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

Dear Member
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE – 3 February 2022
A meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee will be held in the meeting room at Unit 3 on Thursday
3rd February 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.
This meeting will also be available for virtual access. Login details will be forwarded to Members
next week. Members of the public can request a guest dial-in code from enquiries@southernifca.gov.uk as they will not be able to attend the face to face meeting.
Yours sincerely
Sarah Harley
Finance and Administration Manager

AGENDA
1. Apologies
To receive apologies for absence.
2. Declaration of Interest
All Members who believe they have a personal or prejudicial interest in any matter to be considered at
the meeting must declare their interest and consider whether to leave the meeting whilst the matter is
discussed.
3. Minutes – 4th November 2021
To confirm the Minutes of the meeting held on 4th November 2021 (marked A).
4. Acting Chief Officer Updates
To receive verbal updates on the following matters:
a. Joint Fisheries Statement & Fisheries Management Plans
b. HPMAs
c. Spending Review
d. General Member recruitment
5. Progress Report on Outstanding Matters
To consider progress reports on matters outstanding.
a. Net Fishing Byelaw – verbal update from Senior IFCO Pengelly
b. Inshore Potting Review – verbal update from Senior IFCO Pengelly
c. Poole Harbour Permit Condition Review - verbal update from IFCO Pengelly
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ITEMS FOR DECISION
6. Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw: Category A Permit Variation
To consider a report discussing the from IFCO Cooper (marked B)
7. Portland Seed Mussel Fishery Application
To consider a report from Senior IFCO Pengelly and IFCO Smith (marked C)

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION
8. Live Wrasse Fishery Report 2021
To receive a report from IFCO Smith (marked D)
9. Date and time of next meeting – 5th May 2022 – Unit 3 Holes Bay Park
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SOUTHERN INSHORE FISHERIES AND CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE – 4 NOVEMBER 2021
Minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee held in the Meeting Room at the office in
Poole at 1400 on Thursday 4 November 2021.
Item A
Present
Dr A Jensen (Chairman, MMO Appointee)
Mr R Stride (Vice Chairman, MMO Appointee)
Ms L MacCallum
Mr G Wordsworth
Ms R Irish
Dr R Morgan
Mr P Rudd

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

Mr I Jones

Chief Officer

The Finance and Administration Officer, DCO Bateman and IFCOs Birchenough, Cooper,
Dell, Pengelly and Smith joined via MS Teams. Members joining virtually: Mr T Legg.
Members of the public joining virtual via Teams: Ms E Rance, Mr T Ferrero, Mr A Deeming
and Mr J McClelland (NE).
Apologies
68. Apologies for absence were received from Dr S Cripps, Mr L Stantiford and Mr N
Fisher.
Declarations of interest
69. Members declared the pecuniary interest in the following Minutes: Mr Stride (6) and
non-pecuniary interest in the following Minutes: Mr Legg (5,6,8), Mr Rudd (5), Dr Morgan
(5, 7), Mr Wordsworth (5, 6, 7, 9), Mr Stride (5).
Minutes
70. Members considered the Minutes of the meeting held on 26 August 2021, following
two amendments these were then confirmed and signed.
Progress Report
71.
Chief Officer reports.
a. Green Island Emergency Byelaw. The Chief Officer briefed Members on the
background and reasoning for the need of the emergency byelaw. He explained that there
had been a significant increase in incursions resulting in an extraordinary Authority
meeting, held on 13 October 2021 to make the emergency byelaw.
b. Highly Protected Marine Areas (HPMAs). The Chief Officer updated Members
on the progress of the DEFRA workstream. Defra were currently considering the advice
and the best way to apply social and economic criteria. Formal consultation on the
proposed sites would follow Spring 2022. IFCAs will be involved in the socio-economics
processes and developing management measures for fishing activities in the 0-6 nautical
mile zone.
c. SIFCA General Membership vacancy. The Chief Officer informed Members
that interviews had been completed by the MMO and a new Member would be appointed
to the Authority before the end of November.
d. Evaluation of the Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities. The
Chief Officer reported that the report was published and links to it were available through
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE – 4 NOVEMBER 2021
the AIFCA website. He explained that the Chief Officers Group and the Association of
IFCAs (AIFCA) welcomed the report and had worked together to develop a position
statement that can be located on the AIFCA website. The Chief Officer thanked Alan
Deeming, a RSAG member for highlighting some of the areas within the report. He
continued that the Authority would continue to work with partners and DEFRA in key areas
where IFCAs can develop and improve their important role.
Resolved
72.
That the reports be noted.
Net Fishing Byelaw and Supporting Documents
73. IFCO Pengelly updated Members on the progress of the draft byelaw. He explained
the background of the review started in August 2017. He thanked IFCO Birchenough and
DCO Bateman for their involvement in compiling the papers now before Members. He
summarised the papers and asked Members to comment on the draft documents. The
Chairman gave all Members opportunity to comment and IFCO Pengelly and DCO
Bateman answered concerns and amended wording as necessary.
The Chairman invited Members to consider the recommendations separately.
Ms MacCallum proposed and Mr Wordsworth seconded the proposals to approve the Net
Fishing Byelaw Package. All Members present agreed.
Ms MacCallum proposed and Mr Stride seconded the proposal to approve the Net Permit
Access provision. All Members present agreed.
Ms Irish proposed and Ms MacCallum seconded the proposal to set the permit fee at £170.
One Member voted against the proposal and six Members voted for the proposal.
Ms MacCallum proposed and Dr Morgan seconded the proposal to recommend making
the byelaw at the next Authority meeting. All Members present agreed the proposal.
Recommended
74.
a. That the Net Fishing Byelaw and Supporting Documentation be approved, and
the Net Fishing Package be finalised.
b. That the Net Permit access provision be approved.
c. That the fee of £170 be agreed for a Net Permit.
d. That Authority Members are to be formally notified of the intention to make the
Net Fishing Byelaw be made at the next Authority meeting on 9th December.
Members took a five minute break.
Pot Fishing Byelaw and Supporting Documents
75. IFCO Smith presented the draft Pot Fishing Byelaw for Members. She thanked IFCO
Pengelly and DCO Bateman for their involvement in producing the papers brought to the
TAC. She explained the background and development of the Inshore Potting Review,
started in 2018, including working group and informal public consultation. IFCO Smith
worked through the documents and Members provided comment, asked for clarification
and added amendments to some aspects of the byelaw and permits, as well as the Impact
Assessment. The Chairman invited Members to consider the recommendations
separately.
Ms MacCallum proposed, and Ms Irish seconded the proposal to recommend approval of
the supporting documents. 6 Members approved and one Member abstained as he had
declared an interest.
Ms Irish proposed, and Mr Rudd seconded the proposal to recommend at the next
Authority Meeting to not restrict permit numbers, make a permit valid for two years and
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charge a fee of £15.00. 6 Members approved and one Member abstained as he had
declared an interest.
Ms MacCallum proposed, and Dr Morgan seconded the proposal to recommend making
of the Pot Fishing Bylaw at the next Authority meeting. 6 Members approved and one
Member abstained as he had declared an interest.
Recommended
76.
a. That the Pot Fishing Byelaw and supporting documents be approved.
b. That at the time of byelaw implementation, (i) there would be no restriction to
permit numbers, (ii) the permit fee would be £15 and (iii) the permit would be valid
for two years.
c. That Authority Members are to be formally notified of the intention to make the
Pot Fishing Byelaw at the next Authority meeting on 9 th December.
The Poole Several Order 2015: Request to Amend Business Plan
77. IFCO Birchenough explained for Members that changes to two lease bed Business
Plans were required for proposed changes to the methodologies for defined activities over
these lease beds. She talked Members through the proposed changes which would affect
specific beds 1,5,9,11 and 12. She confirmed that the changes were in line with the Poole
Harbour Special Protection Area (SPA) Appropriate Assessment which outlined how the
activity and associated management would not adversely affect the SPA.
Mr Stride proposed and Mr Rudd seconded the proposals to make changes to the
business plans and changes to the two leases. 6 Members approved and one Member
abstained.
Resolved
78.
a. That the changes to the Business Plan regarding leases 1, 5, 9, 11 and 12.
b. That the changes to the two Leases be approved.
Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw: Access Policy Update and Permit Condition Review
79. IFCO Cooper asked Members to consider the additions to the Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw (SDPB) Access Policy and review of the SDPB Conditions specifically regarding
scallops. He explained that the scallop fishery in the Solent has emerged since the drafting
of the original Access Policy in 2018. Making these updates will allow scallop fishers with
a track record, to apply for a Category A Permit. He explained that consultation with fishers
had already been carried out and details of the additions to the Access Policy have been
explained to fishers. Further consultation will now take place for review of the Permit
Conditions. A summary will be brought to the next TAC in February 2022. The Chairman
asked Members to consider the recommendations separately.
Ms MacCallum proposed, and Ms Irish seconded the proposed additions to the SDPB
Access Policy. All Members present agreed.
Dr Morgan proposed, and Mr Stride seconded the proposal to review SDPB Category A
permit conditions. All Members present agreed.
Resolved
80.
a. That the proposed updates for the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw Access Policy
be agreed.
b. That a review of the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw Category A Permit conditions
be undertaken.
Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Byelaw: Permit Condition Review
OMD/IFCA/TACMinsNov21
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81. IFCO Birchenough asked Members to consider a review of permit conditions under
the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit byelaw. The request for a review has been triggered by
the making of the emergency byelaw to protect the Green Island Saltmarsh Management
Area. The review would include consideration of changes to any other permit conditions,
if required. Permit holders and other stakeholders would be consulted as part of the
process. Mr Stride proposed and Ms Irish seconded the proposal to review PHDP
conditions. 6 Members agreed and one Member abstained.
Resolved
82.
That a review of the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit conditions be undertaken.
Endangered, Threatened and Protected Species (ETP)
83. Members received a presentation from Ms E Rance from Noctiluca Marine
Consultancy regarding the ETP Project. She explained that part of her role in the project
was to demonstrate best practice when managing ETP species in order to minimise
interactions with gear in the Poole Harbour Dredge Permit Fishery. Part of her role was to
engage 50% of the permit fishers, in order to observe the dredging, hauling and riddling
the catch on a range of different vessels. Ms Rance conducted 18 surveys covering 6-7
sites and observed many of the ETP species from a distance. No interactions were
witnessed.
Ms Rance wanted specially to thank Mr T Russell, Chairman of the Poole and District
Fishermen’s Association for his help in facilitating boat trips with the commercial fleet. She
also wanted to congratulate him for his recent Fisherman of the Year Award made to him
by the MSC for his work involved in the Poole Harbour Clam and Cockle Fishery.
The Chairman thanked Ms Rance for her interesting talk on the species found in Poole
Harbour.
Date of Next Meeting
84. That the next meeting of the TAC would be held on 3 February 2022 in the Authority
office in Poole.
85. There being no further business the meeting closed at 17:45.

Chairman:
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ITEM FOR DECISION

ITEM B

Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw: Category A Permit Variation
Report by IFCO Cooper
A.

Purpose of the Report

For Members to consider a variation to Category A Permits, issued under the Solent
Dredge Permit Byelaw, to include measures specific to the Solent scallop dredge
fishery.
B.

Recommendation
1. That the Solent Scallop Permit Conditions Review Summary of Responses
document (Annex 1) is published on the Authority’s website.
2. That a variation, as outlined in Annex 2, is made to the Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw Category A Permit, to include new measures for the management
of the Solent scallop fishery.

C.

Annexes
1.
2.
3.
4.

Solent Scallop Permit Conditions Review Summary of Responses
Proposed Category A Permit variation
Solent Dredge Permit: Category A Permit Variation Impact Assessment
Solent Scallop Review Summary of Responses

1.

Background

1.1

The Solent scallop fishery has evolved in recent years. In 2013 a small-scale
king scallop (Pecten maximus) fishery emerged to the east of the Isle of Wight,
in and around Sandown Bay. This fishery peaked seasonally in the summer of
that year. Later in 2013 this fishery was effectively through the Authority’s Bottom
Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw, implemented to protect designated features of the
South Wight Special Area of Conservation (SAC).

1.2

In the years following this, a small scallop fishery emerged on the North-east of
the Isle of Wight, principally around the Solent Forts. This fishery was initially
targeted during the winter months by up to 4 vessels at any one time from a pool
of around 8 local vessels. This fishery has now expanded, covering the Eastern
Solent area, between Osbourne Bay to the Solent Forts, and is harvested
throughout the year.

1.3

As the fishery has evolved over the past 2-3 years, so has the relevant
knowledge and experience of local fishers and the Authority. Marine
Management Organisation (MMO) landings data, compiled up to 2020, indicate
low levels of scallop catches, however it is likely that actual landings are higher.
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Table 1 below demonstrates this when landings are compared against the data
submitted by Solent Dredge Permit holders during Nov-Dec 2021.
Table 1a – The Landed Weight (Tonnes) and Value
(£) of scallops recorded as ‘caught’ in ICES rectangles
30E8 by UK vessels using dredges between 2015 to
2019.

Table 1b – The Landed Weight (Tonnes) and Value
(£) of scallops recorded as caught under Solent
Dredge Permits. Values are based on the average
price per kg from the years 2018-2020.

Year

Total Landed
Weight of scallop
(tonnes)

Value

Month/Year

Landings
(tonnes)

Value

2015

30.76

£54,421

November 2021

43.2

£66,392

2016

42.61

£67,368

December 2021

23.3

£35,809

2017

37.55

£69,144

2018

11.89

£20,792

2019

26.00

£38,698

2020

91.82

£126,125

1.4

On expansion of the fishery, more vessels becoming involved, and the fishing
period increasing, fishers began raising concerns with the Authority regarding the
levels of fishing effort and the implications for the sustainability of the fishery.

1.5

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), at their meeting on the 5th November
agreed a review of the Solent Scallop Fishery. In December 2020 the Authority
undertook an evidence-gathering exercise to improve its understanding of the
fishery, and better understand the industry’s concerns related to the observed
increase in effort. This included a Call for Information, held in November to
December 2020, the results of which have been incorporated into the Solent
Scallop Review Summary of Responses (annexed to this document).

1.6

Following this Call for Information, in March 2021 the Authority agreed the Solent
Scallop Fishery Code of Conduct, which included a seasonal fishery closure
between April and October (inclusive) and gear restrictions limited to 2 dredges
per vessel when fishing for scallops1. This Code was implemented in April and
the Authority committed to a progress review in November 2021, following a
monitoring and engagement period.

1.7

Between April and July 2021, during Southern IFCA patrols, a total of 27
incidences were recorded of vessels engaged in the Solent scallop fishery. On
each occasion these vessels were fishing in contravention to the Code. A total of
8 vessels were recorded to have breached the Code (although not all at the same
time). Table 2 summarises instances of non-compliance with the Code, as
recorded during Southern IFCA patrols. It is anticipated that the actual instances
are greater than this.

1

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Solent-Scallop-FisheryCoC-FINAL-with-map.pdf
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Table 1: Summary of Solent scallop fishing data collected as part of Southern IFCA’s patrols and engagement
with the fishing industry.

Month

Number of fishing
instances observed

Number of different
vessels

Total weight of scallops
retained (kg)

April 2021

11

6

1460

May 2021

2

1

80

June 2021

1

1

100

July 2021

5

4

1105

August 2021

1

1

525

September 2021

3

2

870

October 2021

4

4

1265

TOTAL

28

8

5405

1.8

In response to the recorded non-compliance with the Code, the TAC on the 4th
November 2021 agreed to commence a consultation to explore the introduction
of Solent Dredge Permit conditions specific to the Solent scallop fishery. A sixweek consultation began on the 8th November 2021.

2.

