoC.
The Chairman asked for numbers of potential scallop fishers and IFCO Taylor estimated
that before the CoC had been introduced there were approximately 15 vessels that would
fish for scallops in the Solent. IFCO Taylor also reported that the MMO and DEFRA were
consulting on measures that would affect the scallop fishery.
Resolved
63.
That the reports be noted.
Poole Harbour Bivalve Survey 2021
64. IFCO Birchenough updated Members on the findings of the Poole Harbour Bivalve
survey that took place earlier this year which had to be modified to comply with COVID –
19 government guidance on social distancing and 23 sites were surveyed instead of the
usual 27. Survey sites had been matched with the catch zones permit holders were using.
She reported that the stocks were being maintained, anecdotally fishers had reported that
size was good again this year. The data catch for the last three years was included in the
report. The Chairman thanked IFCO Birchenough; he appreciated the work involved in
compiling the finished report.
Resolved
65. That the report be noted.
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Date of Next Meeting
66. That the next meeting of the TAC would be held on 4 November 2021 in the Authority
office in Poole.
67. There being no further business the meeting closed at 17.05.

Chairman:
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Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee held in the Meeting Room at the office in
Poole at 1400 on Thursday 4 November 2021.
Present
Dr A Jensen (Chairman, MMO Appointee)
Mr R Stride (Vice Chairman, MMO Appointee)
Ms L MacCallum
Mr G Wordsworth
Ms R Irish
Dr R Morgan
Mr P Rudd

(MMO Appointee)
(MMO Appointee)
(MMO Appointee)
(Natural England)
(Environment Agency)

Mr I Jones

Chief Officer

Marked D

The Finance and Administration Officer, DCO Bateman and IFCOs Birchenough, Cooper,
Dell, Pengelly and Smith joined via MS Teams. Members joining virtually: Mr T Legg.
Members of the public joining virtual via Teams: Ms E Rance, Mr T Ferrero, Mr A Deeming
and Mr J McClelland (NE).
Apologies
68. Apologies for absence were received from Dr S Cripps, Mr L Stantiford and Mr N
Fisher.
Declarations of interest
69. Members declared the pecuniary interest in the following Minutes: Mr Stride (6) and
non-pecuniary interest in the following Minutes: Mr Legg (5,6,8), Mr Rudd (5), Dr Morgan
(5, 7), Mr Wordsworth (5, 6, 7, 9), Mr Stride (5).
Minutes
70. Members considered the Minutes of the meeting held on 26 August 2021, following
two amendments these were then confirmed and signed.
Progress Report
71.
Chief Officer reports.
a. Green Island Emergency Byelaw. The Chief Officer briefed Members on the
background and reasoning for the need of the emergency byelaw. He explained that there
had been a significant increase in incursions resulting in an extraordinary Authority
meeting, held on 13 October 2021 to make the emergency byelaw.
b. Highly Protected Marine Areas (HPMAs). The Chief Officer updated Members
on the progress of the DEFRA workstream. Defra were currently considering the advice
and the best way to apply social and economic criteria. Formal consultation on the
proposed sites would follow Spring 2022. IFCAs will be involved in the socio-economics
processes and developing management measures for fishing activities in the 0-6 nautical
mile zone.
c. SIFCA General Membership vacancy. The Chief Officer informed Members
that interviews had been completed by the MMO and a new Member would be appointed
to the Authority before the end of November.
d. Evaluation of the Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities. The
Chief Officer reported that the report was published and links to it were available through
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the AIFCA website. He explained that the Chief Officers Group and the Association of
IFCAs (AIFCA) welcomed the report and had worked together to develop a position
statement that can be located on the AIFCA website. The Chief Officer thanked Alan
Deeming, a RSAG member for highlighting some of the areas within the report. He
continued that the Authority would continue to work with partners and DEFRA in key areas
where IFCAs can develop and improve their important role.
Resolved
72.
That the reports be noted.
Net Fishing Byelaw and Supporting Documents
73. IFCO Pengelly updated Members on the progress of the draft byelaw. He explained
the background of the review started in August 2017. He thanked IFCO Birchenough and
DCO Bateman for their involvement in compiling the papers now before Members. He
summarised the papers and asked Members to comment on the draft documents. The
Chairman gave all Members opportunity to comment and IFCO Pengelly and DCO
Bateman answered concerns and amended wording as necessary.
The Chairman invited Members to consider the recommendations separately.
Ms MacCallum proposed and Mr Wordsworth seconded the proposals to approve the Net
Fishing Byelaw Package. All Members present agreed.
Ms MacCallum proposed and Mr Stride seconded the proposal to approve the Net Permit
Access provision. All Members present agreed.
Ms Irish proposed and Ms MacCallum seconded the proposal to set the permit fee at £170.
One Member voted against the proposal and six Members voted for the proposal.
Ms MacCallum proposed and Dr Morgan seconded the proposal to recommend making
the byelaw at the next Authority meeting. All Members present agreed the proposal.
Recommended
74.
a. That the Net Fishing Byelaw and Supporting Documentation be approved, and
the Net Fishing Package be finalised.
b. That the Net Permit access provision be approved.
c. That the fee of £170 be agreed for a Net Permit.
d. That Authority Members are to be formally notified of the intention to make the
Net Fishing Byelaw be made at the next Authority meeting on 9th December.
Members took a five minute break.
Pot Fishing Byelaw and Supporting Documents
75. IFCO Smith presented the draft Pot Fishing Byelaw for Members. She thanked IFCO
Pengelly and DCO Bateman for their involvement in producing the papers brought to the
TAC. She explained the background and development of the Inshore Potting Review,
started in 2018, including working group and informal public consultation. IFCO Smith
worked through the documents and Members provided comment, asked for clarification
and added amendments to some aspects of the byelaw and permits, as well as the Impact
Assessment. The Chairman invited Members to consider the recommendations
separately.
Ms MacCallum proposed, and Ms Irish seconded the proposal to recommend approval of
the supporting documents. 6 Members approved and one Member abstained as he had
declared an interest.
Ms Irish proposed, and Mr Rudd seconded the proposal to recommend at the next
Authority Meeting to not restrict permit numbers, make a permit valid for two years and
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charge a fee of £15.00. 6 Members approved and one Member abstained as he had
declared an interest.
Ms MacCallum proposed, and Dr Morgan seconded the proposal to recommend making
of the Pot Fishing Bylaw at the next Authority meeting. 6 Members approved and one
Member abstained as he had declared an interest.
Recommended
76.
a. That the Pot Fishing Byelaw and supporting documents be approved.
b. That at the time of byelaw implementation, (i) there would be no restriction to
permit numbers, (ii) the permit fee would be £15 and (iii) the permit would be valid
for two years.
c. That Authority Members are to be formally notified of the intention to make the
Pot Fishing Byelaw at the next Authority meeting on 9th December.
The Poole Several Order 2015: Request to Amend Business Plan
77. IFCO Birchenough explained for Members that changes to two lease bed Business
Plans were required for proposed changes to the methodologies for defined activities over
these lease beds. She talked Members through the proposed changes which would affect
specific beds 1,5,9,11 and 12. She confirmed that the changes were in line with the Poole
Harbour Special Protection Area (SPA) Appropriate Assessment which outlined how the
activity and associated management would not adversely affect the SPA.
Mr Stride proposed and Mr Rudd seconded the proposals to make changes to the
business plans and changes to the two leases. 6 Members approved and one Member
abstained.
Resolved
78.
a. That the changes to the Business Plan regarding leases 1, 5, 9, 11 and 12.
b. That the changes to the two Leases be approved.
Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw: Access Policy Update and Permit Condition Review
79. IFCO Cooper asked Members to consider the additions to the Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw (SDPB) Access Policy and review of the SDPB Conditions specifically regarding
scallops. He explained that the scallop fishery in the Solent has emerged since the drafting
of the original Access Policy in 2018. Making these updates will allow scallop fishers with
a track record, to apply for a Category A Permit. He explained that consultation with fishers
had already been carried out and details of the additions to the Access Policy have been
explained to fishers. Further consultation will now take place for review of the Permit
Conditions. A summary will be brought to the next TAC in February 2022. The Chairman
asked Members to consider the recommendations separately.
Ms MacCallum proposed, and Ms Irish seconded the proposed additions to the SDPB
Access Policy. All Members present agreed.
Dr Morgan proposed, and Mr Stride seconded the proposal to review SDPB Category A
permit conditions. All Members present agreed.
Resolved
80.
a. That the proposed updates for the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw Access Policy
be agreed.
b. That a review of the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw Category A Permit conditions
be undertaken.
Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw: Permit Condition Review
OMD/IFCA/TACMinsNov21
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81. IFCO Birchenough asked Members to consider a review of permit conditions under
the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit byelaw. The request for a review has been triggered by
the making of the emergency byelaw to protect the Green Island Saltmarsh Management
Area. The review would include consideration of changes to any other permit conditions,
if required. Permit holders and other stakeholders would be consulted as part of the
process. Mr Stride proposed and Ms Irish seconded the proposal to review PHDP
conditions. 6 Members agreed and one Member abstained.
Resolved
82.
That a review of the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit conditions be undertaken.
Endangered, Threatened and Protected Species (ETP)
83. Members received a presentation from Ms E Rance from Noctiluca Marine
Consultancy regarding the ETP Project. She explained that part of her role in the project
was to demonstrate best practice when managing ETP species in order to minimise
interactions with gear in the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Fishery. Part of her role was to
engage 50% of the permit fishers, in order to observe the dredging, hauling and riddling
the catch on a range of different vessels. Ms Rance conducted 18 surveys covering 6-7
sites and observed many of the ETP species from a distance. No interactions were
witnessed.
Ms Rance wanted specially to thank Mr T Russell, Chairman of the Poole and District
Fishermen’s Association for his help in facilitating boat trips with the commercial fleet. She
also wanted to congratulate him for his recent Fisherman of the Year Award made to him
by the MSC for his work involved in the Poole Harbour Clam and Cockle Fishery.
The Chairman thanked Ms Rance for her interesting talk on the species found in Poole
Harbour.
Date of Next Meeting
84. That the next meeting of the TAC would be held on 3 February 2022 in the Authority
office in Poole.
85. There being no further business the meeting closed at 17:45.

Chairman:

OMD/IFCA/TACMinsNov21
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Marked E

Report by Accountant Mike Ratsey
A.

Purpose of the Report
To provide Members with a summary of the Authority’s accounts so far for the
financial year 1 April 2021 to 31 March 2022.

B.

Recommendation
That the report be received.

1.

Background

1.1

It is normal procedure for the accounts to be presented for consideration by the
Full Authority.

2.

Financial Year 2021-22

2.1

When the budget was approved in late 2020 it was hoped that the worst effects
of the pandemic would be behind us by the start of the new financial year in
April 21. This did not of course prove to be the case.

2.2

In addition, there have been a number of significant staff changes which,
together with provision for an unbudgeted but now expected inflationary pay
rise, have both had material adverse financial repercussions.

2.3

The decision to replace an ageing patrol vessel, whilst improving operational
efficiency, has resulted in a higher ongoing charge for monthly depreciation.

2.4

Despite the above the Authority remains financially sound and it is hoped that
the present shortfall against budget of £25.7k will be reduced in the final two
months of the current year.

3.

Payment of Amounts Exceeding £5,000

3.1

Standing Order 55b requires amounts of expenditure, outside the Treasurer’s
control, exceeding £5000 to be reported to the Committee.

3.2

Recent amounts paid over £5k (Ex VAT) are as follows:
Individual Invoice
Individual Invoice

Prosecution - Legal Costs
Robust Boats (final payment)

£5,906
£9,992

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
List of Background Papers
1.

Budget Control Statement to 31st January 2022.

BUDGET CONTROL STATEMENT
Date
Months

Jan22
7
Actual

Jan22
7
Budget

506,885
77,698
2,172
21,297
4,469
16,592
12,995
900
4,223
15,154
3,493
8,316
1,436
3,596
3,000
2,176
300
12,000
12,482
4,273
0
1,847
0
0
0
0
654
715,959

466,340
61,040
3,120
16,890
7,000
13,903
13,250
1,670
2,476
10,000
2,500
13,200
830
3,330
3,060
4,500
250
12,320
13,053
0
4,170
1,670
0
2,500
0
0
780
657,852

(40,545)
(16,658)
948
(4,407)
2,531
(2,689)
255
770
(1,747)
(5,154)
(993)
4,884
(606)
(266)
60
2,324
(50)
320
571
(4,273)
4,170
(177)
0
2,500
0
0
126
(58,107)

5,981
5,784
5,271
2,645
244
5,747
25,673

9,170
8,190
5,940
5,360
1,670
5,650
35,980

3,189
2,406
669
2,715
1,426
(97)
10,307

13
14
14
14
14

2,080
830
210
0
16
800
110
20
24
50
0
680
680
30
0
0
680
1,700
0
1,700
0
640
850
5,100
430
3,830
1,250
6,120
27,830

1,284
551
210
0
(64)
240
(33)
(14)
(53)
(69)
(26)
77
213
6
0
0
27
637
(808)
1,700
(873)
477
832
429
242
479
418
(0)
5,881

15

7035-100 IFCO SCO3 expenses
7045-100 IFCO EO2 expenses
7055-100 IFCO EO1 expenses
7065-100 IFCO CO2 expenses
7075-100 IFCO EO3 expenses
7085-100 IFCO SCO1 expenses
7095-100 IFCO SCO2 expenses
7103-100 VWl HF18 UHC Fuel
7104-100 VW HF18 UHD Fuel
7105-100 IFCO SEO1 expenses
7108-100 HN62 FGX fuel
7109-100 HV11 KXG fuel
7110-100 HJ66 XRY VW fuel
7112-100 HF17 YXS fuel
7117-100 HF17 YXS Hilux Fuel
7118-100 HN58 XCY fuel
7119-100 HJ70 GXZ VW Fuel
7120-100 Other travel and accomm
7130-100 Chairman's fund
7140-100 MMO appointee expenses
7150-100 Vehicle roadside assistance
7160-100 Vehicle maintenance
7170-100 Vehicle road tax
7180-100 Insurance - vehicles
VEH & TRAVEL EXPENDITURE

796
279
0
115
80
560
143
34
77
119
26
603
467
25
0
0
653
1,063
808
0
873
163
18
4,672
188
3,351
833
6,120
22,064

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT
8010-100 Small items of equip (<£500)
9120-100 Depn - premises
9140-100 Depn - equipment
9160-100 Depn - PV's
9180-100 Depn - vehicles
EQUIPMENT EXPENDITURE

217
4,157
5,662
15,121
9,428
34,585

2,500
4,300
9,666
13,350
11,106
40,922

2,283
144
4,004
(1,771)
1,678
6,337

16

ADMINISTRATION
5010-100 Salaries and other labour costs
5020-100 L govmt pension scheme
5040-100 Protective clothing
5052-100 Office expenditure Unit 3
5060-100 Communications
5070-100 Office insurance
5075-100 Unit 3 Holes Bay Park Rates
5076-100 Covid 19 Expenses
5080-100 Subscriptions
5090-100 Prosecution costs
5095-100 Legal costs
5100-100 Training
5105-100 Authority meetings
5110-100 Misc expenditure
5130-100 Audit costs
5140-100 Adverts - audit/byelaws (contra NL4700)
5150-100 Adverts - recruitment
5160-100 AIFCA
5200-100 Evidence and Research Budg (contra 4880)
5214-100 ETP Project (Contra NL 4872)
5230-100 Poole Harbour RFS&MSC proj
5233-100 Enforcement projects
5300-100 AIFCA MPA Project costs
5500-100 Poole Order Proj legal & consultancy
5505-100 Jersey project
5510-100 Boarding and pacing training
5680-100 Bank charges
ADMIN EXPENDITURE
MARINE ASSETS
6000-100 PV fuel
6015-100 PV Endeavour maint
6045-100 PV Stella Barbara maint
6055-100 PV Protector maintenance

6066-100 Drone running costs
6070-100 Marine insurance
MARINE ASSETS EXPENDITURE
VEHICLES & TRAVEL
7010-100 CEO expenses
7015-100 DCEO Expenses
7016-100 DCEO (Pia)

7025-100 IFCO CO1 expenses

r
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Jan22 NOTE Year to Mar22 Year to Mar21 Year to Mar21
7
CURRENT
LAST YRS
LAST YRS
£ Variance
BUDGET
ACTUAL
BUDGET

1
1
2
3
4

5
6
7

8

9
10
11

12

559,613
73,245
3,738
20,263
8,397
13,903
15,906
2,000
2,804
12,000
3,000
15,000
1,000
4,000
3,672
4,500
300
12,320
13,053

552,183
72,136
4,313
22,959
5,998
13,630
15,594
4,010
3,304
18,449
1,536
13,313

5,000
2,000

3,685
2,621
(339)

1,052
3,000
4,904
150
12,579
7,180

3,000

4,329
15,000
5,000
15,000
1,000
5,000
3,500
3,500
12,000
10,000
6,000
2,000

936
779,650

752
763,010

3,000
600
2,000
983
748,005

11,000
9,829
7,130
6,430
2,000
5,650
42,039

6,574
5,903
4,391
3,521

11,000
8,000
6,000
5,500

1,144
21,533

6,500
37,000

2,500
1,000
250

131
150

4,000
2,000
250

18
960
135
26
30
58

(109)
295
35
8
12
22
8
704
351
103

18
937
132
25
29
57

816
816
39

816
2,040

348
587
758
1,005

2,040

17
18
19

522,942
68,074
4,000
22,000
5,012
21,000
16,065

800
800
38
800
800
2,000
2,000

768
1,020
6,120
520
4,590
1,496
6,120
32,178

352
709
64
3,502
186
5,173
1,964
4,516
20,875

753
1,000
6,000
510
4,500
1,467
6,000
34,916

3,000
5,162
11,721
16,022
13,847
49,752

2,681
4,937
7,205
13,954
14,419
43,196

5,000
5,055
5,000
35,600
14,062
64,717

BUDGET CONTROL STATEMENT
Date
Months

Jan22
7
Actual

Jan22
7
Budget

Jan22 NOTE Year to Mar22 Year to Mar21 Year to Mar21
7
CURRENT
LAST YRS
LAST YRS
£ Variance
BUDGET
ACTUAL
BUDGET

INCOME
4190-100 Bank interest receivable
4210-100 Levy - Hants
4220-100 Levy - IOW
4230-100 Levy - Dorset
4250-100 Levy - BCP
4260-100 Levy - Southampton
4270-100 Levy - Portsmouth
4600-100 Court costs recovered
4700-100 Byelaw tfr ex Marine Act Res (Contra NL5140)
4845-100 Poole dredge permits
4846-100 Solent shellfish permits
4850-100 Rents - Poole leases
4871-100 Jersey project
4872-100 ETP project
4873-100 Boarding and pacing training
4880-100 Marine Act Research (contraNL5200)
4884-100 EMFF PV grant
4885-100 AIFCA MPA project
4887-100 Fuel rebate
4888-100 Evidence & Research (inc salaries contra
4890-100 Misc income (including DEFRA refunds)
4895-100 Poole Coun shellfish sample
5170-100 (Surplus)/deficit on equip sale
TOTAL INCOME

118
318,921
113,280
195,667
87,968
33,945
39,628
1,223
0
27,100
5,160
29,502
0
4,273
0
12,057
0
0
0
15,499
2,940
2,475
8,785
898,541

1,270
318,921
113,280
195,667
87,968
33,945
39,628
1,670
0
27,000
2,150
28,928
0
4,986
0
0
0
0
830
29,420
0
1,670
1,191
888,524

1,152
0
0
0
0
0
0
447
0
(100)
(3,010)
(574)
0
713
0
(12,057)
0
0
830
13,921
(2,940)
(805)
(7,594)
(10,017)

EXPENDITURE SUMMARY
Administration
Marine assets
Vehicles & Travel
New Equipment
TOTAL EXPENDITURE

715,959
25,673
22,064
34,585
798,280

657,852
35,980
27,830
40,922
762,584

TOTAL INCOME

898,541

EXCESS OF INCOME OVER EXPEND

100,261

20

21

10

22
23

7,500
8,002
813
3,540
1,000
35,303

1,000
31,376
7,355
1,425
907,029

(58,107)
10,307
5,766
6,337
(35,696)

779,650
42,039
32,178
49,752
903,619

763,010
21,533
20,875
43,196
848,615

748,005
37,000
34,916
64,717
884,638

888,524

10,017

898,001

907,029

879,602

125,940

(25,679)

(5,618)

58,414

(5,036)

Jan22
Carried fwd

Actual
623,724
420,371
26,721

Actual
0
0
(26,721)

Actual
623,724
420,371
0

110,592
417,022

0

110,592

Excess income over expenditure
100,261
General reserve c/f
517,283
TOTAL RESERVES
1,598,431
73,540
1,671,971
Comments
This section is designed to summarise the overall movement in the total assets of the Authority.
At the beginning of the financial year (1 April 2021) reserves totalled
£1,598,431
At the end of Jan22 reserves totalled
£1,671,971
During the year to date reserves have therefore increased /(decreased if in brackets) by
£73,540
And before a release/(increase) of the Research Reserve has been made of
£26,721
And before a release/(increase) of the Poole Reserve has been made of
£0
Resulting in an excess / (deficit if in brackets) of income over expenditure of
£100,261
The budget anticipated an increase in total reserves at this stage of the year of
£125,940
We are therefore ahead of/ (behind if in brackets) budget by
(£25,679)
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29,713

400
318,921
113,280
195,667
87,968
33,945
39,628
2,000
3,500
27,000
2,150
28,360
1,600
7,000
4,000
10,000

1,800
1,383
879,602

01Apr21 Movements
Brought fwd year to date
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822
318,921
113,280
195,667
87,968
33,945
39,628
2,620
4,904
27,050

2,000
1,191
898,001

MOVEMENT ON RESERVES

Poole reserve
Balance

27,000
2,150
28,928

9

24

Comments
£ Variance
This column has been designed such that "positive" variances indicate either actual expenditure LESS than budget
or actual income MORE than budget. In other words, negative variances, shown in (brackets), indicate possible causes
for concern.
Excess of income over expenditure
This is the "bottom line" and indicates whether, at this stage of the financial year,
SIFCA has income in excess of expenditure. The overall variance shows whether we
are ahead or (behind) where we expected to be at this time.

Capital finance reserve
Patrol vessel renewal reserve
Research Reserve
General reserve b/f

1,520
318,921
113,280
195,667
87,968
33,945
39,628
2,000

NOTES
The following notes refer to variances in excess of £1,000
1) Large deficit caused principally by consequences of staff changes
2) Because of the size of this variance which had not diminished as was expected a detailed breakdown of expenditure is as follows
It is suggested that IT costs are given a separate budget line for transparency
This has highlighted a possible error in the charge for accounting software and a need to review the payroll sotware
IT related
Anti virus software

£589

IT support (Principally Ancom Ltd)

£4,623

Office 365

£2,645

Payroll software (Iris)
TAS accounting software
Toolkit

£591
£1,641
£612
£10,700

Office expenditure
Electricity

£2,626

Equipment servicing (fire alarms, air conditioning etc)

£1,102

Trade waste contract

£744

Misc

£874

Office cleaning

£2,993

Office supplies (stationary etc)

£645

Photocopying

£648

Postage

£383

Water rates

£409
£10,422

Transfer to small items of equipment
Small items of Equip
TOTAL
3) Savings to date.
4) Insurance costs include those for the new drone
5) This appears to be a budget underestimate and a review of subscriptions needs tio be undertaken
6) Prosecution costs completely dependent on amount of illegal activity pursued in the Authority's area
7) Budgeted training courses yet to happen.
8) Progress on bye laws slower than anticipated
9) See also NL4880. Costs were to be matched by a tfr from the Research Reserve. However, this reserve now fully used.
10) This matches costs to date - see NL 4872
11) Project has yet to start
12) Project has yet to start
13) Less patrol actrivity than anticipated when budget set (Covid)
14) Taken together patrol vessel and drone maintenance costs are £7.5k less than anticipated after 10 months
15) CEO's budget anticipated more travel but Covid has restricted non virtual meetings
16) Budget not used as expected
17) Some missing items identified and removed from fixed asset register
18) PV Endeavour replaced. Monthly depn now £1.3k v £0.06k for previous vessel
19) One vehicle sold, not in budget
20) Exceptionally low interest rates remain.
21) More permits sold than anticipated when budget set
22) Officer employed for this project resigned and not replaced
23) £1.0k for MCZ mooring survey, £0.9k for work done for Poole Harbour Commissioners
24) Principally profit of £8.5k from part exchange of old PV Endeavour
Do not type below this line

£174
£21,297
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NET FISHING BYELAW

Marked F

Report by Senior IFCO Pengelly

A.

Purpose of the Report
For Members to consider the submission of the Net Fishing Byelaw to the Marine
Management Organisation (MMO) for confirmation by the Secretary of State.

B.

Recommendations
That, subject to the recommendations of the Executive Committee following their
review of feedback from the formal byelaw consultation and the Authority’s response
documents, the Authority submits the amended Net Fishing Byelaw to the MMO prior
to confirmation by the Secretary of State.

C.

Annexes
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Net Fishing Byelaw (amendments highlighted)
Amended Southampton Water Net Permit (amendments highlighted)
Amended Christchurch Harbour Net Permit (amendments highlighted)
Amended River Hamble Net Permit (amendments highlighted)
Net Fishing Byelaw Impact Assessment (amendments highlighted)

1.

Background

1.1

The Net Fishing Byelaw (‘byelaw’) has been developed following the Authority’s
decision to review and, where necessary, develop netting regulations for the District’s
harbours and estuarine waters in order to achieve the following policy objectives:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

To support the use of estuaries and harbours in the District as essential fish
habitats.
To provide protection to migratory salmonids as they transit through the
District’s estuaries and harbours.
To balance the social and economic benefits of net fisheries.
To further the conservation objectives of Designated Sites.

1.2

The byelaw will enable the Authority to flexibly manage net fisheries in line with policy
objectives. Management will be informed by best-available evidence that will be
gathered through a commitment to ongoing monitoring.

1.3

The District’s harbour and estuarine waters are highly valuable to fish populations as
Essential Fish Habitats (EFH) due to the role these areas play as nursery, feeding and
refuge areas. The byelaw will support the role of these EFH through the introduction
of net management measures in key EFH areas, where populations are at their
densest and during their most critical ecological stages.

1.4

As they migrate through the District’s harbours and estuaries, Atlantic salmon (Salmo
salar) and sea trout (Salmo trutta) are vulnerable to the possibility of injury or mortality
associated with fishing with nets. The byelaw will reduce the risk of interactions
between migratory salmonids and fishing nets in these environments through the
introduction of site-specific measures.
1
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1.5

The introduction of the byelaw is considered to be the most effective approach for the
Authority to meet its legislative duties.

1.6

At a meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on 4th November 2021,
Members finalised and agreed the Net Fishing Byelaw Package, Net Permit access
provisions and Net Permit fees and approve the formal notification of the intention to
make the Net Fishing Byelaw at the Authority meeting on 9th December 2021.

2.

Legislative Duties

2.1

Southern IFCA have duties under the Conservation of Habitats and Species
(Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019, to ensure that fishing activity occurring
within or adjacent to a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) does not damage, disturb
or lead to a deterioration of a species which receives protection under the relevant
designation, to ensure compliance with the Habitats Directive. In a similar manner,
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, Southern IFCA must take reasonable
steps to further the conservation and enhancement of features for which a Site of
Special Scientific Importance (SSSI) has been designated. Atlantic salmon and sea
trout are notifiable features of SACs and SSSIs within the Southern IFC District.

2.2

As directed by case law, Southern IFCA must also consider the role that functionally
linked areas play in supporting salmonid populations, in line with the intentions of The
Habitats Directive (Council Regulation 92/43/EEC). Southern IFCA has considered
these duties alongside those specified in the Marine and Coastal Access Act (MaCAA,
2009), which requires Southern IFCA to balance the social and economic benefits of
fishing with the need to protect the marine environment from the effects of such fishing.

2.3

The byelaw’s policy objectives have been considered in line with Southern IFCA’s
duties under the MaCAA, 2009.

3.

The Net Fishing Byelaw

3.1

The Net Fishing Byelaw (Annex 1) is a District-wide statutory mechanism
encompassing site specific management measures across forty-nine sites. The byelaw
introduces a range of measures to manage net fishing in the District. These measures
include the introduction of Net Prohibition Areas, Net Restricted Areas and Net Permit
Areas.

3.2

In addition, the byelaw introduces for the marking of nets by all fishers in the District,
as well as introducing measures for the application of flexible permit conditions within
the Net Permits for Southampton Water, Christchurch Harbour and the River Hamble
(Annexes 2 - 4). The byelaw also outlines how these permit conditions, permit fees
and the limits on the number of permits issued will be reviewed.

3.3

The byelaw will revoke and replace three Southern IFCA legacy byelaws: the ‘Fixed
Engines’ byelaw, the ‘Sea Fisheries Fixed Engine Prohibition’ byelaw and the
‘Regulation of the use of stake or stop nets in Langstone Harbour’ byelaw.

4.

Monitoring and Control

4.1

Areas which are to be managed under a Net Permit will be subject to a Monitoring
and Control Plan. The Monitoring and Control Plan ensure the Authority manages
these net fisheries according to the best available evidence. It will also ensure that net
fishing remains compatible with the conservation objectives of SACs (notably Atlantic
salmon) and SSSIs (notably Atlantic salmon and /or sea trout as a component of a
SSSI).
2
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4.2

The Monitoring and Control Plan implements a monitoring programme which, following
a range of five techniques, captures evidence of levels of salmonid interaction with the
net fisheries. Threshold Trigger Levels have been determined that will activate a
control mechanism process that incorporates a systematic review by a Southern IFCA
Permit Byelaw Sub-Committee.

4.3

The Monitoring and Control Plan considers information sources which will be used to
support understandings of salmonid health overtime, based on the best available
evidence provided by partner organisations, including the Environment Agency and
Natural England. It is the intention that this information will be reviewed alongside the
data from the monitoring programme and used to collectively inform an annual review
of the Net Permit Conditions.

5.

Formal Consultation

5.1

Following the decision to make the Net Fishing Byelaw at the Authority Meeting on the
9th December 2022, the Southern IFCA undertook a period of formal consultation,
concluding on the 4th February 2022.

5.2

In line with Defra’s guidance on the IFCA Byelaw Making Process, the Byelaw and
Impact Assessment were advertised for two consecutive weeks in relevant
publications and media platforms across the District. These include the Fishing News,
the Southern Daily Echo, the Dorset Echo, the Isle of Wight County Press and the
Authority’s website. Respondents had 28 days following the final advert in which to
respond to the formal consultation.

5.3

A total of thirty responses were received by the Authority, these consisted of four
letters of support and twenty-six objections.

5.4

Guidance outlines how the Authority should examine all timely objections before the
byelaw is submitted for confirmation, respond in writing to objectors and, where
appropriate, liaise with objectors with a view to resolving the objection. The IFCA may
wish to consider amending the byelaw in light of those objections. Objections that
cannot be resolved do not preclude confirmation but the IFCA must provide sufficient
explanation as to why they have decided to disregard the objections. When responding
to objectors, IFCAs should explain that their objections have been considered and why
the byelaw has not been amended as they might have wished.

5.5

In consideration of the responses received it is appropriate to make amendments to
the byelaw and supporting documentation. These amendments are outlined in Table
1, below, together with a summary of the comments that are being addressed. Where
objections cannot be resolved an explanation has been provided in writing to
respondents.

5.6

In addition to amendments in response to objections it is necessary to make a minor
wording change to the byelaw to address human error. The supporting documentation
describes how the Portsmouth Harbour Net Restriction Area will be subject to a closure
of net use other than ring nets between 1st March and 31st October inclusive. This is
not reflected in the wording of the byelaw, instead stating that the area will be closed
to all nets during this period. The byelaw has been updated in order to address this
error and now aligns with all of the supporting documentation.

5.7

Subject to the recommendations of the Executive Committee, following their review of
feedback from the formal byelaw consultation, the Authority are invited to consider
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whether to submit the Net Fishing Byelaw (with amendments) to the MMO for
confirmation by the Secretary of State. The MMO will make final quality assurance
checks and assess the evidence prior to recommending the byelaw for confirmation
by the Secretary of State. The byelaw will then come into force once it is published by
the Authority.
Table 1: Summary of amendments made to the Net Fishing Byelaw and associated documentation following
formal consultation.

Nature of Comment

Required Change

Two respondents asked for further clarity
over how the byelaw measures would be
applied to the use of net methods, including
hand operated shrimp push nets, landing
nets, drop nets and fyke nets.

An update has been made to the
Explanatory Notes section of the byelaw to
better inform stakeholders of the byelaw’s
intentions.

Responses suggested that the Impact
Assessment does not appropriately
consider
the
economic
value
of
recreational sea angling in the District
when seeking to balance the needs of
persons engaged in the exploitation of sea
fisheries resources in the District.
Two respondents requested changes to
the River Meon Net Restriction Area. One
stated that Atlantic salmon in the River
Meon were scheduled to receive Special
Area of Conservation (SAC) status and
therefore the site should be reclassified as
a Net Prohibition Area. The other
requested that the area be reduced in size
to a 400m radius from the River Meon
entrance with the new area becoming a Net
Prohibition Area.
Responses highlighted minor mapping
errors and lack of clarity in the byelaw’s
maps.
A request was made to amend the byelaw
to better reflect the activities that would be
otherwise covered under the Environment
Agency’s permissions.
Clarification was sought through the
Permits to ensure that, in recording any
salmonid interaction, fishers would not be
retaining any salmonids contrary to
Environment Agency legislation.
Additional evidence to demonstrate the
value of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) was
submitted in the form of a recently
published paper.

The Impact Assessment has been updated
to include additional data on the economic
value of recreational sea angling in the
District.

The byelaw has been amended to
reclassify the River Meon area as a Net
Prohibition Area.
A change has been made to the eastern
boundary of the area, reducing it to
approximately 600m from the River Meon
entrance. The remaining boundaries lie
approximately 400m – 500m from the River
Meon entrance. A rectangular shape has
been maintained to aid compliance.
Updates have been made to the byelaw’s
maps to amend errors and to better reflect
the area covered by Net Permit Areas.
An update has been made to reword
Environment Agency exempted activities
to fully reflect the organisation’s duties.
The wording of the three Permits has been
updated to provide clarity to fishers on the
requirement to return all salmonids to the
water.
This evidence has been integrated into the
byelaw’s supporting documentation.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
List of Background Papers
IFCA Byelaw Guidance - www.association-ifca.org.uk/Upload/About/ifca-byelaw-guidance.pdf
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Southern IFCA ‘Fixed Engines’ byelaw - Fixed-Engines.pdf (toolkitfiles.co.uk)
Southern IFCA ‘Sea Fisheries Fixed Engine Prohibition’ byelaw - Sea-Fisheries-Fixed-EngineFINAL.pdf (toolkitfiles.co.uk)
Southern IFCA ‘Regulation of the use of stake or stop nets in Langstone Harbour’ byelaw Use-of-Stake-or-Stop-Nets-in-Langstone.pdf (toolkitfiles.co.uk)
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SOUTHERN INSHORE FISHERIES AND CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
MARINE AND COASTAL ACCESS ACT 2009 (c.23)
NET FISHING BYELAW
The Authority for the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District, in exercise of the
powers conferred by sections 155 and 156 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 hereby
makes the following byelaw for that District.
INTERPRETATION
(1)

In this byelaw:
a)

“the Authority" means Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority as
defined in Articles 2 and 4 of the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Order 2010 (SI 2010 No 2198);

b)

“bass” means the species European bass (Dicentrarchus labrax);

c)

“Bass Nursery Area” means an area identified in Column 1 of the Schedule to the
Bass (Specified Areas) (Prohibition of Fishing) Order 1990 (SI 1990 No 1156) and
the corresponding prohibited period for each Bass Nursery Area is identified in
Column 2 of the same Schedule;

d)

“bottom set net” means a net that is set directly on the seabed and measures no
more than 125 centimetres in overall height, including all attachments;

e)

“the District” means the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District as
defined in Articles 2 and 3 of the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Order 2010;

f)

“marker buoy” means a floating object, including a buoy or dhan, which has a
minimum diameter of no less than 210mm;

g)

“Net Restriction Areas” refer to the areas defined in Schedule 1;

h)

“Net Permit Areas” refer to the areas defined in Schedule 2;

i)

“Net Prohibition Areas” refer to the areas defined in Schedule 3;

j)

“net” means any form of net that is designed for, or capable of taking any sea
fisheries resources, but does not include:
i)

any net that forms part of a dredge, trawl or similar device that is designed to
be towed by a vessel to take any sea fisheries resources;

ii)

any net which forms any part of any folding or rigid cage device or structure
with one or more openings or entrances capable of capturing any sea fisheries
resources, including fyke nets;

iii) any net which when fully expanded does not exceed an area of foursquare
metres, where it is operated only manually and not in connection with any
vessel or mechanical device; or
iv)

a landing net when used in conjunction with a rod and line, handline or longline;

k)

“Permit” means a net permit issued under paragraph (18), (19) or (20) of this byelaw;

l)

“ring net” means a single panel of net measuring no more than 350 metres in length
and no more than 6 metres in overall height at any point, including all attachments.
The user must:
i)

set the ring net from a vessel in a circular pattern to return to the starting point
of the ring net or the same section of shore, without pause or delay, where the
ring net will be closed except to allow the vessel to enter or exit the circle;

ii)

attend the ring net at all times whilst it is in use; and

iii) begin the retrieval of the ring net within ten minutes of the conclusion of the ring
net setting process, at which point the ring net must then be drawn back into
the vessel without pause or delay, except to remove catch;
m) “Threshold Trigger Level” means the threshold at which a control mechanism is
activated in response to either a salmonid death or salmonid interaction, as set
under the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority’s Net Permit Area
Monitoring and Control Plan; and
n)

"using" in relation to a net, means placing any part of it in the water, fishing with or
retrieving any part of it from the water, and "use" and “user” shall be construed
accordingly.

PROHIBITIONS
(2)

A person must not use a net within a Net Prohibition Area.

(3)

A person must not use a net within a Net Restriction Area unless the use of the net
complies with paragraph (2) and paragraphs (6) to (9) and paragraphs (14) to (17) of
this byelaw.

(4)

A person must not use a net within a Net Permit Area unless:
a)

the use of the net by the person is authorised by a Permit ;

b)

the Permit authorising the use of the net is carried on the person when the net is in
use;

(5)

c)

paragraphs (2) and (14) to (17) of this byelaw are being complied with; and

d)

all the conditions attached to the Permit authorising the use of the net are being
complied with.

A person must not use a net within a Bass Nursery Area in the District if:
a)

any bass is carried on the person or on board the vessel proposing to use the net;
and

b)

the proposed net use is taking place during a Bass Nursery Area prohibited period.

RESTRICTIONS
(6)

(7)

A person must not use a net other than a ring net:
a)

within the Langstone Harbour Net Restriction Area;

b)

within the Eastern Fleet Net Restriction Area;

c)

within the Wareham Approaches Net Restriction Area; and

d)

within the Christchurch Box Net Restriction Area, between 15th February and 30th
September inclusive;

A person must not use a net other than a ring net between 1st March and 31st October
inclusive:
a)

within the Portsmouth Harbour Net Restriction Area; and

b)

within the Poole Harbour Net Restriction Area.

(8)

A person must not use a net within three metres of the surface of the water at any state
of the tide in the Lyme Bay Net Restriction Area.

(9)

A person must not use a net other than a bottom set net or ring net within the
Christchurch Box Net Restriction Area, between 1st October and 14th February inclusive.

EXCEPTIONS
(10) Paragraphs (2) to (4) do not apply to the use of a net for the purpose of taking salmon,
migratory trout, freshwater fish or any species for which the Environment Agency is
responsible, provided that its use is authorised in advance in writing by the Environment
Agency.
(11) Paragraphs (2) to (9) do not apply when the use of a net is authorised by written
dispensation issued under paragraph (12) and the authorisation is valid in accordance
with paragraph (13).

DISPENSATIONS
(12) The Authority may issue a written dispensation authorising the use of a net for scientific,
educational, stocking or breeding purposes.
(13) A dispensation issued under paragraph (12) will only be valid if:
a)

the use of the net is for the scientific, educational, stocking or breeding purpose for
which the dispensation was issued;

b)

any conditions imposed by the Authority are complied with; and

c)

whilst the net is in use, the dispensation is carried by the person to whom it is issued
and produced for inspection when requested by an Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Officer of the Authority or any other person authorised by the Authority
to make such a request.

MARKING OF NETS
(14) Any net used within the District must be marked at each end by a marker buoy that is
above the water so as to be clearly visible at all states of tide.
(15) All marker buoys must be clearly marked in a colour contrasting with the surface on
which they are displayed with:
a)

where a license to fish under the Sea Fish (Conservation) Act 1967 is held, the port
letters and numbers of the vessel using that net; or

b)

where a license to fish under the Sea Fish (Conservation) Act 1967 is not held, the
name of the vessel using that net; or

c)

where a vessel is not used, the initials and surname of the person using that net.

(16) All letters and numbers shall be displayed as high above the water as possible on the
marker buoy so as to be clearly visible.
(17) The letters and numbers displayed on the marker buoy shall not be effaced, altered or
allowed to become illegible.
ISSUE OF PERMITS

(18) The Authority may issue a permit to a person authorising the fishing for or taking of sea
fisheries resources using a net within the Southampton Water Permit Area in
accordance with paragraph (4) (“Southampton Water Net Permit”), provided that
paragraph (21) is satisfied in relation to the application for the Permit.
(19) The Authority may issue a permit to a person authorising the fishing for or taking of sea
fisheries resources using a net within Christchurch Harbour Permit Area in accordance

with paragraph (4) (“Christchurch Harbour Net Permit”), provided that paragraph (21) is
satisfied in relation to the application for the Permit.
(20) The Authority may issue a permit to a person authorising the fishing for or taking of sea
fisheries resources using a net within the River Hamble Permit Area in accordance with
paragraph (4) (“River Hamble Net Permit”), provided that paragraph (21) is satisfied in
relation to the application for the Permit.
(21) The application for a Permit under paragraphs (18), (19) and (20) is made:
a)

in respect of a named fishing vessel; and

b)

in writing to the Authority.

(22) At any one time only one Southampton Water Net Permit, one Christchurch Harbour Net
Permit and one River Hamble Net Permit may be issued:
a)

to a permit holder; or

b)

to a named vessel.

(23) A Permit:
a)

will be issued to the applicant (“the permit holder”) in respect of a named fishing
vessel;

b)

is not transferable from the permit holder to another person, or between the named
fishing vessel and another vessel;

c)

is valid for the period stated in the Permit; unless a temporary closure has been
activated in accordance with paragraph (37).

(24) The permit holder must be present onboard the named fishing vessel at all times whilst
undertaking fishing activities authorised under the Permit.
(25) At the request of the Authority, the permit holder must facilitate access, for any person
nominated by the Authority, to the named fishing vessel for the purpose of observing
fishing activities authorised under a Permit.
(26) For the purpose of monitoring net fishing activities, at the request of the Authority, the
permit holder must:
a) operate video recording equipment in the manner specified in any condition under
a Permit; and
b) provide such detail and submit the information required by the Authority by such
deadlines as are specified in any condition under a Permit.

(27) The permit holder must complete and submit information, in the form of a catch return,
to the Authority at such frequency, by such deadlines and containing such detail as are
specified in any condition under a Permit.
COST OF PERMITS
(28) The Authority may charge a fee no greater than £1,000 for each Permit.
(29) The Authority will review the suitability of Permit fees in accordance with paragraph (33)
of this byelaw.
(30) A fee of £50 is payable for the replacement of lost, amended or damaged Permits.
NUMBER OF PERMITS
(31) The Authority may limit the number of Permits that it may grant.
(32) The Authority will review the limitations on the number of Permits in accordance with
paragraph (33) of this byelaw.
FLEXIBLE PERMIT CONDITIONS
(33) The Authority (or a sub-committee thereof authorised by the Authority to do so) may, for
the purposes of managing net fisheries, within Net Permit Areas or parts of Net Permit
Areas, attach, vary or remove conditions to a Permit, including one or more of the
following:
a)

limiting the amount of sea fisheries resources a permit holder may take;

b)

limiting the amount of time a permit holder may spend net fishing;

c)

prohibiting or restricting any method of net fishing;

d)

setting the requirements for the use of video recording equipment;

e)

setting the frequency of, deadlines for and content of catch returns.

(34) When introducing, removing or varying a flexible Permit condition the Authority must
operate in accordance with the review procedure set out in paragraph (35).
REVIEW PROCEDURE
(35) The Authority (or a sub-committee thereof authorised by the Authority to do so) will
review the suitability of flexible Permit conditions, Permit fees, limitations on the number
of Permits and the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority’s Net Permit
Area Monitoring and Control Plan annually in accordance with the following procedure:

a)

a consultation will be held with permit holders and other such stakeholders as the
Authority shall deem fit, to present any available evidence, as defined in paragraph
(36) and discuss options;

b)

the Authority will decide whether to add, vary or remove any flexible Permit
conditions, Permit fees or limitations on the number of Permits based on the
consultation responses and information received in accordance with paragraph (37)
whilst having regard to the Authority’s duties and obligations under the Marine and
Coastal Access Act 2009, The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment)
(EU Exit) Regulations 2019 and The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981; and

c)

the outcome of the review will be notified by the Authority to permit holders in writing.

(36) The available evidence referred to in paragraph (35) may include any one or more of the
following:
a)

any available scientific and survey data, which may include data gathered through
the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority’s Net Permit Area
Monitoring and Control Plan;

b)

any evidence received from consultation with permit holders;

c)

any statutory advice given by Natural England or other such bodies, organisations
or persons as the Authority shall deem fit;

d)

any habitats regulations assessments relating to any proposed changes;

e)

any impact assessment relating to any proposed changes; and

f)

Authority expenditure arising from the:
i)

administration of Permits and processing of associated data;

ii) undertaking of survey activity, stock assessments and habitats regulations
assessments which directly inform the management of net fisheries within the
Net Permit Areas;
iii) delivery of patrols to monitor compliance with this byelaw and Permits.
TEMPORARY CLOSURE
(37) The Authority (or sub-committee thereof authorised by the Authority to do so), may
temporarily close a Net Permit Area to any method of net fishing for a period up to 14
days if a Threshold Trigger Level has been reached, in order for an investigation to be
carried out.
(38) If, following investigation, The Authority (or sub-committee thereof authorised by the
Authority to do so) deem the circumstances which led to the temporary closure of a Net
Permit Area warrant the fishery to remain closed:

a) a full review will be presented to the Authority at the subsequent meeting of The
Authority in line with the review procedure set out in paragraph (35); and
b) the temporary closure will be extended until the review procedure is complete.
REVOCATIONS
(39) The byelaw with the title ‘Fixed Engines’ made by Southern Sea Fisheries District
Committee on 23rd September 2010, in exercise of its power under section 5 of the Sea
Fisheries Regulation Act 1966 (c.38), as confirmed by the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs on 22nd December 2010, and in force immediately
before the making of this byelaw is hereby revoked.
(40) The byelaw with the title ‘Regulation of the Use of Stake or Stop Nets in Langstone
Harbour’ made by Southern Sea Fisheries District Committee on 26th January 1970, in
exercise of its power under section 5 of the Sea Fisheries Regulation Act 1966 (c.38),
as confirmed by the Minister of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food on 17th April 1970, and
in force immediately before the making of this byelaw is hereby revoked.
(41) The byelaw with the title ‘Sea Fisheries Fixed Engine Prohibition’ made by the
Environment Agency on 11th October 2010, having effect in relation to the District in
accordance with Article 7 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (Transitional and
Savings Provisions) Order 2011 (SI 2011/603) and in force immediately before the
making of this byelaw is hereby revoked.

I hereby certify that the above byelaw was made by Southern Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authority at their meeting on

……………………………………………….
Pia Bateman
Acting Chief Officer
Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
The Secretary of State for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs in exercise of the power
conferred by Section 155(3) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 confirms the Net
Fishing Byelaw made by Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority on

……………………………………………….
A Senior Civil Servant for, and on behalf of, the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs.
Date:

Explanatory Note (not part of the byelaw)
The purpose of this byelaw is to manage fishing with nets for sea fisheries resources in the Southern
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District in line with the Authority’s duties under the Marine and
Coastal Access Act 2009, The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit)
Regulations 2019 and The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.
The byelaw introduces Net Prohibition Areas, Net Restriction Areas and Net Permit Areas. Net fishing
will be prohibited in Net Prohibition Areas. Net fishing within Net Restriction Areas will be subject to
seasonal and/or gear restrictions and net fishing within Net Permit Areas will be managed under flexible
permit conditions, subject to the review procedure set out in the byelaw.
The byelaw ensures that all nets used in the District must be marked at each end by a marker buoy that
clearly identifies the vessel using that net. The byelaw details both ‘Exceptions’ and ‘Dispensations’ for
certain lawful activities.
The management of the Net Permit Areas may be informed by a Net Fishing monitoring and control
plan to ensure that the Authority are using the best available to ensure that the ongoing management
of the District’s net fisheries remain compatible with the Conservation Objectives set (specific to Altantic
salmon, Salmo salar) for relevant SACs and where Atlantic salmon and/or sea trout (Salmo trutta) are
a notified feature or component of a SSSI.
Manually operated landing or drop nets that measure less than foursquare metres, fyke nets, and hand
operated push nets are exempt from these regulations.

SCHEDULE 1
“NET RESTRICTION AREAS”
LANGSTONE HARBOUR NET RESTRICTION AREA
Excluding Net Prohition Areas, the landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries
enclosed by a line drawn from Point 1 (50° 47.348’N 001° 01.385’W) to Point 2 (50° 47.348’N
001° 01.762’W).
PORTSMOUTH HARBOUR NET RESTRICTION AREA
Excluding Net Prohition Areas, the landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries
enclosed by a line drawn from Point 3 (50° 47.433’N 001° 06.530’W) to Point 4 (50° 47.380’N
001° 06.708’W).
CHRISTCHURCH BOX NET RESTRICTION AREA
The area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 9 (50° 44.166’N 001° 42.754’W) to Point 10 (50°
43.920’N 001° 42.750’W) to Point 11 (50° 43.180’N 001° 44.030’W) to Point 12 (50°
43.392’N 001° 44.425’W) along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water high spring
tide, to Point 13 (50° 43.443’N 001° 44.415’W) to Point 14 (50° 43.559’N 001° 44.229’W) to
Point 15 (50° 43.576’N 001° 44.272’W) along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water
high spring tide, back to Point 9.
POOLE HARBOUR NET RESTRICTION AREA
Excluding Net Prohition Areas, the waters north and west of a line drawn from Point 16 (50°
40.980’N 001° 56.926’W) to Point 17 (50° 40.809’N 001° 57.000’W) and east of a line drawn
from Point 18 (50° 42.720’N 002° 01.330’W) to Point 19 (50° 42.426’N 002° 01.561’W).
WAREHAM APPROACHES NET RESTRICTION AREA
Excluding Net Prohition Areas, the area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 18 to Point 19
along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water high spring tide, to Point 20 (50°
41.260’N 002° 04.550’W) to Point 21 (50° 41.720’N 002° 04.620’W) along the shore, as
defined by the level of mean water high spring tide, to Point 22 (50° 43.205’N 002° 02.465’W)
to Point 23 (50° 43.221’N 002° 02.388’W) then along the shore, as defined by the level of
mean water high spring tide, to Point 18.
EASTERN FLEET NET RESTRICTION AREA
The area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 24 (50° 35.865'N 002° 30.211'W) to Point 25
(50° 36.004'N 002° 29.937'W) along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water high
spring tide, to Point 26 (50° 34.993'N 002° 28.226'W) to Point 27 (50° 34.951'N 002°
28.190'W) then along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water high spring tide, to
Point 24.
LYME BAY NET RESTRICTION AREA
Excluding Net Prohition Areas, the area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 28 (50° 41.065’N
002° 41.400’W) to Point 29 (50° 39.934’N 002° 41.400’W) along an imaginary line one nautical
mile from the shore, as defined by the level of mean high water spring tide, to Point 30 (50°
42.123’N 002° 56.780’W) to Point 31 (50° 43.070’N 002° 56.780’W).

SCHEDULE 2
“NET PERMIT AREAS”
SOUTHAMPTON WATER PERMIT AREA
The area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 8 to Point 32 (50° 49.210’N 001° 18.493’W),
along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water high spring tide, to Point 33 (50°
52.248’N 001° 23.955’W) to Point 34 (50° 53.173’N 001° 22.445’W), along the shore, as
defined by the level of mean water high spring tide, to Point 35 (50° 50.979’N 001° 18.599’W)
to Point 36 (50° 50.860’N 001° 18.241’W), then back along the shore, as defined by the level
of mean water high spring tide, to Point 8.
RIVER HAMBLE PERMIT AREA
Area A: The area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 37 (50° 51.331'N 001° 18.551'W) to
Point 38 (50° 51.526'N 001° 18.609'W) to Point 39 (50° 51.682'N 001° 18.580'W) to Point 40
(50° 51.669'N 001° 18.513'W) to Point 41 (50° 51.604'N 001° 18.536'W) to Point 42 (50°
51.399'N 001° 18.422'W) and back to Point 37.
Area B: The area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 43 (50° 51.693'N 001° 18.573'W) to
Point 44 (50° 51.784'N 001° 18.541'W) to Point 45 (50° 51.940'N 001° 18.448'W) to Point 46
(50° 51.930'N 001° 18.413'W) to Point 47 (50° 51.696'N 001° 18.507'W) and back to Point 43.
Area C: The area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 48 (50° 52.155‘N 001° 18.391‘W) to
Point 49 (50° 52.377‘N 001° 18.520‘W) to Point 50 (50° 52.432‘N 001° 18.354‘W) and back to
Point 48.
CHRISTCHURCH HARBOUR PERMIT AREA
The are enclosed by a line drawn from Point 13 to Point 14 to Point 15 along the shore, as
defined by the level of mean water high spring tide, to Point 51 (50° 43.584’N 001° 44.921’W)
to Point 52 (50° 43.082’N 001° 44.849’W), then back along the shore, as defined by the level
of mean water high spring tide, to Point 13.

SCHEDULE 3
“NET PROHIBITION AREAS”
BEMBRIDGE HARBOUR NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 53 (50° 41.714’N 001° 05.663’W) to Point 54 (50° 41.724’N 001° 05.815’W).
WOOTON CREEK NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 55 (50° 44.104’N 001° 12.661’W) to Point 56 (50° 44.260’N 001° 12.813’W).
KING’S QUAY NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 57 (50° 44.586’N 001° 14.233’W) to Point 58 (50° 44.645’N 001° 14.411’W).
RIVER MEDINA NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 59 (50° 45.890’N 001° 17.882’W) to Point 60 (50° 45.881’N 001° 17.511’W) to Point 61
(50° 45.777’N 001° 17.304’W) .
NEWTOWN HARBOUR NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 62 (50° 43.610’N 001° 24.295’W) to Point 63 (50° 43.503’N 001° 24.981’W).
YARMOUTH HARBOUR AND WESTERN YAR NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 64 (50° 42.424’N 001° 30.019’W) to Point 65 (50° 42.423’N 001° 30.077’W).
BRIDGE LAKE, LANGSTONE HARBOUR NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries west of Langstone Bridge and
enclosed by a line drawn from Point 66 (50° 49.428’N 000° 59.274’W) to Point 67 (50°
49.578’N 001° 01.442’W).
LANGSTONE HARBOUR CHANNELS NET PROHIBITION AREA
The area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 1 to Point 2 and then along the shore, as defined
by the level of mean water high spring tide, to Point 68 (50° 47.765’N 001° 01.794’W) to Point
69 (50° 48.211’N 001° 01.857’W) to Point 70 (50° 48.554’N 001° 01.827’W) to Point 71 (50°
49.323’N 001° 02.301’W) to Point 72 (50° 49.323’N 001° 02.255’W) to Point 73 (50° 48.729’N
001° 01.699’W) to Point 74 (50° 48.359’N 001° 01.669’W) to Point 75 (50° 48.855’N 001°
00.232’W) to Point 76 (50° 49.478’N 001° 00.002’W) to Point 77 (50° 49.469’N 000° 59.869’W)
to Point 78 (50° 49.253’N 000° 59.857’W) to Point 79 (50° 48.725’N 001° 00.168’W) to Point
80 (50° 48.133’N 001° 01.566’W) to Point 81 (50° 47.774’N 001° 01.522’W) along the shore,
as defined by the level of mean water high spring tide, to Point 1.
FAREHAM CREEK, PORTSMOUTH HARBOUR NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 82 (50° 50.343’N 001° 09.509’W) to Point 83 (50° 50.502’N 001° 09.777’W).
PORTSMOUTH HARBOUR CHANNELS NET PROHIBITION AREA
The area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 4 along the shore, as defined by the level of
mean water high spring tide, to Point 84 (50° 48.055'N 001° 07.310'W) to Point 85 (50°
48.084’N 001° 07.082’W) to Point 86 (50° 48.228’N 001° 07.121’W) to Point 87 (50° 48.443’N

001° 07.297’W) to Point 88 (50° 48.584’N 001° 07.508’W) to Point 89 (50° 48.911’N 001°
08.022’W) to Point 90 (50° 49.240’N 001° 08.112’W) to Point 91 (50° 49.391’N 001° 08.304’W)
to Point 92 (50° 49.539’N 001° 08.601’W) to Point 93 (50° 49.668’N 001° 08.666’W) to Point
94 (50° 49.834’N 001° 08.594’W) to Point 95 (50° 49.912’N 001° 08.600’W) to Point 96 (50°
49.992’N 001° 08.653’W) to Point 97 (50° 50.102’N 001° 08.941’W) to Point 98 (50° 50.282’N
001° 09.067’W) to Point 99 (50° 50.330’N 001° 09.148’W) to Point 100 (50° 50.375’N 001°
09.254’W) to Point 101 (50° 50.367’N 001° 09.424’W) to Point 82 to Point 102 (50° 50.399’N
001° 09.604’W) to Point 103 (50° 50.415’N 001° 09.224’W) to Point 104 (50° 50.320’N 001°
09.042’W) to Point 105 (50° 50.123’N 001° 08.843’W) to Point 106 (50° 50.030’N 001°
08.576’W) to Point 107 (50° 49.959’N 001° 08.504’W) to Point 108 (50° 49.612’N 001°
08.522’W) to Point 109 (50° 49.548’N 001° 08.465’W) to Point 110 (50° 49.510’N 001°
08.400’W) to Point 111 (50° 49.469’N 001° 08.220’W) to Point 112 (50° 49.463’N 001°
07.960’W) to Point 113 (50° 48.987’N 001° 07.717’W) to Point 114 (50° 48.869’N 001°
07.317’W) to Point 115 (50° 48.956’N 001° 07.291’W) to Point 116 (50° 49.024’N 001°
07.252’W) to Point 117 (50° 49.146’N 001° 07.167’W) to Point 118 (50° 49.298’N 001°
06.903’W) to Point 119 (50° 49.368’N 001° 06.710’W) to Point 120 (50° 49.388’N 001°
06.492’W) to Point 121 (50° 49.449’N 001° 06.379’W) to Point 122 (50° 49.524’N 001°
06.310’W) to Point 123 (50° 49.583’N 001° 06.283’W) to Point 124 (50° 49.671’N 001°
06.376’W) to Point 125 (50° 49.711’N 001° 06.512’W) to Point 126 (50° 49.761’N 001°
06.607’W) to Point 127 (50° 49.814’N 001° 06.620’W) to Point 128 (50° 49.951’N 001°
06.584’W) to Point 129 (50° 50.059’N 001° 06.579’W) to Point 130 (50° 50.337’N 001°
06.606’W) to Point 131 (50° 50.519’N 001° 06.555’W) to Point 132 (50° 50.647’N 001°
06.345’W) to Point 133 (50° 50.635’N 001° 06.215’W) along the shore, as defined by the level
of mean water high spring tide, to Point 134 (50° 50.627’N 001° 06.218’W) to Point 135 (50°
50.614’N 001° 06.364’W) to Point 136 (50° 50.502’N 001° 06.532’W) to Point 137 (50°
50.336’N 001° 06.566’W) to Point 138 (50° 50.069’N 001° 06.534’W) to Point 139 (50°
49.965’N 001° 06.537’W) to Point 140 (50° 49.873’N 001° 06.559’W) to Point 141 (50°
49.769’N 001° 06.534’W) to Point 142 (50° 49.711’N 001° 06.184’W) to Point 143 (50°
49.672’N 001° 06.170’W) to Point 144 (50° 49.447’N 001° 06.237’W) to Point 145 (50°
49.351’N 001° 06.287’W) to Point 146 (50° 49.255’N 001° 06.477’W) to Point 147 (50°
49.203’N 001° 06.724’W) to Point 148 (50° 49.153’N 001° 06.855’W) to Point 149 (50°
48.998’N 001° 07.112’W) to Point 150 (50° 48.864’N 001° 07.174’W) to Point 151 (50°
48.812’N 001° 07.178’W) to Point 152 (50° 48.615’N 001° 06.776’W) to Point 153 (50°
48.821’N 001° 06.100’W) along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water high spring
tide, to Point 154 (50° 48.952’N 001° 05.594’W) to Point 155 (50° 48.953’N 001° 05.468’W)
along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water high spring tide, to Point 3.
RIVER MEON NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 5 (50° 49.000’N 001° 14.072’W) to Point 6 (50° 48.800’N 001° 14.280’W) to Point 7 (50°
48.958’N 001° 14.944’W) to Point 8 (50° 49.063’N 001° 14.838’W).
RIVER TEST AND RIVER ITCHEN NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 33 to Point 34.
SOUTHAMPTON WATER CHANNELS AND RIVER HAMBLE NET PROHIBITION AREA
Excluding the River Hamble Permit Area, the area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 32 to
Point 156 (50° 50.047' N 001° 19.385' W) to Point 157 (50° 50.646' N 001° 20.188' W) to Point
158 (50° 51.021' N 001° 20.537' W) to Point 159 (50° 52.158' N 001° 22.773' W) to Point 160
(50° 52.586' N 001° 23.436' W) to Point 161 (50° 52.704' N 001° 23.236' W) to Point 162 (50°
50.946' N 001° 19.612' W) to Point 163 (50° 50.150' N 001° 18.665' W) to Point 164 (50°
50.495' N 001° 18.827' W) to Point 165 (50° 50.621' N 001° 18.826' W) to Point 166 (50°
50.900’N 001° 18.586’W) to Point 35 along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water

high spring tide, to Point 36 to Point 167 (50° 50.931' N 001° 18.439' W) to Point 168 (50°
50.538' N 001° 18.720' W) to Point 169 (50° 49.558' N 001° 18.226' W) to Point 170 (50°
49.185’N 001° 17.802’W) and then back to Point 32.
RIVER BEAULIEU NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 171 (50° 47.052’N 001° 21.346’W) to Point 172 (50° 46.854’N 001° 21.755’W) to Point
173 (50° 47.030’N 001° 21.992’W) to Point 174 (50° 46.552’N 001° 23.547’W).
LYMINGTON NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 175 (50° 45.659’N 001° 27.736’W) to Point 176(50° 43.789’N 001° 32.445’W).
KEYHAVEN NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 176 to Point 177 (50° 42.861’N 001° 33.297’W).
RIVER AVON, RIVER STOUR AND WESTERN CHRISTCHURCH HARBOUR NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 51 to Point 52.
RIVER MUDE NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters or within 25 metres of Point 178 (50° 43.658’N 001° 44.613’W), where
the River Mude enters Christchurch Harbour.
CHRISTCHURCH CHANNELS NET PROHIBITION AREA
The area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 13 along the shore, as defined by the level of
mean water high spring tide, to Point 179 (50° 43.175' N 001° 44.587' W) to Point 180 50°
43.171' N 001° 44.862' W) to Point 181 (50° 43.196'N 001° 44.865'W) to Point 182 (50°
43.201'N 001° 44.680'W) to Point 183 (50° 43.237' N 001° 44.609' W) to Point 184 (50° 43.357'
N 001° 44.614' W) to Point 185 (50° 43.426' N 001° 44.553' W) along the shore, as defined
by the level of mean water high spring tide to Point 15 to Point 14 and back to Point 13.
WYCH LAKE AND MIDDLEBERE LAKE NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 186 (50° 40.900’N 002° 01.000’W) to Point 187 (50° 41.253’N 002° 01.749’W).
HOLES BAY NORTH NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries north of a line drawn from Point
188 ( 50° 43.736’N 002° 00.705’W), following the railway line east to Point 189 (50° 43.781’N
001° 59.541’W).
LYTCHETT BAY AND RIVER SHERFORD NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 22 to Point 23.
RIVER FROME AND RIVER PIDDLE NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 20 to Point 21.

POOLE HARBOUR CHANNELS NET PROHIBITION AREA
The area enclosed by a line drawn from Point 17 to Point 190 (50° 41.032’N 001° 57.319’W)
to Point 191 (50° 41.060’N 001° 57.416’W) to Point 192 (50° 40.663’N 001° 57.932’W) to Point
193 (50° 40.575’N 001° 58.181’W) to Point 194 (50° 40.525’N 001° 58.498’W) to Point 195
(50° 40.612’N 001° 58.705’W) to Point 196 (50° 40.667’N 001° 58.636’W) to Point 197 (50°
40.569’N 001° 58.455’W) to Point 198 (50° 40.719’N 001° 57.948’W) to Point 199 (50°
41.140’N 001° 57.390’W) to Point 200 (50° 41.431’N 001° 57.247’W) to Point 201 (50°
41.691’N 001° 57.201’W) to Point 202 (50° 41.837’N 001° 57.238’W) to Point 203 (50°
41.963’N 001° 57.390’W) to Point 204 (50° 42.229’N 001° 58.370’W) to Point 205 (50°
42.329’N 001° 58.892’W) to Point 206 (50° 42.341’N 001° 59.233’W) to Point 207 (50°
42.304’N 001° 59.406’W) to Point 208 (50° 42.298’N 001° 59.787’W) to Point 209 (50°
42.154’N 002° 00.596’W) to Point 210 (50° 42.546’N 002° 01.106’W) to Point 211 (50°
42.660’N 002° 01.378’W) to Point 19 along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water
high spring tide, to Point 212 (50° 42.373’N 002° 02.505’W) to Point 213 (50° 42.223’N 002°
02.792’W) to Point 214 (50° 42.101’N 002° 03.201’W) to Point 215 (50° 41.614’N 002°
04.600’W) to Point 216 (50° 41.629’N 002° 04.603’W) to Point 217 (50° 41.988’N 002°
03.667’W) to Point 218 (50° 42.117’N 002° 03.220’W) to Point 219 (50° 42.248’N 002°
02.813’W) to Point 220 (50° 42.428’N 002° 02.550’W) to Point 221 (50° 42.824’N 002°
01.936’W) to Point 222 (50° 42.844’N 002° 02.532’W) to Point 223 (50° 43.062’N 002°
02.993’W) along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water high spring tide, to Point 23
to Point 22 along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water high spring tide, to Point
224 (50° 42.718’N 002° 01.132’W) to Point 225 (50° 42.198’N 002° 00.563’W) to Point 226
(50° 42.455’N 001° 59.845’W) to Point 227 (50° 42.438’N 001° 59.145’W) to Point 228 (50°
42.433’N 001° 58.996’W) to Point 229 (50° 42.327’N 001° 58.451’W) to Point 230 (50°
42.014’N 001° 57.276’W) to Point 231 (50° 41.900’N 001° 57.062’W) to Point 232 (50°
41.681’N 001° 57.026’W) to Point 233 (50° 41.154’N 001° 57.179’W) to Point 234 (50°
41.126’N 001° 57.110’W) and back along the shore, as defined by the level of mean water
high spring tide, to Point 16.
WEYMOUTH HARBOUR NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 235 (50° 36.578’N 002° 26.486’W) to Point 236 (50° 36.586’N 002° 26.633’W).
WESTERN FLEET NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed and west of a line
drawn from Point 24 to Point 25.
BRIDPORT HARBOUR NET PROHIBITION AREA
The landward waters, including rivers, streams and tributaries enclosed by a line drawn from
Point 237 (50° 42.556’N 002° 45.823’W) to Point 238 (50° 42.532’N 002° 45.838’W).
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SOUTHAMPTON WATER NET PERMIT
General Provisions
This permit authorises the named person ‘Permit Holder’ to use a net within the Southampton Water Permit
Area for the period specified below, subject to the provisions of the Southern Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authority Net Fishing Byelaw ‘Net Fishing Byelaw’ and the permit conditions listed in this
permit.
The Permit Holder should ensure that they have read and understood the Net Fishing Byelaw and the
permit conditions listed below, prior to undertaking fishing activity. Failure to comply with any of the permit
conditions constitutes a contravention of the Net Fishing Byelaw.

Name of Permit Holder
Authorised fishing vessel

(Name / PLN)

Permit number
Cost of net permit
Permit valid for period

(12 months)

Signed ........................................................
(Permit Holder)

Date…………………………………………….

