Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
Pia Bateman – Chief Officer
___________________________________________________________________________
Unit 3 Holes Bay Park
Sterte Avenue West
Poole, Dorset, BH15 2AA
01202 721373
enquiries@southern-ifca.gov.uk
26 April 2022

Dear Member,
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE – 5th May 2022
A meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee will be held in the meeting room at Unit 3 on Thursday
5th May at 14:00, to discuss the business on the under mentioned Agenda. Parking is limited, please
consider other forms of transport, or share lifts. The nearby Holes Bay pub/restaurant allows parking if
you partake of their refreshments and ensure you enter your vehicle registration at the bar. Poole railway
station is approximately a 15 minute walk from the office.
Yours sincerely,
Sarah Harley
Business Services 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 – 3rd February 2021
To confirm the Minutes of the meeting held on 3rd February 2021 (Marked A).
PROGRESS REPORTS
4. To consider progress reports on matters outstanding:
a. Chief Officer Updates - CO Bateman
b. Bottom Towed Fishing T3 MCZ and Spatial Management Review –Senior IFCO Pengelly
c. Net Fishing Byelaw –Senior IFCO Pengelly
d. Pot Fishing Byelaw –Senior IFCO Pengelly
e. Poole Harbour Permit Condition Review – Senior IFCO Pengelly
ITEMS FOR DECISION
5. Drone Operations SSSI Assent and Habitats Regulation Assessment.
To consider a report from Deputy Chief Officer Dell (Marked B)
ITEMS FOR INFORMATION
6. Restoration Projects and development of Southern IFCA Policy Position
To receive a report from CO Bateman and Senior IFCO Pengelly (Marked C)
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7. Solent Seascape Project
To receive a presentation from Louise MacCallum, Solent Project Manager, BLUE Marine Foundation
8. Black Seabream: Angling Survey Report 2021
To receive a report from IFCO Smith (Marked D).
9. Annual Review of the Poole Harbour Fishery Order Management Plan (2022 update)
To receive a report from IFCO Birchenough (Marked E)
10. The Solent Bivalve Survey Report 2021-2022
To receive a report from IFCO Birchenough (Marked F)
11. Date and time of next meeting – 25th August 2022 (AGM) – Unit 3 Holes Bay Park
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SOUTHERN INSHORE FISHERIES AND CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE – 3rd FEBRUARY 2022
Marked A
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee held in the Meeting Room at the Southern
IFCA office in Poole at 14:00 on 3rd February 2022.
Present
Dr A Jensen (Chairman, MMO Appointee)
Mr R Stride (Vice Chairman, MMO Appointee)
Dr R Morgan
Dr S Cripps
Mr G Wordsworth

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

Ms P Bateman

Acting Chief Officer

Business Services Manager, Mrs S Harley and Senior IFCO Mr S Pengelly also attended
the meeting.
General Members Mr L Stantiford, Mr N Fisher, Mr T Legg, Mr N Hornby and Mr P Rudd
from the Environment Agency joined via MS Teams, as well as IFCO’s Smith, Cooper and
Birchenough. Members of the public joining remotely were Mr S Boyd, Ms C Burton, Mr T
Ferrero, Mr M Gray.
Apologies
86. Apologies for absence were received from Ms L MacCallum, Ms R Irish and Deputy
Chief Officer S Dell.
Declarations of interest
87. Members declared the pecuniary interests in the following agenda items: Mr G
Wordsworth (7), Dr R Morgan (5a and 7) and Mr T Legg (5a and 6).
Minutes
88. Members considered the Minutes of the meeting held on 4th November 2021. These
were confirmed and signed as an accurate record.
Acting Chief Officer Updates
89.
a. Joint Fisheries Statement and Fisheries Management Plans. Acting Chief
Officer (ACO) Bateman provided an overview of the Fisheries Act 2020, to include details
regarding the Joint Fisheries Statement (JFS), the eight fisheries objectives and Fisheries
Management Plans (FMPs). ACO Bateman discussed that the IFCA role in in the
planning, development, consultation, and implementation of the FMPs remains unclear.
ACO Bateman informed Members that DEFRA were currently consulting on the JFS
(ending 12th April 2022), with the expectation that outcomes will be published outcomes
in November 2022. The AIFCA will be coordinating a response from the IFCAs and the
ACO encouraged Members to consider a response to the consultation if they see fit.
b. Highly Protected Marine Areas. ACO Bateman provided Members with an
update on the HPMA work that DEFRA are leading on, in that DEFRA are still considering
the best way to apply social and economic criteria alongside ecological principles to
narrow down potential HPMA locations. It is anticipated that DEFRA will hold a 12-week
public consultation in late April 2022 to assist them with this process. Designation of HPMA
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is expected in 2023.
c. Spending Review. ACO Bateman informed Members that DEFRA are no longer
ring fencing a grant to Local Authorities by way of ‘new burdens’ funding but has bid to
continue to provide the same level of financial support. ACO Bateman discussed that it
remains unknown if new duties are to be placed on IFCAs with regard to the delivery of
FMPs & HPMAs. It is anticipated that any new duties will be funded independently of the
‘new burdens’ fund. IFCAs nationally are awaiting the outcome of these discussions.
d. General Member Recruitment. ACO Bateman provided an update on the MMO
General Member recruitment process, with the recruitment window being extended from
the 24th January 2022 to the 31st January 2022. The MMO are expecting to interview for
the vacancies in late February/early March 2022. Dr S Cripps expressed his concerns that
the Chair of Authority is not invited onto the relevant interview panel. ACO Bateman
discussed that the MMO maintain dialogue with the IFCA CEOs and Chairs of Authority’s
and accordingly have seen an improved process for General Member recruitment.
Progress Report on Outstanding Matters
90.
a. Net Fishing Byelaw. Senior IFCO Pengelly provided an update in that the Net
Fishing Byelaw was made by the Authority at the meeting in December. In line with
DEFRAs 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. The consultation closes on the 4th February 2022. To date, 21 responses
have been received. The Executive Committee will consider each of these responses as
to whether amendments to the byelaw are necessary before responding in writing.
b. Inshore Potting Review. Senior IFCO Pengelly informed Members that the Pot
Fishing Byelaw would be considered by the Authority in March, following a period of legal
scrutiny. Mr R Stride asked whether there had been any substantial changes to the byelaw
following legal scrutiny. Senior IFCO Pengelly confirmed that there had been no
substantial changes and these will be highlighted in full in a report to the Authority in
March.
c. Poole Harbour Permit Condition Review. Senior IFCO Pengelly updated
Members on the progress made with the PHDP condition review, to include stakeholder
engagement and a Member’s Working Group, with the intention to report to the Authority
in March on appropriate recommendations.
Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw: Category A Permit Variation
91. IFCO Cooper provided a background to the SDPB Permit Condition Review and
informed Members of the survey and data collection work that had been undertaken
following the expansion of the fishery, in order to provide an evidence base to inform future
management interventions. IFCO Cooper asked Members to consider variations to the
current Category A Permits where (1) a seasonal closure April to October (inclusive) and
(2) a two dredge limit be introduced in order to sustainably manage the Solent scallop
dredge fishery.
The Chairman read out a statement (annexed to these minutes) received from the
Warsash/Southampton Estuary Fisherman’s Group regarding this agenda item. The
Chairman then invited Steve Boyd, a fisherman from Warsash to address the Committee.
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Mr Boyd discussed his and his fellow fishers support of the gear restrictions proposed but
asked that the Members consider an amendment to the seasonal closure which more
accurately reflects the spawning seasons requiring protection under the permit. Mr Boyd
discussed the previous years’ catch rates and scallop reproduction and spawning,
summarising that the stocks are positive, with spawning not seen as early as April or as
late as October. Mr S Boyd also discussed his concerns regarding access to the fishery
from larger nomadic vessels. The Chairman thanked Mr Boyd for his comments and
opened the discussion to Members.
The Chairman then read out a statement (annexed to these minutes) from fisherman Nick
Weeks and Kevin Stimpson who were in support of the proposed permit conditions.
Members discussed at length the evidence brought to the Committee by Mr Boyd
regarding spawning seasons and management option suggestions which could suit
protection of the spawning stock. IFCO Cooper and The Chairman discussed the
Authority’s commitment to evidence collection via annual surveys and data collection
initiatives (working with Southampton University) which will allow flexibility in management
based on current science, to enable proportionate, yet precautionary management. ACO
Bateman discussed that the ongoing collection of data will be informing permit condition
setting on an annual basis, and that a seasonal measure rather than a daily effort limit
was a more suitable management option when considering the need to protect spawning
stocks. Members discussed a number of factors which may affect spawning seasons.
IFCO Cooper confirmed to Members that the recommended closure for October was not
related to spawning, rather settlement following.
Following Member discussions, The Chairman invited Members to consider whether to
propose a change to the recommended seasonal management of the scallop fishery
under a Category A Variation: ‘… (3) Within the Solent, between the 1st April and 31st
October each year, both days inclusive…’ based on the evidence considered at the
meeting.
Dr S Cripps proposed a reduction in the recommended seasonal closure from seven to
six months (omitting October) in order to reflect the best available evidence regarding
spawning seasons relevant to the Solent scallop fishery. This was seconded by Mr G
Wordsworth and all Members were in favour of the amendment.
Resolved
92.
a. That the Solent Scallop Permit Condition Review Summary of Responses document
be published on the Authority’s website.
b. That the following permit conditions are to be introduced under the SDPB Category A
Permit:
‘…(3) Within the Solent, between the 1st April and 30th September each
year, both days inclusive, a person must not:
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(a) use a dredge by means of a relevant fishing vessel to fish for or
remove from the fishery any scallops; or
(b) retain any scallops on board a relevant fishing vessel whilst using a
dredge.
(7) Within the Solent a person must not, at any one time, use more than two
scallop dredges from a relevant fishing vessel when harvesting scallops…’
Portland Seed Mussel Fishery Application
93. Senior IFCO Pengelly provided a background to this item, in that in May 2021, the
Authority had authorised an application to remove seed mussels from an area of seabed
east of Portland Bill, an area that lies outside the boundary of Studland to Portland Special
Area of Conservation (SAC). Senior IFCO Pengelly discussed that an application had
been received from a fisherman to request an increase the Total Allowable Catch (TAC)
permitted under this activity for 2022.
The Chairman Dr A Jensen opened the discussion to Members and confirmed that Mr G
Wordsworth will remain in the meeting but not contribute to discussions or the vote due to
his pecuniary interest in the item.
Richard Stride proposed and Richard Morgan seconded. All member except Gary
Wordsworth agreed.
Resolved
94. That all recommendations under the report be approved.
Live Wrasse Fishery Report 2021
95. IFCO Smith provided a background to Members regarding the handline and fish trap
fisheries for wrasse within a portion of the Studland to Portland Special Area of
Conservation, and how this had led to the Authority undertaking Habitat Regulations
Assessments for the activities in 2017 and 2018. IFCO Smith discussed how, in response
to HRA, the Authority manage the fishery through MCRS regulation as well as Wrasse
Fishery Guidance measures, both of which ensure that the fishery does not adversely
affect the SAC via the implementation of a Monitoring and Control Plan.
IFCO Smith provided a summary of the 2021 report, and how it describes the performance
of the wrasse fishery in 2021 against the Triggers for Assessment in Section 7 of the
Monitoring and Control Plan.
The Chairman thanked IFCO Smith for the report and discussed how management under
a Code of Practice was positive in this fishery.
Resolved
96. The report is noted by Members.
Date and time of next meeting
97. That the meeting of the TAC will be on the 5th May 2022 at Southern IFCA Offices,
Unit 3, Holes Bay Park.
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98. There being no further business the meeting closed at 5pm.
Chairman:
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OFFICER’S REPORT
SOUTHERN IFCA DRONE OPERATIONS SSSI ASSENT & HABITAT REGULATIONS
ASSESSMENT

Report by DCO Sam Dell
A.

Purpose of the Report
The purpose of this report is for Members to consider the Drone Operations
SSSI Assent application and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA).

B.

Recommendation
1. That, based on the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Members agree to
submit the SSSI Assent Application and HRA to Natural England for a
formal response.
2. That Members authorise Officers to make any amendments to the SSSI
Assent and HRA as required following feedback from Natural England.

C.

Annexes
1. Marked B_HRA
2. Marked B_SSSI Assent Application form

1.
1.1

Background
As a public body, we must give notice and get Natural England’s agreement
(assent) before carrying out a planned activity that’s likely to damage a SSSI or
land near the site’s boundary.

1.2

Duties under Regulation 65 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017 require Southern IFCA, as a competent authority, to make an
appropriate assessment of a plan or project likely to have a significant effect on
a European site, The definition of a European site includes Special Protection
Areas (SPA) and Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) which are now included
as part of the Marine Site Network under The Conservation of Habitats and
Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019.

1.3

Areas of the district are designated as an SPA, SAC, SSSI and Ramsar sites.
As per the duties of the Southern IFCA, an HRA has been undertaken with the
purpose to determine, whether or not in the view of Southern IFCA, drone
operations lead to an adverse effect on site integrity.

1.4

During the process Southern IFCA has worked closely with Natural England in
developing appropriate mitigation strategies to reduce/remove the likelihood of
drone operations having an effect on the highlighted designated features of the
sites across Hampshire, Dorset and the Isle of Wight these are included within
the HRA.

HRA Template v1.2
9th December 2015
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Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation
Authority (IFCA)
Plan/Project in Habitats Regulations Assessment
Site:
Coastal Sites within Dorset, Hampshire and Isle of Wight
SPAs
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Solent and Dorset Coast SPA (marine components) - Site Code: UK9020330
Dorset Heathlands SPA – Site Code: UK0019857
Poole Harbour SPA - Site Code: UK9010111
Chesil Beach & The Fleet SPA – Site Code: UK9010091
Solent and Southampton Water SPA – Site Code: UK9011061
Portsmouth Harbour SPA – Site Code: UK9011051
Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA – Site Code: UK9011011

SACs
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Dorset Heaths SAC – Site Code: UK0019857
Dorset Heaths (Purbeck & Wareham) & Studland Dunes SAC – Site Code: UK0030038
St Albans Head to Durlston Head SAC – Site Code: UK0019863
Isle of Portland to Studland Cliffs SAC – Site Code: UK0019861
Chesil & The Fleet SAC – Site Code: UK0017076
Sidmouth to West Bay SAC – Site Code: UK0019864
Solent Maritime SAC – Site Code: UK0030059
Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC – Site Code: UK0017073
South Wight Maritime SAC – Site Code: UK0030061
Isle of Wight Downs SAC – Site Code: UK0016254

Site Features:
Birds - Common tern, Little tern, Sandwich tern, Roseate tern, Mediterranean gull, Little egret, Spoonbill,
Avocet, Shelduck, Shoveler, Black-tailed godwit (Icelandic Race), Little egret, Ringed plover, Grey plover,
Turnstone, Dunlin, Dark-bellied Brent goose, Teal, Goldeneye, Red-breasted merganser, Curlew, Spotted
redshank, Greenshank, Redshank, Pochard, Black-headed gull, Sanderling, Pintail, Dartford warbler,
Nightjar, Wigeon, Woodlark, Hen harrier, Merlin.
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Site Sub-features/Supporting Habitats:
H1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time
H1130 Estuaries
H1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide
H1150 Coastal lagoons
H1170 Reefs
H1310 Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and sand
H1320 Spartina swards (Spartinion maritimae)
H1330 Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae)
H1210 Annual vegetation of drift lines
H1220 Perennial vegetation of stony banks
H1230 Vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic Coasts
H1420 Mediterranean and thermo-Atlantic halophilous scrubs (Sarcocornetea fruticosi)
H2110 Embryonic shifting dunes
H2120 Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila arenaria ('White dunes')
H2150 Atlantic decalcified fixed dunes
H2190 Humid dune slacks
H3110 Oligotrophic water contains few minerals of sandy plains
H4010 Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix
H4020 Temp Atlantic wet heaths with Erica ciliaris and E. tetralix
H4030 European dry heaths
H6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometalia) (*
important orchid sites)
H6410 Molinia meadows on calcareous, peat or clay-silt soil
H7150 Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion
H7210 Calcareous fens with C. mariscus and species of C. davallianae
H7230 Alkaline fens
H8330 Submerged or partially submerged sea caves
H9180 Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes, screes and ravines
H9190 Old acidophilous oak woods with Q. robur on sandy plains
H91D0 Bog woodland

Activity(s) Assessed:
Southern IFCA Drone Operations
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Technical Summary

1. Introduction
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (or drones) have seen significant advancement and use in recent years and the
availability of this technology to a broad audience offers a potentially highly valuable tool for use in a
number of different settings – including marine research and enforcement.
Southern IFCA currently run two quadcopter drones, a Mavic mini 2 and a larger Matrice 300 RTK (m300)
(Figure 1). The larger m300 is a very capable piece of equipment and it is the drone which will most likely
be deployed. Launch locations will vary depending on the objective being targeted – be that enforcement
action or research activity. Due to the nature of the drone intended use, especially in regards to
enforcement actions, it is difficult to provide a detailed description of the spatial and temporal distribution of
the activity.
During enforcement activities drone deployment operations will typically consist of a launch close to the
target activity, where the drone is taken to 10 m altitude and control checks completed, following this the
drone will generally be flown up and away towards the target activity. Once in the desired location the
drone will not often move as much of the work is then carried out by the attached camera equipment.
All flights are conducted by Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) qualified drone pilots and follow all relevant
regulations around Drone Operations - these include flight restrictions of a maximum altitude of 120 m and
a maximum flight distance from the pilot of 500 m (or less to maintain unaided visual line of sight of the
drone).
Wildlife disturbance, in general, is established as having a negative impact on the individuals/groups
experiencing the disturbance and is noted as a potential key stressor – however the level and degree of
disturbance required to adversely impact the species or population is not well established. The use of
drones is becoming more ubiquitous, both in the public sphere and for commercial applications (from
management, to surveying, to enforcement). This increase in drone use may lead to unforeseen or
unintended impacts on various wildlife and habitats – including but not limited to birds.