Review of Solent Dredge Permit Conditions

2.1

Dredge fisheries in the Solent are managed under the Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw2. Vessels fishing for all bivalves, except oysters require a Category A
Permit and flexible conditions, as outlined in section 26 of the byelaw, can be
attached to this permit. Section 28 of the byelaw outlines how permit conditions
can be reviewed at any time. As part of this process, a consultation is required
with permit holders and any other stakeholders as the Authority may see fit.
Following a consultation, the authority will decide whether to add, vary or remove
permit conditions based on the consultation responses, whilst having regard to
the duties and responsibilities under sections 153 and 154 of the Marine and
Coastal Access Act (2009) and Regulation 9(1) of the Conservation of Habitats
and Species Regulations 2017.

2.2

In line with the permit review process, the Authority held a consultation to
consider whether the Code of Conduct measures should be incorporated into
permit conditions under a Category A Permit. This consultation, addressed to
permit holders and a wider stakeholder group developed during the Dredge
Permit Application Process asked:

2

Solent-Dredge-Permit-Byelaw-Final-APPROVED.pdf (toolkitfiles.co.uk)
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1. Do you agree that the measures included in the Solent Scallop Code of
Conduct should be included as conditions on a Category A permit?
2. If you disagree with inclusion of the measures as they are, which parts do you
specifically disagree with?
3. Are there any other/alternative measures that you think would assist in
achieving the management aims?
2.3

A total of ten responses were received, this included one response from a
fisherman’s association (representing nine members). The responses have
been compiled in the Summary of Responses document (Annex 1). As an
overview:
-

6 respondents indicated that they felt that measures should be applied permit
conditions, 1 indicated that they felt this was not appropriate. Other
respondents focused on the measures and not how they should be applied.

-

Of those who mentioned the gear restrictions, all supported the restriction to
2 dredges. Some indicated they would support further measures, leaning
towards lighter gear.

-

When considering the scallop closed season, there was less consensus:
•

One respondent suggested they were content with the proposed
season.

•

5 indicated they would support the season with minor changes (1-2
months more or less).

•

suggested a much shorter closed season (2 – including the fishermen’s
association, supporting a 2 month closure, 1 a 4 month).

2.4

Following the conclusion of the consultation, a Working Group made up of
members of the TAC, considered the responses received, as well as supporting
evidence in relation to scallop biology and other management from regulators.
The Working Group recommended that a variation, as outlined in Annex 2, is
made to the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw Category A Permit, to include new
measures for the management of the Solent scallop fishery.

3.

Supporting Evidence

3.1

The recommended measures have been developed in order to achieve the
following policy objectives:
a. To ensure that scallop dredge fishing in the Solent is carried out in a
sustainable way;
b. To deliver social and economic benefits associated with a sustainable
Solent scallop fishery; and
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c.

To protect the marine environment from the effects of over-exploited scallop
fisheries.

3.2

These objectives will be achieved though limiting dredge fishing impact during
the scallop spawning and settlement period, through limiting fishing effort and
impact to habitats, and through protecting the wider marine environment as well
as those habitats necessary for scallop settlement. The following mechanisms
for achieving that have been considered below:

3.3

Providing protection to brood stock whilst spawning.
Spawning periods in the UK have been observed to occur from Spring to Autumn
(April to September) interspersed with periods of synchronised spawning in order
to ensure successful population (Barber and Blake, 2006). Although there is no
data collected on this from the Solent, there is data from sites across the UK,
France and Ireland. It is anticipated that the Solent would fall within this range.
Southern IFCA officers are working with local universities to develop a sampling
program to further our understanding of breeding in the Solent in particular
spawning periods, for 2022.

3.4

Promote settlement and growth of scallops during the summer period.
Settlement has been observed to occur between 18 and 42 days before settling
(Le Pennec et al, 2003). Growth of Scallops is understood to be highest during
the warmer months of the year across the Summer (Mason, 1957), and slow over
winter. A closure between April and October would include the total settlement
period as well as the period of highest growth.

3.5

Protect habitats important for scallop recruitment as well as the wider marine
environment
After the period in the plankton the scallops require suitable substrate on which
to settle. Scallops are known to settle on predominantly on upright epifauna such
as hydroids and bryozoans (Brand et al., 1980; Dare and Bannister, 1987;
Eggleston, 1962) or stable substrate such as boulders, cobbles, pebbles or
shells. By limiting gear type to 2 dredges and providing a closed period to allow
for recovery and growth of hydroids and bryozoans the impact to habitats key for
scallop recruitment, as well as the wider eco-system, is provided with additional
protection.

3.6

Limit effort to avoid overharvesting
Effort on the scallop fishery has been observed to increase over the past few
years with an increase in the number of vessels and the period of harvesting. It
is anticipated that this will continue to increase into the next season (Solent
Dredge Season – Nov-Oct) with additional entrants eligible to apply for a permit
in November 2022. Providing a closure between April and October limits effort
and mitigates potential overharvesting as the fishery develops and the evidence
base grows.
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4

Potential Impacts

4.1

Through the introduction of the proposed measures, the fishing industry is likely
to incur costs as a result of the implementation of management as well as
experience benefits. An Impact Assessment (Annex 3) has been drafted which
describes potential monetised and non-monetised costs, as well as considering
the potential benefits of the legislation.

4.2

It is anticipated that the costs to fishers as a result of the proposed measures will
be at £260,862 annually, on the basis of lost access to scallop fishing between
April and October. This is a best estimate figure based on landings from the
Southern IFCA Dredge Permit Byelaw Catch returns, and estimated values from
MMO landing figures. There are also costs that couldn’t be estimated, including
the indirect effect to businesses purchasing and selling scallops, and the
requirement for vessels who may not have yet entered the fishery to adapt to 2
dredges.

4.3

It is anticipated that the proposed measures will benefit scallop populations,
together with the health of the marine environment. Anticipated benefits to
commercial fisheries include, in the longer term, an increased in fishing
opportunities and catches, leading to an increased first-sale value in commercial
fisheries. The key benefit anticipated by careful and appropriate management, is
the longer term stability of the stock, which may potentially offer employment
opportunities, thus supporting the local economy.

5

Next Steps

5.1

If the proposed measures are approved by Members, a variation will be made to
the Category A Permit before 1st April 2022. The new measures will come into
effect upon the issue of the varied permits. Officers will undertake a
communication and engagement process with Solent Dredge Permit holders to
support compliance with the new measures.

5.2

In order to build the evidence base for this fishery, and to monitor the effects of
the new measures, additional stock sampling will take place in the Spring of
2022, as well as prior to the re-opening of the Solent scallop fishery in November
2022. Opportunities are also being considered to further the understanding of the
population’s reproductive dynamics.
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ITEM B Annex I

Solent Dredge Permit Condition Review:
Solent Scallop Fishery
Permit Holder Consultation
Summary of Responses and Supporting Evidence
December 2021

Title: Solent Dredge Permit Condition Review: Solent Scallop Fishery
Authors: P Cooper
About this document: This document forms part of a review of permit conditions relating to
the Solent Scallop Fishery, managed under the Solent Dredge Permit. A Solent Scallop Call
for Information was held in 2020, following a request to the Authority by the local fishing
industry. Following this initial consultation a Code of Conduct was applied in 2021 which
introduced a scallop fishing closed season and gear restrictions. Following a monitoring
period, the Authority concluded that the Code of Conduct was not achieving its goals and
agreed to consult Solent Dredge Permit holders to consider incorporating scallop fishery
management measures as permit conditions. This document summarises the results of that
consultation, held between the 8th November and the 8th of December 2021. The consultation
was targeted towards Category A permit holders, their representatives, and individuals who
have been identified since the last consultation as having an interest in the fishery. The
consultation was also advertised on the Southern IFCA website and on social media. The
responses received by the Authority have been summarised in this document. In determining
the most suitable next steps, Members of the Authority will have access to the full package of
responses received, together with any accompanying evidence.
Further Copies:
This document is available in electronic format from the Southern IFCA website at
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk
Alternatively, a hard copy can be obtained from the Southern IFCA Office:
Southern IFCA,
Unit 3 Holes Bay Park,
Sterte Avenue West,
Poole,
Dorset,
BH15 2AA
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1.

Introduction

1.1 IFCA Duties
The nationally agreed vision of the IFCAs is that they will:
“lead, champion and manage a sustainable marine environment and inshore fisheries
within their Districts by successfully securing the right balance between social,
environmental and economic benefits to ensure healthy seas, sustainable fisheries
and a viable industry”
Under Section 153 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, Southern IFCA must manage
the exploitation of sea fisheries resources in the district. In doing so, the Authority must:
a) seek to ensure that the exploitation of sea fisheries resources is carried out in a
sustainable way,
b) seek to balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting sea fisheries resources
of the district with the need to protect the marine environment from, or to promote its
recovery from, the effects of such exploitation,
c) take any other steps which in the authority’s opinion are necessary or expedient for
the purpose of making a contribution to the achievement of sustainable development,
and
d) seek to balance the different needs of persons engaged in exploitation of sea fisheries
resources in the district.
Under Section 155 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, the Authority has the power
to make byelaws for the District. IFCA byelaw guidance1 outlines the management options
and the scope of IFCA byelaws.

1.2 Solent Scallop Fishery
There has been a small-scale fishery for King Scallop (Pecten maximus – hereafter in this
document referred to as scallop) lasting for short periods and targeted by a small number of
vessels based in the Solent in previous years. This has typically been focused from Osbourne
Bay on the north-east of the Isle of Wight to No-Man’s Land Fort/Seaview further east.
Previously, a scallop fishery existed on south-east side of the Isle of Wight, focused
predominantly in the Sandown Bay area, however due to Marine Protected Area (MPA)
restrictions this fishery is no longer possible.
More recently the scallop fishery in the Solent has expanded, being targeted by more vessels,
lasting for longer periods and increasing the geographic extent of harvesting. Harvesting has
been undertaken all year round by a larger pool of local vessels (around 15 vessels). The
fishery has provided an alternative focus for vessels who may have typically fished for native
oysters or clams over the winter period but have found themselves unable to do so as a result
of temporary closures or poor water quality impacting the classifications in some areas.
Recognising the growing economic value and social importance of the fishery, in 2020
members of the fishing industry from several ports in the Solent raised sustainability concerns
with Southern IFCA Officers and requested assistance and further management, in addition
to existing measures (Annex I) to ensure that this fishery remains sustainable. Some members
of the fishing industry were particularly interested in formalising a fishing season which has

1

IFCA byelaw guidance - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)
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typically been focused around the winter months. This would ensure a period of recovery over
the summer months, coinciding with the species’ spawning period.

1.3 Call for Information
A call for information was held by Southern IFCA in December 2020 to better understand the
fishery, engage with stakeholders and consider relevant management options for the Solent
scallop fishery. A total of 20 responses were received2. Key findings highlighted that 75% of
the respondents wished to see seasonal scallop fishery restrictions in the Solent, whilst 65%
also wanted gear restrictions incorporated.

1.4 Solent Scallop Fishery Code of Conduct
The Call for Information led to the implementation of the Solent Scallop Fishery Code of
Conduct. The Authority chose to initially trial new management measures under this voluntary
Code in 2021. The following measures were introduced under the Code, aimed at promoting
the sustainability of the Solent scallop fishery and limiting impact to the marine environment:
• Seasonal closure: Between the 1st April and 31st October 2021, both days inclusive, no
vessel should fish for scallops.
• Gear specification: Between 1st November 2021 and 31st March 2022, both days inclusive,
a person must not use a vessel to operate more than 2 scallop dredges.
The Code was implemented in March 2021 with an aim to review its success during the season
and consider whether further action should be taken, particularly in relation to the Solent
Dredge Permit Byelaw.
At the Technical Advisory Committee, held in November 2021, Members agreed that following
non-compliance with the Code, a review should consider the incorporation of the Code’s
measures as Category A Permit Conditions under the Solent Dredge Permit.

2.

Evidence for Seasonal Closures

2.1 Scallop Spawning Periods
A seasonal fishery closure may provide benefits to reproductive recruitment into the Solent
scallop population if aligned with the species’ spawning period. Like other marine bivalves,
scallops have reproductive cycles that include gamete formation, spawning, fertilisation, larval
development, settlement, and growth to reproductive maturity. Scallops become
reproductively mature at 3 years, at approximately 60-90mm (Cappel et al., 2018).
Spawning period for scallops can be variable. Most populations in Europe are documented to
have continuous low-level spawning from Spring to Autumn (April to September) interspersed
with periods of synchronised spawning in order to ensure successful population (Barber and
Blake, 2006). Table 1 summarises studies identifying the major synchronised spawning points
in different scallop populations (Barber and Blake, 2006).
As demonstrated, the frequency and timing of these events can vary regionally, and in some
cases have been observed to vary on very small spatial scales (Hold et al., 2013). The
environmental triggers of spawning have been identified as including temperature, salinity,
lunar phase, light, dissolved oxygen, pH, mechanical shock and various chemicals (Barber

2

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Scallop-Solent-Consultation-SofR2021.pdf
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and Blake, 1991). Spawning time may also be linked to genetic differences between stocks
(Salomonsen et al., 2015).
Table 1 - Reproduced from Barber and Blake, 2006. Major Spawning periods reported for various
populations of Pecten maximus. Means of assessing include gross observation (GO), Microscopic
observation (MO), Gonad weight (GW), Gonad Index (GI), Histology (H) with ocycte measurements
(o) or stereological measurements (s), Spat abundance (S).
Location
Major Spawning Period
Means of assessing Source
Isle of Man UK
April - Aug
GO
Dakin, 1990
Isle of Man UK
June
GO, MO, L
Tang, 1941
Bantry Bay Ire
April - May, Sept
GO
Gibson, 1956
Isle of Man UK
August to Sept, April to May. H
Mason, 1958a
La Rochelle, Fra April to May
H
Lubet, 1959
Wales, UK
Spring, Fall
GO
Baird, 1966
Northern Ire
May - June, Aug
GW, GI
Stanley, 1967
Clyde Sea, UK
June-July
GW
Comely, 1974
Bay of Brest, Fra July - Aug
GI, H(s)
Lubet et al., 1987
Connemara, Ire
June
GI, H, S
Wilson, 1987
Galway Bay, Ire
April - May, July - Aug
GI, H, S
Wilson, 1987
Bay de Seine, Fra July - Aug
GI, H(s), S
Lubet et al., 1991
Fosen, Nor.
June
GI, H
Strand and Nylund, 1991
Austevolvl, Nor
July - Sept
GI, H
Strand and Nylund, 1991

2.2 Scallop Settlement
Once spawned, scallop larvae has been observed to remain in the water column for between
18 and 42 days before settling (Le Pennec et al, 2003). As a result of this they may be
dispersed long distances.
After the period in the plankton the scallops require suitable substrate on which to settle.
Scallops are known to settle on predominantly on upright epifauna such as hydroids and
bryozoans (Brand et al., 1980; Dare and Bannister, 1987; Eggleston, 1962) or stable substrate
such as boulders, cobbles, pebbles or shells.
Based on the length of the pelagic stage some authors have found determined that primary
settlement and early distribution based on passive larval accumulations (via hydrodynamics)
and availability of a primary settlement substrate (Orensanz et al., 1991 as cited in McMinn
and Clements, 2017). Whilst other authors have considered that the larvae, due to ciliated
velium, are not inert particles and have some locomotion (Le Pennec et al., 2003) particularly
controlling vertical distribution. During the initial stages of their development, larvae tended to
swim upwards accumulating near the surface being influenced by wind, whilst larvae entering
the pelidiveliger stage tend to accumulate near the substratum as they require suitable
substrate for settlement, at this stage their distribution is based on water currents and wind
independent flows (Harnett et al., 2007).
Once settled there is has been very little observed movement between beds. Barber and Blake
(1991) reviewed various tagging studies, finding that nearly all returns in these studies are
from the same bed or within 1-2km of the release site.