Signed ........................................................
(Southern IFCA Chief Officer)

Date…………………………………………….

Permit Conditions
INTERPRETATION
(1) In this permit:
a) “interaction” means contact during net fishing operations between any part of a fishing
vessel or net and a salmonid which does not result in mortality;
b) “salmonid” means the species Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) or sea trout (Salmo trutta);
c) “Southampton Water Permit Area” refers to the area defined in Schedule 2 of the Net

Fishing Byelaw; and
d) “UTC” means the co-ordinated universal time.
NET METHOD RESTRICTIONS
(2) In the Southampton Water Permit Area, a person must not use a net other than:
a)

a ring net; or

b)

a bottom set net.

CATCH RETURNS
(3) A permit holder must, if any dead salmonids are detected in the net used:
a)

make a report by telephone to the Authority;

b)

make the report immediately following the completion of the net haul;

c)

leave an answer phone message with the report if no answer is received from the
Authority’s telephone number;

d)

include the following information in the report:
i. the permit holder’s name and vessel used;
ii. the date and time (in UTC) when the interaction took place;
iii. the geographical position of the interaction to 3 decimal places (in WGS 84);
iv. the number and species of salmonids affected;
v. the physical condition of all salmonids involved;
vi. the net fishing method employed when the interaction took place; and
vii. the tide and weather conditions at the point of the interaction; and

e) where reasonably practicable, submit by email to the Authority within 3 days a
photograph of the salmonid, such photograph to be taken upon removal of the salmonid
from the net. The salmonid must then be returned immediately to the water.
(4) A permit holder must, in the event of an interaction between the net used and a salmonid:
a)

make a report by telephone to the Authority;

b)

make the report on the same day as that interaction;

c)

leave an answer phone message with the report if no answer is received from the
Authority’s telephone number; and

d)

include the following information in the report:
i. the permit holder’s name and vessel used;
ii. the date and time (in UTC) when the interaction took place;
iii. the geographical position of the interaction to 3 decimal places (in WGS 84);
iv. the number and species of salmonids affected;
v. the physical condition of all salmonids involved;
vi. the net fishing method employed when the interaction took place; and
vii. the tide and weather conditions at the point of the interaction.
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CHRISTCHURCH HARBOUR NET PERMIT
General Provisions
This permit authorises the named person ‘Permit Holder’ to use a net within the Christchurch Harbour
Permit Area for the period specified below, subject to the provisions of the Southern Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authority Net Fishing Byelaw ‘Net Fishing Byelaw’ and the permit conditions listed in this
permit.
The Permit Holder should ensure that they have read and understood the Net Fishing Byelaw and the
permit conditions listed below, prior to undertaking fishing activity. Failure to comply with any of the Permit
Conditions constitutes a contravention of the Net Fishing Byelaw.

Name of Permit Holder
Authorised fishing vessel

(Name / PLN)

Permit number
Cost of net permit
Permit valid for period

(12 months)

Signed ........................................................
(Permit Holder)

Date…………………………………………….

Signed ........................................................
(Southern IFCA Chief Officer)

Date…………………………………………….

Permit Conditions
INTERPRETATION
(1) In this permit:
a) “Christchurch Harbour Permit Area” refers to the area defined in Schedule 2 of the Net
Fishing Byelaw;
b) “interaction” means contact during net fishing operations between any part of a fishing
vessel or net and a salmonid which does not result in mortality;
c) “salmonid” means the species Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) or sea trout (Salmo trutta);

and
d) “UTC” means the co-ordinated universal time.

NET METHOD RESTRICTIONS
(2) In the Christchurch Harbour Permit Area, a person must not use a net other than:
a)

a ring net.

CATCH RETURNS
(3) A permit holder must, if any dead salmonids are detected in the net used:
a)

make a report by telephone to the Authority;

b)

make the report immediately following the completion of the net haul;

c)

leave an answer phone message with the report if no answer is received from the
Authority’s telephone number;

d)

include the following information in the report:
i. the permit holder’s name and vessel used;
ii. the date and time (in UTC) when the interaction took place;
iii. the geographical position of the interaction to 3 decimal places (in WGS 84);
iv. the number and species of salmonids affected;
v. the physical condition of all salmonids involved;
vi. the net fishing method employed when the interaction took place; and
vii. the tide and weather conditions at the point of the interaction; and

e) where reasonably practicable, submit by email to the Authority within 3 days a
photograph of the salmonid, such photograph to be taken upon removal of the salmonid
from the net. The salmonid must then be returned immediately to the water.
(4) A permit holder must, in the event of an interaction between the net used and a salmonid:
a)

make a report by telephone to the Authority;

b)

make the report on the same day as that interaction;

c)

leave an answer phone message with the report if no answer is received from the
Authority’s telephone number; and

d)

include the following information in the report:
i. the permit holder’s name and vessel used;
ii. the date and time (in UTC) when the interaction took place;
iii. the geographical position of the interaction to 3 decimal places (in WGS 84);
iv. the number and species of salmonids affected;
v. the physical condition of all salmonids involved;
vi. the net fishing method employed when the interaction took place; and
vii. the tide and weather conditions at the point of the interaction.
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RIVER HAMBLE NET PERMIT
General Provisions
This permit authorises the named person ‘Permit Holder’ to use a net within the River Hamble Permit Area
for the period specified below, subject to the provisions of the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Authority Net Fishing Byelaw ‘Net Fishing Byelaw’ and the permit conditions listed in this permit.
The Permit Holder should ensure that they have read and understood the Net Fishing Byelaw and the
Permit conditions listed below, prior to undertaking fishing activity. Failure to comply with any of the Permit
Conditions constitutes a contravention of the Net Fishing Byelaw.

Name of Permit Holder
Authorised fishing vessel

(Name / PLN)

Permit number
Cost of net permit
permit valid for period

(12 months)

Signed ........................................................
(Permit Holder)

Date…………………………………………….

Signed ........................................................
(Southern IFCA Chief Officer)

Date…………………………………………….

Permit Conditions
INTERPRETATION
(1) In this permit:
a) “interaction” means contact during net fishing operations between any part of a fishing
vessel or net and a salmonid which does not result in mortality;
b) “salmonid” means the species Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) or sea trout (Salmo trutta);
c) “River Hamble Permit Area” refers to the area defined in Schedule 2 of the Net Fishing
Byelaw; and
d) “UTC” means the co-ordinated universal time.
NET METHOD RESTRICTIONS
(2) In the River Hamble Net Permit Area, a person must not use a net other than:
a)

a ring net.

CATCH RETURNS
(3) A permit holder must, if any dead salmonids are detected in the net used:
a)

make a report by telephone to the Authority;

b)

make the report immediately following the completion of the net haul;

c)

leave an answer phone message with the report if no answer is received from the
Authority’s telephone number;

d)

include the following information in the report:
i. the permit holder’s name and vessel used;
ii. the date and time (in UTC) when the interaction took place;
iii. the geographical position of the interaction to 3 decimal places (in WGS 84);
iv. the number and species of salmonids affected;
v. the physical condition of all salmonids involved;
vi. the net fishing method employed when the interaction took place; and
vii. the tide and weather conditions at the point of the interaction; and

e) where reasonably practicable, submit by email to the Authority within 3 days a
photograph of the salmonid, such photograph to be taken upon removal of the salmonid
from the net. The salmonid must then be returned immediately to the water.
(4) A permit holder must, in the event of an interaction between the net used and a salmonid:
a)

make a report by telephone to the Authority;

b)

make the report on the same day as that interaction;

c)

leave an answer phone message with the report if no answer is received from the
Authority’s telephone number; and

d)

include the following information in the report:
i. the permit holder’s name and vessel used;
ii. the date and time (in UTC) when the interaction took place;
iii. the geographical position of the interaction to 3 decimal places (in WGS 84);
iv. the number and species of salmonids affected;
v. the physical condition of all salmonids involved;
vi. the net fishing method employed when the interaction took place; and
vii. the tide and weather conditions at the point of the interaction.
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Title:

Impact Assessment (IA)

Southern IFCA Net Fishing Byelaw
Impact Assessment

Date: 03/03/2022
Stage: Development/Options

IA No: Southern IFCA 016

Source of intervention: Domestic

RPC Reference No: N/A
Lead department or agency: Southern Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authority (IFCA)
Other departments or agencies: Department for the Environment,
Fisheries and Rural Affairs (Defra), Marine Management Organisation
(MMO)

Summary: Intervention and Options

Type of measure: Secondary legislation
Contact for enquiries:
Pia Bateman,
Acting Chief Officer, Southern IFCA
enquiries@southern-ifca.gov.uk
01202 721373

RPC Opinion: RPC Opinion Status

Cost of Preferred (or more likely) Option (in 2019 prices, 2020 present value)
Business Impact Target
Total Net Present Business Net
Net direct cost to
Status
Social Value
Present Value
business per year
Qualifying provision
£235,349.87
£-2,125,579.96
£-2,025,817.91
What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Additional management is necessary to ensure that the Authority meets its statutory duties. Southern IFCA
has a duty to meet the conservation objectives of designated sites. Atlantic salmon and sea trout are notifiable
features of designated sites within the Southern IFC District. Outside of these sites the Authority must balance
the social and economic benefits of fishing with the need to protect the environment from the effects of such
fishing. Net fishing within harbour and estuarine environments has the potential to impact the use of these
areas by fish populations as essential fish habitats. As Atlantic salmon and sea trout migrate through the coastal
environment there is the potential for them to be harmed through interactions with fishing nets.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
a. To support the use of estuaries and harbours in the District as essential fish habitats;
b. To provide protection to migratory salmonids as they transit through the Districts estuaries and harbours;
c. To balance the social and economic benefits of net fisheries; and
d. To further the conservation objectives of Designated Sites.
What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please justify
preferred option (further details in Evidence Base)
0. Do nothing.
1. Create a Southern IFCA Net Fishing Byelaw.
2. Create a Southern IFCA byelaw to prohibit net use in harbours and estuaries.
3. Voluntary measures.
All options are compared to Option 0, the preferred option is Option 1.
Will the policy be reviewed? It will be reviewed. If applicable, set review date: 01/2027
Is this measure likely to impact on international trade and investment?
N/A
Micro
Small Medium Large
Are any of these organisations in scope?
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions?
Traded:
Non-traded:
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)
N/A
N/A
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it
represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Chair:

Date:
1

Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option 1

Description:
FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT
Price Base
Year 2019

PV Base
Year 2020

COSTS (£m)

Time Period
Years 10

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m)
Low: N/A

Total Transition
(Constant Price)

Low

Optional

High

Optional

Best Estimate

High: N/A

Years

Best Estimate:
£-2,125,579.96

Average Annual

Total Cost

(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)

(Present Value)

Optional

Optional

Optional

Optional

£2,890.00

£2,125,579.96
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£2,371,511.09

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

The total monetised costs for the UK fishing industry in the first year following the introduction of the proposed
measures are estimated to be 353,890. These costs are likely to arise as a consequence of loss of fishing
access, a reduction of fishing access and through the cost of purchasing a permit. The cost to Southern IFCA
associated with ensuring compliance with the new measures in the first year following their introduction is
estimated to be £17,500.
Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

As a consequence of loss of access and catches there is the potential for fishers and related businesses to
experience a loss in income as a result of the recommended byelaw. There is also the potential for the
displacement of fishing effort to other areas, potentially creating additional conflict with other users and
reducing the sustainability of fisheries, such as grey mullet fisheries, and the marine environment. Noncommercial net fishers will lose access to harbour and estuarine areas.

BENEFITS (£m)

Total Transition
(Constant Price)

Years

Average Annual

Total Benefit

(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)

(Present Value)

Low

Optional

Optional

Optional

High

Optional

Optional

Optional

-

-

-

Best Estimate

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

It is not possible to estimate monetised benefits at this point.
Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

It is anticipated that the proposed measures will benefit the sustainability of fish populations, including
migratory salmonid species, through a reduction in net fishing mortality, together with the health of the marine
environment. An increase in fish populations has the potential to benefit recreational and commercial marine
fisheries as well as freshwater fisheries. The proposed measures will deliver social benefits and enhance the
experiences of recreational sea anglers.
Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks

Discount rate (%)

3.5

Information has been gathered from stakeholders through stakeholder consultation meetings and liaison.
Information gathered from IFCA officers’ and Members’ personal knowledge is anecdotal. A key assumption
of intervention is that there will be compliance with the measures and that the measures will achieve the policy
objectives. Costs to fishers have been calculated using MMO landings data and informed by best estimates
made by the fishing industry.
BUSINESS ASSESSMENT (Option 1)
Direct impact on business (Equivalent Annual) £m:
Costs:
£235,349.87

Benefits:
-

Score for Business Impact Target (qualifying
provisions only) £: 1,176,749.36

Net:
£235,349.87
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Evidence Base
1.

Problem Under Consideration and Rationale for Intervention

1.1

This Impact Assessment (IA) is for the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Authority (IFCA) Net Fishing Byelaw (“the Byelaw”). The Byelaw will manage net fishing in
the Southern IFC District and has been developed through the Authority’s Inshore Netting
Review.

1.2

Net fishing can potentially cause negative outcomes as a result of ‘market failures’. These
failures can be described as:
•

Public goods and services – A number of goods and services provided by the marine
environment such as biological diversity are ‘public goods’ (no-one can be excluded
from benefiting from them, but use of the goods does not diminish the goods being
available to others). The characteristics of public goods, being available to all but
belonging to no-one, mean that individuals do not necessarily have an incentive to
voluntarily ensure the continued existence of these goods which can lead to underprotection/provision.
Negative externalities – Negative externalities occur when the cost of damage to the
marine environment is not fully borne by the users causing the damage. In many cases
no monetary value is attached to the goods and services provided by the marine
environment and this can lead to more damage occurring than would occur if the users
had to pay the price of damage. Even for those marine harvestable goods that are
traded (such as wild fish), market prices often do not reflect the full economic cost of
the exploitation or of any damage caused to the environment by that exploitation.
Common goods - A number of goods and services provided by the marine environment
such as populations of wild fish are ‘common goods’ (no-one can be excluded from
benefiting from those goods however consumption of the goods does diminish that
available to others). The characteristics of common goods (being available but
belonging to no-one, and of a diminishing quantity), mean that individuals do not
necessarily have an individual economic incentive to ensure the long term existence
of these goods which can lead, in fisheries terms, to potential overfishing. Furthermore,
it is in the interest of each individual to catch as much as possible as quickly as possible
so that competitors do not take all the benefits. This can lead to an inefficient amount
of effort and unsustainable exploitation.

•

•

1.2

1.3

1

The Net Fishing Byelaw aims to redress these sources of market failure in the marine
environment through the following ways:
•

Management measures to meet the conservation objectives of Designated Sites will
ensure negative externalities are reduced or suitably mitigated.

•

Management measures will support continued existence of public goods in the marine
environment, for example conserving the range of biodiversity in the Southern IFC
District.

•

Management measures will also support continued existence of common goods in
the marine environment, for example ensuring the long term sustainability of fish
stocks in the IFC District.

The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019
The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 20191,
(‘Conservation Regulations’) transposes the land and marine aspects of the Habitats

The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 (legislation.gov.uk)
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Directive and the Wild Birds Directive into domestic law and outlines how a National Site
Network will be managed.
1.3.1 The National Site Network is a network of protected sites which are designated for rare
and threatened species and rare natural habitat types. These sites include Special Areas
of Conservation (SAC) and Special Protection Areas (SPA), designated under the EC
Habitats Directive 19922 and EC Birds Directive 2009 (amended)3, respectively.
1.3.2 Under Article 6 of the Conservation Regulations, Southern IFCA as a named competent
Authority must ensure that fishing activity occurring within or adjacent to an SAC or SPA
does not damage, disturb or lead to a deterioration of a species which receives protection
under the relevant designation, so as to ensure compliance with the Habitats Directive and
Birds Directives.
1.3.3 Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive requires any plan or project likely to have a significant
effect on an SPA or SAC within the National Site Network, either individually or in
combination with other plans or projects, to undergo an appropriate assessment. The plan
or project must be assessed in view of the site’s conservation objectives, IFCAs are unable
to consider economic or social impacts.
1.3.4 The first stage to this assessment is a Test of Likely Significant Effect (TLSE), which is
designed to test whether a plan/project will cause a likely significant effect on an SAC or
SPA. All the features/sub-features and supporting habitats for a site are subject to the
TLSE assessment. Where the potential for a likely significant effect cannot be excluded,
Southern IFCA, as the competent authority must then undertake a Habitats Regulation
Assessment (HRA), The HRA must consider the potential effects of the plan/project itself
and in combination with other existing plans or projects.
1.3.5 The Authority’s Net Fishing TLSE identified that net fishing is likely to have a significant
effect on Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar), a species afforded protection in the River Itchen
SAC and the River Avon SAC.
1.3.6 As such, a HRA has been undertaken for the following areas, with the overall purpose of
the HRA to conclude that net fishing within, or adjacent4 to the River Itchen SAC and the
River Avon SAC does not damage, disturb or lead to a deterioration of Atlantic salmon, so
as to secure compliance with the Habitats Directive.
•
•
1.4

The River Itchen (within and adjacent to the River Itchen SAC)
The River Avon (within and adjacent to the River Avon SAC)

The Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981
Under the Wildlife and Countryside Act (WCA) 19815, Southern IFCA must take reasonable
steps to further the conservation and enhancement of features for which a Site of Special
Scientific Importance (SSSI) has been designated.

1.4.1 An assessment is required to be undertaken to ensure that fishing activity within a SSSI is
managed to ensure that there is no adverse effect on Atlantic salmon and/or sea trout
(Salmo trutta) if either species are a faunal component or notified feature of the SSSI. This
process will ensure that Southern IFCA fulfil its legislative duties under the WCA.
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The Habitats Directive - Environment - European Commission (europa.eu)
The Birds Directive - Environment - European Commission (europa.eu)
4
For the purposes of the Inshore Netting Review ‘adjacent’ is defined as ‘next to or adjoining’.
5
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (legislation.gov.uk)
3

4

1.4.2 The following area falls within the Lymington River SSSI. As such a SSSI Assessment has
been undertaken in order to ensure that net fishing within the Lymington River SSSI will
not have an adverse effect on sea trout, so as to ensure compliance with the WCA.
• Lymington River, upper reaches (sea trout as a faunal component of the Lymington
River SSSI)
1.5

The Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009
Under Section (153) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009 (MaCAA)6, Southern
IFCA must balance the social and economic benefits of fishing with the need to protect the
environment from the effects of such fishing.

1.5.1 As described in the Explanatory Notes7 (435) for Section (153) of the Marine and Coastal
Access Act, IFCAs are able to apply precautionary measures in order to fulfil their main
duty under Section (153). ‘…Precautionary measures in this context means that the
absence of adequate scientific information should not be used as a reason for postponing
or failing to take management measures to conserve target species, associated or
dependent species and non-target species and their environment…’.
1.6

Essential Fish Habitats (EFH)
As part of the Inshore Netting Review, Southern IFCA determined to enhance the
environmental, socio-economic and sustainability of fisheries within the District
by supporting the use of estuaries and harbours by bass and other fish populations as
nursery, feeding and refuge areas. Collectively these areas are referred to as Essential
Fish Habitats (EFH).

1.6.1 For the purposes of the Inshore Netting Review, an EFH is one which provides ecological
value for spawning, feeding and refuge for non-salmonid fish species. An area of high
ecological value may include seagrass, complex saltmarsh systems or multiple examples
of EFHs which are recognised as essential in supporting nursery, feeding or refuge areas.
1.6.2 EFH Assessments have been undertaken to determine the ecological value of a given
habitat in supporting spawning, feeding and/or refuge areas non-salmonid species. These
assessmemts form part of 8 area Site Assessment Packages and are informed by
corresponding Site Specific Evidence Packages.
1.7

Areas utilised by Migratory Salmonids
As part of the Inshore Netting Review, Southern IFCA determined to enhance the
environmental, socio-economic and sustainability of fisheries within the District
by supporting the use of estuaries and harbours by migratory salmonids8.

1.7.1 For the purposes of the Inshore Netting Review, areas utilised by migratory salmonids
mean those areas within the District which fall outside of SACs and SSSI (to include
functionally linked areas) where Atlantic Salmon or sea trout receive protection as a
conservation feature.
1.7.2 Migratory Salmonid Assessments have been undertaken to determine the relationship
between net fishing and migratory salmonids. These assessmemts form part of 8 area Site

6
7

Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (legislation.gov.uk)
Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 - Explanatory Notes (legislation.gov.uk)

8It is the view of Defra, stated in a letter addressed to IFCA Chief Executive Officers on 13th May 2014, that within this context salmon and sea

trout fall within the definition of “marine environment” and therefore the Marine and Coastal Access Act provided IFCAs with the powers to
introduce a byelaw to manage fishing for sea fisheries resources where this fishing is adversely impacting salmonids as part of the marine
environment.
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Assessment Packages and are informed by corresponding Site Specific Evidence
Packages.
1.8

Functional Linkage
Southern IFCA must consider the role that functionally linked areas may play in supporting
Atlantic salmon and sea trout populations, in line with the intentions underpinning the
Habitats Directive (as enacted in UK legislation via the Conservation Regulations).

1.8.1 As guided by case law9, Southern IFCA will consider the role of areas which are functionally
linked to SACs and SSSIs, where salmonids are a feature afforded protection under the
Conservation Regulations and the WCA. Southern IFCA will consider these legislative
duties alongside the duties specified under Section (153) of the MaCAA, namely, Southern
IFCA must balance the social and economic benefits of fishing with the need to protect the
environment from the effects of such fishing.
1.8.2 Functionally Linked Area (FLA) Assessments have been undertaken to determine whether
net fishing, occurring beyond the boundary of an SAC or SSSI (where salmonids are
afforded protection), may have an adverse impact on salmonids. These assessmemts form
part of 8 area Site Assessment Packages and are informed by corresponding Site Specific
Evidence Packages.
1.9

Net Fishing Management Intentions Model
The Net Fishing Management Intentions Model (Figure 1) draws together the risk
components which have been identified for functionally linked areas, areas utilised by
Migratory Salmonids and essential fish habitats in order to inform, in combination, the
site-specific management outcomes.

1.9.1 The risk components have been directly informed by site specific evidence as well as the
Net Fishing Byelaw Literature Review in order to use the best available evidence to
inform management outcomes.
1.9.2 In developing a risk-based approach, the Authority is able to determine a proportionate
management approach which is underpinned by precaution, as aligned with Southern
IFCAs duties under paragraph (153) of the MaCAA.
1.9.3 The Inshore Netting Review: Process, Tools and Intentions 2021 document provides
additional context in the development of the Net Fishing Management Intentions Model.

9 There have been two cases where the term ‘functional linkage’ has been applied to an SAC where Atlantic salmon are a qualifying species: (1)

The Sandale Case: This case concerned the migration of Atlantic salmon upstream of an SAC. In the absence of a risk assessment upon which
credible risks could have been excluded by obtaining relevant information and assessing the significance of the effects of the project upstream
of an SAC on Atlantic salmon, the project was found not to satisfy the requirement of the Habitats Directive. Therefore, in summary, the lack of
insufficient assessment of risk led to a precautionary management approach. (2) Burbo Bank: This case concerned the impact of noise from
piling activity on Atlantic salmon migration. The risk was mitigated via the introduction of a timing restriction on the driving of piles.
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Figure 1: Southern IFCA Net Fishing Management Intentions Model.

2

Options Considered

2.2

Option 0: Do Nothing

2.2.1 Under this option the existing spatial and temporal net fishing restrictions, applied through
the Southern IFCA ‘Fixed Engines’ legacy byelaw and the Environment Agency ‘Sea
Fisheries Fixed Engine Prohibition’ legacy byelaw, would stand.
2.2.2 Under this option the conservation objectives of designated sites would not be met and, as
a consequence, Southern IFCA would not meet its duties under the The Conservation of
Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 and under the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981.
2.2.3 Under this option the social and economic benefits of net fishing will not be suitably
balanced with the need to protect the environment from the effects of such fishing and, as
a consequence, Southern IFCA would not meet its duties under Section (153) of the Marine
and Coastal Access Act, 2009.
2.3

RECOMMENDED OPTION
Option 1: Create the Southern IFCA Net Fishing Byelaw.

2.3.1 This is the recommended option. Under this option a new Southern IFCA Net Fishing
Byelaw would be created, following the Net Fishing Management Intentions Model, to
introduce:
a. Net Prohibition Areas;
b. Net Restriction Areas; and
c. Net Permit Areas.
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2.3.2 A Monitoring and Control Plan will be introduced with clearly defined monitoring
parameters and management pathways to ensure that net fishing activity remains
compatible with conservation objectives.
2.3.3 A consistent approach will be introduced to the way that nets used in the District are
marked.
2.3.4 Under this option the Southern IFCA ‘Fixed Engines’ legacy byelaw, the ‘Sea Fisheries
Fixed Engine Prohibition’ legacy byelaw and the ‘Regulation of the use of stake or stop
nets in Langstone Harbour’ legacy byelaw, would be revoked.
2.3.5 This option would enable Southern IFCA to meet its duties under the The Conservation of
Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019, under the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981, and under Section (153) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act,
2009. The Monitoring and Control Plan will enable the Authority to ensure that the Byelaw
continues to meet these duties beyond the point of introduction.
2.4

Option 2: Create a byelaw to prohibit net use in harbours and estuaries.

2.4.1 Under this option a single byelaw would be created to spatially manage net use in the
District.
2.4.2 Under this option, outside of designated sites, the social and economic benefits of net
fishing will not be suitably balanced with the need to protect the environment from the
effects of such fishing and, as a consequence, Southern IFCA would not meet its duties
under Section (153) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009.
2.5

Option 3: Voluntary Measures

2.5.1 The principles of Better Regulation require that statutory regulation is introduced only as a
last resort. Due to the biology and population size of salmonids in the district it is believed
that a voluntary agreement would pose too greater risk to the integrity of the environmental
designations and migratory salmonid populations. Fisheries participants have strongly
indicated that, in some locations they do not consider that management measures are
necessary and therefore it is highly unlikely that voluntary measures would be successful
in achieving compliance in this situation.

3

Policy Objectives

3.1

The policy objectives of the Net Fishing Byelaw are:
a. to support the use of estuaries and harbours in the District as essential fish habitats;
b. to provide protection to migratory salmonids as they transit through the Districts
estuaries and harbours;
c. to balance the social and economic benefits of net fisheries; and
d. to further the conservation objectives of Designated Sites.

4

The Net Fishing Byelaw

4.1

The Southern IFCA Net Fishing Byelaw will introduce a range of management measures,
applicable to all net fishers in the District.

4.2

Net Prohibition Areas
8

The Byelaw will prohibit the use of nets in thirty-seven harbour and estuarine areas in the
District (Table 1).
Area of District

Net Prohibition Areas

Isle of Wight

Bembridge Harbour, Wootton Creek, Yarmouth Harbour and Western
Yar, Newtown Harbour, King’s Quay, River Medina

Langstone Harbour

Main Channel, Broom Channel, Bridge Lake

Portsmouth Harbour

Main Channel, Fareham Creek, Tributaries (Portchester, Fountain and
Paulsgrove Lakes)
The River Itchen, The River Test, Main Channel, River Hamble - Main
Channel, River Hamble, Area 5
River Meon, Beaulieu River, Lymington River - upper reaches,
Lymington River - Main Channel, Lymington River - outside Main
Channel, Keyhaven River
The River Avon, Main Channel, West of Harbour, Mouth of River Mude

Southampton Water
The Solent

Christchurch Harbour
Poole Harbour

River Frome, River Piddle, Main Channel, Wareham Channel, Ltychett
Bay, Wych and Middlebere Lakes, South Deep, Holes Bay North
Fleet – West, Weymouth Harbour, Bridport Harbour

West Dorset
Table 1: Net Prohibition Areas.

4.3

Net Restriction Areas
The Byelaw will introduce eight Net Restriction Areas. Net fishing within these areas will
be subject to the following site specific seasonal and gear restrictions (Table 2).
Area of District
Isle of Wight
Langstone Harbour

Net Restriction Area

Measure(s)

Langstone Harbour

A person must not use a net other than a ring net.

Portsmouth Harbour

Portsmouth Harbour

A person must not use a net, other than a ring net,
between 1st March and 31st October.

Southampton Water
The Solent
Christchurch Harbour

Christchurch Box

Poole Harbour

Poole Harbour
Wareham Approaches

A person must not use a net other than a ring net
between 15th February and 30th September; and
A person must not use a net other than a bottom set
net or ring net between 1st October and 14th
February.
A person must not use a net, other than a ring net,
between 1st March and 31st October.
A person must not use a net other than a ring net.

Eastern Fleet

A person must not use a net other than a ring net.

Lyme Bay

A person must not use a net within three metres of the
surface of the water at any state of the tide.

West Dorset

Table 2: Net Restriction Areas.

4.4

Net Permit Areas
The Byelaw will introduce three Net Permit Areas, where net use will be permitted under a
Net Fishing Permit. Within these areas site specific seasonal and gear restrictions will
apply:
•

Southampton Water Net Permit Area:
A person must not use a net other than a ring net or a bottom set net.

•

Christchurch Harbour Net Permit Area:
A person must not use a net other than a ring net.
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•

4.5

River Hamble Net Permit Area:
A person must not use a net other than a ring net.

The Byelaw will introduce the facility to introduce flexible permit conditions, primarily to
enable the Authority to fulfil its obligations under paragraph 153(2) of the Marine and
Coastal Access Act 2009. Under the Byelaw the Authority may attach, vary or remove
conditions to a permit, which may relate to the following matters:
•
•
•
•
•
•

prohibiting or restricting harvesting of sea fisheries resources;
limiting the amount of sea fisheries resources harvested;
limiting the amount of time a vessel may spend harvesting;
prohibiting or restricting any method of harvesting;
setting the requirements for the use of video recording equipment; or
setting the frequency of deadlines for and content of catch returns.

4.6

Permit holders must comply with catch reporting conditions that have been developed in
conjunction with the Net Permit Area Monitoring and Control Plan. These condition require:
a.
the reporting of dead or mortally wounded salmonids; and
b.
in the event of an interaction between their net and a salmonid.

4.7

Permits will be valid for one year. The Authority may charge a fee for each permit. It is the
intention of the Authority at year one to charge a fee of £170.00 for a Net Permit. This value
is based on the permit administration costs only. The Authority will review the suitability of
the permit fees in line with the Review Procedure outlined in the Byelaw.

4.8

Under the Byelaw, the Authority may limit the number of permits that it may grant. Net
Fishing Permits will be awared by the Authority on a restricted entry basis and applicable
for fishers who have historically engaged in commercial and legitimate net fishing within
the specific Net Permit Areas during a reference period between 1st January 2018 and 30th
September 2021.

4.9

Monitoring and Control
The Net Permit Conditions will be subject to review, following the Review Procedure
outlined in the Byelaw. This process specifies a clear procedure for reviewing the suitability
of flexible permit conditions, permit fees and limitations on numbers of permits in
accordance with a set procedure, based on consideration of evidence, which includes
consideration of the data gathered through the Net Permit Byelaw Monitoring and Control
Plan.

4.10

Areas which are to be managed under a Net Permit will be subject to a Monitoring and
Control Plan. The implementation of the Monitoring and Control Plan will allow the Authority
to be confident that they are using the best available evidence when considering the
ongoing management of net fisheries in harbours and estuaries under a Net Permit in areas
which have a low functional linkage to a SAC and/or SSSI. The Monitoring and Control
Plan will ensure that net fishing remains compatible with the conservation objectives of
SACs (notably Atlantic salmon) and SSSIs (notably Atlantic salmon and /or sea trout as a
component of a SSSI).

4.11

The Monitoring and Control Plan will facilitate specific and robust monitoring of the
permitted net fishery. The Monitoring and Control Plan considers an On-Site Monitoring
Programme which captures five components of monitoring which will be conducted in each
Net Permit Area. These layers of monitoring will work in parallel, for example, any salmonid
interaction will be counted in accumulation across all monitoring components.
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4.12

Threshold Trigger Levels have been determined in the Monitoring and Control Plan for
salmonids which are, (a) dead in a ring net or, (b) interacting with a ring net. These trigger
levels will activate a ‘control mechanism’ which determine the actions to take when a
Threshold Trigger Point is reached.

4.13

The Monitoring and Control Plan also considers information sources which will be used in
order to support understandings of salmonid health overtime, based on the best available
evidence provided by partner organisations such as the Environment Agency and Natural
England. It is the intention that this information will be reviewed alongside the data from
the On-Site Monitoring Programme and used to collectively inform the Annual Review of
the Net Permit Conditions.

4.14

In conjunction with the ongoing management of net fishing within Net Permit Areas,
Southern IFCA will undertake a Research Project in order to improve understandings of
potential interactions between the use of drift nets and salmonids in a non-targeted fishery.
The outcomes of this Research Project will be used to inform the ongoing management of
net fishing within Net Permit Areas.

4.15

Marking of Nets
The Byelaw will require all nets used in the District to be marked in a specific way. This will
enable easier identification of nets for all marine users and will enable any nets which are
unmarked, or marked but not permitted to fish, to be easily identifiable for removal. These
measures will assist with ensuring that incidences of illegal net fishing within the District
are reduced.

4.16

Code of Practice
Separate to the Byelaw, a Salmonid Code of Practice (CoP) which will be introduced in
order to inform fishers operating in Net Restricted Areas and Net Permit Areas about
handling and release practices which will help reduce injury and/or stress and increase the
likelihood of more rapid resumption of upstream movement. The Code of Practice has been
directly informed by the Net Fishing Byelaw Literature Review.

5

Consultation

5.1

First Round of Informal Consultation
An eight-week period of informal ‘pre-consultation’ was held between 15th October and 7th
December 2018 and sought evidence and feedback on draft management proposals.

5.1.1 The Authority held a series of six drop-in style meetings across the district to provide
stakeholders with the opportunity to learn more about the proposed measures and to
provide views. In total, there were 62 attendees across all six drop-in sessions.
5.1.2 A total of 242 responses were received by the Authority through the duration of the
consultation10. From these responses 88 were submitted by individuals but represented an
organisation’s template view.
5.2

Second Round of Informal Consultation
Based on the evidence received through the first round of informal consultation, revisions
were made to management recommendations and a draft Net Fishing Byelaw was
developed. A second round of informal consultation took place during January and
February 2020.

10 https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Net-Public-Consultation-on-Net-Management-2019.pdf
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5.2.1 Representative groups of the potentially most affected and engaged users were contacted
and invited to engage and provide a response.
5.2.2 Following initial contact, Officers attended a total of 12 meetings to outline the management
proposals and the rationale behind their design. Following these meetings, a total of 8
written responses were received by the Authority11.
5.3

Formal Consultation
Formal consultation will follow the making of the byelaw in line with guidance issued by
Defra to IFCAs on byelaw-making12.

6

Monetised and Non-Monetised Costs and Benefits

6.1

Option 1 will be analysed in comparison to Option 0.

6.2

The creation of the Southern IFCA Net Fishing Byelaw may result in the following costs:
•
•
•
•
•
•

direct costs to the fishing industry as a result of reduced access or loss of access to
fishing grounds;
direct costs to the fishing industry as a result of the purchace of permits;
indirect costs to the fishing industry associated with displacement to other fishing
grounds;
social costs related to the closure of areas to historic net fishing activities;
costs to Southern IFCA for compliance and enformcement activities; and
costs to Southern IFCA for monitoring and control.

6.3

Costs to the fishing industry and compliance costs to Southern IFCA can be monetised
and these estimated values have been collated and presented as part of this IA.

6.4

Social costs due to the indroduction of management and the displacement of fishing activity
from the proposed management areas to other areas are difficult to value and are therefore
described here as non-monetised costs.

Costs to the fishing industry
6.5

Net fishers have the potential to incur costs as a result of loss of access to fishing grounds
within Net Prohibition Areas and Net Restriction Areas. These costs will be incurred as a
direct result of the closure of the fishing area.

6.6

Net fishers have the potential to incur costs as a result of reduced access within Net
Restriction Areas and Net Permit Areas. Reduced access may be incurred within these
areas as a result of the restriction in net fishing method, for example through the prohibition
in the use of fixed nets or drift nets. These restrictions may be seasonal or applied
throughout the year.

6.7

When registering to fish for commercial sale in the Southern IFC District, vessel owners
are required to indicate the method of fishing that they intend to carry out. Based on data
held on 18th October 2021, from a total of 358 licensed fishing vessels registered to fish in

11 Net-Secondary-Consultation-Net-Management-2020.pdf (toolkitfiles.co.uk)
12 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/182343/ifca-byelaw-guidance.pdf
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the District 287 have indicated that they fish with nets. In addition there are believed to be
26 non-powered fishing vessels that fish commercially with nets within the District.
6.8

To estimate the economic costs of the proposed management, Marine Management
Organisation (MMO) catch data for net fishing catches landed to ports within the Southern
IFC District between 2018 and 2020 were analysed. Table 3 provides a breakdown of the
first sale values derived from net fishing by each port of landing in the District.

Port of landing
Abbotsbury
Christchurch
Cowes
Emsworth
Ferrybridge
Hamble
Hayling Island
Isle Of Wight
Kimmeridge
Langstone Harbour
Lulworth Cove
Lymington and Keyhaven
Lyme Regis
Poole
Portland
Portsmouth
Southampton
Swanage
West Bay
Weymouth
Grand Total

2018
£0
£47,798
£3,877
£4,251
£1,201
£0
£1,235
£31,718
£848
£9,337
£12,907
£380,658
£245,465
£291,216
£2,190
£198,991
£48,273
£2,440
£251,702
£191,445
£1,725,554

Value (£)
2019
2020
£0
£23
£116,931
£82,540
£8,130
£18,503
£1,369
£1,979
£1,332
£0
£0
£211
£563
£0
£19,116
£11,656
£6,755
£3,819
£18,245
£18,374
£16,705
£20,296
£515,234
£380,101
£201,391
£199,024
£312,028
£310,176
£6,746
£1,978
£226,083
£143,247
£94,074
£57,927
£4,708
£931
£256,763
£145,638
£355,538
£261,896
£2,161,711
£1,658,319

Average
£8
£82,423
£10,170
£2,533
£844
£70
£599
£20,830
£3,808
£15,319
£16,636
£425,331
£215,293
£304,474
£3,638
£189,441
£66,758
£2,693
£218,034
£269,626
£1,848,528

Table 3: Net fishing first sale catch values, broken down for ports of landing in the Southern IFC District (2018-2020).

6.9

Fisheries landings are reported at ICES statistical rectangle level. The proposed
management areas fall within ICES rectangles 30E7 and 30E8, however the 2018-2020
dataset does not provide the necessary level of accuracy to analyse the value of an
individual management area on its own.

6.10

Though the informal consultation process, fishery participants have provided an indicative
first-sale catch value across some of the management areas. Within restricted access
areas it is difficult to determine the proportion of this value that will be lost.

6.11

Best estimates of the potential annual cost to the fishing industry through loss of access or
reduced access has been made for each area of the District that will be subject to
management. Where there is a significant variation between data, a range has been
provided. The figures provided are the maximum potential cost.

6.12

Southern IFCA Officers, as part of compliance patrols, make incidental records of fishing
vessel sightings, including the fishing method used. This information, together with officer
knowledge and conversations with fishing industry representatives have enabled an
estimate to be made of the number of fishing vessels potentially operating with nets
between fishing areas and the net methods used in these areas.

6.13

Further information on site-specific fishing effort and the socio-economic importance of the
fishing area can be found in the Site Specific Evidence Packages.
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6.14

Table 4 provides an overview of the anticipated costs incurred as a result of loss of access
or reduced access in each area of the District.
Area of District

Isle of Wight
Langstone Harbour
Portsmouth Harbour
Southampton Water
The Solent
Christchurch Harbour
Poole Harbour
West Dorset
TOTAL

Maximum no.
of vessels
affected

Potential annual cost to fishing
industry through loss of
access or reduced access

0

£0

7

£15,000

3

£25,000

9

£66,758 - £100,000

8

£25,000

4

£15,000

25

£150,000

9

£21,000

65

£317,758 - £351,000

Table 4: Net Prohibition Area costs.

6.15

There is the potential for up to 65 vessels to incur a loss of income as a result of loss of
access or reduced access to fishing areas through the introduction of the Net Fishing
Byelaw. The potential annual cost to the fishing industry through loss of access or reduced
access to fishing areas is between £317,758 and £351,000.

6.16

Permit costs
Net fishers who are eligilble for a Permit within the Christchurch Harbour, Southampton
Water and the River Hamble Net Permit Areas will incur a cost of £170 per year, per permit.
Based on an estimated total number of 17 permits being issued, the combined annual cost
of Permits to the fishing industry is £2,890.00.

Costs to Southern IFCA
6.17

Southern IFCA is anticipated to incur an increase in compliance and enforcement costs as
a result of the introduction of the Net Fishing Byelaw.

6.18

Under section 153 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, Southern IFCA has the
lead responsibility of enforcing an IFCA byelaw. The Authority’s existing compliance and
enforcement strategy would be the most likely and effective method of enforcing the
recommended byelaw. It is difficult to estimate the additional cost to enforcement through
introducing the Byelaw as likely levels of compliance are not known, however it is
anticipated that the introduction of new measures will initially, in the first year require
additional enforcement effort including surveillance and inspections from air, land and at
sea.

6.19

Areas under the ‘Fixed Engines’ byelaw are already subject to spatial management and
Southern IFCA deploys assets and resources in these areas, however there are significant
additions to this network, including significant new net prohibition areas on the Isle of
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Wight.The Authority will seek to undertake additional patrols through increased partnership
working.
6.20

As a consequence of the proposed byelaw, within the first year of its introduction, there is
likely to be an increased patrol cost in these additional management areas. It is estimated
that during this time an additional 10 sea patrols will be conducted in the District at an
overall cost of £7,500, combined with an additional 20 land and aerial (drone) patrols at a
cost of £10,000, resulting in a combined enforcement cost of £17,500 in the first year
following the introduction of this byelaw. This includes additional targeted patrols that will
be carried out in Christchurch Harbour and Southampton Water Net Permit Areas, as
outlined through the Net Permit Byelaw Monitoring and Control Plan.

Total monetised costs
6.21

The total monetised costs associated with the introduction of the proposed measures over
10 years (costs to UK businesses and compliance costs) are estimated to be
£2,371,511.08 (Table 5).
Year
1

2

3

4

5

TOTAL
6

7

8

9

10

Compliance
17,500.00 16,908.21 15,784.00 14,236.26 12,406.08 10,445.59 8,497.49 6,678.95 5,072.07 3,721.54 111,250.19
costs (£)
UK fishing
353,890.00 342,020.43 319,471.89 288,428.73 251,720.50 212,398.61 173,325.39 136,850.67 104,621.28 77,533.39 2,260,260.89
industry
costs (£)
TOTAL cost
368,500.00 356,038.65 332,365.89 299,774.99 261,236.58 219,954.19 178,932.88 140,639.62 106,803.36 78,364.93 2,371,511.08
(£)
Table 5: Total monetised costs associated with the introduction of the proposed measures over a 10 year period.

Non-monetised costs
6.22

There is likely to be displacement of net fishing activity as a result of the proposed byelaw.
Due to the restricted ability to access target species in other harbour and estuarine
environments in the Southern IFC District, it is likely that this displacement will occur into
other fisheries, potentially impacting the populations of other fish and shellfish species.

6.23

One possible displacement affect would be an increase in fishing effort in net permit areas
by permit holders. This may occur as a result of reduced access to fisheries outside of net
permit areas and may place additional pressure on species such as grey mullet, or
unintentional bycatch species such as smooth hounds. Permits will be awarded based on
historic fishing effort within net permit areas in an attempt to reduce the potential for
displacement to this fishery.

6.24

The proposed measures have the potential to restrict the ability of fishers to participate in
other fisheries, such as the hook and line fishery for bass, due to the potential for the
measures to affect the ability for fishers to catch live bait by use of nets.

6.25

Non-commerical net fishers will be affected by the proposed byelaw as they will not be
eligible to apply for net permit. The use of fishing nets in harbour and estuarine areas of
the District by unlicensed fishers is a regular occurance, however the legitimacy of many
vessels undertaking this activity may be questioned due to the regularity and scale of the
activity.

6.26

Selective net fishing is a skill that is developed through experience and, if used by an
unskilled, inexperienced fisher, a gill net has the potential to cause mortality in a wide range
of species. There are several local and recent examples of unlicensed net fishers breaking
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fishery legislation through irresponsible practice. The Authority considers recreational net
fishing to be a risk to the objectives of this review and believes the management response
to be proportionate to the risk posed by this activity to the marine environment. It is
important to consider that, outside harbour and estuarine areas, access will not be affected
for recreational net fishers. As this information cannot be quantified it has not been
explored further.
Benefits
6.27

The creation of the Net Fishing byelaw may result in the following benefits:
•
•
•
•
•
•

environmental and fisheries sustainability benefits from a reduction in fish mortality in
harbours and estuaries;
environmental and fisheries sustainability benefits from a reduction in fish mortality in
essential fish habitats;
environmental benefits from a reduction in injury caused to migratory salmonids;
indirect benefits to the fishing industry, recreational sea anglers and freshwater
fisheries associated with an increase in fish populations;
social benefits related to increased access to recreation sea angling; and
social benefits related to an increase in the reputation of net fishers and the fishing
industry.

6.28

These benefits are difficult to value and are therefore described here as non-monetised
benefits.

6.29

It is anticipated that the proposed net management measures will benefit marine fish
populations, including migratory species, through a reduction in net fishing mortality. A
reduction in fish mortality will benefit adjacent fisheries, both commercial and recreational,
through two mechanisms: net emigration of adults and juveniles, across borders, termed
‘spill over’, and the export of pelagic eggs and larvae. Anticipated benefits to commercial
and recreational fisheries include an increase in fishing opportunities and catches as a
result of larger, more healthy and sustainable fish populations and larger fish within these
populations. This has the potential to increase the value of catches, leading to an increased
first-sale value in commercial fisheries and a greater level of participation in recreational
sea fisheries. Within carefully managed, sustainable fisheries additional fishing
opportunities provided through increased catches may potentially offer employment
opportunities, thus supporting the local economy. Table 3 shows that the average annual
first sale value of net caught fish, landed to ports within the Southern IFC District is
£1,848,528.

6.30

Essential Fish Habitats provide valuable nursery, feeding and refuge areas for a range of
fish species, many of which are commercially valuable. Although these species may not
spend their entire life-cycle within these systems, it is anticipated that fish populations will
benefit through an increase in size, and individuals will live longer, grow larger and develop
increased reproductive potential as a result of the proposed measures. The proposed
measures have the potential to deliver increased larval input through the protection of fish
populations that are actively spawning.

6.31

Recreational sea angling is a popular pastime in the Southern IFC District. It is estimated
that there are 884,000 sea anglers in England, with 2% of all adults going sea angling.
These anglers make a significant contribution to the economy, in 2012, sea anglers
resident in England spent £1.23 billion on the sport, equivalent to £831 million direct spend
once imports and taxes had been excluded. This supported 10,400 full-time equivalent jobs
and almost £360 million of gross value added (GVA). Taking indirect and induced effects
into account, sea angling supported £2.1 billion of total spending, a total of over 23,600
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jobs, and almost £980 million of GVA13. Sea angling also has important social and wellbeing benefits including providing relaxation, physical exercise, and a route for socialising.
6.32

Estimates from 2018 and 2019 indicated that in England, respectively 758,000 and
551,000 adults participated on sea angling during these two years14. Estimates have been
made about the contribution of Angling to the economy in England in 201215 and the UK in
2016 and 201716. These studies were based on surveys considering trip and capital
expenditure, this fed into a total economic impact of sea angling estimate, shown in Table
6.

Table 6: Economic impact of sea angling (£M is million pounds; GVA is Gross Value Added; 2012 England and 2016–17 UK).

Measure
Total expenditure (£M)
Direct impact:
• Expenditure (£M)
• Jobs (thousands)
• GVA (£M)
Total economic impact:
• Expenditure (£M)
• Jobs (thousands)
• GVA (£M)

2012
£1233

2016
£1108

2017
£1318

£831
10.4
£357

£696
7.7
£326

£847
8.9
£388

£2097
23.6
£978

£1577
13.6
£696

£1936
16.3
£847

6.33

Whilst these are national figures, estimates have been made of specific contributions of
parts of the sector to the local economy. Williams and Davies17 estimated that the total
GVA (Gross Value added) of the recreational charter boat fleet in Poole (made up of 33
vessels) was £5, 729, 790. Williams and Davies18 estimated that the total economic activity
of the Weymouth charter fleet (estimated at 19 vessels) was £2,212,321.

6.34

In addition, the proposed measures have the potential to increase the participation in
recreation sea angling through enhanced fishing experiences as a result of reduced conflict
between users within harbour and estuarine areas.

6.35

A reduction in injury to salmonids may occur if the level of interaction is reduced as a result
of the proposed measures. This has the potential to lead to an increased survival of a
greater proportion of Atlantic salmon and sea trout populations to spawning, in turn
contributing to improvements towards reaching the egg management targets for eight
Principal Salmon and Sea Trout Rivers, a further 2 rivers that support salmon populations
and 16 additional rivers that support sea trout populations. These measures represent a
contribution towards restoring salmonid stocks in rivers where there are Water Framework
Directive fish classification failures for which trout absence is a key factor. Willingness To
Pay (WTP) values are available for each river catchment that consider the willingness of
the public to pay for riverine WFD classification improvements on a km basis. On the river
catchments in the Southern IFC District figures vary from £4,001-£5,619 per km depending
on the overarching river catchment. These figures could be considered to better

13 https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140305101647/http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/seaangling/finalreport.htm
14 Kieran Hyder, Adam Brown, Mike Armstrong, Brigid Bell, Samantha Alison Hook, Jo Kroese, & Zachary Radford. 2021. Participation, effort,

and catches of sea anglers resident in the UK in 2018 & 2019. CEFAS.
15 Armstrong, M., Brown, A., Hargreaves, J., Hyder, K., Munday, M., Proctor, S., Roberts, A., Roche, N., and Williamson, K., 2013. Sea Angling

2012 – a survey of recreational sea angling activity and economic value in England. Defra, London, UK. 16pp
16 Hyder, K., Brown, A., Armstrong, M., Bell, B., Bradley, K., Couce, E., Gibson, I., Hardman, F., Harrison, J., Haves, V., Hook, S., Kroese, J.,

Mellor, G., MacLeod, E., Muench, A., Radford, Z., and Townhill, B., 2020. Participation, catches and economic impact of sea anglers resident in
the UK in 2016 & 2017. Cefas, Lowestoft UK. 170pp.
17 Williams and Davies (2018a), A tale of three fisheries: The value of the small scale commercial fishing fleet, aquaculture and the recreational

charter boat fleet, to the local economy of Poole. New economics foundation.
18 Williams and Davies (2018b), The value of the small scale commercial fishing fleet, aquaculture and the recreational charter boat fleet, to the

local economy of Poole. New economics foundation.
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understand the value of restoring good ecological status or good ecological potential inriver and protecting fish with potential to migrate into each river catchment19.
6.36

An increase in populations of migratory salmonids has the potential to lead to an increase
in the experience and participation of freshwater angling, economically benefiting the local
area. A survey of freshwater angling in England20 shows that freshwater anglers contribute
an estimated £1.4 billion a year annually to the English economy, supporting up to 27,000
full time equivalent jobs, through their spending on the sport (in 2015). Relevant economic
information from this report for salmon and sea trout anglers for the South East River Basin
District and South West River Basin District, which Southern IFC District spans, show that
salmon and sea trout anglers spent just under £0.5 million in the South East RBD in 2015.
Similar amounts were spent by district-based anglers and visitors (£210,000 and £260,000
respectively). In the South West RBD salmon and sea trout anglers spent around £1.3
million in 2015. More than a half of this expenditure (£880,000) was made by anglers in
the District.

6.37

The current value of an individual salmon is £16,34121. Salmon fisheries within the
catchments of the Rivers Test, Itchen, Avon and Frome have a present capital value of
£52.16 million (River Test £18.64 million, River Itchen £10.88 million, Hampshire Avon
£10.82 million and Frome £11.82million). This does not take account of the economic
benefit of the sea trout fisheries also on these rivers which could be as high if not of higher
value and the sea trout fisheries on the 22 other rivers within the District. An increase in
stocks has the potential to increase the value of these fisheries.

6.38

It is anticipated that this byelaw will manage the fishery-ecosystem interaction, supporting
biodiversity within the District. The effective management of net fishing, within harbours
and estuaries, demonstrates that these fisheries are managed in an appropriate way within
sensitive marine areas. This byelaw therefore provides these fisheries with the opportunity
to demonstrate their environmental credentials. In an ever-more environmentally aware
society, this information may increase consumer confidence in these fisheries which may
in turn have associated socio and economic benefits.

7

Risks and Assumptions

7.1

Cost estimates are based on estimates of UK landings values. Landings information are
reported at ICES rectangle level and it is therefore not possible to ascertain what proportion
of the total landings value was actually derived directly from the proposed management
area.

7.2

The number of potentially affected vessels has been obtained through analysing the
number of fishers in the Southern IFC District who have indicated to the Authority when
registering to fish for sale, that they fish with nets, together with the known non-powered
fishing vessels that commercially fish with nets. These vessels have then been crosschecked against vessel sighting records and local officer knowledge. Where possible,
correspondence with the fishing industry has been used to add confidence to these
statistics.

19 Environment Agency pre-consultation response, 6th December 2018
20 A survey of freshwater angling in England. Phase 1: angling activity, expenditure and economic impact

https://rpaltd.co.uk/uploads/report_files/a-survey-of-freshwater-angling-in-england-phase-1-report.pdf
21 Adjusted values for inflation since 1991, Radford et. al. Economic Evaluation of Inland Fisheries Module A: Economic Evaluation of Fishing

Rights: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/291114/sw2-039-pr-1-e-e.pdf
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7.3

Displacement of fishing effort is difficult to quantify, and impossible to predict where exactly
activities will be displaced to.

7.4

Estimated costs to the fishing industry are likely to be an overestimate, as vessels are likely
to offset some of the lost revenue by fishing in other areas. It is also possible that the
increased environmental status within the management areas could coincide with relatively
more abundant fishing grounds, and therefore the analysis may have underestimated the
value of reduced fishing ground.

7.5

The level of interaction between fishing nets and migratory salmonids is difficult to quantify.
This Impact Assessment recognises that where there is the potential for an interaction to
occur, this interaction may cause injury to the fish involved. The potential for interaction
and the scale of injury caused to the fish will vary depending on the method of net fishing
employed. Southern IFCA will seek to quantify this effect further through monitoring and
control measures.

8

Impact on Small and Micro Businesses

8.1

The Byelaw will impact micro businesses (1-9 employees). All net fishing vessels in the
District are below 12m in length and those that operate within the Net Prohibition Areas,
Net Restriction Areas and Net Permit Areas are generally less than 8m in length. These
vessels are usually a single business, operated by a skipper/owner, and may employ a
crew member.

8.2

It would not be possible to exempt small and micro business from the Byelaw.

8.3

Due to the size and range of these small vessels, they may not be able to access alternative
sources of income. These businesses may fail as a result. No mitigation measures have
been identified which could reduce the impact on affected businesses.

9

Wider Impacts

9.1

There is the potential for businesses directly related to fishing to fail as a result of the
proposed measures. This is particularly relevant where businesses are based around net
fisheries within estuarine environments, such as the River Itchen, River Test, Christchurch
Harbour or Lymington River.

9.2

As an indirect consequence of fishing businesses failing there is the potential for connected
‘on-shore’ businesses to be economically impacted.

9.3

As a result of possible environmental and fisheries benefits, there is the potential for other
fishing and environmental businesses to benefit from the proposed measures, for example
due to increased fishing opportunities.

9.4

There are potential social implications associated with the proposed byelaw, these have
the potential to include the suppliers, fuel costs and time costs associated with sourcing
new suppliers, travelling to and utilising alternative fishing grounds.

9.5

Fishers have highlighted the potential impact of the proposed measures on their safety
due to the requirement for them to fish in more exposed waters, outside of harbours and
estuaries.
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9.6

It is anticipated that the introduction of the proposed measures will achieve the
conservation objectives of the River Itchen SAC and River Avon SAC and five SSSIs,
thus maintaining the overall integrity of these sites.

9.7

Increases in the density and biodiversity of fish populations in harbour and estuarine
environments will positively contribute towards the health of marine and riverine
environments.

9.8

South Marine Plan
As per paragraph 58(3) of the MaCAA, Southern IFCA must have regard to to the South
Marine Plan22 when undertaking any decision which is not an authorisation or enforcement
decision. By definition, as per paragraph 58(4), a byelaw and associated permit conditions
would fall under the definition of ‘authorisation or enforcement decision’.

9.8.1 That said, the proposed measures ensure compatability with the following objectives and
policies of the South Marine Plan:
•
•

•

Objective 3: To support diversification of activities which improve socio-economic
conditions in coastal communities: specifically S-FISH-1;
Objective 5: To avoid, minimise, mitigate displacement of marine activities, particulary
where of importance to adjacent coastal communities, and where this is not practical
to make sure significant adverse impacts on social beneifts are avoided: specifically SFISH-2 and S-FISH-3;
Objective 10: To support marine protected area objectives and a well managed
ecologically coherent network with enhanced resilience and capability to adapt to
change.

9.9

One In Three Out (OITO)
OITO is not applicable for byelaws implemented for the management of sea fisheries
resources within IFC Districts as they are local government byelaws introducing local
regulation and therefore not subject to central government processes.

10

Monitoring and Evaluation

10.1

A Monitoring and Control Plan will be implemented with the introduction of the Byelaw to
ensure that the intended effects are achieved. This will be reviewed on an annual basis by
the Authority, in line with the award of net permits. Through a process outlined in the
Byelaw, necessary changes can be made to permit conditions.

10.2

As a condition of net permits, permit holders will be required to report to the Authority any
salmonid interaction that takes place whilst net fishing.

10.3

Southern IFCA will undertake a Research Project in order to improve understandings of
potential interactions between the use of drift nets and salmonids in a non-targeted fishery.
The outcomes of this Research Project will be used to inform the ongoing management of
net fishing under the Byelaw.

10.4

The Byelaw will be reviewed every five years, or sooner if significant new evidence
suggests that a review is urgently needed.

22 https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/south-marine-plans
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10.5

Monitoring of compliance with byelaw will be carried out through the Authority’s compliance
and enforcement framework23.

23 Compliance-Enforcement-Framework-SIFCA.pdf (toolkitfiles.co.uk)
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Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
OFFICER’S REPORT
POT FISHING BYELAW
Report by IFCO Smith and Senior IFCO Pengelly

Marked G

A. Purpose of the report
For the Members to consider making the proposed Southern IFCA Pot Fishing Byelaw.
Upon the recommendation of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), Members were
provided with written notice on the 2nd March 2022 of the intention to make the Pot Fishing
Byelaw.
B. Recommendation
1.

That the Authority proceeds to make the Pot Fishing Byelaw.

2.

That the Pot Fishing Byelaw is advertised in accordance with IFCA Byelaw Guidance
set by Defra1

3.

That the Executive Committee is delegated to review any feedback from the formal
byelaw consultation and report with recommendations to the Authority prior to MMO
quality assurance of the Pot Fishing Byelaw and supporting documentation, before
an application to the Secretary of State is made to confirm the byelaw.

C. Annexes
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Proposed Pot Fishing Byelaw.
Proposed Recreational Potting Permit.
Proposed Commercial Potting Permit.
Pot Fishing Byelaw Access Policy
Pot Fishing Byelaw Evidence Package
Pot Fishing Byelaw Impact Assessment.

1.

Background

1.1

The Pot Fishing Byelaw (‘byelaw’) has been developed to achieve the following policy
objectives:
i. To ensure that pot fishing in the District is carried out in a sustainable way,
ii. To deliver social and economic benefits associated with sustainable pot fisheries,
iii. To protect the marine environment from the effects of over-exploited pot fisheries.

1.2

1

There is strong support from the fishing industry for the implementation of pot fishing
regulations within the Southern IFC District, evidenced through the informal consultation
stages of Southern IFCA’s Inshore Potting Review. Concerns have particularly been
raised over the sustainability of the District’s whelk fishery. The introduction of a Pot
Fishing Permit will enable the Authority to flexibly manage pot fishing activities and
introduce bespoke management as new and improved evidence becomes available.

http://www.association-ifca.org.uk/Upload/About/ifca-byelaw-guidance.pdf
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This evidence may include improved knowledge of the impact of the activities covered
by the byelaw, or a better understanding of the status of a stock.
1.3

The introduction of the byelaw is considered to be the most effective approach for the
Authority to meet its legislative duties.

1.4

The TAC, at their meeting on 4th November 2021, finalised and agreed the byelaw and
recommended that, following the receipt of legal advice, Members were formally notified
of the intention to make the byelaw.

2.

Legislative Duties

2.1

Section 153 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009, states that Southern IFCA
must manage the exploitation of sea fisheries resources in the District. In doing so, the
Authority must:
(a) seek to ensure that the exploitation of sea fisheries resources is carried out in a
sustainable way,
(b) seek to balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting the sea fisheries
resources of the district with the need to protect the marine environment from, or
to promote it recovery from, the effects of such exploitation,
(c) take any other steps which in the authority's opinion are necessary or expedient
for the purpose of making a contribution to the achievement of sustainable
development, and
(d) seek to balance the different needs of persons engaged in the exploitation of sea
fisheries resources in the district.

3.

The Pot Fishing Byelaw and supporting documentation

3.1

The byelaw (Annex 1) is a District-wide statutory mechanism encompassing pot fishing
activity specific management measures. The byelaw introduces a number of measures
to manage pot fishing in the District. These measures include the introduction of a
prohibition on the use of a pot or store pot unless under the authority of a Commercial
Potting Permit (Annex 2) or a Recreational Potting Permit or (Annex 3).

3.2

The byelaw introduces the requirement for all pots or string of pots in the District to be
marked and a prohibition on the removal of berried crab.

3.3

The byelaw introduces the application of flexible permit conditions within Potting Permits
and outlines how these permit conditions, permit fees and potential limits on the number
of permits issued will be reviewed.

3.4

The Access Policy (Annex 4) describes how and who can apply for either a Commercial
or Recreational Potting Permit and outlines the process for permit amendments.

4.

Legal Advice

Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
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4.1

Following the November meeting of the TAC, the Authority sought legal advice on the
byelaw. This advice was received in January 2022.

4.2

There has been no change to the intention of the proposed byelaw following receipt of
legal advice. The following minor adjustments have been made:
•
•
•
•

provisions to ensure that there is no duplication in fisheries legislation.
to remove the need for commercial permit holders to be onboard the vessel when
carrying out permitted activities.
to remove the separate provision for the requirement for nominated
representatives.
a reduction of administrative function placed on fishery participants.

5.

Best Available Evidence

5.1

The byelaw has been developed in line with best-available evidence and is tailored to
the specific needs of the different pot fisheries and its participants. The best available
evidence is described in the Pot Fishing Byelaw Evidence Package (Annex 5). This
package provides the Authority with the best available evidence to directly inform the
management intentions for pot fishing activity throughout the District.

6.

Consultation with Stakeholders

6.1

During the development of the byelaw Southern IFCA consulted with stakeholders
through two separate periods of pre-consultation. The first round of informal
consultation, a ‘Call for Information’ took place between 24th May and 29th June 2018;
during this period the Authority sought the views of stakeholders on whether there was
a need to review potting management and if so, what improvements could be made.

6.2

Following this ‘Call for Information’ the Authority resolved to undertake a review of pot
fishing management measures. This review was District-wide encompassing whelk,
crab and lobster, cuttlefish, and other pot fishing activities.

6.3

Further informal consultation on a range of possible management measures took place
between 6th November 2020 and 15th January 2021, to which 110 responses were
received. In March 2021 Members of the Authority recommended to progress to develop
a draft byelaw.

7.

Potential Impacts

7.1

An Impact Assessment (Annex 6) has been prepared in order to consider the anticipated
costs and benefits of the proposed byelaw.

7.2

Pot fishers in the District will incur a cost to purchase permits on a bi-annual basis. The
total impact on the commercial pot fishing sector is estimated to be £3,600, spread over
two years, based on an estimated uptake of 240 permits. Based on an estimated uptake
of 70 permits this impact on the recreational fishing sector is estimated to be £1,050. If
the estimated 90 whelk fishing vessels purchase a full suite of 600 pot tags the maximum
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cost to the industry would be £8,100 spread over the lifetime of the tags. Similarly,
recreational fishers will be required to purchase a maximum of five pot tags at a total
estimated cost of £52.50 (based on an uptake of 70 permits). Furthermore, the
requirement to fit escape gaps may lead to a total annual cost to the industry from loss
of velvet swimming crab landings of £1,411.6. Additional non-monetised costs have
been described including, the purchase and fit of escape gaps, costs to mark gear with
buoys and to remove whelk pots.
7.3

Benefits are difficult to value and have been qualitatively described including,
environmental and fisheries sustainability benefits, indirect benefits to the fishing
industry from sustainability benefits, the ability to apply bespoke management
measures, greater understanding of the fisheries and the ability to co-manage the fishery
with its participants.

8.

Next Steps

8.1

If the Authority resolves to make the byelaw on 17th March 2022, it will be advertised for
two consecutive weeks on the Authority’s website, in the Fishing News and other
newspapers throughout the District. From the date of the final advert, a period of 28 days
will then be allowed for any objections.

8.2

The Authority will respond and, where appropriate, liaise with any objectors with a view
to resolving the objection prior to submitting the final byelaw to the MMO for confirmation
by the Secretary of State. The MMO will make final quality assurance checks and assess
the evidence prior to recommending the byelaw for confirmation by the Secretary of
State. The byelaw will only come into force following confirmation by the Secretary of
State.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
List of Background Papers
‘Call for Information’: a review of the Southern IFCA inshore pot fisheries.
Summary of Responses. January 2019.
Public Consultation on a District Wide Review of Management Measures in the Inshore Pot
Fisheries. Summary of Responses. January 2021.
Southern IFCA Developing Fisheries Management Interventions – Process Document.
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POT FISHING BYELAW
The Authority for the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District, in exercise of the
powers conferred by sections 155 and 156 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 hereby
makes the following byelaw for that District.
INTERPRETATION
(1)

In this byelaw:
a)

“the Authority" means Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority as
defined in Articles 2 and 4 of the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Order 2010 (SI 2010 No 2198);

b)

“the District” means the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District as
defined in Articles 2 and 3 of the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Order 2010;

c)

“marker buoy” means a floating object, including a buoy or dhan, which has a
minimum diameter of no less than 210mm;

d)

“permit” means:
i.

a Commercial Potting Permit issued under paragraph (12) of this byelaw; or

ii.

a Recreational Potting Permit issued under paragraph (15) of this byelaw;

e)

“pot” means any cage, device or structure with one or more openings or entrances
capable of capturing any sea fisheries resources;

f)

“pot tag” means a tag issued by the Authority for the purpose of individually marking
pots or store pots;

g)

“relevant fishing vessel” means any fishing vessel which:

h)

i.

is licensed to fish by virtue of a licence issued under the Sea Fish
(Conservation) Act 1967 (c.84); or

ii.

is 10 metres or less in length and does not have an engine to power the
vessel;

“store pot” means any closed container placed in the sea and containing crustacea
and Labridae species;

i)

“string of pots” means two or more pots joined together;

j)

"using" in relation to a pot shall mean placing any part of it in the water, fishing with
it, or retrieving any part of it from the water, and "use", “used” and “user” shall be
construed accordingly; and

k)

“vessel” means a ship, boat, raft or watercraft of any description.

PROHIBITIONS
(2)

A person must not use a pot within the District.

(3)

A person must not use a store pot within the District.

(4)

Paragraphs (2) and (3) do not apply when all the following conditions are met:
a)

the use of a pot or store pot is authorised by a permit issued under paragraph (12)
or (15) of this byelaw;

b)

paragraphs (7) to (11) and (18) to (22) of this byelaw are being complied with; and

c)

all the conditions attached to the relevant permit are being complied with.

DISPENSATIONS
(5)

The Authority may issue a written dispensation authorising the use of a pot or store pot
for scientific, educational, stocking or breeding purposes, or in circumstances where the
permit holder or named vessel is unable to put to sea.

(6)

A dispensation issued under paragraph (5) will only be valid if:
a)

the use of the pot or store pot is for the purpose for which the dispensation was
issued;

b)

any conditions imposed by the Authority are complied with; and

c)

whilst the pot or store pot is in use, the dispensation is carried by the person to
whom it is issued and produced for inspection when requested by an Inshore
Fisheries and Conservation Officer of the Authority or any other person authorised
by the Authority to make such a request.

MARKING OF POTS
(7)

Any pot used within the District must be marked by a marker buoy.

(8)

Any string of pots used within the District must be marked at each end by a marker buoy.

(9)

All marker buoys must be clearly marked in a colour contrasting with the surface on
which they are displayed with:
a)

where a license to fish under the Sea Fish (Conservation) Act 1967 is held, the port
letters and numbers of the vessel using that pot, or string of pots; or

b)

where a license to fish under the Sea Fish (Conservation) Act 1967 is not held, the
permit number under which the use of the attached pot, or string of pots is
authorised.