1.1 Need for an HRA assessment
The National Site Network1 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 20172, as amended

The National Site Network is the network of sites in the United Kingdom’s territory consisting of such sites as
immediately before EU Exit day formed part of the Natura 2000 site network.
1

2

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (legislation.gov.uk)
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by The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 20193, 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.
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.
Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive requires any plan or project likely to have a significant effect on a
European site (SPA or SAC) within the National Site Network, either individually or in combination with
other plans or projects, to undergo an Appropriate Assessment to determine its implications for the site.
Regulation 63 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 requires Southern IFCA, as
the competent authority, to make an appropriate assessment of a plan or project which is likely to have a
significant effect on a European site that forms part of the National Site Network (either alone or in
combination with other plans or projects) and is not directly connected with or necessary to the
management of the site in question. The implications of any plan or project must be assessed in view of the
site’s conservation objectives.
This document forms the basis of an appropriate assessment for the use of Southern IFCA Drone
Operations within the SIFCA district in carrying out its statutory duties in regards to inshore fisheries
management and conservation. The purpose of this document it to assess the possible interaction of Drone
Operations with designated features of the SPAs in which they will take place – primarily being concerned
with those bird related features. The assessment ensures Southern IFCA meets its responsibilities as a
competent authority by ensuring that the conservation objectives of the SPAs will be met and the integrity
of the site is not adversely affected.

1.2 Documents reviewed to inform this assessment
•
•
•

Reference list (see TLSE document)
Natural England’s Conservation Advice4
Site map(s) – sub-feature/feature location and extent

2. Information about the Designated Sites
SPAs
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Solent and Dorset Coast SPA (marine components) - Site Code: UK9020330
Dorset Heathlands SPA – Site Code: UK0019857
Poole Harbour SPA - Site Code: UK9010111
Chesil Beach & The Fleet SPA – Site Code: UK9010091
Solent and Southampton Water SPA – Site Code: UK9011061
Portsmouth Harbour SPA – Site Code: UK9011051
Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA – Site Code: UK9011011

3

The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 (legislation.gov.uk)

4

Site Search (naturalengland.org.uk)
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SACs
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Dorset Heaths SAC – Site Code: UK0019857
Dorset Heaths (Purbeck & Wareham) & Studland Dunes SAC – Site Code: UK0030038
St Albans Head to Durlston Head SAC – Site Code: UK0019863
Isle of Portland to Studland Cliffs SAC – Site Code: UK0019861
Chesil & The Fleet SAC – Site Code: UK0017076
Sidmouth to West Bay SAC – Site Code: UK0019864
Solent Maritime SAC – Site Code: UK0030059
Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoons SAC – Site Code: UK0017073
South Wight Maritime SAC – Site Code: UK0030061
Isle of Wight Downs SAC – Site Code: UK0016254

2.1 Overview and qualifying features considered
Table 1: Summary of qualifying feature distribution across SPAs considered within this Appropriate
Assessment. Green shading indicates the feature is located within the given SPA.

SIFCA Reference: SIFCA/HRA/DroneOperations

Chichester and
Langstone
Harbours
Portsmouth
Harbour

Annex 1
Breeding
Annex 1
Breeding
Annex 1
Breeding
Annex 1
Breeding
Annex 1
Breeding
Annex 1
Non-breeding
Annex 1
Non-breeding
Annex 1
Non-breeding
Regularly
occurring
migrant, Non-breeding
Regularly
occurring
migrant, Non-breeding
Breeding

Solent and
Southampton Water

Chesil Beach & The
Fleet

Poole Harbour
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Dorset Heathlands

Common tern
(Sterna hirundo)
Sandwich tern
(Sterna sandvicensis)
Little tern
(Sterna albifrons)
Mediterranean gull
(Larus melanocephalus)
Roseate tern
(Sterna dougallii)
Little egret
(Egretta garzetta)
Spoonbill
(Platalea leucorodia)
Avocet
(Recurvirostra avosetta)
Shelduck
(Tadorna tadorna)
Black-tailed godwit
(Limosa limosa islandica)
Bar-tailed godwit
(Limosa lapponica)

Interest Type

Solent and Dorset
Coast

Feature

HRA Template v1.2
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Dark-bellied brent goose
(Branta bernicla bernicla)
Ringed plover
(Charadrius hiaticula)
Teal
(Anas crecca)
Dunlin
(Calidris alpina alpina)
Red-breasted merganser
(Mergus serrator)
Curlew
(Numenius arquata)
Grey plover
(Pluvialis squatarola)
Pintail
(Anas acuta)
Redshank
(Tringa totanus)
Sanderling
(Calidris alba)
Shoveler
(Spatula clypeata)
Turnstone
(Arenaria interpres)
Wigeon
(Mareca penelope)
Dartford warbler
(Sylvia undata)
Nightjar
(Caprimulgus europaeus)
Woodlark
(Lullula arborea)
Hen harrier
(Circus cyaneus)
Merlin
(Falco columbarius)

Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Non-breeding
Annex 1
Breeding
Annex 1
Breeding
Annex 1
Breeding
Annex 1
Breeding
Annex 1
Breeding

Table 1 provides a summary of the Qualifying Features which are considered in this document and where
they appear within the Designated Sites of the Southern IFCA District in which Drone Operations activity
might occur and interact with those Features.

2.2 Conservation Objectives
The objectives are to ensure that, subject to natural change, the integrity of the site is maintained or restored
as appropriate, and that the site contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its qualifying
features, by maintaining or restoring:
•
•

The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats and habitats of the qualifying species
The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural habitats
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•
•
•
•

The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying species
The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and the habitats of qualifying species
rely
The populations of qualifying species
The distribution of qualifying species within the site

3. Information about the Plan/Project within the site
3.1 Activities under Consideration/Summary
The activity under consideration within this document are those directly related to the use and operation of
drones by Southern IFCA in pursuit of fulfilling their statutory duty within the marine and coastal
environment.

3.2 Technical Specifications
The Southern IFCA currently own and use two different drones - Mavic mini 2 and a larger Matrice 300
RTK (m300) (Figure 1). The larger m300 is a very capable piece of equipment and it is the drone which will
most likely be deployed, either for enforcement or research activities. There are certain limitations of both
drones which will restrict their use (Figure 1). These are predominantly related to environmental conditions,
with wind and rain being of most concern.
All flights are conducted by the CAA qualified drone pilots and follow all relevant regulations around Drone
Operations - these include flight restrictions of a maximum altitude of 120 m and a maximum flight distance
from the pilot of 500 m (or less to maintain unaided visual line of sight of the drone). Furthermore, as a
requirement for compliance with CAA regulations, Southern IFCA maintain an Operations Manual which
details how Southern IFCA operate drones safely and compliantly (which includes information from flight
restrictions to proof of adequate insurance) – this is updated annually and approved by the CAA.
During enforcement activities drone deployment operations will typically consist of a launch close to the
target activity, where the drone is taken to 10 m altitude and control checks completed, following this the
drone will generally be flown up and away towards the target activity. Once in the desired location the
drone will not often move, as much of the work is then carried out by the attached camera equipment.
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Figure 1: Summary details of Southern IFCA current drone
specifications.

3.3 Effort, Location and Scale of Activities
Due to the nature of their intended use, especially in regards to enforcement actions, it is difficult to provide
a detailed and accurate description of the spatial and temporal distribution of the activity. When used in
relation to enforcement activity this will be wholly directed by Intelligence, Risk and Capacity (with associated
appropriate consideration for flight restricting factors such as weather).
The frequency of Drone Operations across the District and within specific Designated Sites is not possible to
pre-determine as these will be governed by necessity – from those related to enforcement activities to those
focused on research. However, for reference over the past 12 months Southern IFCA have deployed a drone
across the District for research purposes less than 5 times and for enforcement purposes less than 40 times.
Where necessary Southern IFCA has/will gain permission from relevant land-owners prior to any operations
from their land.
In regards to the Scale of each Operation, this is limited by CAA regulations and by technical capability of the
drone. Under the current qualifications Southern IFCA pilots must maintain unaided visual line of sight of the
drone, with a maximum permitted horizontal flight distance from the pilot of 500 m. The drone is also restricted
to a maximum altitude of 120 m. The flight time will also limit the Scale of any Operation, which differs between
each drone. The m300 offers the longest flight time, which in general, real-world use by Southern IFCA is a
typically not more than 30 minutes.

4. Test of Likely Significant Effect (TLSE)
The Habitats Regulations assessment (HRA) is a step-wise process and is first subject to a coarse test of
whether a plan or project will cause a likely significant effect to a Qualifying Feature in a Designated Site.
Each feature/sub-feature was subject to a TLSE, the results of which are summarised in Table 2.
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Table 2: Summary of assessment table produced for associated TLSE document (see TLSE)
What potential
pressures exerted by
the activity are likely to
affect the features?

Visual Disturbance

Above water noise

Are the features likely to be exposed to the pressures identified?
Designated non-breeding species

Designated breeding species

Birds will be able to visually see
the drone and may be disturbed
by its presence.

Birds will be able to visually see
the drone and may be disturbed
by its presence.

Further Appropriate Assessment
is required.
The drone makes minimal noise
during operation.

Further Appropriate Assessment
is required.
The drone makes minimal noise
during operation.

No further assessment required.
Standard operating procedures
are in place to avoid mid-air
collision with any object.

No further assessment required.
Standard operating procedures
are in place to avoid mid-air
collision with any object.

No further assessment required.

No further assessment required.

Collision above water

N/A

N/A

Trampling

What features of the
site are likely to be
affected by the
identified pressures?
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Terrestrial vegetated habitat

Marine/coastal vegetated habitat

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

In the event of catastrophic
failures the drone may make a
crash landing within areas of
designated vegetation habitat.

In the event of catastrophic
failures the drone may make a
crash landing within areas of
designated vegetation habitat.

Further Appropriate Assessment
is required.
Drone launch locations require a
clear area to set up, including the
placement of a temporary launch
mat. This activity may impact
vegetation present.

Further Appropriate Assessment
is required.
Drone launch locations require a
clear area to set up, including the
placement of a temporary launch
mat. This activity may impact
vegetation present.

Further Appropriate Assessment
is required.

Further Appropriate Assessment
is required.

The launch and use of drones within the intended sites may interact
with designated vegetation features of those sites.
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5. Appropriate Assessment
5.1 Co-location of Activity and Site Features
Specific locations cannot be provided due to the nature of our obligations and drone operation will
be determined by intelligence, risk and live observations of activity. Figure 3, Figure 2 and Figure 4
highlight the SPAs and SACs within the District.

Figure 3: Map from Lyme Regis to Poole showing SPAs (yellow) and SACs (blue) in the area
(taken from Magic Map).

Figure 2: Map of Isle of Wight showing SPAs (yellow) and SACs (blue) in the area (taken from
Magic Map).
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Figure 4: Map Hampshire coastal area showing SPAs (yellow) and SACs (blue) in the area (taken
from Magic Map).

5.2 Potential Impacts
5.2.1 Visual Disturbance
A high level literature review was conducted to investigate existing understanding and knowledge around
drone use and its interaction with various bird species. A variety of peer reviewed studies are available from
across the world, those studies focused around wetland/coastal birds were utilised to inform this Literature
Review. The studies ranged from those specifically designed to assess how drone use interacted with
(disturbed) birds to those that captured similar information when conducting different studies (such as
assessing to effectiveness of drones to conduct surveys) – the information from the review is summaries in
Table 3.

Table 3: Summary of Literature Review findings, focused on information around drone use
interaction with birds (in particular potential disturbance effects).
Drone
Type

Drone
size (m)

Study type

Minimum
approach
distance

Quadcopter

0.35
diameter

Disturbance

4m

Species
studied:
Mallards, Vas et al
Greenshank, Flamingos.
(2015)
Birds approached from various angles
(20° to 60°) and speeds (2 to 8 m/s-1)
from 30 m. In 80% of tests the drone
could fly within 4 m of birds without
initiating a reaction.

Quadcopter

0.35
diameter

Disturbance
/survey

10 m

Various bird species observed for Lyons et al
interactions.
Generally
lack
of (2022)
observed reaction from various
species – waterbirds no obvious
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reaction, but tended not to take flight
when drone present, White-tailed
eagle – uninterested in drone, some
species exhibited aggression towards
drone such as magpies.
Quadcopter

0.35
diameter

Helicopter

Disturbance
/survey

15 m

Species studied: Murrers and gulls.
Assessed response of cliff nesting
birds.
Some gulls did not display a response
to the drone presence other species
displayed an alarm call response when
drone was within approximately 30 m.
Up to 22 % of murrers exhibited a
response to the drone when flown
within 20 m.

1.6
m Survey
diameter

20 m

Various waterbird assemblages on Drever et
coastal habitats (such as saltmarsh al (2015)
and mudflat).
Most birds displayed no response to
drone flight when at 61 m. Some
species displayed no response with
drone at 20 m altitude. General trend
of decreasing response to drone
presence as birds became habituated.

Quadcopter

0.35
diameter

Disturbance

30 m

Various settings and bird species. At Jarrett et
coastal locations with wetland birds al (2020)
responses to the drone were recorded
60 % of the time at an approach
altitude of 30 m. Conclude that
considerations around drone use
maybe necessary, however, in areas
subject to existing anthropogenic
disturbance drone regulation is less
important.

Multirotor
and fixed

Fixed
Disturbance
wing
–
1.6 to 3
wingspa
n.

40 m

Typical waterfowl assemblage in
lagoon setting.
Little or no disturbance observed at 70
m altitude for fixed winged and 60 m
for multirotor drone – at 50 m a
vigilance response was observed to
largest multirotor. Tangential flight
paths did not cause disturbance.

McEvoy,
Hall
&
McDonald
(2016)

Chabot,
Craik
&
Bird
(2015)

Multirotor
– 0.4 to
1.8
diameter.

BrissonCuradeau
et
al
(2017)

Fixed wing

2.1
wingspa
n

Disturbance
/survey

91 m

Species studied: Common tern.
Overall finding of no evidence of
sustained disturbance to the colony by
drone use.

Various

Various

Literature
review

N/A

Assessed current control measures in Wallace,
place around drone use and wildlife Martin &
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interaction. Advise mainly found to 20 White
m being the closest permissible (2017)
passing distance (one case of a 50 m
limit).
Various

Various

Literature
review

N/A

Earlier response seen by non- Mulerobreeding birds in targeted flights – Pázmány
responses on average around 20 m
et
al
(2017)

5.2.2 Collision above water
All operations involving drones will pose a degree of risk to some form of collision, generally restricted to
equipment failures or pilot error. Take-off and landing operations generally pose the most risk to vegetation.
Potential impacts to vegetation could arise from collision of the drone with vegetation which may cause
further impact to the surrounding vegetation if the collision is sufficient for the pilot to lose control or cause
the drone to crash. The impact on vegetation from drone collision is largely limited to physical contact, the
size of which will differ depending on drone type being used.

5.2.3 Trampling
As with all physical presence within vegetated systems there will be a risk of trampling due to the activity of
the person(s)/equipment operating within the given area. Specifically during Drone Operations these
potential impacts will be realised in accessing the launch site, during set up and potentially during the flight.
When accessing the site if this is not possible via existing routes/paths/tracks trampling may occur. During
establishment of the launch site trampling may occur, with wither possible impact from the equipment such
as the placement of a temporary launch pad, marker cones and equipment boxes. During the flight Pilots
may be required to move around to maintain visual line of sight with the drone which may result in
trampling. When leaving the area similar risks are possible.

6 Mitigation Measures
This section outlines mitigation measures Southern IFCA have in place to reduce/remove the potential for
the assessed pressures to impact the features of Designated Sites in which Drone Operations will take
place. A description of the risks and the mitigation measures for each pressure are outlined and summaries
in Table 4.

6.1.1 Mitigating Visual disturbance
A review of current literature relating to potential impact of drone use on bird related disturbance suggests
that drones do hold the potential to impact features in this way, however the degree to which this is felt is
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not fully agreed upon. It is likely that the degree of disturbance experienced by an individual is governed by
a number of factors – such as drone size, proximity, breeding vs non-breeding, species type, individual v
assemblage. It is important all of these factors are considered when designing mitigation measures to
reduce the potential impact of this pressure. The mitigation measures that Southern IFCA will employ
centre around managing distance to designated features. The literature reviewed suggest that distance
disturbance could range from 4 m to 91 m (when using a very large fixed wing drone). Southern IFCA will
ensure that when conducting Drone Operations in an area which has bird features present the flight will be
conducted at a minimum of 70 m altitude (following required safety checks at 10 m). Furthermore, if drone
related bird disturbance is observed during the operation the flight will be cancelled and the drone landed.

6.1.2 Mitigating above ground collision
Take-off and landing operations generally pose the most risk to vegetation from an above ground collision
pressure perspective. This risk is, however, minimal due to the requirement for the pilot to operate the
drone safely (which includes ensuring the launch location is appropriate and safe) and further the many
collision avoidance systems of the drone itself. To mitigate the risk of above ground collision Southern IFCA
will operate the drone in line with CAA regulations and their Operation Manual which details how safe flying
practices will be exhibited and employed. Furthermore, Southern IFCA will operate the drone with all
available collision avoidance mechanisms turned on and functional – these provide redundancy in the
system to further reduce this potential pressure.

6.1.3 Mitigating trampling

Typically, both due to ease and safety concerns, drone launch sites will be accessible via existing routes,
such as roads, tracks and pathways. Furthermore, the specific launch location is generally chosen as being
the clearest, flattest area – as such highly vegetated locations are avoided as these pose increased
(avoidable) risk during any given Operation. However, to ensure any potential trampling impacts on
vegetation are reduced/removed Southern IFCA Drone Operations which take place at sites with Designated
features prone to this pressure will ensure access and launch specific locations are via existing accessways
– thus no additional impact will be experienced by those features.
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Table 4: Summary of pressures, impacts and mitigation measures for Southern IFCA Drone Operations. Only relevant attributes identified
through the TLSE process have been considered here.