2.3 Other Seasonal Closures
Examples of seasonal closures exist in other UK scallop fisheries, these typically focus on
protecting spawning and growth periods. Table 2 provides a summary of management
mechanisms in place in other regions, together with any stated policy aims.
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Table 2 – Summary of relevant management measures used in other areas or by other
authorities in the UK3.
Regulator
Seasonal
Other Relevant
Policy aims
(Management
Closure
Measures
Mechanism(s))
(inclusive)
Devon and
July Daily Closure – 19:00
Derived from a 2002 (Devon
Severn (Mobile
September
– 07:00.
SFC Legacy byelaw)
Fishing Permit
following an increase in
Byelaw)
effort4.
Welsh
May - October No fishing inner
The measures contained in
Government
nautical mile. 1-3nm
the Order therefore aim to
(Scallop Fishing
miles under 10m and
achieve two primary
Order 2010)
6 dredges. 3-6nm – 8
objectives:
dredges max.
• The introduction of
Prohibits the fishing
technical, spatial and
for scallops by
temporal restrictions which
dredging within
enable fishing activity and
specific areas.
the sustainability of the
Authorisations are
fishery to be better
also required under
managed, and
former Welsh SFC
• Reduce the impact of
byelaws (now issued
scallop dredging activity on
by Welsh
sensitive habitats and
Government).
species in Welsh Natura
2000 sites5.
Sussex IFCA
June Scallop Dredging is
The Fishing Instrument
(Fishing
October.
prohibited in the inner
Byelaw prohibits the use of
Instruments
3 nautical miles of the scallop dredges, except in
Byelaw;
Sussex IFCA district.
that part of the District which
Scallop Closed
lies between three and six
Season Byelaw)
nautical miles from
baselines. A closed season
for scallop dredge use is
intended to protect
spawning stock, and
promote growth rates.6
North Eastern
May – October Permit Scheme which The intention of the byelaw
IFCA
applies:
is to protect the scallop
(Method and
Maximum vessel size
stock within the district from
Area of Fishing
Closed Areas
over exploitation and
Byelaw)
Maximum number of
minimise the associated
dredges per vessel
impact to the wider marine
(10)
environment.7
Daily Closure 19:00 –
07:00.
3

This does not represent and exhaustive list and should not be taken as one. More details on each piece of legislation can
be found on the relevant authorities website. Other measures that do not specifically target scallop fishing but could also
restrict the activity may exist in each area e.g. closed areas, vessel size limits.
4https://www.devonandsevernifca.gov.uk/content/download/6848/48611/version/2/file/B%26PSC+Scallop+Closed+Seaso
n+Consultation+Report+Feb+2021.pdf
5 https://senedd.wales/media/112bokp4/sub-ld7898-em-e-english.pdf
6
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https://www.sussex-ifca.gov.uk/scallop-closed-season
http://www.ne-ifca.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=591595
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Marine
Management
Organisation –
VIId
(Fishing license
variation)

3.

A temporary
Closure from
15th August to
4th October
2021 for all
over 10m UK
vessels in UK
waters of VIId

Mandatory use of AIS
Requirement for
vessels over 10 to
have scallop
authorisation.

The temporary closure
follows scientific advice and
was designed to protect
spawning and sustain
stocks.8

Solent Dredge Permit Condition Review

3.1 Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw
Section 28 of the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw sets out a three-stepped procedure for the
review of Solent Dredge Permit conditions:
a)

A consultation will be held with permit holders and any other stakeholders as the Authority
shall deem fit, to present any available evidence…and discuss options;

b)

The Authority will decide whether to add, vary or remove any permit conditions based on
the consultation responses and information received in accordance with paragraph (29)
below having regard to the duties and obligations under sections 153 and 154 of the
Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 and Regulation 9(1) of the Conservation of Habitats
and Species Regulations 2017;

c)

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

3.2 Consultation with Permit Holders
As a first stage of a permit condition review, a consultation was held with Solent Dredge permit
holders, together with other stakeholders who had previously expressed an interest in the
management of the Solent scallop fishery. The consultation invited responses to three
questions:
1. Do you agree that the measures included in the Solent Scallop Code of Conduct
should be included as conditions on a Category A permit?
2. If you disagree with inclusion of the measures as they are, which parts do you
specifically disagree with?
3. Are there any other/alternative measures that you think would assist in achieving the
management aims?
In addition, the consultation was also raised as an item on the agenda of the inaugural Solent
Bivalve Community Forum, held on the 3rd November 2021.
Consultation responses were received in writing where possible, although in some cases
Officers also gathered information through verbal consultations.

4.

Consultation Summary of Responses

8

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/call-for-evidence-ices-area-viid-kingscallop-fishery-closure
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A total of ten responses were received, this included one response from a fisherman’s
association (representing nine members).

4.1 Additional Permit Conditions
Six respondents indicated that they felt the measures should be included as permit conditions.
Some of these respondents highlighted the lack of compliance with the Code of Conduct as
the main reason for this.
One response indicated that use of the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw would not be appropriate
stating:
“Aligning this fishery to fit the Solent dredge Permit Byelaw is inappropriate for this scallop
fishery. The permit byelaw was conceived mainly with the winter oyster season and the clam
fishery in the estuary in mind and therefore is unnecessarily restrictive and does not tally with
the Devon/Lyme Bay fishery, for example.”
The other respondents either focused on the measures themselves or did not respond
specifically to the method by which they are applied.

4.2 Gear Restrictions
No respondents objected to the inclusion of a two-dredge limit in the Solent scallop fishery as
a permit condition. The following justifications were provided:
“All vessels currently fishing the Solent had adapted to this already”
“This reduced impact on the ground and avoided the use of a tow bar reducing the weight of
the gear being towed”
“The dredge limit provided a disincentive for larger vessels towing up to 12 dredges from
joining the fishery”
Some respondents indicated that they would like to see further gear restrictions applied,
including more focus on use of lighter gear including ‘N-Viro’ dredges.

4.3 Seasonal Closure
The seasonal closure question received the greatest variation in response. One respondent
did not indicate either way whether they felt a closed season should be applied. Of those that
did express an opinion:
•
•
•

One respondent indicated that they were happy with the proposed seasonal closure
as it stood.
Five respondents indicated that they supported the inclusion of a closed season but
with minor changes (1-2 months more/less).
Three respondents (including the fishers association) indicated that they did not
support a long seasonal closure to the fishery, putting forward suggestions of 2-4
month closures over the summer (two suggested a 2 month closure, one suggested a
4 month closure).

Figure 1 provides a summary of the closed seasons proposed.
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January February March

April

May

June

July

August

September

October

November December Proposed Closed Season
April to November - 8 months
April to October - 7 months
May to October - 6 months
May to October - 6 months
Mid May to Mid October - 5 months
Mid May to Mid October - 5 months
May to August - 4 months
July to August - 2 months
July to August - 2 months

Figure 1 – A summary of closed seasons proposed.

The following rationale was provided by respondents for the closed season suggestions:
Extension of closed season
One respondent indicated that the closed season could match up better with market drivers.
They suggested the fishery is subject to “very low prices in November due to poor meat quality
and a large volume of scallops coming from the Bay de Siene. In December the value
increased due to a good demand at Christmas”. An open season of December to March was
proposed to accommodate this.
No change
One fisher indicated that they would like to see the existing closed season remain in place as
they are able to pursue other opportunities at these times, although they could also support
allowing fishing in April. They felt a closed season was necessary to ensure the fishery
remained sustainable.
1–2 month reduction in length closed season
Four respondents indicated that they would like to see reductions at one or other end of the
closure (totalling up to 2 months). The reasons for this included:
“Limited opportunities until May”
Whilst describing the fishery as a vital source income due to other lost opportunities, one fisher
stated that a closure from mid-May to mid-October) would “allow for the animal to rest and
grow through the warmer months, when the water is at its warmest and the scallop does almost
all its yearly growth. It also allows for the new spat to settle on the seabed with minimal
disturbance to allow it to strengthen.”
The limited opportunities in April and May was a point that had been flagged up previously
and was a reason provided to Officers for breach of the Code throughout 2021.
2-4 month closed season
Three respondents indicated that they would like to see a shorter closed season, two of which
indicated that a closed season for 2 months would be appropriate for the following reasons:
“The following gear related measures already mitigate effort and impact:
•
•
•

The fishers are using a max. of 2 dredges
All are using lighter gear which minimses contact with substrate. Fishers have been
working on minimising impact of their gear independently
This gear is far lighter than used elsewhere inshore, where shorter closed seasons are
implemented”
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“A combination of regulatory closed periods for 2 months combined with de-facto closed areas
on the inshore part of the fisheries due to static gear or weed, means there would be some
additional months outside a July/August closure (April-May and September) where only the
deeper water fishery would be available.”
“Leaving the fishery untouched for long periods would be detrimental. Fishing has reduced
predators such as starfish relocating to non-scallop areas. Without this effort small scallops
would be impacted by the predators which would cause the fishery to decline.”
“Leaving a fishery untouched has not been shown to be effective with declines observed in
oysters and clams with closed seasons in place.”
“Many of the vessels involved or planning to be involved in the fishery are small vessels,
restricting the fishery to the winter months is detrimental to their opportunities and not safe.”
“There is no evidence to suggest stocks are depleting, we have seen catches get better
throughout the year.”
“Effort is not high, there are only 5 full time vessels and a handful of part time vessels, some
only working one dredge.”
“A shorter closed season lines up with other IFCAs such as Devon and Severn IFCA.”

4.4 Other proposed management/Comment
Additional management proposals put forward included:
•
•
•
•

A reduction in the fishery’s open hours to 08:00 – 16:00 to help police conservation
areas.
Weekend closures for the fishery (resulting in 104 less days a year) – suggested as
an alternative to seasonal closure for one respondent.
Smaller vessels should be encouraged and waved the requirement of a permit.
Catch limits or quotas could be introduced.

Respondents supported further survey, particularly considering additional beds to better
understand the population.

5.

Next Steps

This document will be shared by email with all individuals who responded to the consultation
once agreed by the Southern IFCA Technical Advisory Committee. The document will also be
posted on the Authority’s website.
A Working Group will meet to review this information and provide recommendations to the
Technical Advisory Committee as to whether there is a need, based on the best available
evidence, to make changes to Category A Permit conditions for the 2021/22 season.
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Annex I
Within the Southern IFC District, in addition to the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw, there exists a complex range of management measures
relevant to the Scallop fishery within the Solent region and beyond. These measures include Southern IFCA byelaws, as well as national
measures. A summary of these management measures is included in Table 3.
Table 3 – Additional management measures relevant to the Solent Scallop Fishery
Management Measure
Extent
Description
Bottom Towed Fishing
Gear Byelaw 2016

Southern IFCA
District

Scallop Fishing Byelaw
2019 (to be implemented
1st November 2021
replacing the existing
Scallop Fishing Byelaw)

Southern IFCA
District

Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw

Southern IFCA
District – specifically
Solent as defined in
the byelaw.

Scallop Fishing Order 2012

British Fishery Limits
(as described in the
order)

Southern IFCA Minimum
Conservation Byelaw

Southern IFCA
District

Defines areas prohibited to the use of Bottom Towed Fishing Gear (including
scallop dredges) for the purpose of habitat protection.
Relevant to the current fishery are Areas 25, 26, 27, 28 and 29 (defined in the
schedule) protecting seagrass and reef features on the north side of the Isle of
Wight. Other areas in the Solent may become more relevant if the fishery
continues to extend.
Limits the number of dredges towed by a vessel (maximum 12).
Requires fitting of a spring loaded tooth bar and limits the width of the mouth of
a dredge (85cm).
Limits the number of tow bars a vessel can tow to two.
Limits the length of any tow bar used.
Requires the use of a permit to fish with a dredge in the Solent. A Category A
permit is required for fishing in the Solent with a dredge. Provides a curfew
(06:00 – 18:00) and closed season (1st March to 31st of October 2021) for the
use of dredges within Southampton Water, Langstone Harbour and
Portsmouth Harbour.
Additional management measures can also be incorporated as permit
conditions in line with Southern IFCA policy
Brings in national measures for managing scallop fishing including dredge
specifications (<85cm frame width; functioning spring loaded tooth bar; no
attachments to rear, top or inside of dredge; no diving plate; <150kg dredge
weight; Specifications on size and number of teeth; number of rows of belly
rings;) Minimum size for area VIId (which includes Solent) of 110mm.
Sets out minimum size for various species, including the size for Scallops
fished East of the 002°W line as being 110mm. Otherwise currently applied
through the Technical Conservation measures detailed in EC - 2019/1241.

Further info
https://www.southernifca.gov.uk/byelaws#BotTo
wedFishGear

(previous byelaw can be
found here:
https://www.southernifca.gov.uk/byelaws#Scallo
p-Fishing)

https://www.legislation.g
ov.uk/uksi/2004/12/mad
e

Note – Other legislation (both national and local) will apply within these areas – the above aims to provide a summary of relevant measures – this is not to be used as a definitive
list. Other measures may be implemented for example by the MMO through licence conditions.

Permit Conditions

ITEM B_Annex II

Interpretation
(1)

In this Permit:
a) “scallop” means all scallop species, including the king or great scallop (Pecten
maximus) and the queen scallop (Aequipecten opercularis).

Seasonal Measures
(2)

A person must not use a dredge by means of a relevant fishing vessel within
Southampton Water, Portsmouth Harbour or Langstone Harbour between the 1 st March
and 31st October each year, both days inclusive.

(3)

Within the Solent, between the 1 st April and 31st October each year, both days inclusive,
a person must not:
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.

Retention of Sea Fisheries Resources
(4)

No oysters of the species Ostrea edulis are to be removed from the fishery. Any oysters
of the species Ostrea edulis caught in the act of fishing must be returned immediately to
the sea.

(5)

Oysters of the species Crassostrea gigas must either be retained onboard and landed
or returned immediately to the sea at the location at which they were hauled.

Gear Restrictions
(6)

Dredges used for the harvesting of clam species:
a) Must be constructed of rigid bars having spaces of not less than 18 mm between
them;
b) Any cross pieces used to strengthen the basket must have minimum spaces of 40
mm between them.

(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.

Catch Reporting
(8)

When fishing in the Solent, the permit holder must submit to the Authority a completed
catch return using a ‘Solent Category A Permit Catch Return Form’. Completed catch

returns must be submitted either in hard copy or as an electronic PDF document and
must be received by the Authority no later than the 14 th day of the following month.
(9)

When completing the catch return, the permit holder must, for each day of the month,
state the following as appropriate:
a)

On a day when hours have been spent fishing and catch has been taken:
i. the bivalve harvesting zone where fishing effort was undertaken;
ii. the total number of hours spent fishing;
iii. the total number of tows undertaken;
iv. the quantity in kilograms of each species caught and retained that day;
v. the name(s) of the company or individual to whom all parts of the catch were
sold.

b)

On a day when hours have been spent fishing but no catch has been taken:
i. the bivalve harvesting zone where fishing effort was undertaken;
ii. the total number of hours spent fishing;
iii. the total number of tows undertaken;
iv. and the word ‘nil’ in the column for ‘species caught and quantity’.

c)

On a day when no hours have been spent fishing:
i. the word 'nil' in the column for 'hours spent fishing'
ii. the word 'nil' in the column for ‘species caught and quantity’.