(10) All letters and numbers shall be displayed as high above the water as possible on the
marker buoy so as to be clearly visible.
(11) The letters and numbers displayed on the marker buoy shall not be effaced, altered or
allowed to become illegible.
COMMERCIAL POTTING PERMIT
(12) The Authority may issue a Commercial Potting Permit to a person authorising a relevant
fishing vessel to use pots and store pots in accordance with paragraph (4), provided that
paragraph (13) is satisfied in relation to the application for the permit.
(13) The application for a Commercial Potting Permit under paragraph (12) is made:
a)

in respect of a relevant fishing vessel that is not named on another Potting Permit;

b)

by a person who holds the majority of shares in the named relevant fishing vessel
for which the application is made, as recorded on the vessel's certificate of registry
(‘the applicant’); or

c)

in instances of joint majority shareholders, one (‘the applicant’) is to be nominated
in writing by all other majority shareholders; and

d)

using the forms available from the Authority’s website.

(14) A Commercial Potting Permit:
a) will be issued to the applicant (‘the permit holder’);
b) is not transferable from the permit holder to another person or between the named
vessel and another vessel; and
c) is valid for the period stated in the Permit, provided the permit holder retains shares
in the named vessel.

RECREATIONAL POTTING PERMIT
(15) The Authority may issue a Recreational Potting Permit to a person authorising the use
of pots in accordance with paragraph (4), provided that paragraph (16) is satisfied in
relation to the application for the permit.
(16) The application for a Recreational Potting Permit under paragraph (15) is made:
a) by a person who does not hold another Potting Permit;
b) where relevant, in respect of any vessel; and
c) using the forms available from the Authority website.
(17) A Recreational Potting Permit issued under paragraph (15):
a)

will be issued to the applicant (‘the permit holder’);

b)

is not transferable from the permit holder to another person; and

c)

is valid for the period stated in the Permit.

PERMIT HOLDER RESPONSIBILITIES
(18) The permit holder must at all times be present whilst undertaking fishing activities
authorised under a Recreational Potting Permit.
(19) The permit holder must complete and submit information, in the form of a catch return,
in accordance with the requirements listed under the Permit.
(20) The permit holder must fit and maintain escape gaps in pots in accordance with the
requirements listed under the Permit.
(21) The permit holder must fit and maintain pot tags on any pots or store pots in accordance
with the requirements listed under the Permit.
(22) At the request of the Authority, the permit holder must facilitate access, for any person
nominated by the Authority, to the named fishing vessel for the purpose of observing
fishing activities authorised under the Permit.
COST OF PERMITS
(23) The Authority may charge a fee no greater than £1,000 for each Permit.
(24) The Authority will review the suitability of permit fees in accordance with paragraph (35)
of this byelaw.
(25) A fee of no greater than £50 is payable for the replacement of lost, amended or damaged
Permits.

NUMBER OF PERMITS
(26) The Authority may limit the number of Permits that it may grant.
(27) The Authority will review the limitations on the number of Permits in accordance with
paragraph (35) of this byelaw.
POT TAGS
(28) The Authority may charge a fee in line with the market value for each pot tag or
replacement pot tag issued.
(29) Pot tags are not transferable and must be surrendered to the Authority immediately if no
longer required by the permit holder.
(30) Permit holders may apply to the Authority to replace lost pot tags.
(31) Lost pot tags must be reported to the Authority, at which point the pot tag will no longer
be valid.
(32) The Authority will review the suitability of pot tag fees in accordance with paragraph (35)
of this byelaw.

FLEXIBLE PERMIT CONDITIONS
(33) The Authority (or a sub-committee thereof authorised by the Authority to do so) may, for
the purposes of managing pot fisheries, within the District, or parts of the District, attach,
vary or remove conditions to a Permit, including one or more of the following:
a)

limiting the amount of sea fisheries resources a permit holder may take;

b)

limiting the amount of time a permit holder may spend using pots;

c)

prohibiting or restricting any method of pot use;

d)

prohibiting the removal of species carrying eggs or spawn;

e)

prohibiting the removal of species of a certain size, condition or marking;

f)

prohibiting or restricting the use of bait that may be used in a pot;

g)

prohibiting or restricting the use of store pots;

h)

setting the dimensions and requirements for use of escape gaps in pots;

i)

setting the requirements for the use of pot tags and associated recording
equipment; and

j)

setting the frequency of deadlines for, and content of catch returns.

(34) When introducing, removing or varying a flexible Permit condition the Authority must
operate in accordance with the review procedure set out in paragraph (35).

REVIEW PROCEDURE
(35) The Authority (or a sub-committee thereof, authorised by the Authority to do so) will
review the suitability of flexible permit conditions, permit fees, pot tag fees and limitations
on the number of Permits every four years or sooner. This review will be undertaken as
follows:
a)

the Authority will consult permit holders and any other persons as the Authority shall
deem fit, to present any available evidence, as defined in paragraph (36) and
discuss options.

b)

the Authority will decide whether to add, vary or remove any flexible permit
conditions, permit fees, pot tag fees or limitations on the number of Permits based
on the consultation responses and information received in accordance with
paragraph (36) having regard to the Authority’s duties; and

c)

the outcome of the review will be notified by the Authority to Permit Holders by email
or in writing.

(36) The available evidence referred to in paragraph (35) may include any one or more of the
following:
a)

any available scientific and survey data;

b)

any evidence received from consultation with permit holders;

c)

any statutory advice given by Natural England or other such bodies, organisations
or persons as the Authority shall deem fit;

d)

any Habitats Regulations Assessments relating to any proposed changes;

e)

any Impact Assessment relating to any proposed changes; and

f)

Authority expenditure arising from:
i.

the administration of Permits and processing of associated data.

ii.

the undertaking of survey activity, stock assessments and Habitats
Regulations Assessments which directly inform the management of pot
fisheries within the District; and

iii.

the delivery of patrols to monitor compliance with this byelaw and Permits.

I hereby certify that the above byelaw was made by Southern Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authority at their meeting on

……………………………………………….
Pia Bateman
Acting Chief Officer
Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
The Secretary of State for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs in exercise of the power
conferred by Section 155(3) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 confirms the Pot
Fishing Byelaw made by Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority on

……………………………………………….
A Senior Civil Servant for, and on behalf of, the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs.
Date:

Explanatory Note (not part of the byelaw)
The purpose of this byelaw is to manage fishing with pots for sea fisheries resources in the Southern
IFC District.
The byelaw prohibits the use of a pot or store pot in the District, except in accordance with a Permit
issued by the Authority, or a written dispensation for certain lawful activities. Conditions can be attached
to Permits by the Authority, in line with the provisions outlined in the byelaw.
Commercial Potting Permits can be issued to persons for licensed fishing vessels or vessels under 10
metres in length that do not have an engine to power the vessel. The storage of crustacea or wrasse
species in the sea can only be undertaken by Commercial Potting permit Holders. Recreational Potting
Permits can be issued to all other vessels or persons using pots without a vessel.
All pots used in the District must be marked by a marker buoy that identifies the vessel or person using
that pot.
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RECREATIONAL POTTING PERMIT
General Provisions
This Permit authorises the named person (‘Permit Holder’) to use pots in the District for the period specified
below, subject to the provisions of the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority Pot Fishing
Byelaw (‘Pot Fishing Byelaw’) and the permit conditions listed on this Permit.
The Permit Holder should ensure that they have read and understood the Pot Fishing Byelaw and the
permit conditions listed below, prior to undertaking fishing activity. Failure to comply with any of the permit
conditions constitutes a contravention of the Pot Fishing Byelaw.

Name of Permit Holder
Authorised Fishing Vessel (if applicable)

(Name)

Permit number
Cost of Permit
Permit valid for period

(24 months)

Authorised pot tag number(s)

Signed ........................................................
(Permit Holder)

Date……………………………………

Signed ........................................................
(Southern IFCA Chief Officer or Deputy Chief Officer)

Date……………………………………

Permit Conditions
INTERPRETATION
(1)

In this Permit:
a)

"berried” means the carrying of any eggs or spawn attached to the tail or some other
exterior part of the crawfish, or such a condition as to show at the time when it was
taken the animal was carrying eggs or spawn so attached;

b)

“crab” means all crab species, including the Edible crab (Cancer pagurus), the
Spinous spider crab (Maja squinado) and Velvet swimming crab (Necora puber);

c)

“crawfish” means the species European spiny lobster (Palinurus elephas) or the Pink
spiny lobster (Palinurus mauritanicus);

d)

“lobster” means the species European lobster (Homarus Gammarus);

e)

“mutilated” in relation to a lobster or crawfish, means a lobster or crawfish which is
mutilated in such a manner as to obscure a V notch;

f)

“V notch” means a marking in the shape of the letter “V” with a depth of at least 5 mm
cut into at least one of the inner uropods of the tail fan of any lobster or crawfish, with
the apex of the letter “V” positioned inward from the edge of the flap; and
g) “whelk” means the species Common whelk (Buccinum undatum).

CATCH RESTRICTIONS
(2)

(3)

(4)

In a calendar day, the Permit Holder may remove from the fishery in the District, retain on
board, or land no more than:
a)

two lobsters or crawfish;

b)

three crabs; and

c)

thirty whelks.

The Permit Holder must not remove from the fishery in the District, retain on board, or land:
a)

any berried crawfish;

b)

any mutilated lobster or crawfish; or

c)

any lobster or crawfish bearing a V notch.

The Permit Holder must not use more than five pots in the District.

ESCAPE GAP CONDITIONS
(5) No person may fish for or remove from the fishery in the District any lobster, crawfish, edible
crab or spinous spider crab using a pot which has a chamber with an entrance designed to
restrict escape, unless the pot is fitted with an escape gap located in the exterior wall of the
pot or, in the case of a multiple chambered pot, an escape gap located in the exterior wall of
each individual chamber.
(6) Any escape gap must:
a)

be of sufficient size that there may be passed through the gap a rigid, box shaped gauge
either:
i.
ii.
iii.

b)

80 millimetres wide by 45 millimetres high and 100 millimetres long; or
84 millimetres wide by 46 millimetres high and 100 millimetres long; or
87 millimetres wide by 45 millimetres high and 100 millimetres long; and

be fitted in such a way that the longest side of the gap is parallel to the base of the pot
and is located in the lowest part of the chamber, other than in the base.

POT TAG CONDITIONS
(7) Within the District, the Permit Holder may only use a pot that is fitted with a pot tag authorised
under this permit.
CATCH RETURNS
(8) The Permit Holder must, for each day a pot is used in the District, record a daily catch return.
(9) Catch returns must be recorded on the Recreational Potting Permit Catch Return Form.
(10) The Permit Holder must, by 31st October each year, submit to the Authority a completed
Recreational Potting Permit Catch Return Form.
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COMMERCIAL POTTING PERMIT
General Provisions
This Permit authorises the use of pots and store pots in the District from the Authorised Fishing Vessel for
the period specified below, subject to the provisions of the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Authority Pot Fishing Byelaw (‘Pot Fishing Byelaw’) and the permit conditions listed on this Permit.
The permit holder should ensure that they have read and understood the Pot Fishing Byelaw and the permit
conditions listed below, prior to undertaking fishing activity. Failure to comply with any of the permit
conditions constitutes a contravention of the Pot Fishing Byelaw.
The permit holder must immediately notify the Authority of any change of ownership of the Authorised
Fishing Vessel.

Name of Permit Holder
Authorised Fishing Vessel

(Name / PLN)

Permit number
Cost of Permit
Permit valid for period

(24 months)

Authorised whelk pot tag
numbers

Signed ........................................................
(Permit Holder)

Date……………………………………

Signed ........................................................
(Southern IFCA Chief Officer or Deputy Chief Officer)

Date……………………………………

Permit Conditions
INTERPRETATION
(1) In this Permit:
a) “crawfish” means the species European spiny lobster (Palinurus elephas) or the Pink
spiny lobster (Palinurus mauritanicus);
b) “edible crab” means the species Edible crab (Cancer pagurus);
c) “lobster” means the species European lobster (Homarus Gammarus);
d) “spinous spider crab” means the species Spinous spider crab (Maja squinado); and
e) “whelk” means the species Common whelk (Buccinum undatum).
ESCAPE GAP CONDITIONS
(2) No person may fish for or remove from the fishery in the District any lobster, crawfish, edible
crab or spinous spider crab using a pot which has a chamber with an entrance designed to
restrict escape, unless the pot is fitted with an escape gap located in the exterior wall of the
pot or, in the case of a multiple chambered pot, an escape gap located in the exterior wall of
each individual chamber.
(3) Any escape gap must:
a)

be of sufficient size that there may be passed through the gap a rigid, box shaped gauge
either:
i.
ii.
iii.

b)

80 millimetres wide by 45 millimetres high and 100 millimetres long; or
84 millimetres wide by 46 millimetres high and 100 millimetres long; or
87 millimetres wide by 45 millimetres high and 100 millimetres long; and

be fitted in such a way that the longest side of the gap is parallel to the base of the pot
and is located in the lowest part of the chamber, other than in the base.

POT TYPE RESTRICTIONS
(4) When fishing under this Permit, no person may fish for or remove whelk from the fishery
within the District, except by use of a pot that is fitted with a pot tag authorised under this
Permit.
WHELK POT LIMITS
(5) No person may use more than 600 whelk pots in the District from the Authorised Fishing
Vessel named in this Permit.
POT TAG CONDITIONS
(7) No person, from the Authorised Fishing Vessel named in this Permit, may use a pot that is
fitted with a pot tag authorised to a different Authorised Fishing Vessel.
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1.

Access Criteria

1.1

At point of byelaw implementation

1.1.1

There will be no restriction on the number of Permits allocated at the point at which
the Pot Fishing Byelaw (“byelaw”) is implemented.

1.1.2

The Authority will review the suitability of flexible permit conditions, permit fees, pot
tag fees and limitations on the number of Permits every four years or sooner in line
with paragraph (35) of the byelaw.

1.1.3

Permit applications may be made at any point following the introduction of the byelaw.

1.2

New entry following implementation

1.2.1

Applications for new Permits may be made at any point.

1.2.2

The expiry date for any new Permits issued will be consistent with all other Permits
issued.

1.3

Renewal of Permit following expiry

1.2.3

At any point up to six months prior to the expiry of Permits, applications may be made
for a new Permit.

2.

Procedure for Application

2.1

Applying for a Commercial Potting Permit

2.1.1

Commercial Potting Permits will be issued to a person, in respect of a named relevant
fishing vessel in line with paragraph (12) of the byelaw.

2.1.2

A relevant fishing vessel is defined in paragraph (1) of the byelaw.

2.1.3

A relevant fishing vessel can only be named on one Commercial Potting Permit, in
accordance with paragraph (13) of the byelaw.

2.1.4

Applications for a Commercial Potting Permit may be made by a majority shareholder
a relevant fishing vessel, in line with paragraph (13) of the byelaw. Where there is
more than one majority shareholder for a relevant fishing vessel, the applicant must
submit a letter signed by all other majority shareholders confirming that they agree to
a permit being issued for that vessel.

2.1.5

Applicants seeking a Commercial Potting Permit are required to submit to the
Southern IFCA Office:
i.
a completed Commercial Potting Permit Application Form available on the
Southern IFCA Website or from the office of the Southern IFCA;
ii.
a copy of the vessel’s certificate of registry, if held (may not apply to nonpowered vessels); and
1

iii.

where necessary, a signed letter from all other majority shareholders, as
outlined above.

2.2

Applying for a Recreational Potting Permit

2.1.1

Applications for a Recreational Potting Permit may be made by a person, in line with
paragraph (16) of the byelaw.

2.1.2

If a vessel is to be used to carry out activities under a Recreational Potting Permit,
the vessel must be named on the application.

2.1.3

A vessel can only be named on one Recreational Potting Permit, in accordance with
paragraph (16) of the byelaw.

2.1.4

A Recreational Potting Permit holder may not simultaneously hold another Permit.

2.1.5

Applicants for a Recreational Potting Permit should submit to the Southern IFCA
Office a completed Recreational Pot Permit Application Form, available either on the
Southern IFCA Website or from the office of the Southern IFCA.

2.2

Applying for a Pot Tag(s)

2.3.1

A Permit Holder may, at any time, apply for Pot Tags in line with the requirements of
their Permit using the Pot Tag Application Form, available either on the Southern
IFCA Website or from the office of the Southern IFCA.

2.3.2

The maximum number of Pot Tags issued and the required use of those Pot Tags
will be described under the Permit.

2.3.3

Pot Tags will be individually identifiable and recorded under the Permit to which they
are issued.

2.3.4

Permit Holders may apply to replace lost Pot Tags, in line with paragraph (30) of the
byelaw, using the Pot Tag Application Form. When making their application,
applicants must state the pot tag numbers that they are seeking to replace.

2.3.5

Lost pot tags must be reported to the Southern IFCA Office, in line with paragraph
(31) of the byelaw.

3

Period a Permit is Valid

3.1

Commercial Pot Permits and Recreational Pot Permits will be valid for a maximum
period of two years.

3.2

Permits issued in the first two years following the point of implementation will have
the same expiry date, which will be no greater than two years following the point of
implementation.

4

Costs and Payments

2

4.1

At the point of byelaw implementation

4.1.1

At the point of byelaw implementation, the cost of:
i.
Permits will be set at £15; and
ii.
Pot Tags will be set in line with the production fee charged by the supplier
(market value).

4.2

Replacement or amendment of Permits or Pot Tags

4.2.1

In accordance with paragraph (25) of the byelaw, a fee of no greater than £50 is
payable for the replacement of lost, amended or damaged Permits.

4.2.2

The cost of replacement Permits will reflect the administrative cost to the Authority in
replacing that Permit and will not exceed the original cost of that Permit.

4.2.3

The cost of replacement Pot Tags will be set in line with the market value.

4.3

Payment process

4.3.1

Permits and Pot Tags will not be issued until the appropriate payment has been
received by the Authority.

4.4

Review of costs

4.4.1

Permit and Pot Tag fees will be reviewed by the Authority every four years or sooner,
in line with paragraph (35) of the byelaw.

5

Permit Amendments

5.1

Any amendments to Permits, made under sections 5.2 and 5.3 below, will be made
at the discretion of the Authority and subject to paragraph (35) of the byelaw.

5.2

Change of vessel

5.2.1

A Permit holder may apply in writing to transfer a permit to a different vessel to that
named on their Permit before the expiration of the Permit.

5.2.2

It will remain at the discretion of the Authority whether a permit transfer will be
granted.

5.3

Change of ownership

5.3.1

A Permit holder should inform the Southern IFCA Office of any change of ownership
for named vessels.

5.3.2

In the event of a change of ownership, a Permit holder may apply to the Authority in
writing to transfer a permit to a different person before the expiration of the Permit.
3

5.3.3

It will remain at the discretion of the Authority whether a permit transfer will be
granted.

5.4

Adding or replacing Pot Tags

5.4.1

The issue of additional or replacement Pot Tags to an existing Permit Holder will
constitute a Permit amendment and will be subject to section 4.2.

5.5

Miscellaneous changes

5.4.1

A Permit Holder should inform the Southern IFCA Office of any contact detail
changes, including telephone number, postal address, or email.

5.6

Cancellations

5.6.1

A Permit holder may apply in writing to cancel a Permit or a Pot Tag.

5.6.2

Cancelled Permits or Pot Tags must be returned to immediately.

6

Appeals Procedure

6.1

Any person who is dissatisfied with any decision made by the Authority with respect
to the issuing of a Potting Permit is to have the right of appeal.

6.2

Appeals are to be made in writing, addressed to the Chief Executive Officer, within
28 days following written confirmation of an Authority decision.

6.3

For any appeal, the Authority and the appellant will each be responsible for their own
costs.

7

Review of the Access Policy

7.1

At any time, the Authority may decide to review the suitability of the Pot Fishing
Byelaw Access Policy in line with the Review Procedure outlined in paragraphs (35
& 36) of the byelaw, or following any legal advice received.
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1 Fishing Activity Overview
1.1 Pot and Trap Fishing
Historically crab and lobster have been caught throughout the Southern IFC District; in the Solent, along the
coast of Dorset and the Isle of Wight. Rocky or coarse ground is the target for this fishery so areas in the
Solent are more limited.
Whelk fishing activity targets sediment habitat. Historically, whelks have also been caught throughout the
District. However, for 3 years or more very little fishing activity has occurred within the Solent due to unviable
quantities of whelks in this area. In the Solent, the fishery has operated in a ‘Boom and Bust’ manner.
Cuttlefish are caught predominantly in the Solent, Poole Bay, and off Chesil Beach. Cuttlefish traps are laid
over ground including coarse sediments or sediments near to rocky areas which have suitable hard points
for cuttlefish to attach their eggs, but also softer sediment for juvenile cuttlefish to hide within.
All four species are caught predominantly using pots and traps although may also be harvested in trawls and
nets as bycatch. Crab and lobster pots, known as parlour pots or creels, usually have multiple chambers one
of which has a restricted entrance through which animals cannot escape (Figure 1. A & B).
Whelk are targeted using smaller, simpler pots with a mesh opening at the top and a weighted bottom (Figure
1 C & D). Once on deck the contents of the pots are emptied onto a ‘riddle’, a series of metal bars separated
by a set width through which smaller whelks will fall back into the sea.
Cuttle traps are usually larger, often round, or square and have large fingered entrances through which
cuttlefish can enter but not escape (Figure 1. E) Outside of the District there is a large cuttlefish trawl fishery
in the English Channel, which targets both immature and sub-adult populations in the cuttlefish overwintering
grounds, contributing to over 90% of total UK landings.
All pots are tied together in ‘strings’ with a set distance between each pot (which varies between fishers) and
an anchor or weight at one or both ends. The ends of each string are marked with a buoy or Dahn.

A

C

B

D

E

Figure 1. (A & B) Lobster and crab pots, (C & D) Whelk pots, (E) Cuttlefish Trap

1.2 Participants
According to the Southern IFCA Fishing for Sale permit information, 236 vessels currently have pots or traps
within the Southern IFC District. It is not known which type of pots each vessel has or how many are worked.
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The majority of the Southern IFCA pot and trap fishing fleet are small inshore fishing vessels (<10m).
However, there are a small number of larger vessels (Max. 12m) which work pots and traps further offshore
including outside of the District.
Pot and trap fishers usually work flexibly, targeting different species at the best time of year and may also
fish using nets, trawls and dredges for other species.

1.3 Seasonality
Whelks are caught throughout the year with the peak time from March to May. Some fishers stop fishing for
whelks over summer as the fishery becomes unviable due to a change in whelk behaviour where they become
less active.
Cuttlefish are a seasonal species caught in the late spring and early summer when mature individuals migrate
inshore to breed, shortly after which their life ends.
Lobster and crab are caught throughout the year with the lobster main target period during the summer and
before Christmas. For brown crab the target period is throughout winter and spring.

1.4 Fishing Effort
Southern IFCA does not currently have access to detailed effort data regarding the pot and trap fisheries in
the District. A survey of a small number of vessels gives an indication of how many pots vessels may use in
the District.
The average number of crab and lobster pots used by 18 vessels surveyed was 390 per vessel with a range
of 50 to 1200. Fourteen of these vessels had escape gaps fitted in some or all of their pots. The average
number of whelk pots used by 16 vessels was 500, with the range from 150 to 1200. Eight of these vessels
had drain/escape holes of 22mm or larger in their pots. All but one also uses a riddle with riddle gap sizes
varying between 21 and 25mm. The average number of cuttlefish traps used by 6 vessels was 96, with the
range from 20 to 400.
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2 European lobster and brown crab
2.1 Consultation
Call for Information 2018 1
Seventeen support and sixteen were against management intervention in the crab and lobster fisheries.
Eleven of twenty do not feel a need for pot limitations, seven of twenty support pot limitations. Four of seven
support mandatory use of escape gaps; three of seven do not support escape gaps. Four of thirteen support
an increase in lobster minimum landing size (MLS). Four of thirteen do not support and increase in lobster
MLS. Three of thirteen support an increase in minimum landing size for crab.
Informal Consultation – November 2020 2
The majority of (~80) stakeholders believed that escape gaps should be required in parlour pots as either a
mandatory or voluntary requirement.
When other crab/lobster management measures are considered, despite the majority indicating that they
believe additional measures are required (72 percent), no clear individual measure was preferred. The three
most popular measures were a raise of crab and lobster minimum size and a pot limit for the fishery.

2.2 Stock assessments
Cefas crab stock assessments
•
•
•
•

2011: Stock size good, around the level generating Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY). Exploitation
rate low to moderate, around the level generating MSY.
20143: Stock size good, at level of MSY. Exploitation rate is around the level generating MSY (males
below, females above)
20174: Stock size good around the level to produce MSY. Exploitation rate moderate, at level of MSY
(males below, females above).
20195: Stock size high, around the target for MSY. Exploitation rate moderate, around level require to
achieve MSY for females.

Cefas lobster stock assessment s
•
•
•
•

2011: Stock size low, at the minimum recommended level. Exploitation rate moderate to high, around
the maximum recommended level.
20146: No stock assessment was not completed for the ‘South’ area in 2014.
2017: Stock size low, around the minimum reference point. Exploitation rate just below maximum
reference point limit.
20197: Stock size around minimum reference point limit for males, between limit and target for
females. Exploitation rate moderate, above rates consistent with MSY.

2.3 Literature
University of Southampton and Southern IFCA Escape Gap Project 8, 9, 10
Over the course of three years, three University of Southampton Masters students carried out research to
look at the design and selectivity of escape gaps within the Southern IFC District’s lobster and crab pot
fishery. The students carried out aquarium trials of a range of different style and sized escape gaps and this
was followed with trails within pot used in the fishery itself. The first project (Hyland, 2012) found that
commercially available escape gaps at the time did not suit the Southern IFCA fishery and released sizeable
lobsters and retained undersize edible crab. A new design for an escape gap was proposed and trailed (45
x 87 mm) which proved to release significantly more undersize crabs whilst retaining oversized lobster. As
the fishery in this District seasonally targets velvet swimming crab (a considerably smaller species), work

1

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Pot-Summary-of-Responses-Pot-Fisheries-2019.pdf
https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Pot-Summary-of-Reponses-Pot-Fisheries-2021.pdf
3
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/edible-crab-cancer-pagurus-stock-status-report-2014
4
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/722904/Cefas_Crab_Stock_Assessment_2017.pdf
5
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/crab-and-lobster-stock-assessments-2019
6
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/462251/2014_Lobster_assessments.pdf
7
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/crab-and-lobster-stock-assessments-2019
8
https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Pot-Trap-Fisheries/2012-N-Hyland-EscapeGaps.pdf
9
https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Pot-Trap-Fisheries/2014-V-Gravestock-EscapeGaps.pdf
10
https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Pot-Trap-Fisheries/2015-C-Smith-EscapeGaps.pdf
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was carried out to determine the size of escape gap that would be required for this species. A 20 or 21mm
escape gap height, or a circular 48mm diameter escape gap was recommended.
The second project (Gravestock, 2014) carried on the work by conducting field trails of the 45 x 87 mm
escape gap. This showed that the gaps released around 50% of undersized crab and lobster whilst slightly
enhancing the catch of legal sized animals. The project then looked at the design of a gap which could be
effective for three species (crab, lobster and swimming crab). This involved reducing the 45 x 87 mm escape
gap height with a deformable material. Trial of one design incorporating brush bristles retained 90% of sizable
swimming crab whilst allowing undersize swimming and edible crab to escape. However, lobsters were not
willing to push through the bristles. Following the field trail success of the 45x87mm escape gap 1000
gaps were manufactured and provided to fishers within the District to fit to their pots voluntarily.
The third project (Smith, 2015) trialled three types of ‘bristled’ 45 x 87 mm escape gaps in the aquarium. The
‘soft’ bristled gap (compared to medium and hard) retained 100% of sizable swimming and edible crab whilst
releasing around 60% of undersized individuals. It was confirmed that lobsters were not willing to push
through bristles therefore, a range of circular escape gap sizes were tested for this species. A 55mm diameter
circle was found to be most effective for lobster whilst retaining sizable swimming crabs. Following aquarium
trails the 45 x 87 mm bristled escape gap was combined with the 55mm circle into an escape gap ‘panel’.
This was trialled in the field alongside the standard 45 x 87 mm escape gap and control pots with no escape
gaps. Unfortunately, due to high catches of edible crab, and low catches of lobsters no effect of the escape
gap panel was found. However, the standard escape gaps (45 x 87 mm) significantly increased the size of
edible crab compared to control pots.

2.4 Southern IFCA Internships
E. Brock. & C. Smith. 2019. Southern IFCA Crab and Lobster Catch Assessments 11
Throughout Dorset crab catches have declined between 26 and 75 %, with the exception of Poole Bay where
crab catches have improved moderately. Crab catches have shown a decline in the West Solent but
improvement around the Isle of Wight. Crab catches in the District have slightly declined (up to 25%) reflecting
the trend in the Western English Channel catches. However, in the Eastern English Channel, crab catches
have improved.
West Dorset has seen and improvement in lobster catch over time, whilst East Dorset has seen a moderate
decline. In the West Solent and the Isle of Wight Lobster catch has declined. As a District there has been
negligible change in lobster catch over time, whilst Lobster catch on the South Coast of England has shown
between a 6 and 25% decline in catch rates.
With the exception of Poole Bay, effort (total number of pots) has declined in all areas of the District. Overall,
there has been a slight decline in effort across the District over the eight-year time frame. This aligns with the
whole of the South Coast of England’s effort trend, with the exception of the Southwest of England Lobster
effort. The Southwest of England area does not include the Southern IFC District.
Table 1. A summary of the findings of change over time in Catch Per Pot for crustaceans in the Southern IFC District
and the South coast of England (Brock & Smith, 2019).

Sentinel Vessels
Isle of Wight
West Solent
Poole Bay
Purbecks
Weymouth
West Dorset
All vessels
Southern IFC District
Western English Channel
Eastern English Channel
Southeast South Coast
Southwest
11

European lobster

Brown crab

Moderate decline in catch
Moderate decline in catch
Moderate decline in catch
Moderate decline in catch
Moderate improvement in catch
Strong improvement in catch

Moderate improvement in catch
Moderate decline in catch
Moderate improvement in catch
Slight decline in catch over time
Moderate decline in catch
Moderate decline in catch

No change in catch
N/A
N/A
Slight decline in catch
Slight decline in catch

Moderate decline in catch
Moderate decline in catch
Moderate improvement in catch
N/A
N/A

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Pot-Trap-Fisheries/SIFCA-Crustacean-Catch-Assessments-2019.pdf
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E. Brock. An analysis of Catch Per Pot of the European lobster (Homarus gammarus)
from Poole Harbour between the years of 1995 – 2015 12
Summary: The logbooks of a single vessel dating from 1995 to 2015 were analysed to determine the change
in Catch Per Pot over time. There was a significant positive increase in CPP between the years 1995 and
2015.
S. Godwin. 2017. Assessing long-term trends in crustacean landings and potting effort
in the Southern IFC District 13
Marine Shellfish Activity Return (MSAR) form data from nine sentinel vessels was analysed.
For crab an increase in CPUE between 2010-2012, was followed by a decline (2013 to 2014) and returning
back to 2010 levels. Comparisons between areas within the districts show variations in patterns over the five
years. A larger group of regularly reporting vessels was also assessed which showed the same trend as the
sentinel vessels. Three areas within the district were also assessed separately. A summary of these results
can be found below and a map of the areas can be seen in Figure 3.
•
•
•

Area A: Crab CPUE of sentinel vessels remain constant 2010 to 2013. A sharp decline is seen in
2014.
Area B: Crab CPUE of sentinel vessels increases in 2011, before dropping back to 2010 levels in
2012. CPUE rises again in 2014.
Area C-E: Crab CPUE of sentinel vessels increases in 2011 and 2012 before returning to 2010 levels.

For lobster an increase in CPUE was found in 2011, with levels returning to 2010 levels during 2012, 2013
and 2014. Comparisons between areas within the districts show variations in patterns over the five years. A
larger group of regularly reporting vessels was also assessed. These vessels did not show a major change
in CPUE throughout the 5-year period. Three areas within the district were also assed separately. A summary
of these results can be found below, and a map of the areas can be seen in Figure 4.
•
•
•

Area A: Lobster CPUE of sentinel vessels remains constant 2010 to 2014
Area B: Lobster CPUE of sentinel vessels increases in 2011, before dropping back to 2010 levels in
2012. CPUE rises again in 2014.
Area C-E: Lobster CPUE of sentinel vessels remains constant between 2010 and 2011 but drops in
2012 and 2013. A slight increase is then seen in 2014.

A. Holdgate. 2016. Crab and lobster Stock Assessment. 14
Both MSAR and Marine Management Organisation landings data were assessed.
Crab CPUE in the District reached a peak in 2011 but decreased from 2012-2014. The sharp decline seen
in 2014 is considered to be due to a change in fishing effort and severe storms. Five areas within the district
were also assessed separately. A summary of these results can be found below.
•
•
•
•
•

Area A: CPUE of crab rose slowly between 2010 and 2013. A large decline was seen in 2014.
Area B: CPUE of crab remained relatively constant between 2010 and 2013. CPUE rose in 2014.
Area C: Crab CPUE rose between the period 2010 to 2013 but declined in 2014.
Area D: Crab CPUE peaked in 2011 before declining sharply 2012-2013. A small increase in CPUE
was seen in 2014.
Area E: Crab CPUE peaked in 2012, before declining in 2013. 2014 returned to levels similar to 2012.

Lobster CPUE in the District peaked in 2011. District landings of lobster declined between 2012 and 2014.
The report considers this could be due to a change in fishing effort and severe storms in 2014. Five areas
within the district were also assed separately. A summary of these results can be found below.
•
•

Area A: Lobster CPUE remained constant between 2010 and 2013, showing a small increase in 2014.
Area B: Lobster CPUE remained relatively constant throughout the five-year time period.

12

Available on request from enquiries@southern-IFCA.gov.uk
Available on request from enquiries@southern-IFCA.gov.uk
14
Available on request from enquiries@southern-IFCA.gov.uk
13

6

•
•
•

Area C: Lobster CPUE remained relatively constant throughout the 5-year time period.
Area D: Lobster CPUE peaked in 2011 and declined in 2012. Small increases were found in 2013/14.
Area E: Lobster CPUE remained relatively constant throughout the five-year time frame.

2.5 Landings within the Southern IFC District
Landings into Southern IFCA Ports
Landings of edible crab in the Southern IFC District have remained relatively stable at around 1,000 tonnes
per year over the past 14 years. A peak of 1,204 tonnes was seen in 2015, with the lowest landings at 738
tonnes in 2019.
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Figure 2. Landings of Brown Crab (Cancer pagurus) into the Southern IFC District over the years 2005-2019. Data
received as a Freedom of information request from the Marine Management Organisation.

Landings of lobster in the Southern IFC District have fluctuated over the most recent 14-year period with
three low catch periods around 2005, 2013 and most recently in 2019. Landings range between 85 and 147
tonnes per year, peaking in 2007.
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Figure 3. Landings of Lobster (Homarus gammarus) into the Southern IFC District over the years 2005-2019. Data
received as a freedom of information request from the Marine Management Organisation.
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Catch data from ICES rectangles 30 E7 and 30 E8
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Figure 4. The Landed Weight (Tonnes) and Value (£) of (A) Edible crab and (B) lobster recorded as ‘caught’ in ICES
rectangles 30E7 and 30E8 (spanning the majority of the Southern IFC District) using pots and traps by UK vessels from
2015 to 2019.
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3 Common whelk
3.1 Consultation
Call for Information – 2018 15
Nighty four percent support management intervention in the whelk fishery. Twelve of fifteen suggest pot
limitations, three of fifteen are against pot limits. Five of nine support introduction of escape holes. Eight of
ten support the introduction of a riddle minimum size. Eight of nine are in favour of introducing a closed
season. Three of eight would like to see an increase in the whelk minimum landing size.
Informal Consultation November 2020 16
The Southern IFCA consultation confirmed the dominant feeling within the industry that management
measures are sought in the whelk fishery. A raise in minimum landing size was the most popular management
measure, with both this and a closed season also favoured.
Eighty-five percent of respondents support the introduction of a whelk pot limit, the majority of whom
suggested 600 per vessel as an appropriate maximum. However, most respondents do not feel that there
should be a difference in a pot limit between the 0 to 3nm and 3 to 6nm areas.

3.2 Stock assessments
Currently, no whelk stock assessments are carried out for the Southern IFC District.

3.3 Literature
McIntyre et al. 2015. Size of maturity of the common whelk, Buccinum undatum: Is the
minimum landing size in England too low? 17
One sample from each of 10 sites in the English whelk fisheries were visually assessed for gonad maturity.
Opercula and statolith ring counting to age whelks was also investigated. The probability of Size at Maturity
(SOM) L50 were estimated for both sexes at each site. Portsmouth showed the lowest SOM (males 44.8 and
females 46.4mm) whilst a site in the North Sea showed the highest (77.8mm and 76.2mm). Poole and
Weymouth showed SOM was 50 to 56mm. Opercula ring counting showed variability between readers
highlighting the need for improved methodology/expertise. However, models fitted to the age and size data
provided estimates of L50 and K which were consistent with earlier work at corresponding sites. Growth for
whelks did not vary significantly between genders but did so between sites. Portsmouth showed the lowest
growth rates taking 3 years to reach 45mm. However, when combined with estimates of SOM it suggests
that whelks from Poole, Portsmouth and Weymouth will reach sexual maturity within 3 years.
K. Stephenson. 2019. Identifying the breeding season of the Whelk (Buccinum undatum
within the Devon & Severn IFC A’s District 18
At both Exmouth and Ilifracombe mating and spawning take place during winter. In Exmouth peak breeding
activity occurs during November and December, whilst in Ilfracombe it appears to start slightly earlier, in
October/November.
Hollyman & Richardson. 2018. Age and growth rate of whelks, Buccinum undatum, in
Kent and Essex waters 19
Four commercially important whelk populations from the Kent and Essex IFC District were sampled. Size at
maturity L50 for the sites ranged between 45.3mm – 56.1mm shell length. One site’s male/female combined
size at maturity was 45.3mm whilst the other three sites were all above 50mm. Based on statolith growth
rings, whelks from all sites reached the minimum landing size of 45mm at 2.0 - 2.7 years old. Growth curves
revealed different growth rates between the four areas. However, at this size a large proportion of the
population were still immature. This report focused on minimum shell width as this directly links to the riddle
bar spacing. A strong positive correlation was found in all four sites between shell width and length. Based
on shell width a 25mm riddle would be more effective (compared to a 22mm riddle) at filtering out immature
whelks. Further analysis showed the number of whelks at each site which would have had one season to

15

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Pot-Summary-of-Responses-Pot-Fisheries-2019.pdf
https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Pot-Summary-of-Reponses-Pot-Fisheries-2021.pdf
17
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2014.10.003
18
https://www.devonandsevernifca.gov.uk/Environment-and-Research/Research/Molluscan-Research-in-D-S-IFCA-s-District/Whelks
19
https://www.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/KEIFCA-whelk-report-24JanPH.FINAL_.pdf
16
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reproduce before being caught based on minimum shell width. This indicated that a 25mm riddle would allow
a higher percentage of whelks to have one season to reproduce before being caught.
2015 & 2016. Determination of the Size of Maturity of the Whelk Devon & Severn IFC
District 20
Monthly samples of whelks were collected from Exmouth and Ilfracombe over a twelve-month period. The
stage of maturity was determined for each whelk. In Exmouth, estimates of SOM were 69.3mm (female) and
70.9mm (male). At Ilfracombe they were larger at 76.5mm (female) and 76.4mm (male). These results
indicate that the minimum size is too low to ensure the sustainability of the fishery. A strong positive
correlation between shell height and width were also found and therefore a width based minimum size could
be considered. Additionally, this would increase the efficiency of sorting by riddles. Reproductive activity
appears to occur over the winter months peaking in December and January, however there was a large
variation within the samples making it difficult to accurately identify the breeding season.
Following the original study, a fisher was concerned that the results did not well represent his fishing area.
Therefore, further samples were taken and analysed from Start Bay. Estimates of SOM were 57.8mm
(female) and 64.4mm (male). This indicates that current minimum size is too low to protect stocks. SOM
based on shell width was also calculated 25.9mm (female) and 28.2mm (male). As there is a strong
correlation between shell height and width a MCRS based on shell width could be a viable alternative. The
report concludes that due to the variation of SOM across the Devon and Severn IFC District zonal MCRS
management might need to be considered.
Lawler & Vause. 2009. Whelk biology report. Cefas 21
CEFAS carried out two whelk potting surveys off the Sussex coast. The aim was to investigate the population
structure, reproductive cycle and growth of whelks and to carry out a trial mark and recapture experiment.
Catch rates on the surveys were low due to the time of year. However, catch rates of commercially sized
whelks were larger in Selsey survey area compared to Eastbourne. The size range of the catch was larger
at Eastbourne, but the mean size was larger at Selsey (52mm vs 46.8mm). Whelks as small as 8mm were
found in catches off Eastbourne. In Selsey, out of 1719 marked whelks very few were recaptured. Based on
this data the population was estimated at being 4892 and 3052. However, these estimates include the
population after it had had to be supplemented with whelks from a different area due to low catch rates. At
Eastbourne out of a total 1546 again very low recapture rates were seen. Estimates for population size here
were 8080, 10,362 and 18,363 however these also included a number of whelks added to the area for the
experiment. At Selsey tidal height and water depth were found to be responsible for different catch rates,
both showing positive correlations. At Eastbourne substratum type explained the variation with soft ground
being most ideal.

3.4 Southern IFCA Internships
L. Baker. 2018. Review of Research and Management Approaches for Whelk Fisheries in
the UK 22
This detailed report written by a Southern IFCA intern brought together research on whelk biology,
management, and the District’s fishery. Whelk size at sexual maturity is found to differ in the District being
smaller in the Solent and largest at Poole (44.8mm vs 66.0mm) (McIntyre et al., 2015). The relationship
between shell length and width varies with sex and location (Lawler et al., 2012). Maturation is believed to
be limited by water depth, as warmer water temperatures limit growth and reproduction (McIntyre et al., 2015).
Size at maturity can vary over small spatial scales because whelks move little as adults (Haig et al., 2015).
In the UK spawning typically occurs between November and January.
Escape holes in the pots and riddles onboard the fishing vessel (whelks are passed over a table with bars
separated with spaces at a set difference to allow ‘small’ individuals to drop through the bars often being
released directly back into the sea) are used to separate whelks to meet the EU minimum size of 45mm.
Typically whelk pots contain 22mm drain or escape holes, however some fishers in the district opt to have
24/25mm holes in order to reduce the sorting effort required. Within the UK only the State of Jersey carry out
routine whelk stock assessments using baited pots. Around the world other countries have carried out whelk
stock assessments using scallop dredges (Brulotte, 2015). The report concludes with a number of
20
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recommendations which could be used to improve information gathering for the species as well as types of
management which could be beneficial to the species stocks. This includes stock assessment in order to
inform decisions on minimum size, riddle size, escape holes size and potential seasonal closures.
E. Johnston. 2016. The assessment and management of the Southern IFCA whelk
(Buccinum undatum) fishery 23
As above this detailed report summarises the Southern IFCA whelk fishery including current management,
information on Size at Maturity, Landings (2005-2014) and Sightings (2010-2015) data for the District. The
report also describes the results of a study of whelk population size structure from samples of Poole Harbour
and West Bay in 2016 along with data previously gathered for Selsey and Eastbourne. The Size frequency
distribution was plotted and mean shell lengths described with Poole the lowest at 56.6mm and West bay
highest at 63.8mm. It was concluded that West Bay whelks are significantly larger than those found in Poole
BayPositive correlations between shell length and weight were found for all sites. Using the Von Bertalanffy
growth equation the age of whelks was estimated. This suggested that whelks in Portsmouth are slow
growing, require 4 years to reach 45mm, whilst elsewhere studied only 2.8 to 3.1 years were required.

3.5 Landings within the Southern IFC District
Landings of Whelk in the district peaked in 2007 at 3,459 tonnes. From then until 2016 landing remained
relatively stable at around 3,000 tonnes per year. During 2017 and 2018 landings of whelk dropped by more
than 50%. In 2019, landings increased again above 2000 tons.
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Figure 5. Landings of Whelk into the Southern IFC District over the years 2005-2019. Data received as a Freedom
of information request for the Marine Management Organisation.

Catch data from ICES rectangles 30E7 and 30E8
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Figure 6. The Landed Weight (Tonnes) and Value (£) of whelk recorded as ‘caught’ in ICES rectangles 30E7 and 30E8
(spanning the majority of the Southern IFC District) using pots and traps by UK vessels from 2015 to 2019.
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4 Common cuttlefish
4.1 Consultation
Call for Information 2018 24
Nine support management intervention in the cuttlefish fishery. Four would support pot limits, two do not
support inshore pot limitations, suggesting regional management (offshore) would be a better approach. Two
suggest seasonal closures. Two suggest a minimum landing size (inshore and offshore). Four support a code
of practice with a particular focus on restricting jet washing of traps to remove cuttle eggs.
During the call for information and subsequently during engagement with industry concerns were raised that
the offshore cuttle fishery in the Southwest is having a direct effect on the inshore stocks. The Chief Officer
formally raised this issue with DEFRA in August 2018.
Fishers estimate that the 2019 cuttlefish season in the Solent was down by 50%, with concerns that there is
little sign of females or eggs on traps. There is further concern that this is an indication that the 2020 season
will again see a decline.
Informal Consultation – November 2020 25
When asked whether a pot limit should be implemented in the inshore cuttlefish fishery, fifty-two respondents
were in favour of this as a mandatory measure. A further sixteen individuals felt this management could be
introduced through a voluntary scheme, however, thirty-one stakeholders felt that there should not be any
limit on cuttlefish trap numbers within the District. It was suggested by twenty-eight respondents that the limit
should be set at 100 or less traps per vessel. Similar numbers (twenty-nine) indicated that 150 to 200 traps
per vessel would be appropriate. Conversely, eight suggestions were made for a higher limit of between 250
to 300 traps per vessel.

4.2 Stock assessments
Alemany et al. 2017. A Bayesian two-stage biomass model for stock assessment of datalimited species: An application to cuttlefish (Sepia officinalis) in the English Channel 26
Alemany et al. used four stock assessment methods on data from 1992 to 2014. Three of which showed
declines starting at different times in the data period; 2011, 2006 and 2002.

4.3 Literature
Sussex IFCA. 2018. Supporting sustainable sepia stocks: The English Channel fishery
for common cuttlefish 27
This paper by Sussex IFCA surmises what is known about the cuttlefish fishery and in doing so presents a
rational for the need for management within the English Channel (Offshore and Inshore) common cuttlefish
(Sepia officinalis) fishery. The effort of the fishery is described as having increased dramatically over the
past decade due to the lack of quota enforced upon the species and an increase in the market value. The
fishery has two sides; the offshore trawl fishery which targets the species overwintering grounds, and the
inshore predominantly trap fishery which targets the cuttlefish breeding grounds. The offshore sector
dominates, landing 94% of the cuttlefish catches and this is increasing, whilst simultaneously the inshore
fleets effort is decreasing. The paper concludes with the statement ‘…exploitation rate has outpaced the
regulative bodies that govern the fisheries. This needs to be rapidly addressed as there are concerns that
the English Channel cuttlefish population is currently being fished at an unsustainable level’.
Peer reviewed literature
A brief search for articles relating to cuttlefish stocks returned a small number of peer reviewed papers. The
CRESH Project found that the CPUE of French and UK trawlers declined between 2004 and 2008. In Spain
cuttlefish show increased catchability between December and February with the highest CPUE seen in this
period (Gomez et al., 201228). Cuttlefish abundance varies greatly between years and appears to be
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influenced by environmental conditions of sea surface temperature at the start of the cuttlefish lifecycle (Gras
et al., 201429).

4.4 Southern IFCA Internships
No reports on cuttlefish have been produced by Southern IFC Internships.

4.5 Landings within the Southern IFC District
Cuttlefish landings in the Southern IFC District have fluctuated greatly over the past 14 years and appear to
follow a roughly 5-year cycle of increasing then decreasing. In 2016 landings peaked at 351 tonnes, with the
lowest landing seen in 2013 and 2018 (101 and 100 tons respectively).
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Figure 7. Landings of Cuttlefish into the Southern IFC District over the years 2005-2019. Data received as a
Freedom of information request for the Marine Management Organisation.
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Figure 8. The Landed Weight (Tonnes) and Value (£) of cuttlefish recorded as ‘caught’ in ICES rectangles 30E7
and 30E8 (spanning the majority of the Southern IFC District) using pots and traps by UK vessels from 2015 to
2019.
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Marked G Annex 6
Title:

Impact Assessment (IA)

Southern IFCA Pot Fishing Byelaw
Impact Assessment

Date: 14/02/2022
Stage: Development/Options

IA No: Southern IFCA 019

Source of intervention: Domestic

RPC Reference No: N/A
Lead department or agency: Southern Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authority (IFCA)
Other departments or agencies: Department for the Environment,
Fisheries and Rural Affairs (Defra), Marine Management Organisation
(MMO)

Type of measure: Secondary legislation
Contact for enquiries:
Pia Bateman,
Acting Chief Officer, Southern IFCA
enquiries@southern-ifca.gov.uk
01202 721373

Summary: Intervention and Options

RPC Opinion: RPC Opinion Status

Cost of Preferred (or more likely) Option (in 2020 prices)
Total Net Present
Social Value

Business Net Present
Value

Net cost to business per year

-£150,940.00

-£34,200.00

£3,970.00

Business Impact Target Status

Qualifying provision

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government action or intervention necessary?

Additional management is required for pot fisheries in the Southern IFC District to ensure fishing activities
operate in a sustainable manner and can be managed appropriately, according to best available evidence. In
recent years the fishing community has raised a need for management intervention within pot fisheries. There
is evidence that whelk, edible crab, and European lobster stocks are declining. If no intervention occurs there
is a risk to the sustainability of these fisheries which, in turn, could negatively impact the marine environment
and local communities.
What are the policy objectives of the action or intervention and the intended effects?

a. To ensure that pot fishing in the District is carried out in a sustainable way;
b. To deliver social and economic benefits associated with sustainable pot fisheries; and
c. To protect the marine environment from the effects of over-exploited pot fisheries.
What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please justify preferred
option (further details in Evidence Base)

0. Do nothing.
Evidence suggests that pot fisheries are in decline and additional management is required. Doing nothing
would not reverse this trend.
1. Create a Southern IFCA Pot Fishing Byelaw introducing a flexible, adaptive management approach.
2. Create individual Southern IFCA byelaws for each fishery.
Due to the overlap in activities this would be confusing for those trying to follow the regulations. Standalone
byelaws would be slow to amend in response to best available evidence.
3. Voluntary measures.
Due to the number of fishery participants and the area under management, it is unlikely that there would
be sufficient voluntary compliance necessary to achieve the outcomes required.
All options are compared to Option 0, the preferred option is Option 1.
Is this measure likely to impact on international trade and investment?
Are any of these organisations in scope?
What is the CO2 equivalent
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)

change

in

greenhouse

gas

Micro

N/A
Small

Medium

Large

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

emissions?

Traded:

Non-traded:

N/A

N/A

Will the policy be reviewed? It will be reviewed. If applicable, set review date: 01/2026
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it represents a
reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Chair:

Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option 1

Description:
FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT
Price Base
Year 2019

PV Base
Year 2020

Time Period
Years 10

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m)
Low: Optional

High: Optional

Total Transition

COSTS (£m)

(Constant Price)

Low

Years

Average Annual

Total Cost

(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)

(Present Value)

Optional

Optional

Optional

Optional

£3,540

£150,940

Optional

High

10

Optional

Best Estimate

Best Estimate: -£150,936

£137,270

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

Commercial and recreational fishers will pay a permit fee of £15 on a bi-annual basis. In the first bi-annual
period the cost of this to the commercial sector will be approximately £3,600, and £1,050 for recreational
fishers. Commercial whelk fishers will be required to mark pots with tags, the maximum estimated cost of this
to the commercial sector will be £8,100. Recreational pot fishers will be required to mark all pots with tags at
an estimated total cost of £52.50. The requirement to fit escape gaps to pots used to target lobster or edible
and spider crab may result in an annual lost income of £1411.60 from a reduction in swimming crab landings.
Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

The whelk pot limit may lead to a logistical burden of removing excess pots from the District and, the potential
for some fishers to experience a reduction in income. If pots or pot tags are lost, replacements will need to be
purchased. Permit holders may have to purchase additional buoys/ dahns and escape gaps to comply with
gear marking requirements. Recreational permit holders will have to complete catch returns.
Total Transition

BENEFITS (£m)

(Constant Price)

Years

Average Annual

Total Benefit

(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)

(Present Value)

Low

Optional

Optional

Optional

High

Optional

Optional

Optional

-

-

-

Best Estimate

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

It is not possible to estimate monetised benefits at this point.
Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

It is anticipated that the proposed measures will increase the sustainability of fishing practices for whelk, edible
crab and European lobster, through a reduction in whelk pot fishing effort and a reduction in fishing mortality
in the crab and lobster fishery. In the long term, any increase in populations may lead to increased catches in
recreational and commercial fisheries. The introduction of a permit byelaw will give the fishers more opportunity
to participate in the co-management of the fishery. Overall, the proposed measures will benefit the health of
the marine environment.
Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks

Discount rate (%)

3.5

Information has been gathered from stakeholders through stakeholder consultation, meetings, and liaison.
Information gathered from IFC officers’ and fishers is anecdotal. A key assumption of intervention is that there
will be compliance with the measures and that the measures will achieve the policy objectives. Costs to fishers
have been calculated based on estimates on the uptake of the permits and the number of vessels which may
take part in the fisheries.
BUSINESS ASSESSMENT (Option 1)
Direct impact on business (Equivalent Annual) £m:
Costs:
£3,973

Benefits:

N/A

Score for Business Impact Target (qualifying
provisions only) £m:

Net:
£3,973

0.01986
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Evidence Base
1 Problem Under Consideration and Rationale for Intervention
1.1

This Impact Assessment (IA) is for the Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Authority (IFCA) Pot Fishing Byelaw (“the Byelaw”). The Byelaw will manage pot fishing in
the Southern IFC District and has been developed through the Authority’s Inshore Potting
Review.

1.2

Pot and trap fisheries (from here on referred to as ‘pot fisheries’) in the District occur for a
range of target and by-catch species, including whelk (Buccinum undatum), lobster
(Homarus gammarus), edible crab (Cancer pagurus), cuttlefish (Sepia officinalis), spider
crab (Maja squinado), swimming crab (Necora puber), wrasse species and shrimp
(Palaemon spp.). Fishers rely upon these fisheries as their main income source with some
families fishing local grounds for generations. Data from Southern IFCA’s Fishing for Sale
Permit (August 2021) indicates that there are 236 commercial fishing vessels using pots
within the District.

1.3

Pot fishing can potentially cause negative outcomes as a result of ‘market failures’. These
failures can be described as:
•
Public goods and services – A number of goods and services provided by the marine
environment such as biological diversity are ‘public goods’ (no-one can be excluded
from benefiting from them but use of the goods does not diminish the goods being
available to others). The characteristics of public goods, being available to all but
belonging to no-one, mean that individuals do not necessarily have an incentive to
voluntarily ensure the continued existence of these goods which can lead to underprotection/provision.
•
Negative externalities – Negative externalities occur when the cost of damage to the
marine environment is not fully borne by the users causing the damage. In many cases
no monetary value is attached to the goods and services provided by the marine
environment, and this can lead to more damage occurring than would occur if the users
had to pay the price of damage. Even for those marine harvestable goods that are
traded (such as wild fish), market prices often do not reflect the full economic cost of
the exploitation or of any damage caused to the environment by that exploitation.
•
Common goods - A number of goods and services provided by the marine environment
such as populations of wild fish and shellfish are ‘common goods’ (no-one can be
excluded from benefiting from those goods however consumption of the goods does
diminish that available to others). The characteristics of common goods (being
available but belonging to no-one, and of a diminishing quantity), mean that individuals
do not necessarily have an individual economic incentive to ensure the long-term
existence of these goods which can lead, in fisheries terms, to potential overfishing.
Furthermore, it is in the interest of each individual to catch as much as possible as
quickly as possible so that competitors do not take all the benefits. This can lead to an
inefficient amount of effort and unsustainable exploitation.

1.4

To date the management of pot fisheries in the District has fallen under National and
European legislation, predominantly through Minimum Conservation Reference Sizes
(MCRS). Fishing effort within pot fisheries in the District is largely un-regulated. Annex 1
outlines the timeline of management applicable to the pot fisheries in the District.
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1.5

There is a potential market failure of ‘Common goods’ within the District’s pot fisheries. The
Pot Fishing Byelaw aims to redress these sources of market failure in the marine
environment through the following ways:
• Management measures will support continued existence of common goods in the
marine environment, for example ensuring the long-term sustainability of fish stocks in
the District.
• Management measures will support continued existence of public goods in the marine
environment, for example conserving the range of biodiversity in the Southern IFC
District.
• Management measures to reduce fishing mortality will ensure negative externalities
are reduced or mitigated.

1.6

The evidence used in the development of the Pot Fishing Byelaw and the associated
management measures for whelk and crab and lobster is summarised in full in the ‘Southern
IFCA Pot Fishing Byelaw Evidence Package 2021’

1.7

The Whelk Fishery
1.7.1 At present, the whelk fishery is managed only through MCRS. Research indicates
that the MCRS is too small to give whelk a chance to breed before they can be
harvested (McIntyre et al., 2015). Therefore, current management is not sufficiently
protecting the whelk population from the impacts of over-fishing.
1.7.2 To date no stock assessment for the whelk fishery in the Southern IFC District has
been carried out and limited catch and effort data is available. Landed catch by UK
Vessels may indicate fishing effort levels and/or species stock status. Over the period
2015 to 2019 catch of whelks has declined within the District by 50% (Table 1). During
the same period, whelk fishing vessel sightings in the District have reduced by more
than half. Fishers in the Solent have indicated that fishing for whelks had stopped in
2018-19 due to unviable stocks. Some fishers have responded by fishing further
offshore, outside of the Southern IFC District.
1.7.3 Historically in the Solent, the whelk fishery has operated in a ‘boom and bust’ manner.
High exploitation rates lead to unviable stocks at which point fishing stops. Fish
populations recover over time (reported as 3-5 years) and then fishing continues
again.
1.7.4 In Dorset fishers have also reported a decline in whelk stocks, catches and the size
of whelks. Some fishers are concerned that larger vessels operate more than 1000
whelk pots each. There is wide-spread support within the industry for the introduction
of effort control measures.
1.7.5 Responses from two public consultations highlighted this support, with 85% of
respondents in favour of a whelk pot limit. Sixty-two percent of respondents supported
a limit of 600 or less pots per vessel, with an additional 5% indicating that the number
should be set by Southern IFCA. A 600-whelk pot limit will reduce the effort in this
fishery whilst still enabling the majority of vessels to operate at an economically viable
level. The 600-whelk pot limit will align with neighbouring Sussex IFCA’s whelk pot
limit.
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1.7.6 In 2021, the UK whelk market collapsed, in part due to an excess of market supply.
Subsequently, whelk fishing effort throughout the District reduced due to low price
per kg, high bait costs, and a reduction in merchant order frequency. Although there
are signs of recent market recovery, at the time of introduction a 600-pot limit will not
likely to have a significant effect on the income of the fishing fleet.
1.7.7 Altogether there is evidence to suggest that the whelk stocks in the District are in
decline and have been fished at unsustainable levels, there is strong support within
the industry for effort limitation measures.
Table 1. The Landed Weight (Tonnes) and Value (£) of species recorded as ‘caught’ in ICES
rectangles 30E7 and 30E8 (spanning the majority of the Southern IFC District see Annex 2 for
map) using pots and traps by UK vessels from 2015 to 2019. Data received from the Marine
Management Organisation. Values have been determined by filtering data received for ICES
rectangle, year, pots/traps, species caught and, adding together all landed weights or values.
Year
Edible Crab
European
Whelk
Cuttlefish
Spider
Velvet
Lobster
Crab
Crabs
Tonnes
2019
329.4
51.8
1,242.8
69.0
11.6
1.0
2018

322.9

58.9

1,117.0

71.8

13.0

0.2

2017

404.7

60.8

1,620.7

107.9

39.3

0.5

2016

521.1

79.3

2,423.6

281.7

26.8

1.3

2015

548.6

83.3

2,531.4

223.2

16.5

1.3

198,653.5

13,405.9

1,515.1

2019

911,771.1

735,172.1

Value
1,598,438.9

2018

873,451.1

770,517.5

1,335,509.8

269,687.1

14,917.3

395.6

2017

836,287.7

825,318.3

1,753,163.9

400,293.6

27,945.6

869.4

2016

916,376.5

987,722.0

2,363,485.6

538,564.9

30,024.8

1,900.0

2015

932,075.2

907,764.1

2,219,608.0

310,259.8

18,241.0

2,377.6

It is important to note that the data in Table 1 may be affected by historic under-reporting of catches, particularly with
regards to private sales of less than 30kg for personal consumption. Furthermore, the totals are calculated using data
from ICES rectangles 30E7 and 30E8 which covers most of the Southern IFC District but does not cover an area South
of Portland Bill and small areas south and east of the Isle of Wight. In addition, this does include areas outside of the
Southern IFC District such as an area south of the Needles and in Lyme Bay. See Annex 2 for map.

1.8

The Edible Crab and Lobster Fishery
1.8.1 Regional stock assessments are carried out on a bi-annual basis for both edible crab
and lobster populations in the District. The stock assessment for edible crab, which
covers the Southern IFC and other Districts as well as beyond 6nm, indicates that
fishing effort is just above, but close to that which should achieve Maximum
Sustainable Yield (MSY). The status of the spawning stock is just under but close to
the level required for MSY (Cefas, 2020a).
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1.8.2 Southern IFCA has carried out analysis of catch data specific to vessels fishing within
the District. This analysis found that the Catch Per Unit Effort (CPUE) for edible crab
in the District has declined by more than 26% between 2010 and 2018 (Brock & Smith
2019). However, there are differences between areas with crab catch improving by
more than 26% south of the Isle of Wight and in Poole Bay, but declining in the west
Solent, Purbeck Coast, around Weymouth, and in Lyme Bay.
1.8.3 For European lobster, fishing pressure is occurring at levels above MSY. The stock
size is below target but above limit for females, and below maximum reference point
for males (Cefas, 2020b).
1.8.4 Southern IFCA’s catch assessments found that the CPUE of lobster throughout the
District has not changed between 2010 and 2018. However, there are strong
differences between areas. South of the Isle of Wight, in the Western Solent, Poole
Bay and around the Purbeck coast there has been a more than 26% decline in lobster
catches. However, around Weymouth and in Lyme Bay there has been a more than
26% and 75% improvement respectively, in lobster catches.
1.8.5 Over the period 2015 to 2019 landings of edible crab and European lobster have
declined within the District by 40% and 38% respectively (Table 1).
1.8.6 There is a significant recreational pot fishery, particularly for lobster, within the
District. Currently, this fishing activity is considered to be largely under-regulated. The
scale of the activity is not well understood and therefore may contribute to
sustainability concerns. Fifteen respondents to the call for information were
concerned about the effect of the recreational pot fishery on crab and lobster stocks
with some also concerned that the illegal sale of shellfish was taking place.
1.9

The Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009 (As amended).
Section (153) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009 (MaCAA) requires that for the
management of inshore fisheries:
1) the authority for an IFC District must manage the exploitation of sea fisheries resources
in that district.
2) in performing its duty under subsection (1), the authority for an IFC District must:
a. seek to ensure that the exploitation of sea fisheries resources is carried out in a
sustainable way,
b. seek to balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting the sea fisheries
resources of the district with the need to protect the marine environment from, or
promote its recovery from, the effects of such exploitation,
c. take any other steps which in the authority's opinion are necessary or expedient for
the purpose of making a contribution to the achievement of sustainable
development, and
d. seek to balance the different needs of persons engaged in the exploitation of sea
fisheries resources in the District.
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1.9.1 The nationally agreed vision of the IFCAs is that they will “…lead, champion and
manage a sustainable marine environment and inshore fisheries within their Districts
by successfully securing the right balance between social, environmental and
economic benefits to ensure healthy seas, sustainable fisheries and a viable
industry…”
1.9.2 At current effort levels there is evidence that the District’s pot fisheries may not be
operating at sustainable levels. This could lead to significant economic costs for those
fishers who rely on these fisheries. The effect would be seen throughout the supply
chain by shops, restaurants and exporters, resulting in a loss of income throughout
the fishing and food sector. Due to strong links with the local economy, driven by
seasonal sales based on tourism, there is the potential for economic effects to be
most severely experienced by local businesses.
1.9.3 Implementing a Pot Fishing Byelaw at this stage will provide a flexible and adaptable
management mechanism through which the pot fisheries can be regulated to ensure
that sea fisheries resources are harvested at sustainable levels whilst also ensuring
that the marine environment is suitably protected. The byelaw will allow for
management to be introduced or adapted in a timely manner, in response to best
available evidence.

2 Options Considered
2.1 Option 0: Do nothing
Under this option, the pot fisheries would continue to be managed through existing
legislation.
2.1.1 For whelk, edible crab and lobster, and recreational fisheries a need would remain
for additional management to ensure these fisheries operate sustainably. Under this
approach Southern IFCA would not meet its duties under Section (153) of the Marine
and Coastal Access Act, 2009.
2.2

RECOMMENDED OPTION
Option 1: Create a Southern IFCA Pot Fishing Byelaw
Under this option a Southern IFCA Pot Fishing Byelaw would be created to introduce a
flexible, adaptive management approach for pot fisheries in the Southern IFC District.
2.2.1 This option would enable Southern IFCA to meet its duties under Section (153) of the
Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009.

2.3

Option 2: Create individual Southern IFCA byelaws for each fishery.
Under this approach the Authority would continue to use existing measures and create
multiple individual byelaws to manage pot fisheries.
2.3.1 The minimum administrative cost associated with the introduction of a single byelaw
can be in excess of £3,000. This includes officer time for byelaw development, legal
costs, advertisement, and consultation. The average introductory period for a byelaw,
from the initial development to Secretary of State confirmation is more than 18
months.
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2.3.2 Four or more standalone byelaws would be required under this option. These byelaws
would lead to an increasing number of pieces of legislation for fishers to follow. This
layering of management is not in keeping with the approach of the UK Government
to reduce regulation and would potentially cause confusion for fishery participants.
2.3.3 Standalone byelaws do not enable sufficient flexibility of management in response to
the most recent evidence. Effective fisheries management should be able to react to
Harvest Control Rules (HCR) whereby effort or catch is managed in response to
changes in fishing mortality or spawning stock biomass moving above predetermined
target or limit points. At these points management must be brought in quickly to
ensure the stocks can recover and continue to be harvested at sustainable levels.
2.3.4 This approach would enable Southern IFCA to meet their duties, however
management would be slower and more costly to introduce.
2.4 Option 3: Voluntary measures
Under this approach the Authority would introduce voluntary agreements between fishers to
manage pot fisheries.
2.4.1 The principles of Better Regulation require that statutory regulation is introduced only
as a last resort. Due to the total area (entire Southern IFC District) and value of the
District’s pot fisheries, coupled with the number of fishery participants (more than
300) and the complexity of the fisheries (multiple species and pot types), it is believed
that a voluntary agreement would pose too great a risk to the sustainability of the
fisheries, the health of the marine environment and the local economy.

3 Policy Objectives
3.1

The policy objectives of the Pot Fishing Byelaw are:
a) to ensure that pot fishing in the District is carried out in a sustainable way;
b) to deliver social and economic benefits associated with sustainable pot fisheries; and
c) to protect the marine environment from the effects of over-exploited pot fisheries.

4 The Pot Fishing Byelaw
4.1

The Southern IFCA Pot Fishing Byelaw will introduce management measures that are
applicable to all pot fisheries in the Southern IFC District.

4.2

Pot Fishing Byelaw
The Pot Fishing Byelaw will introduce a prohibition on the use of pots and store pots in the
District. This prohibition will not apply when the activity is permitted under the authorisation
of a Commercial Potting Permit or a Recreational Potting Permit, issued by the Authority.
4.2.1 The introduction of Permits will allow the Authority to manage pot fisheries in order
to fulfil its obligations under paragraph 153(2) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act
2009 through, attaching, varying, or removing conditions of a Permit. The conditions
of a permit may relate to one or more of the following matters:
a) prohibiting or restricting harvesting of sea fisheries resources using pots;
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b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)

limiting the amount and species of sea fisheries resources harvested by pots;
limiting the amount of time, a vessel may spend using pots;
prohibiting or restricting any method of pot use;
prohibiting or restricting the use of bait that may be used in a pot;
prohibiting or restricting the use of store pots;
setting the dimensions and requirements for use of escape gaps;
setting the requirements for the use of pot tags and associated equipment; and
setting the frequency of deadlines for and content of catch returns.