Feature

Attribute

Designated
non-breeding
species

Disturbanc
e caused
by visual
sight of a
drone
whilst in
flight

Target
Reduce the
likelihood of
disturbance
affecting roosting,
foraging, feeding,
moulting and/or
loafing birds so
that they are not
significantly
disturbed

Potential Pressure
and Associated
Impacts
Drones have to potential
to disturb birds (including
those species designated
at the sites considered).
The degree to which
disturbance occurs is not
consistent in the literature,
appearing to be influenced
by various factors – such
as drone size, drone type,
bird species, etc.
The impact of disturbance
ranges from birds altering
their feeding behaviour
during the period in which
the drone is present to
more severe impacts of
flying away from the area.

Nature and Likelihood of
Impacts
Drone use by Southern IFCA for
enforcement is directed by Intelligence
and Risk, and for research as
necessary to inform management. This
approach will typically mean that no one
area/site is persistently flown at (unless
ongoing are discovered there) – this
reduces the likelihood of any extended
periods of disturbance on birds from
Drone Operations.
Where disturbance does occur this may
have a negative impact on the
individual/assemblage/feature due to
issues of energy wastage,
displacement, or others.
Some studies suggest that birds will
become habituated to the presence of a
drone and exhibit reduced reaction
following this.
Drone activity in certain sites and
situations may adversely effect this
feature.
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Mitigation measures
Drone flights will avoid sensitive
supporting habitats (both within and
outside of designated sites), such as:
• Intertidal mudflats, sandflats and other
supporting habitats used by feeding
birds during the overwintering period
(October – March inclusive).
• Nesting sites used by terns and
Mediterranean gulls during the summer
breeding season.
• Areas used by nesting/roosting/loafing
birds.
Where drone deployment is required for
active enforcement near these habitats,
the drone will be launched at least
150m outside of sensitive area and
flown at a minimum height of 70 m
where birds are observed to be present.
Drone operation will cease immediately
if drone activity is observed to cause
bird disturbance.
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Designated
breeding
birds

Disturbanc
e caused
by visual
sight of a
drone
whilst in
flight

Reduce the
likelihood of
disturbance
affecting roosting,
foraging, feeding,
moulting and/or
loafing birds so
that they are not
significantly
disturbed

Drones have to potential
to disturb birds (including
those species designated
at the sites considered).
The degree to which
disturbance occurs is not
consistent in the literature,
appearing to be influenced
by various factors – such
as drone size, drone type,
bird species, etc.
The impact of disturbance
ranges from birds altering
their feeding behaviour
during the period in which
the drone is present to
more severe impacts of
flying away from the area.

Drone use by Southern IFCA for
enforcement is directed by Intelligence
and Risk, and for research as
necessary to inform management. This
approach will typically mean that no one
area/site is persistently flown at (unless
ongoing are discovered there) – this
reduces the likelihood of any extended
periods of disturbance on birds from
Drone Operations.
Where disturbance does occur this may
have a negative impact on the
individual/assemblage/feature due to
issues of energy wastage,
displacement, or others. Of Particular
concern for breeding birds is extended
impact on future generations through a
potential reduction in breeding success
rate – due to abandonment or
predation.
Some studies suggest that birds will
become habituated to the presence of a
drone and exhibit reduced reaction
following this.
Drone activity in certain sites and
situations may adversely effect this
feature.

Page 17 of 19

SIFCA Reference: SIFCA/HRA/DroneOperations

Drone flights will avoid sensitive
supporting habitats (both within and
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supporting habitats used by feeding
birds during the overwintering period
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• Nesting sites used by terns and
Mediterranean gulls during the summer
breeding season.
• Areas used by nesting/roosting/loafing
birds.
Where drone deployment is required for
active enforcement near these habitats,
the drone will be launched at least
150m outside of sensitive area and
flown at a minimum height of 70 m
where birds are observed to be present.
Drone operation will cease immediately
if drone activity is observed to cause
bird disturbance.
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Terrestrial
vegetated
habitat

Damage to
Designated
features
caused by
collision
and/or
trampling

Reduce the
likelihood and
occurrence of
damage to
vegetation from
Drone Operations.

Drone Operations and
their associated support
activity pose a degree of
risk to vegetated systems.
During access and launch
set up there is potential to
impact a feature due to
trampling. During the
Operation there is a risk
from the drone itself due to
collision.

The impact of these pressures could
damage established systems which
may already be experiencing other
external pressures.
The likelihood of Drone Operations
having a real world impact on the
designated features are very low.

When accessing the site and launching
the drone which take place at sites with
Designated features prone to this
pressure will ensure access and launch
specific locations are via existing
accessways.

The impact of this
pressure would damage
potentially designated
vegetation features.
Marine/coast
al vegetated
habitat

Damage to
Designated
features
caused by
collision
and/or
trampling

Reduce the
likelihood and
occurrence of
damage to
vegetation from
Drone Operations.

Drone Operations and
their associated support
activity pose a degree of
risk to vegetated systems.
During access and launch
set up there is potential to
impact a feature due to
trampling. During the
Operation there is a risk
from the drone itself due to
collision.

The impact of these pressures could
damage established systems which
may already be experiencing other
external pressures.
The likelihood of Drone Operations
having a real world impact on the
designated features are very low.

The impact of this
pressure would damage
potentially designated
vegetation features.
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drone safely (which includes ensuring
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safe) and further the many collision
avoidance systems of the drone itself
will be active. This is inline with our
Policy and will reduce/remove the
possible impact on the designated
features.
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Southern IFCA pilots will operate the
drone safely (which includes ensuring
the launch location is appropriate and
safe) and further the many collision
avoidance systems of the drone itself
will be active. This is in line with our
Policy and will reduce/remove the
possible impact on the designated
features.
When accessing the site and launching
the drone which take place at sites with
Designated features prone to this
pressure will ensure access and launch
specific locations are via existing
accessways.
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6. Conclusion
In order to conclude whether Drone Operations are likely to have an adverse effect on the integrity of the
SPAs and SACs within the Southern IFCA District (Section 2, Figure 3 to Figure 4), it was necessary to
assess whether the impacts of the activity are likely to hinder the site’s conservation objectives, namely:
“Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that the site
contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or
restoring:
•
•
•

The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats
The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural habitats, and
The supporting processes on which the qualifying natural habitats rely.”

A review of research and scientific literature focused on the potential impacts of pressures identified through
the test of likely significant effect (TLSE) process (Table 2). These potential impacts were then assessed
against relevant attributes (Table 4), also identified through the TLSE process.
With regards to visual disturbance pressures research into the impacts of drone use has shown that there is
potential for disturbance to birds, however, the extent and specifics of this pressure are not fully understood
(or consistent). Current knowledge would suggest a precautionary approach be taken when utilising drones
in the vicinity of designated bird features – a minimum operational altitude of 70 m will (based on best
available evidence) will reduce any potential impact on those features.
In regards to potential impacts on vegetation from collision and trampling due to existing processes these are
highly unlikely to be pressures which will actually interact or impact the designated features of the sites.

7. In-combination assessment
An in-combination assessment is not required.

8. Integrity test
It can be concluded that the activities (Drone Operations) considered in this Assessment, alone or incombination with other activities, with described mitigation processes, do not adversely affect Designated
Features assessed inside the SPAs and SACs of the Southern IFCA District in which the activity will take
place.
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Notice of proposal to carry out an operation
affecting a site of special scientific interest (SSSI)
Name of Site(s) of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI):
All relevant SSSIs within Dorset, Hampshire and Isle of Wight which have been assessed to
have features which drone operations may interact with.
Name and address of public body or statutory undertaker:
Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority,
Unit 3 Holes Bay Park,
Sterte Avenue West,
Poole,
BH15 2AA
Email address:
sam.dell@southern-ifca.gov.uk
Phone number:
01202 721373
We give notice to Natural England under Section 28H(1) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981 (as amended and inserted by section 75 and Schedule 9 of the Countryside and
Rights of Way Act 2000) of our proposal to carry out the operations specified below in the
exercise of our functions and on the land as specified below.

Operation and land details
Continue on separate sheet if necessary or attach additional information or documents.
Specified operations (summary of proposal):
The operations requested assent from Natural England relate to those involving the
deployment of Southern IFCA operated drones in pursuit of enforcement and research in
line with our Statutory Obligations. The operations will likely occur across our District,
including Dorset, Hampshire and the Isle of Wight, typically centred along the coasts of
these area.
Details of proposed operations:
Southern IFCA currently run two quadcopter drones, a Mavic mini 2 and a larger Matrice
300 RTK (m300). The larger m300 is a very capable piece of equipment and it is the drone
which will most likely be deployed. Launch locations will vary depending on the objective
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being targeted – be that enforcement action or research activity. Where necessary
Southern IFCA have/will gain permission from relevant land-owners prior to any operations
from their land. During enforcement activities drone deployment operations will typically
consist of a launch close to the target activity, where the drone is taken to 10 m altitude and
control checks completed, following this the drone will generally be flown up and away
towards the target activity. Once in the desired location the drone will not often move as
much of the work is then carried out by the attached camera equipment.
All flights are conducted by CAA qualified drone pilots and follow all relevant regulations
around drone operations.
Timing of proposed operations (including avoidance of certain weather conditions):
Specific timings cannot be provided due to the nature of our obligations and drone
operation will be determined by intelligence, risk and live observations of activity. Weather
will restrict these, however, with a maximum operating wind speed resistance of 15 m/s and
an environmental protection rating of IP45 (meaning it is capable of flying in some rain,
however, we would avoid this if possible).

Land on which operations are to be carried out (include map):
Specific locations cannot be provided due to the nature of our obligations and drone
operation will be determined by intelligence, risk and live observations of activity. Below are
maps of the District with SSSIs highlighted as used to assess possible interactions with
features.

Figure 1: Map from Lyme Regis to Christcurch showing SSSI areas and names in green hashing (taken from Magic Map)
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Figure 2: Map from Christchurch to Chichester showing SSSI areas and names in green hashing (taken from Magic Map)

Figure 3: Map from of Isle of Wight showing SSSI areas and names in green hashing (taken from Magic Map)

Storage and disposal of materials:
Not applicable
Precise routing of operations and vehicles:
This will alter depending on operation and launch location. SSSI features, potential
interaction and mitigation measures considered site access during our evaluation (See
document attached)
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Frequency of access:
As discussed it is not possible to determine the frequency of operations as this will be
determined by operational requirements.
The provenance and chemical nature of imported materials:
Not applicable
Type and ground-pressure of vehicles to be deployed:
Vehicle access will typically only be via existing roads or tracks.
Mitigation measures:
We have assessed all SSSIs within the Southern IFCA District and evaluated the potential
for drone operations within these designated sites to interact with their specified features.
All of these sites and features were assessed and mitigation developed for these in
collaboration with Richard Morgan and James McClelland (both Natural England Lead
Advisers).
Please see attached excel document which details the SSSIs assessed, their features,
input from relevant NE SSSI Officers and proposed mitigation measures.
Further information:
Drone operations will be conducted in a considered and conservative manner to ensure no
avoidable negative impacts result from their actions. The utilisation of drone technology
affords Southern IFCA a significant increase in our enforcement capacity, in particular
around closed areas – designated to protect specific features. The SSSI assessments and
proposed mitigation measures have been developed alongside and with input from Natural
England officers and we consider them to offer a pragmatic response to ensure Operations
can take place whilst mitigating any possible interaction with designated SSSI features.
Signed by on behalf of public body / statutory undertaker:

Date: 21/04/2022

Using and sharing your information
The Data Controller is Natural England. For further information on how we process your
personal information please see the sites of special scientific interest (SSSI) privacy notice
at www.gov.uk/government/publications/natural-england-privacy-notices.
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Marked C
Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
OFFICER’S REPORT

RESTORATION PROJECTS AND DEVELOPMENT OF SOUTHERN IFCA POLICY
POSITION
Report by the CEO Pia Bateman and Senior IFCO Simon Pengelly

A.

Purpose of the Report
For Members to receive an overview of current and pending restoration projects
relevant to the Southern IFCA District.

B.

Recommendations
1.

That Members agree for Officers to develop a Southern IFCA Restoration Project
Policy Position for consideration at the Technical Advisory Committee in August
2022.

1. Background
1.1

Following the departure from the EU, the UK Government have set out new
frameworks of environmental targets under the Environment Act 2021 and provisions
in relation to fisheries, fishing, aquaculture and marine conservation under the
Fisheries Act 2020.

1.2

In line with these frameworks, the UK Government has committed to protect 30% of
land and sea by 2030 (’30 by 30’).

1.3

Accordingly, restoration projects are becoming more prevalent across the Southern
IFCA District. Table 1 provides an overview of current and pending restoration projects
relevant to the District.

2.

Legislative and Policy Drivers

2.1

In supporting restoration projects, Southern IFCA must take into account:
•

•
•

Section (153) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act (MaCAA) 2009, in that the
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 its recovery from, the effects of such exploitation…’
and ‘…seek to balance the different needs of persons engaged in the exploitation
of sea fisheries resources in the district…’
Section (154) of the MaCAA, to ensure that the conservation objectives of any
Marine Conservation Zone in the District are furthered.
Under the Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit)
Regulations 2019, the IFCA must ensure that fishing activity does not damage,
disturb or lead to a deterioration of a species which receives protection as a
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) or Special Protection Area (SPA).

1
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•

The Fisheries Act 2020 enshrines in law the UK’s commitment to sustainable
fishing whilst supporting future generations of fishers and allowing the marine
environment to thrive. The Fisheries Act 2020 provides a clear strategic direction
for fisheries management in UK waters, centred around the introduction of 8
fisheries objectives, of particular relevance to restoration projects: the
Sustainability, Precautionary, Ecosystem the Scientific Evidence Objectives.

3.

Position Paper

3.1

Given the increasing pressures on Southern IFCA to deliver national objectives in
addition to its delivery of core functions, in the current absence of additional funding
and resource, it is paramount that Southern IFCA provide restoration project leads and
wider stakeholders with a clear policy position on how the Authority is able to support
the development and realisation of the restoration projects in the District over the
forthcoming years.

3.2

It is the intention that where possible a policy position will align with a national AIFCA
position, as well as locally with neighbouring Sussex IFCA and Devon and Severn
IFCA.

3.3

It is recommended that Southern IFCA is able to provide the following, with
consideration of cost recovery where possible:
•

•
•
•
•

provision of regulatory advice, for example how restoration projects could benefit
from utilising existing management interventions across the District, for example
achieving external project aims in areas closed to Bottom Towed Fishing Gears
(BTFG) for recovery and overspill objectives.
to coordinate and where possible align relevant surveys and stock assessments.
to share fisheries data.
to facilitate stakeholder liaison.
to attend steering group meetings.

Project

Lead
Organisation
BLUE Marine
Foundation

Location

Overview

Solent

Oyster
Restoration
Project

BLUE Marine
Foundation

REACH:
Restoring
Estuarine and
Coastal Habitats

Natural England
& Environment
Agency

Solent
(Hamble,
Langstone,
Newtown
Harbour)
Solent,
Sussex &
Poole
Harbour

Restoration Project to encompass oysters, seagrass,
saltmarsh and seabird habitat with four main areas of
focus:
1. Active restoration (building new habitats)
2. Better protecting existing habitats
3. Engaging with local communities
4. Scientific monitoring
The introduction of brood-stock areas to promote
natural recruitment and re-establish wild oyster beds in
the Solent.

Solent Seascape
Project (pending
confirmation of
funding bid)

• A habitat restoration initiative which aims to reverse
centuries of decline of estuarine and coastal habitats
by restoring saltmarsh, seagrass meadows, oysters
and kelp forest.
• Project developed pre-COVID with new aim to
refocus the plan
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WWF Ocean
Seagrass

REMEDIES:
Reducing and
Mitigating
Erosion and
Disturbance
Impacts affecting
the Seabed

Solent Seagrass
Restoration
Project

WWF, Sky
Ocean Rescue,
Swansea
University and
Project
Seagrass
Natural
England,
Plymouth
University and
Plymouth
Aquarium.

Solent

Hampshire &
Isle of Wight
Wildlife Trust,
Boskalis
Westminster

Solent

Solent

Aims to provide a mechanism to join common goals
and bring existing effort under one umbrella to help
coordinate and manage work going forward.
Seagrass restoration through seeding in the Solent as
part of a long-term vision to restore 2,500
hectares around the UK by 2050.

Aims to reduce the negative impacts of recreational
activities on the marine environment through 3 key
objectives:
• protect from, and reduce, recreational pressures on
1,285 ha of England’s most important and at-risk
seagrass beds
• demonstrate successful large-scale restoration and
management techniques across the projects 5 SACs
and elsewhere; and
• promote awareness and inspire better care of the
Annex 1 habitats by recreational users, and use
networks of relevant stakeholders and public at a
local, national and trans-national level to maximise
the longevity and sustainability of the project
actions.
By restoring seagrass habitats, the project will create a
wilder Solent, supporting increased biodiversity and
sustainable fisheries, promoting greater ecosystem
services, cleaner water and creating a natural carbon
solution to mitigate the effects of climate change.
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BLACK SEABREAM: ANGLING SURVEY REPORT 2021

Report by IFCO Smith
A.

Purpose of the Report
To provide Members with a report of the fishing activity data collected during the
black seabream Angling Survey 2021 and next steps.

B.

Recommendation
1. That Members provide comments on the report.
2. That the report is noted by Members.

C.

Annex
1. Southern IFCA Angling Survey 2021 – Poole Rocks, Southbourne Rough
and Purbeck Coast MCZ. C. Smith.

1.

Background

1.1

Under the Marine and Coastal Access Act (2009) 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 within the District are furthered. In 2019 a third tranche of MCZs were
designated along with several additional features to historic sites. In the
District nesting black seabream are a designated feature in the Poole Rocks,
Southbourne Rough and Purbeck Coast MCZs.

1.2

Throughout these sites seabream support important recreational, charter and
commercial fishing fleets. Any future management in these fisheries will be
informed by data collected on the location and extent of the bream within the
MCZs, as well as information on the fishing activities occurring during the
bream nesting season.