Title:

Southern IFCA Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw:
Category A Permit Variation – February 2022
Impact Assessment
ITEM B-ANNEX III

IA No: Southern IFCA 018

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

Summary: Intervention and Options
Total Net Present
Social Value
Cannot be monetised

Impact Assessment (IA)
Date: 24/01/2022
Stage: Development/Options
Source of intervention: Domestic
Type of measure: Secondary legislation
Contact for enquiries:
Pia Bateman,
Acting Chief Officer, Southern IFCA
enquiries@southern-ifca.gov.uk

RPC Opinion: RPC Opinion Status

Cost of Preferred (or more likely) Option (in 2020 prices)
Business Net Present
Net cost to business per
Business Impact Target
Value
year
Status
Cannot be monetised

Qualifying provision

£260, 862

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

In recent years the fishing community has raised a need for management intervention within a developing
scallop fishery which falls within the Solent to the East of the Southern IFC District. An increase in fishing
pressure on a developing fishery that is not subject to specific harvest control measures, has led to concerns.
If no intervention occurs there is a risk to the sustainability of this fishery. This, in turn, could have a negative
impact on the marine environment and local communities. Additional management is necessary to ensure
fishing activities operate in a sustainable manner and can be managed according to best available evidence.
What are the policy objectives of the action or intervention and the intended effects?

a. To ensure that scallop dredge fishing in the Solent is carried out in a sustainable way;
b. To deliver social and economic benefits associated with a sustainable Solent scallop fishery; and
c. To protect the marine environment from the effects of over-exploited scallop fisheries.
It is anticipated that this will be achieved through:
- Providing protection to scallop brood stock whilst spawning.
- Promoting settlement and growth of scallops during the summer period by removing fishing pressures.
- Protecting habitats important for scallop recruitment as well as the wider marine environment.
- Limiting scallop dredge fishing effort to avoid overharvesting.
What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please justify preferred
option (further details in Evidence Base)

1. Do nothing.
2. Introduce additional Category A permit conditions under the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw to incorporate
the measures included in the Solent Scallop Code of Conduct.
3. Introduce additional Category A permit conditions under the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw to incorporate
a different length scallop dredge closed season.
4. Create a Southern IFCA byelaw to implement specific scallop fishery measures.
5. Voluntary measures.
All options are compared to Option 0, the preferred option is Option 1.
Will the policy be reviewed? It will be reviewed. If applicable, set review date: 01/2024
Is this measure likely to impact on international trade and investment?
Are any of these organisations in scope?

Micro

N/A
Small

Medium

Large

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions? Traded:
Non-traded:
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)
N/A
N/A
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it represents a
reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Chair:

Date:
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option 1

Description:
FULL ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT
Price Base
Year 2019

PV Base
Year 2020

Time Period
Years 3

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

High: Optional

Total Transition

COSTS (£m)

(Constant Price)

Low

Optional

High

Optional

Best Estimate

Years

Best Estimate: -£762219

Average Annual

Total Cost

(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)

(Present Value)

£260, 862

£762, 219
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-

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

The total monetised costs for the UK fishing industry in the first year following the introduction of the proposed
measures are estimated to be £260, 862. These costs are likely to arise as a consequence of loss of scallop
dredging access to the Solent between April and October.
Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

As a consequence of loss of access and catches there is the potential for fishers and related businesses to
experience a loss in income as a result of the recommended byelaw. There is also the potential for the
displacement of fishing effort to other areas, potentially creating additional conflict with other users and
reducing the sustainability of other fisheries. Fishmongers and fish and shellfish merchants will lose access to
scallops from the Solent between April and October. Some fishers intending on entering the fishery may have
to adapt their gear to fish using only two scallop dredges.
Total Transition

BENEFITS (£m)

(Constant Price)

Years

Average Annual

Total Benefit

(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)

(Present Value)

Low

Optional

Optional

Optional

High

Optional

Optional

Optional

-

-

-

Best Estimate

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

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

It is anticipated that the proposed measures will benefit the sustainability of scallop populations. This will be
achieved through a reduction in fishing effort in the scallop fishery during the spawning and settlement period,
as well as protecting the marine environment, including habitats essential for future settlement. An increase in
populations has the potential to benefit commercial marine fisheries and protect their long-term future. The
introduction of measures as permit conditions will give the fishers greater opportunity to co-manage the fishery
through being involved in evidence collection. The proposed measures will deliver wider social benefits
including associated business (Merchants, Fishmongers etc.).
Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks

Discount rate (%)

3.5

Information has been gathered from stakeholders through stakeholder consultation, meetings, and liaison.
Information gathered from IFCA officers is anecdotal. A key assumption of intervention is that there will be
compliance with the measures and that the measures will achieve the policy objectives. Costs to fishers have
been calculated based on estimates from catch returns linked to the Solent Dredge Permit and estimates of
the number of vessels which have or may take part in the scallop fishery. The Marine Management
Organisation’s 2020 catch data has been used as the best-available complete dataset.

BUSINESS ASSESSMENT (Option 1)
Score for Business Impact Target (qualifying
provisions only) £m:

Direct impact on business (Equivalent Annual) £:
Costs:
£260, 862

Benefits:

N/A

Net:
£260, 862

0.78586
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Evidence Base
1 Problem Under Consideration and Rationale for Intervention
1.1

This Impact Assessment (IA) is for the introduction of new measures, specific to the
management of scallop dredge fishing, under variation to the Southern Inshore Fisheries
and Conservation Authority (IFCA) Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw Category A Permit. The
measures will manage scallop dredge fishing in the Solent and have been developed
through the wider Solent Scallop Review, implemented in December 2020.

1.2

The fishery in the Solent for the king scallop (Pecten maximus) will be referred to in the
rest of the document as the Solent scallop fishery. The fishery has been subject to
commercial fishing to various levels in recent years. It has traditionally been a winter fishery
targeted by vessels, who’s home port is the Solent and tow scallop dredges. In recent
years, as a reflection of increased yields, the number of vessels involved in the fishery has
increased and the fishery is now exploited throughout the year. It is anticipated that this
trend will continue

1.3

Data gathered from consultation, anecdotal officer’s knowledge and the Solent Dredge
Permit indicates that the fishery may be targeted by up to 16 vessels currently (though not
all at the same time), fishing for differing periods and intensity throughout the year.
Although it is a fishery that has developed over the past few years, for some vessels this
has become their main source of income. It is anticipated that this number will increase in
the near future with a new entrants policy opening in November 2022.

1.4

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

Public goods and services – A number of goods and services provided by the marine
environment such as biological diversity are ‘public goods’ (no-one can be excluded
from benefiting from them but use of the goods does not diminish the goods being
available to others). The characteristics of public goods, being available to all but
belonging to no-one, mean that individuals do not necessarily have an incentive to
voluntarily ensure the continued existence of these goods which can lead to underprotection/provision.

•

Negative externalities – Negative externalities occur when the cost of damage to
fish or shellfish populations or the marine environment is not fully borne by the users
causing the damage. In many cases no monetary value is attached to the goods
and services provided by the marine environment, and this can lead to more
damage occurring than would occur if the users had to pay the price of damage.
Even for those marine harvestable goods that are traded (such as wild fish), market
prices often do not reflect the full economic cost of the exploitation or of any damage
caused to the environment by that exploitation.

•

Common goods - A number of goods and services provided by the marine
environment such as populations of wild fish and shellfish are ‘common goods’ (noone can be excluded from benefiting from those goods however consumption of the
goods does diminish that available to others). The characteristics of common goods
(being available but belonging to no-one, and of a diminishing quantity), mean that
individuals do not necessarily have an individual economic incentive to ensure the
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long-term existence of these goods which can lead, in fisheries terms, to potential
overfishing. Furthermore, it is in the interest of each individual to catch as much as
possible as quickly as possible so that competitors do not take all the benefits. This
can lead to an inefficient amount of effort and unsustainable exploitation.
1.5

To date the management of scallop fisheries in the District has largely fallen under Districtwide, National and European legislation, now carried forward predominantly through
minimum conservation reference sizes (MCRS) and gear restrictions. Annex 1
demonstrates the various management measures relevant to scallops within the Southern
IFC District.

1.6

There is a potential market failure of ‘Common goods’ within the Solent Scallop Fishery.
The implementation of new scallop fishery measures under the Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw Category A Permit aims to redress these sources of market failure in the marine
environment through the following ways:
• Management measures will support continued existence of common goods in the
marine environment, for example ensuring the long-term sustainability of scallop stocks
in the Solent.
• Management measures will support continued existence of public goods in the marine
environment, for example conserving the range of biodiversity in the Southern IFC
District.
• Management measures to reduce fishing mortality will ensure negative externalities are
reduced or suitably mitigated.

1.7

Best available evidence: Scallop Biology

1.7.1 Like other marine bivalves, scallops have reproductive cycles that include gamete
formation, spawning, fertilisation, larval development, settlement, and growth to
reproductive maturity. Scallops become reproductively mature at 3 years, at
approximately 60-90mm (Cappel et al., 2018).
1.7.2 The spawning period for scallops can be variable. Most populations in Europe are
documented to have continuous low-level spawning from Spring to Autumn (April to
September) interspersed with periods of synchronised spawning in order to ensure
contribute towards a successful population (Barber and Blake, 2006).
1.7.3 Table 1 summarises studies identifying the major synchronised spawning points in
different scallop populations (Barber and Blake, 2006). As demonstrated, the frequency
and timing of these events can vary regionally, and in some cases have been observed
to vary on very small spatial scales (Hold et al., 2013). The environmental triggers of
spawning have been identified as including temperature, salinity, lunar phase, light,
dissolved oxygen, pH, mechanical shock and various chemicals (Barber and Blake,
1991). Spawning time may also be linked to genetic differences between stocks
(Salomonsen et al., 2015).
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1.7.4 Once spawned, scallop larvae has been observed to remain in the water column for
between 18 and 42 days before settling (Le Pennec et al, 2003). As a result of this they
may be dispersed long distances. After the period in the plankton the scallops require
suitable substrate on which to settle. Scallops are known to settle on predominantly on
upright epifauna such as hydroids and bryozoans (Brand et al., 1980; Dare and
Bannister, 1987; Eggleston, 1962) or stable substrate such as boulders, cobbles,
pebbles or shells.
1.7.5 Based on the length of the pelagic stage, some authors have determined that primary
settlement and early distribution is based on passive larval accumulations (via
hydrodynamics) and availability of a primary settlement substrate (Orensanz et al., 1991
as cited in McMinn and Clements, 2017). Whilst other authors have considered that the
larvae, due to ciliated velium, are not inert particles and have some locomotion (Le
Pennec et al., 2003) particularly controlling vertical distribution. During the initial stages
of their development, larvae tended to swim upwards accumulating near the surface
being influenced by wind, whilst larvae entering the pelidiveliger stage tend to
accumulate near the substratum as they require suitable substrate for settlement, at this
stage their distribution is based on water currents and wind independent flows (Harnett
et al., 2007).
1.7.6 Once settled there is has been very little observed movement between beds. Barber
and Blake (1991) reviewed various tagging studies, finding that nearly all returns in
these studies are from the same bed or within 1-2km of the release site.
1.8

Solent Scallop Review

1.8.1 Below is a summary of the evidence which has influenced the development of the Solent
Scallop review. For further details and additional information please consider the
supporting documents annexed to this document.
1.8.2 The Solent Scallop fishery is data limited - to date only a baseline stock survey in the
Southern IFC District has been carried out and limited catch or effort data is available.
Some literature exists as to the biology of the species, but no specific studies have been
published relating to the Solent.
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1.8.3 Historically the Solent Scallop fishery has varied in its form. In 2013 a small scale fishery
emerged to the East of the Isle of Wight, focused in Sandown Bay, peaking in the
summer. On the implementation of DEFRAs revised approach to commercial fishing in
European Marine Sites, the area which included this fishery was closed to bottom towed
fishing gear through the Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw. In the years following this
a smaller scale fishery emerged on the North East of the Island, principally around the
Solent forts, targeted by 2-4 vessels from a pool of around 8, over the winter months.
This fishery has now expanded, covering the area between from Osbourne Bay to the
forts, and is exploited throughout the year.
1.8.4 Due to the previously short nature of the fishery, and the limited number of vessels
involved, much of the IFCAs understanding of it has been compiled in the last 2-3 years.
The MMO landings data indicates low levels of catches annually, and has been compiled
up to 2020 (Table 2a). It is anticipated that this is under-reported and the actual landings
are higher. To further support this the initial 2 months catch return data from the
Southern IFCA permit has been included in Table 2b.
1.8.5 On expansion of the fishery, more vessels becoming involved, and the fishing period
increasing, fishers began raising concerns with the Authority regarding the levels of
effort and the implications for the sustainability of the fishery. Following this Southern
IFCA began a review of the Scallop Fishery agreed at the TAC held on the 5th November
2020.
1.9

Call For Information

1.9.1 In December 2020 the IFCA undertook an evidence gathering exercise to improve its
understanding of the fishery and the industry concerns related to the observed increase
in effort. This included a call for information held in November to December 2020. The
results of which have been incorporated into a summary of responses document 1.
1.9.2 Although a number of options for management were put forward in the consultation, two
methods of management were considered the most suitable by industry. These were:
- Limiting the dredge number to be used by fishing to minimise the weight of gear
on the seabed, this was supported by 47% of respondents.
- The most popular suggestion was seasonal closure of some form, this was
supported by 71% of respondents.
1.9.3 Following on from the consultation a working group was held whereby members
discussed the responses and the fishery. On the basis of the responses to the
consultation, information relating to the breeding season for scallops and the options
available for management the group recommended development of a code of conduct
which included seasonal closure between April and October (inclusive) and gear
restrictions limited to 2 dredges per vessels to be used when fishing for scallops 2. This
was approved by the TAC in February 2021 and the Full Authority in March 2021. It
came into force in April and the Authority committed to reviewing it in November
following a monitoring and engagement period.

1

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Scallop-Solent-Consultation-SofR-2021.pdf

2

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Solent-Scallop-Fishery-CoC-FINAL-with-map.pdf
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1.10 Code of Conduct compliance
1.10.1 In August 2021, Members of the TAC were provided with a progress report regarding
the effectiveness of the CoC between April 2021 and July 2021, namely that there had
been 19 incidences of vessels engaged in the Solent scallop fishery in contravention to
the CoC. In addition, there had been 2 verbal warnings issued for the retention of
scallops below the MCRS requirements.
1.10.2 Between August and October 2021 an additional 8 incidences have been recorded
(please refer to Table 2). It is anticipated that non-compliance was higher than those
recorded instances by officers. The only weights provided are where the fishers were
inspected and the weights estimated by officers, the total landings for this period are
anticipated to be higher.
Month

Number of fishing
instances observed

Number of different vessels

Total weight of scallops
retained (kg)

April 2021

11

6

1460

May 2021

2

1

80

June 2021

1

1

100

July 2021

5

4

1105

August 2021

1

1

525

September
2021

3

2

870

October 2021

4

4

1265

TOTAL

28

8

5405

1.10.3 During this period, although fishing through the closed season it is worth noting that all
vessels were only using 2 dredges per vessel at most, compliant with the limit set out in
the code of conduct.
1.11 Permit Condition Review
1.11.1 At the TAC held on the 4th of November 2021 members were presented with compliance
information relating to the code of conduct. At this stage, consistent with the timeline set
out in the review, members felt that the code was not achieving its aims, and as a result
made the decision to commence a review of permit conditions to determine whether or
not the code of conduct should be incorporated into the conditions on a Category A
permit.
1.11.2 Members were presented with the results of the Permit Condition Review at a working
group held on the 13th January 2022. They also considered additional information
relating to existing management from other regulators and the biology of scallops.
Members of the working group made the recommendation, on the basis of the evidence
provided to recommend to the TAC that the code of conduct be incorporated into permit
conditions.
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1.12 The Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009 (As amended).
1.12.1 Section (153) of the Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009 (MaCAA) requires that for
the management of inshore fisheries:
1)

the authority for an IFC District must manage the exploitation of sea fisheries
resources in that district.

2)

in performing its duty under subsection (1), the authority for an IFC District
must:
a.

seek to ensure that the exploitation of sea fisheries resources is carried
out in a sustainable way,

b.

seek to balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting the sea
fisheries resources of the district with the need to protect the marine
environment from, or promote its recovery from, the effects of such
exploitation,

c.

take any other steps which in the authority's opinion are necessary or
expedient for the purpose of making a contribution to the achievement of
sustainable development, and

d.

seek to balance the different needs of persons engaged in the
exploitation of sea fisheries resources in the District.