4.2.2 Commercial and Recreational Potting Permits will be valid for a maximum of a twoyear period. The Authority may charge a fee for permits, and it is the intention of the
Authority at year one to charge £15.00 for each Permit. This is based on
administrative costs only. Appropriate forms and free methods of submission will be
provided to permit holders to reduce the associated costs.
4.2.3 The Authority does not intend to restrict the number of permits available at the time
of Byelaw implementation. A person in respect of a relevant fishing vessel will be
eligible to receive one Commercial Fishing Permit. A relevant fishing vessel may only
be registered on one permit. A person who does not hold another permit will be
eligible for one Recreational Potting Permit.
4.2.4 Commercial Potting Permit Conditions
At the time of introduction, the following conditions will be attached to Commercial
Potting Permits:
a) A requirement that escape gaps of one of three sizes be fitted to pots used for
fishing for lobster, crawfish, edible crab or spider crab;
b) The permit holder must fit a tag issued by Southern IFCA to all whelk pots;
c) The permit holder cannot use more than 600 whelk pots; and
d) The permit holder cannot use pots which have a tag issued under another Permit.
4.2.5 Catch return forms are not required under a commercial permit because there is
already a statutory requirement for these fishers to submit catch data.
4.2.6 Recreational Permit Conditions
At the time of introduction, the following conditions will be attached to Recreational
Potting Permits:
a) Daily catch, retention and landing restrictions of two lobsters or crawfish, three
crabs and thirty whelks;
b) A prohibition on the removal of berried crawfish and mutilated or V-notched
lobster or crawfish;
c) A requirement that escape gaps of one of three size options be fitted to pots used
for fishing for lobster, crawfish, edible crab or spider crab;
d) The permit holder cannot use more than 5 pots;
e) The permit holder’s pots must be fitted with a tag issued by Southern IFCA;
f) The permit holder cannot use pots which have a tag issued under another Permit;
and
g) The permit holder must complete the daily catch return form and submit this
annually to the Authority.
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4.3

Marking of gear
The Byelaw will require all pots or strings of pots used in the District to be marked to enable
their identification. This measure is important to support compliance and enable the effective
enforcement of management measures.

4.4

Prohibition on removal of berried crab
The Byelaw will prohibit the removal of any berried crab from the fishery. In combination
with existing measures for the protection of berried, V-notched and mutilated lobsters and
crawfish, this measure will increase the opportunity for crabs, lobster and crawfish to
successfully breed each year leading to better recruitment into the future fishery.

4.5

Review Procedure
At a minimum of every four years, the Permit Conditions will be subject to review, following
the Review Procedure outlined in the Byelaw. This process specifies a clear method for
reviewing the suitability of permit conditions and permit fees, based on consideration of best
available evidence received by the Authority prior to the permit’s renewal period and in
consultation with permit holders. This review period will give fishers opportunities to
feedback on and request changes regarding the management of pot fisheries.

5 Consultation
5.1

First round of Informal Consultation
The pot fisheries review began with a Call for Information pre-consultation with industry in
2018, which requested their feedback regarding the current inshore pot fisheries, what
improvements were desired and how these could be achieved.

5.2

Southern IFCA contacted 253 fishermen, seven merchants and four fishing associations
and, held fifteen stakeholder engagement meetings. The consultation was also advertised
across social media and the website. Forty responses were received and a Summary of
Responses1 document was made available on the Southern IFCA Website.

5.3

Of those who commented 94% supported management intervention within the whelk fishery.
In the crab and lobster fishery, half supported the introduction of management changes and
half did not. Respondents raised concerns regarding the impact the offshore cuttlefish trawl
fishery was having on this stock.

5.4

Second round of Informal Consultation
Based on the evidence received from the Call for Information a second period of consultation
was held for ten-weeks between November 2020 and January 2021. This focused on
management measures for the recreational, commercial whelk, crustacean and cuttlefish
pot fisheries.

5.5

The Authority contacted 227 commercial fishermen by telephone, email, or post. In addition,
18 recreational fishers, 11 fishing associations and 19 merchants were notified of the
consultation. The consultation was also advertised on social media and the website as well
as posted in the ‘Fishing News’. One-hundred and ten responses to the consultation were
received. A Summary of Responses2 document was made available on the Southern IFCA
website.

1 https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Pot-Summary-of-Responses-Pot-Fisheries-2019.pdf
2 https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Pot-Summary-of-Reponses-Pot-Fisheries-2021.pdf
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5.6

Once again, opinions were mixed on whether management should be implemented in the
crustacean fishery, although the majority felt that escape gaps should be introduced as a
mandatory measure. Respondents were in favour of measures being introduced within the
whelk fishery with a 600 pots per vessel limit the most preferred option. Furthermore, there
was strong support for recreational fishery catch and pot limits.

5.7

Formal Consultation
Formal consultation will follow the making of the Byelaw in line with guidance issued by
Defra to IFCAs on byelaw-making3.

6 Monetised and Non-Monetised Costs and Benefits
6.1

The introduction of the Pot Fishing Byelaw may lead to short and long-term benefits or costs.
The following provides an overview of the assumed impacts on the fishing industry, wider
community, and environment.

6.2

Option 1 will be analysed in comparison to Option 0.

6.3

The creation of the Southern IFCA Pot Fishing Byelaw may result in the following costs:
6.3.1

Monetised Costs:
•
•
•
•

6.3.2

direct costs to the fishers as a result of the purchase of permits and pot tags;
indirect costs to the fishing industry as a result of loss of income from reduced
velvet swimming crab catches;
costs to Southern IFCA for compliance and enforcement activities; and
costs to Southern IFCA for monitoring and control.

Non-monetised costs:
•
•
•

direct costs to fishers as a result of the requirement to mark gear;
direct costs to the fishing industry as a result of reduced whelk pot numbers;
direct costs to fishers as a result of the purchase of escape gaps;

6.4

Costs to the fishing industry and compliance costs to Southern IFCA can be monetised and
these estimated values have been collated and presented as part of this IA.

6.5

Costs due to the introduction of gear marking, pot limits and escape gaps are difficult to
value due to the unknown level of the impact and are therefore described here as nonmonetised costs.

3 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/182343/ifca-byelaw-guidance.pdf
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6.6

Monetised Costs

6.7

Costs to the Fishing Industry
6.7.1 The average annual value of edible crab, lobster, whelk, cuttlefish, spider crab, and
velvet crab caught using pots and traps in the District is £3,961,077.44 (Table 1). This
figure represents current fishing effort and the existing management measures.
6.7.2 The inshore fleet are multi-faceted by nature and rely on multiple fisheries to maintain
income. Southern IFCA Fishing for Sale registrations suggest that 236 vessels
engage in pot fishing within the District.
6.7.3 Permit Costs
From the introduction of the Byelaw fishers would be subject to a bi-annual fee for
permits. At the point of implementation this cost is set at £15.00 for a permit, a figure
based upon administrative costs only. At an estimated 310 permits (240 Commercial
Potting Permits and 70 Recreational Potting Permits), this would represent an
approximate bi-annual cost to the commercial fishing sector of £3,600 and to
recreational fishers of £1,050.
6.7.4 It is estimated that 90 vessels may be required to purchase whelk pot tags. It is not
known how many tags each vessel will require as this would be dependent on their
individual needs (with a maximum restriction of 600 tags per vessel). The maximum
estimated cost (if 90 vessels purchased 600 tags) would be £8,100.
6.7.5 Recreational fishers will be required to purchase a maximum of five tags for their pots.
It is estimated that the maximum cost to the community will be £52.50 (based on 70
permits).
6.7.6 Reduced velvet swimming crab catches
Velvet swimming crabs are a bycatch species of edible crab and lobster fisheries
which may be sold to bolster income. Landings of velvet swimming crab into Southern
IFCA ports peaked in 2011 at 20 tonnes when the value was approximately 70p per
kg (Small, 2021).
6.7.7 The Byelaw will require that pots targeting edible crab, spider crab and lobster are
fitted with an escape gap. The escape gap will enable velvet swimming crab of all
sizes to escape from pots. This may lead to a reduction in income for fishers which
retain and sell on this species. However, fishers will be able to use pots which target
velvet swimming crab for example pots with a smaller entrance size.
6.7.8 Recently, velvet swimming crab landings have reduced significantly (maximum catch
of 1.3 tonnes a year) despite an increase in value to approximately £1.99 per kilogram
(Table 1.). Based on recent landings data there will be an estimated annual cost to
industry of £1,411.6 (average of five years) through a loss of velvet swimming crab
landings. The effect of escape gaps on income from velvet swimming crab will be
minimal when compared to the benefits of escape gaps on high value species.
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6.8

Southern IFCA Costs
6.8.1 In the first year following the introduction of the Byelaw, it is estimated that Southern
IFCA will need to carry out 10 additional sea and 10 additional land and aerial (drone)
patrols. The total cost of these additional patrols will be in the region of £15,000.
6.8.2 Upon the introduction of the Byelaw Southern IFCA will need to monitor the
submission of catch return forms and input the data for the recreational permit. This
will cost an estimated £275.25.

6.9

Non-monetised costs
6.9.1 Marking and labelling of pot fishing gear
All permit holders will be required to mark pots or strings of pots with floating markers
labelled with the vessel PLN or permit number. This should not impact fishers
significantly as it is common practice to mark pot fishing gear in order to locate and
retrieve the gear. This requirement may provide positive benefit for those who don’t
mark their gear because they will find their gear more quickly and, other fishers and
sea users will be alerted to the presence of fishing gear which may reduce the
frequency of damage and the associated costs.
6.9.2 It is not possible to estimate the number of fishers who do not currently mark their
pots in the required way. For fishers who do not currently mark their gear at both ends
of a string, new markers will need to be purchased at an estimated cost of £13 per
21cm diameter A0 buoy. Relative to the cost of a new parlour pot at £95, the cost of
purchasing a small number of buoys/Dahn’s will be low.
6.9.3 Pot limits
A 600-pot limit may directly affect the landings of fishers who currently operate with
more than 600 whelk pots. The number of these is not known. 67% of consultation
respondents within the District were supportive of this pot limit and therefore it could
be interpreted that the majority of fishers in the District currently have less than 600
whelk pots and therefore their landings will not be affected.
6.9.4 At present the whelk fishery is recovering from a market collapse, caused in part by
an excess of supply over demand. Some merchants have responded by buying
smaller quantities of whelks on fewer days of the week, leading to fishers using a
reduced number of whelk pots. Therefore, for some fishers, a reduction in pot
numbers to 600 per vessel may not result in significant costs at this time.
6.9.5 Those commercial fishers who use more than 600 whelk pots and recreational fishers
who use more than 5 pots will be required to remove their excess pots from within
the District. Larger vessels may be able to move their pots outside of the District,
although this may lead to additional indirect costs associated with added fuel
expenses. Others will have to dispose of their pots either through sale, storage or
waste disposal. It is not possible to calculate the cost associated with storage
because vessels pot numbers are not known.
6.9.6 If whelk pots or tags are lost or damaged, they must be reported to the Authority and
replacements purchased. A tag costs approximately 15p. It is unknown how often or
how many new tags will be required each period, so this cost cannot be calculated.
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6.9.7 Recreational fishers will be limited to the use of five pots and cannot use store pots.
Southern IFCA data shows that 14 of 16 recreational fishers currently use five or less
pots. Therefore, the impact of the recreational pot limit is likely to be minimal.
Recreational landings are unknown. However, information from the consultation
suggests that catches are low and sporadic.
6.9.8 Escape gaps
Most fishers are supportive of the requirement for escape gaps in crab and lobster
pots (59% indicated that escape gaps should be required as a mandatory measure,
and a further 17.5% felt they should be required voluntarily). Escape hatches are
designed not to allow the escape of sizeable individuals and will therefore not reduce
income.
6.9.9 To reduce the cost of this measure Southern IFCA is allowing fishers to fit one of
three different escape gaps sizes. These sizes represent those that are used in
neighbouring IFC Districts or that research has demonstrated to best benefit the
fishery needs of the Southern IFC District. This will reduce the likelihood that fishers
will need to replace current escape gaps or, to choose a gap size which they prefer
or is easiest to fit to their pots. Fishers who do not currently have escape gaps within
their pots used to target edible crab, spider crab and lobster will be required to install
them.
6.9.10 Escape gaps can be cut out of the plastic side of a pot at no cost to the fisher or can
be hand made using sheet plastic at a relatively low cost. Manufactured escape gaps
cost approximately £0.33 per unit. It is not possible to calculate the cost to industry of
this measure because it is not known how many fishers use crab/lobster pots, how
many pot fishers have, or whether they already have escape gaps fitted.
6.10 Benefits
These benefits are difficult to value and are therefore described here as non-monetised
benefits.
6.10.1 The introduction of the Pot Fishing Byelaw would enable the Southern IFCA to
manage pot fisheries for several species throughout the District, and would have the
following benefits:
• fishery sustainability benefits from a reduction in fishery mortality;
• fishery sustainability benefits from the prohibition of the removal of berried crabs
lobsters, and crawfish;
• environmental benefits from well-managed pot fisheries;
• indirect benefits to fishers associated with sustainably managed pot fisheries;
• the ability to apply bespoke management measures, based on the best available
evidence; and
• a greater understanding of the fisheries, based on uptake of permits/pot tags and
catch returns being submitted.
6.10.2 Co-management
The Pot Fishing Byelaw, through the introduction of Potting Permits, will provide
greater opportunity for co-management of pot fisheries in the District. The review
period provides the facility to regularly update and amend the fisheries management
measures in consultation with fishery participants and ensures they have a defined
process for engaging in the management of their fisheries. Introducing management
measures through co-management should increase the level of compliance with such
measures therefore increasing the overall benefits of management measures.
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6.10.3 Sustainable fisheries
The introduction of escape gaps for all fishers, catch and pot limits for recreational
fishers along with prohibitions on the removal of berried crabs and crawfish, and Vnotched or mutilated lobsters and crawfish, will reduce fishing mortality of crustacean
species. This has the potential to increase the sustainability of these fisheries, and
lead to an increase in the landings per unit effort (LPUE) overtime (Telsnig, 2013;
Wallace & Rae, 2017).
6.10.4 Reduced fishing mortality will have a wider environmental benefit upon marine
biodiversity. Higher numbers of crustaceans in the population may increase the
availability of this species as prey. In addition, larger crab and lobster numbers may
balance ecosystem functioning and ensure that predator-prey relationships are
maintained.
6.10.5 Increased sustainability of the District’s pot fisheries may lead to indirect benefits to
the fishing industry and coastal communities. Sustainability leads to increased, long
lasting catches. This can ensure that fishers, merchants, restaurants, and other
members of the supply chain see increased income and knowledge that income will
continue in the future. This provides benefits to communities through a source of
employment and income and also brings in tourism to the community.
6.10.6 Whelk pot limit
Studies and information from other fisheries (Sussex IFCA, 2020; Rees et al., 2021)
suggests that a whelk pot limit may lead to increased abundance, size and CPUE of
whelks, within the District.
6.10.7 Pot tagging
Tagging pots will have the benefit that lost pots can be identified and returned to the
owner. Replacement pots cost £95 whilst tags cost approximately 15p.
6.10.8 Crustacean Escape gaps
Escape gaps are used widely in crustacean fisheries around the world. They allow
juvenile crustaceans and bycatch to escape the pot whilst still on the seabed
(Gravestock, 2014). The benefits of this are a reduction in mortality and damage of
juvenile individuals and, a reduction of the effects caused by exposure and handling
time (Gravestock, 2014). Furthermore, the size of individuals in pots with escape gaps
is higher than those without gaps, indirectly leading to increased income for fishers
(Brown 1982; Everson 1992). In some cases, LPUE and therefore income can
increase (Wallace & Rae, 2017). Additionally, gaps reduce the time required to sort
the catch of each pot (Grubert & Lee, 2013).
6.10.9 Permit Byelaw
It is anticipated that the ability to flexibly manage pot fishing activity will enable the
Authority to design and refine management measures according to best available
evidence and future HCRs, increasing their effectiveness. The Byelaw will
incorporate the possibility to introduce fishing effort restrictions (such as pot limits,
closed seasons, or areas) if evidence suggests that fishing is having a significant
impact on marine resources.
6.10.10 Changes made through permit conditions will reduce average time and costs
associated with the introduction of management, whilst still ensuring the correct level
of public consultation and use of best available evidence.
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7 Risks and Assumptions
7.1

Velvet swimming crab costs are based on average UK landings values. Landing’s data are
reported at ICES rectangle level and it is therefore not possible to understand the full extent
of catch and landings which has occurred within the Southern IFC District. Furthermore,
these figures may underestimate the total landings and value of the Southern IFC District
as private sales of less than 30kg are not recorded and, landings from areas not covered by
the ICES sub-rectangles are missing.

7.2

Vessel numbers have been estimated through analysing the number of fishers who have
indicated to the Authority when registering to fish for sale, that they fish with pots as well as
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Officer (IFCO) knowledge. Recreational fisher numbers
have been estimated based upon a log of enquiries to the Southern IFCA regarding
recreational use of pots within the District.

7.3

Estimated costs to the fishing industry are likely to be an over-estimate, as some vessels
are likely to offset lost revenue by fishing in other areas. It is also possible that the benefits
of the Byelaw could increase the stocks of sea fisheries resources available to fishers and
increase their income overtime.

7.4

The cost to whelk fishers as a result of the introduction of whelk pot limits is hard to estimate
due to significant market fluctuations that have a direct impact on fishing patterns.

8 Impact on Small and Micro Businesses
8.1

The Byelaw will impact micro businesses (1-9 employees). The majority of pot fishing
vessels are <10m in length. A smaller number are between 10 and 12m. These vessels are
usually a single business, operated by a skipper/owner, and may employ a crew member.

8.2

It would not be possible to exempt small and micro business from the Byelaw.

8.3

Due to the size and range of these small vessels, they may not be able to access alternative
sources of income. These businesses may fail as a result.

8.4

Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the Byelaw which will reduce the impact
on businesses. This includes a bi-annual permit period, tags which will not need to be
replaced every permit period, and three options for escape gap size ensuring that current
gaps will not need to be replaced.

9 Wider impacts
9.1

As a result of possible environmental and fisheries benefits, there is the potential for other
fishing and environmental businesses to benefit from the proposed measures, for example
due to increased fishing opportunities.

9.2

There are potential social implications associated with the proposed Byelaw, these include
the suppliers, fuel costs and time costs associated with, sourcing new suppliers, or travelling
to and utilising alternative fishing grounds.

9.3

Increases in the density and biodiversity of fish populations in the District will positively
contribute towards the health of the marine environment.

9.4

South Marine Plan
As per paragraph 58(3) of the MaCAA, Southern IFCA must have regard to the South Marine
Plan4 when undertaking any decision which is not an authorisation or enforcement decision.
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By definition, as per paragraph 58(4), a Byelaw and associated permit conditions would fall
under the definition of ‘authorisation or enforcement decision’.
9.5

9.6

That said, the proposed Permit Byelaw ensures compatibility with the following objectives
and policies of the South Marine Plan:
•

Objective 3: To support diversification of activities which improve socio-economic
conditions in coastal communities: specifically, S-FISH-1;

•

Objective 5: To avoid, minimise, mitigate displacement of marine activities, particularly
where of importance to adjacent coastal communities, and where this is not practical to
make sure significant adverse impacts on social benefits are avoided: specifically, SFISH-2 and S-FISH-3;

•

Objective 10: To support marine protected area objectives and a well-managed
ecologically coherent network with enhanced resilience and capability to adapt to
change.

One In Three Out (OITO). OITO is not applicable for byelaws implemented for the
management of sea fisheries resources within IFC Districts as they are local government
byelaws introducing local regulation and therefore not subject to central government
processes.

4 https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/south-marine-plans
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11 Annexes
Annex 1. The fishing regulations introduced which apply to the pot and trap fisheries within the
Southern IFC District.
Date Regulation
Change
1967 Sea Fisheries (Shellfish) Act 1967 powers to make orders, prohibition of deposit of
shellfish and importation of shellfish in certain
cases and, the prohibition of taking/selling softshelled edible crab or edible crab carrying spawn
unless for use as bait
1986 The Crab Claws (Prohibition of prohibited the landing of detached claws from
Landing) Order 1986
edible crab from British vessels unless caught by
a net
1976 Immature Crabs and Lobsters edible crab and lobster minimum sizes of 115mm
Order 1976
and 80mm respectively
1989 (The Undersized Crabs (Variation) minimum size for edible crab 125mm
Order 1989)
1989 The Undersized Velvet crabs minimum size for velvet crab 65mm
Order 1989
1993 The Undersized Lobsters Order minimum size for lobster 85mm
1993
2000 The Undersized Edible Crabs minimum size for edible crab 130mm
Order 2000
2000 The Undersized Spider Crabs minimum size for male spider crabs 130mm
Order 2000
2000 Council Regulation (EC) No minimum size for edible crab was 140mm for
850/98
specified areas, minimum size for whelks 45mm,
minimum size for female and male spider crab 120
mm.
2000 The Undersized Lobsters Order lobster minimum size 87mm
2000
2000 The Lobsters and Crawfish prohibition on fishing for or landing of mutilated or
(Prohibition of Fishing and V-notched lobsters or crawfish
Landing) Order 2000
2004 The Restrictive Shellfish Licensing Vessels cannot retain more than 5 lobsters and 25
Scheme
crabs per day (bycatch only) unless they have a
Shellfish entitlement (based on previous track
record)
2009 Southern IFCA Protection of prohibition on removal of berried lobster
berried (egg bearing) lobsters
2017 The Lobsters and Crawfish prohibition on the fishing for or landing of berried
(Prohibition of Fishing and lobsters or crawfish
Landing) (Amendment) (England)
Order 2017
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Annex 2. Map showing the Southern IFC District with ICES sub-rectangle areas 30E7 and
30E8overlaid.
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POOLE HARBOUR DREDGE PERMIT BYELAW
REVIEW OF PERMIT CONDITIONS

Marked H

Report by IFCO Birchenough
A.

Purpose of the Report
For Members to consider and approve changes to permit conditions and permit fees
under the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw (PHDPB) prior to the 2022-23 season.

B.

Recommendations
1. That the annual permit fee for the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit be increased
from £600 to £675 to cover the cost of MSC re-certification over the five-year
period for which the certification is valid.
2. That Members agree one of four options as an appropriate management solution
for Green Island.
3. That Members agree one of four options as an appropriate management solution
for Seagull Island.
4. That Members agree an appropriate management solution under the Poole
Harbour Saltmarsh Protection Code of Practice.
5. That Members agree an amendment to the PHDPB to for Area 10: Wych Lake
and 11: Middlebere Lake.

C.

Annexes
I.
II.
III.
IV.
V.

1.

1.1

Permit Holder Consultation Document
Summary of Responses
Cost Calculations for Annual Permit Fee
Draft Impact Assessment
Evidence Package: Review of Seagrass and Saltmarsh Habitats

Background
Southern IFCAs Legislative Duties
The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019
(‘2019 Regs.’) transposes the land and marine aspects of the Habitats Directive and
the Wild Birds Directive into domestic law and outlines how a National Site Network
will be managed.

1.2

The National Site Network is a network of protected sites which are designated for rare
and threatened species and rare natural habitat types. These sites include Special
Protection Areas (SPA).

1.3

Under Article (9) of 2019 Regs. Southern IFCA, [as a named competent Authority
under Article (6)] must ‘…exercise their functions which are relevant to nature
conservation, including marine conservation, so as to ensure that they secure
compliance with the requirements of the Directives…’.
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1.4

As such, Southern IFCA must ensure that fishing activity occurring within or
adjacent to an SPA does not damage, disturb or lead to a deterioration of a
species which receives protection under the designation.

1.5

Under Section (153) (2, b) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009, Southern IFCA
must ‘…seek to balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting the sea
fisheries resources of the district with the need to protect the marine
environment from, or promote it recovery from, the effects of such exploitation’.

1.6

Saltmarsh in Poole Harbour
Saltmarsh in Poole Harbour is a supporting habitat for features of the Poole Harbour
SPA.

1.7

Southern IFCA currently manage saltmarsh in Poole Harbour under the following
mechanisms: Seagull Island Code of Practice (CoP) (2015), Poole Harbour Roosting
Sites CoP (2016).

1.8

Between 2019 and October 2021 a Green Island Saltmarsh Management Area CoP
was in place. Following noncompliance, The Green Island Dredge Closure Area
Emergency Byelaw (Emergency Byelaw’) was introduced, expiring on the 25th
December 2021.

1.9

Feature based buffer zones in the Southern IFCA District
The Authority uses feature-based buffer zones in the District to protect sensitive
habitats.

1.10

Buffer zones which are used to protect reef and seagrass under the Southern IFCA
Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 20161 were created using a formula based on
Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) and Natural England (NE) guidance
where in shallow waters (less than 25m actual depth) the buffer zone applied is four
times the actual water depth (at mean high water springs), with an additional 10m
added to compensate for GPS inaccuracies.

1.11

Table 1 provides a comparison of the Solent and Poole fisheries where existing buffer
zones are used for feature based management and Annex V provides an overview of
saltmarsh and seagrass habitats in order to provide context to inform discussions
regarding appropriate management options for saltmarsh buffer zones in Poole
Harbour.
Table 1: a comparison of the Solent and Poole fisheries where buffer zones have been introduced for feature based
management to date
Solent Fishery under
existing BTFG measures
Protected
feature
Impact of
fishing on
protected
feature
NE advice on
feature/fishing
interactions

1

Seagrass

Poole Fishery under
existing BTFG measures
Seagrass in
intertidal/subtidal areas

The impacts of dredging on seagrass habitat is well
documented. Please refer to Annex V for further details.
Evidence presented in assessments of bottom towed
fishing
gear
on
seagrass
beds
identifies
abrasion/disturbance of the substrate on the surface of
the seabed, changes in suspended solids (water clarity),

Proposed management for PHDP
fishery
Saltmarsh
The impacts of dredging on
saltmarsh habitat is not well
documented. Please refer to Annex
V for further details.
Potential erosion of saltmarsh
taking place where dredging occurs
in close proximity. Dredging has the
potential to result in accidental

BTFG 2016 is currently subject to review under the Southern IFCA Spatial Management Review. As part of this process all
areas of reef and seagrass are to be assessed.
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penetration and/or disturbance of the substratum below
the surface of the seabed and removal of target and nontarget species as potential pressures on seagrass habitat.

Buffer zone

Between 26m-45m (using
formula specified in 1.10)
*Beaulieu and Yarmouth
have larger buffer zones as
seagrass
occurs
in
intertidal and subtidal areas

Description of
Fishery

• Vessel size: 7.5-11m
• Dredges towed from the
stern in a straight line
• Mechanical box dredge
used with a metal frame
and row of metal teeth.
Skis at the base allow it to
sit on the seabed whilst
being
towed.
Some
dredges have a diving
plate which helps stabilise
the
dredge
during
deployment.
• Unregulated dredge size,
varies from 82-122cm
(w), 111-130cm (l) 2036cm (d).
• Teeth range 9-14cm, with
orientation vertical or
angled diagonally forward
to help cut through the
sediment.
• The teeth penetrate into
the sediment disturbing
the buried clams which
are subsequently caught
and retained in the
dredge.
• Typically 1-2 dredges are
used side by side
(although 3 have been
observed)
• Warp length varies from
approx. 90ft in 8ft of water
to 120ft in 20ft of water

26m
(using
formula
specified
in
1.10)
accounting for the water
depth added by the
subtidal parts of the
feature.

interactions which could impact the
root system of the saltmarsh.
Fishing in close proximity to this
habitat may cause an impact
through changes in sedimentary
conditions and increased wave
exposure.
TBD - Item for Decision under
Section 3 Fisher input: In areas
where saltmarsh occurs the very
shallow water depth makes using
the mean high water spring tide
level unsuitable when proposing the
use of the formula specified in 1.10.

• Vessel size: 5-8m
• Dredges towed from side in circular motion, each tow lasting 2-5
minutes depending on the nature of the seabed. This equates to
between 1-4 rotations of the vessel per dredge deployment
creating a spiral fishing pattern
• Regulated dredge basket size dimension: ≤460mm width x
≤460mm depth x ≤300m high (excluding any pole or
attachments)
• Attached to front of dredge is a series of water jets. Permit
conditions specify that when a dredge is fitted with a tooth bar
(as is the case when targeting Manila clam) any associated spray
bard must direct the flow of water towards the rear of the basket
and at no times directly toward the seabed
• When targeting cockle in sandier sediments, dredge is fitted with
a blade at the front edge as opposed to teeth with the flow of
water is directed downwards/slightly to the front of the dredge
• The power of the water flow is regulated via restriction on the
pump power (15hp max) and the size of the hoses (max 3 inch
inlet and 3 inch outlet diameter)
• The permit conditions specify that only one dredge is allowed to
be used at any one time on each vessel.
Fisher input:
• When dredges are on the seabed they don’t extend as far back
as the transom and are alongside the vessel.
• Towing chains are better being short than long, the dredge is
more stable, and the turning radius of the boat is short.
• A dredging vessel in Poole can turn in its own length with the
dredge on the seabed, it acts as a pivot.
• The depth of water is compensated for by raising and lowering
the towing pole
• The length of the warps/towing chain on the dredges is quite
short, typically anything between 5ft to 6.5ft. The water depths
used are likely to vary from approx. 1.5ft to 11ft at the edge of
channels although not all vessels in the fishery will fish in areas
which are on the edge of the subtidal.

Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Conditions and Review Process
1.12

2

Under the PHDPB ‘byelaw’2, the Authority manages the use of dredges, principally for
the fishing for shellfish, within Poole Harbour. Under this byelaw a restricted number
of permits are issued attached to which are permit conditions relating to catch
restrictions and reporting, gear type, gear construction and restrictions, spatial and
temporal restrictions and the fitting of specified equipment to vessels.

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Poole_Hrbr_D_Permit/Poole-Hrbr-D-Permit-Byelaw.pdf
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1.13

Section 11 of the byelaw states “the Authority shall review the suitability of permit
conditions, permit fees and limitations on the number of permits every three years or
sooner” in accordance with a defined procedure. The last review of permit conditions
was carried out in 2019.

1.14

It was determined by the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on the 4th November
2021 that a Permit Condition Review was required prior to the forthcoming 2022-23
season, underpinned by:
• the need to consider a long-term management solution for the protection of
saltmarsh habitat around Green Island following the expiration of the Green
Island Dredge Closure Area Emergency Byelaw in December 2021.
• the need to consider the protection of saltmarsh across the wider Harbour.
• the cost implication for the re-certification of the dredge fishery under the Marine
Stewardship Council (MSC) Certification for years 2023-2028.

1.15

A consultation with permit holders was held between 2nd December 2021 and 6th
January 2022. Permit Holders received written notification and the Permit Holder
Consultation Document (Annex I), under which they were invited to: (1) consider and
respond to a number of questions, (2) provide feedback regarding any aspect of the
fishery, (3) provided details on how to attend the forthcoming Permit Holder Meeting.

1.16

A Summary of Responses Document (Annex II) captures eight written responses
received during the consultation.

1.17

An Authority Working Group (WG) was held on 20th February 2022, where Members
were invited to consider management options relating to the matters identified in
paragraph 1.9 of this paper.

1.18

Following written invitation, a virtual meeting was held with Permit Holders on 17th
February 2022 in order to present the outcomes of the WG. Two Permit holders
attended. Feedback received during this meeting is captured in Section 5 of Annex
II.

2.
2.1

Permit Fees

2.2

Southern IFCA propose to absorb the initial cost of circa £25,000 in 2022 with the
intention to recover these costs over a period of five years during which the certification
is valid through an annual uplift in the permit fee by £75. Full calculations can be seen
in Table 3 of Annex III.

2.3

The cost to the fishing industry from the increase in permit fees is £3,375. This is
outlined in Section 6.5.3 of the draft Impact Assessment (Annex IV).

2.4

Two of five Permit Holders supported an increase in permit costs. Additionally, both
attendees of the virtual meeting supported the increase. Full responses can be found
in Section 5 of Annex II.

At the time of Permit Holder consultation, the cost to re-certify the MSC fishery for
years 2023-2028 was estimated at circa. £32,000. Following discussions between
Southern IFCA and the MSC, revised costs of £22,000 (plus expenses) were agreed
on the basis that the auditor has worked with fishery since the initial certification and
therefore has good understanding of the fishery, therefore reducing the resource input
required to complete the re-certification.
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2.5

3

RECOMENDATION 1: That the annual permit fee for the Poole Harbour Dredge
Permit be increased from £600 to £675 to cover the cost of MSC re-certification
over the five-year period for which the certification is valid.

Saltmarsh Management Proposals

3.1 The following options for saltmarsh management are based on the best available evidence
with regard to the location of saltmarsh habitat in Poole Harbour, as provided by Natural
England (NE). The saltmarsh layer provided to NE by the Environment Agency is subject
to periodic update. Southern IFCA will continue to consult with NE following agreement of
the management proposals presented here in order to ensure that the management is
underpinned by the best available evidence.

Fulfils
duties
under:

Fulfils duties
under:

GREEN ISLAND
The Green Island Saltmarsh Management Area CoP (‘CoP’) was
introduced in 2019. Subsequently an Emergency Byelaw was
introduced following noncompliance with the CoP. Following expiration
Rationale and
of the Emergency Byelaw in December 2021 and with consideration of
Working Group
the Authority’s duties under the 2019 Regs. it was determined at the
Recommendations
WG that statutory measures would be required in order for Southern
IFCA to demonstrate ‘no adverse effect’ of the dredge fishery on the
features or supporting habitats of the Poole Harbour SPA.
The area around Green Island has been closed since mid-2019. For
each option below, an estimated cost to the fishing industry has been
Importance of fishing provided which indicates, based on fishery-dependent catch data, the
grounds to industry
estimated value of landings from the area if it was open to dredge
fishing. Details on the methodology for these costings can be found in
Annex IV.
OPTION 1: To introduce Permit Conditions using existing spatial closure
Figure No.
1
2019 Regs. Yes – saltmarsh feature afforded protection.
Yes - spatial demarcation agreed in 2019 in consultation with Permit
MaCAA
Holders. PDFA, Poole Harbour Commissioners and NE with the help
2009
and support of local landowners with the objective to manage and
protect saltmarsh and fishing interests around the Harbour.
Risks
n/a
• Introduces a tool to enable enforcement action in response to
Benefits
noncompliance.
• Fishers have been working with spatial demarcation since 2019.
Estimated cost to the fishing industry = £38,911.30 (See section 6.5.2
Costs
of the IA (Annex IV) for details)
OPTION 2: To introduce Permit Conditions using a 20m saltmarsh buffer3.
Figure No.
2

Risks
Benefits

3

2019 Regs.
MaCAA
2009

Yes - as per Option 1.
Yes – as per Option 1 - with consideration of those engaged in fishing
agreeing to a closure in excess of 20m in 2019.
Noncompliance risk due to new spatial demarcation
• Introduces a tool to enable enforcement action in response to
noncompliance.
• Increase in access to fishing grounds.

Application of JNCC/NE formula in Poole (2.2m * 4) + 10 = 18.8m rounded up to 20m
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Estimated cost to the fishing industry = £26,122.27 (See section 6.5.2
of the IA (Annex IV) for details)
OPTION 3: To introduce Permit Conditions using a 10m saltmarsh buffer
Figure No.
3
2019 Regs. Yes – as per Option 1
MaCAA
Yes
2009
Risks
As per option 2
Benefits
As per option 2
Estimated cost to the fishing industry = £22,040.67 (See section 6.5.2
Costs
of the IA (Annex IV) for details)
OPTION 4:
To return to management under the Green Island Saltmarsh Management Area CoP
2019
Regs.
Unknown – history of noncompliance suggests feature may be at risk
MaCAA
2009
Risks
• Risk to saltmarsh due to noncompliance with CoP
• Potential that Southern IFCA are not fulfilling duties under 2019 Regs.
• Unable to introduce a future Emergency Byelaw if future
noncompliance, as must prove ‘not reasonably foreseen’ under
paragraph 157(2,b) of MaCAA.
Benefits
n/a
RECOMENDATION 2: That Members agree one of the four options as an appropriate
management solution for Green Island.

Fulfils
duties
under:

Fulfils
duties
under:

Costs

Fulfils
duties
under:

SEAGULL ISLAND
With consideration of the Authority’s duties under relevant
Rationale and Working conservation regulations it was determined at the WG that statutory
Group
measures would be required at Seagull Island in order for Southern
Recommendations
IFCA to demonstrate ‘no adverse effect’ of the dredge fishery on the
features or supporting habitats of the Poole Harbour SPA.
Fishers currently dredge within 20m of saltmarsh and between the
islands, therefore closing this area as part of a buffer zone would have
a significant social and economic impact.
Importance of fishing
For each option below, an estimated cost to the fishing industry has
ground to industry
been provided which indicates, based on fishery-dependent catch
data, the estimated value of landings from the area. Details on the
methodology for these costings can be found in Annex IV.
OPTION 1: To introduce Permit Conditions using 20m saltmarsh buffer + wider closed
area
Figure No.
4
2019 Regs. Yes – saltmarsh feature afforded protection
No - suggested closure in excess of feature footprint and buffer
footprint – unnecessary impact on fishing when feature is afforded
protection.
Risks
• Ongoing compliance risk due to area expanse.
• Southern IFCA not meeting legal duties under MaCAA.
Benefits
• Introduces a tool to enable enforcement action in response to
noncompliance.
Estimated cost to the fishing industry = £20,327.98 (See section 6.5.2
Costs
of the IA (Annex IV) for details)
OPTION 2: To introduce Permit Conditions using a 20m saltmarsh buffer
Figure No.
5
MaCAA
2009
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Yes – as per Option 1

Fulfils
duties
under:

2019 Regs.
MaCAA
2009

No – as per Option 1

As per Option 1
As per Option 1 & increased access to fishing grounds
Estimated cost to the fishing industry = £12,675.10. (See section 6.5.2
Costs
of the IA (Annex IV) for details)
OPTION 3: To introduce Permit Conditions using a 10m saltmarsh buffer
Figure No.
6
2019 Regs. Yes – as per Option 1
MaCAA
Yes
2009
Risks
n/a
Benefits
As per Option 1 & increased access to fishing grounds
Estimated cost to the fishing industry = £8,848.65 (See section 6.5.2
Costs
of the IA (Annex IV) for details)
OPTION 4:To be managed under the Saltmarsh Protection CoP
2019 Regs.
Unknown – history of noncompliance around Green Island suggests
MaCAA
feature may be at risk
2009
• Risk to saltmarsh due to noncompliance with CoP
• Unable to introduce a future Emergency Byelaw as must prove ‘not
Risks
reasonably foreseen’ under paragraph 157(2,b) of MaCAA.
• Potential that Southern IFCA are not fulfilling duties under 2019
Regs.
Benefits
n/a
RECOMENDATION 3: That Members agree one of the four options as an appropriate
management solution for Seagull Island.

Fulfils
duties
under:

Fulfils
duties
under:

Risks
Benefits

SALTMARSH PROTECTION CODE OF PRACTICE
With consideration of the Authority’s duties under relevant conservation
regulations it was determined at the Working Group that a Saltmarsh
Protection CoP be introduced in the wider harbour in order for Southern
IFCA to demonstrate ‘no adverse effect’ of the dredge fishery on the
features or supporting habitats of the Poole Harbour SPA. This CoP
would replace CoPs listed in Section 1.7 of this paper. These areas are
subject to less fishing effort.
OPTION 1: ‘Within Poole Harbour, to prevent disturbance to breeding and roosting birds and
to protect their supporting habitat, no person should fish using a dredge [within 20] metres of
saltmarsh’.
Figure No.
7
2019 Regs. Yes – saltmarsh feature afforded protection
No - suggested closure in excess of feature footprint and buffer
MaCAA
footprint – unnecessary impact on fishing when feature is afforded
2009
protection.
Risks
• Ongoing compliance risk due to wider area.
• Southern IFCA not meeting legal duties under MaCAA.
OPTION 2: Within Poole Harbour, to prevent disturbance to breeding and roosting birds and to
protect their supporting habitat, no person should fish using a dredge [within 10] metres of
saltmarsh’.

Fulfils
duties
under:

Rationale

Fulfils
duties
under:

Figure No.

7

2019 Regs.

Yes – as per Option 1

MaCAA
2009

Yes
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RECOMENDATION 4: That Members agree the appropriate management solution (Option 1 or
2) under the Poole Harbour Saltmarsh Protection Code of Practice.

AMENDMENT TO WORDING IN PHDP BYELAW FOR 2022-2023 PERMIT
Existing permit condition
‘A dredge shall not be used in the following areas at all times’
Proposed permit condition ‘A dredge shall not be used, retained on board, stored or
transported in the following areas at all times.’
Relevance
Existing closed areas at Area 10 - Wych Lake and Area 11 –
Middlebere Lake
Rationale
Consistency: same wording for Green Island and Seagull Island
RECOMENDATION 5: That Members agree to the proposed amendment to permit conditions
relevant to Area 10 – Wych Lake and Area 11 – Middlebere Lake

4

Next Steps in the Review Process

4.1

Following the outcomes of the Authority Meeting on 17th March 2022, Formal Advice
will be sought from NE on the recommended management options.

4.2

If NE’s Formal Advice agrees with Southern IFCA’s recommendations then:
• the recommended management options will be adopted under the 2022/23
Poole Harbour Dredge Permit.
• The Poole Harbour Saltmarsh Protection Code of Practice will be
disseminated to Permit Holders at the time in which their 2022-2023 permits
are issued.
• The Impact Assessment and HRA for the PHDP fishery will be updated and
included on the TAC agenda in May 2022.

4.3

If NE’s Formal Advice disagrees with Southern IFCA’s recommendations then this item
and supporting documentation will return to a Working Group prior to final
consideration at the TAC in May 2022.

4.4

Permit Holders will be provided a progress report following receipt of Formal Advice
from NE.
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Figure 1: Green Island Option 1 (this map is provided for illustrative purposes only)

Figure 2: Green Island Option 2 (this map is provided for illustrative purposes only)
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Figure 3: Green Island Option 3 (this map is provided for illustrative purposes only)

Figure 4: Seagull Island Option 1 (this map is provided for illustrative purposes only)
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Figure 5: Seagull Island Option 2 (this map is provided for illustrative purposes only)

Figure 6: Seagull Island Option 3 (this map is provided for illustrative purposes only)
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Figure 7a: Example Map for Code of Practice – shown are the areas of Keysworth and
Holton Mere (this map is provided for illustrative purposes only)

Figure 7b: Example Map for Code of Practice – shown is the area of Arne Bay (this map is
provided for illustrative purposes only)

Marked H Annex I

Permit Holder Consultation
Review of permit conditions under the Poole
Harbour Dredge Permit byelaw
December 2021 to January 2022

Audience

Existing Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Holders

Purpose

To consult with Permit Holders on the suitability of permit conditions and
permit fees prior to the issuing of permits for the 2022-23 season.

Duration

Consultation start: 2nd December 2022
Consultation end: 6th January 2022

How to respond to the
questions

Please return your written responses to the office of the Southern IFCA
either by email (marked Poole Permit Byelaw Review) at
enquiries@southern-ifca.gov.uk or by post to Unit 3 Holes Bay Park,
Sterte Avenue West, Poole, Dorset, BH15 2AA.

Closing date for written
responses

All responses should be received by Thursday 6th January 2022.
Any responses received after this date may not be considered.

General Enquiries

For further information during the consultation period please contact the
Southern IFCA office via email: enquiries@southern-ifca.gov.uk or:
01202 721373

Section 1 - Introduction
1.1

Section 11 of the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw (PHDPB) sets out that the
Authority will review the suitability of permit conditions, permit fees and limitations on
the number of permits every three years or sooner in accordance with a set procedure.

1.2

The last review of permit conditions was carried out in 2019.

1.3

It was determined by the Southern IFCA Technical Advisory Committee on the 4th
November 2021 that a review of the PHDPB permit conditions is required prior to their
issuing for the forthcoming 2022-23 season. This review is driven by:
(a) the need to consider a longer-term management solution for the protection of
saltmarsh habitat around Green Island, currently managed under the Green Island
Dredge Closure Area Emergency Byelaw.
Additional aspects of the fishery and permit conditions which will also be considered
under the review include:
(b) the need to consider the cost implication for the re-certification of the Poole Harbour
dredge fishery under the Marine Stewardship Council Certification for years 20232028.
(c) the ability to include Minimum Conservation Reference Size within the permit
conditions, driven by a formal request from the Poole and District Fishermen’s
Association

1.4

Section 3 provides further details regarding Green Island, the MSC fishery and MCRS.

What this means for you?
1.5

Between the 2nd December 2021 and the 6th January 2022, we would like to hear
from you:
• A number of questions are provided in Section 2 for your consideration and
response. In addition, we welcome any feedback from you regarding any other
aspect of the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Fishery.

What happens after the consultation?
1.8

Any feedback from Permit Holders will be presented to an Authority Working Group
early in 2022. This is why it is so important that we hear from you!

1.9

Your feedback will be considered in conjunction with:
• Southern IFCAs’ duties under Sections (153) and (154) of the Marine and Coastal
Access Act 2009.
• Any available scientific and survey data.
• Any statutory advice provided by Natural England.

• Any Habitats Regulations Assessment.
• Any Impact Assessment relating to any proposed changes to additional permit
conditions or permit fees.
• Any legal advice received.
1.10

Following consideration of the above at the Working Group, IFCOs will hold a virtual
consultation meeting with Permit Holders in order to present the outcomes of the WG
and any potential changes to permit conditions and permit fees. This meeting will be
held during February 2022. You are invited to indicate in Section 2 whether you would
wish to attend this virtual meeting. All those who indicate they would like to attend will
be sent further details on the date and time of the meeting in due course. You will
need to provide an email address so that the meeting invite can be sent to you.

1.11

The Working Group will make recommendations to the Southern IFCA Authority on the
17th March 2022 regarding whether there is a need to revoke, amend or introduce any
new permit conditions and whether there is a need to make any changes to the existing
permit fees. The Authority will also be presented with a Summary of Responses from
the consultation, including feedback given at the virtual consultation meeting.

1.11

Permit Holders will be notified of the outcome of the review following the meeting of
the Southern IFCA Authority in March and prior to the issuing of the 2022-2023 permits.

Section 2 - Questions
Name*:
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
*You do not have provide this information if you wish your response to be anonymous. Any
responses received will be treated in confidence.
How do you wish to be contacted:
□ Email, If so, please provide email address………………………………………………………
□ Post
Do you wish to attend the virtual consultation meeting?
□ Yes (please ensure you have provided an email address above. Without an email address
we will not be able to send you an invite to the meeting)
□ No

Please provide an explanation with all of your responses.
Question 1: Would you support the introduction of a permit condition to manage the saltmarsh
around Green Island? (Please refer to Section 3 for further information)
Question 2: Are there any gear methodologies or technologies that you would like to be
considered for use under the permit?
Question 3: Do you feel that the MSC Certification is beneficial to the Poole Harbour Dredge
fishery? (Please refer to Section 3 for further information)
Question 4: Would you support an increase in permit costs considering the information
presented in Section 3.2?
Question 5: Do you have any other feedback or comments on any other aspect of the Poole
Harbour Dredge Permit fishery?

Thank you for your participation in this review

Section 3 – Further Information
3.1 The Green Island Dredge Closure Area
In 2019 the Green Island Saltmarsh Management Area was introduced as a voluntary
agreement which created an area around Green Island in which Permit Holders were asked
not to use dredges.
The saltmarsh around Green Island is low lying and, at certain states of the tide, is submerged
and is not easily visible. Because of this there is the risk of an interaction between a dredge
and saltmarsh. Whilst fishing on saltmarsh is not a common occurrence and often accidental,
shellfish beds occur in close proximity to the saltmarsh at Green Island and therefore dredging
in this area can result in accidental interactions and has the potential to impact the root system
of neighbouring saltmarsh.
The saltmarsh around Green Island falls within the Poole Harbour Special Protection Area
(SPA) and is a supporting habitat for the bird species under this designation.
The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 outlines
how SPAs are to be managed. Under this regulation, Southern IFCA has a duty to ensure that
fishing activity does not damage, disturb, or lead to a deterioration of any species or habitat
which receives protection under an SPA designation. In Poole Harbour, any damage,
disturbance, or deterioration of the saltmarsh at Green Island may have an impact on the bird
species designated under the SPA which use this habitat for feeding, roosting and breeding.
Following a number of incursions into this area during 2021, on 13th October 2021 the Authority
made the Green Island Dredge Closure Area Emergency Byelaw1 in order to protect the
saltmarsh habitat surrounding Green Island in Poole Harbour.
This byelaw prohibits a person, on board or by means of a vessel, from using, retaining on
board, storing or transporting a dredge within the Green Island Dredge Closure Area.
The decision by the Authority to introduce a time limited Emergency Byelaw was based on the
potential for dredge fishing to have an irreversible effect on the condition of saltmarsh habitat.
Following the introduction of The Emergency Byelaw, the Authority committed to undertake a
review of evidence in order to understand the potential for interactions between the dredge
fishery and saltmarsh. This review will form one aspect of evidence presented to a Working
Group in February for consideration.

3.2 Marine Stewardship Council Certification
The Poole Harbour Clam and Cockle Fishery was certified under the Marine Stewardship
Council (MSC) Sustainability Standard in 2018 and was the first fishery globally to be certified
simultaneously under both the MSC Standard and the Seafish Responsible Fishing Scheme.
The MSC Certification requires an annual audit which the Southern IFCA and the Poole and
District Fishermen’s Association (PDFA) have undertaken each year since the certification.
1

https://www.southern-ifca.gov.uk/bottom-towed-gears-regulations

The annual cost (approx. £4,500) of this audit has been absorbed by Southern IFCA since
2018.
Since the initial certification, Southern IFCA, the PDFA, permit holders and other external
partners have continued to work together in order to address conditions placed on the fishery.
This has included the implementation of recording catch zones, which are captured on catch
return forms, as well as the recording of any interactions with endangered, threatened and
protected species (collectively known as ETP species). These initiatives have enabled the
fishery to meet the MSC requirements within the five-year period since the initial certification.
This is a great achievement and highlights the hard work put in by all parties to implement
these measures as part of the permit conditions.
During the time that the MSC Certification has been in place, the Poole fishery has been
recognised nationally and internationally as an example of best practice in the development
of a sustainable dredge fishery and has received three awards. The Certification has also
provided access to markets that were previously inaccessible and Poole Harbour clams and
cockles are now more widely available including in national branches of Waitrose
supermarkets.
The MSC Certification of the fishery will require renewal in 2023. The renewal process needs
to start at the time of the next surveillance audit which will be in September 2022. At this time
the fishery will be fully re-assessed under each of the principles of the MSC Certification.
The renewal process is anticipated to cost in the region of £32,000. This estimated cost,
spread over five years would represent a cost uplift to each Permit Holder of approximately
£142.00. For note, this figure does not consider the cost implications upon Southern IFCA in
the administration and facilitation of the re-certification process, nor the yearly MSC audit costs
(approx. £4,500) which are absorbed by the Authority on an annual basis.

3.3 Minimum Conservation Reference Sizes
The Authority currently manage compliance with the Minimum Conservation Reference Sizes
under the Southern IFCA MCRS Byelaw2. Following a formal request from the Poole and
District Fisherman’s Association (PDFA), the Authority will be seeking legal advice regarding
the potential to include a further MCRS provision under the Permit Conditions.

2

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Byelaws/SIFCA-MCRS-Byelaw.pdf
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Title: Permit Holder Consultation on Review of Permit Conditions under the Poole Harbour
Dredge Permit Byelaw
Author: S Birchenough
About this document: This document has been developed to summarise the consultation
with Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw Permit Holders undertaken by Southern IFCA
between 2nd December 2021 and 6th January 2022 and on 17th February 2022 as part of a
review of permit conditions under the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw. The responses
received by the Authority have been summarised in this document. In determining the most
suitable next steps, Members of the Authority will have access to the full package of responses
received, together with any accompanying evidence.
Further Copies:
This document is available in electronic format from the Southern IFCA website at
https://www.southern-ifca.gov.uk/live-consultations
Alternatively, a hard copy can be obtained from the Southern IFCA Office:
Unit 3 Holes Bay Park
Sterte Avenue West
Poole
Dorset
BH15 2AA
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1. Introduction
The Poole Harbour Dredge Permit byelaw (PHDPB) regulates dredging for shellfish in Poole
Harbour through the annual issue of permits. The byelaw allows the Southern IFCA Authority
to attach conditions to the permit relating to the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Catch restrictions and reporting;
Gear types;
Gear construction and restrictions;
Spatial and temporal restrictions;
The fitting of specified equipment to vessels.

Section 10 of the PHDPB allows the Authority to attach, vary or revoke conditions attached to
the permit.
Section 11 of the PHDPB sets out that the Authority will review the suitability of permit
conditions, permit fees and limitations on the number of permits every three years or sooner
in accordance with a set procedure. The last review of permit conditions was carried out in
2019.
It was determined by the Southern IFCA Technical Advisory Committee on the 4th November
2021 that a review of the PHDPB permit conditions is required prior to their issuing for the
forthcoming 2022-23 season. This review is driven by:
(a) the need to consider a longer-term management solution for the protection of saltmarsh
habitat around Green Island, currently managed under the Green Island Dredge Closure Area
Emergency Byelaw.
Additional aspects of the fishery and permit conditions which are also considered under the
review include:
(b) the need to consider the cost implication for the re-certification of the Poole Harbour dredge
fishery under the Marine Stewardship Council Certification for years 2023-2028.
(c) the ability to include Minimum Conservation Reference Size within the permit conditions,
driven by a formal request from the Poole and District Fishermen’s Association

2. The Review Process
This review commenced in December 2021 and permit holders were given the opportunity to
provide written feedback in response to set questions relating to saltmarsh management at
Green Island, gear methodologies and technologies, the MSC certification and permit costs.
In addition, permit holders were invited to provide any additional feedback regarding any other
aspect of the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Fishery.
This summary of responses document summarises the responses received during this
consultation.
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3. Responses to the Consultation
3.1 Summary of Engagement
Information on the consultation between 2nd December 2021 and 6th January 2022 was
provided to all permit holders (45) in writing. The package contained a covering letter (annex
1) and a Consultation Document (annex 2). Permit holders were invited to submit responses
to the questions outlined in Section 2 of the Consultation Document which included the ability
to provide any other feedback or comments on any non-specified aspect of the Poole Harbour
Dredge Permit fishery. As part of the consultation package, permit holders were also informed
of the review process and were invited to indicate whether they wished to attend a virtual
consultation meeting in February 2022 at which they would have the opportunity to provide
feedback on the recommendations from the Working Group of Authority Members.
During the consultation period permit holders were spoken to by Officers during both land and
sea patrols and reminded of the need to provide a written response and the submission
deadline.

3.2 Responses Received
Responses to the review were received as follows:
Number of written responses received from permit holders
between 2nd December 2021 and 6th January 2022
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4. Summary of Responses
A summary of the responses received to each of the questions in Section 2 of the Consultation
Document is provided in this section. Please note, not all respondents provided a response to
all of the questions.

Question 1: Would you support the introduction of a permit condition to manage the
saltmarsh around Green Island?
Yes
No

3 respondents (38%)
4 respondents (50%)

Respondents who supported the introduction of a permit condition provided the following
comments:
• The area has been in place for three years and permit holders have already had to indicate
that they agreed to comply with the voluntary agreement in the permit declaration which
is signed with the permit application.
• There have been breaches of both the voluntary agreement and the Emergency Byelaw,
a breach of regulations for this area should result in legal action.
• That having a permit condition would remove the need for a separate byelaw.
Respondents who did not support the introduction of a permit condition provided the following
comments:

5

• It was felt that fishers who had abided by the voluntary agreement for the protection of
saltmarsh around Green Island were being punished because of the actions of a few
fishers who did not abide by the voluntary agreement.
• The IFCA should have done more to prevent non-compliance with the voluntary
agreement.
• Fishers who fished inside the marked area at Green Island should have been given an
extensive fine (recommended £5,000 to £10,000).
• For the last 40 years saltmarsh in Poole Harbour has been disappearing, the only reason
why Green Island is being managed is because the owner does not like fisherman being
near the island.
• The loss of saltmarsh is due to deepening and widening of the shipping channels and an
increase in the number of marinas. The fishermen are being made scapegoats.
• One respondent indicated that he understood the value of saltmarsh but felt that the clam
fishery is not responsible for the decline in this habitat and that there is no proof or
evidence to suggest that they are. It was felt that saltmarsh at Green Island is not
disappearing any faster than anywhere else in the Harbour. Holes Bay was provided as
an example of an area where saltmarsh is declining but dredge fishery is prohibited, in
this area the only dredging which takes place is maintenance dredging for the marinas.
The same respondent stated that climate change and run-off from farmland may also be
playing a role in saltmarsh decline. It was felt that saltmarsh decline will continue but due
to factors other than fishing and that it is unreasonable for a regulating authority to impose
restrictions without supporting evidence.

Question 2: Are there any gear methodologies or technologies that you would like to be
considered for use under the permit?
One respondent stated that water cooling of pumps should be introduced and required by the
2023-2024 fishing season. It was felt that this would reduce the noise created by fishing activity
and would not be difficult for fishers to implement.
An opinion shared by more than one respondent was that the IFCA should not allow the use
of grading machines/mechanised graders for the sorting of catch. It was commented that the
fishery was always meant to be a hand-worked fishery which should mean that grading has to
be carried out by hand a not a machine. There were concerns over the legal basis for using a
mechanised grading machine as it was felt that the process results in undersized shellfish
being kept on the vessel for longer rather than being returned forthwith as is required and
achieved currently by those using a hand-operated riddle.
Further comments were made on the sorting and grading of shellfish with a suggestion for the
use of a grill with 20mm bar spacing for both clams and cockles with only hard-shelled clams
being measured using a gauge. It was suggested that the sorting grills could be made by
nominated contractors, paid for by the boat owner and stamped with the boat registration
number. It was felt that the Southern IFCA could then use the same grill to measure fishers’
catch rather than gauging. It was felt that the current method where fishers have to use a
gauge issued by the IFCA and then catches may be checked by an Officer with a Vernier
gauge creates problems.
One respondent raised the issue of engine size being used in the fishery. They commented
that the fishery had started with Poole canoes and small dory vessels but has now been
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overtaken by catamarans with large outboard engines. It was felt that these engines are of
greater horsepower than is stated and it was queried whether the use of larger engines is in
line with the fishery remaining sustainable.
One respondent stated that they would not like to see any further gear methodologies or
technologies introduced in the fishery as it would lead to greater efficiency and in turn greater
catches. It was felt that there are already too many permits issued and the fishery is already
fishing at maximum sustainable capacity.

Question 3: Do you feel that the MSC Certification is beneficial to the Poole Harbour Dredge
fishery?
Yes
No

7 respondents (88%)
2 respondents (25%)

Respondents who felt that the MSC Certification is beneficial to the fishery provided the
following comments:
• The certification is most certainly a benefit to the fishery.
• The MSC certification is of benefit to the fishery as a whole. As an individual fisher there
has not been a premium price paid because of the MSC certification. The cost of the
certification is extremely high and, if possible, should be negotiated to a reasonable price.
The cost that a buyer has to pay to become certified themselves is also too high which is
why only one buyer has done so.
Respondents who felt that the MSC Certification is not beneficial to the fishery provided the
following comments:
• The MSC Certification is not beneficial to permit holders, only the buyers of the catch.
• One respondent stated that they did not see any benefit at this moment in time as prices
for catch are already reduced by the price being undercut by the landing of large quantities
of undersized shellfish.
• Clams and cockles that end up in Waitrose only benefit the fish merchants, the price for
cockles goes from £2.50 per kilo from the boat to £14.95 per kilo online and for Poole
clams goes from £3.00 per kilo from the boat to £15.95 per kilo online. The scheme should
not be paid for by the fishermen that support these merchants.

Question 4: Would you support an increase in permit costs considering the information
provided in Section 3.2 of the Consultation Document?
Yes
No

2 respondents (25%)
5 respondents (63%)

Respondents who supported an increase in permit costs provided the following comments:
• Yes to an increase, suggest that the IFCA explore the MSC recertification fund to provide
additional help with the cost of the recertification.
• One permit holder indicated that they supported an increase of permit costs by £100.
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• Support for an increase in permit costs but the cost of the MSC recertification should be
negotiated because the price is unfathomable and not justifiable.
Respondents who did not support an increase in permit costs provided the following
comments:
• The current cost of the permit must already cover the cost of running the fishery.
• The permit cost has already risen 100% since the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit replaced
the Poole Clam Licence. If perpetrators who land undersized shellfish and flout
regulations could be appropriately dealt with by substantial incremental fines/removal of
licences, then the permit fee could increase as the fishery would be more sustainable.

Question 5: Do you have any other feedback or comments on any other aspect of the Poole
Harbour Dredge Permit fishery?
Five of the respondents provided comment on other aspects of the fishery. Several
respondents stated that more needed to be done to reduce the landing of undersized shellfish.
It was stated that the landing of undersized shellfish prevents the Poole fishery from operating
sustainably.
It was suggested by multiple respondents that permits should be withdrawn for breaches of
permit conditions and that this would be supported by a large percentage of the permit holders.
It was commented that this was a condition of the Poole Clam Licence (prior to the Poole
Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw) where one fisheries offence would result in the loss of the
licence. It was felt that the revocation of a permit would not prevent a fisherman from earning
a living as the registered fishing vessel could be used for other types of activity where a permit
is not required.
One respondent felt that there was a lack of stock on the ground and that there would be
significantly lower landings seen for the 2021 fishing season. It was stated that this was due
to the landing of undersized shellfish and that an effect on the fishing stock and catch rates
would be seen for the next two fishing seasons.
One respondent queried the availability of lease ground under the Poole Harbour Fishery
Order 2015. It was stated that fishers were informed around 10 years ago that it would be
possible to acquire lease ground and requested that an updated position and details of the
current access policy are provided.
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5. Virtual Permit Holder Meeting
A virtual meeting was held with Permit Holders on 17th February 2022 to present available
data and discuss options. Permit Holders were provided with details on how to register interest
in attending the meeting during the initial consultation phase and through a subsequent letter,
sent to all Permit holders at the start of February.
At the meeting Members were presented with the following management options:
i)
ii)

iii)

iv)

An uplift in the annual permit fee of £75
A closure area around Green Island, regulated through the Poole Harbour Dredge
Permit which would prohibit the use, retention on board, storage or transportation
of a dredge
• Proposed closure area mirrors that used in the Green Island Dredge Closure
Area Emergency Byelaw and the preceding voluntary agreement
Two closure areas at Seagull Island, regulations through the Poole Harbour
Dredge Permit which would prohibit the use, retention on board, storage or
transportation of a dredge
• The closure areas incorporated a 20m buffer around saltmarsh habitat and
boundary lines drawn so as to create simple shapes with the minimum number
of points
The replacement of the ‘Poole Harbour Roosting Sites Code of Practice’ with the
‘Poole Harbour Saltmarsh Protection Code of Practice’, a voluntary management
measure
• The provision in the CoP was proposed as ‘Within Poole Harbour, to prevent
disturbance to breeding and roosting birds and to protect their supporting
habitat, no person should fish using a dredge within 19m of saltmarsh’

5.1 Summary of Responses
Two permit holders attended the virtual meeting on 17th February 2022. The verbal feedback
provided at the meeting is summarised below under four categories: the permit fee,
management of saltmarsh habitat at Green Island, management of saltmarsh habitat at
Seagull Island, management of saltmarsh habitat in the wider Harbour.

The Permit Fee
•

The feedback was supportive of an uplift in the permit fee of £75. Comments were
received that the annual permit fee could be increased further as the fishery is valuable
and the MSC Certification is very beneficial.

Saltmarsh Management at Green Island
• There are concerns that there is less saltmarsh at Green Island than is shown by the
habitat layer
• The boundary of the closed area should be closer to the saltmarsh
• There is concern that the area will be fished illegally or subject to shore gathering activity
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• The three saltmarsh areas shown to the far south of Green Island are now only mud,
these areas are very low in the water, and it is felt that there is no longer anything growing
there
• There are concerns that the shape of the management area is too complicated and that
more straight lines and less points would aid fishers in navigating the area, particularly in
windy weather where there is a chance that fishers could end up in the closed area
accidentally.

Saltmarsh Management at Seagull Island
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A buffer around the saltmarsh of 20m is too large
The overall management area is also too large
It was queried why there has to be a defined closed area in addition to a buffer zone
The saltmarsh data being used to determine management areas is out of date and does
not reflect the current extent of saltmarsh at Seagull Island
o The northern part of the island group remains unchanged from what it was many
years ago
o The southern and western edges have deteriorated beyond what is shown in the
habitat layer, they are reducing by approximately 6-10ft per year. These sides are the
most exposed sites, it is exposure which creates most of the saltmarsh loss seen in
the Harbour
o Protection of the saltmarsh from exposure could be achieved through a sea wall
There is plenty of data to show how saltmarsh has declined across Poole Harbour over
the years
There would be a high risk of illegal activity within a closed area at Seagull Island
This area is very important for fishers, a closed area here would be a big loss to the fishery
Fishing currently takes place within the proposed 20m buffer zone
Using mean high water spring tide levels to create a buffer is not appropriate at Seagull
Island as the water depth is very shallow
The two southern islands should not be contained within one closed area, the gap
between those two islands is fished and is a large area to close to activity
The boundary line of the closed area needs to be closer to the saltmarsh
The use of voluntary measures is not ideal as they will not be adhered to

Saltmarsh Management in the wider Harbour
•
•
•
•
•
•

The Keysworth Spit area (Figure 7D) has deteriorated to less than a 10m wide area of
saltmarsh
Fishers don’t put closed areas in their plotters, they use visual markers such as sticks,
landmarks etc. it will be difficult for fishers to know where the areas in the Code of
Practice are located
Concern was raised that the saltmarsh data is incorrect and has deteriorated from what
is shown
Looking at fishing activity data overlaid with a 20m buffer currently shows activity within
that buffer area but where the saltmarsh has reduced further from what is shown, the
20m buffer would be in a different place with less overlap from fishing activity
It was suggested that a 10m buffer be used instead which would consider that the water
depth around saltmarsh is very shallow, the buffer should not be based on mean high
water spring tide level
There is a lot of weed in the Harbour which already prevents dredge fishing close to
saltmarsh. The occurrence of this weed is becoming more regular due to increased
levels of nitrates and phosphates in the water.
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6. Next Steps
This summary of responses document will be shared by email with all individuals who
responded to the consultation once signed off by the Authority. The document will also be
posted on the Authority’s website.
In addition to the responses received during the consultation, the Authority will source the best
available evidence in order to support the review. The Authority will then decide what changes,
if any, are required to permit conditions and the permit fee.
In making a decision, Members will consider the available evidence in conjunction with:
• Southern IFCAs’ duties under Sections (153) and (154) of the Marine and Coastal Access
Act 2009.
• Any available scientific and survey data.
• Any statutory advice provided by Natural England.
• Any Habitats Regulations Assessment.
• Any Impact Assessment relating to any proposed changes to additional permit conditions
or permit fees.
• Any legal advice received.
Any decision on changes to permit conditions and the permit fee will be communicated to all
permit holders following the Authority meeting.
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Annex 1: Letter to Permit Holders on the Review of Permit
Conditions

2 December 2021

Dear Permit Holder,
Poole Harbour Dredge Permit – 2021/22 Review
Southern IFCA are undertaking a review of permit conditions and permit fees prior to the issuing
of Poole Harbour Dredge Permits for the 2022-2023 season. As a Permit Holder within this fishery,
we would like to take this opportunity to invite you to take part in this review.
The Consultation Document included with this letter outlines the scope of the review and how to
participate, as well as detailing how your responses feed into the review process.
A series of questions are provided in Section 2 of the Consultation Document in order to guide
your feedback, however the submission of any additional information or evidence relevant to this
review is encouraged.
The consultative stage of the review will run from Thursday 2nd December 2021 to Thursday 6th
January 2022. You can submit a response by email to: enquiries@southern-ifca.gov.uk, or by post
to the address at the head of this letter.
Any feedback we receive from you will be considered by an Authority Working Group in February
in combination with other sources of evidence feeding into this review.
Following the Working Group, IFCOs will be holding a virtual consultation meeting with Permit
Holders in order to discuss any potential changes to permit conditions and permit fees. Please
refer to the Consultation Document for details on how to register your interest in attendance at the
virtual meeting.
Thank you for your continued engagement in the management of this fishery. As a Permit Holder,
your participation in this review provides you with a valuable opportunity to steer the future
management of your fishery.