1.3

During the black seabream 2021 nesting season, Southern IFC Officers
surveyed vessels fishing in and around the MCZs. Data was collected on
fishing activity i.e., vessel location, person and rod numbers and fishing time,
as well as bream catch and retention rates. Due to Covid restrictions it was not
possible to inspect catch.

1.4

Preliminary analysis of the data collected has been compiled into the attached
report which shows the variation in Catch Per Unit Effort seen in the fishery and
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indicates the maximum fishing effort on a given day.
2
2.1

Next Steps
During the 2022 seabream nesting season, officers will collect data on the
fishing activity occurring within and around the MCZs. Where possible catch
will also be inspected, and details of the fish retained recorded. Once complete
an updated report will be drafted.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
List of Background Papers
Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009.
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2009/23/contents

Marked D: Annex
to

Angling Survey 2021

Poole Rocks, Southbourne Rough
and Purbeck Coast MCZ

Purpose
Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) are designated around England to protect a
range of nationally important, rare or threatened habitats and species. For each
MCZ the protected habitats or species are listed as features. The site and
features are considered in good condition if they meet their conservation
objectives. For fishing activities, Southern IFCA must seek to ensure that the
conservation objectives of the Districts’ MCZs are furthered under its duties in
the Marine and Coastal Access Act (MaCAA). To inform the assessment of
fishing activities for the species feature Black Seabream, Southern IFCA
collected data during Spring 2021 to provide information on the scale, location
and catch of angling fishing activities in the MCZs with Black Seabream.

A male black seabream
© Seafish

Results

• During standard Fisheries Protection patrols,
FPV Endeavour was used to survey areas in
which Black Seabream are known to nest.
• The patrol transited to Poole Rocks MCZ,
Southbourne Rough MCZ and Purbeck Coast
MCZ when weather and sea conditions
allowed.
• IFCOs recorded the positions (Latitude and
Longitude) of vessels fishing with rods, the
time, vessel name and number of persons
onboard.
• IFCOs asked vessel to take part in a question
survey in which officers asked, how many fish
were caught and retained and for how long
fishers had been fishing.
• The data collected was stored in excel, plotted
using QGIS software and analysed for trends.
• Separately, a charter angling vessel provided
Southern IFCA with records of fish catch and
retention for chartered trips in 2020 and 2021.

• A total of 63 vessels were surveyed during four
survey days (Figure 1).
• Of those 27 were in the Poole Rocks MCZ, 20
vessels were recorded in Purbeck Coast MCZ,
and 12 in Southbourne Rough. 4 were seen
outside of these areas.
• The most vessels active were seen on bank
holiday weekends (25), normal weekends saw
less (9), and weekdays considerably less (4).
• Average Catch Per Unit Effort (CPUE) was 1
bream per rod hour. CPUE ranged from 0 to
10 bream per rod hour.
• Average CPUE was highest in Purbeck Coast
MCZ at 1.3, lowest in Southbourne Rocks at
0.8, with Poole Rocks CPUE at 1.1.
• On average each person retained 0.6 bream
and returned 1.9 bream during the time they
had fished.
• Each person retained an average of 14% of
their total catch.

Charter angling vessel data
A charter vessels bream catch (left bar) and
retention (right bar), for the years 2020 (BLUE)
and 2021 (GREY).
Peak catch was May/June. Relative to the
numbers of bream caught by this vessel, very few
were retained (max. 12% in 2021, 9% in 2020).

Number of Bream

Method

80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

N.B. Due to Covid 19 outbreak fishing did not occur in April and half of May 2020.

Angling Survey 2021
Poole Rocks, Southbourne Rough
and Purbeck Coast MCZ

Figure 1. Sightings data of angling activity recorded during surveys of Marine Conservation Zones in
the Southern IFC District during the Black Seabream nesting season 2021. Top: St Aldhelm’s to Old
Harry Rocks, Dorset. Bottom: Poole Bay to Hengistbury Head, Dorset.

Angling Survey 2021
Poole Rocks, Southbourne Rough
and Purbeck Coast MCZ

Next Steps
In 2022 the Angling Survey programme will resume to collect additional
and more reliable information. Once further data has been collected
during patrols and from local charter vessels it will be used to inform
the assessment of fishing activities on the black seabream designated
feature in MCZ Assessments. For example, the data gathered gives
an indication of daily activity levels and how many bream are removed
from the fishery.
Separately, Natural England have provided additional updated
information on the location of bream nests within and outside the
Southern IFC District as well as conservation advice for the MCZ sites.
Together this information will be analysed to provide a better
understanding of the fisheries and their interaction with the black
seabream during their designated nesting season. It will be used to
inform the assessment of fishing activity on the designated feature and
whether fisheries management is required to mitigate the effect of the
activities, whilst also considering socio-economic impacts.

Recreational sea anglers fishing
for bream in Swanage Bay

Recommendations
•
•
•
•

Fisheries data gathering should resume in future Black Seabream nesting seasons to improve
understanding of activity levels during a time when the Covid 19 pandemic is not having an effect.
Where possible inspections of the Black Seabream retained by fishers should be monitored for
size, damage and sex.
Further information on the migration patterns and movements of black seabream should be
gathered through detailed projects such as fish tagging studies.
Additional data regarding the removal of Black Seabream outside of nesting season and areas
should be analysed to understand the relative scale of different fishing activities upon the
population dynamics of this species.
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ANNUAL REVIEW OF THE POOLE HARBOUR SEVERAL ORDER MANAGEMENT PLAN
(2022 UPDATE)
Report by IFCO Sarah Birchenough

A.

Purpose of the Report
Under Section (4) of The Poole Harbour Fishery Order 2015, the Authority are required
to undertake an annual review of the Poole Harbour Several Order Management Plan.

B.

Recommendation
1. That Members approve the 2022 updates to the Poole Harbour Several Order
Management Plan.
2.

C.

That Members approve the above named document for publication on the
Southern IFCA website.

Annex
i.

Poole Harbour Several Order 2015 Management Plan: 2020 Revision (2022
Review)

1.

Background

1.1

The objective of the Poole Harbour Several Order Management Plan (‘Management
Plan’) is to demonstrate how Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
(IFCA) manage aquaculture activity within a defined area of Poole Harbour under The
Poole Harbour Fishery Order 2015 (‘the Order’).

1.2

Under Section (3) of the Order, the Authority must manage the aquaculture in Poole
Harbour in line with the Management Plan.

1.3

Under Section (4) of the Order, the Authority are required to undertake an annual
review of the Management Plan and publish an updated version of the Management
Plan on the Southern IFCA website.

1.4

If, during this review any significant changes are made to the Management Plan, then
the Authority must notify, in writing1 any interested parties2. 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.

1.5

The management of aquaculture within Poole Harbour must have specific regard to
Southern IFCAs responsibilities, as defined in sections (153), (154) and (166) of the
Marine and Coastal Access Act (MaCAA) 2009.

1.6

In addition, Southern IFCA is a Relevant Authority in the management of sites which

1

At least four weeks prior to 1st July
Paragraph 4 (4) of the Order defines ‘interested parties’ as the Secretary of State; Natural England; any person likely to be affected by the
Management Plan or changes to it; or any person whom the Authority consider may be the owner, lessee or occupier of the fishery area.
2
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are within the National Site Network, designated under the Habitats Directive and/or
Birds Directive, and has a statutory responsibility to ensure that fishing activity does
not damage, disturb or have an adverse effect on the wildlife or habitats for which a
site has been designated. This includes the governance of the conservation interests
of the Poole Harbour Special Protection Area (SPA).
1.7

Under sections (28G) and (28I) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981, IFCAs are
required to have consideration of any Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) with
marine components giving protection to species and habitats of national importance
when carrying out its duties. This includes the governance of the conservation interests
of the Poole Harbour SSSI. The Management Plan also has regard to the Poole
Harbour Wetland of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention.

2.

The 2022 updates to the Poole Harbour Several Order Management Plan

3.

2.1

The following inconsequential amendments have been made to the Management
Plan following the 2022 review.
•
Update in Section 1 to remove reference to European Marine Site and
replace with National Site Network Site in line with The Conservation of
Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019.
•
Removal of Section 2.2.2 ‘European Legislation’ and update to new section
2.2.2 ‘National Legislation’ (previously section 2.2.3) to reflect changes as
a result of EU Exit.

2.2

The following additions have been made to the Management Plan following the
2022 review.
•
Addition of text to Management Plan 5: Aquaculture and Species
Interactions (Section 7) to reflect 2022 update from Defra that at this time a
National Policy on Pacific Oysters will not be produced but each
aquaculture enterprise farming Pacific Oysters will be required to have a
Habitats Regulations Assessment based on site-specific considerations.

The above-mentioned additions made to the Management Plan following the 2022
Annual Review provide supplementary information which further inform the existing
management of the Lease Beds under Lease Conditions. As such, the 2022 Review
has not changed the overarching Management Plan.
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1.0 Summary
The objective of this Management Plan is to demonstrate how Southern Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authority (IFCA) manage aquaculture activity within a defined area of Poole
Harbour under The Poole Harbour Fishery Order 2015 (‘the Order’). In accordance with Section
(1) of the Sea Fisheries (Shellfish) Act 1967, the Order confers on Southern IFCA the right of
several fishery for the cultivation of shellfish of any kind for a period of twenty years from the 1 st
July 2015.
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 changes are made to the Management Plan, then
the Authority must notify, in writing1 any interested parties2 of any proposed changes to the
Management Plan. 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.
The management of aquaculture within Poole Harbour must have specific regard to Southern
IFCAs responsibilities, as defined in sections (153), (154) and (166) of the Marine and Coastal
Access Act (MaCAA) 2009.
In addition, Southern IFCA is a Relevant Authority in the management of sites within the National
Site Network, designated under the Habitats Directive and/or Birds Directive, and has a statutory
responsibility to ensure that fishing activity does not damage, disturb or have an adverse effect
on the wildlife or habitats for which a National Site Network Site has been designated. This
includes the governance of the conservation interests of the Poole Harbour Special Protection
Area (SPA).
Under sections (28G) and (28I) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981, IFCAs are required to
have consideration of any Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) with marine components giving
protection to species and habitats of national importance when carrying out its duties. This
includes the governance of the conservation interests of the Poole Harbour SSSI. The
Management Plan also has regard to the Poole Harbour Wetland of International Importance
under the Ramsar Convention.

1.1. Significant Changes in the Management Plan 2020
The original Poole Harbour Several Order 2015 Management Plan3 was produced following full
and extensive consultation with all interested parties, relevant bodies and stakeholders.
This edition of the Management Plan (‘Management Plan 2020’’) has undergone a full update in
order to incorporate the following main drivers, which have driven the review:

1

At least four weeks prior to 1st July
Paragraph 4 (4) of the Order defines ‘interested parties’ as the Secretary of State; Natural England; any person likely to be affected by the
Management Plan or changes to it; or any person whom the Authority consider may be the owner, lessee or occupier of the fishery area.
3 Available from Southern IFCA
2
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•
•

•

•

The expiration of the first tranche (T1) of lease bed allocation on the 30th June 2020;
A reallocation of lease beds grounds (where relevant) under the second tranche (T2) of
lease bed allocation, in order to reflect the changes in conservation designations in Poole
Harbour, specifically with regard to the expansion of the Poole Harbour SSSI in 2018 and
the extension of the Poole Harbour SPA in 2017;
A review and update of the conditions under the terms of lease allocation in line with advice
received from Natural England (NE) regarding the farming of Pacific oysters in Poole
Harbour.
A review and update of the conditions under the terms of lease allocation in line with advice
received from the Poole Harbour Commissioners (PHC) with regard to the leasing of
grounds within a designated area for personal watercraft.

In Section 7.0 of this document there are five Management Plans which document the actions
that have been taken by Southern IFCA since 2015 in response to either the advice received from
NE with regard to management of aquaculture in Poole Harbour ensuring compatibility with
marine nature conservation designations, as well as species specific measures and mitigations
(Management Plans 1-6).
Management Plan 5 comprises a risk assessment undertaken in collaboration with PHC, which
assesses the interaction between aquaculture activity and water users operating in an area
designated for Personal watercraft.
The Management Plans are:
Management Plan 1: Aquaculture and the Poole Harbour SPA Designation.
Management Plan 2: Aquaculture and the Poole Harbour SSSI Designation.
Management Plan 3: Aquaculture & the Poole Harbour SPA & SSSI Designation (2020 update)
Management Plan 4: Aquaculture and the Poole Harbour RAMSAR site.
Management Plan 5: Aquaculture and species interaction.
Management Plan 6: Aquaculture and water user interaction.
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2.0 Background
2.1 Poole Harbour
Poole Harbour is an estuary enclosed by a bar at the mouth with fresh water entering through
several small rivers, the largest of which is the River Frome. The Harbour is the largest natural
harbour in Europe and the second largest natural harbour in the world. The Harbour covers an
area of 38 km2 and contains five islands, the largest of which is Brownsea Island.
The Harbour contains a variety of different habitat types leading to a wide variety of benthic
communities and a highly productive environment with the growth of seaweeds and saltmarsh
providing a sustainable food source for suspension feeding species, deposit feeding species and
grazing communities4.
Poole Harbour is subject to a large degree of anthropogenic activity both from fishing and other
Harbour processes such as maintenance dredging and recreational activities. Fishing activity
occurs throughout the Harbour in the form of aquaculture and an established wild shellfishery for
clams and cockles, as well as a net fishery, commercial and recreational angling and collection
of bait worms by both dragging and digging.
Poole Harbours’ unique and varied marine habitat is recognised through its marine nature
conservation designations, of both European and National importance. The Harbour provides an
excellent case study demonstrating how both commercial (wild and farmed) and recreational
fishing can coexist and thrive in these designated areas.

2.2 IFCAs duties in the management of aquaculture
2.2.1 The Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009
IFCAs’ main duties and responsibilities are defined in sections (153) and (154) of the Marine and
Coastal Access Act (MaCAA) 2009 being:
(153) 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

4

Humphreys, J. and May, V. (eds.) 2005, Proceedings in Marine Science 7: The Ecology of Poole Harbour, Elsevier, Amsterdam
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(d) seek to balance the different needs of persons engaged in the exploitation of sea fisheries
resources in the district.
(154) Protection of marine conservation zones

(1) The authority for an IFC district must seek to ensure that the conservation objectives of any
MCZ in the district are furthered.

By definition in sub paragraph (10) of Section (153) “sea fisheries resources” means any animals
or plants…that habitually live in the sea, including those that are cultivated in the sea. By definition
in sub paragraph (12) of Section (153) any reference to the “exploitation” of sea fisheries
resources is a reference to any activity relating to the exploitation of such resources, whether
carried out for commercial purposes or otherwise, including…introducing such resources to the
sea or cultivating such resources.
Under Section (154) of MaCAA if a fishery within the IFCA District (to include a private or several
fishery) is, will, or has the potential to damage an MPA, then it is the IFCA’s statutory responsibility
to ensure that that site is managed so as to ensure compliance with the relevant legislations. In
order to deliver these duties, IFCAs can introduce management measures, specifically the ability
to make byelaws (under Section 156) to manage or restrict the several or private fishery rights.
Importantly this can be done without the consent of the person enjoying those rights, if the right
is being exercised in relation to a protected site (Section 158).
In addition, IFCAs can apply for the right of a Several Order under the Sea Fisheries (Shellfish)
Act 1967 for the establishment, improvement and for the maintenance and regulation of a fishery
for shellfish. The Poole Harbour Fishery Order 2015 is an example of this.
2.2.2 National Legislation
Southern IFCA is a Relevant Authority in the management of sites within the National Site Network
designated under the Habitats Directive5 and the Wild Birds Directive6. Prior to 2021, these sites
were referred to as European Marine Sites and, although the original designations sit under the
two pieces of European legislation outlined above, the land and marine aspects of the Habitats
Directive and the Wild Birds Directive have been transposed into domestic law by The
Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 20197, which outlines
how the National Site Network will be managed and reflects any changes required by EU Exit.
The National Site Network Sites are in place to protect and support rare and threatened species
and rare natural habitat types. Southern IFCA has a statutory responsibility to ensure that fishing
activity does not damage, disturb or have an adverse effect on the wildlife and habitats for which
these sites are legally protected. Any management introduced should contribute to furthering the
conservation objectives of the site, so ensuring the integrity of the site is maintained and the site
makes a full contribution to achieving the aims of the Directives. This includes the governance of

5

Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora.

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:31992L0043:EN:HTML
6

Council Directive 79/409/EEC of 2 April 1979 on the conservation of wild birds.

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/consleg/1979/L/01979L0409-20070101-en.pdf
7
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2019/579/contents/made

8

the conservation interests of the Poole Harbour SPA when considering any aquaculture practices,
current or future.
Section 28G of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (WCA) 1981 (as amended) defines ‘section 28G
authorities’, including Southern IFCA and NE, who have a duty to take reasonable steps,
consistent with the proper exercise of their functions, to ensure compatibility of activity with the
conservation and enhancement of SSSI and to further the conservation and enhancement of the
flora, fauna or geological or physical features by reason of which the site is of special scientific
interest. Southern IFCA therefore must consider the conservation and enhancement of the Poole
Harbour SSSI when managing aquaculture within Poole Harbour, to include any proposals for
leased grounds under ‘The Order’.