1.12.2 The nationally agreed vision of the IFCAs is that they will “…lead, champion and manage
a sustainable marine environment and inshore fisheries within their Districts by
successfully securing the right balance between social, environmental and economic
benefits to ensure healthy seas, sustainable fisheries and a viable industry…”
1.12.3 At current fishing rates, or with potential increases in harvesting, it is possible that
scallops may be fished to a point beyond which they are able to recover. Current scallop
fishing levels have increased in the past two years, with exploitation now occurring
across the whole year. This would lead to a loss of income for those fishers who rely on
the Scallop fishery. The effect would be seen throughout the market chain reducing the
fish available to shops, restaurants and exporters leading to loss of income in the entire
fishing and food sector.
1.12.4 Utilising the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw at this stage and implementing permit
conditions will provide a flexible and adaptable management mechanism through which
the scallop fisheries can be regulated to ensure that sea fisheries resources are
harvested at sustainable levels whilst also ensuring that the marine environment is
suitably protected. Southern IFCA will be able to respond in a timely manner to best
available evidence in order to manage the fishery.
1.13 Fishery Data
Table 3a – The Landed Weight (Tonnes) and Value (£) of scallops recorded as ‘caught’ in ICES

rectangles 30E8 (Covering the majority of the Solent, but excluding the fisheries offshore or further
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East/West) using dredges by UK vessels from 2015 to 2019. Derived from MMO Landings Data ‘UK
Landings by rectangle and estimated EEZ 2015-2020’.
Row Labels Sum of Landed Weight of scallop (tonnes)

Value

2015

30.76

£54, 421

2016

42.61

£67, 368

2017

37.55

£69, 144

2018

11.89

£20, 792

2019

26.00

£38, 698

2020

91.82

£126, 125

Table 3b - SIFCA Catch Returns Data, provided by fishers as a requirement under the Solent Dredge

Permit Byelaw. Values were based on the average price per kg as determined using the years 20182020 of the landings from Table 2a.
Month/Year

Landings (Tonnes, Area 3
SDPB Returns)

Value

Nov 2021

43.2

£66, 392

Dec 2021

23.3

£35, 809

1.13.1 MMO Landings for the fishery have been provided in Table 3a. Due to the nature of the
fishery, predominantly targeted by under-10s this is mostly based on RBS data obtained
from buyers and likely to be subject to underreporting. To further supplement this data,
landings from the November and December 2021, provided by the IFCAs catch returns
obtained through the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaws, has been provided. The
requirement for catch returns has been implemented for the first time following the
implementation of the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw. It shows a significant increase in
landings compared to the previous data, this is likely to represent the an increase in
landings through the fishery expanding as well as potential underreporting in the MMO
data.

2 Options Considered
2.1

Option 0: Do nothing

2.1.1 Under this option, the scallop fisheries would continue to be managed through existing
legislation which would provide the sea fisheries resources a low level of resilience,
through the existing measures such as MCRS and scallop gear restrictions enforced in
national or district wide regulations.
2.1.2 Anticipated increased effort in the future during the second year of the Solent Dredge
Permit Byelaw would further put the population at risk of overexploitation. Further effort
on the ground could impact the populations of scallops at key times with damaging gear.
In not acting in a precautionary manner, Southern IFCA would not be meeting its
responsibilities under Section 153 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009, whereby
“the Authority should seek to ensure that the exploitation of sea fisheries resources is
carried out in a sustainable way”.
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2.2

RECOMMENDED OPTION
Option 1: Implement the measures from the Southern IFCA Code of Conduct as Permit
Conditions on a Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw – Category A Permit

2.2.1 This is the recommended option. Under this option the two measures below would be
incorporated as permit conditions on the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw Category A
Permit for the remainder of the 2021/22 season and for subsequent seasons.
• Seasonal closure: Between the 1st April and 31st October each year, both days
inclusive, no vessel should fish for scallops.
• Gear specification: A person must not use a vessel to operate more than 2 scallop
dredges
2.2.2 This option would enable Southern IFCA to meet its duties under Section (153) of the
Marine and Coastal Access Act, 2009. It would provide a precautionary approach to
managing a stock likely to come under additional effort from new vessels, whilst allowing
the IFCA to monitor the activity and gather additional evidence as required.
2.2.3 The option provides protection consistent with the aims of the measures, and would:
-

Providing protection to brood stock whilst spawning.

-

Promote settlement and growth of scallops during the summer period.

-

Protect habitats important for scallop recruitment as well as the wider marine
environment.

-

Limit effort to avoid overharvesting.

2.2.4 The Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw includes a permit requirement for scallop dredging
(one of the activities managed under a Category A Permit). The review requirements to
amend permit conditions, including consultation, are set out in section 28 of the byelaw.
have been met.
2.2.5 Implementing the measures under the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw Category A permit
conditions provides a suitable timeline whereby the management can be implemented
following approval and in time for this season. The management can also remain flexible
and be reviewed and amended as new evidence come to light.
2.3

Option 2: Implement measures under the Southern IFCA Code of Conduct as Permit
Conditions on a Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw, but with a different length closed
season.

2.3.1 This option was suggested by respondents following consultation, considering both
longer and shorter closed seasons.
2.3.2 Whilst the fishery is experiencing relatively rapid expansion in terms of the number of
participants and fishing mortality it is important to fully understand population dynamics
and effects of fishing pressure. A longer fishery open season potentially presents a risk
to sustainability. Additional evidence, achieved in part through a longer-term data set
would provide a greater degree of confidence when determining whether a longer
fishery period is suitable.

10

2.3.3 A decrease in the length of open season would potentially provide a shorter period to
access the fishery and would not balance the socio-economic benefits of the fishery with
the aims of the proposed management.
2.3.4 The aspects of the Code relating to gear restrictions were broadly supported by industry
and under this option would remain the same – a 2 dredge limit per vessel.
2.4

Option 3: Create a stand alone byelaw to incorporate the management measures
included in the Solent Dredge Fishing Byelaw as a permit condition.

2.4.1 Under this approach the Authority would create individual byelaws to manage the Solent
Scallop Fishery incorporating the seasonal closure and Gear Specification.
2.4.2 When a new byelaw is introduced, the minimum administrative cost associated with the
introduction of a single byelaw can be in excess of £3,000. This includes officer time
associated with the development of the byelaw, legal costs, advertisement of the byelaw
and consultation. The average introductory period for a byelaw, from the initial
development to Secretary of State Confirmation is in the region of 12 to 18 months.
2.4.3 Furthermore, standalone byelaws do not enable flexibility of management in response
to the most recent evidence, such as stock assessments and stakeholder feedback.
Effective fisheries management should be able to react to Harvest Control Rules (HCR)
whereby effort or catch is managed in response to changes in fishing mortality and/or
spawning stock biomass moving above target or limit points. At these trigger points
management must be brought in quickly to ensure the stocks can recover and continue
to be harvested at sustainable levels. Any amendments to stand alone byelaws require
repeal of the byelaw and reapplication to the MMO and Secretary of State. This process
may take in excess of 18 months.
2.4.4 This approach might enable Southern IFCA to meet their responsibilities overall,
however management would be more expensive to develop and take longer to
introduce. It would increase a long list of existing byelaws making it complex and would
not be flexible if future evidence suggests management needed amending. Therefore,
this option would not achieve the desired outcome.
2.1

Option 4: Voluntary measures
2.1.1 The principles of Better Regulation require that statutory regulation is introduced only
as a last resort. In the first instance voluntary measures should be considered. A
voluntary code of conduct has been in place with the same measures since April
2021.
2.1.2 As has been described above, the code of conduct was not widely adhered to,
particularly in relation to the seasonal closure. As a result of this non-compliance,
monitored by officers between April and October 2021, it is not anticipated that a
voluntary option would be appropriate or achieve the management goals.

3 Policy Objectives
3.1

The policy objectives of the Implementation of measures under the Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw are:
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a) To ensure that scallop dredge fishing in the Solent is carried out in a sustainable way;
b) To deliver social and economic benefits associated with a sustainable Solent scallop
fishery; and
c) To protect the marine environment from the effects of over-exploited scallop fisheries.
3.1.1 In order to achieve this above policy objectives, management has been proposed which
will:
i. Providing protection to scallop brood stock whilst spawning.
ii. Promoting settlement and growth of scallops during the summer period by removing
fishing pressures.
iii. Protecting habitats important for scallop recruitment as well as the wider marine
environment.
iv. Limiting scallop dredge fishing effort to avoid overharvesting

4 Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw - Category A Permit Conditions
4.1

The Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw

4.1.1 The preferred option would be to introduce new permit conditions for the management
of the Solent scallop fishery, as a variation to a Category A Permit of the Solent Dredge
Permit Byelaw.
4.1.2 The Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw3 came into force on the 1 st November 2021. The
byelaw introduces a single coherent management tool for the purposes of managing the
sustainable harvesting of bivalve populations in the Solent prohibiting the use of a
dredge by means of a vessel within the Solent unless authorised by a permit. The
byelaw and its permit conditions set out various mechanisms for managing the fishery
including closed seasons, curfews and gear restrictions. There are two permit
categories;
i. Category A Permit for fishing for bivalves (except native oysters) and;
ii. Category B Permit to fish for native oysters.
4.1.3 The byelaw is subject to an access policy4 which sets out the criteria for being granted
a permit and a management intentions document5 which provides clarity and intention
on the management decisions the Authority may take.
4.1.4 Section 26 of the byelaw sets out the criteria of management suitable for flexible permit
conditions.
The Authority (or a sub-committee thereof authorised by the Authority to do so) may,
for the purposes of managing the sustainable harvesting of bivalves in Bivalve
Management Areas in the Solent, attach, vary or remove flexible conditions to a
permit, falling within some or all of the following categories:
a) prohibiting or restricting harvesting of sea fisheries resources;
b) limiting the amount of sea fisheries resources harvested by a Relevant Fishing
Vessel;
3

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Solent-Dredge-Fisheries/Solent-Dredge-Permit-Byelaw-Final-APPROVED.pdf

4

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/files/Access-Policy-SDPB-2021-update-FINAL-2021-11-22-110928.pdf

5

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Solent-Dredge-Fisheries/Management-Intentions-Document-SDPB.pdf
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c) limiting the amount of time a Relevant Fishing Vessel may spend harvesting;
d) prohibiting or restricting any method of harvesting;
e) setting the frequency of, deadlines for and content of catch returns.
4.1.5 The inclusion of seasonal closures and gear restrictions can be included under c and d
above.
4.1.6 Consistent with the provisions of the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw permit conditions
can be reviewed in line with the procedure set out in section 28 of the byelaw. This
requires consultation, which has been undertaken and is described in section 5 of this
document.
4.2

Category A Permits

4.2.1 It is proposed that the following will be included as permit conditions in a Category A
permit, which is required for dredging for any bivalve species not including the native
oyster.
Seasonal closure: Within the Solent, between the 1st April and 31st October each
year, both days inclusive, a person must not:
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.
Gear specification: 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.

5 Consultation
5.1

Call for Information

5.1.1 In December 2020 the IFCA undertook an evidence-gathering exercise to improve its
understanding of the fishery, and better understand the industry concerns related to the
observed increase in effort. This included a call for information held in November to
December 2020. The results of which have been incorporated into a summary of
responses document6.
5.1.2 Although a number of options for management were put forward in the consultation, two
methods of management were considered the most popular by industry in order to limit
effort over the breeding season and restrict the gear type limiting impact on the habitats.
These were limiting the dredge number to be used by fishing to minimise the weight of
gear on the seabed, this was supported by 47% of respondents. The most popular
suggestion was seasonal closure of some form, this was supported by 71% of
respondents. Figure 1 sets out the proposed closure periods suggested by fishers, all
typically focused over the summer months. The reasons for the summer closure, as
provided by fishers was to protect the stock during the breeding season, close the
fishery during a period where other opportunities are available and provide a closed
period to allow stocks to recover.

6

https://secure.toolkitfiles.co.uk/clients/25364/sitedata/Redesign/Ongoing_Reviews/Scallop-Solent-Consultation-SofR-2021.pdf
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Figure 1 – Proposed closed periods for the scallop season as provided by respondents to the Solent Scallop Call
for Information. Red – closed period, Green - open period.

5.2

Permit Conditions Consultation

5.2.1 Consistent with the review procedure set out in the byelaw a review of permit conditions
was undertaken in November 2021. This followed a decision by the TAC to consider the
inclusion of the code of conduct into permit conditions on Category A permits. The
review asked permit holders and a wider stakeholder group of interested fishers the
following questions:
1. Do you agree that the measures included in the Solent Scallop Code of Conduct should be
included as conditions on a Category A permit?
2. If you disagree with inclusion of the measures as they are, which parts do you specifically
disagree with?
3. Are there any other/alternative measures that you think would assist in achieving the
management aims?

5.2.2 A total of ten responses were received, this included one response from a fisherman’s
association (representing nine members). The responses have been compiled in to a
summary document, but an initial overview has been included here.
5.2.3 In relation to question 1 as o the suitability of Category A permit conditions to manage
the fishery 6 respondents indicated that they felt the measures should be included as
permit conditions. Some of these respondents highlighted the lack of compliance with
the Code of Conduct as the main reason for this. One response indicated that use of
the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw would not be appropriate.
5.2.4 Considering whether the management measures were appropriate, first considering the
gear restriction aspects. One response indicated that use of the Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw would not be appropriate. Some respondents indicated that they would like to
see further gear restrictions applied, including more focus on use of lighter gear
including ‘N-Viro’ dredges.
5.2.5 Considering the management measures, in relation to seasonal aspects, 1 respondent
did not indicate either way whether they felt a closed season should be applied. Of those
that did express an opinion:
•

One respondent indicated that they were happy with the proposed seasonal closure as it stood.

•

Five respondents indicated that they supported the inclusion of a closed season but with minor
changes (1-2 months more/less).
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•

Three respondents (including the fishers association) indicated that they did not support a long
seasonal closure to the fishery, putting forward suggestions of 2-4 month closures over the summer
(two suggested a 2 month closure, one suggested a 4 month closure).

Figure 2 - Proposed closed periods for the scallop season as provided by respondents to the Category A – Permit
Review. Red – closed period, Green - open period.

5.2.6 Additional management proposals put forward included:
•
•
•
•

A reduction in the fishery’s open hours to 08:00 – 16:00 to help police conservation areas.
Weekend closures for the fishery (resulting in 104 less days a year) – suggested as an
alternative to seasonal closure for one respondent.
Smaller vessels should be encouraged and waved the requirement of a permit.
Catch limits or quotas could be introduced.

5.2.7 Respondents also supported further survey work, particularly considering additional
beds to better understand the population.

6 Monetised and Non-Monetised Costs and Benefits
The introduction of additional permit conditions may lead to short-term and long-term benefits
or costs. The following provides an overview of the assumed impacts on the local fishing
industry, wider community, and environment.
6.1

Option 1 will be analysed in comparison to Option 0.

6.2

The creation of the Southern IFCA Solent Dredge Permit Condictions may result in the
following costs:
•
•
•
•
•

Direct costs to the fishing industry as a result of the loss of scallop dredging between
April and October.
Direct costs to the fishing industry as a result of gear restrictions limiting effort.
Indirect costs to the fishing industry associated with displacement to other fisheries
during the closed months ;
Costs to Southern IFCA for compliance and enforcement activities; and
Costs to Southern IFCA for monitoring and control.

6.3

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

6.4

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

6.5

Monetised Costs

6.6

Costs to the Fishing Industry
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6.6.1 It is anticipated that there will be a monetised cost to the fishing industry from the
implementation of a seasonal closure between April and October. This primarily will be
due to loss of catches during these months. Data in the inshore sector on catches and
values is typically poor and often are subject to underreporting. As a result the first 2
months of the Solent Dredge Permit catch returns, from table 2a have been used to
inform estimates of the landings for the April-October season. In order to do this an
average of the two months has been used as a monthly catch for 11 vessels (the total
number to have fished on average over the 2 months). This was used to work out a per
vessel average landings per month. This has been applied to 7 months (the length of
the closed season) for 8 vessels (the total number of different vessel to fish during the
closed season. The annual value, representing a best estimate, for lost catches for this
closure is £260, 862. The figures that have fed into this
6.6.2 Other methods have been considered in order to determine best available evidence.
This includes the MMOs confirmed landings figures for 2015-2020. Considering this
data and the expansion of the fishery the most relevant year was 2020, however
considering the low landings attributed to the entire year of 91 tonnes, it is anticipated
that values associated with this would not adequately assess the potential catches.
6.6.3 Considering that a number of vessels have transitioned to scalloping, particularly since
the implementation of the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw, potential fishing over the
summer could be higher. The application of the total number of vessels (11) involved in
the fishery currently to fishing in the April to October period has not been applied to this
estimate. It is anticipated that this would provide an overestimate of the likely catches in
the Summer of 2022 for the following reasons:
•

Traditionally vessels have fished other fisheries during the summer period, whilst
some vessels in 2021 stayed scallop fishing, many moved on to other fisheries. It
is anticipated that this would remain the trend for some vessels.