Yours sincerely,

Sarah Birchenough
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Officer, Southern IFCA
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Annex 2: Questions provided in Section 2 of the Permit Holder
Consultation Document

Name*:
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
*You do not have provide this information if you wish your response to be anonymous. Any
responses received will be treated in confidence.
How do you wish to be contacted:
□ Email, If so, please provide email address………………………………………………………
□ Post
Do you wish to attend the virtual consultation meeting?
□ Yes (please ensure you have provided an email address above. Without an email address
we will not be able to send you an invite to the meeting)
□ No

Please provide an explanation with all of your responses.
Question 1: Would you support the introduction of a permit condition to manage the saltmarsh
around Green Island? (Please refer to Section 3 for further information)
Question 2: Are there any gear methodologies or technologies that you would like to be
considered for use under the permit?
Question 3: Do you feel that the MSC Certification is beneficial to the Poole Harbour Dredge
fishery? (Please refer to Section 3 for further information)
Question 4: Would you support an increase in permit costs considering the information
presented in Section 3.2?
Question 5: Do you have any other feedback or comments on any other aspect of the Poole
Harbour Dredge Permit fishery?

Thank you for your participation in this review
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Annex 3: Letter to Permit Holders, second invite to virtual Permit
Holder Meeting
01 February 2022

Dear Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Holder,
Poole Harbour Dredge Permit – 2021/22 Review
Thank you to those who submitted a response to the consultation, held between 2nd December
2021 and 6th January 2022, for the review of permit conditions under the Poole Harbour Dredge
Permit Byelaw. We would like to invite you to attend a virtual Permit Holder consultation meeting
on Thursday 17th February at 10:00 to present available data from the review and discuss
options.
The areas which will be discussed at the meeting include:
• Management of dredge fishing around saltmarsh in Poole Harbour, including at Green Island
• The permit fee
This meeting will be held using Microsoft Teams and an invite will be sent to you by email, should
you wish to attend. If you wish to attend the meeting it is important that you reply to this letter
by Wednesday 16th February 2022, providing us with your email address. You can reply in
writing, by email or by phone using the details at the top of this letter.
The consultation meeting is an opportunity for you to provide further comment on this review. The
Authority, at their meeting in March 2022, will then decide what changes, if any, are required to
permit conditions and the permit fee, having regard to:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.

the Authority's duties and obligations under sections 153 and 154 of the Marine and Coastal
Access Act 2009;
any available scientific and survey data;
any statutory advice given by Natural England;
any Habitats Regulations Assessment;
an Impact Assessment relating to any proposed changes to additional permit conditions or
permit fees;
any feedback received from consultation with Permit Holders.

Any decision on changes to permit conditions and the permit fee will be communicated to all permit
holders following the Authority meeting.
Thank you for your continued engagement in the management of this fishery. As a Permit Holder,
your participation in this review provides you with a valuable opportunity to steer the future
management of your fishery.

Yours sincerely,

Sarah Birchenough
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Officer, Southern IFCA
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Marked H Annex III

Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw Review of Permit Conditions
February 2022
Cost Calculations for Proposed Increase in Permit Fee
The need to consider the cost implication for the re-certification of the Poole Harbour dredge
fishery under the Marine Stewardship Council Certification for years 2023-2028 forms part of
the review of permit conditions prior to the issuing of the 2022/23 Poole Harbour Dredge
Permit under the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw.
The following costings and calculations have been used to determine that an increase in the
annual permit fee from £600 to £675 will cover the cost of MSC re-certification over the fiveyear period for which the certification is valid along with the total annual cost to Southern IFCA
for administering and managing the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit fishery which is currently
reflected in the permit cost.

Tables 1 and 2 outline the costs to the fishery for both the annual administration and
management of the fishery (table 1) and the costs for the re-certification under the
MSC Standard (table 2), the certification will be valid for a five year period.

Table 1: Annual cost for management and administration of the fishery
Cost Category
Officer Time

Annual Cost (£)
18,923.00

Postage

195.00

Stationary

173.50

Photocopying

29.04

Survey

6,115.00

Total Annual Cost

25,435.54

Table 2: Costs for the re-certification of the Poole Harbour Clam and Cockle Fishery
under the MSC Standard
MSC Re-Certification
Quoted cost from Marine Stewardship Council (£)
*Note expenses are also charged following audit but location of auditor
makes these minimal

Officer Time Cost (£)
Total Cost (£)

22,000.00
2,639.00
24,639.00

It is proposed that the cost of the MSC re-certification is covered over the period of five years
during which the certification is valid by an annual uplift in the permit fee of £75. Increasing
the permit fee to £675 per year per permit results in an excess of income over expenditure of
£11.66 per year. The calculations are shown in table 3 below.

Table 3: Annual costings for the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Fishery including the
cost of the MSC re-certification recovered over a five year period
Costings for Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Fishery
Cost of re-certification per year (split over five-years) (£)

4,927.80

Total annual cost of administration and management of fishery (£)

25,435.54

Total Cost (£)

30,363.34

Current income from permits per year (£) current annual cost of £600

27,000.00

Resulting Excess income over expenditure (£)

-3,363.34

Proposed Income from permits per year (£) proposed annual cost of £675

30,375.00

Resulting Excess income over expenditure (£)

11.66

Marked H Annex IV
Title:

Southern IFCA Poole Harbour Dredge Permit
Byelaw Review of Permit Conditions 2021-22

Impact Assessment (IA)
Date: 01/03/2022

IA No: Southern IFCA 019

Stage: Development/Options

RPC Reference No: N/A
Lead department or agency: Southern Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authority (IFCA)
Other departments or agencies: Department for the Environment,
Fisheries and Rural Affairs, Marine Management Organisation, Natural
England

Source of intervention: Domestic

Summary: Intervention and Options
Total Net Present
Social Value

Type of measure: Secondary legislation
Contact for enquiries:
Pia Bateman,
Acting Chief Officer, Southern IFCA
enquiries@southern-ifca.gov.uk

RPC Opinion: RPC Opinion Status

Cost of Preferred (or more likely) Option (in 2020 prices)
Business Net Present
Net cost to business per
Business Impact Target
Value
year
Status

Qualifying provision
Cannot be monetised

Cannot be monetised

To be completed

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government action or intervention necessary?
There is a need to develop a longer-term management solution for the protection of saltmarsh habitat around Green Island
in Poole Harbour, managed historically under voluntary measures and then subsequently under the Green Island Dredge
Closure Area Emergency Byelaw as a result of a significant increase in non-compliance with voluntary measures during
the 2021 dredge fishing season. In addition, there is concern over dredge fishing taking place in close proximity to
saltmarsh habitat across the wider area of Poole Harbour. Saltmarsh in Poole Harbour is a supporting feature for features
designated under the Poole Harbour Special Protection Area (SPA). Under The Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017 and The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019,
the Southern IFCA has a duty to ensure that fishing activity does not damage, disturb, or lead to a deterioration of any
species or habitat which receives protection under an SPA designation.
There is also a need to consider recovery of the costs associated with the re-certification of the Marine Stewardship Council
Certification of the Poole Harbour Clam and Cockle Fishery. The fishery was first certified in 2018 for a period of five years,
the re-certification process for 2023 needs to start in 2022.
What are the policy objectives of the action or intervention and the intended effects?

a. To introduce effective and robust management for Poole Harbour’s shellfish fisheries.
b. To introduce management for Poole Harbour’s shellfish fisheries following the expiry of the Poole Harbour
Regulating Order in June 2015.
c. To further the conservation objectives of Poole Harbour’s environmentally designated areas through
protecting over-wintering and nesting bird populations within Poole Harbour.
d. To enhance the environmental, socio-economic and fisheries sustainability of Poole Harbour.
It is anticipated that this will be achieved through:
- Providing protection to saltmarsh supporting habitat
- Cost recovery of the costs associated with the re-certification
What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please justify preferred
option (further details in Evidence Base)
0. Do nothing.
1. Introduce permit conditions under the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit to prohibit the use, retention on board, storage
or transportation of a dredge within closed areas at Green Island and Seagull Island and increase the permit fee by
£75 per year.
2. Create a Southern IFCA byelaw to implement dredge closed areas at Green Island and Seagull Island.
3. Voluntary measures.
All options are compared to Option 0, the preferred option is Option 1.

Is this measure likely to impact on international trade and investment?

1

N/A

Are any of these organisations in scope?
What is the CO2 equivalent
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)

change

in

greenhouse

gas

Micro

Small

Medium

Large

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

emissions?

Traded:

Non-traded:

N/A

N/A

Will the policy be reviewed? It will be reviewed. If applicable, set review date: 01/2025
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it represents a
reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Chair:

Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option 2

Description:
FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT
Price
Year

Base

PV Base
Year

COSTS (£m)

Time Period
Years

Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m)
Low: Optional

Total Transition
(Constant Price)

Low

Optional

High

Optional

Best Estimate

Years

High: Optional

Best Estimate: -£ To be
completed

Average Annual

Total Cost

(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)

(Present Value)

-

To be completed

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

To be completed following decision by Authority at March Meeting

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

As a consequence of loss of access and catches there is the potential for fishers and related businesses to
experience a loss in income as a result of the recommended permit conditions. There is also the potential for
the displacement of fishing effort to other areas, potentially creating additional conflict with other users and
increases in fishing effort in other areas of Poole Harbour. It is not possible to estimate the additional cost to
enforcement as likely levels of compliance are not known.

BENEFITS (£m)

Total Transition
(Constant Price)

Years

Average Annual

Total Benefit

(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)

(Present Value)

Low

Optional

Optional

Optional

High

Optional

Optional

Optional

-

-

-

Best Estimate

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

It is not possible to estimate monetised benefits at this point.
Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

The recommended measures have environmental benefits through the protection of supporting habitats for
designated features of the Poole Harbour SPA which may otherwise be vulnerable to potentially damaging
fishing techniques. The development of management of sensitive habitats will aid the fishery in achieving recertification under the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) Standard, with certification of the fishery first being
achieved in 2018 for a period of five years and the re-certification process commencing in 2022. This recertification process will be able to be undertaken as a result of an increase in the permit fee. The protection
of intertidal mud around saltmarsh areas as a consequence of the implementation of a buffer zone will also
provide further environmental benefits to another supporting habitat for the SPA.
Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks

Discount rate (%)

Information has been gathered from stakeholders through stakeholder consultation and meetings. Information
gathered from IFCA officers’ and Members’ personal knowledge is anecdotal. A key assumption of intervention
is that there will be compliance with the measures and that the measures will achieve the policy objectives.
Costs to fisher have been calculated based on three years of fishery-dependent catch data supplied by Permit
Holders through monthly catch return forms. Costs attributed to proposed closed areas within a wider fishing
zone assumes that fishing effort is spread equally across the fishing zone and that all parts of each fishing
zone are equally valuable to the fishers. Costs are based on the estimated maximum price per kg for each
species caught in each area, the value of catch per kg was obtained from the fishing industry.
BUSINESS ASSESSMENT (Option 1)
Direct impact on business (Equivalent Annual) £:
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Costs:
£

Benefits:

N/A

Net:
£To be
completed

Score for Business Impact Target (qualifying
provisions only) £m:
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Evidence Base
1 Problem Under Consideration and Rationale for Intervention
1.1

This Impact Assessment (IA) is for the introduction of new permit conditions, specific to the
management of saltmarsh habitat in Poole Harbour, under the Poole Harbour Dredge
Permit for 2022/23 and an increase in the permit fee under the Southern IFCA Poole
Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw. The measures will manage dredge fishing in proximity to
two areas of saltmarsh identified as being at risk from the activity and allow for the recertification of the fishery under the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) Standard. These
proposals have been developed through a Review of Permit Conditions which commenced
in November 2021.

1.2

The dredge fishery for shellfish in Poole Harbour will be referred to in the rest of the
document as the Poole Harbour dredge fishery. The fishery has been managed under the
Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw since 1st July 2015 through a limited entry permit
system (45 permits issued annually) with technical management measures contained
within conditions attached to the permit. The fishing season runs from 25th May to 23rd
December annually and permit conditions contain regulations relating to catch restrictions
and reporting, gear types, gear construction and restrictions, spatial and temporal
restrictions, and the fitting of specified equipment to vessels. There is an annual fee for a
permit which is currently £600 per year.

1.3

Section 11 of the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw states “the Authority shall review
the suitability of permit conditions, permit fees and limitations on the number of permits
every three years or sooner”, in accordance with a defined procedure. It was determined
by the Southern IFCA Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on 4th November 2021 that a
review of permit conditions was required prior to their issuing for the forthcoming 2022-23
season. This review was driven by the need to consider long-term management for the
protection of saltmarsh around Green Island which has been managed to date through
voluntary measures and subsequently the Green Island Dredge Closure Area Emergency
Byelaw. The review also considered management of saltmarsh across the wider area of
Poole Harbour, the cost implication for the re-certification of the Poole Harbour dredge
fishery under the Marine Stewardship Council Certification for years 2023-2028 and the
ability to include Minimum Conservation Reference Size within the permit conditions,
driven by a formal request from the Poole and District Fishermen’s Association.

1.4

The aspects of the review being considered in this Impact Assessment are the measures
relating to the management of saltmarsh through permit conditions and the permit fee.

1.5

Saltmarsh in Poole Harbour is a supporting habitat for features of the Poole Harbour
Special Protection Area (SPA) which forms part of the UK National Site Network.

1.6

The National Site Network is a network of protected sites which are designated for rare
and threatened species and rare natural habitat types. These sites include Special Areas
of Conservation (SAC) and Special Protection Areas (SPA), designated under the EC
Habitats Directive 1992 and EC Birds Directive 2009 (amended), respectively. The
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, as amended by The
Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019,
transposes the land and marine aspects of the Habitats Directive and the Wild Birds
Directive into domestic law, and outlines how the National Site Network will be managed
and reflect any changes required by EU Exit.
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1.7

Southern IFCA has duties under Regulation 9 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017 as a competent authority, with functions relevant to marine conservation,
to exercise those functions so as to secure compliance with the Habitats Directive and
Birds Directives.

1.8

Article 4(4) of the Birds Directive states that ‘Member states shall take appropriate steps
to avoid …deterioration of habitats or any disturbances affecting the birds, in so far as
these would be significant having regard to the objectives of this Article’.

1.9

Poole Harbour is also designated as a Ramsar site, and as such is recognised as a wetland
of international importance designated under the Ramsar Convention.

1.10 Poole Harbour is also designated as a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) under the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). The citation for the SSSI states “Poole
Harbour is one of the largest natural harbours in the world, a very high proportion of its
area comprising intertidal marshes and mudflats. These, together with the permanent
channels, support large number of wintering wildfowl and waders, for which Poole Harbour
has national and international significance.”
1.11 Section 28G of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) defines ‘section 28G
authorities’, including the Southern IFCA, who have a duty to take reasonable steps,
consistent with the proper exercise of their functions, to further the conservation and
enhancement of the flora, fauna or geological or physiological features by reason of which
the site is of special scientific interest.
1.12 Dredge fishing can potentially cause negative outcomes as a result of ‘market failures’.
These failures can be described as:
• Negative externalities – Negative externalities occur when the cost of damage to the
marine environment is not fully borne by the users causing the damage. In many cases
no monetary value is attached to the goods and services provided by the marine
environment, and this can lead to more damage occurring than would occur if the users
had to pay the price of damage. Even for those marine harvestable goods that are
traded (such as wild fish), market prices often do not reflect the full economic cost of
the exploitation or of any damage caused to the environment by that exploitation.
1.13 There is a potential market failure of ‘Negative Externalities’ within the Poole Harbour
dredge fishery. The implementation of new conditions under the Poole Harbour Dredge
Permit aims to redress these sources of market failure in the marine environment through
the following ways:
• Management measures will provide suitable mitigation of the fishery the marine
environment.
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1.14 The Poole Harbour Clam and Cockle Fishery was certified under the Marine Stewardship
Council (MSC) Sustainability Standard in 2018 and was the first fishery globally to be
certified simultaneously under both the MSC Standard and the Seafish Responsible
Fishing Scheme. The MSC Certification requires an annual audit which the Southern IFCA
and the Poole and District Fishermen’s Association (PDFA) have undertaken each year
since the certification. The annual cost (approx. £4,500) of this audit has been absorbed
by Southern IFCA since 2018.
1.15 During the time that the MSC Certification has been in place, the Poole fishery has been
recognised nationally and internationally as an example of best practice in the development
of a sustainable dredge fishery and has received three awards. The Certification has also
provided access to markets that were previously inaccessible and Poole Harbour clams
and cockles are now more widely available including in national branches of Waitrose
supermarkets.
1.16 The MSC Certification of the fishery will require renewal in 2023. The renewal process
needs to start at the time of the next surveillance audit which will be in September 2022.
At this time the fishery will be fully re-assessed under each of the principles of the MSC
Certification. The cost of the re-certification has been quoted as £22,000 (plus minimal
expenses) with an anticipated staffing resource cost of £2,639.

Best Available Evidence: Saltmarsh Habitat
1.17 In Poole Harbour, the features of the SPA use saltmarsh habitat for feeding, roosting and
breeding. It is a listed supporting non-breeding habitat for Annex 1 species Avocet, Little
egret and Eurasian spoonbill1, regularly occurring migrant species Black-tailed godwit and
Shelduck2 and the waterbird assemblage3 and is listed as a supporting breeding habitat for
Common tern, Sandwich tern and Mediterranean gull (all Annex 1 species1). For the
Mediterranean gull, Seagull Island in the Wareham Channel is identified as the location for
the only confirmed breeding colony of this species in Poole Harbour. In addition to
supporting the features of the SPA, saltmarsh habitat provides important ecosystem
services including being a nursery area for juvenile fish, in coastal protection and as a
modest but sustained sink for atmospheric carbon dioxide (Moller et al., 2001; Burden et
al., 2013).
1.18 Advice from Natural England outlining the potential impacts of shellfish dredging on the
nature conservation features of the Poole Harbour SPA, highlighted a concern related to
the potential erosion of saltmarsh taking place where shellfish dredging occurs in close
proximity to this habitat type. Whilst fishing on saltmarsh is not a common occurrence,
dredging has the potential to result in accidental interactions which could impact the root
system of the saltmarsh. In addition, fishing in close proximity to this habitat may cause an
impact through changes in sedimentary conditions and increased wave exposure.
1.19 Physical mechanisms resulting in changes to saltmarsh include a lack of sediment in the
system (Ravens et al., 2009) which can also be caused by sea level rise (Townend et al.,
2007), maintenance/capital dredging or other disturbance mechanisms which create
changes to the tidal prism that then result in saltmarsh retreat (Cox et al., 2003), storms
and extreme weather events (Gardiner, 2015) and increased wave action at the edge of
saltmarsh with waves from boat wakes noted to contribute to front erosion of marshes
1 Species listed in Annex 1 of the EC Birds Directive (2009/147/EC)
2 Regularly occurring migratory species not listed in Annex 1 of the EC Birds Directive
3 Cumulative reference for regular use of Poole Harbour by over 20,000 waterfowl or 20,000 seabirds in any season
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(Burd, 1992; Ravens et al., 2009). It is agreed that multiple drivers are likely to be
responsible for saltmarsh decline (Gardiner, 2015). There are no studies directly on
impacts from fishing activity, however a PhD thesis examining saltmarsh change in Poole
Harbour identified fishing activity as being a potential additional human driver for saltmarsh
change, although further work would be required to determine the exact nature and scale
of any impact (Gardiner, 2015).
1.20 Gardiner (2015) summarises saltmarsh loss in Poole Harbour post-1920s stating that
following a significant expansion due to the colonisation of Spartina anglica between 1900
and 1920, saltmarsh in the Harbour has declined since 1920, a trend which is reflected in
the most recent data (published 2015). The study notes that whilst saltmarsh area in Poole
Harbour has declined in the latter half of the 20th Century, changes are complex with both
biological and anthropogenic drivers contributing to the net loss seen (Gardiner, 2005). It
is identified that there is a net loss of saltmarsh in the Harbour but that the rate of decline
is thought to be decreasing (Gardiner, 2005).
1.21 One of the specific studies carried out by Gardiner (2015) utilised a variety of methods to
quantify historic saltmarsh change in Poole Harbour between 1947 and 2005. The results
of this study showed that areas at Seagull Island and Green Island were exhibiting a net
loss of saltmarsh with a decline of 59.1% and 78.3% respectively during that period.
Additional net loss of saltmarsh was noted at Rockley Spit, Arne Bay, Holes Bay, Round
and Long Islands, the outer part of Wych and Middlebere Lakes, The Wards, Ower Bay,
Newton Bay, Brands Bay, Furzey Island and a discrete area at Sandbanks. Net gain of
saltmarsh habitat was also observed in The Holton Mere and Keysworth area (referred to
as Wareham West) and the inner reaches of Wych and Middlebere Lakes.

History of Saltmarsh Management for the Poole Harbour Dredge Fishery
1.22 Saltmarsh habitat in the wider area of Poole Harbour has been managed for the Poole
Harbour Dredge Permit Fishery through voluntary measures since the introduction of the
Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw on 1st July 2015. A summary of this management
is given below:
2015: The ‘Seagull Island Code of Practice’ was issued to permit holders as part of the
permit pack. This CoP was a voluntary measure which aimed to prevent disturbance to
breeding Mediterranean gulls through a number of points which fishers were asked to
observe when carrying out dredge fishing activity in the area of Seagull Island between
25th May and 1st July each year.
• Avoid dredge fishing between the three parts of Seagull Island
• Avoid contact between a vessel and any part of Seagull Island
• Avoid landing or disembarking on any part of Seagull Island
• When moving around or between parts of Seagull Island keep speed to a maximum of
10 knots
• Avoid excessive noise, beyond that caused by deployment of gear, when in close
proximity to any part of Seagull Island
2016: The Code of Practice was developed into the ‘Poole Harbour Roosting Sites Code
of Practice’ which, still as a voluntary measure, including measures for wider saltmarsh
areas in Poole Harbour, in addition to maintaining the above requirements for Seagull
Island. These measures aimed to prevent disturbance to breeding and roosting bird
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species and promote the protection of supporting breeding habitat within specific areas of
Poole Harbour. Fishers were encourage to observe the following points when dredge
fishing in Poole Harbour during the whole fishing season (25th May to 23rd December).
• Avoid fishing in close proximity to saltmarsh areas
• When moving around areas of saltmarsh keep speed to a maximum of 6 knots
• Avoid landing or disembarking on any saltmarsh area
• Avoid contact between a vessel and any part of the saltmarsh
• When operating in areas defined under section 5.4 of the Poole Harbour Dredge permit
during the period when these areas are open between 1st July and 1st November avoid
excessive noise, beyond that caused by deployment of gear
1.23 In 2019, concerns were raised over fishers in the dredge fishery fishing in close proximity
to saltmarsh habitat around Green Island. As a result, the Green Island Saltmarsh
Management Area was introduced as a voluntary agreement which created a management
area around Green Island within which permit holders in the fishery were asked not to use
dredges. The closed area was marked by a series of 13 buoys.
1.24 The saltmarsh around Green Island is low lying and, at certain states of the tide, is
submerged and is not easily visible. Because of this, it was identified that there was a risk
of an interaction occurring between a dredge and the saltmarsh. It was recognised that,
whilst fishing on saltmarsh is not a common occurrence and when it does occur is often
accidental, shellfish beds occur in close proximity to the saltmarsh at Green Island and
therefore dredging in that area could result in accidental interactions which has the
potential to impact the root system of neighbouring saltmarsh.
1.25 The Green Island Saltmarsh Management Area information leaflet, providing coordinates
for the closed area, was issued as part of the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit pack for the
2020/21 and 2021/22 fishing seasons as well as being included as part of the ‘Poole
Harbour Roosting Sites Code of Practice’. In addition, Southern IFCA officers engaged
with fishers throughout both seasons to provide education on the Management Area.
1.26 In 2021, it was identified that there had been significant increases in breaches of the
Management Area during the 2021/22 fishing season (Table 1). On 13th October 2021, the
Southern IFCA made an emergency byelaw, the ‘Green Island Dredge Closure Area
Emergency Byelaw’ under s157 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 to protect the
saltmarsh surrounding Green Island. The byelaw prohibited a person, on board, or by
means of a vessel, from using, retaining on board, storing or transporting a dredge within
the Green Island Dredge Closure Area. The closure area mirrored that of the Management
Area and The Emergency Byelaw was time limited, being in effect until 25th December
2021, after the closure of the 2021/22 fishing season.
1.27 The decision by the Authority to introduce a time limited Emergency Byelaw was based on
the potential for dredge fishing to have an irreversible effect on the condition of saltmarsh
habitat. Following the introduction of The Emergency Byelaw, the Authority committed to
undertake a review of evidence in order to understand the potential for interactions
between the dredge fishery and saltmarsh. The review formed one aspect of evidence
presented to the Authority in consideration of longer-term saltmarsh management in the
dredge fishery.
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2019

2020

2021

Suspected breaches of CoC

0

13

33

Confirmed breaches of CoC

0

5

13

First breach recorded

N/A

16th October

27th July

Intelligence reports generated

0

8

19

Enforcement action

0

5 (verbal advice)

6 (Advisory letters)

Table 1: Summary of breaches of the Green Island Saltmarsh Management Area,
intelligence on non-compliance and enforcement actions taken during the 2019/20,
2020/21 and 2021/22 dredge fishing season
Fishing Activity
1.28

Considering the wider Harbour, fishing vessel sightings data collected by the Southern
IFCA was analysed in relation to saltmarsh habitat. It is important to note that the sightings
data collected by the Southern IFCA is dependent on vessel patrols taking place and
therefore captures fishing activity at the time Officers are present. In addition, the
sightings data represents a position taken by Officers from the patrol vessel plotter when
observing vessels from the same height vantage point, therefore positions may not
always be exact however they do give an overview of locations of fishing activity within
Poole Harbour. The increased number of patrols which take place in Poole Harbour
provide further confidence in the patterns of activity shown by the sightings data.

1.29

This data is represented in the maps shown in Figures 1-3. Figures 2 and 3 specifically
shows sightings data in relation to Seagull Island from 2015-2021. Figure 2 shows
sightings from the period May and June each year representing the period when fishers
are asked in the ‘Poole Harbour Roosting Sites Code of Practice’ to (amongst other
points):
•
•

1.30

Figure 3 shows sightings from the full dredge season period (25th May to 23rd December)
for 2016-2021 representing the period when fishers are asked in the ‘Poole Harbour
Roosting Sites Code of Practice’ to (amongst other points):
•
•

1.31

Avoid dredge fishing between the three parts of Seagull Island
Avoid contact between a vessel and any part of Seagull Island

Avoid fishing in close proximity to saltmarsh areas
Avoid contact between a vessel and any part of the saltmarsh

During the period that the CoPs have been in place, there have been no recorded
incidents of non-compliance other than those recorded for Green Island.
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Figure 1: Southern IFCA sightings data for 2015-2021 overlaid with the saltmarsh habitat layer
and permanent and seasonal closed areas currently regulated under the Poole Harbour Dredge
Permit.

Figure 2: Southern IFCA sightings data for 2015-2021 for the months of May and June overlaid
with the saltmarsh habitat layer at Seagull Island.
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Figure 3: Southern IFCA sightings data for 2016-2021 for the fishing season (25th May to 23rd
December) overlaid with the saltmarsh habitat layer at Seagull Island.

Permit Condition Review
1.32

At the TAC held on the 4th of November 2021 Members agreed to carry out a Review of
Permit Conditions prior to their issuing for the forthcoming 2022-23 season. This review
was driven by the need to consider a longer-term management solution for the protection
of saltmarsh around Green Island which has been managed to date through voluntary
measures and subsequently the Green Island Dredge Closure Area Emergency Byelaw.
The review also considered management of saltmarsh across the wider area of Poole
Harbour and an increase in the permit fee to support the re-certification of the fishery
under the MSC Standard.

1.33

A consultation period with permit holders was held between 2nd December 2021 and 6th
January 2022. Permit Holders received written notification of the review with an
accompanying Permit Holder Consultation Document. Permit Holders were invited to
consider a number of questions provided in Section 2 of the Consultation Document and
were also invited to provide any feedback regarding any other aspect of the Poole
Harbour Dredge Permit Fishery. The Consultation Document is provided as part of the
supporting documentation for the Permit Review.

1.34

A Summary of Responses Document was produced following the consultation period
which summarised the consultation with Permit Holders. Eight written responses were
received during the consultation, the responses to each of the questions in the
Consultation Document and any other feedback were summarised in the Summary of
Responses Document which is provided as part of the supporting documentation for the
Permit Review.
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1.35

Members held a Working Group Meeting on 20th February 2022 to consider management
options relating to the management of saltmarsh around Green Island, the management
of saltmarsh in the wider Harbour and the permit fee. Members recommended a
management option for closure areas at Green Island and Seagull Island and an uplift in
the permit fee.

1.36

A virtual meeting was then held with Permit Holders on 17th February 2022 to present
available data and discuss options. Permit Holders were provided with details on how to
register interest in attending the meeting during the initial consultation and through a
subsequent letter, sent to all Permit Holders at the start of February.

The Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009 (As amended).
1.37 Section (153) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009 (MaCAA) requires that for the
management of inshore fisheries:
1)

the authority for an IFC District must manage the exploitation of sea fisheries
resources in that district.

2)

in performing its duty under subsection (1), the authority for an IFC District
must:
a.

seek to ensure that the exploitation of sea fisheries resources is carried
out in a sustainable way,

b.

seek to balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting the sea
fisheries resources of the district with the need to protect the marine
environment from, or promote its recovery from, the effects of such
exploitation,

c.

take any other steps which in the authority's opinion are necessary or
expedient for the purpose of making a contribution to the achievement of
sustainable development, and

d.

seek to balance the different needs of persons engaged in the
exploitation of sea fisheries resources in the District.

1.38 The nationally agreed vision of the IFCAs is that they will “…lead, champion and manage
a sustainable marine environment and inshore fisheries within their Districts by
successfully securing the right balance between social, environmental and economic
benefits to ensure healthy seas, sustainable fisheries and a viable industry…”
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1.39 With current fishing practice, it is possible that damage to saltmarsh habitat may occur.
With saltmarsh recovery documented to be slow (up to five years for species which are
known to occur in Poole Harbour) there is the potential for habitat to be damage to a point
beyond which it is able to recover. This would lead to a loss of sensitive marine habitat and
would result in an adverse effect of the fishery on the SPA leading to a failure of the duties
of the Southern IFCA under the Conservation Regulations. In addition, deterioration of
sensitive habitat as a result of fishing practice would preclude the fishery from achieving
re-certification under the Marine Stewardship Council Certification which would have an
impact on the market value of the certified species Manila clam and Common cockle and
the supply chain. Without an uplift in the permit fee, the cost of the re-certification of the
fishery would not be able to be carried out which would result in the certification being
discontinued with impacts to the market value of the certified species and the supply chain.
1.40 Utilising the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw at this stage and implementing permit
conditions will provide a flexible and adaptable management mechanism through which
the dredge fishery can be regulated to ensure that saltmarsh habitat is suitably protected.
Southern IFCA will be able to respond in a timely manner to best available evidence in
order to manage the fishery. An uplift in the permit fee to cover the re-certification of the
fishery under the MSC Standard will allow benefits in added value to catches and the
supply chain to be maintained and further developed.

2 Options Considered
2.1

Option 0: Do nothing

2.1.1 Under this option, the Poole Harbour dredge fishery would continue to be managed under
the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw, associated permit conditions and the Poole
Harbour Roosting Sites Code of Practice. This would provide a low level of protection for
saltmarsh habitat and maintain the risk of an adverse effect from fishing activity.
2.1.2 Under this option the permit fee would remain at £600 per year. This would result in
appropriate funds not being available to undertake the re-certification of the fishery under
the MSC Standard.
2.1.3 Documented non-compliance with voluntary measures at Green Island indicates there is
a high risk in this area of dredge fishing in close proximity to saltmarsh. In not introducing
management specifically for the protection of saltmarsh habitat the Southern IFCA risks
not fulfilling its duties as a Competent Authority under the Conservation Regulations and
as a Section 28G Authority under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).

2.2

RECOMMENDED OPTION
Option 1: Introduce permit conditions under the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit to
prohibit the use, retention on board, storage or transportation of a dredge within
closed areas at Green Island and Seagull Island and increase the permit fee by £75
per year
Note management areas will be defined following the Authority meeting in March

2.2.1 This is the recommended option. Under this option, areas where it is prohibited to use,
retain on board, store or transport a dredge would be introduced at Green Island and
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Seagull Island under the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit in the category ‘spatial and
temporal restrictions’ and the annual permit fee would increase to £675 per year.
2.2.2 This option would enable Southern IFCA to meet its duties as a Competent Authority
under the Conservation Regulations and as a Section 28G Authority under the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) as well as duties under Section (153) of the
Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009. It would provide a method of managing dredging
fishing in proximity to a sensitive supporting habitat for the features of the SPA and a cited
habitat under the SSSI designation. This option would also allow for the re-certification of
the fishery under the MSC Standard with the costs recovered over the five-year period
for which the certification is valid.
2.2.3 The option provides protection consistent with the aims of the measures, and would:
•
•
•
•

introduce effective and robust management for Poole Harbour’s shellfish fisheries.
introduce management for Poole Harbour’s shellfish fisheries following the expiry of
the Poole Harbour Regulating Order in June 2015.
further the conservation objectives of Poole Harbour’s environmentally designated
areas through protecting over-wintering and nesting bird populations within Poole
Harbour.
enhance the environmental, socio-economic and fisheries sustainability of Poole
Harbour.

2.2.4 The Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw includes a requirement for authorisation by a
permit for a person on board or by means of a vessel to use, retain on board, store or
transport a dredge within Poole Harbour. The review requirements to amend permit
conditions and the permit fee, including consultation, set out in section 11 of the byelaw,
have been met.
2.2.5 Implementing the measures under the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit provides a suitable
timeline whereby the management can be implemented following approval and in time for
the 2022/23 dredge season. The management can also remain flexible and be reviewed
and amended as new evidence come to light.

2.3

Option 3: Create a Southern IFCA byelaw to implement dredge closed areas at Green
Island and Seagull Island.

2.3.1 The regulation of dredge fishing at Green Island and Seagull Island could also be
achieved through the creation of a stand-alone byelaw which would create prohibited
areas where a dredge cannot be used, retained on board, stored on transported.
2.3.2 This option does not allow for the flexible and adaptive approach to management which
can be achieved through permit conditions. Following the implementation of a byelaw,
the review process and the process of changing the provisions of the byelaw through
revoking and remaking is lengthy and does not allow the Southern IFCA to be reactive at
an appropriate timescale to potential changes in fishing practice or the marine
environment which may necessitate a review of saltmarsh management measures.
2.3.3 The process of making a byelaw would not allow for measures to be implemented ahead
of the 2022/23 dredge season resulting in a period during the dredge season where
saltmarsh habitat is not afforded adequate protection.
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2.3.4 This option does not allow for an increase in the permit fee as this must be done under
the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw.

2.4

Option 4: Voluntary measures

2.4.1 The principles of Better Regulation require that statutory regulation is introduced only as
a last resort. In the first instance voluntary measures should be considered. Two Codes
of Practice have been in place for the dredge fishery; the ‘Seagull Island Code of Practice’
specific to Seagull Island and the ‘Poole Harbour Roosting Sites Code of Practice’ which
related to the whole Harbour. In addition, the Green Island Saltmarsh Management Area
was also implemented in 2019 as a voluntary measure in response to concern over
dredge fishing in close proximity to saltmarsh at Green Island.
2.4.2 As has been described in section 1.23, an Emergency Byelaw was required for Green
Island due to a significant increase in non-compliance with the voluntary measures during
the 2021 dredge season. As a result of this non-compliance, it is not anticipated that a
voluntary option would be appropriate in this case or achieve the management goals.
2.4.3 This option does not allow for an increase in the permit fee as this must be done under
the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw.

3 Policy Objectives
3.1

The policy objectives of the Implementation of measures under the Poole Harbour Dredge
Permit Byelaw are:
a) To introduce effective and robust management for Poole Harbour’s shellfish fisheries.
b) To introduce management for Poole Harbour’s shellfish fisheries following the expiry
of the Poole Harbour Regulating Order in June 2015.
c) To further the conservation objectives of Poole Harbour’s environmentally designated
areas through protecting over-wintering and nesting bird populations within Poole
Harbour.
d) To enhance the environmental, socio-economic and fisheries sustainability of Poole
Harbour.

3.2

In order to achieve this above policy objectives, management has been proposed which
will:
i. Providing protection to sensitive saltmarsh habitat
ii. Provide additional protection to the surrounding marine environment within the buffer zone
including intertidal mud which is also a supporting habitat of the SPA
iii. Contribute to reducing the decline in saltmarsh habitat which provides numerous
ecosystem services
iv. Allow for the re-certification of the fishery under the MSC Standard
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4

Poole Harbour Dredge Permit

4.1

The Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw

4.1.1 The preferred option would be to introduce new permit conditions for the management of
the Poole Harbour dredge fishery and increase the permit fee under the Poole Harbour
Dredge Permit Byelaw.
4.1.2 The Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw4 came into force on 1st July 2015. Under the
Byelaw, the Authority manages the use of dredges, principally for the fishing for shellfish,
within Poole Harbour. Under this byelaw a restricted number of permits are issued each
year by the Authority with accompanying conditions relating to catch restrictions and
reporting, gear types, gear construction and restrictions, spatial and temporal restrictions
and the fitting of specified equipment to vessels.
4.1.3 The byelaw is subject to an access policy5 which sets out the criteria for being granted a
permit.
4.1.4 Section 11 of the byelaw sets out the review process for flexible permit conditions.
The Authority shall review the suitability of permit conditions, permit fees and limitations
on the number of permits every three years or sooner in accordance with the following
procedure:
a) a consultation meeting will be held with permit holders to present available data and
discuss options;
b) the Authority will decide what changes, if any, are required to the permit conditions or
permit fees, having regard to:
a. the Authority’s duties and obligations under sections 153 and 154 of the Marine
and Coastal Access Act 2009;
b. any available scientific and survey data;
c. any statutory advice given by Natural England;
d. any Habitats Regulations Assessment;
e. an Impact Assessment relating to any proposed changes to additional permit
conditions or permit fees
f. any feedback received from consultation with permit holders under subparagraph (a)
c) the outcome of the review will be notified by the Authority to permit holders.
4.1.5 Section 9 of the Byelaw states that
The Authority may attach to the permit such conditions as it considers appropriate and in particular
conditions relating to the following matters:
a) Catch restrictions and reporting;
b) Gear types;
c) Gear construction and restrictions;
4 https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Poole_Hrbr_D_Permit/Poole-Hrbr-D-Permit-Byelaw.pdf
5 https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Poole_Hrbr_D_Permit/Poole-Hrbr-D-Permit-Access-Policy.pdf

17

d) Spatial and temporal restrictions;
e) The fitting of specific equipment to vessels.

The inclusion of permit conditions relating to closure areas at Seagull Island and Green
Island would fall under category (d) above.
4.1.6 Section 7 of the Byelaw states that
The Authority may charge a fee of no greater than £1,000 for each permit

4.2

Permit Conditions

4.2.1 It is proposed that the following will be included as permit conditions under the Poole
Harbour Dredge Permit.
To be determined following Authority meeting in March.

4.2.2 It is proposed that the annual permit fee for a Poole Harbour Dredge Permit will be
increased by £75 to £675 per year.

5 Consultation
5.1

Written Consultation

5.1.1 Consistent with the review procedure set out in the byelaw a review of permit conditions
was undertaken, commencing in November 2021. This followed a decision by the TAC
to carry out a review of permit conditions. A consultation period with permit holders was
held between 2nd December 2021 and 6th January 2022. Permit Holders received
written notification of the review with an accompanying Permit Holder Consultation
Document. Permit Holders were invited to consider a number of questions provided in
Section 2 of the Consultation Document and were also invited to provide any feedback
regarding any other aspect of the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Fishery. The questions
were:
1) Would you support the introduction of a permit condition to manage the saltmarsh around
Green Island?
2) Are there any gear methodologies or technologies that you would like to be considered for
use under the permit?
3) Do you feel that the MSC Certification is beneficial to the Poole Harbour Dredge fishery?
4) Would you support an increase in permit costs considering the information presented in
Section 3.2 (of the consultation document)?
5) Do you have any other feedback or comments on any other aspect of the Poole Harbour
Dredge Permit Fishery?

5.1.2 A total of eight responses were received. The responses have been compiled into a
Summary of Responses document but an overview has been included here.
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5.1.3 In relation to question 1, 3 respondents stated that would support the introduction of a
permit condition to manage the saltmarsh around Green Island and four respondents
stated they would not. For respondents who supported the introduction of a permit
condition, comments were provided stating that the area is already managed and permit
holders should already be complying with the closure. It was highlighted that there had
been breaches of both the voluntary agreement and the Emergency Byelaw therefore
regulatory measures were needed with legal repercussions. It was also stated managing
through permit conditions would remove the need for a separate byelaw.
5.1.4 Respondents who did not support management felt that those who had abided by the
voluntary measures were being punished because of the actions of a few. It was felt
that saltmarsh in the harbour is disappearing in general and is not due to the actions of
the dredge fishery and that there was concern that fishers were being made scapegoats
for a wider problem.
5.1.5 In relation to question 2, respondents provided feedback on gear methodologies
including that the IFCA should not allow the use of grading machines/mechanised
graders for sorting catch with concerns that it is resulting in undersized shellfish being
kept on the vessel for longer. The use of 20mm riddle was suggested for determining
catch which could legally be retained, with only American Hard-Shelled clams requiring
separate gauging due to the different size, it was felt that the current method of having
a defined minimum size which is measured by a gauge was problematic. Additional
comments were made on the increasing size of vessel engines in the fishery and
whether this could be capped and one respondent felt there should be no further
advancements in gear as this would lead to greater efficiency and greater catches which
would affect the sustainability of the fishery.
5.1.6 In relation to question 3, 7 respondents felt that the MSC certification was beneficial to
the fishery and 2 did not. Those who felt the certification was of benefit stated that it
benefits the fishery as a whole but that the cost of the certification is too high.
Respondents who did not feel the certification was beneficial stated that the benefit is
only seen by buyers not the fishers and that any increase in price is not seen at the point
of first sale.
5.1.7 In relation to question 4, 2 respondents supported an increase in permit costs and 5
respondents did not. Respondents who supported an increase commented that an
increase of £100 would be supported but that the cost of the MSC re-certification should
be negotiated as it is too high and whether alternative funding sources could be explore.
Respondents who did not support an increase stated that the current permit fee much
already cover the cost of running the fishery and that the fee as already risen 100%
since Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw replaced the Poole Clam Licence (previous
management of the fishery under The Poole Harbour Several Order 1985). It was stated
that if perpetrators who land undersized shellfish and flout regulations could be
appropriately dealt with by substantial incremental fines/removal of permits, then the
permit fee could increase as the fishery would be more sustainable.
5.1.8 In relation to question 5, additional feedback on the fishery was provided by 5
respondents. Feedback included that more needed to be done to reduce the landing of
undersized shellfish and that permits should be withdrawn for breaches of permit
conditions. It was commented by one respondent that there was a lack of stock on the
ground due to the landing of undersized shellfish and that an effect on the fishing stock
and catch rates would be seen for the next two fishing season. Finally, one respondent
queried the availability of lease ground under The Poole Harbour Fishery Order 2015.
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5.2

Virtual Permit Holder Meeting

5.2.1 Consistent with the review process, a meeting was held with Permit Holders on 17th
February 2022 to present available data and discuss options. Permit holders were
provided with details on how to register in attending the meeting during the initial
consultation and through a subsequent letter, sent to all permit holders at the start of
February. Two permit holders attended the virtual meeting on 17th February 2022.
5.2.2 At the meeting, options were presented for the management of saltmarsh at Green Island,
the management of saltmarsh in the wider harbour and the permit fee.
5.2.3 For a proposed uplift in the permit fee of £75 to an annual fee of £675, verbal feedback
was provided at the meeting that the uplift was supported and that the annual permit fee
could be increased further as the fishery is valuable and the MSC Certification is very
beneficial.
5.2.4 With regard to saltmarsh management, verbal feedback was provided at the meeting on
the proposed buffer zone of 20m, proposed to be used to help define two closure areas
at Seagull Island and to be used in a Code of Practice for the wider Harbour. Comments
were that a buffer of 20m was too large. It was felt that in areas where saltmarsh occurs,
the very shallow water depth makes using the mean high water spring tide level
inappropriate and that dredging fishing currently takes place within 20m of saltmarsh,
particularly in areas such as Seagull Island, therefore closing this area as part of a buffer
zone would have a significant impact. Additional information was obtained from the
Poole and District Fishermen’s Association (PDFA) following the virtual meeting on the
method of dredge fishing and the distance from the dredge to the vessel. Information
was provided as follows:
•

The length of the warps/towing chain on the dredges is quite short, typically anything
between 1.5m to 2m. The depth of water is compensated for by raising and lowering
the towing pole.

•

Dredges when on the seabed don’t get as far back as the transom and are alongside
the vessel.

•

Towing chains are better being short than long, the dredge is more stable and the
turning radius of the boat is short.

•

A dredging vessel in Poole can turn in its own length with the dredge on the seabed,
it acts as a pivot.

Permit Holders at the meeting and the PDFA have suggested a 10m buffer would be
more appropriate based on the water depth around the saltmarsh habitat.
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5.2.5 The management option presented for Green Island was the introduction of a permit
condition under Section 5 of the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit which prohibits the use,
retention on board, storage or transportation of a dredge within a defined Green Island
closure area. The closure area proposed mirrored that used in the Green Island Dredge
Closure Area Emergency Byelaw and the preceding voluntary agreement. Feedback
from Permit Holders at the meeting stated that there were concerns that there is less
saltmarsh at Green Island that is shown by the habitat layer used on the maps and that
the boundary of the closed area should be closer to the saltmarsh habitat. It was stated
that the three saltmarsh areas shown to the far south of Green Island are now only mud,
these areas are very low in the water, and it is felt that there is no longer anything
growing there. There were concerns that the shape of the management area is too
complicated and that more straight lines and less points would aid fishers in navigating
the area, particularly in windy weather where there is a chance that fishers could end
up in the closed area accidentally and concern that the area will be fished illegally or
subject to shore gathering activity.
5.2.6

The management option presented for Seagull Island was introduction of a permit
condition under Section 5 of the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit which prohibits the use,
retention on board, storage or transportation of a dredge within two defined closure
areas, Seagull Island North and Seagull Island South. The closure areas incorporated
a 20m buffer around saltmarsh habitat with boundary lines drawn so as to create simple
shapes with the minimum number of points. Permit Holders provided verbal feedback
at the meeting that the buffer of 20m was too large as is the overall management area.
It was queried why there needs to be a closure area in addition to the buffer zone and
that the saltmarsh data used to determine the management areas is out of date and
does not reflect the current extent of saltmarsh at Seagull Island which has declined
significantly on the southern and western edges due to exposure. It was stated that
there would be a high risk of illegal activity within a closed area at Seagull Island and
that the area is very important for fishers with a closure resulting in a big loss. It was
highlighted that fishing activity currently takes place in the proposed 20m buffer zone
and that using the mean high water spring tide levels to create a buffer is not appropriate
at Seagull Island as the water depth is very shallow. It was stated that the two southern
islands should not be contained within one closed area and that the boundary lines need
to be closer to the saltmarsh. It was identified that the use of voluntary measures in this
area would not be appropriate as they would not be adhered to.

6 Monetised and Non-Monetised Costs and Benefits
The introduction of additional permit conditions and an increase in the permit fee may lead to
short-term and long-term benefits or costs. The following provides an overview of the
assumed impacts on the local fishing industry, wider community, and environment.
6.1

Option 1 will be analysed in comparison to Option 0.

6.2

The addition of permit conditions for Green Island and Seagull Island through the Poole
Harbour Dredge Permit and an increase in the permit fee may result in the following costs:
•
•
•
•
•

Direct costs to the fishing industry as a result of the loss of fishing area
Direct costs to the fishing industry as a result of an increase in the annual permit fee
Indirect costs to the fishing industry associated with displacement to other areas of
Poole Harbour
Costs to Southern IFCA for compliance and enforcement activities; and
Costs to Southern IFCA for monitoring and control.
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6.3

Costs to the fishing industry and compliance costs to Southern IFCA can be monetised (as
estimates) and these estimated values have been collated and presented as part of this
IA.

6.4

Social costs due to the introduction of management and the displacement of fishing activity
to other areas are difficult to value and are therefore described here as non-monetised
costs.

Monetised Costs
6.5

Costs to the Fishing Industry
This section will be updated following a decision on the management option by the Authority at
their meeting in March. The costs to the fishing industry can be calculated for regulatory
management options. The methodology for calculating the cost to the fishing industry is outlined
and the costs for each management option are provided.

6.5.1 It is anticipated that there will be a monetised cost to the fishing industry from the
implementation of closed areas at Green Island and Seagull Island. This will primarily be
due to loss of catch from loss of access to these areas for fishing. The data used to inform
these costs is fishery-dependent data, taken from monthly catch return data which permit
holders in the Poole Harbour dredge fishery are required to submit to Southern IFCA. For
each month of the fishing season (25th May to 23rd December), permit holders are
required to state, for each day of the month, the hours fished, the quantities of species
caught, the zone of the harbour in which they have been fishing (11 fishing zones are
defined for Poole Harbour) and the buyer(s) to whom all parts of the catch was sold.
6.5.2 To estimate the cost to fishers from the closure areas, the size of each closure area in
km2 was determined and then it was calculated what percentage of the total size of the
relevant fishing zone each closure area represented.
The closure areas at Seagull Island sit within fishing zone 10 and the closure area at
Green Island sits within fishing zone 8. To determine the potential value of the catch lost
as a result of the closure areas, the quantity of shellfish recorded as landed from the
associated fishing zone was determined from the previous season’s fishing catch return
data (2021) and then assigned a value based on a price per kg for each shellfish species
which was obtained from a local merchant involved in the fishery and a local fisher. In
order to illustrate the estimated maximum potential value, the highest price per kg was
used for each species. The percentage of the total size of the fishing zone represented
by the proposed closed areas was then used to determine an estimated maximum
potential cost to fishers through the closure of these areas.
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The calculations for Seagull Island are as follows:
Size of fishing zone 10 = 3.113km2
Size of Seagull Island Closure Area and percentage of fishing zone represented:
Option No.

Option Description

Area Size
(km2)

% of Fishing
Zone

1

20m saltmarsh buffer and wider closed area

0.085

2.73

2

20m saltmarsh buffer

0.053

1.70

3

10m saltmarsh buffer

0.037

1.9

Estimated cost for option 1
Average catch quantity and value for closure area based on % of fishing zone
Species

Weight (kg)

Manila Clam

Price per kg (£)

Value (£)

4022.06

5.00

20,110.30

Common Cockle

17.36

3.00

52.18

American Hard-Shelled Clam

36.78

4.50

165.51

0.00

6.00

0.00

Native Clam

Total estimated cost to fishing industry from closure areas = £20,327.98

Estimated cost for option 2
Average catch quantity and value for closure area based on % of fishing zone
Species

Weight (kg)

Manila Clam

Price per kg (£)

Value (£)

2507.87

5.00

12,539.36

Common Cockle

10.85

3.00

32.54

American Hard-Shelled Clam

22.93

4.50

103.20

0.00

6.00

0.00

Native Clam

Total estimated cost to fishing industry from closure areas = £12,675.10

Estimated cost for option 3
Average catch quantity and value for closure area based on % of fishing zone
Species

Weight (kg)

Manila Clam
Common Cockle
American Hard-Shelled Clam
Native Clam

Price per kg (£)

1750.78

5.00

8,753.89

7.57

3.00

22.71

16.01

4.50

72.04

0.00

6.00

0.00

Total estimated cost to fishing industry from closure areas = £8,848.65
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Value (£)

The calculations for Green Island are as follows:
Size of fishing zone 8 = 5.00km2
Size of Green Island Closure Area and percentage of fishing zone represented:
Option No.

Option Description

Area Size
(km2)

% of Fishing
Zone

1

20m saltmarsh buffer and wider closed area

0.143

2.86

2

20m saltmarsh buffer

0.096

1.92

3

10m saltmarsh buffer

0.081

1.62

Estimated cost for option 1
Average catch quantity and value for closure area based on % of fishing zone
Species

Weight (kg)

Manila Clam

Price per kg (£)

Value (£)

7159.01

5.00

35,795.05

Common Cockle

414.56

3.00

1,243.64

American Hard-Shelled Clam

409.72

4.50

1,843.76

4.80

6.00

28.83

Native Clam

Total estimated cost to fishing industry from closure areas = £38,911.30

Estimated cost for option 2
Average catch quantity and value for closure area based on % of fishing zone
Species

Weight (kg)

Manila Clam

Price per kg (£)

Value (£)

4806.05

5.00

24,030.24

Common Cockle

278.30

3.00

834.91

American Hard-Shelled Clam

275.06

4.50

1,237.77

3.23

6.00

19.35

Native Clam

Total estimated cost to fishing industry from closure areas = £26,122.27

Estimated cost for option 3
Average catch quantity and value for closure area based on % of fishing zone
Species

Weight (kg)

Manila Clam

Price per kg (£)

Value (£)

4055.10

5.00

20,275.52

Common Cockle

234.82

3.00

704.46

American Hard-Shelled Clam

232.08

4.50

1,044.37

2.72

6.00

16.33

Native Clam

Total estimated cost to fishing industry from closure areas = £22,040.67
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Note that the area around Green Island has been closed under the spatial extent
proposed in management option 1 since 2019 therefore there are no legitimate landings
obtained from this area since this time. The above calculations are based on a
comparison to if this area was reopened to the fishery versus being closed under the
permit conditions and take account of the best available data on landings from the fishery
which is from fishery-dependent catch data from the 2021 fishing season.
6.5.3 It is anticipated that there will be a monetised cost to the fishing industry from the increase
in permit fees from £600 to £675.
This cost can be directly determined by multiplying the increase (£75) by the number of
permit holders annually (45).
The cost per fisher each year = £75
The total cost to the fishing industry as a result of an increase in the permit fee by
£75 = £3,375

6.6

Southern IFCA Costs

6.6.1 The measures of the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw have already been
incorporated into Southern IFCA compliance and enforcement framework. As such there
are not any additional enforcement costs anticipated.
6.7

Non-monetised costs

6.7.1

As a consequence of loss of access and catches there is the potential for fishers and
related businesses to experience a loss in income as a result of the recommended
permit conditions. Although the first sale costs associated with the fishers and the
landing value of catch have been estimated above it has not been possible to quantify
the secondary costs with the associated merchants and the supply chain.

6.7.2

There is the potential for the displacement of fishing effort to other areas, potentially
creating additional conflict with other users and increases in fishing effort in other areas
of Poole Harbour.

6.7.3

It is anticipated that monitoring activity will increase following the implementation of
these permit conditions. The Authority will work to keep costs at an appropriate level.

6.8

Benefits

6.8.1 The introduction of the proposed permit conditions would enable the Southern IFCA to
manage dredge fishing in Poole Harbour in a sustainable manner in relation to sensitive
habitats which would have the following benefits:
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•
•
•
•

To introduce effective and robust management for Poole Harbour’s shellfish
fisheries.
To introduce management for Poole Harbour’s shellfish fisheries following the expiry
of the Poole Harbour Regulating Order in June 2015.
To further the conservation objectives of Poole Harbour’s environmentally
designated areas through protecting over-wintering and nesting bird populations
within Poole Harbour.
To enhance the environmental, socio-economic and fisheries sustainability of Poole
Harbour.

These benefits are difficult to value and are therefore described here as non-monetised
benefits.
6.8.2 An increase in sustainability of the Poole Harbour dredge fishery with regard to sensitive
habitats would lead to indirect benefits to the fishing industry and coastal communities.
Whilst there would be a drop in landings from fishing zones in which the closure areas
sit, the fishery will be able to continue to issue permits on an annual basis as the
Authority will be able to conclude ‘no adverse effect’ of the fishery on the features and
supporting habitats of the Poole Harbour SPA through the Appropriate Assessment for
the annual issuing of permits. The protection of saltmarsh will also contribute to the aim
of reducing saltmarsh erosion more widely resulting in the maintenance of the
ecosystem services provided by this habitat including as nursery areas for fish species,
coastal protection and carbon sequestration. The continued operation of the fishery
within an MPA will allow for the socio-economic benefits the fishery provides to fishers,
the wider supply chain and the local community to be maintained. An increase in the
permit fee will allow for the re-certification of the fishery under the MSC Standard for
another five-year period. This re-certification will allow for market opportunities which
have arisen following the initial certification to be maintained along with the national and
international recognition and independent verification of the Poole Harbour dredge
fishery as a leading sustainable fishery.

7

Risks and Assumptions

7.1

Cost estimates for closure areas are based on fishery-dependent catch data supplied by
permit holders through monthly catch return forms. It is assumed that this data is supplied
correctly to the Southern IFCA by the permit holders.

7.2

Costs attributed to proposed closed areas within a wider fishing zone assumes that fishing
effort is spread equally across the fishing zone and that all parts of each fishing zone are
equally valuable to the fishers. Catch data is not collected at an appropriate spatial scale
for calculations to be more specific than those given. It is therefore possible that the
calculations on the cost to fishers may be an overestimate or an underestimate.

7.3

Costs are based on the maximum price per kg for each species caught in each area, as
provided by the fishing industry. The cost per kg for each species will vary within the fishing
season therefore the cost to the industry from the closed areas calculated in this
assessment is given as an anticipated maximum cost but will vary.

7.4

The costs to the fishing industry are attributed equally among the 45 permit holders. It is
known that fishing effort will vary between fishers.
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7.5

Estimated costs to the fishing industry may be an overestimate, as vessels are likely to
offset some of the lost revenue by fishing in other areas.

8

Impact on Small and Micro Businesses

8.1

The Byelaw will impact micro businesses (1-9 employees). The majority of dredge fishing
vessels are <10m in length. A smaller number are between 10 and 12m. These vessels are
usually a single business, operated by a skipper/owner, and may employ one or occasionally
two crew members.

8.2

It would not be possible to exempt small and micro business from the permit conditions.

8.3

Fishing vessels within the dredge fishery will be able to access alternative fishing grounds
for the entirety of the dredge season.

8.4

Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the permit conditions which will reduce the
impact on affected businesses. This includes a dredge season for the fishery which
incorporates areas that are open to fishing for the entirety of the season and the opportunity
to review measures implemented under permit conditions.

9

Wider impacts

9.1

As a result of possible environmental and fisheries benefits, there is the potential for other
environmental businesses and the supply to benefit from the proposed measures for
example through saltmarsh regeneration projects and through the MSC Certification of the
fishery expanding market opportunities.

9.2

There are potential social implications associated with the proposed management, these
have the potential to include the supply chain.

9.3

Protection of sensitive supporting habitats in the Southern IFCA District will positively
contribute towards the health of marine environments.

9.4 South Marine Plan
As per paragraph 58(3) of the MaCAA, Southern IFCA must have regard to the South Marine
Plan6 when undertaking any decision which is not an authorisation or enforcement decision.
By definition, as per paragraph 58(4), a Byelaw and associated permit conditions would fall
under the definition of ‘authorisation or enforcement decision’.

6 https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/south-marine-plans
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9.5 That said, the proposed permit conditions ensure compatibility with the following objectives
and policies of the South Marine Plan:
•

Objective 5: To avoid, minimise, mitigate displacement of marine activities, particularly
where of importance to adjacent coastal communities, and where this is not practical
to make sure significant adverse impacts on social benefits are avoided: specifically,
S-FISH-2

•

Objective 7: To support the reduction of the environmental, social and economic
impacts of climate change, through encouraging the implementation of mitigation and
adaptation measures that: avoid proposals’ indirect contributions to greenhouse gas
emissions, reduce vulnerability, improve resilience to climate and coastal change,
consider habitats that provide related ecosystem services: specifically, S-CC-4

•

Objective 10: To support marine protected area objectives and a well-managed
ecologically coherent network with enhanced resilience and capability to adapt to
change: specifically, S-MPA-1, S-MPA-2, S-MPA-3

•

Objective 12: To safeguard space for, and improve the quality of, the natural marine
environment, including to enable continued provision of the ecosystem goods and
services, particularly in relation to coastal and seabed habitats, fisheries and
cumulative impacts on highly mobile species: specifically, S-BIO-3, S-FISH-4

9.6 One In Three Out (OITO). OITO is not applicable for byelaws implemented for the
management of sea fisheries resources within IFC Districts as they are local government
byelaws introducing local regulation and therefore not subject to central government
processes.

10 Monitoring and Evaluation
10.1 The Permit Conditions will be reviewed every 3 years or sooner if significant new evidence
suggests that a review is needed.
10.2 Monitoring of compliance with Byelaw will be carried out through the Authority’s
compliance and enforcement framework7.
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Marked H Annex V

Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw Review of Permit Conditions
February 2022
Review of Saltmarsh and Seagrass Habitat in order to inform discussions surrounding
the identification of a suitable feature buffer

Saltmarsh
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Saltmarsh has been described as an area of alluvial or peat deposits colonized by
herbaceous and small vascular plants which are almost permanently wet and
frequently inundated with saline waters (Long and Mason, 1983). The habitat has also
been described as intertidal areas of fine sediment transported by water and stabilised
by vegetation (Boorman, 1995).
Once the vegetation has been established, the rate of sedimentation (accretion)
increases as more incoming sediment is trapped by the increasing surface roughness
(Boorman, 2003). This resuspension of deposited material is also reduced, and
organic matter is added to the surface (Boorman, 2003).
There are four elements necessary for the development and growth of saltmarsh; a
relatively stable area of sediment that is covered by the tide for a shorter period than it
is exposed, a supply of suitable sediment available within the period of tidal cover,
sufficiently low water velocities for some of the sediment to settle out and a supply of
seeds or other propagules for the establishment of vegetation (Boorman, 2003).
The colonisation of mudflats by pioneer saltmarsh species is the critical first sept in the
development of saltmarsh (Boorman, 2003). It is crucial for the germination and
establishment of the plants to have a period of a few days with little or no disturbance
from the action of the tide (Boorman, 2003).
The process of development can sometimes be reversed, with the process of decay
and loss of species diversity replacing natural habitat development. This can occur at
any stage but is more marked in more advanced marshes as mature saltmarsh species
are badly adapted for colonising areas which have been degraded (Boorman, 2003).
In this case recolonisation often begins with the introduction of a pioneer species
(Boorman, 2003).
The survival of nearly all saltmarshes is related to the supply of sediment for the
accretion of the marsh surface (Boorman, 2003). That rate of development of
saltmarsh vegetation is therefore largely determined by the rate of accretion in relation
to the tidal range which defines the vertical range that is available for colonisation and
survival of saltmarsh plants (Boorman, 2003).
The full development of saltmarsh habitat at two locations in Essex has been
documented to take between 133-246 years (Boorman, 2003). With the pioneer
development taking between 46-53 years, the lower zone between 80-140 years and
the middle zone an estimated 60 years (Boorman, 2003).

Benefits
•

Essential fish habitat
o Important feeding and nursery areas for a range of fish groups including
Mugilidae (mullets), Sparidae (breams), Soleidae (flatfishes) and Moronidae
(temperate basses) (Sa et al., 2006)

o

•

•

•

•

Relative predation pressure is significantly less in areas of marsh creeks than
those which are unvegetated (Rozas and Odum, 1988)
o Fish feed actively in saltmarsh habitats at high tide (Whitfield, 2017) with
foraging profitability significantly enhances by feeding in vegetated creeks
(Rozas and Odum, 1988). European seabass return to saltmarsh and marsh
creeks each flood tide to feed upon mysid shrimps and amphipods in estuarine
waters (Laffaille et al., 2001).
High species diversity
o Wide varieties of plants and animals associated with saltmarsh habitat,
reflecting interactions between the marine and terrestrial environments
(Boorman, 2003)
Support bird species
o Provide feeding, roosting and nesting areas for a wide range of bird species,
notable species include oystercatchers, lapwing and redshank (Boorman,
2003)
o Important for wintering wildfowl with large numbers grazing on saltmarsh
vegetation during the winter months (Boorman, 2003)
o Provide habitat for certain passerine species which feed on the seeds from
saltmarsh plants in the winter (Boorman, 2003)
Coastal protection
o Provides a natural form of flood defence and coastal protection by absorbing
wave action (Boorman, 2003)
Blue carbon
o Identified as a sink for atmospheric carbon dioxide, with rates of sequestration
thought to potentially be an order of magnitude larger than in terrestrial forests.
However, uncertainties exist as to the rates of sequestration and it is likely to
be specific to the marsh and associated sediment characteristics (Chmura,
2013).

Impacts from dredging:
•
•

•

•

Impacts from dredging as a fishing activity on saltmarsh habitat is not well documented
or studied.
Physical mechanisms resulting in changes to saltmarsh include a lack of sediment in
the system (Ravens et al., 2009) which can also be caused by sea level rise (Townend
et al., 2007), maintenance/capital dredging or other disturbance mechanisms which
create changes to the tidal prism that then result in saltmarsh retreat (Cox et al., 2003),
storms and extreme weather events (Gardiner, 2015) and increased wave action at
the edge of saltmarsh with waves from boat wakes noted to contribute to front erosion
of marshes (Burd, 1992; Ravens et al., 2009).
It is agreed that multiple drivers are likely to be responsible for saltmarsh decline
(Gardiner, 2015). There are no studies directly on impacts from fishing activity,
however a PhD thesis examining saltmarsh change in Poole Harbour identified fishing
activity as being a potential additional human driver for saltmarsh change, although
further work would be required to determine the exact nature and scale of any impact
(Gardiner, 2015).
Advice from Natural England outlining the potential impacts of shellfish dredging on
the nature conservation features of the Poole Harbour SPA, highlighted a concern
related to the potential erosion of saltmarsh taking place where shellfish dredging
occurs in close proximity to this habitat type. Whilst fishing on saltmarsh is not a

common occurrence, dredging has the potential to result in accidental interactions
which could impact the root system of the saltmarsh. In addition, fishing in close
proximity to this habitat may cause an impact through changes in sedimentary
conditions and increased wave exposure.

Seagrass
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Seagrasses are flowering plants which grow in sediment on the sea floor with erect
leaves extending into the water and a buried root-like structure (rhizomes) (Short et
al., 2015). This results in a complex 3D structure (Heck Jr., et al., 1997).
Fruiting shoots of seagrass species such as Zostera marina may be carried long
distances in the water and create new areas provided that successful establishment of
the seedlings can occur (Harrison, 1987).
Seagrass recruitment can occur as a result of both recruitment from seedlings and
clonal growth (lateral growth of rhizomes). Large scale increases in seagrass beds
have been documented to occur over 2-3 decades from a combination of both
processes (Walker et al., 2006)
There are a number of parameters which are critical to whether seagrass will grow and
persist, these include physical parameters (temperature, salinity, waves, depth etc.),
natural phenomena (light, nutrients, disease and epiphytes), and anthropogenic inputs
(direct disturbance, nutrient and sediment loading) (Short et al., 2015). Various
combinations of these parameters will permit or eliminate seagrass from a location
(Short et al., 2015).
The depth range of seagrass is controlled at the deepest edge by the availability of
light for photosynthesis. At the shallow edge, low tide exposure, wave action and
turbidity dictate habitat boundaries (Short et al., 2015).
Habitat loss can occur as a result of natural (storms, floods) and human (dredging, oil
spills) influences. Losses of seagrass are more commonly attributed to human
influences (Short et al., 2015).
Occurrence of dense seagrass beds of the species Zostera noltii are documented in
the Wadden Sea to be limited to the summer months due to grazing waterfowl and
harsh weather conditions during the winter, thus habitat functions are temporary during
the course of the year (Polte et al., 2005).

Benefits:
•

•

Essential fish habitat
o Provides protection for juvenile and small fish from predators (Heck Jr. et al.,
1997)
o Important for fish at multiple trophic levels (Lascara, 1981; Whitfield, 2017)
o Overall fish abundance, biomass, species richness, dominance, life history and
diversity were documented to increase significantly along the gradient of
increasing eelgrass habitat complexity (Deegan, 2002)
Nutrient sink
o Buffering and filtering nutrient and chemical inputs to the marine environment
(Short et al., 2015)
o Increases food availability for endo- and epibenthic organisms (Asmus and
Asmus, 2000)

•
•

•

High primary production
o Linked to high production rates of associated fisheries (Short et al., 2015)
Promotes faunal diversity and abundance
o Habitat complexity allows utilisation by many different species (Short et al.,
2015) increasing diversity and species richness (Polte et al., 2005).
o Support numerous herbivore and detritivore based food chains (Short et al.,
2015)
Blue carbon
o Seagrass can capture and store a large amount of carbon from the
atmosphere, one square metre of seagrass is estimated to sequester 83g of
carbon per year (Reynolds, 2018).