2.3 Marine Conservation Designations within Poole Harbour
2.3.1 Poole Harbour Special Protection Area
The Poole Harbour SPA qualifies under Article 4.1 of the EU Birds Directive by regularly
supporting more than 1% of the Great Britain populations of five Annex 1 species. It also qualifies
under Article 4.2 of the EU Birds Directive in that it regularly supports more than 1% of the
biogeographic population of two regularly occurring migratory species not listed in Annex 1 and
is used regularly by over 20,000 waterfowl (as defined by the Ramsar Convention) or 20,000
seabirds in any season. The species and associated habitats, which qualify Poole Harbour as a
SPA, are provided in Tables 1 and 2. Map 1 shows the extent of the Poole Harbour SPA.
The conservation objectives for Poole Harbour SPA are, subject to natural change, to maintain
or restore: (1) The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features; (2) The
structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; (3) The supporting processes on
which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; (4) The populations of the qualifying features;
(5) The distribution of the qualifying features within the site.
Table 1: Qualifying features for Poole Harbour SPA
Common shelduck (non-breeding) Tadorna tadorna
Pied avocet (non-breeding) Recurvirostra avosetta
Black-tailed godwit (non-breeding) Limosa limosa islandica
Mediterranean gull (breeding) Larus melanocephalus
Common tern (breeding) Sterna hirundo
Waterbird assemblage
Little egret (non-breeding) Egretta garzetta8
Eurasian Spoonbill (non-breeding) Platalea leucorodia
Sandwich Terns (breeding) Thalasseus sandvicensis 9
Table 2: Associated Habitats for Qualifying features
Coastal lagoons
Mediterranean & thermo-Atlantic halophilous scrubs
Freshwater and coastal grazing marsh
Atlantic salt meadows (saltmarsh)
Spartina swards (saltmarsh)
Intertidal seagrass beds
Intertidal mixed sediments
Intertidal muds
Intertidal sand & muddy sand
Water column
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as identified in the 2001 UK SPA Review
these species have been recorded as occurring in internationally important numbers in Poole Harbour and Southern IFCA are advised that as a matter of best practice these
additional qualifying features should be given material consideration when assessing impacts of aquaculture on the site
9

9

Map 1: Poole Harbour SPA
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2.3.2 Poole Harbour Site of Special Scientific Importance
In 1990 the Poole Harbour was notified as a SSSI. The qualifying features are listed in Table 3.
Table 3: Qualifying features for Poole Harbour SSSI
Estuarine habitats including marshes, mudflats and subtidal communities
Fringing terrestrial habitats including heathlands and grasslands
Species supported by the above-named habitats including breeding & wintering birds, lichens, rare
invertebrates and the red squirrel Sciurus vulgaris

On the 24th May 2018 Natural England notified additional land, considered to be of special interest
as part of the Poole Harbour SSSI. The extension encompassed four areas of additional land, the
largest of which being subtidal estuarine open water below the Mean Low Water (MLW), which
extends to the Harbour mouth in the east and west to where the estuary meets the rivers Piddle
and Frome (Map 2). The other three areas of additional land include saltmarsh, wetland and
supporting habitats around the fringes of Lytchett Bay and Holes Bay. All four areas have been
included in the designation as they support estuarine habitats and/or wintering wildfowl and
waders for which the site is designated. The area below MLW is also seen to support other
features for which the site is designated including foraging habitats for breeding seabirds and
subtidal benthic habitats (such as peacock worm (Sabella pavonina) and the eelgrass (Zostera
marina). The area is also included for coastal and marine geomorphological processes, as these
are seen to be essential for the maintenance of the estuarine habitats such as saltmarshes and
intertidal mudflats.
In some locations within Poole Harbour, the estuarial and intertidal areas support the following
important subtidal benthic habitats:
• High-density beds of the Peacock worm Sabella pavonina - widespread within certain midstream areas of subtidal channels - these beds are of conservation interest as a habitat for
other species. The species is not rare but Poole Harbour is the best-known location of where
it forms high density beds;
• The sponge Suberites massa - this species has been recorded in a number of areas
associated with artificial structures, for example in the Blackwater channel in Holes Bay and
has been recorded as common in a restricted area in South Deep on the north-west side of
Goathorn Point, associated with the American slipper limpet (Crepidula fornicata) shells.
• Intertidal sediments - These areas are a key estuarine habitat, which comprises a range of
biotopes including areas of Zostera marina. No nationally scare species or biotopes have been
found within the intertidal sediments; however, the importance comes from the abundance and
biomass of annelid worms and bivalve molluscs, which are a key prey species for waterfowl.
• Bird species - Large areas of intertidal mudflats lie below MLW provide an additional area of
food resource for over-wintering waders and breeding water birds on certain tides. Areas of
estuarial water below MLW are essential for fish-eating species to feed and rest and key
roosting sites are found in saltmarsh areas across the Harbour. Common and Sandwich terns
are part of the notified breeding bird interest of the SSSI and are known to forage within the
open water of the Harbour and outside the Harbour entrance.
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Map 2: Poole Harbour SSSI
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3.0 The Poole Harbour Fishery Order 2015
In accordance with Section (1) of the Sea Fisheries (Shellfish) Act 1967, Southern IFCA manage
aquaculture activity within a defined area of Poole Harbour under The Poole Harbour Fishery
Order 2015 (‘the Order’). The Order confers on Southern IFCA the right of several fishery for the
cultivation of shellfish of any kind for a period of twenty years from the 1st July 2015. Leases are
issued under the Order for a period of five years.
The Order covers an area of 837.8 hectares and allows for the cultivation of aquaculture species,
namely ‘shellfish’ as defined in the MaCAA 2009 as “crustaceans and molluscs of any kind”. The
main species harvested on the lease beds are Pacific oysters and mussels however, in the past,
native oysters, clam species and common cockle have also been farmed and cultivated in Poole
Harbour. This definition provided in MaCAA allows Southern IFCA to retain flexibility for shellfish
species that could potentially be the subject of future aquaculture activity within the Harbour.

3.1 Ensuring compatibility between aquaculture and MPA Designations
The Southern IFCA aims to promote and manage aquaculture in Poole Harbour under The Order
with well-structured and appropriate governance that allow Southern IFCA to meet marine nature
conservation duties, to develop the future potential for aquaculture practice and seek to better
balance the interests of stakeholders.
3.1.1 Poole Harbour SPA
In order to achieve compliance with statutory duties under the Habitats Directive (as detailed in
Section 2.2.2 of this document), Southern IFCA produce a Habitats Regulation Assessment10
(HRA), which is an assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed aquaculture activities
and any mitigating measures proposed by Southern IFCA in order to demonstrate compatibility
with the Poole Harbour SPA. The HRA is developed in consultation with NE who provide formal
advice to Southern IFCA prior to NE ratifying the HRA.
Management Plan 1 & 3 (Section 7.0 of this document) provide a summary of advice received
from NE with regard to the Poole Harbour SPA since 2015, a summary response to this advice is
provided by Southern IFCA and a description of management measures Southern IFCA have
adopted in order to mitigate against interactions between aquaculture operations and the Poole
Harbour SPA.
The most recent HRA, accompanying the Tranche 2 Lease Bed Reallocation Programme can be
found on the Southern IFCA website. This HRA has been updated (April 2021), following receipt
of NE’s formal advice received December 2020, specific to aquaculture activities taking place on
newly designated lease beds and includes ‘Evidence Packages’ which are specific in
demonstrating how the newly allocated lease beds under Tranche 2 are compatible with the
conservation objectives of the SPA.

10

Document available from Southern IFCA
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3.1.2 Poole Harbour SSSI
In the absence of a formal assessment process for SSSI’s at the time the Order was introduced;
in order to demonstrate compliance with statutory duties under the WCA (1981) (as detailed in
Section 2.2.4 of this document), consideration of the potential interaction between aquaculture
activity and the designated features of the Poole Harbour SSSI were recorded in the HRA. For
the purposes of issuing Tranche 2 leases, SSSI assessments will continue to be considered under
the HRA. Management Plan 2 & 3 in Section 7.0 of this document provides a summary of the
advice received from NE since 2015.
To coincide with the extension of the SSSI in 2018, a joint Site Management Statement (SMS)11
for Poole Harbour was formalised in 2018. The SMS is a public statement, which was prepared,
jointly by Southern IFCA and NE in order to outline the management position in relation to fishing
activity (to include aquaculture) operating within the Poole Harbour SSSI expansion. Management
Plan 2 in Section 7.0 of this document provides a summary of the advice received since 2018 and
the management measures taken by Southern IFCA in response.
3.1.3 Poole Harbour RAMSAR Site
Management Plan 4 in Section 7.0 of this document provides a summary of advice received from
NE with regard to the Poole Harbour RAMSAR site since 2015 and a summary response to this
advice provided by Southern IFCA.

3.2 Management of species subject to aquaculture activity
3.2.1 Pacific Oysters
Pacific oysters (Magallana gigas) have been farmed in Poole Harbour prior to the site being
designated as a SSSI in 1990. Within the grounds leased by Southern IFCA there are a number
of beds on which Magallana gigas are currently farmed, in a process in which the species is grown
from spat at a facility before being laid directly on the seabed once individuals have reached a
certain size.
The Pacific oyster is defined as an invasive non-native species and is categorised as a ‘medium
risk’ under the Water Framework Directive by the UK Technical Advisory Group and a ‘moderate
risk’ by the GB Non-Native Species Secretariat.
Management Plan 5 in Section 7.0 of this document provides a summary of advice received from
NE in 2017 and 2020 with regard to the farming of Magallana gigas within Poole Harbour.
Outcomes of an annual Pacific Oyster Monitoring Programme beginning in April 2021 (subject to
COVID-19 restrictions) are to be annexed in this Management Plan on an annual basis at the
time in which the Management Plan is annually reviewed in line with the requirements under The
Order.

3.4 Ensuring compatibility between aquaculture and other water users
Working in partnership with Poole Harbour Commissioners (PHC), a risk assessment has been
undertaken in order to manage and mitigate the interactions between aquaculture practice and
other water users operating within an area of Poole Harbour designated as an area for personal

11

Document available from Southern IFCA
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watercraft. Management Plan 6 in section 7.0 of this document provides details on the
management measures Southern IFCA will be taking forward in order to mitigate interactions.

3.3 Ensuring compatibility between aquaculture and biosecurity
Southern IFCA has produced a Biosecurity Plan covering the full extent of the Order. The
document outlines the types of activities occurring in Poole Harbour and the potential risks
associated with these activities, as well as inspection procedures and mitigation for the
movement, laying and removal of sea fisheries resources in the proposed area. This is a
standalone document12.
The IFCA work with Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science (CEFAS) to
conduct inspections of lease beds allocated under the Order. The process by which inspections
will be carried out and the requirements on the rights holder for the inspection are set out in the
conditions of the lease issued by Southern IFCA.

12

Document available from Southern IFCA
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4.0 Management under Tranche 1: 2015-2020
In 2015, under The Order, the first tranche (T1) of lease beds were allocated to nine companies
or individuals for a period of five years, under the Terms of the Lease of Right of Several Fishery
of Shellfish Laying in Poole Harbour. Under these Terms the T1 leases terminate on the 30th June
2020.
The footprint of the T1 beds (Map 3) replicated the lease bed allocations under the former Poole
Fishery Order 1985 (which expired in 2015). Under T1, 31 lease beds were sub-leased from
Southern IFCA with the consent of the Commissioners of Crown Lands under the provisions of
the Southern IFCA lease from the Crown. Annex 2 provides a map of the 31 T1 bed allocations.

Map 3: Tranche 1 Lease Beds (2015-2020)
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5.0 Management under Tranche 2: 2020-2025
5.1 T2 Lease Application Process
The second tranche (T2) of lease bed allocation will begin on the 1st July 2020 and expire on the
30th June 2025.
5.1.1 Expressions of Interest
In December 2019 Expressions of interest (EOI) were invited from T1 leaseholders; the basis of
which was to enable Southern IFCA to determine whether T1 leaseholders intended to apply for
lease grounds under T2 of lease bed allocation. In addition, the EOI sought to provide confirmation
that any T1 leaseholders wishing to apply for a T2 lease had a full understanding of the following:
1. Of the terms under which a T2 application would be considered;
a) Which may include the need for closure and reallocation of an existing T1 lease bed
if subtidal benthic habitats are present (Lease Bed Reallocation Plan);
b) That the boundaries of the T2 beds will be defined using WGS84 coordinates and
as a result the existing T1 boundaries may be subject to change;
c) That the annual fee based upon price per hectare may be subject to change;
d) The requirement for T1 holders to provide a Business Plan 2020-2025 and an ‘End
of T1 Lease’ Report;
e) There may be a monetary fee required at the point of application.
f) That consideration of lease allocation under T2 will be subject to applicants meeting
specific and comprehensive criteria;
g) That each application will be considered on its own merits with Southern IFCA
reserving the right to consider the proposals contained within the application in
accordance with their statutory responsibilities.
2. The timelines for application.
5.1.2 Application Criteria
Consideration of the allocation of lease beds under T2 is subject to the production of the
documentation outlined in this section at the time of application. Southern IFCA invited
applications between the 7th February and 3rd April 2020.
5.1.2.1 A Business Plan 2020-2025

A comprehensive Business Plan must be provided at the point of application. Reference to the
following must be included in the Business Plan:
i.
ii.

iii.

iv.

Executive summary providing an overview of your proposed business and plans.
Methodology to include:
a. The target species to be grown and harvested;
b. Details of supplier of seeds for laying;
c. Details of buyers/target market of harvested product;
d. Specification of vessel(s) and platforms to be used; and
e. Details of equipment used in both laying of seeds and harvesting of seeds (please
note that the proposed activity must not place any structure on the seabed).
Company and management summary
a. Details of leaseholder and any other personnel involved in aquaculture
operations.
Financial Forecast
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v.

vi.

vii.

a. Funding and demonstrable sources of funding.
b. The projected quantities of each species to be broken down into annual forecasts
for years 2020 to 2025:
i. kg/year seeding forecast;
ii. kg/year harvesting forecast; and
iii. Identification of any variables, which may compromise achievement of
annual forecasts.
Details of how the proposed business operations are compatible and consistent with
the following conservation considerations:
a. Applicants will need to demonstrate compatibility with the Southern IFCA HRA,
in that there will be no significant impact on the Poole Harbour Special Protection
Area (SPA) as a result of proposed business operations; and
b. Compatibility with the special interest of the Poole Harbour SSSI.
Safety
a. A Safety Plan to demonstrate that appropriate safety measures are in place for
the proposed activity; and
b. To provide evidence of permissions granted by Poole Harbour Commissioners
(PHC) for the use of a commercial vessel within Poole Harbour, under the
Registration
of
Small
Commercial
Craft13,
registration
via
https://phc.co.uk/webforms/register/
A Biosecurity Plan to detail the processes by which the lease bed operator will
ensure that their activities are consistent with best practice and the legal
requirements.

5.1.2.2 End of Tranche 1 Lease Report

A comprehensive End of T1 Lease Report must also be provided at the point of application, with
reference to the following to be included:
i.
ii.

Summary of business operations under the T1 lease.
Demonstration of how lease holders met their 2015-2020 Business Plan
a. Where projected seeding and harvesting forecasts weren’t met, to provide detail
on:
• How and why projected forecasts (seeding and harvesting) weren’t realised;
• Any lessons learnt
b. Future mitigation considerations for proposed business operations under T2.

5.2 T2 Lease Bed Allocation
Consideration of lease allocation under T2 is subject to applicants meeting the criteria detailed in
this Management Plan. Following submission of relevant documentation all applications will be
subject to an assessment undertaken by the Southern IFCA. This process will be carried out with
each application being considered on its own merits and Southern IFCA reserve the right to
consider the proposals contained within the required documentation in accordance with their
statutory responsibilities. These duties are detailed under Sections (153), (154) and (166) of the
Marine and Coastal Access Act (2009), which includes any provision made by or under The Poole
13

‘…For the purpose of promoting or securing conditions conducive to the… safety of navigation…persons and property in the harbour, PHC seek
to ensure that all commercial craft operating within Poole Harbour are properly maintained, equipped and manned and used only for the
purposes for which they are capable...’ Extract taken from the General Direction – Registration of Small Commercial Craft.
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Harbour Fishery Order 2015 under Section 1 of The Sea Fisheries (Shellfish) Act 1967, conferring
the right of regulating a fishery, as well as with specific regard to its duties as the competent and
relevant authority for the governance of the conservation interests of the Poole Harbour SPA and
the Poole Harbour SSSI, the former under Section 9(3) of the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2017 and the latter under Sections (28G) and (28I) of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981. More details on statutory duties can be found in Section 2.2 of this
Document.
The Authority reserve the right to consider the proposals contained within documents and plans
submitted by applicants in terms of the risk to the conservation interests of the site and any
mitigation proposed to avoid deterioration of notable communities, such as peacock worm
(Sabella pavonina). Where mitigation is proposed to avoid active use of ground to ensure that
such communities are maintained, Southern IFCA will consider the transfer of the lease in
question within the extent of The Order and in so doing, recognising the risk to the Authority of
not attaining its duties under section (153) of MaCAA 2009 by causing unnecessary and
unsustainable damage to the marine environment.
5.2.1 Tranche 2 Lease Bed Reallocation Plan
Following the Poole Harbour SSSI extension in 2018; below MLW, encompassing subtidal
estuarial waters and lower shore intertidal mudflats, which support subtidal benthic habitats such
as Sabella pavonina and intertidal sediments; advice from NE was that no aquaculture is to be
allowed to operate in areas of Sabella pavonina beds and in areas of associated sponge
communities including Suberites massa. In addition, where lease beds overlay areas of intertidal
sediments the impact of aquaculture must be considered to ensure that there is no adverse effect
on the integrity of the site.
In direct response to the advice received by NE, as documented in Section 7.1 of the Site
Management Statement, under the T2 Lease Bed Reallocation Programme Southern IFCA will
close three of the T1 lease beds highlighted by NE to be affected by Sabella pavonina. The total
area of these closures equates to 32.4 hectares. The footprint of these areas will receive
permanent protection from bottom-towed fishing through separate management.
In addition, following Southern IFCAs undertaking of a Sabella survey (Map 4) in the vicinity of
the Poole Harbour T1 lease beds:
•

•

•

One other T1 lease bed requires full closure and reallocation (to coincide with the second
tranche of lease bed allocation), due to the presence of Sabella pavonina. The total area
equates to 9.8 Hectares. The footprint of these areas will receive permanent protection from
bottom-towed fishing through separate management;
Two T1 lease beds require part closure and reallocation (to coincide with the second tranche
of lease bed allocation), due to the presence of Sabella pavonina. The total area equates to
1.77 Hectares;
One T1 lease bed requires part closure and reallocation due to its location on intertidal
sediments. The total area equates to 7.09 Hectares.
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Map 4: Presence and absence of Sabella pavonina in Poole Harbour (specific to vicinity of T1 lease beds)

Map 5 overlays the T2 Lease beds with the T1 lease beds, in order to demonstrate where T1
lease beds have been closed and reallocation has occurred as a result of the presence of Sabella
pavonina. Map 6 shows the proposed footprint of the T2 lease beds. More detailed charts and
coordinates for each of the proposed beds is contained within the Annex 3 of this document.