•

Continued fishing and an increase in effort could lead to a decrease in catch during
the Summer period.

6.6.4 It is anticipated that this cost would be felt by up to 16 vessels who are permit holders
and either have fished for scallops since taking out a permit or who have indicated they
intend to. If not managed initially, this number would likely rise as it is anticipated year
2 of the permit scheme will see an increase in vessel numbers.
6.7

Southern IFCA Costs

6.7.1 The measures of the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw have already been incorporated into
Southern IFCA compliance and enforcement framework. As such there are not any
additional enforcement costs anticipated.
6.8

Non-monetised costs

6.8.1 A reduction in the months fishing will result in a reduction in the availability of scallops
caught in the Solent between April and October. Although the first sale costs, associated
with the fishers and the landing value, have been estimated above it has not been
possible to quantify the secondary costs with the associated merchants and
fishmongers.
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6.8.2 To date there has been compliance with the gear restrictions listed in the Solent Code
of Conduct that are proposed to be incorporated. Those vessels currently fishing would
not require any adaptation to switch to only using 2 dredges. Some vessels have yet to
enter the fishery, it is not known if they had intended to fish with more than 2 dredges or
what the costs to adapt their methodology or through loss of catch would be if that is the
case.
6.8.3 Whilst the IFCA will monitor the fishery and intends to increase its evidence base for
research, some of this has already been included in the annual research plan for 2021
as part of the Solent Dredge Permit Byelaw, although it is anticipated that monitoring
and research surrounding this fishery will increase, the Authority will look to work with
universities and industry where possible to keep costs at an appropriate level. It is
anticipated that officer time contributing towards additional survey work to monitor the
fishery may increase, but this cannot at this stage be monetised until methods have
been determined.
6.9

Benefits

6.9.1 The introduction of the proposed permit conditions would enable the Southern IFCA to
manage scallops in a sustainable manner in the Solent which would have the following
benefits:
• Fisheries sustainability benefits from a reduction in fisheries mortality;
• Environmental benefits from well-managed scallop fisheries;
• Indirect benefits to the fishing industry and coastal communities associated with
sustainably managed shellfish fisheries;
• The ability to adapt the management measures, based on the best available
evidence; and
• A greater understanding of the fisheries, based on uptake of permits and catch
returns being submitted.
6.9.2 These benefits are difficult to value and are therefore described here as non-monetised
benefits.
6.9.3 Sustainable fisheries. The inclusion of a closed season during the period of April to
October would promote sustainable fisheries by achieving 4 key aims:
iii. Providing protection to brood stock whilst spawning. Spawning periods in the UK
have been observed to occur from Spring to Autumn (April to September) interspersed
with periods of synchronised spawning in order to ensure successful population
(Barber and Blake, 2006). Although there is no data collected on this from the Solent,
there is data from sites across the UK, France and Ireland. It is anticipated that the
Solent would fall within this range. Southern IFCA officers are working with local
universities to develop a sampling program to further our understanding of breeding in
the Solent in particular spawning periods, for 2022.
iv. Promote settlement and growth of scallops during the summer period.
Settlement has been observed to occur between 18 and 42 days before settling (Le
Pennec et al, 2003). Growth of Scallops is understood to be highest during the warmer
months of the year across the Summer (Mason, 1957), and slow over winter. A closure
between April and October would include the total settlement period as well as the
period of highest growth.
v. Protect habitats important for scallop recruitment as well as the wider marine
environment - After the period in the plankton the scallops require suitable substrate
on which to settle. Scallops are known to settle on predominantly on upright epifauna
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such as hydroids and bryozoans (Brand et al., 1980; Dare and Bannister, 1987;
Eggleston, 1962) or stable substrate such as boulders, cobbles, pebbles or shells. By
limiting gear type to 2 dredges and providing a closed period to allow for recovery and
growth of hydroids and bryozoans the impact to habitats key for scallop recruitment,
as well as the wider eco-system, is provided with additional protection.
vi. Limit effort to avoid overharvesting – Effort on the scallop fishery has been
observed to increase over the past few years with an increase in the number of vessels
and the period of harvesting. It is anticipated that this will continue to increase into the
next season (Solent Dredge Season – Nov-Oct) with additional entrants eligible to
apply for a permit in November 2022. Providing a closure between April and October
limits effort and mitigates potential overharvesting as the fishery develops and the
evidence base grows.
6.9.4 An increase in sustainability of the Solent’s Scallop fisheries would lead to indirect
benefits to the fishing industry and coastal communities. Whilst an initial drop in the
landings would be observed due to a decrease in the months available to fish, the
measures may lead to an increase in stock on the ground and catch rates during the
open season. Both increased and reliable catches will ensure that fishers, merchants,
restaurants, and other members of the supply chain see increased income and
knowledge that this income will be continue in the future.
6.9.5 Furthermore, a reduction in fishing effort will have a wider environmental benefit upon
marine biodiversity not linked to the Scallop Fishery. With the fished area and those
involved in the fishery increasing, the potential impacts from the scallop dredging to the
wider ecosystem would be mitigated by a control in effort and the inclusion of a recovery
period.

7 Risks and Assumptions
7.1

Cost estimates are based on Southern IFCA Catch return data and estimates of UK
landings value. Landing’s information are reported at ICES sub-rectangle level and it is
therefore not possible to understand the full extent of catch and landings which has
historically occurred within the Southern IFC District. Furthermore, these figures may
underestimate the total landings and value of the Southern IFCA District as private sales
of less than 30kg are not recorded. These figures have been based on published data and
include 2015 – 2020 landings.

7.2

The number of potentially affected vessels has been obtained through analysing the
number of Category A permit holders in the District and considering it against knowledge
of previous activities.

7.3

Displacement of fishing effort is difficult to quantify, and impossible to predict where or to
which other resources activities will be displaced to.

7.4

Estimated costs to the fishing industry may be an overestimate, as vessels are likely to
offset some of the lost revenue by fishing in other areas. It is also possible that the benefits
that the Byelaw will bring could increase the stocks of scallops available to fishers during
the open season increasing their income overtime.

8 Impact on Small and Micro Businesses
8.1

The Byelaw will impact micro businesses (1-9 employees). The majority of scallop fishing
vessels are <10m in length. A smaller number are between 10 and 12m. These vessels
18

are usually a single business, operated by a skipper/owner, and may employ one or
occasionally two crew members.
8.2

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

8.3

Due to the size and range of these small vessels, they may not be able to access
alternative sources of income. These businesses may fail as a result, however they will
have to opportunity to access other fisheries within the same area, typical of small vessels
during the closed period.

8.4

Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the Byelaw which will reduce the impact
on affected businesses. This includes an open season for the fishery and the opportunity
to review measures implemented under permit conditions.

9 Wider impacts
9.1

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

9.2

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

9.3

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

9.4

South Marine Plan
As per paragraph 58(3) of the MaCAA, Southern IFCA must have regard to the South Marine
Plan7 when undertaking any decision which is not an authorisation or enforcement decision.
By definition, as per paragraph 58(4), a Byelaw and associated permit conditions would fall
under the definition of ‘authorisation or enforcement decision’.

9.5

That said, the proposed permit conditions ensure compatibility with the following objectives
and policies of the South Marine Plan:

9.6

7

•

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

•

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

•

Objective 10: To support marine protected area objectives and a well-managed
ecologically coherent network with enhanced resilience and capability to adapt to
change.
One In Three Out (OITO). OITO is not applicable for byelaws implemented for the
management of sea fisheries resources within IFC Districts as they are local government
byelaws introducing local regulation and therefore not subject to central government
processes.

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/south-marine-plans
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10 Monitoring and Evaluation
10.1 The Permit Conditions will be reviewed every 3 years or sooner if significant new evidence
suggests that a review is urgently needed.
10.2 Monitoring of compliance with Byelaw will be carried out through the Authority’s
compliance and enforcement framework8.
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12 Annexes
Annex I Additional management measures relevant to the Solent Scallop Fishery
Management
Measure

Extent

Description

Further info

Bottom Towed
Fishing Gear
Byelaw 2016

Southern
IFCA District

https://www.southernifca.gov.uk/byelaws#BotTowedFishGear

Scallop Fishing
Byelaw 2019 (to
be implemented
st
1 November
2021 replacing
the existing
Scallop Fishing
Byelaw)

Southern
IFCA District

Defines areas prohibited to
the use of Bottom Towed
Fishing Gear (including
scallop dredges) for the
purpose of habitat
protection.
Relevant to the current
fishery are Areas 25, 26, 27,
28 and 29 (defined in the
schedule) protecting
seagrass and reef features
on the north side of the Isle
of Wight. Other areas in the
Solent may become more
relevant if the fishery
continues to extend.
Limits the number of
dredges towed by a vessel
(maximum 12).
Requires fitting of a spring
loaded tooth bar and limits
the width of the mouth of a
dredge (85cm).
Limits the number of tow
bars a vessel can tow to
two.
Limits the length of any tow
bar used.

Solent Dredge
Permit Byelaw

Southern
IFCA District
– specifically
Solent as
defined in the
byelaw.

Requires the use of a permit
to fish with a dredge in the
Solent. A Category A permit
is required for fishing in the
Solent with a dredge.
Provides a curfew (06:00 –
18:00) and closed season
st
st
(1 March to 31 of October
2021) for the use of dredges
within Southampton Water,
Langstone Harbour and
Portsmouth Harbour.
Additional management
measures can also be
incorporated as permit
conditions in line with
Southern IFCA policy
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(previous byelaw can be found here:
https://www.southernifca.gov.uk/byelaws#Scallop-Fishing)

Scallop Fishing
Order 2012

British
Fishery
Limits (as
described in
the order)

Southern IFCA
Minimum
Conservation
Byelaw

Southern
IFCA District

Brings in national measures
for managing scallop fishing
including dredge
specifications (<85cm frame
width; functioning spring
loaded tooth bar; no
attachments to rear, top or
inside of dredge; no diving
plate; <150kg dredge
weight; Specifications on
size and number of teeth;
number of rows of belly
rings;) Minimum size for
area VIId (which includes
Solent) of 110mm.
Sets out minimum size for
various species, including
the size for Scallops fished
East of the 002°W line as
being 110mm. Otherwise
currently applied through the
Technical Conservation
measures detailed in EC 2019/1241.
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https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2004/12/made
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January 2021

Title: Solent scallop fishery call for information
Authors: P Cooper
About this document: This document has been developed to summarise the consultation
undertaken by Southern IFCA between the 22nd of October and the 31st of December 2020 to
better understand the developing scallop (Pecten Maximus) fishery in the Solent. The local
fishing industry, having approached the Authority requesting support in ensuring it remains
sustainable, have been asked their opinions on their experiences in the fishery and what could
be done to ensure its sustainability in the future. The consultation was targeted towards those
who have engaged in the fishery, although those who have expressed an interest have also
been consulted. The call for information was also advertised on the Southern IFCA website
and on social media. Responses provided beyond those initially targeted have also been
accepted into the process. The responses received by the Authority have been summarised
in this document. In determining the most suitable next steps, Members of the Authority will
have access to the full package of responses received, together with any accompanying
evidence.
Further Copies:
This document is available in electronic format from the Southern IFCA website at
www.southern-ifca.gov.uk
Alternatively, a hard copy can be obtained from the Southern IFCA Office:
Southern IFCA,
Unit 3 Holes Bay Park,
Sterte Avenue West,
Poole,
Dorset,
BH15 2AA
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1.

Introduction
1.1 Background

There has been a small-scale fishery for King Scallop (Pecten maximus – hereafter in this
document referred to as scallop) lasting for short periods and targeted by a handful of vessels
has present in the Solent in previous years. This has typically been focused from Osbourne
Bay on the north-east of the Isle of Wight as round as far as No-Man’s Land Fort/Seaview
further east. Previous fisheries have also existed on south-east side of the island, focused
predominantly in the Sandown Bay area, however due to MPA restrictions this fishery is no
longer possible.
More recently this fishery has expanded, being targeted by more vessels, lasting for longer
periods and increasing the geographic extent of harvesting. Over the most recent winter this
fishery was observed to last approximately 4 months or more and was targeted up to 6 vessels
at any one time from a larger pool of local boats. The fishery provided an alternative focus for
vessels who may have typically fished for native oysters or clams over the winter period but
have found themselves unable to do so as a result of temporary closures or poor water quality
impacting the classifications in some areas.
As a result of this members of the fishing industry from a number of ports in the Solent have
raised concerns with officers, requesting assistance and management to ensure that this
fishery remains sustainable. Initial discussions suggested that some members of the fishing
industry were particularly interested in formalising a fishing season which has typically been
focused around the winter months, and would ensure a period of recovery over the summer
months. Other effort limiting measures have been suggested as well. A call for information will
not only increase the Authority’s understanding of the fishery historically and currently, but
would also effectively gauge opinion from all relevant members of the local fishing industry on
the future of the fishery.

1.2 Current Management
Within the Southern IFCA District there exists a complex range of management measures
relevant to the Scallop fishery within the Solent region and beyond (e.g. Southern IFCA district,
nationally).
These include Southern IFCA byelaws such as the Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016,
the Solent Dredge Fishing Byelaw and the Scallop Fishing byelaw. As well as national
measures such as the Scallop Fishing (England) Order 2012, and a specific minimum
conservation reference size applied to ICES area VIId. A summary of these management
measures has been included in Table 1 overleaf but other measures may apply.
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Table 1 – Management Measures relevant to the Solent Scallop Fishery
Management Measure
Extent
Description
Bottom Towed Fishing
Gear Byelaw 2016

Southern IFCA
District

Solent Dredge Fishing
Byelaw (measures included
to be absorbed into Solent
Dredge Permit Byelaw 1st
November 2021
Scallop Fishing Byelaw
2019 (to be implemented
1st November 2021
replacing the existing
Scallop Fishing Byelaw)

Southampton Water,
Langstone Harbour
and Portsmouth
Harbour.

Solent Dredge Permit
Byelaw 2019

Southern IFCA
District – specifically
Solent as defined in
the byelaw.
British Fishery Limits
(as described in the
order)

Scallop Fishing Order 2012

Southern IFCA Minimum
Conservation Byelaw
(Awaiting sign off)

Southern IFCA
District

Southern IFCA
District

Further info

Defines areas prohibited to the use of Bottom Towed Fishing Gear (including
scallop dredges) for the purpose of habitat protection.
Relevant to the current fishery are Areas 25, 26, 27, 28 and 29 (defined in the
schedule) protecting seagrass and reef features on the north side of the Isle of
Wight. Other areas in the Solent may become more relevant if the fishery
continues to extend.
Provides a curfew (07:00 – 17:00 – to be amended to 06:00 – 18:00 when
incorporated into SDPB) and closed season (1st March to 31st of October 2021)
for the use of dredges within Southampton Water, Langstone Harbour and
Portsmouth Harbour. This does not currently overlap with the extent of the
fishery, but may become relevant if the fishery expands.
Limits the number of dredges towed by a vessel (maximum 12).
Requires fitting of a spring loaded tooth bar and limits the width of the mouth of
a dredge (85cm).
Limits the number of tow bars a vessel can tow to two.
Limits the length of any tow bar used.
Applies a curfew to the Solent 18:00 – 06:00.
Brings measures from the Solent Dredge Fishing Byelaw into a permit scheme
allowing appropriate and adaptable management of the Solent dredge
fisheries. Covers entire Solent including the Scallop fishery area.

https://www.southernifca.gov.uk/byelaws#BotTo
wedFishGear

Brings in national measures for managing scallop fishing including dredge
specifications (<85cm frame width; functioning spring loaded tooth bar; no
attachments to rear, top or inside of dredge; no diving plate; <150kg dredge
weight; Specifications on size and number of teeth; number of rows of belly
rings;) Minimum size for area VIId (which includes Solent) of 110mm.
Sets out minimum size for various species, including the size for Scallops
fished East of the 002°W line as being 110mm. Otherwise currently applied
through the Technical Conservation measures detailed in EC - 2019/1241.

https://www.legislation.g
ov.uk/uksi/2004/12/mad
e

https://www.southernifca.gov.uk/byelaws#solent
dredgefishing2016

(previous byelaw can be
found here:
https://www.southernifca.gov.uk/byelaws#Scallo
p-Fishing)

Note – Other legislation (both national and local) will apply within these areas – the above aims to provide a summary of relevant measures –
this is not to be used as a definitive list. Other measures may be implemented for example by the MMO through licence conditions.