Impacts from dredging:
•

•

•

•

•

•

Fishing with mobile fishing gear has major direct and indirect impacts on seagrass
beds (Moore et al., 2000). The substrate holding the seagrass beds may be lost or
destabilised and the seagrass can be uprooted and damaged (Tudela, 2004). In
addition, re-suspension of sediment reduces light intensity required for photosynthesis
(Ardizzone et al., 2000).
Numerous studies have shown that shellfish dredging immediately reduces shoot
density and biomass of seagrass (Fonesca et al., 1984; Peterson et al., 1987; De
Jonge and De Jonge, 1992 and Neckles et al., 2005) which in turn has direct
consequences for associated species assemblages.
Seagrass beds impacted by bottom towed gears can take years to recover, scars from
clam dredging have been document to take more than three years to return to
undisturbed levels (Orth et al., 2002).
Recovery is seen to be highly dependent on the intensity of the dredging disturbance
(Neckles et al. 2005). Where activity was less intense and patches of seagrass
remained, recovery took approximately a year, however where all seagrass habitat
had been cleared, it was projected that recovery time would be on average 10.6 years
based on a lateral patch expansion of 12.5cm per year (Neckles et al., 2005).
Recovery of Zostera species is likely to be quicker, with rapid growth over a scale of
months to years (Walker et al., 2006). The rate of recovery is still strongly linked to
clonal growth and seedling recruitment (Walker et al., 2006).
Recovery is highly variable and is dependent on adjacent seed sources and the
proximity of other viable beds, however where the removal of the rhizomes has
occurred, recovery may be up to 100 years (Moore et al., 2000; Gonzalez-Correa et
al., 2004).
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Report by the Acting Chief Officer

A.

Purpose of the Report
To consider the Annual Plan for 2022 to 2023.

B.

Recommendations
1. That Members consider the draft Annual Plan for the forthcoming year April 2022March 2023.
2. That Members approve the Annual Plan for dissemination to the Secretary of State
and publication on Southern IFCA’s website before 31st March 2022.

C.

Annex
i.

Draft Southern IFCA Annual Plan April 2022 – March 2023

1.

Background

1.1

Section (177) of The Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 requires IFCAs to (1)
make and publish a plan setting out the Authority's main objectives and priorities for
the year, prior to the beginning of each financial year, (2) that IFCAs must send a
copy of this plan to the Secretary of State.

1.2

The draft Annual Plan sets out Southern IFCAs delivery priorities for the forthcoming
financial year, demonstrating how Southern IFCA will continue to shape inshore
management and contribute to the Government’s Marine Policy Statement.

2.

Southern IFCA’s Delivery Priorities 2022-2023

2.1

The priorities identified under the draft Annual Plan are, where appropriate translated
into (1) Strategic Objectives (section 5.2), (2) Policy Objectives (section 5.3) and (3)
Team Deliverables (sections 5.4 and 5.5), the latter which have been translated into
clear, outcome focused objectives under the Fisheries Management and Policy Team
and Fisheries Protection Team strategies.

2.2

The draft Annual Plan seeks to demonstrate where possible, how Southern IFCA
consider their work for the forthcoming year aligns with IFCA Success Criteria,
Fisheries Objectives (as detailed in Section 2.3.1) and the UK Net Zero Strategy. The
latter in identifying and instigating changes in operations in order to minimise and
reduce emissions as part of Southern IFCAs commitment to the UK Government Net
Zero Strategy.

2.3

Following exit from Europe and the realisation of the Fisheries Act 2020 and changing
demands across fisheries regulators, this financial year considers a work programme
which is to be supplemented with an element of the unknown. It is anticipated that
alongside proactive management within the District, that a more reactive response to
the roll out of Fisheries Management Plans (FMPs) may be required, upon the

Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
OFFICER’S REPORT
direction of DEFRA and the MMO. In addition, it is anticipated that the Authority may
be required to provide a role to DEFRA in supporting the development and
implementation of Highly Protected Marine Areas (HPMAs). As these two key
elements remain unknown at the time of writing, the delivery priorities laid out in the
draft Annual Plan are subject to change, in order to respond to the changing external
landscapes.
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1.0 Introduction
Under Section (177) of the Marine and Coastal Act 2009 Southern IFCA are required to make and publish
a plan setting out the Authority’s main objectives and priorities for the year.
Southern IFCA has clearly defined duties to manage sustainable fisheries and conserve the wider marine
environment within the coastal waters of Hampshire, Dorset and the Isle of Wight.
This Annual Plan sets out Southern IFCA’s delivery priorities for the forthcoming financial year (April 1
2022 – March 31 2023), demonstrating how Southern IFCA will continue to shape inshore management
and contribute towards the Government’s Marine Policy Statement which includes the objectives of:
•
•
•
•
•

Achieving a sustainable marine economy
Ensuring a strong, healthy and just society
Using sound science responsibly
Living within environmental limits
Promoting good governance

In order to deliver the Annual Plan and fulfil the Authorities function as a competent management body,
the Southern IFCA recognise the need to align its work to a strategic vision. With many competing
objectives, it is important the Authority maintain this strategic overview in their delivery. This proactive
way of working, with the recognition of the need to maintain a capacity for reactive and emerging work
and oncoming challenges, will provide a template for the Authority moving forward through 2022 and into
2023.
The strategic direction, as presented in this Annual Plan will enable the Authority to be more transparent
with our community and stakeholders, as well as delivery partners, through anticipation of shared goals
and objectives, and seek to encourage and complement future funding and joint working opportunities.

1.1 Coronavirus Statement
The impact of the COVID pandemic and the restrictions which have been put in place by the Government
since March 2020 have had a direct impact on the delivery of the 2020/21 and 2021/2022 Annual Plans.
However, as demonstrated in the Annual Report 2020/2021, the Authority continues to adapt to the
changing external landscapes in order to best achieve its duties and responsibilities within the context of
the ongoing pandemic.
It is likely that this theme will continue as we move into the 2022/2023 year. The Authority commit to
maintain full transparency with the community and stakeholders in order to account for any variations in
delivery, this may include the ability to undertake scientific research at sea, operational duties and
conducting face to face meetings.
Southern IFCA appreciate the support that the community has provided the Authority over recent years
and we will continue to strive to fulfil our legislative duties and beyond.
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2.0 Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities (IFCAs) were created under Section 150 of the Marine
and Coastal Access Act 2009 (MaCAA)1 as designated statutory inshore regulators for the marine
environment. The National IFCA Vision, High Level Objectives and Success Criteria set out the intentions
of the IFCAs to sustainably manage inshore fisheries and conservation in line with these mechanisms
and wider UK and EU Legislations.

2.1 The IFCA Vision
“Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities will lead, champion and manage a sustainable marine
environment and inshore fisheries, by successfully securing the right balance between social,
environmental and economic benefits to ensure healthy seas, sustainable fisheries and a viable industry”

2.2 IFCA High Level Objectives and Success Criterion
High Level Objectives (HLOs) and Success Criterion (SC) were developed nationally to support
attainment of the IFCA Vision and to reflect the developing programme of work delivered by IFCAs
nationally and to demonstrate the IFCAs contribution to the delivery of the UK Marine Policy Statement.
Figure 1 captures how the Annual Plan sits within this wider context.

Figure 1: IFCA High Level Objectives and Success Criteria

Southern IFCA’s Delivery Priorities for 2022-2023, as presented in this Annual Plan, are directly aligned
to the definitions of SC below.

1

Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (legislation.gov.uk)
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Success Criterion 1: IFCAs are recognised and heard, balancing the economic
needs of the fishery whilst working in partnership and engaging with
stakeholders
IFCAs will be visible, respected and trusted regulators within coastal communities and will maintain
and deliver a strategy to communicate their vision and duties effectively. IFCAs will engage with policy
makers, industry, Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs), recreational and commercial users, and
other regulators. They will work jointly and collaboratively with partner organisations across
boundaries; will participate and contribute to the development and implementation of regional and
national marine policy, including the marine planning regime; will take long-term strategic decisions
and manage risks effectively. IFCAs may maintain a national body to co-ordinate the activities of
authorities that are party to arrangements.

Success Criterion 2: IFCAs implement a fair, effective and proportionate
enforcement regime
The IFCA enforcement regime is risk-based, makes appropriate use of intelligence, meets legislative
standards and complies with the Regulators Code. It should make effective use of the resources
available to regulators; complement and align, if possible, with the regimes in adjacent IFC Districts
and management by other organisations including the MMO and Environment Agency. Consistency
and fairness are important. Regulatory compliance is promoted. Enforcement action is carried out by
trained, professional officers working to clear standards of conduct.

Success Criterion 3: IFCAs use evidence based and appropriate measures to
manage the sustainable exploitation of sea fisheries resources and deliver
marine environmental protection within their districts
The IFCAs were created as statutory inshore regulators by the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009.
They are relevant authorities for implementing international environmental commitments including the
Birds, Habitats, Water and Marine Strategy Framework Directives and make an important contribution
to securing a network of well managed marine protected areas, including European Marine Sites and
Marine Conservation Zones. Fisheries Management Plans identify local management measures which
should be based on evidence; be timely; subject to appropriate consultation and in step with national
initiatives and priorities. An IFCA should balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting sea
fisheries resources with the need to protect the environment. It should make a contribution to
sustainable development.

Success Criterion 4: IFCAs have appropriate governance in place and staff are
trained and professional
IFCAs are statutory authorities and sit within the local government family. Authority members may be
either general members or local councillors. They comply with Codes of Conduct and the Standing
Orders that apply to meetings of local government committees. General members are appointed on
merit, through open competition and for a term. They are subject to an annual performance appraisal.
An IFCA is funded by levy, charged to its member councils. Funding originates in local taxation. An
IFCA is accountable for its use of public resources and should ensure that a proper auditing regime
provides confidence in its commitment and spend of public money. It should make effective use of its
resources, including staff and assets. An IFCA has a statutory obligation to prepare and publish Annual
Plans and Annual Reports.

Success Criterion 5: IFCAs make the use of evidence to deliver their objectives
IFCAs are statutory regulators for their Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District. Decision-making
should be based on evidence. All IFCAs are supported by officers who pool their expertise and share
best practice as a Technical Advisory Group (TAG). A programme of research activity and monitoring
is planned, developed and updated in consultation with partners. The programme informs management
decisions and supports justification for additional research and evidence gathering.
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2.3 Policy and Legislative Context
2.3.1 Fisheries Act 2020
The Fisheries Act2 (‘The Act’) was introduced to make provisions in relation to fisheries, fishing,
aquaculture and marine conservation following the departure of the UK from Europe. The Act enshrines
in law the UK’s commitment to sustainable fishing, supporting future generations of fishers, while allowing
the marine environment to thrive. It provides a legally binding structure to protect and recover stocks,
support a sustainable fishing industry and safeguard the environment.
Fisheries Objectives
The Act lists eight fisheries objectives which set the UK’s strategic direction for delivering sustainable
fisheries management:

Joint Fisheries Statement
The Act created a legal requirement for the UK’s four national fisheries policy authorities to produce a
Joint Fisheries Statement (JFS) that will lay out how the eight fisheries objectives will be met. The shared
ambition of the JFS is to deliver world class, sustainable management of UK fisheries and aquaculture,
focussing on three main themes:
•
•
•

Protecting and, where necessary, recovering fish stocks
Reducing the effects of fishing on the marine and coastal environment
Supporting a modern, resilient and environmentally responsible fishing industry.

A consultation on the draft JFS began on the 18th January 2022 which encompasses several aspects of
policy including Fisheries Management Plans (FMPs); a document designed to restore one or more stocks
of sea fish, or to maintain them at sustainable levels. The consultation ends on the 12th April 2022.
The Marine Strategy Regulations 20103 require fisheries bodies in the UK to take action to achieve or
maintain Good Environmental Status (GES) in UK waters. The UK Marine Strategy is a key pillar of
making policy in the UK and the JFS is a cross cutting measure which will help to deliver GES for
commercial fisheries.
At the time of writing this Annual Plan, it is not clear the role that IFCAs will play in the planning,
development, consultation and implementation of FMPs.

2.3.2 Marine and Coastal Access Act
The Southern IFCA has clearly defined duties and responsibilities to ensure that the marine environment
within the District is conserved and maintained in a viable state. The main duties for the Southern IFCA
are identified within the Marine and Coastal Access Act, 20094 (MaCAA), Part 6 (Sections 153 and 154).
In performing its duties under this legislation Southern IFCA must:
Section 153 (2)
(a)
Seek to ensure that the exploitation of sea fisheries resources is carried out in a sustainable way.
(b)
Seek to balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting the sea fisheries resources of the District
with the need to protect the marine environment from, or promote its recovery from, the effects of such
exploitation.
(c)
Take any other steps which in the authority’s opinion are necessary or expedient for the purpose of

2

Fisheries Act 2020 (legislation.gov.uk)
The Marine Strategy Regulations 2010 (legislation.gov.uk)
4 Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (legislation.gov.uk)
3
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(d)

making a contribution to the achievement of sustainable development.
Seek to balance the different needs of persons engaged in the exploitation of sea fisheries resources in
the District.

Section 154
(1)
Seek to ensure that the conservation objectives of any Marine Conservation Zones in the District are
furthered.

2.3.3 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulation
Duties under Regulation 63 of The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit)
Regulations 20195 (‘Conservation Regs. 2019’), require Southern IFCA, as a defined competent authority,
to make appropriate assessments of a plan or project which is likely to have a significant effect on a
European Marine Site (EMS) (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects).
The Conservation Regs, 2019 transpose the land and marine aspects of the Habitats Directive6 (Council
Directive 92/43/EEC) and the Wild Birds Directive7 (Directive 2009/147/EC) (known collectively as the
Nature Directives) into UK statue. Under these Directives IFCAs must ensure that fishing activity does not
damage, disturb or have an adverse effect on the wildlife or habitats for which a European Marine Site
(EMS) is legally protected.

2.3.4 The Wildlife and Countryside Act
Under Sections 28g and 28i of The Wildlife and Countryside Act 19818, when carrying out our duties,
Southern IFCA must consider any Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) with marine components which
are providing protection to species and/or habitat of national importance.

5

The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 (legislation.gov.uk)
EUR-Lex - 31992L0043 - EN - EUR-Lex (europa.eu)
7 EUR-Lex - 32009L0147 - EN - EUR-Lex (europa.eu)
8 Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (legislation.gov.uk)
6

7

Southern IFCA Annual Plan 2022/23
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk
Author: Acting Chief Officer Pia Bateman

3.0 Southern IFCA
3.1 The District
The Southern IFCA District extends from the Devon/Dorset border in the West to the Hampshire/Sussex
border in the East. The District covers the combined areas of the relevant councils as well as the entire
Dorset, Hampshire and Isle of Wight coastline out to 6 nautical miles from baselines and includes the
rivers and estuaries up to tidal limits. The extent of the District and its neighbouring IFCAs are shown in
Map 1.

Map 1: The Southern IFCA District

3.2 The District’s Fisheries and Conservation
3.2.1 Commercial Fisheries
The commercial fisheries within the Southern IFCA District are of huge value to the local economy, as
well as providing cultural, historical and community importance. There are 366 active commercially
licenced vessels in the District (February 2022). The valuable inshore fishing grounds are fished by smallscale day vessels all under 12 metres in length.

3.2.2 Recreational Fisheries
It is estimated that there are 150 craft operating as angling/diving charter vessels within the District. In
addition, the District hosts a plethora of private recreational angling craft operating throughout the area,
whilst the beaches, marinas and piers along the coastline are of national importance for sea angling.

3.2.3 Aquaculture
Southern IFCA manage aquaculture activity within a defined area of Poole Harbour under the Poole
Harbour Fishery Order 20159. This is the largest Several Order in the UK. In accordance with Section (1)
of the Sea Fisheries (Shellfish) Act 1967, the Order confers on Southern IFCA the right of a several fishery
for the cultivation of shellfish of any kind for a period of twenty years from the 1st July 2015.

3.2.4 Marine Conservation
An array of exceptional marine habitats and species can be found across the Southern IFCA district. From
expansive mudflats rich in invertebrates that support thousands of overwintering birds to intricate reef
systems home to rare pink sea-fans. The diversity of habitats provides diverse fauna for both commercial
and recreational fisheries.

9

The Poole Harbour Fishery Order 2015 (legislation.gov.uk)
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The importance of the marine environment throughout the Southern IFCA district is reflected by the
number of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) designations across the district. Across the District there are
9 Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) which protect nationally important, rare or threatened species and
habitats, 6 Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) which protect marine habitats and species and 6 Special
Protection Areas (SPAs) which protect populations of birds in the District.
Further details about the District’s commercial, recreational and aquaculture fisheries and marine
conservation can be found at https://www.southern-ifca.gov.uk.
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4.0 Resources
4.1 The Southern IFCA Authority
Appointed by Constituent Authorities
Cllr Mark Roberts
Cllr Mrs A E McEvoy BSc (Hons.)
Cllr Mr R Hughes
Cllr Mr P Miles
Cllr Mr R Rocca
Cllr M Guthrie
Cllr D Curnow-Ford
Cllr J Smith
Cllr Mr P Fuller

Dorset Council (Chairman)
Hampshire County Council (Vice Chairman)
Dorset Council
BCP Council
BCP Council
Southampton City Council
Hampshire County Council
Portsmouth City Council
Isle of Wight Council

Appointed by The Marine Management Organisation
Dr A Jensen (Chairman of the Technical Advisory Committee)
Mr R Stride (Vice Chairman of the Technical Advisory Committee)
Dr S Cripps
Mr N Fisher
Mr L Stantiford
Mr T Legg
Ms L MacCallum
Mr G Wordsworth
Mr N Hornby

Representatives of Partner Organisations
Mr P Rudd
Dr R Morgan
Ms R Irish

Environment Agency
Natural England
Marine Management Organisation

Profiles of the Southern IFCA General Members can be found at https://www.southern-ifca.gov.uk.

4.2 The Southern IFCA Team
The Southern IFCA Team is led by Chief Officer [add] who oversees the Business Service Team, the
Fisheries Protection Team (FPT) and the Fisheries Management and Policy (FMP) Team.

Business Services Team
Mrs S Harley
Ms J Wilson
Mr M Ratsey

Business Services Manager
Administration and Permitting Officer
Accountant

Fisheries Protection Team
Mr S Dell
Mr D Mayne
Mr A Parry
Miss I Griffith
Mr B Taylor
Miss E Condie

Deputy Chief Officer
Senior IFCO
IFCO
IFCO
IFCO
IFCO
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Fisheries Management and Policy Team
Miss P Bateman
Mr S Pengelly
Miss S Birchenough
Mr P Cooper
Miss C Smith
Vacancy

Deputy Chief Officer
Senior IFCO
IFCO
IFCO
IFCO
Project Officer

All three teams work together closely to ensure that Southern IFCA fulfil its statutory functions. Figure 2
demonstrates how the FMP and FP teams work together, as supported by the Business Services Team
to develop management interventions, to implement and ensure compliance and to review fisheries and
conservation management. Central to this model and vital at each stage is stakeholder engagement.
Please refer to the Fisheries Management and Policy Team Strategy 2022-2023 (‘FMP Team Strategy’)
and the Fisheries Protection Team Strategy 2022-2023 (‘PF Team Strategy’) for further details on team
deliverables.

Table 1: Figure 2 Working together

4.2.1 Professional Development
The Southern IFCA Performance Appraisal Policy provides clarity on how the Authority will support the
performance and development of its staff. The policy sets out how the Southern IFCA will appraise staff
performance and promote learning and development in a consistent and fair manner. The Southern IFCA
recognise the importance of both individual and team performance as critical in building and maintaining
a high performing Authority.
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The Authority recognise the need to both provide employees with annual workstream direction, as well as
the importance of facilitating the development of staff to ensure that they are provided with the opportunity
to reach their full potential in their given role. The Authority is committed to ensuring that all employees
have equal access to appropriate training and development opportunities where applicable.

4.3 The Southern IFCA Budget 2022-2023
Local Authorities are supported, in part, by an ‘area-based grant’, from DEFRA, of £329,425. This grant
recognises the new burdens of the MaCAA and supports the fisheries and conservation functions of the
Authority. At the time of writing, the outcome of a spending review with DEFRA, specific to funding for
2022-2023 has not been finalised, however it is assumed that the ‘area-based grant’ will remain the same
as previous years.
The budget for 2022-2023 agreed a proposed levy increase of 3% at the meeting of the Full Authority in
December 2021. This uplift accounts for a 2.25% NJC salary rise for the previous 2021-2022 year, as well
as the forthcoming financial year.

Levy on Local Authority

2020/21

2021/22

2022/23

Hampshire

318,921

318,921

328,489

Isle of Wight

113,280

113,280

116,678

Dorset

195,667

195,667

201,537

BCP

87,968

87,968

90,607

Southampton

33,945

33,945

34,963

Portsmouth

39,628

39,628

40,817

TOTAL

789,409

789,409

813,091

Other income

90,192

108,591

79,292

879,601

898,000

892,383

Administration

748,005

779,651

783,163

Patrol Vessels

37,000

42,039

41,039

Vehicles & Travel

34,916

32,178

26,777

New Equipment

64,717

49,752

41,301

Appropriations

0

0

0

TOTAL EXPENDITURE

884,638

903,620

892,280

DEFICIT OF INCOME OVER EXPENDITURE

(5,036)

(5,620)

103

Summary of Expenditure
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5.0 Southern IFCA’s Delivery Priorities 2022-2023
The priorities identified under the Annual Plan are, where appropriate translated into (1) strategic
objectives, (2) policy objectives and (3) team deliverables, the latter which will be translated into clear,
outcome focussed objectives under the Fisheries Management and Policy Team Strategy 2022-2023
(‘FMP Team Strategy’) and the Fisheries Protection Team Strategy 2022-2023 (‘PF Team Strategy’).
These objectives will be broken down into quarters where possible in order to provide transparency in
timelines.
The Annual Plan seeks to demonstrate where possible, how Southern IFCA consider their work for the
forthcoming year, aligns with IFCA Success Criteria, the Fisheries Objectives (as detailed in Section 2.3.1)
and the UK Net Zero Strategy. The latter in identifying and instigating changes in operations in order to
minimise and reduce emissions as part of Southern IFCAs commitment to the UK Government Net Zero
Strategy. The following graphics will be used to demonstrate below:

Following exit from Europe and the realisation of the Fisheries Act 2020 and changing demands across
fisheries regulators, this financial year considers a work programme which is to be supplemented with an
element of the unknown. It is anticipated that alongside proactive management within the District, that a
more reactive response to the roll out of FMPs may be required, upon the direction of DEFRA and the
MMO. In addition, it is anticipated that the Authority will be required to provide a role to DEFRA in
supporting the development and implementation of Highly Protected Marine Areas (HPMAs). As these
two key elements remain unknown at the time of writing, the delivery priorities laid out below are subject
to change, in order to respond to the changing external landscapes.

5.1 Reporting Metrics
Southern IFCA will report on the delivery of the 2022-2023 Annual Plan in the Southern IFCA Annual
Report 2022-2023 in the context of the IFCA HLOs and SC. At the time of writing DEFRA are in the
process of developing Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for the IFCAs. It is unknown at this stage
whether the KPIs will replace the IFCA HLOs and SC. As such, the format of the Southern IFCA Annual
Report for 2022-2023 is unknown, however it is likely that it will be framed in response to both the
developing KPIs as well as the IFCA HLOs and SCs. Annex 1 provides an overview of the outcomes and
performance indicators relevant to the HLOs and SCs.

13

Southern IFCA Annual Plan 2022/23
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk
Author: Acting Chief Officer Pia Bateman

STRATEGIC DELIVERY
PRIORITIES

5.2 Strategic Delivery Priorities
SC

Delivery priority

Key Action(s)

Review of Standing
Orders

To review and update for Authority sign off by
September 2022

Communication and
Engagement Strategy

To review and update by March 2023

FP Team Strategy

FMP Team Strategy

Owner

To set out the team priorities for April 2022-2023
feeding directly from the Annual Plan delivery
priorities. The Team plans will allocate resources and
identify timelines to ensure that the Annual Plan is
achieved and provide the foundations for IFCO
Personal Work Plans

Chief
Officer
(CO)

Deputy
CO FPT
Deputy
CO
FMP

5.3 Policy Review Delivery Priorities

POLICY REVIEWS

SC

Delivery
priority

Key Action

Owner

Review of
HR Policy &
Procedures

a) Staff Handbook (to amalgamate Conflict of Interest Policy,
Anti-Fraud and Corruption Policy and Whistleblowing Policy)
(b) Employee Codes of Conduct (c) Grievance Procedure and
Policy (d) Capability Procedure and Policy, (e) Disciplinary
Procedure and Policy, (f) Recruitment Policy (g) Staff
Performance and Appraisal Policy (h) Stress Management
Policy and Complaints Procedure

Finance
&
Administration
Manger
(FAM)

Health and
Safety Policy

To ensure the Policy remains robust and fit for purpose

Deputy
CO
FPT
(operational)
FAM (office)
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5.4 Fisheries Protection Team Delivery Priorities
In securing compliance across the District with fisheries and conservation management, the
FPT champion the collective delivery of the Fisheries Objectives

SC

Delivery
priority

Key Actions
To work in line with National intelligence reporting frameworks to ensure a strategic
approach to intelligence gathering and analysis

Intelligence led
risk-based
enforcement

To develop intelligence profiles to inform risk based enforcement.
To maintain a risk register
To undertake enforcement action in line with the Compliance and Enforcement
Framework.
To ensure compliance with IFCA Fisheries Codes of Practice
To ensure compliance with IFCA byelaws

FISHERIES PROTECTION TEAM

Delivering
Compliance

To ensure compliance with National Fisheries Legislation.
To grant and monitor dispensations for the purposes specified in Southern IFCA byelaws
and to develop a Policy to support this area of work
To ensure compliance of the Poole Harbour aquaculture fishery. To include Lease
Conditions and biosecurity requirements.

Communication
and
Engagement

To support compliance with the introduction of all new IFCA management interventions
via appropriate communication channels.
To support compliance with the management of seasonal fisheries via appropriate
communication channels
To conduct all investigatory work in line with Police & Criminal Evidence Act 1984

Investigations

To manage case files in accordance with recognised guidelines and practice.
Investigation outcomes to be shared with NIMEG and media channels
Maintenance of vessels, drone and vehicles used for the purposes for land based and
sea-based compliance and enforcement

Marine
Operations

To undertake a Vehicle Asset Review, in order to consider Southern IFCAs contribution
to Net Zero
To continue with Phase 2 of the Marine Asset Review, in order to assess the efficiency
and effectiveness of current marine assets and make recommendations for future
service provision. Net Zero context to be considered.

Working in
Partnership

National

National Intelligence Management and Enforcement Group.

Key Liaison
Groups

Fisherman’s Council, Recreational Sea Angling Group, Professional
Boatman’s Association, Southwest Aquaculture Network Group.

Local
Attendance across a number of advisory groups and committees
engagement
relevant to the work of the FPT
groups
To work with the FMP Team to develop management interventions which consider the
compliance and enforcement aspects relevant to implementation and ongoing
compliance.
To review and share best practice to develop consistency between partner regulatory
bodies in the use of standardised inspection and enforcement procedures both on shore
and at sea.
To work with the MMO and DEFRA to support the introduction of the MMO Catch App
and associated compliance data sharing.
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To work with the MMO to support the roll out of Inshore Vessel Monitoring System.
To work with other enforcement agencies in order to address areas of shared risk.
To work with Environmental Health Officers from the BCP Council to assist in the
monitoring of water quality in Poole Harbour.

5.5 Fisheries Management & Policy Team Delivery Priorities
SC

Fisheries
Objectives

Delivery
priority

Key Actions

IFCA led
surveys and
stock
assessments

To undertake surveys in order to underpin active management
interventions and to ensure that we are continually developing our
knowledge of the fisheries throughout the District using the best available
evidence. Where possible we will deliver in collaboration with partners as
well as the fishing industry.

FISHERIES MANAGEMENT & POLICY TEAM

Inshore Netting Review
Development
of Fisheries
Management
Interventions

Inshore Potting Review
Implementation of Trance 3 Marine Conservation Zones via
(a) Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw Review
(b) Hand gathering Byelaw Review
(c) Black bream management
MCRS Review
Wrasse Monitoring and Control Plan
Poole Harbour Several Order Management Plan
Southern IFCA
Management
Plans

Reviewing
Fisheries
Management
Interventions

Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw (SDPB) Management
Intentions Document
Net Fishing Monitoring and Control Plan* Subject to Net
Fishing Byelaw ratification

Byelaw
Reviews
Permit
Condition
Reviews
National

Key
Liaison
Groups

Working with
Partners

Poole Harbour Shellfish Dredging Management Plan

Review of Sea Fisheries Legacy Byelaws
IFCA ‘Vessel used in fishing’ Byelaw
SDPB: pump scoop fishery
National IFCA Technical Advisory Group, IFCA led
Whelk Working Group, SAGB Mollusc Committee,
SAGB Crustacea Committee, MSC Project UK Crab and
Lobster FIP
Fisherman’s Council, Recreational Sea Angling Group,
Professional Boatman’s Association, Southwest
Aquaculture Network Group.

Local
Engagement
Groups

Attendance across a number of advisory groups and
committees relevant to the work of the FMP Team

Academia

Southampton University (scallops), Plymouth University
(mullet and whelks)

Shared
Management
Plans

The Solent European Marine Site Single Scheme
Management Plan
The Poole Aquatic Management Plan
The Solent Oyster Restoration Plan

Marine
Licensing

To work with the MMO in provision of local fisheries data
in the context of proposed marine licence applications.
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6.0 Risk Management Strategy
Southern IFCA recognises its responsibility to manage risk in order to successfully achieve the Authority’s
objectives, maximise opportunity and minimise threats. This is further reflected in national guidance
advice to IFCAs. Whilst it is recognised that risk cannot always be eliminated, Southern IFCA have
developed a structured approach which enables the Authority to identify, manage and monitor the most
significant risks that it may face. This structured approach to risk management is successfully integrated
into existing business and management processes and is a key part of the Authority’s corporate
governance arrangements.
The objectives of the risk management strategy are to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Embed risk management in the culture of IFCA including the Authority’s decision making,
strategic planning, policy, project and service delivery arrangements.
Manage risk in accordance with best practice, ensuring key strategic and operational risks are
identified, monitored and controlled.
Raise awareness of the need for risk management both within the Authority and with key partners
and suppliers of goods and services.
Enable the Authority to anticipate and respond to change.
Prevent injury, damage and loss, thus reducing the cost of risk.
Support a targeted risked based approach to operational activities.

All Members and employees are required to have regard to risk when carrying out their duties. Risk
management is integral at all levels of decision making. The key roles within the risk management process
are:
Southern IFCA

To oversee the effective management of risk by Authority officers

Executive Committee

To consider and approve risk management policies and to monitor risk.

Senior Management
Team

To ensure the Authority manages risk effectively through the
development and implementation of the strategy. To identify, manage
and monitor the strategic risks faced by the Authority.

IFC Officers

To manage risk effectively in their particular areas of service delivery.

Treasurer / internal
auditor

To support the Authority and its services in the effective development,
implementation and review of the risk management strategy

7.0 Feedback
Southern IFCA are committed to providing an exemplary service. If you are not satisfied with an aspect
of our service, we encourage you to let us know and we will do our best to resolve the matter as quickly
as possible. Full details of the complaint’s procedure are published on the IFCA website.
http://www.southern-ifca.gov.uk/feedback
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8.0 Annex 1
Success Criterion 1: IFCAs are recognised and heard, balancing the economic needs of the fishery whilst working in
partnership and engaging with stakeholders
Definition: IFCAs will be visible, respected and trusted regulators within coastal communities and will maintain and deliver a strategy to communicate their
vision and duties effectively. IFCAs will engage with policy makers, industry, Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs), recreational and commercial
users, and other regulators. They will work jointly and collaboratively with partner organisations across boundaries; will participate and contribute to the
development and implementation of regional and national marine policy, including the marine planning regime; will take long-term strategic decisions and
manage risks effectively. IFCAs may maintain a national body to co-ordinate the activities of authorities that are party to arrangements.

Outcomes
•
•

•
•

The IFCA will maintain and implement an
effective communication strategy.
The IFCA will maintain its website,
ensuring public access to current fisheries
and conservation information for the
District,
including
management
requirements and byelaws. Non-reserved
IFCA Committee papers will be published.
The IFCA will contribute to co-ordinated
activity at a national level.
The IFCA and its principal partners will
have a clear understanding of roles and
responsibilities.
Memoranda
of
Understanding with the MMO, Natural
England, Environment Agency and Cefas
will be maintained.
Opportunities for
greater efficiencies, effective joint working
and collaboration will be explored and
implemented when feasible.

Performance Indicators for inclusion in Annual Report 2022/20223
SC1A

The IFCA will maintain a database of stakeholder contacts (in accordance with
General Data Protection Regulation 2018 [GDPR]) that will have been reviewed
and updated by 31 March each year.

SC1B

The IFCA will have completed a review of its communication strategy and
implementation plan by 31 March each year.

SC1C

The IFCA will have reviewed its website by the last working day of each month.

SC1D

The IFCA will have reviewed its website and ensured it meets the objectives of
its communication strategy, by 31 March each year.

SC1E

The IFCA will have reviewed all of its Memoranda of Understanding (MoU) by
31 March each year. There will be a clear plan in place to update MoUs where
necessary, to an agreed timescale.

SC1F

By 31 March each year, the IFCA will have participated appropriately,
proportionately and at the right level of delegation, in regional and national
fisheries and conservation activity identified in the annual plan.
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Success Criterion 2: IFCAs implement a fair, effective and proportionate enforcement regime
Definition: The IFCA enforcement regime is risk-based, makes appropriate use of intelligence, meets legislative standards and complies with the Regulators
Code. It should make effective use of the resources available to regulators; complement and align, if possible, with the regimes in adjacent IFC Districts
and management by other organisations including the MMO and Environment Agency. Consistency and fairness are important. Regulatory compliance is
promoted. Enforcement action is carried out by trained, professional officers working to clear standards of conduct.

Outcomes
•

•

•

•

The IFCA will publish its Enforcement
Risk Register and Strategy, clearly
setting out its approach to achieving
regulatory compliance and potential
sanctions that may be applied for
infringements and/or offences.
The IFCA will have developed
consistency in regulations (byelaws)
with other organisations
The IFCA will manage operational
activity (e.g., through a Tasking & Coordination Group) and capture, record,
evaluate and disseminate intelligence
that is compatible with partner
organisations. It is engaged in joint
working with partner organisations.
Warranted Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Officers will be trained and
accredited to nationally agreed
standards. They will maintain
professionalism and make appropriate
interventions to deliver efficient,
effective enforcement activity

Performance Indicators for inclusion in Annual Report 2022/20223
SC2A

The IFCA will ensure its Enforcement Risk Register and Strategy are published and
available on its website from 1 April each year.

SC2B

The IFCA will demonstrate in its Annual Report how it has worked with other
regulators to achieve consistent quality, application and enforcement of management
measures.

SC2C

The IFCA will compile records of enforcement activity in a standard format; provide
them to the National Inshore Marine Enforcement Group (NIMEG) and publish them
on its website.

SC2D

The IFCA will adopt the national Code of Conduct for IFCOs, which will be reviewed
annually and published on its website by 1 April.

SC2E

The Code of Conduct for IFCOs is reflected in work objectives and annual appraisals
for all Warranted Officers.

SC2F

Warranted Officers attain accreditation. All undertake Continuing Professional
Development (CPD)
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Success Criterion 3: IFCAs use evidence based and appropriate measures to manage the sustainable exploitation of sea
fisheries resources and deliver marine environmental protection within their districts
Definition: The IFCAs were created as statutory inshore regulators by the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009. They are relevant authorities for implementing
international environmental commitments including the Birds, Habitats, Water and Marine Strategy Framework Directives and make an important contribution
to securing a network of well managed marine protected areas, including European Marine Sites and Marine Conservation Zones. Fisheries Management
Plans identify local management measures which should be based on evidence; be timely; subject to appropriate consultation and in step with national initiatives
and priorities. An IFCA should balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting sea fisheries resources with the need to protect the environment. It should
make a contribution to sustainable development.

Outcomes
•

•

•

The IFCA will identify issues likely to affect sustainable
management of the marine environment in the District;
undertake risk assessments and gap analysis; review
appropriateness of existing measures; evaluate
management options and develop and implement
proportionate marine management solutions.
The IFCA will support implementation of a well-managed
network of marine protected areas by: developing a range
of criteria-based management options; implementing
management measures to ensure that inshore fisheries
activities comply with the Marine and Coastal Access Act
2009 and the revised approach to managing commercial
fisheries in European Marine Sites; and that local
management contributes to delivery of targets for the
Marine Strategy Framework Directive, Water Framework
Directive and Marine Plans.
The IFCA will develop Fisheries Management Plans for
priority species where appropriate. Shared objectives will
be developed with identified partners; actions identified,
and best practice reflected so that management makes a
contribution to sustainable development.

Performance Indicators for inclusion in Annual Report
2022/20223
SC3A

The IFCA will record site-specific management considerations for
Marine Protected Areas and report progress to the Authority

SC3B

The IFCA will publish data analysis and evidence supporting new
management measures, on its website

SC3C

Management information (e.g., sampling and/or survey results) will be
collected periodically after new management measures have been
implemented, to demonstrate the extent of effectiveness of the
intervention

SC3D

The IFCA will have developed a range of criteria-based management
options that are explained to stakeholders through the IFCA website,
and reviewed by 31 March each year

SC3E

New IFCA management measures selected for development and
implementation are delivered within agreed timescales

SC3F

The IFCA will include shared agreed objectives and actions from
Fisheries Management Plans in its own Annual Plan, which will be
published by 31 March each year.

20

Owner

DCO
FMP
Team

Chief
Officer

Southern IFCA Annual Plan 2022/23
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk
Author: Acting Chief Officer Pia Bateman

Success Criterion 4: IFCAs have appropriate governance in place and staff are trained and professional
Definition: IFCAs are statutory authorities and sit within the local government family. Authority members may be either general members or local councillors.
They comply with Codes of Conduct and the Standing Orders that apply to meetings of local government committees. General members are appointed on
merit, through open competition and for a term. They are subject to an annual performance appraisal. An IFCA is funded by levy, charged to its member
councils. Funding originates in local taxation. An IFCA is accountable for its use of public resources and should ensure that a proper auditing regime
provides confidence in its commitment and spend of public money. It should make effective use of its resources, including staff and assets. An IFCA has a
statutory obligation to prepare and publish Annual Plans and Annual Reports.

Outcomes
•

•

•

•

The IFCA will demonstrate its long-term strategic approach
to sustainable marine management by having appropriate
plan-making, review, update and amendment procedures
in place. The IFCA will record its performance against
corporate outcomes and indicators as soon as practically
possible following the end of the financial year.
Staff performance management systems will be in place
that link to the IFCA success criteria. There will be an
induction procedure for new joiners. Staff training and
development needs will be identified. Performance will be
managed and, where necessary, improvement procedures
will be followed.
The IFCA Committee will be supported by an organised,
efficient and effective secretariat. New members will
receive an induction pack and briefing from the Authority.
There will be a rolling twelve-month schedule of quarterly
Authority meetings. Notices of meetings and
documentation will be made available in line with Standing
Orders.
IFCA Committee meetings will be held in public unless
material is either confidential, or exempt within the
meaning of the Local Government Act 1972

Performance Indicators for inclusion in Annual Report
2022/20223

Owner

SC4A

The IFCA will publish a Plan on its website by 31 March, setting
out the main objectives and priorities for the next financial year.
A copy will be sent to the Secretary of State.

SC4B

After the end of each financial year, the IFCA will publish a
Report on its website describing its activities, performance and
a summary of audited financial information in that year, by 30
November. A copy will be sent to the Secretary of State.

SC4C

IFCA staff will have annual performance management plans in
place. Annual appraisals for all staff will have been completed
by 31 March each year.

SC4D

An efficient secretariat of IFCA staff support IFCA Authority
meetings which are held quarterly and are quorate. Meeting
documentation will meet Standing Orders.

Chief Officer
& Finance &
Administration
Manager

SC4E

The IFCA will have demonstrated, in its Annual Report, how
marine, land and water management mechanisms in the
Inshore Fisheries & Conservation District have worked
responsively and effectively together.

Chief Officer
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Success Criterion 5: IFCAs make the use of evidence to deliver their objectives
Definition: IFCAs are statutory regulators for their Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District. Decision-making should be based on
evidence. All IFCAs are supported by officers who pool their expertise and share best practice as a Technical Advisory Group (TAG). A
programme of research activity and monitoring is planned, developed and updated in consultation with partners. The programme informs
management decisions and supports justification for additional research and evidence gathering .

Outcomes
•

•

A strategic research plan that contributes
to greater understanding of the marine
environment and delivery of costeffective management of sea fisheries
resources
Standard
Operating
Procedures
describe how data is captured and
shared with principal partners

•

A list of research databases held by the
IFCA and the frequency of their review

•

Non-confidential meta-data collected
through the IFCA research programme
should be recorded in a database
available to the marine research
community

Performance Indicators for inclusion in Annual Report 2022/20223

SC5A

The IFCA will demonstrate progress that has been made towards identifying its
evidence needs by publishing a research plan each year

SC5B

The IFCA will publish a research report annually that demonstrates how evidence
has supported decision making

SC5C

The IFCA’s contribution to TAG and progress that has made towards ‘National
evidence needs’ programme will be recorded in the IFCA’s Annual Report
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OFFICER’S REPORT

ITEM J & K

2022-2023 TEAM STRATEGIES
Report by the Deputy Chief Officer Sam Dell & Acting Chief Officer Pia Bateman
A.

Purpose of the Report
To consider the Fisheries Protection Team (FPT) and Fisheries Management &
Policy (FMP) Team Strategies for the period April 2022 to March 2023 in line with the
Annual Plan (covered under agenda item 11).

B.

Recommendation
That Members approve the Team Strategies, which feed directly from the Delivery
Priorities identified in the Southern IFCA Annual Plan for March 2022 to April 2023.

1.

Background

1.1

The FMP and FP Team Strategies set out the priorities for each team for the period
April 2022- March 2023, feeding directly from the Delivery Priorities identified in the
Annual Plan for 2022 to 2023. These strategies seek to translate the Annual Plan
Delivery Priorities into clear, outcome focussed objectives for the FMP and FP
Teams.
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Section 1.0 Purpose
The Authority is committed to a fair, effective and proportionate enforcement regime. A
Compliance and Enforcement Framework (CEF) sets out the Authority’s approach to achieving
compliance and provides information about the general principles the Authority will follow and
our enforcement actions available. The CEF establishes a framework from which risk-based
enforcement plans may be developed in the form of a Compliance Risk Register (CRR). For
access to these documents please follow the link to the Southern IFCA Website: Compliance
& Enforcement : Southern IFCA (southern-ifca.gov.uk)
The Fisheries Protection Team (FPT) Strategy sets out the priorities for the team for the period
April 2022 – March 2023, feeding directly from the delivery priorities identified in Southern
IFCA’s Annual Plan for 2022 to 2023.

Section 2.0 Introduction
Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (IFCA) undertake compliance and
enforcement activities throughout its District. Information and evidence are gathered to provide
a sound base to underpin the decision-making processes of the Authority. This ensures that
the Authority fulfils its functions as described under the Marine and Coastal Access Act
(MaCAA) 2009, ensuring successful and sustainable governance of the inshore marine
environment.
To deliver the Southern IFCA objectives and fulfil the Authorities functions as a competent
management body, the Southern IFCA recognises the need to align its work to a strategic
vision. With many competing objectives, it is important the Authority maintains a strategic
overview in their delivery. This proactive way of working, with the recognition of the need to
maintain a capacity for reactive and emerging work and incoming challenges, will provide a
template for the Authority moving forward.
The Marine element of the Authorities District covers all tidal waters extending to six nautical
miles from the 1983 baselines. The east and west seaward boundaries are established from a
line drawn south from the point at which the limits of county boundaries of East Hampshire and
West Dorset extend seaward; in Lyme Bay and Chichester Harbour respectively. The terrestrial
and intertidal element of the District includes the entire counties of the constituent local
authorities of Hampshire, Dorset, Isle of Wight, Portsmouth and Southampton City Councils
and Bournemouth, Christchurch & Poole Council. In undertaking its regulatory responsibilities,
the Authority starts from the position that the vast majority of the community, organisations and
industries using the marine area are compliant with the regulations and controls that affects
them. The Authority works to try to ensure that all parties understand what rules apply to their
particular industry (or part thereof), and also the rationale for the regulation being necessary.
Where stakeholders are not aware of the rules that apply to them, or require further information
to ensure they are compliant, guidance is provided and/or assistance to raise awareness,
where possible, this is a first step to achieving compliance.
Full compliance with fisheries and environmental legislation is the overall aim of the Authority.
This aim is best achieved through the adoption of an adaptive co-management approach to
fisheries management. The key to achieving high compliance is to ensure that those who are
potentially affected have a real opportunity to engage with the Authority over the local
management approach to be taken.
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The strategic delivery for the years 2022-2023, as presented in this report, will enable the
Authority to be more transparent with delivery partners, through anticipation of shared goals,
objectives, and encouragement to seek future funding and joint working opportunities.
Coronavirus is continuing to have implications on the way Southern IFCA carries out
compliance and enforcement throughout the District, please refer to the Coronavirus statement
set out in the Annual Plan Authority Reports : Southern IFCA (southern-ifca.gov.uk) We have
Risk Assessments, Standard Operating Procedures and Protocols, which sets out how the
Authority works in the current environment and is based on Government advice and restrictions
at the time they are issued and are therefore subject to change. It is anticipated in March 2022
that these restrictions will be lifted.

2.1 Legislative Drivers
IFCAs were created under Section 150 of MaCAA as designated statutory inshore regulators
for the marine environment. The National IFCA Vision, High Level Objectives and Success
Criteria set out the intentions of the IFCAs to sustainably manage inshore fisheries and
conservation in line with these mechanisms and wider UK Legislation.
Southern IFCA has clearly defined duties and responsibilities to ensure that the marine
environment within the District is conserved and maintained in a viable state. The main duties
for Southern IFCA are identified within MaCAA, Part 6 (Sections 153 and 154).

2.2 IFCA Powers
Under 166 of MaCAA Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Officers (IFCOs) common
enforcement powers are conferred by sections 245 to 261 and fisheries enforcement powers
conferred by sections 264,268,269 and 289 of MaCAA.
IFCOs have these powers for the purposes of enforcing:
•

•
•
•
•

Any byelaws made under section 155 or 157 of MaCAA for the district (or having effect
as if so made); Sections 1 to 3, 5 and 6 of the Sea Fish (Conservation) Act 1967 (c.84)
and any Orders made under any of those sections;
Any provision made by or under an Order under section 1 of the Sea Fisheries
(Shellfish) Act 1967 (c.83);
Any provisions of, or any rights conferred by, section 7 of that Act; • Any byelaws made
under section 129 or 132 of MaCAA;
Section 140 of MaCAA;
The Sea Fishing (Enforcement) Regulations 2018 (SI 849/18) (The Sea Fishing
(Enforcement) (Amendment) Regulations 2020

Powers of Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Officers under The Sea Fishing (Enforcement)
Regulations 2018:
2. (1) An inshore fisheries and conservation officer (“IFC officer”) appointed under section 165
(1) of the 2009 Act has the powers referred to in section 166(3) of the 2009 Act for the purpose
of enforcing the EU fisheries conservation measures.
(2) In paragraph (1), “EU fisheries conservation measures” means the Articles of the EU
instruments, as amended from time to time, specified in the Schedule.
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(3) Section 166(4) to (9) of the 2009 Act applies to the powers which an IFC officer has for
the purpose mentioned in paragraph (1) as it applies to the powers which an IFC officer has for
the purposes specified in section 166(1) of the 2009 Act.
(4) In this regulation, “the 2009 Act” means the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009
Where applicable, any additional powers or limitations would be specified in a paper
counterpart.

2.3 The Fisheries Protection Team
The Southern IFCA’s FPT have the responsibility for the compliance and enforcement
throughout the District to ensure a viable industry whilst supporting local communities who are
reliant upon sea fisheries resources is an important component for the protection of our
fisheries. The IFCA has a duty to maintain a balance between socio-economics and
environmental benefits seeking to ensure healthy and sustainable fisheries when developing
regulations.
Working under the Chief Officer, the FPT is led by a Deputy Chief Officer (DCO) supported by
one Senior Fisheries Officer (SO). To complete the FPT complement, there are four IFCOs
(three Compliance Specialists and one Marine Operations Specialist).
Officers from the FPT engage with industry on a daily basis and carry out compliance
inspections where necessary on all commercial and recreational fishing activities on shore and
at sea which include commercial premises. These inspections are conducted through land and
sea-based patrols throughout the District. The Authority has a fleet of three patrol vessels which
are uniquely designed to suit the areas they are located in and are strategically based across
the District. These can be taken to sea at any time of day or night, all three vessels have
boarding capabilities. The FPT also have access to a fleet of pool vehicles to carry out
operations on the coast.
For the purpose of engagement, the District has been split into three areas and five when
allocating resources for deployment and operational delivery, this is based on the type of fishing
activity taking place and location of the officers. The west is from Kimmeridge to Lyme Regis
(Dorset Devon border), the centre Kimmeridge to Mudeford and covers Poole Harbour and the
East is from Mudeford to Chichester Harbour Emsworth Channel (Hampshire Sussex border)
and includes the Isle of Wight. Each area has a lead and supporting officers.
Area Leads:
• West Lead Officer (Areas 1-2): IFCO, Support Officers: IFCOs
• Central Lead Officer (Areas 2-3): SO, Support Officers IFCOS
• East Lead Officer (Areas 3,4 & 5): IFCO, Support Officers IFCOs
The Authority has a set Code of Conduct for officers carrying out inspections. The Code also
explains the obligations of people being inspected.
Officers wear Body Worn Cameras (BWC), which can provide several benefits. These include
enhanced contemporaneous evidence capture, that may be used to support the Authority
and/or other enforcement agency prosecutions, resulting in early guilty pleas. The cameras
may deter acts of aggression or verbal and physical abuse towards officers and can also inform
more appropriate sentencing. An audio & visual recording of an incident can show exactly what
happened and what was said, help to avoid disputes, reduce the time taken to establish
important facts and clearly show the facts on many matters. The use of BWCs supports
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transparency, trust, and confidence in the Southern IFCA and community. All evidence is stored
in accordance with the UK General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and the Data Protection
Act 2018 (DPA).

Section 3.0 Marine Operations
3.1 Current Assets
Lead Officer: DCO Supporting Officer(s) SO & IFCO (Marine Operations Specialist)
The Authority has three Fisheries Patrol Vessels (FPV) which facilitate the compliance and
enforcement of regulations throughout the District. When at sea these vessels conduct
intelligence led operational patrols, support stakeholder engagement and conduct and support
limited survey work.
The Southern IFCA FPV fleet consists of two purpose built RHIBs (Rigid-Hulled Inflatable
Boats) and one special build aluminium vessel.
The current marine assets are:
•
•
•

FPV Protector (RHIB) - currently stored on a trailer at Portland and deployable
anywhere within the District
FPV Stella Barbara (RHIB) - currently berthed at Southampton
FPV Endeavour (aluminium vessel) - currently berthed in Poole Harbour

The two RHIBs are both 7.8m Ribcraft built vessels with thermal imaging camera capability that
can record for evidential purposes. One is based in the west on a trailer and can be deployed
anywhere in the District, the other in the Solent. Both vessels have rapid response capabilities.
The aluminium vessel is a 5.7m Robust Boat special build with very shallow water capability
and has a collapsing wind shield and ‘A’ frame to enable the vessel to manoeuvre under low
bridges in Poole Harbour. Regular monthly maintenance ensures vessels are fully operational.
Dates for Life Saving Appliances (LSA) can be found in the Southern IFCA Asset Register
folder.
In addition to the marine assets Southern IFCA also owns a fleet of patrol vehicles which consist
of two trucks (4x4) that have towing capability and four vans, all vehicles are operated in line
with the Southern IFCA vehicle policy. In relation to the Authority vehicles the FPT work closely
with the Business Services Team (BST) to ensure effective management of these assets.
Planned work for 2022 - 2023
Officer(s) Planned activity 2022 – 2023
IFCO
Monthly Maintenance checks on both RHIBs
SO
Monthly Maintenance checks on Endeavour
SO &
Yearly LSA replacements and servicing on all Vessels
IFCO
IFCO
Yearly coding inspections
BST
Maintain Vehicle Spreadsheet & ensure vehicles are taxed, have
an in date MOT and are serviced.
.

Date(s)
Monthly
Monthly
Annually
Annually
Monthly

3.2 Marine Asset Review
Lead Officer: DCO Supporting Officers, SO & IFCO (Marine Operations Specialist)
The following two phased approach was approved by the Authority in December 2020
regarding a review of its current Marine Assets:
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•

Phase One – was completed in November 2022.

•

Phase Two – Set to go ahead in 2022 is the procurement of an appropriate vessel with
capabilities relating to outcomes for jurisdiction, roles and responsibilities and with
appropriate design for enforcement and scientific duties.

The Authorities current jurisdiction is 0-6nm. With EU Exit there may be changes to the roles
and responsibilities for the IFCAs post transitional period, both in terms of changes to District
baselines and jurisdiction of territorial waters (0-12nm).
In Phase Two, with the proposed introduction of potting and netting permit byelaws, equipment
such as net and pot haulers may be required to effectively enforce such regulations. The
vessels do not currently have this capability and the procurement of a specifically designed
vessel will be considered. Any procurement of such a vessel should include increasing the
capacity to conduct research and science surveys, however an immediate decision to take this
course of action is premature in terms of the fluctuating landscape of EU-Exit and the Authority’s
needs.
Planned work for 2022 – 2023
Officer(s) Planned activity 2022 - 2023
DCO &
To Progress and Develop phase two of the Marine Asset
Supporting Review in order to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of
Officers
current marine assets and make recommendations for future
provision with a consideration of Net Zero.

Date(s)
October
2022

3.3 Vehicle Asset Review
Lead Officer: SD, Supporting Officers: Business Service Team (BST)
As part of the UK Governments commitment to be Net Zero by 2050 and paying particular
attention to the reduction of vehicle emissions Southern IFCA will be looking to contribute to
achieving the policy goals by undertaking a review of the existing fleet of vehicles and making
recommendations to the Authority which will consider Southern IFCAs commitment to reducing
its carbon footprint. It is anticipated that the outcomes of this review will be presented to the
Executive Committee in late 2023.
Planned work for 2022 – 2023
Officer(s) Planned activity 2022 - 2023
DCO
To undertake a vehicle asset review in order to contribute to Net
Zero.
DCO
To review vehicle policy arrangements in relation to replacement
and procurement.

Date(s)
Dec 2022
Dec 2022

Section 4.0 Drone Capability
Lead Officer DCO, Supporting Officers: IFCOs (Compliance Specialist)
To complement our operational activity, a drone was procured in early 2022. A drone is defined
by the Civil Aviation Authority as an Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) or Small Unmanned
Aircraft (SUA). They are typically miniature aircraft controlled from the ground by a pilot and
can have various camera attachments with recording capabilities.
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The use of drones has been widely used across law enforcement agencies throughout the
country for the detection of crimes and collating evidence for offences. They can be used in
dynamic environments and can be deployed as a fast response to monitor, record and evidence
illegal activity as well as being used for routine observations and checks. It has the ability to
record positions using an onboard GPS and further features such as thermal imaging and zoom
functions. This can aid in the proof of offences detected and used to support legal proceedings
as evidence in courts.
The drone is operated by a trained remote pilot with additional officers to act as observers to
avoid the risk of collisions, especially during the hours of darkness.
There is opportunities for the drone to carry out survey work with the Authorities Fisheries
Management and Policy (FMP) Team who also gather evidence for fisheries management
development. Further opportunities are being explored in working with other enforcement
agencies and creating revenue which will help towards the running cost and officer time.
The drone aids compliance in gathering crucial evidence for the following activities throughout
the District:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Spatial closures
MPAs
Areas associated with previous non-compliance
Illegal gear being deployed or discarded
Locating discarded shellfish, fish and gear
Provide additional evidence to support VMS data
Monitoring of IFCA Codes of Practice

Planned work for 2022 – 2023
Officers will need to continue to familiarise themselves with drone operations, further training
will take place through practical assessments and accruing flying time. Work is currently being
developed in relation to obtaining SSSI (Site of Special Scientific Interest) permissions and
working in conjunction with Natural England to complete a Habitats Risk Assessment for Drone
Operations, this is to ensure best practice is being followed and mitigation is in place to ensure
there is no harm caused to the environment during drone operations.
Officer(s)
IFCO

IFCOs
IFCO
DCO
DCO
IFCOs
DCO & IFCO

Planned activity 2022 – 2023
SSSI permissions and working in conjunction with Natural
England to complete a Habitats Risk Assessment for
Drone Operations
Pilot’s licence and Assessment
Sightings process to be developed for UAS
Implementation of Operational deployment
Contribute to national IFCA Drone Taskforce
Maintenance of drone equipment as per Operations
Manual
Renewal of CAA Operational Authorisation

Date(s)
May 2022

June 2022
Sept 2022
All year round
All year round
All year round
May 2022

Section 5.0 The FP Team’s Core Functions
The FP Team have the following core functions which are described as a delivery priority in
the Annual Plan 2022-2023:
•

Intelligence Led Risk-Based Enforcement
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•
•
•
•

Community and Stakeholder Engagement
Delivering Compliance
Investigations
Working in Partnership

5.1 Intelligence Led-Risk Based Enforcement
5.1.1 Risk Based Approach
Defra provided guidance to Southern IFCA on the establishment of a common enforcement
framework and in particular, on applying risk-based enforcement principles and methods.
Southern IFCA is committed to the adoption of a risk-based approach to enforcement and
Members have agreed the process and principles to apply that method.
Southern IFCAs Annual Plan under Success Criteria 2A requires an annual review of the
Compliance Risk Register and this is published on the Authority’s website.
Outcomes of risk assessments for specified areas within the District have been used to develop
a Compliance Risk Register containing compliance and enforcement strategic priorities to
inform operational plans developed through a Tactical Coordination Group.
The Register has been developed using an evidence-based approach. An analysis of risk from
the perspective of the marine resource allows the process to be informed by the available
scientific evidence. Where further information is required, this may be addressed through
Southern IFCA’s FMP Team Strategy.
Where high risks are identified through the Register, these will be considered and feed into the
Tactical Co-ordination Group process which will support the objectives to manage those risks.
These objectives will include enforcement and education and will be reported on at regular
intervals. Where the risks are lower, there will be an increased focus upon awareness and
engagement as described in the Southern IFCA CEF.
The development of the CRR allows the Officers to be clear about the Authority’s compliance
priorities, they are required to set objectives to reduce high and monitor medium risks in their
daily work. The Register is a “live document” which will be reviewed regularly by Managers and
Members and informed by information recorded in the Southern IFCA’s intelligence systems.
Updates will be applied to the Register when necessary throughout the year and will be fully
reviewed annually.
Officer(s)
Planned activity 2022 – 2023
Date(s)
DCO
When changes are necessary due to the implementation June 2022
of new management or where there is no legislation
protecting a fishery, the risk register will be updated
indicating current risks and uploaded on to the Southern
IFCA website. The CRR requires a annual review.

5.1.2 Intelligence
Lead Intelligence Officer: DCO/ SO, Intelligence Officer: IFCO
Intelligence reports (IRs) are the Authority’s method of recording, storing, collating and the
dissemination of intelligence that complement our risk-based approach. Additional intelligence
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together with access to the UK Fisheries Monitoring, Control and Surveillance System1 (MCSS)
and Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) is maximising the efficient use of resources and reflects
the current issues on the ground and is being utilised in preparing operational plans. Collating
and storing of IRs is centralised through the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) Central
Intelligence Unit (CIU). IFCAs follow the National Intelligence Model and have incorporated a
tasking and coordination process to inform tactical responses to priorities and emerging trends.
When collecting relevant information, Officers should record the following information before
submitting to the Intelligence Officer:
•

•
•
•
•
•

Who – the person(s) carrying out possible illegal activity or boat and any other
connections i.e. person/name and address, date of birth, vessel PLN and name, who
is master/owners name, vehicle being used etc.
What – has happened/happening i.e. record what has been observed (Illegal activity
or damage) or said, description of vessel or vehicle, what cloths are being worn etc.
Where – place. Inside a Marine Protected Area (MPA) or prohibited area i.e. Lat/long,
landing port other references if not known, record GPS etc.
Why – purpose behind the illegal activity i.e. type of activity taking place, are they
selling commercially and to who etc.
When – did the activity happen? i.e. time, date, length of time spent fishing etc.
How – did they carry out the illegal activity? How do you know? i.e. what is being used
to carry out the illegal activity, net pot, hand gathering etc.

The reporting Officer will evaluate information received and complete an IR in line with the SOP
and submit to the Intel Officer. The information is then risk assessed, and then sanitised (details
are removed that explicitly or indirectly identifies the source of the information) to protect the
origin of the information. The IR is then disseminated to the officers, CIU and relevant agencies
and recorded on an internal log.

Officer(s)
DCO/ SO
IFCO
IFCOs

IFCOs

Responsibilities
Lead Officer – In accordance with Government Security Classification
Guidelines and SOP Intelligence received should be appropriately handled
Intel Officer to support the Lead Officer where necessary
The Intelligence Officer(s) will evaluate, analyse and disseminate the
Intelligence Report to any relevant partner agencies, and will feed into the
subsequent Tactical Co-ordination Group (TCG) meeting(s).
To complete appropriate Intelligence Reports IRs

5.1.3 Tactical Coordination Group (TCG)
Lead Officer: DCO, Support Officers: SO & IFCOs
The TCG process provides managers with a decision-making mechanism with which to
manage their business both strategically and tactically. Decisions based on a full
understanding of the problems faced will enable managers to prioritise the deployment of
resources at their disposal.
Southern IFCA’s TCG meets every two weeks and is informed by the Tactical Assessment (the
document which supports the meeting). The Lead intelligence Officer or Intelligence Officer
The UK reporting database of sightings, boarding, positions of vessels, prosecutions and other actions against
infringements of UK and EU Fisheries. This system is managed by CEFAS on behalf of the MMO (also see RNSS). This also
contains access to VMS data.
1
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shall be responsible for the preparation of the tactical assessment document. Southern IFCA
is also represented at two regional TCGs with external agencies that is coordinated by the
MMO.
The TCG reflects on the previous two weeks priorities and considers identified emerging issues
or specific problems and proposes tactical activity for the next period. It ensures that the
resources are aligned to the priorities. Additional priorities can be set from the CCR, or specific
intelligence requirements may be needed. The group decides when appropriate tactical action
will be taken and by whom.
The tactical group can also commission intelligence products such as Problem and Subject
Profiles that can add value to priorities and operational plans as and when required.
Several supporting documents are available to the TCG to assist with decision making.
•
•
•
•
•

Problem profiles
Compliance Directions
Seasonal priorities
Operational Orders
Byelaw Dispensations

The table below shows the timelines and who is the responsible Officer for this work stream:
Officer(s)
DCO &
Supporting
Officers
DCO &
Supporting
Officers

Frequency of meetings
To deliver fortnightly TCG meetings in order to inform operational response
on the coast and determine Southern IFCA enforcement priorities. To hold
internal and External TCGs utilising external TCGs to engage with partners
to identify joint working opportunities.
To attend other neighbouring IFCAs and regional MMO TCGs

5.2 Community and Stakeholder Engagement
The delivery of the IFCA Vision is fundamental to successful compliance and co-operation of
stakeholders from the recreational sea angling and commercial fishing sectors. FPT Officers
attend meetings with the local community including Angling and Commercial Associations and
other community forums. In addition, Officers work with partner enforcement agencies such
as the Police, Environment Agency, Environmental Health and MMO. The objectives for
communicating with stakeholders from all sectors is to raise awareness, identify issues and to
gather information that informs the development of inshore fisheries management measures.
Collaboration and community participation are principles that are entrenched across the entire
characteristics of the Southern IFCA model.
The Authorities Communication Plan sets out how Southern IFCA will approach
communication and aspects of engagement with the community and stakeholders. It aims to
ensure that people understand how as an organisation we plan to engage with others to help
us make the right decisions for delivering the vision. The FPT have a responsibility to
communicate up to date information on current legislation and investigation outcomes through
press releases based on successful prosecutions. There is a key message that runs through
all the work areas regarding communication and engagement with all stakeholder sectors,
which is evident through this strategy.
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The Compliance and Enforcement Framework and Compliance Risk Register that supports
this strategy, ensures a consistent and transparent approach across the FPT work stream.
This includes all stages of operational delivery and accountability, during any of the FPT’s
decision-making. Part of the process of introducing new Byelaws is ensure adequate training
is provided to the Officers. This will allow Officers to be fully aware of the legislation when
communicating with stakeholders from the recreational and commercial sectors. Additional
supporting documentation such as FAQs and posters will be utilised to inform industry
(commercial and recreational) and stakeholders during implementation periods.
Southern IFCA Officers continually engage with stakeholders, local organisations and the
general public through land and sea patrols, attending meetings, giving presentations, lectures
and displaying educational information. It is vital for Officers to keep the fishing industry updated
and advised of any changes. This also includes other stakeholders and members of the public
on matters such as updates to management measures, current and relevant regulations
relating to the District that includes Officers from the FPT attending key stakeholder groups and
events.
Stakeholder engagement is important for gaining trust from the commercial and recreational
sectors in the work Southern IFCA carries out, communicating to all stakeholders and
maximising better compliance whether it be voluntary or a legal requirement. Information is
communicated through the following methods listed below:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Land patrols
Sea Patrols
Attending Sea Angling and Commercial fishermen’s Associations and public
meetings
Communication Packages
Stakeholder Meetings
Open days
Information stands
Website updates

Planned work for 2022 – 2023
Officer(s) Planned Stakeholder Meetings for 2022 - 2023
SO
Poole and District Sea Angling Association
IFCO
South West Aquaculture Network
DCO
Poole and District Fishermen’s Association
DCO
South Coast Fishermen’s Council
DCO/ SO Local and Regional Rural Crime Meetings
DCO
National Inshore Marine Enforcement Group
IFCO
Other local engagement & advisory groups

Date(s)
Quarterly
When Required
When required
When required
Quarterly
Quarterly
When required

5.2.1 Fishing Gear Restrictions & Seasonal Changes
Southern IFCA will increase engagement with industry during seasonal changes through
several methods, including stakeholder engagement, social media, and engagement with
commercial and recreational fishers. Educational materials and information leaflets will be
produced and circulated through industry prior to the date of the change where appropriate.
Please refer to table on page 28.
Officer(s)
IFCO

Planned activity 2022 – 2023
To utilise social media platforms & the Southern IFCA
Website to publicise key seasonal changes prior to change
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IFCO
IFCO
DCO / SO

To note seasonal changes on TCG tactical assessment
prior to change.
To update IFCO Crib & District Wide Seasonality Chart
when new regulations are introduced.
Control and Enforcement Training when introducing new
Byelaws to ensure adequate training is provided to support
community engagement.

When
required
When
required
Quarterly

5.3 Delivery Compliance
An effective Compliance Programme will include the development, implementation, and
adherence to standardised operational policies and procedures. Through internal monitoring
and auditing, Officer Code of Conduct for Inspections and safeguards outline the Authorities
expectation of employees. Officers are professionally trained in enforcement standards through
an accredited training program and receive specific training by a dedicated National Lead
Training Officer. In addition, Officers are required to have a comprehensive knowledge of
complex legislation that is set out in Southern IFCA Byelaws, National and EU regulations.
Under the Authorities Annual Plan delivery on Success Criteria 2, the Deputy Chief Officer of
the FPT will submit a quarterly Compliance Report to the Authority meeting. This report
updates Members on the outcomes on inspections, case file progress and court outcomes
including any financial administered penalties issued.
The Compliance Risk Register (CRR) provides focus for enforcement activities forming part of
the Compliance and Enforcement Framework. The register identifies priorities for enforcementbased responses enabling operational plans that will be delivered. The TCG makes good use
and directs resources, providing the best possible protection regarding the fisheries
sustainability and the marine environment. Jointly, the CRR, FPT and FMPT Strategies,
together identify spatial and seasonal risks for non-compliance and determine the resources
required for enforcement, research and science.