Map 5: The footprint of Tranche 1 (2015-2020) vs. Tranche 2 (2020-2025) lease beds
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Map 6: Tranche 2 Lease beds (2020-2025) More detailed charts and coordinates for each bed available in Annex 3
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5.3 Conditions on Lease Holders under Tranche 2
Each leaseholder is managed under the terms of a ‘Lease of the Right of Several Fishery of
Shellfish Laying’. The lease agreement documents the provisions and management measures
that the Lessee must observe. These may be general conditions, or specific to individual lease
beds and may include, but are not limited to:
a) The requirement for lease holders to use and manage the lease beds in accordance with
the provisions submitted in the lease holders Business Plan (as submitted at the time of
application);
b) Restrictions on the removal of shellfish, to include compliance with minimum conservation
reference sizes and the identification of persons permitted to remove shellfish;
c) Compliance with species specific measures, such as measures specific to the farming of
Pacific oysters;
d) Compliance with vessel length requirements;
e) The requirement for leaseholders to specify in writing any proposed changes in
methodologies within a specified time frame to enable Southern IFCA to ensure
compatibility of methodologies with the conservation objectives and biosecurity objectives
of the site;
f) Compliance with temporal or spatial measures, in order to reduce water user interactions
in Poole Harbour;
g) Compliance with temporal or spatial measures, in order to mitigate against interactions
between conservation objectives of the SPA and the specific methodologies employed by
leaseholders;
h) The requirement for lease holders to mark and maintain the limits of lease bed
boundaries;
i) Compliance with any issues detailed in the HRA assessments within a given timeframe;
j) The requirement for leaseholders to facilitate inspections;
k) Requirement for all relevant lease holder(s) who relay shellfish from the wild fishery in
Poole Harbour to provide documentation in line with conditions specified in Lease
l) The requirement for all relevant lease holders who relay shellfish from the wild fishery to
notify Southern IFCA, in line with the conditions of the Lease, prior to undertaking activity.
Leaseholders will be required to comply with all conditions outlined in the lease issued by the
Authority. These conditions may be specific to a particular area of lease ground. Any leaseholder
that contravenes any conditions may, at the discretion of the Authority, have the lease revoked
and any lays shall return to the possession of the Authority.
5.3.1 Dispensations
The Authority, in its sole discretion, may consider issuing of a Dispensation, following an
application made in writing to the Authority, from the Leaseholder. Leaseholders may apply for
dispensations for the following purposes:
a)
b)
c)
d)

The replacement of a Main Vessel;
The use (to be time limited and activity specific) of an Ancillary Vessel;
The replacement of an Ancillary Vessel;
The removal of shellfish less than that specified in the lease.
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5.3.2 Compliance with Conditions
Under Section (166) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, an Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Officer (IFCO) has the powers to enforce any provision made by or under Section
1 of the Sea Fisheries (Shellfish) Act 1967 conferring the right of regulating a fishery and whilst
enforcing the Order, has common enforcement powers. Any person operating under the Order is
subject to the provisions under section 292 of MaCAA (2009).
Southern IFCA Officers may monitor the area covered under the Order at any time and formal
inspections of areas leased will be conducted as appropriate with additional inspections forming
part of routine compliance patrols of the Harbour.
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7.0 Management Plans
Management Plan 1: Aquaculture and the Poole Harbour SPA Designation

Disturbance
caused by
human
activity

Extent and
distribution
of supporting
non-breeding
habitat

Extent and
distribution
of supporting
14

Frequency, duration and/or intensity of disturbance affecting foraging and roosting overwintering waterbird assemblage, avocet, black tailed godwit, shelduck and little egret
should not reach a level which significantly affects the feature.
NE Advice (2015)
Southern IFCA Response (2015)
Management Measures
“…it cannot be dismissed that boat movements The extent of the Order excludes areas designated as ‘Bird Relevance to the extent of the Order (2015):
used for aquaculture together with other Sensitive Areas’ in the Poole Harbour Aquatic Management No action required
disturbance factors would not cause a significant Plan14 to avoid disturbance to bird species during key sensitive
disturbance to the features of the SPA when taking periods. The majority of these areas are also closed to shellfish Relevance to T1 lease beds (2015-2020):
place in proximity to key feeding and roosting dredging and hand raking through the Southern IFCA byelaw No action required
habitats. Aquaculture activity could cause noise ‘Prohibition on using or carrying a shellfish dredge, scoop or
and visual disturbance (either alone or in handrake in certain areas of Poole Harbour’* ensuring that Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):
combination with other plans and projects) to the disturbance in these areas is further minimised. Existing See Management Plan 3
features listed above when taking place at key aquaculture activity in the Harbour also does not take place
times of the year for the overwintering birds and in within these defined areas.
proximity to important feeding and roosting
sites…”.
*The Byelaw applicable in 2015 has since been replaced by
The Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw and the Poole
Harbour Hand Gathering Byelaw
The extent and distribution of suitable habitat which supports overwintering waterbird assemblage, avocet, black tailed godwit, shelduck and little egret for all stages of the
non-breeding period (moulting, roosting, loafing and feeding) is maintained.
NE Advice (2015)
Southern IFCA Response (2015)
Management Measures
“…eelgrass beds within the intertidal sediment The extent of the Order excludes the eelgrass beds in the Relevance to the extent of the Order (2015):
communities in Poole Harbour are known to Harbour. These beds are protected from bottom towed fishing No action required
support fish eating species such as red breasted gear and hand gathering under the Southern IFCA byelaws
mergansers as well as providing a food source for ‘Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw*’ and ‘Prohibition of Relevance to T1 lease beds (2015-2020):
dark bellied Brent geese. Physical damage could Gathering (Sea Fisheries Resources) in Seagrass Beds No action required
occur from laying of shellfish and structures Byelaw’ respectively. Aquaculture activity currently taking place
support aquaculture on intertidal sediment in Poole Harbour does not occur over this feature.
Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):
communities including eelgrass beds. In addition,
See Management Plan 3
shallow inshore waters provide important feeding * The Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw has since been
and roosting habitats, some aquaculture practices replaced by The Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016
could potentially have an impact on the extent of
this habitat e.g. where floating structures are
causing a loss in the extent of the habitat...”
The extent, distribution and availability of breeding habitat which supports common tern, sandwich tern and Mediterranean gull for all stages of their breeding cycle (courtship,
nesting and feeding) is maintained.
NE Advice (2015)
Southern IFCA Response (2015)
Management Measures
“…shallow inshore waters provide key feeding Shallow inshore waters will be included within the extent of the Relevance to the extent of the Order (2015):
habitat for breeding common and sandwich terns Order however areas where species are seen to preferentially No action required.
and Mediterranean gull. Some aquaculture feed will be assessed against the positioning of individual lays

http://www.pooleharbouraqmp.co.uk/viewplan.html
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breeding
habitat

practices could potentially have an impact on the
extent of this habitat e.g. where floating structures
area causing a loss in the extent of the habitat...”

and proposed activity within those lays. Lays which are to be
included in the Tranche 1 allocation do not currently use
floating structures and this will be considered against the
business plans proposed through this tranche.

Relevance to T1 lease beds (2015-2020):
Methodologies in Business Plans screened and
assessed to ensure floating structures are not an
intended practice.
Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):
Methodologies in Business Plans screened and
assessed to ensure floating structures are not an
intended practice

Breeding
population
(productivity
and survival)

Food
availability
(function and
supporting
processes)

Overall breeding productivity and adult survival is at a level which is consistent with maintaining the structure and abundance of the population of Mediterranean gulls at or
above its current or target level, whichever is the higher at all stages of its breeding cycle (courtship, nesting and feeding) is maintained.
NE Advice (2015)
Southern IFCA Response (2015)
Management Measures
“…disturbance of Mediterranean gull nesting sites The extent of the Order excludes the area of Seagull Island and Relevance to the extent of the Order (2015):
from boat movements for aquaculture taking place Brownsea Lagoon. The extent into the Wareham Channel is No action required
in proximity to Seagull Island could cause a decline deemed to be of a distance great enough not to cause
in the annual productivity or breeding success of disturbance to Mediterranean gull by remaining in the area of Relevance to T1 lease beds (2015-2020):
the population and this may adversely affect the the channel and avoiding areas designated as intertidal No action required
overall size and age-structure of the breeding sediment. Lays proposed under tranche 1 allocation are not
population and its long-term viability…”.
within proximity to Seagull Island or Brownsea Lagoon.
Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):
No action required
Maintain the overall prey availability of key prey species of preferred prey sizes which supports overwintering water bird assemblage, avocet, black tailed godwit, shelduck
and little egret and breeding common tern, sandwich tern and Mediterranean gull.
NE Advice (2015)
Southern IFCA Response (2015)
Management Measures
“…sediment disturbance as a result of aquaculture The extent of the Order excludes the supporting habitats Relevance to the extent of the Order (2015):
(and in combination with other fishing activities) designated for the SPA; areas of intertidal sediment above No action required
can potentially impact on bird prey availability, mean low water (other than that already used for aquaculture),
prey size and the bird’s ability to forage over reed bed and saltmarsh are not contained within the extent. Relevance to T1 lease beds (2015-2020):
intertidal sediment communities and shallow Lays under the Tranche 1 allocation have been in place for a Methodologies in Business Plans to be screened and
inshore waters. This can be through removal period of 30 years and therefore under the Order will have a assessed to ensure structures are not placed on
(mortality) or target and non-target species and minimal impact on prey availability and habitat structure as the seabed.
impacts on non-target prey availability through seabed within these lays is already well defined and developed
changes in habitat structure of the intertidal for aquaculture. Currently under the Tranche 1 lays there are Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):
sediment communities. In addition, aquaculture no structures placed on the seabed, which may affect prey
practices could also potentially affect the water availability access, the majority of these areas are also not
•
Methodologies in Business Plans screened
quality which in turn could impact on the prey exposed at low tide making them unsuitable for foraging.
and assessed to ensure structure placed on
availability…”.
Currently there are no structures placed on the seabed for
the seabed are not an intended practice
aquaculture, should this be proposed in the future, the IFCA will
require a lease from the Crown Estate to cover the ground
•
See Management Plan 3
where structures would be placed, consideration will also be
made to the impact on the available sediment on the placing of
these structures.
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Management Plan 2: Aquaculture and the Poole Harbour SSSI
NE Advice (2015)
In addition to the overwintering birds the
SSSI is designated for nesting birds
using the fringing reed bed and
saltmarsh habitats of Poole Harbour
and several marine invertebrate
species. Natural England advise that
aquaculture has the potential to
damage the breeding bird assemblage
feature through disturbance in proximity
to their nesting and feeding sites.
Additional
notable
communities,
including Sabella, have been identified
in some channels in the Harbour.
Natural England advise that proposals
for aquaculture could potentially
damage these communities.

Southern IFCA Response (2015)
The extent of the Order excludes reed bed, saltmarsh and key areas of
intertidal sediment. The extent also excludes areas defined as ‘Bird
Sensitive Areas’, which are also closed to shellfish dredging and hand
raking, removing disturbance impacts and providing an area for nesting
and feeding sites. Any proposals for aquaculture activity will be
considered in relation to any notable communities’ present in designated
areas.

Management Measures
Relevance to the extent of the Order (2015):
No action required

In addition to the above considerations, Southern IFCA are advised that
bird count data analysed by Natural England in 2012 indicates declines in
numbers of overwintering birds in sectors of the Harbour. The areas of
Lychett Bay and Brands Bay were highlighted; these areas are excluded
from the extent of the Order.

Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):
(1) Specific objectives for ongoing and future aquaculture management
were outlined in the Site Management Statement. It is these
management objectives that are being taken forward in the Lease Bed
Reallocation Programme 2020 and will coincide with the second
Tranche (T2) of lease bed allocation under the Order, as well as the
introduction of new lease conditions.

Mid-stream areas of the subtidal channels of Poole Harbour have highdensity beds of the polychaete Sabella species. These are particularly
widespread in the South Deep area and are of particular conservation
interest as a habitat for other species (Dyrynda 1991). The species itself
is not rare but Poole Harbour is the best-known example of where the
species form high-density beds with a substantial associated fauna. As
such they exhibit a high species richness and diversity, with the tubes
colonised by seaweeds, sponges (including the rare Suberites massa),
bryozoans and ascidians while crabs and fish are associated with these
Sabella beds. (Dyrynda 1991; Baldock, 2016). Sabella pavonia is not a
feature if the SSSI, however it supports the features and habitats of the
designation and should be maintained in favourable condition, therefore
any damage to Sabella beds constitutes damage to the feature and
should be maintained.
NE and Southern IFCA Site Management Statement (2018)
Within Poole Harbour there are a number of areas where Sabella pavonina has been located. Advice received from
Natural England was that aquaculture practice could potentially damage the Sabella pavonina beds. With the SSSI
extension below mean low water and a clearer understanding of the location of Sabella pavonina beds and
associated important sponge communities including Suberites massa, the advice from Natural England is that no
aquaculture is to be allowed to operate in these areas. In addition, where lease beds overlay areas of intertidal
sediments the impact of aquaculture must be considered to ensure that there is no adverse effect on the integrity of
the site. This advice is clarified in a Site Management Statement15, which is a public statement prepared jointly by
Southern IFCA and Natural England in order to outline the management position in relation to fishing activity (to
include aquaculture) operating within the Poole Harbour SSSI expansion, as notified on the 24th May 2018.
The Joint Management Statement was agreed at the Meeting of the Full Authority in December 2018.

Relevance to T1 lease beds (2015-2020):
Voluntary non-farming of following lease beds: A, E, N (39.8 Hectares)
to account for the presence of Sabella. Provision written into Business
Plan

(i) Full closure of:
•
T1 beds A, E, N: due to presence of Sabella pavonina
(equating to 39.8 hectares) in South Deep and Wych
Channel.
•
T1 bed BC: due to presence of Sabella pavonina (equating
to 2.4 hectares) within Wych Channel.
The footprint of these areas (A, E, N, BC) will receive permanent
protection from bottom-towed fishing under a revised Southern
IFCA Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw in order to take into
account the extension of the SSSI. This byelaw is currently under
revision.
(ii) Part closure of:
•
T1 bed BV: due to presence of Sabella pavonina (equating
to 0.85 hectares) within Wych Channel
•
T1 bed BX: due to presence of Sabella pavonina (equating
to 0.92 hectares) within Wych Channel
•
T1 bed AA: (equating to 7.09 hectares) due to location in
intertidal sediments, which under the SSSI are key estuarine
habitats, which comprise a range of biotopes including areas
of Zostera marina. In addition, intertidal mudflats provide
important areas for wintering waders and breeding rare birds
in certain tides.
(2) See Management Plan 3

15

Document available from Southern IFCA
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Management Plan 3: Aquaculture and the Poole Harbour SPA and SSSI Designations 2020 update
NE Advice on interactions between overwintering birds and Lease Beds 7, 8 and 12 (December 2020)
“…the key period of the year for most overwintering bird features in Poole Harbour SPA is between September and March. Based on this…there is clear overlap in terms of the presence of
protected bird features and the planned ‘cleaning’ and ‘harvesting’ operations. Due to the location of these lease beds (7, 8, 12)) these activities could be impacting potentially important SPA
supporting habitat if bird features are using these areas. We appreciate that these lease beds are below the mapped mean low water mark but parts are above chart datum and could be
exposed at certain times over the winter. There is evidence that although rarely exposed these lower shore habitats can provide an extremely dense and therefore valuable source of prey
items for wildfowl and waders…’
NE advice specific to Lease Beds specified
Southern IFCA
Management Measures
Response (2020)
Lease Bed 12:
The most recent HRA Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):
Feeding and Prey Availability:
2020 (updated February
‘…based on the anecdotal evidence provided by local ornithologists, NE understands that few of the protected 2021,
following
the Seasonal and Temporal Restriction:
features use this area and the key species are red-breasted merganser and goldeneye. Given the preferred prey receipt of NE’s formal Lease Bed 12
for both bird species (fish and various invertebrates including M.edulis respectively), NE…concludes that the prey advice
in
December Prohibition of aquaculture activity outside
availability and the ability of bird features to prey on species using the area around lease bed 12 will not be impacted 2020) can be found on the of the hours 20:00 to 08:00 daily, during the
by planned operations…’
Southern IFCA website calendar months April, May, June, July,
This updated version of August and September.
Night-time rafting:
the
HRA
includes
‘…Natural England recognises that vessel-based activity such as dredging will take place at high water, during day ‘Evidence
Packages’
light hours (and any night-time activity will only take place April to May) and since the nearest area of exposed demonstrating how the
supporting habitat is likely to be some distance away (ca. 500m), pressures related to disturbance of birds using the newly allocated lease
intertidal supporting habitat such as ‘visual disturbance’ and ‘above water noise’ are not likely to be relevant. In beds under Tranche 2 are
addition, any rafting species such as red-breasted merganser and goldeneye that could aggregate to roost on the compatible
with
the
water will not be disturbed due to operations only taking place in daylight hours.
conservation objectives
of the SPA.
Conclusion: ‘…Natural England recognises that while there will be impacts associated with lease bed operations,
it can be confidently concluded that, given the proposed methods of aquaculture being employed, the species being
farmed and the mitigation implemented, these impacts are not significant and will not adversely affect integrity of
the SPA. Natural England therefore agrees with SIFCA’s conclusion…’
Lease Bed 7&8:
Feeding and Prey Availability:
‘…As above (re: bed 12) and using the same rationale Natural England agrees with SIFCA’s conclusion that prey
availability and the ability of bird features that use the area (specifically red-breasted merganser and goldeneye) to
prey on species using the area around lease bed 7 and 8 will not be impacted by planned aquaculture operations…’
Night-time rafting:
‘…since all activities are proposed to take place between 08:00-16:00 NE concludes that aquaculture operations
will not present a risk to any bords using the area for rafting at night as there will be no interaction, and therefore no
disturbance.
Abrasion:
‘…While not specifically supporting habitat for SPA features, Natural England supports the SIFCAs proposed
measure to require leaseholders to carry out any lease bed ‘cleaning’ operations (i.e. one off dredging to flatten the
seabed and remove undesirable material of permanently submerged seabed), after winter after the over-wintering
birds have largely left the site. NE advises that ideally this should take place after March in order to avoid the over-
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Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):
Seasonal and Temporal Restriction:
Lease Beds 7&8
Prohibition of ‘bed cleaning’ during the
calendar months September, October,
November, December, January, February,
March.

wintering period as set out in the seasonality table in Natural England’s conservation advice for the site. As
demonstrated as part of this Appropriate Assessment, although the time spent ‘cleaning’ these beds over these
months is considered to be small, and resulting pressures unlikely to impact prey availability, by avoiding this period
goldeneye can use the lease beds for feeding without any disturbance at all. This will further reduce any residual
impacts on the waterbird assemblage feature...’
Conclusion: ‘…Natural England recognises that while there will be impacts associated with lease bed operations,
it can be confidently concluded that, given the permanently submerged nature of the lease beds, proposed methods
of aquaculture being employed, and the mitigation implemented, these impacts are not significant and will not
adversely affect the integrity of the SPA. Natural England therefore agrees with SIFCA’s conclusion…’

Management Plan 4: Aquaculture and the Poole Harbour RAMSAR Site
NE Advice (2015)
In addition to overwintering waders and
wildfowl the Ramsar site is designated
for eelgrass beds. Natural England
advised that physical damage could
occur to this habitat if shellfish or
structures supporting aquaculture were
laid over the eelgrass beds.