1.3

IFCA Duties

The nationally agreed vision of the IFCAs is that they will:
“lead, champion and manage a sustainable marine environment and inshore fisheries within
their Districts by successfully securing the right balance between social, environmental and
economic benefits to ensure healthy seas, sustainable fisheries and a viable industry”
Under Section 153 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, Southern IFCA must manage
the exploitation of sea fisheries resources in the district. In doing so, the Authority must:
a) seek to ensure that the exploitation of sea fisheries resources is carried out in a
sustainable way,
b) seek to balance the social and economic benefits of exploiting sea fisheries resources
of the district with the need to protect the marine environment from, or to promote its
recovery from, the effects of such exploitation,
c) take any other steps which in the authority’s opinion are necessary or expedient for
the purpose of making a contribution to the achievement of sustainable development,
and
d) seek to balance the different needs of persons engaged in exploitation of sea fisheries
resources in the district.

Under Section 155 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, the Authority has the power
to make byelaws for the district. IFCA byelaw guidance outlines the management options and
the scope of IFCA byelaws.

2.

Solent Scallop ‘Call for information’

2.1 Call for Information
Following numerous requests from industry to consider management in the Solent, officers
considered that the best way to further understanding of the fishery as well as scope the
interest of the industry was to progress with a ‘Call for Information’. A ‘Call for Information’ is
an evidence gathering exercise which is undertaken with stakeholders and the community.
This period of engagement seeks to address any evidence gaps and gather any information
relating to the fisheries in question. The information received during this process can then be
used, in combination with any other evidence gathered, to inform the Authority of whether
there is a need to undertake a full review of the fishery. The Solent scallop fisheries ‘Call for
Information’ commenced in November 2020 and lasted until the 31st of December 2020.

2.2 Scope of Solent ‘Call for Information
The Solent Scallop Call for Information aimed to gather more detail on the fishery, as well as
provide give officers and members a better understanding on the opinion of industry on how
they would like the fishery to develop. Letters were sent to those fishers who had participated
in the fishery recently or who had expressed an interest to officers in the management of the
fishery. Copies of the letter were also circulated by social media and made available on the
Southern IFCA website, the call for information was not limited to those current participants in
the fishery.

A full copy of the letter has been annexed to this document but the questions asked of the
fishing industry were:
1. Do you currently participate in the Solent scallop fishery?
If yes, please provide detail on your role (fisher, merchant etc.), how long you have fished
for/or purchased scallops in/from the Solent, which months you fish for scallops in the
Solent, how many days a year do you fish for scallops in the Solent.
2. What are your views on the current state of the Solent scallop fishery?
For example, would you say the stock is currently healthy; consisting of mainly adult or
juvenile scallops; is more or less plentiful than in recent years?
3. How would you like to see the Solent scallop fishery managed?
Please describe what these would be and why you believe they are necessary.
4. Please provide any further information that you think would be helpful.
Responses were received in writing where possible, in some cases officers were required to
undertake verbal consultations, following COVID-19 protocols where phone calls were not
possible.

2.3 Responses to the Call for Information
Overall a high level of responses, considering the specific focus of the consultation, were
received. In total 21 individuals responded, all of which were registered owners or skippers of
vessels which fished in the Solent. 11 were written communications, whilst a further 10 were
recorded by officers following verbal consultations. Officer analysis indicates that this
represents the majority of those vessels active in the fishery currently and historically.
The responses have all been logged by officers and are kept securely by Southern IFCA, this
document will summarize both the verbal and written responses to provide the authority with
the information provided by members of the industry as well as provide full transparency as to
the work undertaken.

3.

Summary of Responses

3.1 Current involvement
Responses to the Call for Information were received from 21 individuals, all of which were
linked to fishing vessels in the Solent. 20 of the respondents still actively fish within the Solent
whilst one was the owner of a vessel which has done previously. 15 individuals stated that
they had fished within the Solent scallop fishery, whilst five stated that they had not
participated in that fishery but fished in the Solent. Another did not provide details on current
involvement.
For those that had participated, fishers were asked about the nature of their involvement in
the fishery. Of those that responded the number of years involved in the fishery varied
dramatically from 1-30 years. It is anticipated that this question may have been answered by
some as a reflection on the length of time they have fished the Solent, not specifically the
scallop fishery.
The table below indicates the months in which vessels participated. 10 respondents provided
information on the months they fished for Scallops in the Solent.
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Number of respondants indicating
involvement in the fishery during this
month (out of 10)

Figure 1. Indicated months currently active in the fishery
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Fishers were also asked the number of days spent in the fishery. Seven responded to this
question, two indicated that they spent 300 days in the fishery a year, one responded 144 and
four others fell in a range of 0-60 days a year.

3.2 Views on the state of the fishery
Fishers were asked their views on the current state of the fishery. From all of those that
responded to this question, 16 respondents indicated that their views on the fishery were
positive, no respondent gave an outright negative answer, although a number expressed
concern about the current harvesting level.
13 fishers provided an opinion on the ratio of juvenile to adult scallops on the ground all
indicating some level of juvenile, with nine respondents indicating that there was more small
than large on the ground and others indicating a full range of sizes of scallop. 13 fishers
provided a response as to whether they felt there had been an increase in abundance of
scallops or not. Eight indicated that they felt that scallop abundance was increasing, four
indicated that it had remained the same whilst one individual indicated that abundance was
declining.
Although not asked specifically a number of respondents provided information related to the
geographical extent of the fishery. Six fishers indicated that the extent of the fishery had
increased including spreading across the north shore of the isle of wight and the Solent forts
to areas that a year ago were “showing no signs of life for scallops” as well as one fisher
indicating that he had observed them “spreading and moving” through other fisheries and had
“seen scallops in the harbours”, presumably referring to Portsmouth and Langstone. A number
of fishers made reference to the scallop’s presence in relation to the depth of water, one fisher
indicated that below 15 metres it was mainly juvenile scallop whilst at around 10m depth it
was predominantly larger scallops. One fisher, typically participating in the trawl fishery,
indicated that in the deeper water in the Solent scallops appear to be growing well.

3.3 Views on future management
The call for information also asked for views on the future management of the fishery. Of the
21 respondents, 18 provided a view that they would like to see some form of management
implemented on the fishery, two indicated that they did not feel the fishery needed
management and should be left alone, although did provide some suggestion as to possible
8

management if it were to be implemented, whilst one did not specify either way but indicated
that “the fishery needs to be studied properly first by the Authority in order to gain the best
available evidence, before coming to a decision too rapidly”. The type of management
respondents preferred varied and figure 2 highlights the forms of management each
respondent (of the 17 who indicated a preference towards some form of management and two
who would prefer no management but made suggestions) provided.

Figure 2 - No. of respondents proposing each
management category (based on 19 responses)
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A variety of measures were proposed, some fishers indicated that a combination of measures
were the preference with 11 of those proposing both seasonal restrictions and gear
restrictions. Details of the proposals found under each category are found in the following
sections. Although two individuals included above suggested that management was not
required, they did submit suggestions as to possible management/clarification that was
required, these have been included in the above figure. Based on the 20 who provided views
relating to management, one respondent indicated that although they would like to see
management but that they did not know what measures would be appropriate.

3.3.1 Seasonal restrictions
The measure that most respondents called for were seasonal restrictions although the
suggested time period for an open and closed season varied. Figure 3 highlights the various
closed seasons (where specific months were given) proposed by each respondent, Figure 4
indicates the number of fishers indicating a closed season covering each individual month and
Figure 5 indicates the preferred lengths of closed season based on the responses.
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Figure 3 – Various proposed closed seasons provided where respondents gave specific months open
(green)/closed (red)
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Figure 4 - Number of individuals suggesting a closed season in
each month
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The majority of those who indicated they would like to see a closed season implemented
indicated some form of summer closure with 13 respondents indicating a closure over (at least
some of) the summer months as being preferable. Reasons given for this included not
targeting during the breeding season “allowing scallops to grow and spat”, catching when they
are not full of roe and closing the fishery when there are other summer fisheries to target. The
length of the proposed seasons varied, with some (three respondents) indicating a preference
for a long 9-10 month closed season, one vessel indicating a preference for a two month
closed season and ten vessels indicating a preference for a closed season lasting between
six and eight months. A further respondent indicated a preference to a summer closure, but
did not quantify a time period and six respondents did not indicate that they would like to see
a closed season implemented, with three of these indicating that they specifically would not
like to see a closed season implemented (and suggesting alternative measures in their place).

3.3.2 Gear Restrictions
Following the suggestion of a closed season, the next highest preference for management
consideration was related to gear restrictions with 13 respondents indicating a preference
towards this.
Two main focuses were included in this from respondents:
-

-

Dredge Number – Of the respondants, 10 individuals suggested that dredge numbers
should be limited on the vessel for the purpose of sustainability, mitigating
environmental impact and limiting access from some of the larger nomadic scallopers.
Of the 10, two suggested the limit should be three dredges, seven suggested limiting
to two dredges and one suggested setting a limit on the maximum width of dredges
(similar to the Southern IFCA ‘Fishing for Oysters’ byelaw’).
Dredge Specification – Six vessels made comment on gear specification, four
indicated that they felt only light weight or N-Viro type dredges should be used in the
fishery to contribute to the sustainability and mitigate impact on the environment.
Others suggested improvements could be made from the existing national measures
which some felt were for “a large-scale offshore fishery”. Other requests included
clarifications as to the dredges permitted in the Solent and how they fit in with the
various pieces of legislation.

3.3.3 Limited Access
Several respondents indicated that they would like to see access to the fishery limited in some
manner. Some suggesting limiting to Southern IFCA vessels, presumably referring to home
port location or those vessels with a Southern IFCA ‘Vessels Used in Fishing For Sale’ permit,
others just referred to a cap on number. A number of other respondents, whilst not referring
specifically to a cap on numbers or limited access, suggested that further benefits from gear
restrictions (e.g. lighter dredges, limited number of dredges) would be restricted access to the
fishery from larger nomadic scalloping vessels.

3.3.4 Other Proposals
Other proposals provided by respondents included:
-

-

Community management – Several respondents indicated that a level of community
management involving, or being led by, the individuals involved in the fishery in
determining the required management to ensure sustainability.
Quota System – One respondent indicated that they would prefer to see a flexible
quota system implemented whereby the fishery has a 12 monthly quota system, based
11

-

-

on the number of vessels fishing. Variations could be added to reduce the quota (but
not extinguish) during the breeding season e.g. “2 bag scallop limit when spatting”.
Rotational Closures- One fisher indicated that instead of closed seasons covering
the whole fishery, the ground could be split into areas allowing access to different areas
at different times e.g. “4 months closed each.
Additional Temporal Management – Two fishers suggested a reduction in the hours
fished as a potential management tool, one suggesting restricting between 08:00 and
16:00 and another suggesting reducing to a five-day week. Current regulations limit
the season 07:00 to 19:00 and four fishers specifically indicated that they felt this was
sufficient.

3.4 Further Comment
Fishers also provided further comments where requested. These included:
-

-

-

-

-

4.

The fishery providing an ideal replacement for the oyster fishery. Numerous fishers
saw this as a replacement for the native oyster fishery stating that the decline of the
oysters could be leaving an abundance of food for the scallops and the scallops not
being subject to the same predators (tingle). One fisher did express concern that
without management the scallops would experience a similar decline as the oysters.
A number of fishers requested that a survey be undertaken to improve knowledge of
the fishery and expressed an interest for industry to be involved.
Some fishers indicated an interest in further management, but not beyond their
requests as that could potentially limit their livelihood at a difficult time.
Some fishers raised concern over the effect the COVID-19 pandemic has on
enforcement, and the potential impact the removal of small could have on the future of
the fishery.
Some fishers expressed a concern over the number of starfish present, considering
predation from this species as having a bigger impact on scallop stocks than fishing,
and requesting investigation into the increase of this species.
One fisher considered the closed areas currently in place, presumably referring to
those set out in the Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw 2016, to provide sufficient
sanctuary for scallops to breed.
One fisher raised on going concerns over management of MPAs and the impact that
was having on local fishing.
One fisher indicated that they would like to see a seasonal closure of the fishery, but
that it should be accompanied by staggering the clam season in the Solent to later in
the year, this would avoid overlap with the Poole clam fishery and provide further
harvesting opportunities for fishers.

Next Steps

This summary of responses document will be shared by email with all individuals who
responded to the pre-consultation. The document will also be posted on the Authority’s
website and will be shared by social-media.
In addition to the responses received during the ‘Call for Information’, the Authority will source
the best available evidence in order to build a picture of the fishery under review. The
information gathered may include quantitative information on current effort, the participants
engaged within the District and gear types and methods. In addition, where available, up to
date and historic stock assessments will be analysed in order to map the fishery over time. In
depth literature reviews will also be conducted to ensure that the best available evidence is
12

sourced in order to support the fishery review. In addition, social and economic data will be
derived from all relevant sources.
It is the intention for select Members of the Authority to attend a Working Group during the
week commencing 11th January 2021, in order to review all of the best available evidence
gathered during the ‘Call for Information’ and when addressing evidence gaps. Based on the
best available evidence, the Working Group will then report to the Technical Advisory
Committee on the 4th February 2021, as to whether there is a need, based on the best
available evidence, to pursue management in the Solent scallop fishery. The Technical
Advisory Committee will make recommendations to the Authority on the 4th February as to
whether there is a need to pursue management intervention in the Solent scallop fishery.
Based on the best available evidence and the wider legislative duties and responsibilities of
the Authority, the Authority will decide on the 18th March 2021 whether management
intervention is appropriate. If intervention is deemed to be appropriate then the review will
enter Stage 2 of the Byelaw Process. Delegation of powers to the TAC may be considered by
the Authority at this point, in line with paragraph (36) of the Standing Orders.
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Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
OFFICER’S REPORT
PORTLAND SEED MUSSEL FISHERY APPLICATION

ITEM C

Report by IFCO Smith and SIFCO Pengelly
A.

Purpose of the Report
In May 2021, the Authority authorised an application to remove seed mussels from an
area of seabed east of Portland Bill. The area lies outside the boundary of Studland to
Portland Special Area of Conservation (SAC). An application has been made to
continue this activity in 2022, with an increase in the Total Allowable Catch (TAC). This
report, in line with the Authority’s statutory duties, considers the potential effects of the
proposed activity.

B.

Recommendation
1. it is recommended that, subject to formal consultation with Natural England, the
Authority shall provide written consent for the Fishing Vessel (F/V) WY37 Nicola
L, to remove seed mussel until 31st December 2022, provided that:
i. A total of no more than 1,000 tonnes of mussels are removed during this period;
ii. Mussel fishing is restricted to the area contained by the co-ordinates:
002° 24.402’ W 50° 30.124’ N,
002° 24.402’ W 50° 29.770’ N,
002° 21.908’ W 50° 29.770’ N,
002° 21.912’ W 50° 29.228’ N, and
002° 25.278’ W 50° 29.705’ N;
iii. All mussels landed are relayed for a minimum of 6 months on a Several Fishery
lay within Poole Harbour;
iv. Whilst fishing for mussels the vessel is fitted with an operational VMS unit;
v. The Southern IFCA Office is notified by telephone no less than 12 hours and
during office hours (0900 – 1700) prior to daily mussel fishing operations; and
vi. Based on provision of new evidence, the Authority retains the right to alter or
suspend this permission.