5.3.1 Byelaw Delivery Priorities
5.3.1.1 Fisheries Management and Policy Team
It is important that Compliance officers have a good understanding of the work that is carried
out by the FMPT who seek to improve the sustainability of marine fisheries and environment.
The FPT and FMPT work collaboratively with community engagement to provide accurate
communication for stakeholders.
The focus is on sustainability of Southern IFCAs fisheries activity in the commercial and
recreational sectors and to support local communities through education and distributing
literature on management and compliance.
It is important that the DCO from the FPT is in attendance at Working Groups where
management interventions are being developed in order to contribute to the practicalities of
compliance and enforcement of that legislation.
During 2022 – 2023 The DCO from the FPT will attend all Internal Working Groups as the
management measures are progressed and are outlined in the Annual Plan 2022-2023 and
refereed to in the FMP Team Strategy.
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Under the MaCAA 2009 it is an offence to contravene Southern IFCA byelaws by all those who
target sea fish within the Authority’s District. These byelaws govern what sea fish may be taken,
where and using which equipment. Failure to comply with these byelaws may lead to
prosecution.
The byelaws have been written solely for the management, sustainability and protection of the
marine environment for the District. The Authority has a suite of byelaws including legacy
byelaws that were transferred under Section 6 of MaCAA 2009 (Transitional and Saving
Provisions) Order 2011 made by Southern Sea Fisheries Committee (SFC) to the Southern
IFCA for those parts of the District that were previously regulated by Southern SFC. Officers
require a good knowledge and understanding of these byelaws and must be aware of points to
prove when carrying out compliance inspections and detecting infringements. The Authority’s
byelaws can be found on the Authority website All Regulations : Southern IFCA (southernifca.gov.uk)

5.3.1.2 Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw Compliance
Lead Officer: DCO, Supporting Officer: IFCO
The Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw (SDPB) is a single coherent management tool developed to
govern fishing activities within the Solent bivalve fisheries, to allow for adaptive and flexible
management, underpinned and directed by the best available evidence. Following ratification
of the Permit Byelaw by the Secretary of State in October 2020, the SDPB has since been
implemented on the 1st November 2021.
The SDPB has been in development since 2018 to introduce the SDPB Byelaw, extensive reengagement with the fishing community has been conducted during 2021/ 22 (1) to inform and
educate the industry of the new measures under the byelaw, (2) to provide an appropriate level
of support to applicants.
There has been an established scallop fishery in the Osborne Bay area, running east as far as
No-Man’s Fort of the Solent for number of years. However, since 2019 the fishing effort has
increased. A Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw (BTFGB) protects a Marine Protected Area
(MPA) to the South East of the Isle of Wight and running parallel to the shore in Osborne Bay
and part of Ryde Spit, prohibiting BTFG which includes scallop dredging.
A change to the permit conditions is being introduced, this will involve a variation in the
Category A permit which will see a closure come into force from 1st April 2022 and a limitation
to two dredges per vessel.
The native oyster fishery which is currently closed means that no Category B permits have
been issued under the scheme due to low levels of sustainable stock density. There is also a
clam fishery in the Harbour areas during winter months. Most vessel’s participating in the Solent
fishery are on a smaller scale, predominantly under 10m.

Planned work for 2022-2023
Officers
Planned activity during 2022- 2023
DCO &
SDPB Access Policy Review
FMPT
IFCOs
To implement Permit Condition Changes relating to Scallop
Fishery through variation of Category A permit & ensure
compliance
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DCO &
IFCO
IFCOs
DCO

To attend the Solent Bivalve Community Forum

2023

To monitor compliance with the SDPB & engage with permit
holders.
To support the SDPB Pump Scoop Review

All year
round
2022

5.3.1.3 The implementation of Tranche 3 Marine Conservation Zones
Lead Officer: DCO, Supporting Officer: IFCO
The Authority has duties to manage fisheries within Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) and
must seek to ensure that, in relation to fishing activity, the conservation objectives of any
MCZ in the District are furthered. A third tranche of MCZs were designated on the 31st May
2019. The following work has been commissioned;
•
•
•

A Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw Review to look at the existing BTFG Byelaw
2016 has been commenced in order to assess the existing management measures in
place under the 2016 Byelaw against the most recent and best available evidence.
A Hand gathering Byelaw Review has also been commenced to look at the suitability
of existing Byelaws and regulations to determine whether a management intervention
is required.
Also included is Black bream management, which is another aspect of the
implementation of Tranche 3 MCZs as Some of the MCZs in Dorset include objectives
with regards to the management of Black Bream. Any future management intervention
in this fishery will be informed by data on the location and extent of the bream within
the MCZs. Natural England have begun survey work in order to further understandings
of the extent and location of Black Bream within the District. Southern IFCA will
continue to work with local and national partners in order to support this process and
maintain active engagement in the community throughout

Planned work for 2022 – 2023
Officer
Planned activity 2022 – 2023
DCO
To attend working groups relating to proposed
management interventions withing Tranche 3 MCZ
IFCOs
To ensure compliance with any new Byelaws
IFCOs
To support and maintain active engagement in the
community throughout the consultation process

Date(s)
March 2022
2022/23
All year
round.

5.3.1.4 Compliance with Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw
Lead Officer: SO, Supporting Officer: IFCO
The clam and cockle dredge permit fishery in Poole Harbour is managed through PHDP
Byelaw. Within the Byelaw the permit allows a flexible approach to management which can be
reviewed in line with sustainability and nature conservation of the marine environment.
The season runs from 25th May 2022 to 23rd of December 2022 both days inclusive. There are
additional sensitive areas that have temporal and spatial closures at key times of the year.
These are listed in the PHDP conditions.
There is a permit requirement for the PHDP holders to supply a catch return form on quantities
of shellfish caught for each day of the month. The form requires the permit holders to record
information including weight of catch, details of the area where the shellfish were caught and
which Merchants purchased the catch and, when it was sold. In addition, any interactions with
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endangered, threatened and protected species have to be recorded. It is a compliance
requirement as a permit condition to return this catch return form by the 14th of every month.
Officers will liaise with the BST to ensure that catch returns have been received and fully
completed by this date and action any formal proceeding if the deadline are missed in line with
the CEF.
The Authority are currently reviewing the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit conditions in particular
the introduction of a permit condition that protects Saltmarsh areas of Poole Harbour, these
areas will need to monitored closely by the FPT.
Planned work for 2022 – 2023
Each year the PHD permit is issued to applicants providing they have met the criteria set out in
the Access Policy. Officers will need to inspect dredge configuration at the beginning of the
season for compliance with the permit conditions and to monitor and record any dredge
modifications for the FMP Team.
Officer(s)
DCO / SO
SO
IFCOs
IFCOs

Planned activity 2022 – 2023
Industry Engagement: April/May pre-season
literature and meetings (Pre-season meeting)
To monitor compliance with newly introduced permit
conditions
To monitor and record dredge modifications and
report back to FMPT
To monitor compliance of PHD Byelaw and permit
conditions and report any infringements

Date(s)
May 2022
May 2022
24th May – 23rd
December 2022
24th May – 23rd
December 2022

5.3.1.5 Inshore Potting Byelaw implementation
Lead Officer: DCO, Supporting Officer: IFCO
Work on reviewing the management of inshore potting within Southern IFCA’s District started
in 2018. In late 2020 an informal public consultation took place throughout the Southern IFCA’s
District with stakeholders from the commercial and recreational sector. The potting review was
seeking to develop future sustainability of the inshore potting industry and support valuable
fishing communities. The Authority will be developing statutory management measures in this
fishery in early 2022.
It is important to keep stakeholders involved in this progresses and gain support from the
industry. There was a positive response from the ‘call for information’ survey. Consultees felt
a requirement was needed to review existing management measures for both recreational and
commercial fisheries due to increased fishing efforts across the District.
Planned work for 2022 – 2023
A transition period is important to educate and advise stakeholders, recreational fishers and
the industry prior to the Inshore Potting Byelaw being enforced. Communication will be through
social media, educational materials such as information leaflets, which will be circulated to the
industry prior to the Inshore Potting Byelaw being ratified by Defra. The industry will also be
provided with free metal gauges for measuring shellfish and crustacean species.
Officer
DCO & IFCO

Planned activity 2022 – 2023
To develop a Compliance response

DCO

Control and Enforcement Training for officers
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DCO & FMPT
IFCOs &
FMPT
IFCOs

Develop communication package for implementation
Education phase to industry when Byelaw has been
approved by the Authority including increased coastal
engagement.
To ensure compliance with the Byelaw

Early 2022
Early 2022

2022/23

5.3.1.6 Inshore Netting Byelaw Implementation
Lead Officer: DCO, Supporting Officer: IFCO
This review has been discussed and consulted on since 2017 to look at management
measures for inshore netting. Work has included potential areas of Salmonid interactions
within harbour and estuarine environments. At the Southern IFCA Authority meeting in
December 2021 the Byelaw was made, this is now following the formal byelaw making
process.
Planned work for 2022 – 2023
It is important that a transition period takes place to advise stakeholders, prior to the Inshore
Netting Byelaw coming into force. The Byelaw will have an impact on the industry and
recreational fishers; therefore, communication is vital to advise stakeholders of new legislation
and the reasons behind any changes. Communication will be through several methods
including social media and the FPT informing stakeholders in the commercial and recreational
sector. Advisory literature and maps will be produced and circulated to the industry and to
recreational fishers prior to the date of the Inshore Netting Byelaw coming into force.
Officer
DCO/ SO

Planned activity 2022 – 2023
Control and Enforcement Training for officers

DCO & IFCO
DCO & FMPT

To develop a Compliance response
Start working on a communication package & identifying
opportunities for stakeholder engagement.
Education phase with industry if Byelaw is agreed by
Defra
To ensure compliance with the Byelaw

IFCOs
IFCOs

Date(s)
When
byelaw is
Approved by
the Authority
Early 2022
Early 2022
Early 2022
2022/23

5.3.2 Monitoring Codes of Practice
The FPT will monitor compliance with codes of practice that the Authority introduces in line with
its risk based intelligence led approach, were a breach of the code is detected this will be logged
utilising the intelligence reporting system and will be shared with the FMP Team for
consideration of management interventions. The FPT will also continue to collect key
monitoring data for example fishing vessel sightings and inspection reports which will support
the successful monitoring of Codes of Practice. The FPT will also utilise the seasonality table
to inform engagement surrounding codes of practice.

5.3.2.1 Compliance with Wrasse Fishery Guidance
Lead Officer: DCO, Supporting Officer: IFCO
Wrasse Fishery Guidance was introduced for any person commercially targeting this species,
it is a voluntary management measure to monitor the fishery and protect the long-term
sustainability of wrasse populations within the Southern IFCA District.
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No take zones form part of the guidance, indicating to the commercial industry where fishing
for live wrasse should not take place. This includes maximum fish depth for pots, rod and line
fishing and restricting pots to eighty per vessel. There is also a closed season on the wrasse
fishery is between 1 April – 30 June and catch data must be submitted through sales notes to
the MMO and catch returns to Southern IFCA. The new MCRS Byelaw introduces a legal size
to the Wrasse species replacing the voluntary management measures.
There is a requirement for FPT Officers to gather information to feed into the Monitoring and
Control Plan put in place by the FMP Team that inform future potential management.
Planned work for 2022-2023
Officer(s) Planned activity 2022 – 2023
IFCO
Carry out compliance inspections inline with the
monitoring and control plan
IFCOs
To work with the industry and gain further knowledge of
Wrasse fishery
IFCOs
To ensure compliance with the MCRS Byelaw

Date(s)
During open season
Throughout the year
All year round

5.3.2.2 Compliance Poole Harbour Saltmarsh Code of Practice
Lead Officer: SO, Supporting Officer: IFCO
Salt marsh is a coastal ecosystem in the upper coastal intertidal zone between land and open
saltwater or brackish water that is regularly flooded by the tides. These are highly sensitive,
dynamic environments that are important to nature. Saltmarsh is a supporting habitat for the
Poole Harbour Special Protection Area (SPA), Southern IFCA as a Competent Authority under
the Conservation Regulations need to demonstrate ‘no adverse effect’ through the Habitats
Regulations Assessment (HRA).
It is anticipated that there will be introduction of a Code of Practice as a voluntary measure to
protect Saltmarsh that is not protected under the PHDP Byelaw.
Planned work for 2022-2023
Officer(s) Planned activity 2022 – 2023
Date(s)
DCO/ SO To ensure monitoring data is collated to inform 2022
compliance assessment with the CoP
IFCO
To provide Drone support to monitor spatial restrictions 2022
IFCOs
To collate vessel sightings data from FPV E to feed into 2022
monitoring of CoP.
IFCOs
To engage with permit holders to encourage compliance 2022
with the CoP.

5.3.3 Dispensations
Lead Officer: DCO, Supporting Officer: SO
The Authority’s byelaws must be complied with by all those targeting sea fisheries resources.
There may be occasions when someone or an organisation requires access to areas or carryout
fishing activity for restocking or scientific research. In these circumstances and where the
byelaw permits, applicants are required to submit a request to the Southern IFCA for a
dispensation from a condition to comply with a particular byelaw.
Applicants are required to submit a dispensation request form, informing the Authority which
byelaw they would wish to have an exemption from. The request for a derogation sets out the
criteria and obligations (from which byelaw, location, supporting maps, time, vessel details,
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gear description, details of the activity and any mitigation to minimise impact) the applicant must
complete as part of the process and must include sufficient information to enable Officers to
make an informed decision before issuing any dispensation.
Each request is assessed individually on its merits in terms of the likely effect on the fishery
and environment. In its assessment the Authority, having regard for its principal objective and
its statutory duties, will consider, amongst other things, the impacts as set out in the application.
If the Southern IFCA is satisfied that the information provided by the applicant meets the
minimum requirements and considers the dispensation request is justified, then the Authority
will issue a relief from the relevant byelaws applied for in the dispensation.
The applicant is required to justify the dispensation request in terms of both specific
circumstances and exceptional duration. Applicants are advised to give as much notice as
possible when making dispensation requests, as there may be a requirement for more
information if there is not enough to satisfy the granting of a dispensation and any special
conditions.
Planned work for 2022-2023
When applications are received the Deputy Chief Officer (DCO) will consider and process
applications providing the applicant has demonstrated the following:
That there is NO:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Significant risks associated with the non-compliance
Avoidable adverse impacts (immediately or in the longer term)
Additional measures that could be taken to further mitigate the impact
Outstanding objections from other parties who are materially affected by the noncompliance
Competitive advantages to the applicant arising from the dispensation
Other reasonable options to address the non-compliance that have not been
considered

Officer(s)
DCO

Planned activity 2022 – 2023
To consider applications and reply within stipulated timescale

DCO &
FMPT

To review applications in order to ensure compliance with The
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017
(legislation.gov.uk)

SO

To act as back up to DCO when required to do so

Date(s)
All year
round
All year
round

All year
round

5.3.4 National and EU Legislation
In addition to Southern IFCA Byelaws, fishing activity is also regulated through National
Legislation. The MMO provides information in the form of the “Blue Book” which contains all
relevant fisheries legislation and can be found on the following website
Fishing regulations: The Blue Book - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) in particular Council Regulation
EC 2019/1241 which can be found in the following link Technical Conservation 2019 - Rules
and regulations - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)The enforcement of National legislation is conducted
by Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Officers (IFCO’s), Marine Enforcement
Officers (MEOs), Royal Navy personnel, Police Officers and other officials that have been
warranted to conduct enforcement operations and have powers appropriate to the relevant
legislation under MaCAA 2009.
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5.3.5 Compliance with Poole Harbour Several Order Lease Conditions
Lead Officer: DCO, Supporting Officer: IFCO
There has been a Fishery Order in Poole Harbour since 1915, this gives the Authority the ability
to manage aquaculture fishing activity in a defined area set out in the Poole Harbour Fishery
Order 2015 (PHFO) and Management Plan (MP). The PHFO is severed from the public right
to fish. This means nobody other than the leaseholders are allowed to remove shellfish of any
kind from the defined leased beds. The MP is a requirement of the PHFO and stipulates that
the Authority must manage the fishery area in accordance with the MP which outlines the extent
of the Order and the management of activity within this defined area. Poole Harbour has one
of the largest farmed Pacific oyster beds in the UK.
Lease conditions should be complied with by lease holders daily during their farming
operations. Officers can check that lease holders are being compliant in line with their signed
Business Plan and Summary Statements and with the conditions set out on the Southern IFCA
Poole Fishery Order 2015 MP. A copy of the MP and PHFO can be found on the Authorities
website and can be accessed by the links below: Aquaculture : Southern IFCA (southernifca.gov.uk)
Planned work for 2022 – 2023
FPT will ensure that the lease holders are compliant with their Summary Statements, Business
Plans and MP when laying, harvesting and cleaning leased ground. Inspections will be carried
out on the leased ground, to check that the shellfish stipulated in their Business Plans and
Summary Statements, is the same as on their leased ground. To check the vessels being used
are complaint with the lease agreement and Business Plans. To process dispensation
applications that are issued on a yearly basis and that the rent for the beds are paid within the
stipulated time set out in their leases.
Officer(s)
SO & IFCO
SO & IFCO
IFCO
BST

DCO & SO

Planned activity 2022 – 2023
To carry out inspections of live shellfish being delivered to
leased beds as per the biosecurity management plan.
To ensure lease bed holders are complying with their lease
arrangements.
Check reports on mortality of shellfish and report to CEFAS
Send out half yearly rent reminder letters with correct rent
required and that it is paid in the stipulated time set out in
their lease
Send out dispensation applications annually

Date(s)
All year round
All year round
All year round
June &
December
2021
April 2021 January 2022

5.3.5.1 Compliance with Poole Harbour Several Order Biosecurity Measures
Plan
Lead Officer: DCO, Supporting Officer: IFCO
Under the Poole Fishery Order 2015 Southern IFCA is registered and authorised to operate an
Aquaculture Production Business or (APB) under the Aquatic Animal Health (England and
Wales) Regulations 2009.
Planned work for 2022 – 2023
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The Biosecurity Measures Plan (BMP) is a live document which records the annual movement
of shellfish seed coming onto the leased ground and monitors the shellfish leaving the
aquaculture beds. When seed shellfish is imported from outside of the UK, FPT Officers have
a responsibility to ensure that the correct information to inform CEFAS (Fish Health
Inspectorate (FHI), has been entered through the Import of Products, Animals, Food and Feed
System (IPAFFS). An Aquatic Animal Health notification form (AAH1) has to be submitted
ahead of any import from Jersey, Guernsey, Isle of Man and Northern Ireland (i.e. within UK
but outside of GB) and AAH2 form notification on new sources of imported shellfish. These
forms notify CEFAS, five days in advance of any planned import of molluscs that are susceptible
to, or vectors of, the diseases that are covered in Council Directives and a schedule of the
Aquatic Animal and Health (England & Wales) Regulations 2009. This also covers any
unexplained or unusual mortalities. The notifiable diseases are divided into three categories
(Exotic, Non-Exotic & Emerging) in the table below and are listed in the BMP. The BMP can be
inspected at any time by CEFAS to ensure compliance with the APB by checking any imports,
movement, and mortality of shellfish within the UK.
Notifiable Diseases Table
Exotic

Molluscs

Disease
Bonamia exitosa
Perkinsus marinus
Mikrocytos mackini

Susceptible Species
Australian mud oyster, Chilean flat oyster
Pacific oyster and eastern oyster
Pacific oyster, eastern oyster, Olympia flat
oyster, European flat oyster

Disease
Mattellia refringens

Susceptible Species
Australian mud oyster, Chilean flat oyster,
European flat oyster, Argentinian oyster,
blue mussel. Mediterranean mussel
Australian mud oyster, Chilean flat oyster,
Olympia flat oyster, Asian oyster,
European flat oyster

Non – Exotic

Molluscs

Binamia ostreae

Emerging

Molluscs

Molluscs

Disease
ostreid herpesvirus
(OsHV-1μVar)

Susceptible Species
Southern IFCA currently also has Article
43 of Council Directive 2006/88/EC
measures in place.
NoV can enter the coastal zone via
wastewater discharges resulting in
contamination and can persist for several
days

Norovirus (NoV)
Caliciviridae

The Authority is notified once a year by CEFAS, who carry out a regulatory compliance
inspection of the APB and BMP. CEFAS FHI cross check all the Shellfish movements in and
out of the Poole APB and verify these have been recorded correctly.
Officer(s)
DCO &
IFCO
DCO &
IFCO
IFCO

Compliance of the movement of live shellfish to
leased ground
Live upload of imports onto IPAFF System
Annual Compliance inspection by CEFAS on Biosecurity
Document
Annual catch return Defra
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Date(s)
All year round
All year round
March 2023
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DCO &
IFCO
DCO &
IFCO

Update and improve BMP & provide officer training

April 2022

Engagement with Lease Holders & CEFAS

All year round

5.4 Investigations
Lead Officer: SO
Case File Review Officer: DCO
Supporting Officers: IFCOs
Signed off by the Chief Executive and Chairman of the Authority.
Southern IFCA is committed to achieving fair, effective and proportionate enforcement. The
Compliance and Enforcement Framework (CEF) sets out the Authorities approach to
compliance and enforcement and details the general principles the Authority will follow and the
enforcement actions available.
Southern IFCA has a procedure that is consistent around all ten IFCAs regarding actions to be
taken with breaches of legislation. This is covered in the CEF.
The Authority will attempt to use an adaptive co-management approach, where compliance is
achieved through engagement, understanding and advice. Where compliance is not achieved
by this approach, the Authority has a range of enforcement actions available to it that are listed
below, these can be found in the CEF document:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Verbal Warning
Advisory Letter
Official Written Warning
Simple Caution
Financial Administrative Penalty
Prosecutions

5.4.1 Investigation Process
Statutory requirements are set out in the Police and Criminal Evidence (PACE) Act 1984, the
Marine & Coastal Access Act 2009 and the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act 1996
(CPIA) Codes of Practice regarding how investigations should be conducted, including how to
record, retain and disclose evidence or material obtained during an offence or subsequent
investigation. There are also requirements for specific roles and responsibilities including the
Officer in Charge (OIC), exhibits and disclosure officers.
When offences are detected, Officers will gather the necessary evidence and
contemporaneously record this in their official pocket notebooks. There is a requirement to
securely download photographs or body worn camera footage to be processed and formatted
ready for exhibiting. The responsibility of preparing a case file rests with the OIC of the case.
Statements will be included along with all the other relevant MG forms (MG forms are a set of
standardised forms issued by the CPS so that all enforcement agencies work to the same
standards). This also contains the case summary that is a concise summary of facts which
should cover the evidentiary points to prove. When complete, the Lead Officer will prepare a
decision log and action plan with a recommendation for any enforcement sanction. The
recommendation will be reviewed by the DCO FPT and subsequently be signed off by the
CEO and Chairman. If a prosecution is not required it could be dealt with by way of a Financial
Administrative Penalty (FAP), Official Written Warning (OWW) or Advisory Letter (AL) as per
23
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the CEF. Officers are permitted to use discretion and may issue verbal warnings or advisory
letters when dealing with minor infringements. Officers will consult with and seek the advice of
their line managers accordingly.
Case file lists, actions and outcomes will be maintained by the Lead Officer and statistics will
be included in quarterly compliance reports. Press releases will be considered on a case-bycase basis and approved by the DCO.
Planned work for 2022-2023
Officer(s)
Planned work for 2022- 2023
SO & DCO
Process case files as and when infringements are detected
IFCOs
Complete case files in a timely manner to be processed by lead Officer
SO & DCO
To attend court on behalf of the Authority
SO
To deliver training on lessons learnt based on court outcomes
SO & DCO
The prepare press releases based on court outcomes when required

5.5 Working in Partnership
5.5.1 Working with other Fisheries Regulators
Having knowledge of partnership regulations when carrying out compliance work is invaluable,
as other infringements maybe detected during inspections and observations. Other regulators
that Southern IFCA Officers work with can be seen in the table below, planned joint working for
2022/23 and priority areas are described in the right hand column;
Regulator
Marine Management
Organisation (MMO)

Environment Agency (EA)

Dorset and Hampshire
Police
Marine Coastguard
Agency (MCA)
Port Health Officers
(PHO)

Background
MMO is a nondepartmental public body
established under the
Marine and Coastal Access
Act 2009 to ensure marine
activities are carried out
sustainably
A non-departmental public
body responsible to the
Department of
Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (DEFRA). For
rivers and out to 6 miles on
migratory species
Marine Sections and Rural
Crime Teams
Marine Surveyors
Environmental Health
Officers from all constitute
Authorities

UK Border Force (UKBF)

Enforcement Officers

Gang Labour and Abuse
Authority (GLAA)

Enforcement Officers
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Planned work for 2022-2023
Joint compliance patrols with a
focus on engagement &
compliance checks. Particular
focus on supporting U10 Catch
App and I-VMS Roll out
programme.
Cross warranting arrangements
in place. Particular focus on
Netting activity within estuarine
& Harbour areas within the
IFCA District.

Support Operation Seabird &
Operation Seagoing.
Recording and reporting the
wearing of PFDs.
Joint patrols and inspections of
premises, information shared
regarding non-compliance with
shellfish classifications.
Joint patrols and reporting
possible infringements
detected. Engagement through
NMIC/ JMOCC.
Joint patrols and reporting
possible infringements detected

Fisheries Protection Team Strategy 2022/23
National Food Crime Unit
(NFCU)
Centre for Environment
Fisheries and Aquaculture
Science (CEFAS)

Enforcement Team

UK Immigration

Enforcement Officers

Fish Health Inspectorate
(FHI)

particular focus on shore
gathering.
Information sharing.
Joint inspections of shellfish
being stored and exported.
Joint work on biosecurity in
Poole Harbour.
Joint work on shore patrols with
particular focus on shore
gathering.

Section 6.0 Marine Control and Surveillance System (MCSS)
Lead Officer: IFCO, Supporting Officer: IFCO
Southern IFCA have joint access to upload records of physical inspections onto a national data
base called MCSS. The system is facilitated by the MMO and CEFAS and uses International
Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) rectangular areas as a way of recording fishing
effort. ICES is a leading multi-disciplinary scientific forum for the exchange of information and
ideas on all aspects of marine data pertaining to the North Atlantic. Southern IFCA’s District
covers ICES rectangular areas VIId and VIIe highlighted in blue on the map below. The
information uploaded onto the system are sightings from FPVs, sightings from the Drone,
physical inspections of vessels, vehicles, premises or person(s). All the data is stored on a
secure system and protected under the DPA 1998 and GDPR. Infringement and prosecution
outcomes are also uploaded on to the database. There is a guidance book provided by CEFAS
on how to upload and search for data. This guidance stipulates what information can be
accessed and used for in line with DPA and GDPR legislation.
Map of ICES Rectangles in British Waters

Planned work for 2022 – 2023
FPT Officers complete a Search Form (SF1) inspections record which are required under the
Police and Criminal Evidence Act, 1984 and MaCAA 2009. Forms are then upload onto the
MCSS database system within the time frame specified in the CEFAS guidance.
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Officer(s)
IFCOs
IFCO
IFCOs

Planned activity 2022 – 2023
Input inspection and sighting information onto the MCSS
data base
To develop system to upload sighting information from the
Drone as an Air sum
To attend any training when required and disseminate any
updates to the whole team
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Date(s)
Daily
April 2022
When
required
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Southern IFCA Compliance and Enforcement Seasonal Changes
JAN
FEB
MAR

APR

MAY

JUN

JUL

AUG

SEP

OCT

NOV

DEC

DISTRICT-WIDE Seasonal Changes
Bass Nursery Areas - Bass (Specified Areas)
Order 1990
Bass Emergency Measures Order 2020/123

Closed Season (specified areas) 30th Apr – 1st Nov
The Fleet - Closed season - All year
For Recreational Fishers
1st March – 30th Nov - no more than 2 bass > 42cm per person, per day

Catch and Release
Only
Commercial
Closed Feb & Mar

Oyster Closed Season Byelaw
Cockles Byelaw
Periwinkles Byelaw
Wrasse Guidance

C&R only

Closed Season – 1st March – 31st October
Closed 1st Feb - 30th Apr
Closed season 15th May - 15th Sep
Closed 1 Apr – 31 Jun
st

st

Poole Harbour Seasonal changes
Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw
Poole Harbour Shellfish Handgathering
Byelaw

Closed season 24th Dec - 24th May

BSAs Closed

PHDP season open 25th May – 23rd December
PHDP Bird Sensitive Areas (BSA)
open 1st July - 31st Oct

Closed season (Specified Areas)
1st Nov - 31st Mar

Poole Harbour Prawns Closed Season Byelaw

BSAs
Closed
Closed season
(Specified Areas) 1st
Nov - 31st Mar

Closed season 1st Jan – 31st July
Holes Bay North & Seagrass Beds Whitley Lake – Bait digging prohibited all year

Poole Harbour Bait Digging Agreement

Holes Bay South 1st
Jan - 28th Feb
Bird sensitive areas
1st Nov - 30th Mar

BSAs
1st Nov - 31st Mar
Seagull
Island 25th
May-1st July

Poole Harbour Roosting Code of Practice

The Solent Seasonal Changes
The Solent - No dredging for Scallops 1st Apr - 30th Sep
No dredging in S’oton Water, Portsmouth Hbr, Langstone Hbr 1st Mar – 31st Oct

Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw

Other Seasonal Changes
Closed (Specified Areas) 1st Apr – 30th Sep
Closed (Lyme Bay)
1st May – 31st Jul
Closed (Chesil) 1st May – 31st Aug

Fixed Engines Byelaw
Fishing Under Mechanical Power Byelaw

EA Seasonal Changes
EA Christchurch Harbour Fixed Engine
Byelaw
KEY:

Orders

Byelaws

Code of Practice

Fixed Engine (Christchurch Harbour area) and Bottom Nets (Christchurch Box) Closed 15th Feb - 30th Sep
Other Agency

27

Southern IFCA: Fisheries Management & Policy Team Strategy 2021-2022
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk

Deputy Chief Officer Pia Bateman

Marked K

Fisheries Management and Policy
Team Strategy
April 2022 – March 2023

Southern IFCA: Fisheries Management & Policy Team Strategy 2021-2022
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk

Author: Deputy Chief Officer Pia Bateman
Document Control
Title

Fisheries Management and Policy Team Strategy: April 2022-March 2023

Author

Pia Bateman. Deputy Chief Officer

Approver(s)

The Southern IFCA Authority

Owner

Southern IFCA

17th March 2022

In Year Amendments:
Version

Author

Amendment Detail

2

Date

Approver

Southern IFCA: Fisheries Management & Policy Team Strategy 2021-2022
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk

Author: Deputy Chief Officer Pia Bateman

Table of Contents
1.0 Introduction ......................................................................................................................4
1.1 The FMP Team Function ................................................................................................. 4
1.2 FMP Team Core Functions ............................................................................................. 4
1.2.1 Monitoring Inshore Fisheries ................................................................................................. 5
1.2.2 Developing Fisheries Management Interventions ................................................................. 5
1.2.3 Reviewing Fisheries Management Interventions .................................................................. 7

2.0 The FMP Team Delivery Priorities 2022-2023 ............................................................9
2.1 Monitoring Inshore Fisheries ......................................................................................... 9
2.2 Developing Fisheries Management Interventions .....................................................13
2.2.1 Inshore Netting Review ........................................................................................................ 14
2.2.2 Inshore Potting Review ........................................................................................................ 16
2.2.3 MPA Spatial Management Review ....................................................................................... 18
2.2.4 Minimum Conservation Reference Size Review .................................................................. 22
2.3 Reviewing Fisheries Management Interventions .......................................................23
2.3.1 Management Plan: Wrasse Monitoring and Control ........................................................... 30
2.3.2 Management Plan: Poole Harbour Several Order ............................................................... 30
2.3.3 Management Plan: Poole Harbour Shellfish Dredging ........................................................ 31
2.3.4 Management Plan: Net Fishing Byelaw Monitoring & Control............................................ 32
2.3.3 Byelaw Review: Legacy Byelaws Review .............................................................................. 32
2.3.3 Permit Condition Review: SDPB pump scoop ...................................................................... 33

Annex A: Acronyms.............................................................................................................35

3

Southern IFCA: Fisheries Management & Policy Team Strategy 2021-2022
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk

Author: Deputy Chief Officer Pia Bateman

1.0 Introduction
This Fisheries Management & Policy Team Strategy (“FMP Team Strategy”) sets out the priorities for
the team for the period April 2022- March 2023, feeding directly from the delivery priorities identified in
Southern IFCA’s Annual Plan for 2022 to 2023.

1.1 The FMP Team Function
The Southern IFCA Fisheries Management & Policy Team (FMP Team) are tasked to facilitate the
delivery of the Authorities’ legislative duties, and in doing so, seek to improve the sustainability of marine
fisheries and the marine environment, whilst supporting local communities who are reliant upon these
resources.
The FMP Team conduct research and gather evidence and information in order to provide a sound
evidence base to underpin the decision-making processes of the Authority. This ensures that the
Authority fulfils its functions as described under the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, ensuring
successful and sustainable governance of the inshore marine environment. In addition, the approach
of the FMP team aligns with the eight fisheries objectives under the Fisheries Act 2020, which sets the
UK’s strategic direction following the departure of the UK from Europe.
Working under the Chief Officer, the FMP Team is led by a Deputy Chief Officer. A Senior Fisheries
Officer oversees the work delivery of three Conservation and Research Specialists and a Project
Officer. The team are further supported by the Business Services Team.
Further details regarding the FMP team and their work can be found at found at
https://www.southern-ifca.gov.uk.

1.2 FMP Team Core Functions
The FMP Team have three core functions:
•
•
•

Monitoring inshore fisheries.
Developing inshore fisheries management interventions.
Reviewing fisheries management interventions.

The FMP Team operate in a consistent and methodical way, for example, where an issue is identified
(e.g., compromised sustainability of a specific fishery), a vision will be set for that fishery moving
forward, we will seek to gather evidence and begin to evolve and implement management measures
(where necessary), with the aim to achieve an end goal which will draw numerous workstreams together
to enable the delivery of a fisheries management plan.
Underpinning all of the work undertaken by the FMP Team is a data management capability and
Geographic Information System (GIS) expertise. GIS enables Southern IFCA to visualise, analyse and
interpret data collected in order to better understand trends and relationships on a spatial scale. GIS is
a valuable resource which is used by Southern IFCA, for example, to support stakeholder engagement
and consultations through the use of visual aids; to represent activity data (fishing effort); to map
sensitive habitats and designated Marine Protected Area (MPA) features to inform management; to
map byelaws and to help with the planning and undertaking of surveys.
As the FMP Team has increased its capability in the research field through the undertaking of
increasingly complex surveys and collection of more data, an increased GIS capability has been
essential, providing more detailed analysis and the opportunity to effectively deliver the work the
evidence team has been undertaking
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1.2.1 Monitoring Inshore Fisheries
1.2.1.1 Stock Assessments and surveys
The FMP Team conduct stock assessments and surveys in order to contribute to the IFCA’s
understanding of the marine environment and fisheries resources therein. This data is used to
complement and provide a sound evidence base to aid the Authority in its decision-making process
necessary to achieve successful and sustainable management, whilst protecting the marine
environment.
Surveys and stock assessments are either gathered on an annual basis to support existing management
within the District, whilst others may be undertaken on a more ad hoc basis in order to support a
particular evidence need.

1.2.1.2 Data Collection
Where additional evidence is required to support future management decisions the FMP Team will seek
to gather the necessary data, often in close collaboration with partners. This includes the Authority’s
long-term small fish sampling programme, where local fishers, conservation groups, harbour bodies
and landowners take part in survey activities that provide important data to help understand the role of
Essential Fish Habitats (EFH) in the District.
The Authority is actively strengthening its relationship with local academic institutions to identify
opportunities for integrated research and publication, particularly to further the understanding of local
fish and shellfish biology. This developed understanding will directly inform management decisions,
such as in determining a suitable Minimum Conservation Reference Size (MCRS) for whelk fisheries
through size of maturity research, or a suitable scallop closed season in the Solent, based on localised
spawning seasonality research.

1.2.1.3 Marine Assets
To facilitate in the undertaking of stock assessments and surveys, Southern IFCA seek to work with
local fishermen through the chartering of fishing vessels for the purposes of undertaking survey work.
This not only utilises local industry knowledge but also provides an important opportunity for
stakeholders to play a key part in the collection of evidence for their fisheries.
The Authority also has access to a range of specialist survey equipment including underwater video
cameras, side-scan sonar and sediment grabs. In addition to our own assets, Southern IFCA have
established Memorandum of Understandings with local and national research institutions, allowing the
use of additional survey equipment where necessary.
Southern IFCA has three Fisheries Protection Vessels located across the District. These vessels have
a secondary role in survey work, with their main focus aligned with compliance and enforcement
objectives.

1.2.2 Developing Fisheries Management Interventions
1.2.2.1 Byelaw Making Process
Section 155 of the MaCAA, describes how IFCAs have the power to make byelaws.
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(1)

For the purposes of performing the duty imposed by section 153 or the duty imposed by
section 154, the authority for an IFC District may make byelaws for that District.

(2)

Byelaws made under this section must be observed within the District for which they are
made.

(3)

A byelaw made under this section does not have effect until it is confirmed by the Secretary
of State.

(4)

The Secretary of State may confirm a byelaw without modification or with such modifications
as are agreed to by the IFC authority that made the byelaw.

(5)

Before confirming a byelaw, the Secretary of State may cause a local inquiry to be held.

IFCAs are responsible for producing byelaws within their Districts, which includes such part of the
English inshore region lying six nautical miles from baselines. Byelaws must be compatible with and
cannot be less stringent or inconsistent with National or Community legislation.

1.2.2.2 Policy Documents
In accordance with Section 153(3) of the MaCAA, Defra have issued IFCAs with best practice
Guidance1 on making byelaws. IFCA must have regard to this guidance when carrying out their
functions. The guidance outlines best practice for the delivery and implementation of byelaws, which
must be based on sound evidence, follow particular decision-making routes and ensure undertaking of
appropriate stakeholder consultations.
In addition to the Defra Guidance, Southern IFCA developed a Fisheries Management Interventions
Process Document in 2019 (updated January 2021) to further promote consistency and transparency
in the delivery of management interventions and to clarify the stages of complex fisheries and MPA
management development. It is important to note that this document does not replace the Statutory
Guidance provided by Defra; rather it seeks to complement it, breaking down the evolution of
management into five clear and distinct stages.
A Process Map (Figure 1) which sits within the document further aims to demonstrate the roles and
responsibilities of the Authority and its sub-committees in the decision-making process. This process
map is not intended to be a binding document, rather it seeks to provide a useful tool, which provides
context for the delivery of complex management relevant to the Southern IFCA Authority.

1

http://www.association-ifca.org.uk/Upload/About/ifca-byelaw-guidance.pdf
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Figure 1: Management Intervention Process Map (see Annex for list of Acronyms)

Further information on the development of both statutory and non-statutory management interventions
can be found in The Southern IFCA Fisheries Management Interventions Process Document2

1.2.3 Reviewing Fisheries Management Interventions
Following the implementation of a management intervention within the District, Southern IFCA are
committed to reviewing the performance of statutory and non-statutory measures to ensure that inshore
fisheries management is underpinned by the latest and best available evidence in order to achieve
sustainable fisheries management.
Monitoring of fisheries may take the form of either a Management Plan (MP) or via a Byelaw and/or
Permit Condition Review. Where relevant, fisheries monitoring and/or reviews are undertaken in
conjunction with a review of existing Habitat Regulation Assessments (HRAs) to ensure that on-going
compatibility between fishing activity and conservation objectives are achieved.

1.2.3.1 Management Plans
Management Plans are designed to analyse the current situation within a particular fishery and identify
objectives to help that fishery develop sustainably. MPs should consider sustainability, protection of the
marine environment, socio economic aspects and balancing the needs of different stakeholders. The
MP outlines how these objectives can be achieved, which may include identifying that new management
measures or a review of current management is required. Timelines and milestones for achieving these
objectives are set within a MP, along with a system for collation of best available evidence for the fishery
in question, including identification of where further evidence gathering may need to be undertaken.
For established fisheries a MP may set out a system of monitoring and a framework for feedback and
review to ensure that the objectives for the fishery continue to be met.

2

Available at www.southern-ifca.gov.uk
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For note, the following documents all fall under the umbrella term of a Fisheries MP:
•
•
•

Management Plans
Monitoring and Control Plans
Management Intentions Documents.

1.2.3.2 Byelaw Reviews
IFCA byelaw making guidance states that IFCAs should continually monitor the effectiveness of their
byelaws. When they are no longer effective, they should be repealed or modified. Section 158 of the
MaCAA makes provision for byelaws to cease to have an effect after a specified period (i.e., a “sunset
clause”). Where possible and in line with best practice, IFCA byelaws seek to include either a sunset
clause or a specified review point within the conditions of the byelaws.

1.2.3.3 Permit Condition Reviews
A Permit Byelaw provides a mechanism under which the introduction of specific measures can be
introduced via permit conditions in accordance with the procedure set out in the Permit Byelaw and
supporting documents.
Having the ability to flexibly manage fishing activities under a Permit Byelaw, enables the Authority to
introduce bespoke management as new and improved evidence becomes available. This is carried out
in consultation with permit holders and any interested parties. This evidence may include improved
knowledge of the impact of an activity covered by the Permit Byelaw, or a better understanding of the
status of a stock or of the suitability of a gear type towards harvesting, or to manage the emergence of
a new fishery.
Figure 2 attempts to provide a process map for undertaking a Permit Condition Review. This process
map is not intended to be a binding, rather it seeks to provide a useful guide upon which Permit
Condition reviews can be delivered.

Figure 2: Permit Condition Review: Process Map
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2.0 The FMP Team Delivery Priorities 2022-2023
The FMP Team delivery priorities draw directly from those identified in the Southern IFCA Annual Plan for the period 2022-2023. This strategy translates these
priorities into clear, outcome focussed objectives for the FMP Team in the context of the FMP team’s key work areas.
More detailed objectives and timelines for each of the workstreams are provided in the body of each section. The overall aim of the work delivery is to provide
a sound evidence base to aid the Authority in its decision-making process, in order to achieve successful and sustainable management, whilst protecting the
marine environment.

2.1 Monitoring Inshore Fisheries
Table 1: Data Collection Programme: April 2022 to March 2023
Survey

Lead

Date

Species

Area

Whelk Data
Collection

SB

Jun

Whelk

West of
District and
Solent.

Scallop Data
Collection

PC/C
S

All

Scallops

Solent

SP

Apr Jun

Thicklipped
grey
mullet

District

Grey Mullet
Data
Collection

Aim
Collect samples from fishers to
be analysed by Bournemouth
University to feed into SoM
study
Collect samples from fishers to
be analysed by Southampton
University to inform histology
and determine major spawning
periods
Collect samples from fishers to
be analysed by Plymouth
University to inform size of
maturity and other biological
data

Time
series

Outcomes

2021

(1) The evidence will feed directly into the scheduled MCRS
review
(2) To inform management under the anticipated Pot Fishing
Byelaw

*New for
2022*

(1) To Inform management under the SDPB Category A
Permit Conditions

2020 2022

(1) The evidence will feed directly into the scheduled MCRS
review
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Table 2: Monitoring Programme: April 2022- March 2023
Survey

Date

Species

Area

Aim

Time series
2016
2017
2018
2019

2020
2021

Outcomes

Poole Bivalve
Survey

SB

Apr

Clam and
Cockle

Poole Harbour

(1) Feed into time series
(2) Collect CPUE data
(3) Collect biometric
information on populations

Solent
scallop Stock
Survey

PC/C
S

Apr

King
scallops

Solent

(1) Improve understandings
of fishery

Poole Harbour,
Newtown,Yarmouth,
River Hamble, Fleet.

(1) Provide understanding of
value of estuaries for
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH).
(2) Stakeholder engagement
(3) Collect biometric
information on fish species.

2014
2015
2016
2017

2021
2022 (Apr)

(1) To Inform management under the SDPB
Category A Permit Conditions

2017
2018
2019
2020

2021
(1) provide a 5-year baseline of CPUE data
(2) Informs management under the SDPB
Category A Permit Conditions

2016
2017
2018

2019
20203
2021

2017
2018
2019

2020
2021

Small Fish
Survey
(Spring)

Solent Oyster
Stock
Assessment.
Solent
scallop Stock
Monitoring
Survey
Solent
Bivalve Stock
Assessment
(Autumn)
Small Fish
Survey
(Autumn)
Solent
Bivalve Stock
Ass. (Spring)

3

Lead

SP

May
/Jun

Estuarine
Fish
Species

TBC

Jul
/Aug

Native
Oyster

Solent

(1) Provide CPUE data
(2) Collect biometric
information on population

PC/T
BC

Oct

King
scallops

Solent

(1) Improve understandings
of fishery

Oct

Clams and
Cockles

Portsmouth
Langstone & S’ton
Water

(1) Feed into time series
(2) Collect CPUE data
(3) Collect biometric
information on populations

Oct

Estuarine
Fish
Species

Poole Harbour,
Newtown,Yarmouth,
River Hamble, Fleet.

See: Small Fish Survey
Spring

TBC

SP

TBC

Mar

See Solent Bivalve Stock Ass. (Autumn)

Partially achieved due to Government Restrictions in place at the time of survey undertaking.
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(1) To Inform management under the SDPB
Category A Permit Conditions

2021

2016
2017
2018

(1) To inform management of Poole Clam and
Cockle Fishery under the PHDP Byelaw, (2) to
support the MSC certification

2019
2020
2021

2018
2019
2020
2021

(1) To inform management under the Net Fishing
Byelaw, specific to EFH.
(2) Engagement with stakeholders
(3) Development of a dataset highlighting the
importance of estuaries to certain species.
(3) Inform Marine Licence applications
(1) Inform management under the SDPB Category
B Permit Conditions
(2) To inform understandings of native oyster
stocks in the Solent

See: Small Fish Survey Spring

See Solent Bivalve Stock Ass. (Autumn)
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2.2 Developing Fisheries Management Interventions
This section identifies the anticipated delivery priorities for the FMP Team in the context of the Management Intervention Process Map for the period April 2022March 2023 (Section 1.3.2, Figure 1)

Developing Fisheries Management Interventions

Table 1: Developing Fisheries Management Interventions: Authority Meeting Timetable.

Annual Plan
Priorities
2022-2023

Q1
Apr

Q2

May

Jun

TAC

AM

Inshore
Netting
Review
Stage 4:
Approve
Byelaw

BTFG Byelaw
Review

Stage 2:
SoR

Hand
Gathering
Byelaw
Review
Black Bream
Management
MCRS Review

Aug

Sep

TAC

AM

Oct

Q4

Nov

Dec

TAC

AM

Jan

Feb

Mar

TAC

AM

Stage 5: Quarterly Progress Reports following Net Fishing Byelaw submission to MMO in March 2022.

Inshore
Potting
Review

T3 MCZs
and MPA
Spatial
Management
Review

Jul

Q3

Stage 5: Quarterly Progress Reports following Pot Fishing Byelaw submission to MMO in June 2022.

Stage 2:
Determine
Actions

Stage 3:
Determine
Actions

Stage 1

Stage 1:
Determine
actions

Stage 4:
Make
Byelaw

Stage 4:
Approve
Byelaw

Stage 2:
SoR

Stage 2

Requirements unknown at time of writing – awaiting evidence base to inform whether management intervention will be required

WG

Stage 2:
Progress
report

WG

WG

Stage 2:
Progress report
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Community
Consultatio
n

Stage 2: SoR

Stage 2:
Determine
Actions

Stage 3:
Progress
report
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2.2.1 Inshore Netting Review
Coverage: District wide harbours and estuaries
Delivery Leads: Senior IFCO Pengelly, IFCO Birchenough
This review began in 2017 in response to the outcomes of the Southern IFCA Review of Management
Measures (2015). Southern IFCA committed to delivering this work under both annual plan priorities
(2018/2019, 2019/2020 and 2020/2021) as well as the Southern IFCA Five-Year Legislative Forecast
(2019-2023).

Overview & Objectives
Following Authority consideration, Members identified their objectives to review and, if necessary,
develop netting regulations to:
i.
Support the use of estuaries and harbours in the District as essential fish habitats.
ii.
To provide protection to migratory salmonids as they transit through the Districts estuaries and
harbours.
iii.
To balance the social and economic benefits of net fisheries.
iv.
To further the conservation objectives of Designated Sites.

Work to date
Netting Review Working Group (WG) has been active since 2017. This WG has undertaken a phased
approach to the review, focussing on (1) potential areas of Salmonid interactions within estuaries and
harbours; (2) nursery species; (3) socio-economic impacts and (4) by-catch. Underpinned by the best
available evidence, an 8-week ‘call for information’ concluded in December 2018. During this ‘call for
information’ a series of public drop and user group focussed meetings were held across the District.
Following receipt of 269 written and verbal responses a Summary of Responses document was
prepared in January 2018. The WG analysed additional evidence received and, during 2019, drafted
management proposals. These management proposals were subject to additional pre-consultation in
early 2020. Between June and December 2020 remote WGs (due to COVID-19) met on 8 occasions
to discuss the draft management measures in the context of the HRA and SSSI Assessments.
In February 2021 the TAC considered the proposed management interventions in the context of the
informal advice received from NE and the draft Impact Assessment for the fisheries. At this meeting
Members of the TAC voted against the suggested management recommendations, as it was felt by
some Members that the recommendations did not demonstrate balanced consideration of the social
and economic aspects of fishing with that of conservation. This led to an internal re-evaluation of work
to date and was the catalyst culminating in the development of innovative management solutions which
ensure that Southern IFCA are fulfilling their duties under the Marine and Coastal Access Act (MaCAA),
as well as relevant conservation regulations.
On the 9th December 2021 the Authority made the Net Fishing Byelaw in order to provide a mechanism
to facilitate and balance the social and economic needs of net fishing with those of conservation, whilst
recognising the ongoing need to monitor the fishery in accordance with the best available evidence.
The byelaw introduces Net Prohibition Areas, Net Restriction Areas and Net Permit Areas. Net
fishing will be prohibited in Net Prohibition Areas. Net fishing within Net Restriction Areas will be
subject to seasonal and/or gear restrictions and net fishing within Net Permit Areas will be managed
under flexible permit conditions, subject to the review procedure set out in the byelaw.
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The byelaw ensures that all nets used in the District must be marked at each end by a marker buoy
that clearly identifies the vessel using that net. The byelaw details both ‘Exceptions’ and
‘Dispensations’ for certain lawful activities.
The management of the Net Permit Areas will be informed by a Net Fishing Monitoring and Control
Plan to ensure that the Authority is using the best available to ensure that the ongoing management
of the District’s net fisheries remain compatible with the Conservation Objectives set (specific to
Altantic salmon, Salmo salar) for relevant SACs and where Atlantic salmon and/or sea trout (Salmo
trutta) are a notified feature or component of a SSSI.
A period of formal consultation began in December 2021 and closed on the 4th February 2022.

Planned work for 2022-2023
It is anticipated at the time of writing that in March 2022, The Executive Committee will consider any
objections and letters of support for the NFB, prior to the Authority to consider approval of the NFB on
the 17th March 2022 - concluding Stage 4 of the Byelaw Making Process. Following this, the NFB and
supporting documentation will be submitted to the MMO for Quality Assurance (QA).

Figure 3: Inshore Netting Review: Planned Work 2022-2023
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2.2.2 Inshore Potting Review
Coverage: District wide, commercial and recreational pot fisheries
Species: crustaceans (crabs and lobsters), gastropods (whelks) and cephalopods (cuttlefish)
Delivery Lead: IFCO Smith
This review began in 2018 in response to the outcomes of the Southern IFCA Review of Management
Measures (2015) which identified Static Fishing Gear Management as one of five focus areas for the
Authority following public consultation. Southern IFCA have committed to delivering this work under
both annual plan priorities (2018/2019, 2019/2020, 2020/2021) as well as the Southern IFCA FiveYear Legislative Forecast (2019-2023).

Overview and Objectives
This review focusses on the sustainability of whelk, crab, lobster as well as cuttlefish in order to support
coastal communities and the future sustainability of inshore pot fishing. These fisheries are widely
distributed across the District and support valuable inshore fisheries and communities. Currently there
are no local management initiatives focused on these fisheries.

Work to date
In April 2018 Southern IFCA hosted a ‘Call for Information’ as the first stage in the review of inshore
pot fisheries. The objectives of the Call for Information were to:
1. engage with the local community to further Southern IFCAs understanding of the Districts pot
fisheries
2. seek views from the community on existing management measures within the District’s pot
fisheries
3. seek views from the community on suggested approaches to support the sustainable
harvesting of shellfish stocks which could support and further enhance the District’s pot
fisheries
In response to the ‘Call for Information’ the majority of stakeholders felt that there was a need to review
the existing management measures in both the recreational and commercial shellfish fisheries. A
Summary of Responses to the ‘Call for information’ was prepared in December 2018.
In July 2019, Members of the Southern IFCA Authority attended a WG in order to consider the
responses to the ‘Call for Information’ alongside other scientific and economic evidence. Following this
Working Group, a recommendation was made to the TAC in August 2019, where it was agreed that
draft management measures (to include both voluntary and statutory) were to be further developed in
the following areas:
1. Recreational pot fisheries
2. Commercial whelk fisheries
3. Commercial Cuttlefish fisheries
In line with the recommendations made at the TAC in August 2019 a further three WGs were held
between October 2019 and February 2020. During these, Members considered Evidence Packages
specific to the pot fisheries in order to build a picture of the fishery under review. This information
included quantitative information based on current effort data, literature reviews providing details of
species ecology, details of local fishing practice (social and economic) as well as information on gear
types and methods. In addition, up to date and historic stock assessments were also analysed in order
to map the fishery over time.
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Following the WG in February 2020, it was the intention of the Authority to proceed to public
consultation following approval at the meeting of the Authority in March 2020. In direct response to the
COVID-19 pandemic, this meeting was cancelled. Following a COVID-19 workstream review, it was
agreed at the meeting of the TAC on the 7th May 2020 that the planned public consultation with the
community was to be temporarily put on hold due to (1) a need to prioritise other areas of work which
could be achieved via remote delivery and (2) with consideration of the challenges presented in delivery
of public consultation under the Government guidelines (specifically the ability of the Authority to deliver
work from a remote location, as well as complying with social distancing measures).
COVID-19 contingency planning has remained under constant review since early 2020. In the context
of the COVID-19 pandemic and with consideration of how the Authority have historically engaged with
industry and all interested parties during public consultations, Southern IFCA considered a refined
approach to engagement, designed specifically to enable the Inshore Potting Review public
consultation to proceed, as agreed at the November 2020 TAC.
The period of public consultation concluded on the 15th January 2021 with a total of 110 responses
received. A Summary of Responses document was presented to the TAC in February 2021. In March
2021 the Authority committed to the Potting Review entering Stage 3 of the Byelaw Making Process.
In November 2021, subject to the outcomes of legal scrutiny, the TAC resolved to move into Stage 4
of the Byelaw Making Process.

Planned work for 2022-2023
It is anticipated that the Authority will consider the ‘making of the Byelaw in March 2022, prior to a period
of formal consultation, the outcomes of which will be considered by the Executive Committee in June
2022.

Figure 4: Inshore Potting Review: Planned Work 2022-2023
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2.2.3 MPA Spatial Management Review
To incorporate:
1) Newly designated T3 MCZs: Yarmouth to Cowes, Bembridge, Southbourne Rough, Studland
Bay, Purbeck Coast, South of Portland, were designated within the Southern District.
2) Additional features added to existing MCZs: Poole Rocks and Chesil Beach & Stennis
Ledges.
3) Review of existing spatial management under 2016 BTFG and Shore Gathering Byelaws:
EMS reef features (including Lyme Bay, Studland to Portland and South Wight SACs), EMS
seagrass features (including Poole Harbour and Solent-based SPAs and SACs), Chesil Beach
and Stennis Ledges MCZ (additional features designated under T3), The Needles MCZ
(additional seagrass data), Poole Harbour SSSI (Sabella pavonina).
Delivery Lead: Senior IFCO Pengelly, IFCO TBC

Overview
The Authority has a duty to manage fisheries within Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) ensuring that the
Conservation Objectives of designated features are not damaged, disturbed or deteriorated in response
to fishing activities. These duties are set out in The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment)
(EU Exit) Regulations 2019.
Under sections (28G) and (28I) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981, IFCAs are required to have
consideration of any SSSI with marine components giving protection to species and habitats of national
importance when carrying out its duties.
The Authority has a duty to manage Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) under the Marine and Coastal
Access Act, 2009. On the 31st of May 2019 the Government announced a third tranche (T3) of MCZ
designations. This included six new sites within the Southern IFC District, as well as additional features
to be incorporated into two existing MCZs within the District.
Since 2019 Southern IFCA have undertaken a staged approached when assessing the potential impact
of fishing activities within MCZs:
•
•

•

Stage 1: the initial screening of fishing activities within the MCZ to determine whether an activity
occurs or is anticipated to occur. A risk matrix system is used to support this approach
Stage 2: activities which are not screened out are subject to a Part A Assessment. This
assessment seeks to identify pressures capable of significantly affecting designated features and
their related processes
Stage 3: fishing activities and their associated pressures are then subject to more detailed Part
B Assessments. These assessments are undertaken on a gear type basis and seek to determine
whether there is a significant risk of the activity hindering the conservation objectives of the MCZ

Given the number of designated features within the third tranche of MCZs, at the TAC in August 2019,
the Authority committed to adopt a risk-based, phased approach to the management of these sites, with
assessments broken down into the following five broad categories:
•
•
•
•
•

Priority 1: Bottom towed fishing gears (BTFG)
Priority 2: Shore Gathering (SG)
Priority 3: Static fishing gear
Priority 4: Nets & Lines
Priority 5: Diving

18

Southern IFCA: Fisheries Management & Policy Team Strategy 2022-2023
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk

Bottom Towed Fishing Gear
Work to date
All MCZ assessments (Stages 1-3 as above) for BTFG activity against features within the newly
designated Tranche 3 MCZs were undertaken between November 2019 and February 2020. Following
the TAC in February 2020, the Authority recommended that these assessments were sent to NE for
formal comment. Formal comments were received from NE in August 2020. The findings of these
assessments indicated that BTFG activities were not compatible with the Conservation Objectives for
certain features and that additional management, most likely in the form of spatial closure was required.
A scheduled review of the existing BTFG Byelaw 2016 has been incorporated into this area of work
in order to assess the existing management measures in place under the 2016 Byelaw against the most
recent and best available evidence. Since 2016, additional spatial and feature evidence has become
available to the Authority. In some cases, this evidence can provide additional confidence in the existing
geographical boundaries of the BTFG Byelaw which seek to protect MPA features and in others,
realignment of boundaries may be necessary to either protect the MPA features within, or realign
boundaries based upon a higher resolution of data regarding the feature location. Sensitive marine
features that receive protection outside of the MPA network such as Sabella pavonina (Poole Harbour
SSSI) or seagrass, would also be considered to be at potential risk to damage from BTFG activities and
will therefore be considered for protection under this review. Southern IFCA have committed to
delivering this work under the Southern IFCA Five-Year Legislative Forecast (2021-2023).
At a Working Group of the Authority held in May 2021, Members considered the conclusions of the
Authority’s T3 MCZ Assessments, together with updated feature data and information on existing
designated features and habitats in the District. Based on discussions, Members agreed to recommend
to the TAC that the BTFG aspect of the Spatial Review proceeds to Stage 2 of the Authority’s Byelaw
Process to drafting of measures and community consultation. Members wished to also consult the
community on the potential for BTFG management to support the range existing and new habitat
restoration projects that are taking place in the District.

Planned work for 2022-2023
This area of work has been placed on hold since November 2021 in order to provide opportunity to align
with wider national fisheries objectives. It is anticipated that the community consultation will be
undertaken in spring 2022.
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Figure 5: T3 MCZ and MPA Spatial Management Review: Planned Work 2022-2023

Shore Gathering
Work to date
All MCZ assessments (Stages 1-3 as above) of shore gathering activities against features within the
newly designated Tranche 3 MCZs were undertaken between December 2019 and April 2020. The
assessments were presented to the TAC in May 2020 prior to being sent to NE for formal comment.
Formal comments were received in January 2021, confirming that NE agree with the conclusion of the
Assessments, which concluded that additional management would be necessary on areas of seagrass
in particular. For note: this area of work was placed on hold in order to progress the BTFG aspect of
the MPA spatial management review during 2021.
In addition, a scheduled review of the existing Southern IFCA Byelaw Review: ‘Prohibition of
Gathering (Sea Fisheries Resources) in Seagrass Byelaw (2016) has been incorporated into this
area of work in order to assess the existing management measures in place under the 2016 Byelaw in
the context of the most recent and best available evidence. The Southern IFCA ‘Prohibition of
Gathering (Sea Fisheries Resources) in Seagrass Beds’ Byelaw was made in June 2013 and received
Secretary of State confirmation on 20th December 2013. The byelaw was created to protect areas of
European Marine Site seagrass features within the Southern IFCA District from damage caused
through intertidal gathering activities. This byelaw underwent its first review in November 2016.
Southern IFCA have committed to delivering this work under the Southern IFCA Five-Year Legislative
Forecast (2021-2023).

Planned work for 2022-2023
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It is the intention to hold a WG in Spring 2022 in order to discuss the formal advice received from NE
on the shore gathering assessments and accordingly to consider whether there is a need to consider
further spatial management options under each of the Prohibition of Gathering (Sea Fisheries
Resources) in Seagrass Beds Byelaw 2016.

Static Fishing Gear
Work to date
MCZ Assessments (Stages 1-3 above) for static fishing gear activity against features within the newly
designated Tranche 3 MCZs began in April 2020. Formal advice from NE on the Part A Assessments
were received in January 2021. Part B Assessments were sent to NE in May 2021 with a response
received in June 2021 requesting further information regarding Mearl and static gear interactions in
Bembridge and Purbeck Coast. Natural England are currently seeking funding to map the location and
assess the condition of Mearl in these areas. Outcomes of this assessment may provide evidence which
may help inform future management in this fishery under the pending Southern IFCA Pot Fishing
Byelaw.

Nets, Lines and Diving
Work to date
MCZ Assessments for Nets, Lines and Diving against features within newly designated T3 sites began
in August 2020 and were completed in Autumn 2021.
Some of the MCZs in Dorset include objectives with regards to the management of black bream. Any
future management intervention in this fishery will be informed by data on the location and extent of
bream within the MCZs. Natural England undertook survey work in April 2021, with the objective to
further understandings of the extent and location of black bream within the District. Southern IFCA await
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the outcomes of this report and will continue to work with local and national partners in order to support
this process and maintain active engagement in the community throughout.

2.2.4 Minimum Conservation Reference Size Review
Coverage: District Wide
Species: Crustaceans: crab (edible, velvet, spinous spider) lobster, crawfish, Bivalves: clam (Manila,
American hard-shelled, grooved carpetshell, warty venus, surf, razor), scallop (King & Queen),
Gastropods: whelk, Skates & Rays: , blonde ray, cuckoo ray, small-eyed ray, spotted ray, starry ray,
thornback ray, undulate ray, sandy ray, shagreen ray, common stingray , Fin-fish: black seabream,
gilthead seabream, European bass, pollack, grey mullet, red mullet, cod, whiting, conger eel, mackerel,
horse mackerel, wrasse (ballan, corkwing, goldsinny, rock cook, cuckoo),Sharks: lesser spotted
dogfish, starry smooth hound, common smooth hound, bull huss, spur dog, Flatfish: plaice, brill, turbot,
flounder, Dover sole, lemon sole, dab, witch flounder. Additional species may also be considered.
Delivery Lead: IFCO Smith

Overview and Objectives
The majority of commercial species caught within the Southern IFCA District are subject to a Minimum
Conservation Reference Size (MCRS) previously known as Minimum Landing Size or Minimum Legal
Size. This measure prevents individuals below a set size from being removed from the fishery. The
application of MCRS is an effective tool for the sustainable management of fisheries and enables the
sustainable development of fisheries within the District.
Southern IFCA has committed under the Southern IFCA Five-Year Legislative Forecast to begin to
review MCRS for key species in the District during the years 2021-2023.
The Review aims to:
I.

Assess existing MCRS limits, which are currently applicable across the District

II.

Consider whether there is a need to introduce MCRSs for additional species, which are
not currently subject to a MCRS within the District

Work to date
In 2020 Southern IFCA undertook an extensive literature review based upon size of sexual maturity for
commercial and recreational species in the District. The size at which 50% of a population reach
maturity is known as the L₅₀. This measure is often used to help establish appropriate MCRS as it
ensures individuals can reproduce at least once before capture. In addition, the best available evidence
on reproductive biology, life history and social and economic value of each species was compiled to
help inform understandings.
Where the literature review identified gaps in understanding of maturity for specific species, primary
research was undertaken, this includes:
•

•

Grey mullet: working with Plymouth University to investigate the size of maturity for thin-lipped
(Liza ramada), golden-grey (Liza aurata) and thick-lipped grey mullet (Chelon labrosus) in the
Southern IFCA District.
Gilthead bream (Sparus aurata): collection of data on the size of maturity for gilthead bream in
the District.

22

Southern IFCA: Fisheries Management & Policy Team Strategy 2022-2023
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk
•

Whelks (Buccinum undatum): Previous studies have found that whelk populations across the
Southern IFCA District mature at different sizes. Southern IFCA have been collecting samples
across multiple sites within the District in order to improve understandings of whelk maturity
across the District.

‘Species Profiles’ for 25 species within the District were developed during 2020 and 2021, as well as
aa comprehensive literature review for over 50 species. These documents are available on the Southern
IFCA website.
Following an 8 week ‘call for information’ during May and June 2021, eleven responses were received
and captured in a Summary of Response document.
In August 2021 the TAC recommended that the MCRS review progressed to Stage 2.

Planned work for 2022-2023
As short hiatus was introduced into this workstream due to resource pressures. It is anticipated that this
review will reconvene in spring 2022, where a WG will review the current MCRS’s within the District
against the relevant evidence collated to dates, including literature evidencing the size of maturity of
species, socio-economic factors and stakeholder feedback from the Call for Information. The WG will
set objectives for the second stage of the MCRS Review and create draft measures to be taken forward
for consideration.

Figure 6: MCRS Review: Planned Work 2022-2023
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2.3 Reviewing Fisheries Management Interventions
This section identifies the delivery priorities for the FMP team for the period April 2022- March 2023 in respect of both the review of established MPs and the
review of existing byelaws and permit conditions in accordance with pre-determined timelines. The priority areas of work will be:
Q1
Annual Plan Priorities 2022-2023

Apr

May
TAC

Q2
Jun
AM

Jul

Aug
TAC

Q3
Sep
AM

Oct

Nov
TAC

Q4
Dec
AM

Wrasse Monitoring & Control
Poole Harbour Several Order
Management Plan

Southern IFCA
Management
Plans

TBD
2022 Plan
update

MSC Audit
MSC Recertification
2023-2027

For info.

TBD: Subject to Completion of Stage 5: Byelaw Confirmation

Review of 8 SFC Legacy Byelaws &
IFCA ‘Vessels used in fishing’
Byelaw

S1

PHDP (anticipated timetable if
review required)

Permit
Condition
Reviews

Feb
TAC

HRA
Poole Harbour
Shellfish
Dredging
Management
Plan

Net Fishing Byelaw Monitoring and
Control plan

Byelaw
Reviews

Jan

S1: PC
Review

SDPB: Pump scoop Fishery

S1

SDPB: Management Intentions
Document
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S2:
Finalise
PCs
S2

Mar
AM
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2.3.1 Management Plan: Wrasse Monitoring and Control
Review Frequency: Annual
Existing Management tool: Wrasse Fishery Guidance
Delivery Lead: IFCO Smith

Work to date
The development of handline and fish trap fisheries for wrasse within a portion of the Studland to
Portland Special Area of Conservation (SAC) led to the Authority undertaking Habitat Regulations
Assessments for the activities in 2017. As a part of the mitigation, to ensure the fishery does not
significantly affect the SAC, both Wrasse Fishery Guidance and a Monitoring and Control Plan were
implemented alongside these assessments.
The Monitoring and Control Plan describes ‘Triggers for Assessment’. If trigger points are reached then
a review of the fishery is to be activated in line with the Monitoring and Control Plan.
Wrasse Fishery Guidance introduced precautionary management measures, by way of a code of
conduct. The code includes spatial management and seasonal restrictions (to minimise fishing impacts
during the spawning season). Minimum and maximum sizes are applied to ensure an appropriate size
range and sex ratio of fish remain in the wild and effort limitations. Additionally, the Code requires the
submission of catch and buyer data.
During 2020 the Authority consulted on transposing the non-statutory MCRSs for four wrasse species
(ballan wrasse:18cm, rock cook wrasse: 12cm, goldsinny wrasse: 12cm and corkwing wrasse: 14cm
into legislation. These statutory provisions are current pending statutory approval under the Southern
IFCA MCRS Byelaw which was made by the Authority in September 2020.

Planned work for 2022-2023
The Authority are committed to continue to review current voluntary measures in this fishery under the
Monitoring and Control Plan and will continue to build an evidence base to inform any potential future
management as determined by the Authority.

2.3.2 Management Plan: Poole Harbour Several Order
Review Frequency: by 1st July annually
Existing Management tool: Poole Harbour Fishery Order 2015
Delivery Lead: IFCO Birchenough

Overview
Southern IFCA manage aquaculture activity within a defined area of Poole Harbour under the Poole
Harbour Fishery Order 2015 (‘the Order’). This is the largest Several Order in the UK. In accordance
with Section (1) of the Sea Fisheries (Shellfish) Act 1967, the Order confers on Southern IFCA the right
of a several fishery for the cultivation of shellfish of any kind for a period of twenty years from the 1st
July 2015.

30

Southern IFCA: Fisheries Management & Policy Team Strategy 2022-2023
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk

Under Section (3) of the Order, the Authority must manage the aquaculture in Poole Harbour in line
with the Management Plan entitled Poole Harbour Several Order 2015 Management Plan
(‘Management Plan’).
Under Section (4) of the Order, the Authority are required to undertake an annual review of the
Management Plan. If, during this review any significant changes are made to the Management Plan,
then the Authority must notify, in writing any interested parties of any proposed changes at least four
weeks before the date of its annual publication (1st July). The Authority must, prior to publication of the
updated Management Plan, take account of any representations it receives in writing from any
interested party on the proposed changes.
During 2021 Southern IFCA worked with Southampton University in order to set a baseline
understanding of current levels of Pacific oyster in Poole Harbour, in addition to the collection of
biometric information on the species. The outcomes of this survey will feed into the 2022 Management
Plan review.