Southern IFCA Response (2015)
Eelgrass beds are excluded from the Order extent and will not be subject
to aquaculture activity. In addition, these areas are protected from bottom
towed fishing gear and hand gathering under the Southern IFCA byelaws
‘Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw’* and ‘Prohibition of Gathering (Sea
Fisheries Resources) in Seagrass Beds Byelaw’ respectively. Aquaculture
activity currently taking place in Poole Harbour does not occur over this
feature.
* The Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw has since been replaced by The
Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016
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Management Measures
Relevance to the extent of the Order (2015):
No action required
Relevance to T1 lease beds (2015-2020):
No action required
Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):
No action required

Management Plan 5: Aquaculture and species interactions
NE Advice (2017)
‘…Due to the proximity of the Poole Harbour lease beds to the
SSSI, SPA and Ramsar site, we believe that there is a risk that
wild oyster settlement could adversely affect the features and
supporting habitats of these sites. It is Natural England’s view that
in most cases, the risk of wild settlement can be minimised by
using triploid oysters…on this basis we would support revised
management measures to prohibit the laying of diploid oysters
under the terms of the Poole Harbour Several Order. The advice
provided above is consistent with Natural England’s general
guidance on Pacific oyster aquaculture within or adjacent to
designated sites. However, in the absence of formal policy
guidance, there may be circumstances where an applicant
specifically requests the use of diploid oysters. In such cases, we
would review the request on a site-specific basis with regard to
local environmental conditions and seek assurance that any
potential impacts of wild settlement are adequately mitigated.

Southern IFCA Response (2017-18)
In order to ensure that the stock of Pacific oysters
laid onto leased ground in Poole Harbour is of
triploid stock or subject to another method of
sterilization, an amendment will need to be made
to the Poole Harbour Fishery Order 2015
Management Plan to stipulate a provision relating
to the specific farming of Pacific oysters. This
amendment to the Management Plan will also
state that applications to farm Pacific Oysters
using a type of stock different to that stipulated
will be considered on a case-by-case basis with
the proposed method being subject to an
Appropriate Assessment.

In addition, Natural England have further clarified that their
current view for Poole Harbour is that, as there has been no
evidence of Pacific Oysters spreading over the intertidal mudflats
in Poole Harbour as a result of current cultivation, Pacific Oysters
may be laid on leased beds providing the oysters are of triploid
stock or are subject to another method of sterilization including
but not limited to the laying of quadriploid stock. Provided that
appropriate amendments are incorporated into the Management
Plan Natural England do not object to the farming of Pacific
Oysters within Poole Harbour…’

Management Measures
Relevance to the extent of the Order (2015):
No action required
Relevance to T1 lease beds (2015-2020):
Specific objectives for ongoing and future aquaculture management
were outlined in the Site Management Statement in 2018 – lease
holders were made aware of the need to use triploid stock , or stock
subject to another method of sterilisation on lease grounds.
Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):
Management Plan and lease conditions updated to reflect advice
received from NE. New conditions relating to Pacific oysters to be
introduced in the T2 leases, being:
1. The stock of Pacific oysters laid onto lease ground in Poole
Harbour must be of triploid stock or subject to another method
of sterilisation;
2. Applications to farm Pacific oysters using a type of stock
different to that stipulated in (1) will be considered on a caseby-case basis, with the proposed methodology subject to an
Appropriate Assessment.

For reference: it is anticipated, following the formulation of a Pacific
Oyster Review Group in the Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (DEFRA), that a National Policy on the use of Pacific
oysters in aquaculture may be introduced in the future. Where
appropriate, both the Management Plan and Lease Conditions may
be subject to amendments in line with the introduction of future
National Policy.
Update 2022: At a meeting of the Shellfish Association of Great
Britain Mollusc Committee in March 2022, a representative from Defra
provided an update that it had been determined that a National Policy
on Pacific Oysters was not required. It had been decided that each
Pacific Oyster aquaculture enterprise (farm) would require an
individual HRA based on site-specific considerations. An HRA is
already completed in line with the issuing of leases for the Order, it is
therefore expected that any future amendments to the Management
Plan and Lease Conditions which may be required will be determined
on the basis of the drafting of the HRA every five years.
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NE Advice (December 2020)
‘…(1) NE advise the need to establish and demonstrate that the
current levels of Pacific oyster production are not causing an
impact. To that end and in order to conclude no adverse effect
on site integrity beyond reasonable scientific doubt, NE advises
that 2 further aspects (in addition to the lease conditions
introduced) are considered:
(a) That current levels of effort i.e. the amount of stock laid
should be capped until it can be demonstrated that there is no
risk to the Poole Harbour SPA and RAMSAR site;

Southern IFCA Response (December 2020)
Southern IFCA provided evidence of Mills (2016)
as the most relevant source of data that
demonstrates the status of Pacific oysters in the
SPA. This PhD study presents an assessment of
Pacific oyster presence and distribution in Poole
Harbour based on data from 2013 and provides a
comparison with other sites such as Southampton
Water. The study reflects the apparent lack of
feral populations of Pacific oysters in Poole
harbour and suggests possible reasons for this.

(b) that robust annual monitoring and reviews will be
implemented to demonstrate that no feral populations have or
will become established – the annual monitoring to be of
particular relevance in light of expected CEFAs Pacific oyster
analysis due in 2021…’

Management Measures
Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):
a) Current effort (amount of stock laid) has been capped in line with
current (2020) and/or historic levels on beds farming Pacific oysters.
Details of which can be found in the HRA.
b) Annual monitoring and outcomes to be published in this
Management Plan annually. The first monitoring to take place in April
2021 and continue annually for the duration of the leases in order to
establish a baseline and provide a robust assessment of change
overtime. NE will be involved in discussions around methodology and
outcomes (resulting analyses).
The report for the 2021-22 survey is due to be provided in spring 2022.
c) A National Policy on the use of Pacific oysters in aquaculture is
anticipated to be introduced in 2021. As such, and where appropriate,
both the Management Plan and Lease Conditions may be subject to
amendments in line with the introduction of future National Policy.
Update 2022: as per section above, Defra will not be producing a
National Policy for Pacific oysters at this time.
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Management Plan 6: Aquaculture and water user interactions
Management Measures
Relevance to T1 lease beds (2015-2020):

Relevance to the extent of the Order (2015):

Relevance to T2 lease beds (2020-2025):

Full assessments of interactions with other water users
(navigation, wild fisheries and shellfish beds, personal
watercraft interactions e.g. jet ski designated areas), small
craft moorings, Port of Poole operations) undertaken during
the consultation phase for The Order.

As per relevance to extent of the Order (2015)

Risk assessment (below) undertaken to quantify the
interaction of aquaculture operations (vessel on site) on
Lease Bed 12 with personal watercraft users. Outcomes:
specific lease conditions to be introduced as per Risk
Assessment controls.

Annex 1: Risk Assessment for aquaculture
vessel operations and personal watercraft
interactions

Risk Assessment undertaken: 11/04/2022

Assessor: Southern IFCA (in collaboration with PHC)

Activity/Process

Number of persons at risk:
Number

Interaction between aquaculture vessel
operations (cleaning bed, seeding and
harvesting) on Lease Bed 12 with the
Personal Watercraft Area north of Brownsea
Island

Review: Annually

Lease holder and operatives

1
2-5
6-10
10+
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Personal watercraft users

Hazards Involved with Activity/Process

Without control measures

With control measures

Likelihood X

Severity =

Rating

Likelihood X

Severity =

Rating

A

Collision between vessel used for aquaculture and
personal watercraft users

4

4

16

1

4

4

B

Collision between personal watercraft users and
buoys used to demarcate the boundary of the
lease bed

4

4

16

1

4

4

Basic Safety Measures/controls/mitigation
1

Prohibition of aquaculture activities outside of the hours: 08:00 and 20:00 during the months April to September, with the intention to reduce the interaction between water
users and vessels used for the purposes of aquaculture. Assumption that the peak number of water users will be operational during daylight hours and during the spring and
summer months.

2

Requirement for leaseholder to have functional AIS onboard vessel and active during hours of operations. This will negate the need for physical marking of the lease bed
area (buoys), and thus remove the potential for interaction between personal watercraft and buoys.
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Annex 2: Tranche 1 lease bed locations
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Annex 3: Tranche 2 lease bed charts and coordinates

Point No.
1-A
1-B
1-C
1-D
1-E
1-F
1-G
1-H
1-I
1-J
1-K
1-L
1-M

Lease Bed 1– external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude
002° 00.282' W
50° 41.970' N
002° 00.282' W
50° 42.109' N
001° 59.976' W
50° 42.158' N
001° 59.976' W
50° 42.100' N
001° 59.680' W
50° 42.134' N
001° 59.238' W
50° 42.134' N
001° 59.238' W
50° 42.016' N
001° 59.181' W
50° 42.016' N
001° 59.181' W
50° 41.906' N
001° 59.297' W
50° 41.827' N
001° 59.487' W
50° 41.827' N
001° 59.487' W
50° 42.034' N
001° 59.680' W
50° 42.034' N
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Point No.
2-A
2-B
2-C
2-D
2-E
2-F
2-G

Lease Bed 2– external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude
001° 59.080' W
50° 41.928' N
001° 59.080' W
50° 42.194' N
001° 58.672' W
50° 42.194' N
001° 58.672' W
50° 42.029' N
001° 58.876' W
50° 42.029' N
001° 58.876' W
50° 41.954' N
001° 59.009' W
50° 41.954' N
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Point No.
3-A
3-B
3-C
3-D
3-E

Lease Bed 3 – external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude
001° 59.778' W
50° 41.827' N
001° 59.778' W
50° 42.023' N
001° 59.680' W
50° 42.034' N
001° 59.487' W
50° 42.034' N
001° 59.487' W
50° 41.827' N
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Point No.

4-A
4-B
4-C
4-D

Lease Bed 4 – external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude

001° 58.876' W
001° 58.876' W
001° 58.672' W
001° 58.672' W

50° 41.975' N
50° 42.029' N
50° 42.029' N
50° 41.975' N
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Point No.
5-A
5-B
5-C
5-D
5-E
5-F
5-G

Lease Bed 5 – external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude
002° 00.490' W
002° 00.490' W
002° 00.316' W
002° 00.316' W
001° 59.677' W
001° 59.677' W
002° 00.289' W

50° 41.733' N
50° 41.940' N
50° 41.940' N
50° 41.827' N
50° 41.827' N
50° 41.434' N
50° 41.733' N

38

Point No.
6-A
6-B
6-C
6-D
6-E
6-F

Lease Bed 6 – external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude
1° 59.677' W
1° 59.677' W
1° 59.326' W
1° 59.401' W
1° 59.518' W
1° 59.576' W

50° 41.434' N
50° 41.827' N
50° 41.827' N
50° 41.729' N
50° 41.463' N
50° 41.434' N
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Point No.
7-A
7-B
7-C

Lease Bed 7 – external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude
002° 00.819' W
002° 00.516' W
002° 00.516' W

50° 41.710' N
50° 41.706' N
50° 41.588' N
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Point No.
8-A
8-B
8-C
8-D

Lease Bed 8 – external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude
002° 00.516' W
002° 00.516' W
002° 00.291' W
002° 00.291' W

50° 41.588' N
50° 41.706' N
50° 41.641' N
50° 41.460' N
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Point No.
9-A
9-B
9-C
9-D

Lease Bed 9 – external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude
002° 00.291' W
002° 00.291' W
001° 59.984' W
002° 00.048' W

50° 41.338' N
50° 41.641' N
50° 41.479' N
50° 41.334' N
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Point No.
10-A
10-B
10-C
10-D
10-E

Lease Bed 10 – external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude
002° 00.048' W
001° 59.984' W
001° 59.634' W
001° 59.672' W
001° 59.788' W

50° 41.334' N
50° 41.479' N
50° 41.297' N
50° 41.206' N
50° 41.153' N
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Point No.
11-A
11-B
11-C
11-D

Lease Bed 11 – external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude
001° 57.655' W
50° 40.802' N
001° 57.481' W
50° 40.946' N
001° 57.247' W
50° 40.840' N
001° 57.435' W
50° 40.699' N
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Point No.
12-A
12-B
12-C
12-D
12-E
12-F

Lease Bed 12 – external coordinates
Longitude
Latitude
001° 58.672' W
50° 41.982' N
001° 58.672' W
50° 42.148' N
001° 58.363' W
50° 42.148' N
001° 58.363' W
50° 42.071' N
001° 58.125' W
50° 42.042' N
001° 58.125' W
50° 41.982' N
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OFFICER’S REPORT
THE SOLENT BIVALVE SURVEY REPORT
Report by IFCO Birchenough
A.

Purpose of the Report
For Members to receive a report on the findings of the Solent Bivalve Survey
following the completion of surveys in Autumn 2021 and Spring 2022.

B.

Recommendation
That Members note the report.

C.

Annex
i.

Solent Bivalve Survey Report – Autumn 2021 to Spring 2022

1.

Background

1.1

The Solent Bivalve Survey is carried out twice each year to assess the
distribution and abundance of bivalve species in three bivalve Management
Areas defined under the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw, namely Area 4
(Southampton Water), Area 5 (Portsmouth Harbour) and Area 6 (Langstone
Harbour). The survey in spring provides information on the stock following the
closure of the dredge fishing season and the survey in autumn on the stock
prior to the opening of the fishing season in November.

1.2

The results of the survey focus on the two main bivalve species harvested
commercially in these Management Areas, the Manila clam (Ruditapes
philippinarum) and the common cockle (Cerastoderma edule). The results from
the survey provide data which can be used as a baseline against which to
monitor trends in stock levels and potential changes in the population of
commercial bivalve species which will feed into the future development of
management for the Solent Dredge Permit Fishery.

1.3

The survey was not able to be run in autumn 2020 or spring 2021 due to the
Covid-19 pandemic but was able to be resumed for the autumn 2021 survey
onwards.

1.4

The attached report provides data and analysis for the autumn 2021 and spring
2022 surveys with additional time-series analysis for available survey data from
2018 onwards.

1.5

The conclusion of the report is that the data from the autumn 2021 and spring
2022 surveys does not indicate that the Solent Dredge Permit Fishery is having
a negative effect on the stock of the two main commercially harvested species
studied in the annual bivalve survey, the Manila clam and the Common cockle.

Marked F: Annex
Southern IFCA Survey Report

Solent Bivalve Survey
Autumn 2021 to Spring 2022
1. Introduction
The Solent Bivalve Survey is carried out twice each year to assess the distribution and abundance
of bivalve species1 in three bivalve Management Areas defined under the Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw, namely Area 4 (Southampton Water), Area 5 (Portsmouth Harbour) and Area 6
(Langstone Harbour). The survey in spring provides information on the stock following the closure
of the dredge fishing season and the survey in autumn on the stock prior to the opening of the
fishing season in November. The results of the survey focus on the two main bivalve species
harvested commercially in these Management Areas, the Manila clam (Ruditapes philippinarum)
and the common cockle (Cerastoderma edule). The results from the survey provide data which
can be used as a baseline against which to monitor trends in stock levels and potential changes
in the population of commercial bivalve species which will feed into the future development of
management for the Solent Dredge Permit Fishery.

2. Methodology
The spring 2022 survey took place between 22nd – 24th March
using three local fishing vessels, familiar with each
management area, operating a box clam dredge consistent
with normal fishing practice (figure 1).
Each management area has defined survey sites which
represent areas of different fishing intensity and habitat type.
The areas surveyed also span a range of classifications for
shellfish species as defined by the Food Standards Agency.
The survey sites for each management area are shown in
Figure 2.
Shellfish samples were
methodology.

obtained

using

the

following

1. Three dredge tows, timed at one minute, within each survey
site area (consistent across all survey years)
Figure 1. Photo of the box clam
dredge used in the survey.
2. After one minute the dredge was brought inboard, and any
bivalves were retained
3. The presence/absence of different sediment types and other habitat identifiers including weed
and slipper limpet (Crepidula fornicata) were recorded and abundance scored on a scale of 15
4. Each bivalve was identified to species and the first 50 individuals of each species were
measured along the widest axis (length) to the nearest millimetre
5. Manila clams and cockles were separated into above and below their minimum conservation
reference size (MCRS) (35mm and 23.8mm respectively) and then weighed
6. All samples were returned to shellfish production areas with the same classification as that from
which they had been taken after measuring

1

This survey collects information on all bivalve species obtained, however the methodology mirrors that used to
target clam and cockle species primarily. Scallops are an important bivalve for this fishery however the stock of
this species is surveyed separately using a different gear type.