Planned work for 2022-2023
In line with the requirements under The Order, an annual review of the Management Plan will be
undertaken in April 2022. If there are any changes made to the Management Plan, then it will be
presented to the TAC in May 2021. If the Authority deems these changes to be significant then the
Management Plan will be subject to a period of formal consultation prior to publication before the 1st
July 2021.

2.3.3 Management Plan: Poole Harbour Shellfish Dredging
Frequency: Annual
Management tool: Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw
Delivery: IFCO Birchenough
The Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw (PHDPB), which was introduced in 2015, regulates dredging
for shellfish in Poole Harbour. Under the PHDPB, the Authority issues a restricted number of permits
annually, with accompanying conditions, which include catch restrictions and catch reporting, permitted
gear types and construction and spatial and temporal restrictions.

(1) HRA
The fishery operates within the boundary of the Poole Harbour SPA, SSSI and Ramsar Site. As such,
Southern IFCA are required to undertake an annual HRA prior to issuing of permits. The purpose of the
HRA is to determine whether fishing methods are compatible with the conservation objectives of the
site. The outcomes of the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) annual audit (below) and the recertification of the fishery will, where relevant be used to inform governance of the clam and cockle
fishery under the Poole Harbour Shellfish Management Plan. During 2022 the FMP will consider the
introduction of a Monitoring and Control Plan to complement and introduce efficiencies in this area of
work.

(2) MSC Audit
In March 2018 the Poole Harbour clam and cockle fishery was certified by the MSC as a sustainable
fishery, in addition to achieving recognition under the Responsible Fishing Scheme (RFS). This
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achievement of dual awards is a global first for any fishery and of particular significance given the MPA
status of Poole Harbour. There are ongoing conditions associated with the certification of the fishery
and Southern IFCA facilitate the undertaking of an annual audit of the fishery by the MSC to ensure
that it maintains compatibility with the objectives of the MSC certification. In particular these conditions
relate to Endangered, Threatened and Protected (ETP) species. The outcomes of the annual audit
further inform the HRA.

(3) MSC Re-certification
The Poole clam and cockle fishery was certified under the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC)
certification in 2018. The certification is valid for a period of five years and the re-certification process
starts at the point of the annual surveillance audit the year prior to the expiration of the current certificate.
The re-certification process for the Poole fishery will commence in September 2022 with the new
certification being in place for March 2023.

2.3.4 Management Plan: Net Fishing Byelaw Monitoring & Control
Frequency: Annual
Management tool: Net Fishing Byelaw
Delivery Lead: IFCO Birchenough
Areas which are to be managed under a Net Permit will be subject to a Monitoring and Control Plan.
The Monitoring and Control Plan ensure the Authority manages these net fisheries according to the
best available evidence. It will also ensure that net fishing remains compatible with the conservation
objectives of SACs (notably Atlantic salmon) and SSSIs (notably Atlantic salmon and /or sea trout as a
component of a SSSI).
The Monitoring and Control Plan implements a monitoring programme which, following a range of five
techniques, captures evidence of levels of salmonid interaction with the net fisheries. Threshold Trigger
Levels have been determined that will activate a control mechanism process that incorporates a
systematic review by a Southern IFCA Permit Byelaw Sub-Committee.
Evidence gathering techniques included a targeted fishery observer programme, whereby permit
holders will be required to carry observers on board their vessel at selected points during net fishing
activities. Over the course of 2022/23 the Authority will work with partner agencies and academic
institutions to design and implement this programme to ensure that activities are able to commence
upon the confirmation of the Net Fishing Byelaw.
The Monitoring and Control Plan considers information sources which will be used in order to support
understandings of salmonid health overtime, based on the best available evidence provided by partner
organisations, including the Environment Agency and Natural England. It is the intention that this
information will be reviewed alongside the data from the monitoring programme and used to collectively
inform an annual review of the Net Permit Conditions.

2.3.3 Byelaw Review: Legacy Byelaws Review
Delivery Lead: TBC
To undertake a formal review of the following legacy byelaws following commitment to this under the
Southern IFCA Five-Year Legislative Forecast (2019-2023). Depending on resource availability it is
anticipated that this review will begin in 2023.
•
•

'Fishing under Mechanical Power-Closed Area'
'Poole Harbour - Prawns Close Season'
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•
•
•
•
•
•

'Periwinkles'
'Vessels Used in Fishing for Sale'
'Foul Hooking'
'Electric Current'
Scallop Fishing'
'Vessels used in Fishing 2012' Southern IFCA byelaw

2.3.3 Permit Condition Review: SDPB pump scoop
Management tool: Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw
Delivery Lead: TBC

Overview of SDPB
The Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw (SDPB) is a single coherent management tool developed in order to
govern fishing activities within the Solent bivalve fisheries, to allow for adaptive and flexible
management, underpinned and directed by the best available evidence. Following ratification of the
Permit Byelaw by the Secretary of State in October 2020, the SDPB was implemented in November
2021. The SDPB regulates the harvesting of bivalves in the Solent though the annual issue of permits.
Following the implementation of the SDPB, a Permit Condition Review was undertaken in late 2021early 2022 in order to consider the introduction of statutory management measures relevant to the Solent
scallop fishery. Following consideration of evidence at the TAC in February 2022, the Authority
determined to introduce a number of permit conditions relevant to the Solent scallop fishery.

Planned work for 2022-2023
Following the introduction of permit conditions relevant to the Solent scallop fishery, a review of all
relevant supporting documentation will take place to ensure that the Management Intentions
Document and Access Policy remain fit for purpose. Any changes to these documents will be
considered via permit holder consultation prior to any changes being introduced.
The Authority are committed to improving their knowledge of the impacts of various methods of fishing
and over time additional evidence may be developed to better inform management.
Following the implementation of the SDPB on the 1st November 2021, the Authority will be working with
the fishing industry to develop an evidence base to support and explore the potential reintroduction of
a pump scoop fishery in the Solent. In order to do this Southern IFCA will continue to work with Defra
to seek revocation of Statutory Instrument No. 2696 The Solent European Marine Site (Prohibition of
Method of Dredging) Order 2004.

Planned work for 2022-2023
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Figure 7: Solent Pump Scoop Fishery: Planned Work 2022-2023
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Annex A: Acronyms
AM
BTFG
BWG
CPUE
DWT
EA
EMS
ETP
EU
FMP
GIS
HRA
IFCA
MaCAA
MCRS
MMO
MP
MPA
MSC
NE
NGO
OSF
PDFA
PHC
PHDP
RFS
SAC
SDPB
SG
SoM
SoS
SPA
SSSI
T3
TAC
TBD
UK
WG

Authority Meeting
Bottom Towed Fishing Gear
Byelaw Working Group
Catch Per Unit Effort
Dorset Wildlife Trust
Environment Agency
European Marine Site
Endangered, Threatened, Protected
European Union
Fisheries Management and Policy
Geographic Information System
Habitats Regulation Assessment
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009
Minimum Conservation Reference Size
Marine Management Organisation
Management Plan
Marine Protected Area
Marine Stewardship Council
Natural England
Non-Governmental Organisation
Ocean Stewardship Fund
Poole and District Fisherman’s Association
Poole Harbour Commissioners
Poole Harbour Dredge Permit
Responsible Fishing Scheme
Special Area of Conservation
Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw
Shore Gathering
Size of Maturity
Secretary of State
Special Protection Area
Site of Special Scientific Interest
Tranche 3
Technical Advisory Committee
To Be Determined
United Kingdom
Working Group
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COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT
QUARTERLY REPORT
Report by Deputy Chief Officer Dell
A.

Purpose of the Report

To report to Members on the compliance and enforcement activities for the quarter November
2021 to January 2022.
B.

Recommendation

That Members note the report.
1.

Compliance and Enforcement Summary

1.1

This report contains information relating to our enforcement activity for this reporting
period in statistical format for inspections, patrols and offences detected and a quarterly
summary of key enforcement operations and activities.

Sam Dell
Deputy Chief Officer
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
List of Background Papers
Compliance and Enforcement Report

Marked L Annex

Compliance and Enforcement Quarterly
Report
November 21 to January 22

Prepared by DCO Sam Dell & IFCO Griffiths

1

Contents

1.

Purpose

2.

Background
2.1 Risk Based Enforcement
2.2 Intelligence Led Approach
2.3 Tactical Coordination Group
2.4 Fisheries Protection Patrols

3.

Enforcement Activity
3.1 Intelligence reports
3.2 Enforcement Activity Table
3.3 Offence reports
3.4 Offence Outcomes

4.

2

Summary of key Enforcement Operations and Activities

1.

Purpose

The purpose of this document is to provide the Committee with an overview of the Southern
IFCA risk-based based approach to compliance and enforcement, the report also highlights
key operational activities and statistical information for the previous quarter November 2021
to January 2022. The statistical data included in this report is aligned to national IFCA metrics
that are reported to Association IFCAs (AIFCA) and Department for Food, Environment and
Rural Affairs (Defra) on an annual basis.
2.

Background

2.1

Risk Based Enforcement

Southern IFCA is committed to achieving fair, effective and proportionate enforcement. The
Compliance and Enforcement Framework sets out the Authority's approach and details the
general principles the Authority will follow and the enforcement actions available. The
Risk Register forms part of that Framework, providing focus and priorities for Southern
IFCA’s compliance and enforcement activities. The Risk Register identifies priorities in
specific areas at different times of the year.
2.2
Intelligence Led Approach
Intelligence Reports (IRs) are the Authority’s method of recording, storing, collating and the
dissemination of intelligence that complement our risk-based approach. Additional intelligence
together with access to the UK Fisheries Monitoring, Control and Surveillance System1
(MCSS) and Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) maximizes the efficient use and deployment of
resources on the ground. Southern IFCA uses the National Intelligence Model which
incorporates a tasking and coordination process.

2.3
Tactical Coordination Group
The TCG meeting is chaired by the DCO who makes decisions in relation to resourcing and
enforcement priorities for the upcoming period (2 weeks). The aim of this meeting is to make
decisions around resource allocation in order to make best use of resources and provide the
best possible protection for fisheries and the marine environment within the Southern IFCA
District, the TCG also decides what operational tactics will be deployed.
Fisheries Protection Patrols
Southern IFCA officers conduct both land and sea-based patrols across the district. Southern
IFCA operates three patrol vessels, patrols on board these vessels may take place at any time
of day or night, and are used to observe fishing activity, engage with industry, carry out
boarding inspections and to target reported illegal activity. On shore, Officers conduct land
patrols to engage with industry, carry out inspections, observe activity at sea and in ports,
visiting a number of locations across the district including commercial premises, recreational
angling hotspots, piers, ports, beaches and quaysides. Recently (2021) the Authority has
procured two drones to support operational activity. This enhanced capability is used to record
evidence of possible offences using the onboard camera from perspectives not previously
2.4

1

The UK reporting database of sightings, boarding, positions of vessels, prosecutions and other actions against infringements of UK and EU
Fisheries. This system is managed by CEFAS on behalf of the MMO (also see RNSS). This also contains access to VMS data.
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possible will improve the prevention (deterrent) and detection of offending.
Compliance & Enforcement : Southern IFCA (southern-ifca.gov.uk)

3.

Enforcement Activity

Intelligence Reports

November
18

IFCO’s

December
15

January
8

Total
41

3.1
Intelligence Reports
The following table demonstrates the information reports submitted for this reporting quarter.

3.2
Enforcement Activity Table
The following table demonstrates the enforcement activity and offences detected for this
reporting quarter these reporting metrics are aligned nationally to those requested by Defra.
Fluctuations that occur in statistical figures can be as a result of a number contributing factors
i.e. number of land based as opposed to sea-based patrols in any given month, staff
resources, weather and other duties and the objectives of the patrol.
Covid-19 restrictions have affected some of our operational duties. Boardings and inspections
Category
Inspections at sea

Inspections ashore or
in a port

Offences Detected
Verbal warnings
Written warnings
Advisory letter
FAP
Offence Reports

Metric
Vessel patrols
Boardings/inspections
Metric
Shore patrols
Port visits
Premises inspections
Landing inspections
Vehicle inspections
Gear Inspections
Person Inspection
Per report

November
7
17
November
12
25
0
30
0
5
1
November
8
1
0
0
2

December
2
0
December
9
13
2
27
0
3
0
December
1
2
0
1
2

January
5
0
January
9
18
3
7
0
0
0
January
1
0
0
0
0

Total
14
17
Total
30
56
5
64
0
8
1
Total
10
3
0
1
4

have continued in line with Standard Operation Procedures (SOP) and associated Risk
Assessments. These are continuously under review however it is anticipated that all
restrictions will be removed in March 2022.

3.3
Offence reports
The following table demonstrates the offence reports & actions submitted by officers for this
reporting quarter.
Date of
Offence
05.11.21
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Offence

Action

Retention of undersized manila clams

Official Written Warning Letter issued
on 12.11.21

22.11.21

Retention of undersized manila clams

02.12.21

Retention of undersized manila clams

16.12.21

Storing of undersized manila clams

Official Written Warning Letter issued
on 09.12.21
Official Written Warning Letter issued
on 09.12.21
Fish
merchant
cautioned
and
interviewed on both 16.12.21 and
21.12.21 for 2x instances of storing
undersized manila clams. Enquiries
ongoing

3.4
Offence Outcomes
The following table demonstrates offence outcomes for this reporting quarter.
Date of
offence
20.08.21

Offence

Action taken and date

Storing of undersized manila clams

25.09.21

Storage of undersized manila clams
Retention of undersized manila clams

03.09.20

Failure to Comply x2

Premises issued a FAP of £1000 on
25.10.21. FAP paid in full on 22.11.21
Transport company issued FAP of
£500 on 02.12.21. FAP paid in full on
29.12.21. Retention of undersized
manila clams – enquiries ongoing.
Court trial 27.01.22 – Defendant found
guilty of both charges of Failure to
Comply and was fined £6000, ordered
to pay costs of £10,000 and VSC of
£180.

4. Summary of key enforcement operations and activities
4.1.

1st November

Monitoring Compliance with the new Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw
On the 1st November 2021, the Southern IFCA’s new Solent Dredge
Permit Byelaw came into force. Prior to this date, officers had been
engaging with industry to ensure they were best informed and
prepared for the start of the season. From the 1st November 2021,
officers carried out patrols both on land and at sea to engage with
permit holders and therefore, increase voluntary compliance.
There are currently 24 vessels holding Category A Solent
Dredge Permits to fish for bivalves in the relevant Bivalve
Management Areas. Since the commencement of the Solent Dredge
Permit Byelaw, officers have been out onboard Fisheries Patrol RHIB
(FPR) Stella Barbara,
carrying out patrols and
boarding inspections of
these vessels to monitor
compliance with the
SDPB
&
Permit
Conditions, in addition to the Scallop Order gear
restrictions and minimum size regulations. Since the
Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw has been in force, there
have a small number of verbal warnings issued for the
retention of undersized bivalves, but no major
infringements that have warranted more serious
enforcement actions.
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4.2.

2nd November

Southern IFCA’s new patrol vessel,
Endeavour
On the 2nd November 2021, the Southern
IFCA procured a new patrol vessel,
Endeavour, for patrol work in Poole Harbour
and Poole Bay. Endeavour is a 19ft,
aluminium vessel made by Robust Boats in
Pembrokeshire. The new patrol vessel is
fitted with an electric line hauler, a low light
camera to enhance operational capabilities
at night. Additionally, Endeavour has a
shallow draught and is fitted with a hydraulic
A-Frame, which allows access to otherwise
inaccessible areas of the harbour by
navigating low bridges and shallow intertidal areas. The new patrol vessel has already proved to be
instrumental to officers carrying out their operational duties.

4.3.

18th November

The Isle of Wight – Catch Inspections & Monitoring Spatial Closures with the Drone
Following reports of fishing in the Bottom Towed
Fishing Gear closed areas around the Isle of
Wight, officers have attended the Island on a
number of occasions. During a patrol on the 18th
November, officers carried out several inspections
of potting catches and engaged with recreational
anglers ahead of the Bass Catch & Release Only
season, in addition to carrying out drone flights to
monitor the Bottom Towed Fishing Gear closures.
Officers did not detect any infringements of the
closed areas, but demonstrated the capabilities of
the drone and its camera.

4.4.

15th December

Using the Drone’s Thermal Imaging Capabilities to Monitor Activity During Night
Patrols of Poole Harbour
Towards the end of the 2021-2022 Poole Harbour
Dredge
Permit

(PHDP) Season, the Southern IFCA received several
intelligence reports relating to illegal fishing activity

6

outside of the PHDP curfew. The Poole Harbour Dredge Permit stipulates that fishing with a dredge
must only occur between the hours of 06:00 and 18:00. Officers carried out several patrols to investigate
this intelligence, including a night patrol during the early hours of the 15th December. Utilising the
Authority’s drone capabilities, officers identified a number of well-known local fishing vessels active in
the harbour outside of the permitted fishing hours, but did not record any offences or observe any fishing
activity taking place. Officers then attended the local fishing pontoons at the end of the curfew and
engaged with a number of individuals to remind them of the PHDP regulations and permit conditions
that apply.

4.5.

16th December

Detection of Undersized Manila Clams During Premises Inspections
Officers carrying out premises inspections in Hampshire identified a large quantity of undersized manila
clams being stored in a premises on two occasions. On both occasions, a member of staff was
cautioned and interviewed for the offence of storing undersized manila clams. Officers seized a large
quantity of the undersized manila clams and returned them to the sea and reported the premises for an
offence. A case file has been prepared for this offence and is still under investigation.

4.6.

16th December

Fishing News Feature on Southern IFCA’s
New Drone and Patrol Vessel Endeavour
On the 6th December 2021, Southern IFCA were
visited by a reporter from the Fishing News, who was
writing a feature on the new Southern IFCA drone
and patrol vessel in Poole Harbour.
Officers demonstrated the capabilities of the
Matrice M300 RTK drone by flying above the
Wareham Channel and using the drone’s state-ofthe-art camera equipment to track vessels and
observe fishing activity from a distance. Officers also
launched Fisheries Patrol Vessel (FPV) Endeavour
to demonstrate the new features Endeavour
equipment on board, including the hydraulic AFrame and camera.
The Fishing News published an excellent
write-up of Southern IFCA’s new assets on the 16th
December 2021.
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4.7.

10th January

The New, Interactive Byelaw Booklet Launched
Southern IFCA have been working with a graphic designer to
create a new, user-friendly and easy-to-navigate Byelaw
Booklet for industry. The new booklet is interactive, meaning
users can navigate between the Contents page and each
Byelaw with a single click. IFCOs were aware of the difficulties
that arise when fishers want to look up legislation whilst at sea.
Therefore, officers wanted to create an accessible,
comprehensive booklet for industry to use at any time. The
new Byelaw Booklet contains all the current byelaws in force
in the Southern IFCA District and can now be viewed on any
mobile or desktop browser. This ease of access provides
support to industry and therefore improves understanding of
legislation and increases compliance.
Since launching the new Byelaw Booklet, officers
have been in receipt of positive feedback from industry. Not
only is the byelaw booklet helpful to the fishing industry, IFCOs
themselves also refer to this improved resource when any
queries arise during patrols.

4.8.

24th January

Joint working at night in Poole with Dorset Police and the Environment Agency
With the relaxation of COVID-19 Restrictions, the
Southern IFCA have recently planned a number of
patrols with Dorset Police and the Environment
Agency, in order to work together to tackle multiagency issues. Where fisheries offences take place,
there may be links to marine crime, therefore, it is
beneficial for both the Southern IFCA and other
enforcement agencies to work in partnership with each
other.
On the 24th January, IFCOs worked with the
Environment Agency and Dorset Marine Policing Team
to patrol Poole Harbour and monitor activity at night
time. IFCOs on the shore launched the drone and used
the thermal imaging camera to monitor activity around
the Lytchett Bay, Rockley and Wareham Channel
Area. Meanwhile, officers on board FPV Endeavour
and the EA patrol vessel Orion departed the marina
and came across two males in a Poole Canoe heading
towards the main channel. There was no evidence of illegal fishing or criminal activity but the persons
on board were known to officers. This visible presence of officers patrolling the harbour at night is a
strong deterrent for illegal activity.
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4.9.

27th January

Court outcome for Poole Fisher Failure to Comply offence
On Thursday 27th January 2022 at Poole
Magistrates Court, Mr Geoffrey Bennett, a Poole
Fisherman, was found guilty of failing without
reasonable excuse to comply with a direction
reasonably given by Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Officers from the Southern IFCA
and was fined £6,000, ordered to pay
prosecution costs of £10,000 and a victim
surcharge of £180. During the trial, two IFCOs
gave evidence for the Failure to Comply offence
dated Thursday 3rd September 2020.
Deputy Chief Officer Sam Dell gave a
comment for the press release stating, “This
case sends a clear message that failing to
comply with the Authority’s officers will not be
tolerated. The Marine and Coastal Access Act gives our officers common enforcement powers to carry
out inspections. It provides robust legislation to protect officers against this type of misconduct. The
Southern IFCA is committed to protecting the fishery to ensure healthy seas and a viable industry. By
taking offenders to court we aim to support a sustainable local fishery.”
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Report by IFCO Griffiths
A.

Purpose of the Report

To update Members on the Southern IFCA’s new Byelaw Booklet.
B.

Recommendation

That Members note the report and receive an online presentation by IFCO Griffiths.
1.

Background

1.1

The Southern IFCA have been working with a graphic designer to create a new,
interactive Byelaw Booklet. The aim of this project was to create a comprehensive but
easy-to-use Byelaw Booklet for industry, therefore helping Southern IFCA achieve
Success Criterion 1 of the Annual Plan for 2021-2022. This new booklet details all the
byelaws that are currently in force in the Southern IFCA District. There are hyperlinks on
each page, allowing users to navigate between byelaws with ease, and the coordinates
of any spatial restrictions are included for industry to use. This Byelaw Booklet is a useful
resource and has been positively received by both industry and IFCOs.

Isabel Griffiths
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Officer
(Fisheries Protection Team)
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
List of Background Papers
There are no background papers to this report.
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Report by IFCO Cooper
A.

ITEM N

Purpose of the Report
To provide a quarterly update on Southern IFCA’s input into the marine licencing
process between December 2021 and February 2022.

B.

Recommendation
That members receive and note the report.

1

Background

1.1

Marine Licensing is one of the principal responsibilities of the Marine Management
Organisation (MMO) as described under Part 4 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act
2009 (MaCAA). This is a delegated power from the secretary of state under the Marine
Licensing (delegation of functions order) 2011 (amended). The purpose of marine
licensing is to facilitate the sustainable use of the UK marine environment so that
economically beneficial activities within the marine environment such as construction,
deposits (e.g. of sediment), removals (e.g. of marine aggregates), and dredging can
be permitted whilst minimising negative environmental effects and avoiding
interference with navigation.

1.2

Southern IFCA is a consultee on Marine Licence Applications (MLAs). When an
application is submitted to the Marine Management Organisation and is sent out for
consultation, the authority is notified and provided the opportunity to comment and
provide advice relevant to its remit on marine licence applications over a 6 week
consultation period.

2

South Marine Plan

2.1

The South Marine Plan introduces a strategic approach to planning within the inshore
and offshore waters between Folkestone in Kent and the River Dart in Devon. The aim
was to provide a clear, evidence-based approach, to inform marine users and
regulators on where activities might take place within the Marine Plan area, allowing
for national policies to be applied in a local context. The South Marine Plan came into
force in July 2018.

2.2

The plan supports the development of proposals by:
-

-

-

setting out requirements that apply irrespective of specific location, including how
an activity or development is undertaken
identifying factors within plan objectives which will improve chances of success
within the decision-making process, for example encouraging proposals to
sustain local jobs, draw on the local skills base and support diversification
providing context for when ‘imperative reasons of overriding public interest’ are
being considered such as the need for nationally significant infrastructure
increasing awareness of which other relevant legislation, policy, regulations,
existing measures and available guidance should or must be taken into
consideration
reiterating the importance of other relevant project-level regulation and
assessment within the decision-making process

Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
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2.3

The plan sets out a number of policies aimed to address issues and encourage
sustainable development within the marine plan areas. The policies cover a wide range
of topics and include activities and uses, economic, social and environmental
consideration. 53 policies are found within the South Marine Plan, with 23 of these
specific to the area, whereas 30 fulfil nationally relevant policies and are found in other
marine plans (e.g. East Marine Plan).

2.4

In responding to MLAs the authority should provide advice relevant to its remit as a
fisheries regulator and with regard to the South Marine Plan. Annex 1 of this document
includes those policies of particular relevance to the work to the exploitation of fishing
activities.

3

Southern IFCA Marine Licence Procedure

3.1

On receiving a consultation the application is logged by officers and an initial scoping
exercise takes place to consider the application against relevant marine plan policies.
Officers consider whether any further evidence/information is available that could be
used to provide more information to the MMO on considering that application and
consider whether any relevant marine plan policies could be impacted by the project.

3.2

Where appropriate to make comment a response letter is drafted highlighting those
aspects of the South Marine Plan where there is the potential for conflict, as well as
any other concerns or advice. This letter undergoes QA. If any follow up is required,
these responses are also subject to QA.

3.3.

A summary of MLA consultation requests and those highlighted concerns can be found
in Table 1. This include details of the application and any relevant concerns for this
reporting quarter (December 2021 and February 2022).
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Table 1 – Summary of MLA consultation requests submitted to Southern IFCA

Project Name

Date
Received

Application
Number

Application
Type

Applicant

Summary

Response

Leamouth Wharf
Dredging

07/12/2021

MLA – 2021/00437

Marine
Licence
Application

CEMEX UK

Dredging of the Leamouth Wharf. The
proposed works are to be undertaken by
either bed levelling via plough dredger, or
backhoe/grab dredging, totalling up to 2600
m3.

Island Harbour
Dredging

09/12/2021

MLA - 2021/00327

Marine
Licence
Application

UAVEND
investments,
Newport

Maintenance dredging of a small area the
Island Harbour marina, near Newport.
Disposal at a local site within marina basin.

Response letter sent,
highlighting concerns received
from stakeholders regarding the
use of these disposal sites and
the impact it was potentially
having in relation to marine plan
policies S-FISH-2, S-FISH4 and
MPA-1.
Screened out

Maintenance
Dredge at Shiplift
at Solent Gateway
Port in Marchwood
Royal Southern
YC – Maintenance
dredging in Winter
2022

10/12/2021

MLA – 2021/00456

Marine
Licence
Application

Maintenance dredging of an area using
bespoke “superstream diver” method,
discharging into the channel.

Response letter sent highlighting
concerns relating to the disposal
method in relation to S-FISH-2.

10/12/2021

MLA – 2021/00444

Marine
Licence
Application

Solent
Gateway
Seamounting
Centre
Royal
Southern
Yacht Club,
Ltd

Maintenance dredging of an area of
seabed adjacent to the Royal Southern YC,
up to 2000 m3 for disposal at the Nab.

LIFE Recreation
ReMEDIES Solent
Seagrass
Restoration

07/01/2021

MLA – 2021/00489

Marine
Licence
Application

National
Marine
Aquarium

The works aim to create 4 hectares of
subtidal seagrass (Zostera marina) bed
habitat as part of the LIFE Recreational
ReMEDIES project. The aim is to
contribute to restoring favourable condition
of Solent Maritime Special Area of
Conservation. This will be achieved
through the introduction of seed and
seedlings into areas of bare subtidal
sediment, identified through modelling
suitable supporting habitat for Z. marina
beds.

Response letter sent highlighting
concerns received from
stakeholders regarding the use
of these disposal sites and the
impact it was potentially having
in relation to marine plan policies
S-FISH-2, S-FISH4 and MPA-1.
Response letter recommending
consultation with local site users
to mitigate conflict
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HMNB Portsmouth
Maintenance
Dredging and
Disposal
Retention of Jetty,
Highfield

04/01/2022

MLA –
2017/00478/4

Marine
Licence
Variation

DIO

16/12/2021

MLA – 2021/00469

Marine
Licence
Application

Revetment
Remediation,
Shipyard Estate,
Hythe
Portsmouth
Harbour Station,
Berthing
Arrangements
Construction of a
replacement jetty
at 43 Elms
Avenue, Poole
Redbridge
Causeway
Remediation

20/12/2021

MLA – 2021/00284

04/01/2022

C and V
Nightingale

Request to add WID dredging to the
permitted dredge methodology for the
HMNB Portsmouth Maintenance and
disposal licence.
Application relating to retention of a small
private jetty near lower Swanick.

Response letter sent highlighting
concerns relating to the disposal
method in relation to S-FISH-2
and dispersal in the Harbour.
Screened out

Marine
Licence
Application

Taylor
Wimpeney

Rebuilding of existing revetment at Hythe,
replacing failing rock armour.

Screened out

MLA – 2021/00423

Marine
Licence
Application

Wight Link

Installation of amended fender
arrangements for Wight Link Ferries when
out of service.

Screened out

02/02/2022

2021/00387

Marine
Licence
Application

N/A

Application to replace a jetty at 43 Elms
Avenue, Poole.

Screened out

26/01/2022

2021/00475

Marine
licence
Application

Hampshire
County
Council

The work to Redbridge Causeway is part of
a wider remediation project to refurbish all
four structures on the A35 Redbridge
Causeway, which passes over the tidal
River Test in Redbridge, Southampton.
The current project is known as Work
Package 3. The other land-based phases
of the works are being undertaken in
parallel. Hampshire County Council and
associated parties are currently preparing
designs for WP3, the next phase of repair
works, anticipated to commence in
February 2022 - in line with consenting
timescales.
By means of a scheme overview, issues
with the structure have shown that the
bridge is in poor condition and unless
significant repairs are carried out, traffic
restrictions would need to be implemented.
Work Package 1 has been completed, and
Work Package 2 (Phases 2 - 5) involving
works to the piers supporting the southern

Screened out
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New Hoist Dock
– Licence
Vairation

27/01/22

2016/00380/1

Marine
Licence
Application

Berthon Boat
Company

Application for
the construction
of a private jettyMast House, 95
Mudeford,
Christchurch,
BH23 3NJ

27/01/22

2021/00362

Marine
Licence
Application

Andrew
Headley

bridges is currently in progress as per the
L/2019/00398/3, and is due to complete
soon. The next phase of repair works,
referred to as Work Package 3. Work
includes: Scaffold Installation; Removal of
pipelines, Concrete Repairs and
Installation of a Cathodic Protection
System.
The developer was granted a marine
licence on 13 December 2016 to undertake
the following:
• Construction of new 120T hoist dock.
The developer submitted a variation
request on 27 January 2021. The variation
requests the following:
• Construction of a new 150T hoist dock,
rather than 120T hoist dock;
Application to install a private jetty in
Christchurch Harbour.

Screened out

Screened out
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Annex I – South Coast Marine Plan – Policies of particular relevance to the IFCA
Policy

Detail

S-CO-1

Proposals will minimise their use of space and consider opportunities for coexistence with other activities.
Proposals that support the diversification of a sustainable fishing industry and or
enhance fishing industry resilience to the effects of climate change should be
supported.
Proposals that may have significant adverse impacts on access to, or within,
sustainable fishing or aquaculture sites must demonstrate that they will, in order of
preference: a) avoid, b) minimise, c) mitigate significant adverse impacts, d) if it is
not possible to mitigate the significant adverse impacts, proposals should state the
case for proceeding.
Proposals that enhance access to, or within sustainable fishing or aquaculture sites
should be supported.
Proposals that enhance essential fish habitat, including spawning, nursery and
feeding grounds, and migratory routes should be supported. Proposals must
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: a) avoid, b) minimise, c) mitigate
significant adverse impact on essential fish habitat, including, spawning, nursery,
feeding grounds and migration routes.
Proposals that support the objectives of marine protected areas and the ecological
coherence of the marine protected area network will be supported. Proposals that
may have adverse impacts on the objectives of marine protected areas and the
ecological coherence of the marine protected area network must demonstrate that
they will, in order of preference: a) avoid, b) minimise, c) mitigate adverse impacts,
with due regard given to statutory advice on an ecologically coherent network
Proposals that enhance a marine protected area’s ability to adapt to climate change
and so enhance the resilience of the marine protected area network will be
supported. Proposals that may have adverse impacts on an individual marine
protected area’s ability to adapt to the effects of climate change and so reduce the
resilience of the marine protected area network, must demonstrate that they will, in
order of preference: a) avoid, b) minimise, c) mitigate adverse impacts.
Where statutory advice states that a marine protected area site condition is
deteriorating, or that features are moving or changing due to climate change, a
suitable boundary change to ensure continued protection of the site and coherence
of the overall network should be considered.
Until the ecological coherence of the marine protected area network is confirmed,
proposals should demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: a) avoid, b)
minimise, c) mitigate adverse impacts on features14 that may be required to
complete the network, d) if it is not possible to mitigate adverse impacts, proposals
should state the case for proceeding.
Proposals for sustainable aquaculture in identified areas of potential sustainable
aquaculture production will be supported.
Proposals in existing or within potential sustainable aquaculture production areas
must demonstrate consideration of and compatibility with sustainable aquaculture
production. Where compatibility is not possible, proposals must demonstrate that
they will, in order of preference: a) avoid, b) minimise c) mitigate significant adverse
impacts on sustainable aquaculture, d) if it is not possible to mitigate significant
adverse impacts, proposals should state the case for proceeding.

SFISH-1
SFISH-2

SFISH-3
SFISH-4

S-MPA1

S-MPA2

S-MPA3

S-MPA4

S-AQ-1

S-AQ-2

Proposals that enable the provision of infrastructure for sustainable fisheries and
aquaculture and related industries will be supported.
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BEHIND THE SCENES
WITH THE FISHERIES MANAGEMENT AND POLICY TEAM
Report presented by Senior IFCO Pengelly

A.

Purpose of the Report
To provide Members with an update on some of the additional work that the
Fisheries Management and Policy Team is delivering behind the scenes.

B.

Recommendation
That Members receive the report.

1.

Background

1.1

This report from the Fisheries Management and Policy (FMP) Officers captures
some of the work that they are delivering behind the scenes. This may include
standalone projects or supplementary work which complements and supports
the workstreams presented at meetings of the Authority, or sub-committees.

1

ITEM O

Marked O

with IFCO Birchenough

The Southern IFCA are currently working on
The Poole Clam and Cockle Fishery
Partnership Project with Dorset Wildlife Trust.
the Poole and District Fishermen’s Association
and Noctiluca Marine. The project is funded by
the Marine Stewardship Council’s Ocean
Stewardship Fund and aims to develop
management of Endangered, Threatened and
Protected (ETP) Species in the Poole Harbour
Clam and Cockle Fishery. One aspect of the
project is to provide education and outreach on
the identification of ETP Species in Poole
Harbour. As part of this the Southern IFCA ran
ETP Species Week across our social media
platforms during February to promote the
project and provide information on some key
ETP species in Poole that both fishers and the
public are likely to see.

ETP Species week was a great success,
we published 10 tweets and Instagram
posts across 7 days highlighting 5 bird
species, 2 seal species and 2 seahorse
species. The tweets were viewed over
7,500 times and the Instagram posts
increased our engagement by 866%
compared to the previous week.
The project is now coming to a close and
throughout we have managed to
increase awareness of ETP Species in
Poole through outreach, the production
of a waterproof guide for fishers and the
creation of two interpretation boards
which are due to go up in Poole shortly!

with IFCO Cooper

Following a review of the Solent scallop (Pecten maximus) Fishery, implementation of the
Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw and monitoring of the Solent scallop code of practice, the
Technical Advisory Committee, in February 2022, agreed to implement permit conditions in
relation to a Category A Solent Dredge Permit. These included:
-

Gear restrictions limiting fishers to 2 scallop dredges when operating in the Solent.
A closed season in the Solent between the 1st April to the 30th September.

One of the aims of the closed season was to provide protection to scallops on the basis of
periods of spawning, growth and settlement. The timing for these sensitive periods was
found in literature and studies from across the UK and other channel fisheries, but did not
include fisheries within the Southern IFCA district. As a result of this I have been working
with local fishers to improve the knowledge base for the Solent scallop fishery in particular.
This includes adjusting the stock monitoring surveys to include 2 surveys annually, one
after the cessation of fishing, scheduled for April and a second survey scheduled for
September.
On top of increased sampling I have started work on a study aimed at identifying key
periods of spawning within the Solent scallop stock. The study involves working with local
fishers to collect samples of king scallops throughout the key period of interest (February to
September). The samples will be stored and analysed by Southampton University Msci
students using histological techniques to identify the stage of spawning for the samples.
Through analysing samples throughout this period, it is hoped key periods will be identified,
in particular the period at which the majority are spawning.
It is hoped that this information, as well as monitoring through the Solent Dredge Permit
byelaw, will assist in developing permit conditions to ensure they are suitable, appropriate,
and achieving their aims.

with IFCO Smith

Over the past three years I have representing Southern IFCA at the Crab and Lobster
Fisheries Improvement Project (FIP). The FIP (facilitated by Marine Stewardship
Council [MSC]) brings organisations together from the southwest coast crab and
lobster fishery (Southern IFCA belongs for the west of the District) with the aim of
improving the fishery to a level at which it could apply for MSC accreditation.
In 2022, the FIP will reach the end of its 5-year term, however the group may vote to
extend the project for a further six months. Over the past 5 years the FIP has been
focusing on several actions which enable the fishery to meet the 80+ score for each
MSC performance indicator. Actions completed have included reviewing alternative
management measures for non-target species, a risk assessment and associated
report for secondary species and the group has begun drafting a Fisheries
Management Plan.
The main action remaining for the group includes drafting a Harvest Strategy and
associated ‘Harvest Control Rules’ (HCRs). The management Authorities in the group
include the Isle of Scilly, Cornwall, Devon & Severn and Southern IFCAs and the
Marine Management Organisation, who will have to create and agree to HCRs for the
fishery before the FIP finishes if it is to meet its aims. However, at present the FIPs
way forward is not clear, with separate Fisheries Management Plans also being
written under the Fisheries Act 2020.
Southern IFCAs recent Pot Fishing Review and recommended Pot Fishing Byelaw
places it in good stead to be able to respond to the HCRs specified in the FIP
Management Plan if the fishing community in the Southern IFC District want to be a
part of the potential future MSC accreditation. Similarly, the Pot Fishing Byelaw will
also enable Southern IFCA to respond to any management actions required under
the wider Fisheries Act 2020 Management Plans.
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SOUTH COAST FISHERMEN’S COUNCIL

Report by the Richard Stride
A.

Purpose of the Report
To inform Members of the activity undertaken by the South Coast Fishermen’s
Council.

B.

Recommendation
That the Minutes of the South Coast Fishermen’s Council be received.

1.

Background

1.1 The Minutes of the (local) South Coast Fishermen’s Council are presented to
the Joint Committee for Members consideration and to appraise them of its business.
1.2 The Authority has given a grant of £300 to the Fishermen’s Council in this financial
year. It also offers the free use of a room, at the Committee’s office, for meetings.

SOUTH COAST FISHERMEN’S COUNCIL
MINUTES OF THE 337TH MEETING HELD VIA ZOOM AT 7.00PM ON
WEDNESDAY 8th DECEMBER 2021
PRESENT:

R. Stride
T. Russell
S. Postles
A. Banfield

IN ATTENDANCE
R. Irish
R. Charles
S. Dean

-

Mudeford & District FMA
Poole & District FMA
Lyme Regis FMA
Bridport & District FMA

-

Principal Marine Officer MMO Officer
Area Representative Fishermen’s Mission
Secretary/Treasurer

Marked P

APOLOGIES B. Pool, L. Miller, G. Chittenden, I. Jones, P. Bateman, M. Golding
I The Minutes of the November 2021 TEAMS Meeting were taken as read and members
agreed they should be signed as a correct record subject to changing I. Irish to R. Irish in the
last line.
II SHELLFISH INDUSTRY ADVISORY GROUP The August minutes had been received
by R. Stride and the next meeting would be Monday 13th December. Work is being carried
out on Fisheries Management Plans. The whelk management group had discussed the use of
soft crab for whelk bait. Cuttlefish is not on the agenda for the next meeting but R. Stride
reported that the Blue Marine Cuttlefish Symposium had discussed, amongst other things,
leaving pots out to enable any eggs to hatch. T. Russell pointed out that local fishermen have
been doing this for the last 10 years and said potting effort is minuscule in comparison to the
trawling effort.
III FUTURE OF INSHORE FISHERIES PROJECT No date for next meeting.
IV QUOTAS Brief discussion took place on the forthcoming EU negotiations.
V MMO/ DEFRA MATTERS
IVMS R. Irish stated that there will be further announcements on funding and she is willing
to pass on any questions on the details already circulated. Members were very concerned that
the units would be vulnerable to theft particularly on the smaller boats. They also need to
know how big the units are and if solar panel versions were available and viable as many are
worried that the IVMS systems listed will drain batteries when a boat is not used. A number
of scenarios such as bad weather, holidays and refits to boats need to be addressed. It was
understood that the units will be hard wired to the battery so they cannot be turned off.
S. Postles mentioned the Devon and Severn IFCA had grant funded units in their area and
questioned whether the information goes to the MMO. R. `Irish confirmed it did but only
when the boat was working within the Devon and Severn IFCA waters. It was also noted that
once it is mandatory to carry IVMS funding cannot be obtained. The current FASS scheme
ends in March but another fund will be announced soon. Members agreed the onshore
support from suppliers is very important to enable boats to keep working if the unit fails and
dispensations to carry on working should be available to small inshore boats.

CATCH RECORDING R. Irish stated this is moving from the Educational stage to the
Support and Assurance stage but the date is being pushed back with an announcement due at
the end of the week.
STUDLAND BAY As previously reported and in answer to queries R. Irish confirmed that as
from 17th December there is a voluntary code for no anchoring zone for yachts and
recreational boats. The MMO marine conservation team will be monitoring this, possibly
with drones. If this is not adhered to an Emergency Byelaw could be imposed. This is a pilot
scheme to protect the Sea Grass and 5 other sites will be considered for management plans.
VI SOUTHERN IFCA MATTERS No representative was available to attend due to illness
and pressure of work. R. Stride reported that Neil Richardson had left the IFCA and Sam
Dell had been appointed Deputy CEO dealing with Enforcement.
Debbie Vivian had also left the IFCA.
It was noted that there is a new patrol boat operating in Poole Harbour.
R. Stride reported that there is a full committee meeting of the IFCA on the 9th December
when the proposed Netting Byelaw could be made, if so there will be a 28 day consultation
period. The paperwork for the meeting was considerable with nearly 500 pages just for the
Netting Byelaw.
R. Stride stated that Neil Hornby, who is the CEFAS CEO, had been appointed to the IFCA.
Mr. Hornby has had a range of senior roles in central government most recently as Marine
and Fisheries Director in DEFRA.
VII OTHER BUSINESS
TRAINING S. Postles reported he had completed training in Poole for the clamming boats
and was surprised how many there are. He also reported that the MCA had been inspecting
boats finding 24 issues on one boat which included rust on a stainless steel bolt and the MCA
Inspector didn’t finish his inspection until 6.30pm.! It was also mentioned that whether a
boat operates in fresh or salt water has an impact on its stability. 7 of the boat owners at the
training course left with new safety folders.
Training will take place before Christmas in various places including Kings Lyn and
Lowestoft than back to Lyme Regis with an Inshore Skippers Course. January February and
March courses are looking busy and new courses and certification will come in during 2022.
2023 will see the need for medical certificates.
LSE REVIEW OF SENTIENCE IN CEPHALAPOD MOLLUSCS AND DECAPOD
CRUSTACEANS Details had been forwarded to members in November. R. Stride
explained ways in which it might affect members – primarily the nicking of crabs and the
reintroduction of a ban on de-clawing crabs. This paper could also have implications on
using live bait for angling.
DREADNOUGHT SOCIETY S. Postles asked R. Charles if this is still operating. She
replied yes it is and you need a form to take to your doctor for a referral to St. Thomas
Hospital in London. Fishermen and their family can apply but the dentistry is just for
fishermen. The aim is to get quick medical care so fishermen can continue to earn their
living and has been running for 200years.
FISHERMEN’S MISSION Ruth Charles stated that if anyone knew of any fisherman that
needed financial help to contact her. A fund is also available for help with energy costs if a
fisherman has young children - ruthcharles@fishermensmission.org.uk

MCA Discussion took place on a Consultation on Maritime civil sanctions provisions. This
Proposal will mean instant penalties can be applied rather than a case being taken to court.
Comments need to be made by 16TH January. Members were advised to look at the MCA
website.
FUTURE OF FISHERMEN’S COUNCIL The name of a suitable person was suggested and
the Chairman agreed to try to contact them to see if they were able to take on the job of
Secretary/Treasurer. S. Dean reported that the funds in the current account were very low as
the interest on the two bonds and the Training account had been virtually nil for some time.
It was hoped that the interest added to the subscriptions would cover running costs but this is
not currently the case. After discussion it was proposed by S. Postles and seconded by
T. Russell that £900 be transferred from the Training Account to the Council current account
and that this sum be reimbursed from the Bonds when they mature. All in favour.
VIII ARRANGEMENTS FOR FUTURE TEAMS MEETINGS - ALL AT 7pm.
Possible dates 9th February, 9th March.
The Chairman thanked R. Irish for hosting meeting and wished everyone a Happy
Christmas.

Chairman

SOUTH COAST FISHERMEN’S COUNCIL
MINUTES OF THE 338th MEETING HELD VIA ZOOM AT 7.00PM ON
WEDNESDAY 16th MARCH 2022
PRESENT:

R. Stride
T. Russell
M. Golding
S. Postles
B. Pool
J. Miller

IN ATTENDANCE
R. Irish
G. Chittenden
S. Dell
J. Percy
M. Sutcliffe
S. Dean

-

Mudeford & District FMA
Poole & District FMA
Poole & District FMA
Lyme Regis FMA
South Devon & Channel Shellfishermen
Swanage FMA

-

Principal Marine Officer MMO Officer
MMO Fishery Officer
Deputy CEO Southern IFCA
CEO NUTFA
Dorset County Council Aquaculture and
Fisheries Development Officer
Secretary/Treasurer

-

APOLOGIES L. Miller, R. Charles.
I The Minutes of the December 2021 TEAMS Meeting were taken as read and members
agreed they should be signed as a correct record. P. Dadds attended the meeting briefly
before losing signal. The Chairman welcomed Jerry Percy CEO NUTFA and Sam Dell in his
new role as Deputy CEO Southern IFCA and Martin Sutcliffe from Dorset County Council.
II SHELLFISH INDUSTRY ADVISORY GROUP B. Pool illustrated the importance of
completing the South West Crab Survey details of which have been circulated.
Jerry Percy gave details of the Fishing Industry Science Partnership (forwarded separately)
which aims to improve data collection and is 100% funded with a simple form to complete.
There are two rounds and DEFRA will collate and approve the applications for funding.
Applications for ideas on research projects are invited on anything that concerns fishermen
such as local stock assessments on skates and rays which some fishermen believe to be more
prolific than ICES claims. He urged fishermen to engage with the process. Sam Dell said that
the SIFCA are looking at a stock assessment of the Solent scallop fishery which would feed
into future IFCA management and work together to support fishermen. S. Dell asked if there
was anything the SIFCA can do to help understand the dynamics of the fishery.
III FUTURE OF INSHORE FISHERIES PROJECT J. Percy stated this has gone quiet but
background work is ongoing and will tie in with the Fishing Industry Science Partnership
(FISP). The Shellfish Association of Great Britain will be paying match funding.
IV QUOTAS R. Irish said there was nothing contentious in the SW Regional Fisheries
Meeting with everyone getting the quotas they wanted. The next meeting being 3rd March.
The SE RFGM minutes are not yet available and R. Stride urged fishermen to join these
meetings. Some concern was raised over the National Fisheries Group Meetings being
hijacked by one or two individuals and it was thought a professional Facilitator was needed.
Details of how to get invites would be circulated again.

V MMO/ DEFRA MATTERS
CATCH RECORDING G. Chittenden stated that drop in sessions had been held at the main
harbours in Dorset and Devon and fishermen were taking on board that from 28th February
they have to record their catch either on the App or by phoning in. He confirmed that if a
catch record is sent by the App when there is no signal it is date stamped at the time it is sent
and once the phone is within signal range it is forwarded and the legislation is complied with
as it is logged at the time sent not received.
M. Golding detailed the complicated procedure when using the telephone and asked if it
could be simplified but G. Chittenden did not think this would happen. G. Chittenden had
tested the system and confirmed that he was able to get through to a person after normal
working hours. J. Miller stated he does not have a smart phone but leaves his catch on the
boat iced down and goes ashore and records the catch on his iPad then returns to bring the
catch ashore. Discussion took place on the accuracy of guessing weights. R. Stride raised the
question of difficulties recording which nets catch which fish but understood discards do not
have to be recorded. M. Golding also raised the problem of recording what is in store pots
particularly when stock dies. G. Chittenden appreciated the problems and stated he enjoys
talking to fishermen and thanked them for their support.
IVMS G. Chittenden stated 4 models have been approved and fishermen can decide which
model and supplier they prefer. Grants of £650 for the unit cost and installation are available
but he advised purchase near the designated tranche time. These tranche times are based on
the size of vessel. Detailed discussions took place on who can see the data from the IVMS –
The supplier, MMO and IFCAs which means the authorities can cross check when boats are
at sea and if they provide a catch return and comply with closed areas. This will help the legal
fishermen and help vulnerable areas like sea grass. M. Golding asked how this works when
he is bringing in gear or if he is bass fishing and doesn’t catch anything. G. Chittenden said
that a fishery officer might approach him when it happens regularly to explain.
S. Postles was concerned about a grey area over whether units can be sold on if not suitable
and they do not operate properly in certain areas. Grant aided equipment usually has to be
kept for a specified time. There is also conflicting reports whether units can be switched off
when boats are on moorings and if the units can be taken home. Most thought units would be
hardwired and unable to be removed..
B. Pool stated fishermen are feeling the strain as suppliers are saying different things to the
MMO and she is not receiving adequate answers to her emails which are slow and unclear.
The actual Statutory Instrument has not been finalised yet fishermen are being asked to sign
contracts with Suppliers who admit they might not be around to fulfil the contract if they do
not have enough customers sign up. This is causing unnecessary mental health problems for
fishermen. The IVMS units have not been adequately trialed and could fail resulting in boats
unable to go to sea. How can fishermen be expected to sign up to be responsible for data and
working with due diligence guidelines when they are not even sure who has access to the
data. Fishermen cannot have access to the data protection agreements in place between third
parties or fully understand GDPR implications.
S. Dell stated that the SIFCA has data sharing agreements in place with the MMO for stated
purposes and he expects this will be extended to IVMS data. At one time funding for IVMS
was proposed to be accessed through the IFCA but this changed.
B. Pool stated that she understood the Cabinet Office procurement process for IVMS was
being questioned and was not the fault of the MMO. Fishermen should not be expected to
sign agreement blind and choose units without the Statutory Instrument in place.
See separate emails from G. Chittenden and S. Dell.

Fishermen were urged to put their comment direct to the MMO at
ivms@marinemanagement.org.uk
R. Irish mentioned early stages of work on the Fisheries Management Plan had started with a
meeting in Poole putting together a stakeholder list. J. Percy also mentioned a 70 page
document on Fisheries Management Plans.
VI SOUTHERN IFCA MATTERS
S. Dell now Deputy CEO reported that I. Jones had left the SIFCA and Pia Bateman is
acting CEO. The IFCA is looking to appoint a new CEO.
At the March SIFCA meeting consideration will be given to a Potting Byelaw which will
then go out to the formal consultation process. The Netting Byelaw Consultation had finished
with the feedback being discussed at the March meeting. There will be a Poole Harbour
Permit Holders review of co-management and engagement with the Industry.
S. Dell stated that Fishermen should be aware of a notification to retain any American
Lobsters caught and NOT to put them back in the water. The authorities should be notified of
any catches of American Lobsters as it is an invasive species.
Members were again asked to look at the CEFAS questionnaire on crabs.
VII OTHER BUSINESS
TRAINING S. Postles reported he had never seen so much despondency in the fishing
industry with fishermen being under so much pressure from IVMS, catch recording and
impossible to comply with MCA rules. He is continuing with training in first aid,
engineering and the 15 day New Entrants Course – places still available. Attendance are at a
third of the numbers trained two years ago.
He has recently run a 3 day wicker pot course for blind people.
M. Sutcliffe was keen to get funding for wicker pot course under the new FASS scheme.
S. Dell thanked S. Postles for the recent Sea Survival refresher course and the opportunity to
swim in Lyme Regis harbour!
MCA P. Dadds had sent an e.mail illustrating the frustrations in trying to get the MCA to
understand the impossible situation in changing properly designed Cheetah Cats to suit the
MCA directions to stop boats having scuppers and changing to pumps which can fail. These
rules will make boats completely unseaworthy and P. Dadds would not be willing to put his
life in danger going to sea in a boat that has been changed in such a ludicrous way. Other
fishermen have expressed the view that they will have to retire because of the unprecedented
pressures on the Industry. Further concerns were voiced that small boat fishermen no longer
have a seat on the MCA Fisheries Industry Safety Group when they used to be able to give
practical advice on the difference between small inshore boats and the offshore fleet.
It was understood that in the past new rules would not be implemented on old boats but that
seems to be ignored by new MCA inspectors. M. Golding stated that fishermen should ask
for details of the qualifications of MCA Inspectors as many are not qualified Surveyors so
should not be in a position to prevent boats going to sea. Members were very frustrated at not
being able to speak to Surveyors or get sensible answers from the MCA. B. Pool stated her
members were continuing to protest and contact MPs.
Alan Sandham had sent an application for Sea Survival training funding for Oscar Lander
(Grandson of Alan Lander). It was proposed by T. Russell that the application be funded for
£160.00 seconded J. Miller, 5 in favour 1 abstention.

FISHERIES AND SEAFOOD SCHEME 2 (FASS) M. Sutcliffe reported that the £75
million fund would open for applications on 7thMarch and close 6 or 8 weeks later which was
not very long to make applications. He would be working with Sharon Jones of Dorset
Council to look at strengthening the supply chain for Dorset fishermen to sell their catch
directly perhaps through pop-up markets. They would be looking with Harbour Masters at
providing electric boat charging points and switching lighting in ports to be more efficient
(net zero). Projects for the infrastructure and replacement of chiller units and stores could be
applied for. He is available (free of charge) to help fishermen put in grant applications.
EMISSIONS ON BOATS J. Percy mentioned that Sarah Ready Welfare Officer at NUTFA
who has an electric boat is in talks with the Department of Transport regarding cleaning up
emissions on fishing boats. Talks are being held with manufacturers to look at electric or
hybrid options. It is a difficult subject with cost implications for fishermen.
NUTFA J. Percy announced that NUTFA will be changing to include non-sector boats over
10m.
FUTURE OF FISHERMEN’S COUNCIL. It was noted that the March meeting was the
AGM and the Secretary/Treasurer would be retiring. R. Stride had a replacement or two in
mind who would contact the Secretary to talk over what the job involves.
FINANCE The Treasurer reported that HSBC had sent e.mails and texts to say that some of
the accounts would be closed through lack of activity. They had also started charging £5
each month plus 40p for each activity on the two current accounts. The two bonds were
earning very little interest. She suggested the two current accounts holding £1,154.88 and
£4,051.06 be amalgamated and the £11,000 bond which matures on 29th April 2022 be paid
into the current account. This suggestion was then proposed by S. Postles and seconded by
T. Russell. All in favour.
VIII ARRANGEMENTS FOR FUTURE TEAMS MEETINGS - AT 7pm.
9th March AGM
The Chairman thanked R. Irish for hosting meeting and thanked everyone for their
Contribution and attendance.

Chairman

Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
OFFICER REPORT
Recreational Angling Sector Group

Marked Q

Report by IFCO Cooper

A. Purpose of the Report
To provide members with the draft minutes of the meeting of the Recreational
Angling Sector Group, held virtually on the 22/02/2022.

B. Recommendation
That the minutes of the meetings are received in draft for information only.

1. Background
1.1 The Minutes of the Recreational Angling Sector Group meeting held on the
22nd February 2022 are presented to the Authority for information. These
minutes are for information only and still in draft. They will be signed off (with
the necessary amendments) at the next meeting.

Recreational Angling Sector Working Group Meeting – 22/02/2021 – 19:00
Southern IFCA Office – MS Teams Meeting

Marked Q

Present:
Chris Holloway (CH)
Alan Deeming (AD)
Phil Higgins (PH)
Charlie Annear (CA)
Sam Cummings (SC)
Steve Porter (SP)
Kim Gibbs (KG)
Rod Giles (RG)
Mike Spiller (MS)
Patrick Cooper (PC)
Simon Pengelly (SP)
Agenda
1. Minutes of the previous meetings
PC provided an update on the actions and the minutes were agreed.
2. Southern IFCA Updates/Ongoing items:
• Staff
PC provided an update on staff changes at Southern IFCA including Ian and Debbie moving
on from the IFCA. PC indicated that Pia Bateman would be acting chief during the Chief Officer
recruitment process and that Sarah Harley had been appointed as the new Finance and
Administration manager.
CH requested that officers pass on their best to both Ian and Debbie for their work at the IFCA.
•

Members

PC provided members an update to membership of the Southern IFCA committee, highlighting
that Neil Hornby had been appointed by the MMO, filling a vacant position. SP also informed
members of a wider range of recruitment to all IFCAs including Southern, which may help to
fill gaps quicker in the future.
•

Bream MCZ

PC provided an update as to the current state of the Bream MCZ workstream. As of the
meeting, Southern IFCA are still awaiting the results of the 2021 Black Bream nesting surveys,
which will assist the IFCA in considering management and developing MPA assessments. AD
enquired as to whether NE had updated their advice, SP indicated that it remained the same.
SP also provided details of Southern IFCAs work alongside Sussex IFCA to consider
consistency for management of Bream sites.
•

HPMA

PC provided details of the timelines for HPMAs. JNCC and NE had recommended areas on
the basis of ecological criteria. DEFRA was considering activity and socio economic
information to identify potential areas. DEFRA would be using this information to develop a
shortlist of sites, and would feed this into a consultation scheduled for Spring 2022.

3. Netting Review – SP
SP provided an update as to the Southern IFCA netting review stating that at the Authority
meeting on the 9th of December the committee agreed to make the net fishing byelaw, and
had in January undertaken the statutory consultation required as part of the statutory making
process. SP indicated that they had received responses from the commercial fishing and
angling sectors (including both riverine and marine), and had received letters of support and
objections. The process following the consultation includes responding to, and where
appropriate addressing, concerns held by stakeholders, prior to submission of the byelaw to
the MMO for final confirmation by the secretary of state.
SP thanked members for their contribution to the process so far.
4. National Porbeagle discussion
AD provided details of the JNCC recent consultation relating to the potential inclusion of the
Porbeagle to schedule 5 of the wildlife and countryside act. AD indicated that in response to
concerns from anglers as to the potential impacts to their activities, the Angling Trust in
association with shark hub UK had responded to the consultation. AD stated that he would
keep the group informed
5. PTEC update
AD raised concerns that the PTEC tidal energy centre on the Isle of Wight was looking to
progress in the next few years and that since the initial consultations recreational interests had
increased in the area. PC indicated that as far as they were aware, the offshore consents were
granted for the project and that there had been consultations for the onshore aspects of the
project in 2021.
6. Any Other Business
CH and AD enquired as to where the MCRS review was and raised that recreational fishers
were interested as to whether exceptions in future legislation could be made for certain live
bait. AD also enquired as to whether L50 would be the measure used to determine maturity in
the review. SP indicated that the review had slowed whilst the officer previously working on it
was replaced, but would continue in Spring 2022 with a working group to set the next
objectives.
AD enquired as to whether the IFCA would be considering permits for tackle shops, as had
been suggested elsewhere, SP indicated that this was not planned.
SP provided members with a short update as to the Potting byelaw which was due on the
agenda, particularly regarding the requirement to mark gear with pot tags.
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DORSET, HAMPSHIRE AND ISLE OF WIGHT MARINE
CONSERVATION GROUP
Report by IFCO Smith
A.

Purpose of the Report
To inform Members of the activity undertaken by the Dorset, Hampshire and Isle
of Wight Marine Conservation Group.

B.

Recommendation
That the Minutes of the Dorset, Hampshire and Isle of Wight Marine
Conservation Group be received.

C.

Annex
1. Dorset, Hampshire and Isle of Wight Marine Conservation Group draft
Minutes – 10th February 2022.

1.

Background

1.1

The Minutes of the Dorset, Hampshire and Isle of Wight Marine Conservation
Group is presented to the Authority for Members’ consideration and to appraise
them of its business.

1.2

The Authority currently provides a secretariat role for the Dorset, Hampshire and
Isle of Wight Marine Conservation Group. It also offers the free use of a room,
at the Committee’s office, for meetings. Meetings have been held virtually since
April 2020.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
List of Background Papers
There are no background papers to this report.

Dorset, Hampshire and Isle of Wight

Marked R

Marine Conservation Group
Minutes
Thursday 10th February 2022
10:00 to 12:00

Meeting location:
Virtual meeting on MS Teams

1. Welcome and Apologies
Attendees
Charlotte Bolton – representing Seasearch and Marine Conservation Society
Peter Tinsley – representing Dorset Wildlife Trust
Lin Baldock – representing Dorset Seasearch
Alice Hall – representing University of Plymouth
Adam Cave – representing the Environment Agency
Sue Hawley – representing the Isle of Wight Estuaries Partnership
Louise MacCallum – representing BLUE Marine Foundation
Simon Pengelly – representing Southern IFCA
Chloe Smith – representing Southern IFCA
Guest
Sarah Birchenough – Presenting the ETP Project
Apologies
Tim Ferrero – representing Hampshire and the Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust
Richard Morgan – representing Natural England
James McClelland - representing Natural England
Roger Herbert – representing Bournemouth University
Wez Smith – representing RSPB
Phil Pickering – representing National Trust (Brownsea Island)
Louise – now the Solent Project Manager for BLUE and now representing BLUE
Alice – now representing University of Plymouth

2. Minutes of the Last Meeting
To consider and agree the minutes of the last meeting.
The minutes from the last meeting were agreed.
Louise – Is there a report on the recent Survey in Langstone Harbour comparing bottom towed
areas with closed areas?

ACTION Simon to contact James (NE) regarding the report on benthic ecology between
fished and unfished areas in Langstone Harbour.

3. Current Actions and Activities
Current actions and activities of the member groups.
Sue – working on Water Framework Directive and HRA for pontoons…saltmarsh restoration
feasibility in Medina, Western Yar and Thorness. Involved in BLUE funding bid and trying to
finish work with Solent forum Three Seas Project.
• Simon – restoration actively happening or planning (IOW or another group led)?
• Sue - saltmarsh restoration EA funded. Medina the only option to put dredge spoil in
creak around back of saltmarsh. Thorness (saltmarsh creation) being led by ARK –
currently vegetation mapping. Also, ARK working with WWF on seagrass project.
• Adam - have the Thorness group looked at lidar data for the site?
• Sue - Quite a narrow creek have they quantified the gain might need to reduce land
levels. Johnathon Crock doing the work. Changing the drainage channel so it
reconnects to develop brackish marsh.
ACTION Sue – Collect and send more details of the habitat restoration work
occurring in Thorness to Adam.
Discussion regarding costs of MMO licences. Sue currently writing MMO application for
sampling then the licence for depositing the dredge sediments. Cost maybe 15-20 K for licence
& advice.
ACTION Louise – to contact Karren regarding MMO licences.
The group discussed whether having a representative from the MMO licensing team would be
beneficial for the group.
ACTION Simon – Invite an MMO licensing team member to attend the Conservation
Group.
Peter – last year anchoring (cruise ship) surveys were carried out and these surveys will be
completed again this year in Weymouth and Poole Bay. Additionally, looking at some areas in
Studland to Portland SAC - re-surveying the Doris data, to try and demonstrate that the data is
still valid.
Peter - Sea Changers fund projects occurring – radio tracked drifting hydrophone soundscapes
and cetacean calls etc. as well as baited cameras for bigger sharks. There will also be another
project to look at use of photogrammetry to look at changes in ross corals & PSF etc.. A diver
will take lots of still / video which is stitched together to give one large image. Large image still
has the details in the individual images. Will then be compared the following year
Simon – SIFCA staffing update. Pia Bateman Acting CEO - Advert out for CEO position.
Deadline 11th March.

4. Update on Southern IFCA Fisheries Regulations
Group update on the development of regulations for the Southern IFC District.
Simon provided the group with an update on Southern IFCA’s work to review and develop
fisheries regulations in the District.
Net Fishing Byelaw was made at December Authority Meeting. Entered into formal consultation.
Thank you to respondents – 30 total. Now answering the responses and going to Authority
meeting in March on whether to recommend confirmation of the byelaw with SoS.

•

Objections were varied – equal balance between measures didn’t go far enough and
measures went too far. A lot focused on Salmonids and how netting may affect
progress in protecting these.

Pot Fishing Byelaw to March Authority to consider ‘making’ – introduction of permitting for all
pot fishing. Initial permit conditions include whelk pot limit and recreational regulations (catch
and pot limit). Future opportunities regarding other pot fisheries.
IFCA just implemented a variation for Solent Dredge Permit – closed season 1st April to 30th
Sept and two dredge per vessel limit. Fishers have modified their dredges to reduce the impact
(reduce the teeth size and number and lighten gear).
• Regulations are specific to dredge fishing, so hand diving is possible but no
interest to date. HSC regulations have increase regarding this activity.
• Lighter dredges have multiple benefits for both the fishing areas and the fishers
themselves.
Bottom Towed Fishing Gear – consultation to open in March. New areas and changes to
existing areas. To protect new MCZs and to support the protection of sensitive habitats outside
of designated sites. There will be a question on how we can support active Restoration Projects.
Poole Harbour Dredge Permit – updating Permit Conditions to provide better protection for
saltmarsh. Measures in place for May fishery opening.

5. Restoration Projects
A discussion about planned and active marine restoration projects in Dorset, Hants and IoW.
Discussion regarding how joint up the many restoration projects accruing are and if there is a
map of the locations of all of them across the Solent, Dorset and IOW. Sue - working with Solent
and Dorset form on Three Seas project which are also putting forward recommendations
including theming projects, grouping them together and mapping this out. Adam – it is worth
having a chat with Jackie Colin on the REACH work.
ACTION Louise - to look into working with Solent Forum to create a joint up map
of all the restoration projects happening in the Solent or across the Solent, IoW
and Dorset.
ACTION Sue – to investigate whether mapping of restoration projects across
Solent, Dorset & IOW can be carried out under the Three Seas Project
Adam – Update on BUDS – pushing forward phase three – disposal site in Western Solent –
Piwell in Lymington. Challenges around collective agreement on BUDS - pushback around
BUDS role can pay regarding flood projection, benefits etc. Licence application going in this
year. Looking at ways to get sediment onto saltmarsh. National rivers used to use the Bucket
and winch system method. Might be trading off short term impact to gain long-term marsh
habitat. Aiming to reduce long-term impact of sea level rise.
Sue – could also use this method to drag material into creeks rather than saltmarsh in
areas where you can’t access via vessel.
Discussion around should restoration be a part of the licence requirement as a
compensatory measure?
Adam – Large capital flood defence schemes coming to end but what to do in order to
compensate for loss of habitats. Looking at compensation areas beginning in Chichester.
Coastal grazing marsh takes 20-30 years to establish so are considering these timelines.
Definition of this habitat is very broad.
Alice - Poole Holes Bay saltmarsh restoration supported, but concern around making sure
navigation channels remain open. Funding is a barrier.

Louise – BLUE currently bidding through Endangered Landscapes Programme for seascape
scale restoration work in the Solent. Through to 2nd phase bid process. Aim to proactively
restore Oyster, Saltmarsh and Seagrass. Inclusive of community involvement and monitoring
work. Aim to show that increased functional linkage leads to biodiversity, carbon sequestration,
water quality improvements etc..

6. Poole Harbour ETP Project Presentation
Sarah Birchenough presented on the recently completed MSC funded project on Endangered,
Threatened and Protected species in Poole Harbour.

7. Any Other Business
Louise – This week BLUE added a further 21,227 oysters to the Langstone Harbour Oyster reef
(total now 35,227).
Alice – Wessex Water and sewage– Jim Stewart attempting to arrange a meeting with Wessex
Water & all the stakeholders of Poole harbour.
Adam – All UK water companies are about to work on their business plan to 2030,
looking at charges etc.. This process generates millions of £s of investment which
benefits the environment.
Alice - Fish intel are trialling netting for bass and mortality rates. 59 tagged bass currently.
Interreg 3D PAR concrete reef units project extended for 18 months and artificial rock pool
project also extended for two years.
Peter – Oyster restoration in Poole Rocks idea was received well so looking to set up a meeting
regarding this soon.

8. Date (and Location) of the Next Meeting
TBC.