Figure 2. Map showing each of the three management areas surveyed and the location of survey sites within each
area.

3. Results
The results of the survey focus on two main commercial species, the Manila clam and the
Common cockle. Other species found during the survey in smaller quantities included the
American Hard-Shelled clam (Mercenaria mercenaria), the Native clam (Ruditapes
decussatus), the native oyster (Ostrea edulis), the Pacific oyster (Magallana gigas), the spiny
cockle (Acanthocardia aculeata), king scallop (Pecten maximus), Chlamys (Chlamys
islandica) and the blue mussel (Mytilus edulis).
3.1 Catch Per Unit Effort
Data on the abundance and distribution of Manila clam and common cockle is presented as
catch per unit effort, defined as kg of shellfish per metre of dredge per hour, for each sampling
site. CPUE is provided for each species at or above the minimum conservation reference size
and below the minimum conservation reference size (MCRS). It should be noted that, given
the sampling method is size selective, data for stock below MCRS will not be representative
of the full portion of the stock of each species in these size classes, however consistency in
survey methodology between years allows for comparisons. The use of CPUE consistently
between survey years and pre/post fishing season allows for statistical comparisons to identify
if there are any significant changes to the stock of these two species. These comparisons are
made for each management area.

3.1.1

Comparison between pre and post the 2021-22 fishing season

CPUE data from autumn 2021, as a representation of pre-fishing season conditions, has been
compared to CPUE data from spring 2022, as a representation of post-fishing season
conditions for each management area considering CPUE at or above MCRS and below

MCRS. The average CPUE for each species at or above MCRS and below MCRS for each
management area for the autumn 2021 and spring 2022 surveys is shown in Figure 3. Results
showed that for the management areas as a whole:
Manila Clam2
•

•

•

For Southampton Water, there was no significant difference in CPUE at or above MCRS
(P=0.804) or below MCRS (P=0.087) between the autumn 2021 survey and the spring
2022 survey.
For Portsmouth Harbour, there was no significant difference in CPUE at or above MCRS
(P=0.876) or below MCRS (P=0.513) between the autumn 2021 survey and the spring
2022 survey.
For Langstone Harbour, there was no significant difference in CPUE at or above MCRS
(P=0.340) or below MCRS (P=1.000) between the autumn 2021 survey and the spring
2022 survey.

Common Cockle2
•

•

•

2

For Southampton Water, there was no significant difference in CPUE at or above MCRS
(P=0.168) between the autumn 2021 survey and the spring 2022 survey. The CPUE
below MCRS was significantly higher in spring 2022 (average 0.5 kg per metre of dredge
per hour) than autumn 2021 (average 0.1 kg per metre of dredge per hour) (U=318.5,
P<0.01).
For Portsmouth Harbour, there was no significant difference in CPUE at or above MCRS
(P=0.449) between the autumn 2021 survey and the spring 2022 survey. The CPUE
below MCRS was significantly higher in spring 2022 (10.7 kg per metre of dredge per
hour) than autumn 2021 (0.2 kg per metre of dredge per hour) (U=25.5, P<0.001).
For Langstone Harbour, there was no significant difference in CPUE at or above MCRS
(P=0.182) or below MCRS (P=0.216) between the autumn 2021 survey and the spring
2022 survey.

Analysis was performed using a non-parametric Mann-Whitney U-Test as the data failed a normality test.

A

B

C

D

Figure 3: CPUE (kg of shellfish per metre of dredge per hour) for A) Manila clam at or above MCRS, B) Manila clam below MCRS, C) Cockle at or above MCRS and D) Cockle below MCRS
for the three management areas; Southampton Water, Portsmouth Harbour and Langstone Harbour for the survey in Autumn 2021 (dark grey) and Spring 2022 (pale grey). Error bars show
the standard deviation.

3.1.2

Comparison between survey years for spring (post-fishing season) surveys

CPUE data for surveys carried out in the spring, representing post-fishing season conditions,
has been compared between survey years. For Manila clam CPUE data is available for 20182020 and 2022 and for common cockle for 2020 and 2022 (weight data for cockle was not
collected prior to 2020), please note there is no survey data available for spring 2021 due to
the Covid-19 pandemic. The average CPUE for each species at or above MCRS and below
MCRS for each management area for each available year is shown in Figure 4. Results
showed that for the management areas as a whole:
Manila Clam3
•

•

•

For Southampton Water, CPUE data was not available for spring 2018 as survey
conditions were too rough to take weight data for samples. Comparisons for 2019, 2020
and 2022 showed that the CPUE at or above MCRS was significantly higher in 2020
(average 28.6 kg per metre of dredge per hour) compared to 2019 (average 18.9 kg per
metre of dredge per hour) (P<0.05). CPUE below MCRS was significantly higher in 2020
(average 40.7 kg per metre of dredge per hour) than in 2022 (20.1 kg per metre of dredge
per hour) (P<0.05).
For Portsmouth Harbour, there was no significant difference between years for CPUE at
or above MCRS (P=0.058). CPUE below MCRS was significantly higher in 2022 (average
31.6 kg per metre of dredge per hour) compared to 2018 (average 8.3 kg per metre of
dredge per hour) (P<0.05).
For Langstone Harbour, there was no significant difference between years for CPUE at
or above MCRS (P=0.567). CPUE below MCRS was significantly higher in 2019 (average
1.8 kg per metre of dredge per hour) than 2018 (average 0.3 kg per metre of dredge per
hour) (P<0.05).

Common Cockle2
•
•
•

For Southampton Water, there was no significant difference in CPUE at or above MCRS
(P=0.325) or CPUE below MCRS (P=0.426).
For Portsmouth Harbour, there was no significant difference in CPUE at or above MCRS
(P=0.592) or CPUE below MCRS (P=0.865).
For Langstone Harbour, there was no significant difference in CPUE at or above MCRS
(P=0.669) or CPUE below MCRS (P=0.093).

3.1.3

Comparison between survey years for autumn (pre-fishing season) surveys

CPUE for surveys carried out in the autumn, representing pre-fishing season conditions has
also been compared between survey years. This is only possible for Manila clam as cockle
weight data was not collected prior to 2020 and there is no autumn data for 2020 due to the
Covid-19 pandemic therefore autumn 2021 is the only survey with CPUE data for cockle. For
Manila clam, CPUE data is available for 2018, 2019 and 2021. The data is shown in Figure 5.
Manila Clam3
•
•
•

3

For Southampton Water there was no significant difference between years for either
CPUE at or above MCRS (P=0.826) or below MCRS (P=0.116).
For Portsmouth Harbour there was no significant difference between years for either
CPUE at or above MCRS (P=0.267) or below MCRS (P=0.196).
For Langstone Harbour there was no significant difference between years for either
CPUE at or above MCRS (P=0.468) or below MCRS (P=0.959).

Analysis was performed using a non-parametric Kruskall-Wallis Test as the data failed a normality test.
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D

Figure 4: CPUE (kg of shellfish per metre of dredge per hour) for A) Manila clam at or above MCRS, B) Manila clam below MCRS, C) Cockle at or above MCRS and D) Cockle below MCRS
for the three management areas; Southampton Water, Portsmouth Harbour and Langstone Harbour for surveys carried out in the spring. For Manila clam data is available for 2018-2020 and
2022 (except for Southampton Water where there is no data available for 2018). For common cockle data is available for 2020 and 2022. There is no survey data from spring 2021 due to the
Covid-19 pandemic. Error bars show the standard deviation.

Figure 5: CPUE (kg of shellfish per metre of dredge per hour) for Manila clam at or above MCRS and Manila clam
below MCRS for the three management areas; Southampton Water, Portsmouth Harbour and Langstone Harbour
for surveys carried out in the autumn. Data is available for 2018, 2019 and 2021. There is no survey data from the
autumn 2020 survey due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Error bars show the standard deviation.

3.2 Average Length
3.2.1

Comparison between pre and post the 2021-22 fishing season

The average length of each species was compared between the Autumn 2021 survey as a
representation of conditions pre-fishing season and the Spring 2022 survey as a
representation of conditions post-fishing season. The average length for each species in each
management area for each survey is shown in Figure 6.
Manila Clam
•

•
•

For Southampton Water and Portsmouth Harbour there has been a slight decrease in the
average length in the spring 2022 survey compared to the autumn 2021 survey. For
Southampton Water this was a decrease of 0.6mm from 35.7mm in the autumn 2021
survey to 35.1mm in the spring 2022 survey and for Portsmouth Harbour this was a
decrease of 0.4mm from 35.7mm in the autumn 2021 survey to 35.3mm in the spring
2022 survey.
For Langstone Harbour there was a slight increase in the average length in the spring
2022 survey (40.3mm) compared to the autumn 2021 survey (39.2mm).
In all cases the average length was above the MCRS of 35mm.

Common Cockle
•

•
•

For all three management areas, the average length decreased from the autumn 2021
survey to the spring 2022 survey. This decrease was most pronounced in Southampton
Water with a decrease of 2mm from 29.2mm in autumn 2021 to 27.2mm in spring 2022,
and Portsmouth Harbour with a decrease of 1mm from 27.9mm in autumn 2021 to
26.9mm in spring 2022.
For Langstone Harbour the decrease in average length was only by 0.2mm from 28.9mm
in autumn 2021 to 28.7mm in spring 2022.
In all cases the average length was above the MCRS of 23.8mm.

3.2.2

Comparison between survey years for spring (post-fishing season) surveys

The average length of each species was visualised for each spring survey from 2018 to 2022
(there is no data for 2021 due to the Covid-19 pandemic) and is shown in Figure 7.
Manila Clam
•

•

•

For Southampton Water the average length for the management area varied from 33.8mm
in spring 2019 to 35.1mm in 2022. However, the average size in the 2022 survey was
influenced by one site having an average length over the minimum size of 35mm which
was site 8 in the River Itchen (39.4mm based on 30 individuals), without this site included,
the average length for the management area is 34.2mm. The average length is seen to
increase in 2020 and 2022 compared to 2018 and 2019 but only in 2022 (with the inclusion
of site 8) is the average size above the MCRS of 35mm.
For Portsmouth Harbour the average length for the management area varied from
35.3mm in 2022 to 38.9mm in 2020. The average length has been consistently above
MCRS for all spring surveys but there has been a noticeable decrease in average length
in the most recent survey.
For Langstone Harbour the average length for the management area varied from 39.5mm
in 2020 to 41.1mm in 2018. The average length has been consistently above MCRS for
all spring surveys, numbers of individuals are lower than in the other two management
areas, varying from 175-370 individuals (2019 and 2022).

Common Cockle
•

•

For Southampton Water the average length for the management area varied from 26.1mm
in 2018 to 27.2mm in 2022. The average length has remained consistently above the
MCRS of 23.8mm for all spring surveys. The 2022 survey showed the longest average
length of all survey years.
For Portsmouth Harbour the average length for the management area varied from
26.7mm in 2020 to 28.2mm in 2018. The average length has remained above MCRS for
all spring surveys, the average length in 2020 and 2022 was lower than in 2018 and 2019
but there has been a slight increase in 2022 compared to 2020.

For Langstone Harbour the average length for the management area varied from 27.8mm in
2020 to 29.8mm in 2019. The average length has remained above MCRS for all spring
surveys, as with Portsmouth Harbour, the average length in 2020 and 2022 was lower than
in 2018 and 2019 but there has been an increase in the average length between 2020 and
2022.
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Figure 6: Comparison of average length of Manila Clam and Cockle between the Spring 2022 Solent Bivalve
Survey and the Autumn 2021 survey. Data is shown for each management area and a reference line is provided
to show the Minimum Conservation Reference Size for each species (35mm for Manila clam and 23.8mm for
cockle). Error bars represent the standard deviation.
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Figure 7: The average length of Manila clam and Cockle for spring Solent Bivalve Surveys between 2018-2022
(there is no data for 2021 due to the Covid-19 pandemic). Data is shown for each management area and a reference
line is provided to show the Minimum Conservation Reference Size for each species (35mm for Manila clam and
23.8mm for cockle). Error bars represent the standard deviation.

3.2.3

Comparison between survey years for autumn (post-fishing season) surveys

The average length of each species was visualised for each autumn survey from 2018 to 2021
(there is no data for 2020 due to the Covid-19 pandemic) and is shown in Figure 8.
Manila Clam
•

For Southampton Water, the average length varied from 32.8mm in 2019 to 35.7mm in
2021. The survey in 2021 is the first time that the average length was above the MCRS
and shows an increase of 2.9mm from the previous autumn survey (2019).
For Portsmouth Harbour, the average length varied from 35.4mm in 2019 to 37.0mm in
2018. Average length has been consistently above MCRS for all years with no distinct
pattern in change of length with year.
For Langstone Harbour, the average length varied from 33.3mm in 2019 to 42.1mm in
2018. For both 2018 and 2021 the average length was above MCRS and there has
been an increase in average length of 6mm between 2019 and 2021.

•

•

Cockle
•

For Southampton Water, the average length varied from 25.42mm in 2018 to 29.19mm
in 2021. There has been a progressive increase in average length each year with an
increase of 2.7mm between 2019 and 2020. In all years the average length was above
MCRS.
For Portsmouth Harbour, the average length varied from 26.6mm in 2019 to 27.9mm in
2021. In all years the average length has been above MCRS but the pattern is
inconsistent between years.
For Langstone Harbour, the average length varied from 28.1mm in 2018 to 28.9mm in
2021. In all years the average length has been above MCRS and there has been a
small increase in average length each year.
In all management areas, the data from the autumn 2021 survey showed the longest
average length.

•

•

•
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Figure 8: The average length of Manila clam and Cockle for autumn Solent Bivalve Surveys between 2018-2021
(there is no data for 2020 due to the Covid-19 pandemic). Data is shown for each management area and a reference
line is provided to show the Minimum Conservation Reference Size for each species (35mm for Manila clam and
23.8mm for cockle). Error bars represent the standard deviation.

4. Discussion of Results
CPUE
• Comparing CPUE for Manila clam and Common cockle between the pre-fishing season
conditions and post-fishing season conditions does not suggest that the activity of the dredge
fishery has had a negative impact on the stock in any of the three management areas.
o For Common cockle there may have been a good spatfall in 2020/2021 which has led to
significant increases in individuals below MCRS in both Southampton Water and Portsmouth
Harbour.
• Comparing CPUE between years for pre-fishing season surveys showed no significance
between years for CPUE for any management area.
o This may suggest that the fishery is able to recover sufficiently from previous fishing
pressures during the closed season and that varying effort levels have not impeded this
recovery process. Utilising catch data in the future will allow for comparisons to fishing effort
from previous seasons and it is likely that factors additional to fishing pressure will be
governing the results seen but these are outside the scope of this survey.
• Comparing CPUE between years for post-fishing season surveys there has been a significant
increase in Manila clam below MCRS in Portsmouth Harbour, the CPUE values showing an
increase year on year. Again, this may reflect good spatfalls for this species. Although not
significant, there has also been an increase in Manila clam at or above MCRS in Portsmouth
Harbour.
o Anecdotally it has been suggested that fishing levels in this management area were lower
during the 2021/22 season that previously which may explain the higher CPUE. With the
introduction of the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw in November 2021, permitted fishers are
now required to submit catch data to the Southern IFCA which includes data on hours fished
and species caught in each area. The 2021/22 fishing season is the first season where
catch data has been required so comparisons cannot yet be made on fishing effort between
years, however the data shows that only 80kg of Manila clam was harvested from
Portsmouth Harbour during the season (November 21 to March 22) which suggests a low
level of fishing effort.
• For Southampton Water, CPUE of Manila clam is lower in 2022 than in 2020 but is at a similar
level to CPUE from 2019 so has not shown a decrease below previously recorded levels.
o Catch data from the 2021/22 dredge season shows that the highest quantity of Manila clam
was taken from Southampton Water (55.3 tonne), however the lack of significant difference
between the CPUE value for post-fishing and pre-fishing season suggests that fishing effort
is not the only influencing factor on stock levels.
Average Length
• Average length of each species is seen only to differ by small amounts between pre-fishing and
post-fishing conditions and between years for spring and autumn surveys. For the autumn
surveys comparing between years, in all management areas for both Manila clam and cockle,
the average length had increased in 2021 compared to the previous survey in 2019 suggesting
that fishing pressure is not having an impact that is noticeable following the closure period for
the fishery. The only noticeable decline was seen in Portsmouth Harbour between spring survey
years for Manila clam where the average length declined by 3.6mm.
o As above, catch data indicates that fishing effort in this area was low therefore the change
in average size is likely not to be directly related to fishing pressure. The increase in CPUE
in this site both at or above and below MCRS may be resulting in a density influence on
growth and therefore average length but this survey does not provide data which allows this
to be tested.
• The average length of Manila clam in Southampton Water being at or slightly below the MCRS
of 35mm is consistent between years and is possibly a reflection of higher levels of fishing effort
in this area historically.
o Historic levels of fishing effort cannot be quantified as the requirement for fishers to indicate
hours fished has only recently been introduced, however as a timeseries dataset on fishing

effort is built, this will help indicate whether future patterns in average length can be related
to fishing intensity.

In summary, the data from the autumn 2021 and spring 2022 surveys does not indicate that the
Solent Dredge Permit Fishery is have a negative effect on the stock of the two main commercially
harvested species studied in the annual bivalve survey, the Manila clam and the Common cockle.
As the collection of catch and effort data continues under the new permit scheme, future survey
work will be able to be analysed against these additional data sources to provide a quantified
assessment of the impact of fishing intensity on stock levels.