C.

Annex
1. TSLE 2022 Studland to Portland SAC - Mussel dredging v1.1

1.

Background

1.1

The Authority, in April 2021, received an application to remove seed mussels from an
area of seabed east of Portland Bill. The area lies outside and 100m distance from the
boundary of Studland to Portland Special Area of Conservation (SAC).

1.2

The Southern IFCA ‘Mussels’ legacy byelaw1 states that ‘No person shall remove from
a fishery any mussel less than 50mm in length except where the mussels so removed

1

Byelaws : Southern IFCA (southern-ifca.gov.uk)
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are intended for the purpose of mussel cultivation by being placed without delay on a
mussel cultivation bed or laying situated within the district and within such bed or laying
there is at the time a several or charter or other private right of fishery for mussels.
Mussels for relaying may not be removed without first obtaining from the Chief Fishery
Officer of the Committee his consent in writing which consent shall be given only if in
the opinion of such Chief Fishery Officer their removal will not have a detrimental effect
upon the fishery.’
1.3

The area of seabed to the east and southeast of Portland Bill, within 6 nautical miles,
is a known settlement site for mussels (Mytilus edulis). In this location mussels form
dense communities over areas of rocky and coarse sediment seabed, mostly between
30 and 50 metres water depth, in areas associated with strong currents. This
population of mussels derives from heavy annual spat-fall, providing strong annual
recruitment. The area has historically been subject to mussel dredging activity. The
majority of the previously mapped mussel bed falls within the Studland to Portland
SAC, designated for Annex I reef habitats. Mussel beds are referred to as a notable
community of the site.

1.4

In May 2021 the Authority authorised the application to remove seed mussels from an
area of seabed east of Portland Bill.

1.5

The fisher has re-applied for an authorisation to continue harvesting seed mussel
throughout 2022. The fisher has requested that the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) is
raised from 500 to 1000 tons for the year to reflect the available resource. No
application has been made to fish mussels from within the SAC.

2.

Fishery Impacts

2.1

The area of seabed east of Portland Bill was subject to regular mussel dredge fishing
activity between 1991 and 2014. Between 2001 and 2010 a total of 19,426.8 tonnes of
mussels were fished from the Portland mussel beds and landed in the local port of
Weymouth.

2.2

In 2011, due to the proposal for Studland to Portland SAC, the fishery became subject
to an annual HRA and subsequently adopted a series of restrictive measures for fishing
within the SAC. These measures were designed to maintain the integrity of the site.
These measures included the introduction of two restricted fishing areas, measuring a
total area of 4.638km2, and a total allowable annual catch of 2,000 tonnes of mussels.

2.3

At this point the total area of the mussel bed was estimated to be 48.67km2, and based
on a 25% coverage extrapolated to 1km, the overall biomass of the mussel bed was
estimated to be 190,000 - 438,000 tonnes. Annual seabed surveys were undertaken
by the Authority, examining the condition of the restricted fishing areas, together with
two control sites. Over this period there was no significant difference identified in the
density and population structure of the mussel beds in response to fishing activity
between 2011 and 2013. Anecdotally, prior to 2011, the mussel bed appeared to show
no deterioration despite more intense fishing pressure.

2.4

Between 2011 and 2014 the average annual catch was 830 tonnes and fishing activity
predominantly took place between March and July each year.

2.5

Despite showing relative long-term stability for over 20 years, over the winter of 201415 the mussel bed almost completely disappeared. The most likely cause for this is
believed to be the impact of the severe 2014-15 winter storms. Since this date there is
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anecdotal information, provided by local divers, pot fishers and the applicant, that
mussels have resettled in the site and densities are increasing. During 2021 the mussel
bed extent was reported to be similar to that observed prior to the winter of 2014-15.
2.6

In 2021, the applicant removed 380 tons of mussels from the area permitted outside of
the SAC. Catch records, made by the applicant at the request of Southern IFCA
Officers in September 2021, do not show any decline in catch per unit effort despite
repeated tows made in the same location. This limited evidence suggests that the
fishery is sustainable at these levels. Given that the fishery took place in 2021 over a
small section of the permitted area (<10%) it is recommended that the 2022 TAC is
raised to 1000 and that the applicant keeps a diary of tow location and catch levels to
support further Southern IFCA analysis.

3.

Studland to Portland SAC

3.1

Under Article 6 of the EU Habitats Directive, the Authority, as a fisheries regulator,
must ensure that fisheries do not damage, disturb or have an adverse effect on the
wildlife or habitats for which the site is legally protected. The Conservation of Habitats
and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 requires that the Authority
exercise its functions, which are relevant to marine conservation, so as to secure
compliance with the requirements of the Directive.

3.2

The Authority has concluded through a Test of Likely Significant Effect (TLSE) (Annex
1) that, the proposed activity is not likely to have a significant effect on the Studland to
Portland SAC. This assessment identified that no features or sub-features were likely
to be exposed to the pressures identified and on that basis, concluded that the
proposed fishery is not likely to have a significant effect on the site.

3.3

The Authority, as a competent authority, before deciding to give consent for a plan or
project which is likely to have a significant effect on a SAC, must make an appropriate
assessment of the implications for that site in view of that site’s conservation
objectives. A person applying for any such consent must provide such information as
the competent authority may reasonably require for the purposes of the assessment 2.

4.

Other Users

4.1

The site is known to be of economic importance to other fishery users, notably pot
fishers (crab/lobster and whelk) and recreational sea anglers (charter and private
vessels). Preliminary communication with charter vessel users and local static gear
fishers has revealed that the proposed mussel fishing activity will be unlikely to
significantly impact users as an element of deconfliction would be applied, as in
previous fishing years.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
List of Background Papers
Studland to Portland Special Area of Conservation:
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/SAC.asp?EUCode=UK0030382
European Habitats Directive
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/habitatsdirective/index_en.htm

2

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (legislation.gov.uk)
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1. Portland Mussel Seed Fishery
Activity
The purpose of the proposed activity is to remove commercial quantities of seed mussel (Mytilus edulis) from
the fishery, for relaying in aquaculture operations, with minimal and non-significant impact to the designated
site Studland to Portland Special Area of Conservation (SAC). Fishing for seed mussel within the Southern
IFC District may only take place with the Authority’s consent as detailed in the Southern IFCA ‘Mussels’
byelaw.
The area of seabed to the east and southeast of Portland Bill, within 6 nautical miles, is a known settlement
site for mussels (Mytilus edulis). In this location mussels form dense communities over areas of rocky and
coarse sediment seabed, mostly between 30 and 50 metres water depth, in areas associated with strong
currents. The area has historically been subject to mussel dredging activity. Much of the mussel bed area
falls within the Studland to Portland Special Area of Conservation (SAC), designated for Annex I reef habitats.
Mussel beds are referred to as a notable community of the site. The proposed mussel seed collection activity
falls outside of the designated SAC boundary.
Seed mussels (Mytilus edulis) are removed from the fishery by the use of steel framed dredges with a mesh
collection bag, operated from a vessel, as defined in Southern IFCA ‘Fishing for oysters, mussels and clams’
byelaw. The dredging will be carried out by the fishing vessel (F/V) Nicola L (WY37), a historic participant
vessel in the fishery. Fishing usually commences towards the end of a tide and over slack water. Each dredge
tow lasts between 2 and 4 minutes and covers a distance of 200 meters. On each fishing trip an average of
10-12 tows are completed with approximately 8 tons of mussel seed harvested.
Information provided by the vessel from fishing during 2021 (Figure 1.) shows that between September and
December, little difference was seen between the quantity harvested in the first dredge tow of each day and
the last, or between tows in September and December. Whilst not a detailed catch per unit effort analysis
this indicates that the fishing effort at the current rate is not depleting mussel seed stocks. Aggregated data
of mussel landings made in Weymouth 2021 shows that 380 tonnes were harvested (Marine Management
Organisation Data 2021).
The TAC has been raised to 1000 tonnes for the next fishing period in order to support year-round laying and
harvesting of mussels from the area outside the SAC.
First tow

Last tow
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1400
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600
400
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0
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Figure 1. The quantity of mussel seed harvested from the first dredge tow and last dredge tow of each fishing trip for mussel seed
outside the Studland to Portland SAC.
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Authorisation
Subject to the following conditions, it is proposed that F/V Nicola L (WY37) is authorised to remove seed
mussel until 31st December 2022:
i.

A total of no more than 1000 tonnes of mussels are removed during this period;

ii.

Mussel fishing is restricted to the area contained by the co-ordinates (Clockwise Figure 2):
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

002° 24.402’ W 50° 30.124’ N,
002° 24.402’ W 50° 29.770’ N,
002° 21.908’ W 50° 29.770’ N,
002° 21.912’ W 50° 29.228’ N,
002° 25.278’ W 50° 29.705’ N;

iii.

All mussels landed are relayed for a minimum of 6 months on a Several Fishery lay within Poole
Harbour;

iv.

Whilst fishing for mussels the vessel is fitted with an operational VMS unit;

v.

The Southern IFCA Office is notified by telephone no less than 30 minutes prior to daily mussel fishing
operations; and

vi.

Based on provision of new evidence, the Authority retains the right to alter or suspend this
authorisation.

Licence Area
To protect the SAC from any potential effects caused by mussel dredging the authorised mussel fishing area
is limited to 100m from the SAC boundary (See Figures 1 and 2).

Figure 2. The licenced fishing area (pale green polygon) in relation to the Studland to Portland SAC, Reef feature and
Bottom Towed Fishing Gear Byelaw prohibited area.
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Figure 3. The licensed fishing area (pale green polygon) with 100m buffer between fishing area and the boundary

of the Studland to Portland SAC.

5

2. Test for Likely Significant Effects
A test for likely significant effects has been carried out according with the Habitats Regulations 2019 for the area outside of the SAC, See Table 1. The remaining
area inside the SAC will be assessed in a separate TSLE. This has been produced using Natural England’s Conservation Advice Package for Studland to
Portland SAC, specifically the Advice on Operations component.
The test has indicated that all effects can be screened out and therefore no further assessment is required for the Portland Seed Mussel Fishery
Area 1.
Table 1. The Test for Likely Significant effects for the Portland Seed Mussel Fishery.
1. Is the activity/activities directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site for nature conservation?

No

2. Is the feature(s)/sub-features(s) likely to be exposed to the pressure(s) identified and What potential pressures exerted by the gear type(s) are likely to affect
the feature(s)/sub-feature(s)?
Sensitivity - Infralittoral Rock

Sensitivity - Subtidal stony reef

Sensitivity - Circalittoral Rock

Abrasion/disturbance
of the substrate on the
surface of the seabed

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
will not occur within the Studland to
Portland SAC designated area.
Therefore, there will not be any
significant abrasion/disturbance to
infralittoral rock.

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
will not occur within 100m distance of
Studland to Portland SAC designated
area. Therefore, there will not be any
significant abrasion/disturbance to
subtidal stony reef.

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging
activity will not occur within 100m
distance of Studland to Portland SAC
designated area. Therefore, there will
not be any significant
abrasion/disturbance to circalittoral
rock.

Changes in
suspended solids
(water clarity)

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat outside of the designated
site boundary. Therefore, the dredging
for mussels will not release significant
quantities of suspended solids into the
water column as these sediments have
a very low silt content due to high tidal
velocities in the area (Collins, 2018).
Dredging will not occur with 100m of the
SAC boundary to ensure and mobilised
sediment have time to settle outside of
the SAC boundary. Furthermore, due to
the high tidal velocities natural sand

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat outside of the designated
site boundary. Therefore, the dredging
for mussels will not release significant
quantities of suspended solids into the
water column as these sediments have
a very low silt content due to high tidal
velocities in the area (Collins, 2018).
Dredging will not occur with 100m of the
SAC boundary to ensure and mobilised
sediment have time to settle outside of
the SAC boundary. Furthermore, due to
the high tidal velocities natural sand

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat outside of the designated
site boundary. Therefore, the dredging
for mussels will not release significant
quantities of suspended solids into the
water column as these sediments have
a very low silt content due to high tidal
velocities in the area (Collins, 2018).
Dredging will not occur with 100m of
the SAC boundary to ensure and
mobilised sediment have time to settle
outside of the SAC boundary.
Furthermore, due to the high tidal
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mobilisation will be common, therefore
habitats and species within the area will
likely be adapted to cope with this
pressure. Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect to water clarity in the
SAC adjacent to the mussel dredging.

mobilisation will be common, therefore
habitats and species within the area will
likely be adapted to cope with this
pressure. Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect to water clarity in the
SAC adjacent to the mussel dredging.

velocities natural sand mobilisation will
be common, therefore habitats and
species within the area will likely be
adapted to cope with this pressure.
Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect to water clarity in the
SAC adjacent to the mussel dredging.

Penetration and/or
disturbance of the
substratum below the
surface of the seabed,
including abrasion

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
within the Studland to Portland SAC
designated area. Therefore, there will
not be a significant
penetration/disturbance to infralittoral
rock.

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
within the Studland to Portland SAC
designated area. Therefore, there will
not be a significant
penetration/disturbance to subtidal stony
reef.

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging
activity within the Studland to Portland
SAC designated area. Therefore, there
will not be a significant
penetration/disturbance to circalittoral
rock.

Removal of non-target
species

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
will not occur within the Studland to
Portland SAC designated area.
Therefore, there will not be a significant
removal of any species in designated
infralittoral rock.

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
will not occur within the Studland to
Portland SAC designated area.
Therefore, there will not be a significant
removal of any species in designated
subtidal stony reef.

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging
activity will not occur within the
Studland to Portland SAC designated
area. Therefore, there will not be a
significant removal of any species in
designated circalittoral rock.

Removal of target
species

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
will not occur within the Studland to
Portland SAC designated area.
Therefore, there will not be a significant
removal of any species in designated
infralittoral rock.

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
will not occur within the Studland to
Portland SAC designated area.
Therefore, there will not be a significant
removal of any species in designated
subtidal stony reef.

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging
activity will not occur within the
Studland to Portland SAC designated
area. Therefore, there will not be a
significant removal of any species in
designated circalittoral rock.

Smothering and
siltation rate changes
(Light)

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat outside of the designated
site boundary. Therefore, the dredging
for mussels will not release significant
quantities of silt into the water column as
these sediments have a very low silt
content due to high tidal velocities in the
area (Collins, 2018). Dredging will not
occur with 100m of the SAC boundary to

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat outside of the designated
site boundary. Therefore, the dredging
for mussels will not release significant
quantities of silt into the water column as
these sediments have a very low silt
content due to high tidal velocities in the
area (Collins, 2018). Dredging will not
occur with 100m of the SAC boundary to

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat outside of the designated
site boundary. Therefore, the dredging
for mussels will not release significant
quantities of silt into the water column
as these sediments have a very low silt
content due to high tidal velocities in
the area (Collins, 2018). Dredging will
not occur with 100m of the SAC

S
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ensure and mobilised sediment have
time to settle outside of the SAC
boundary. Furthermore, due to the high
tidal velocities sand mobilisation will be
common, therefore habitats and species
within the area will likely be adapted to
cope with this pressure. Therefore, there
will not be a significant effect to changes
in light in the SAC adjacent to the
mussel dredging.

ensure and mobilised sediment have
time to settle outside of the SAC
boundary. Furthermore, due to the high
tidal velocities sand mobilisation will be
common, therefore habitats and species
within the area will likely be adapted to
cope with this pressure. Therefore, there
will not be a significant effect to changes
in light in the SAC adjacent to the
mussel dredging.

boundary to ensure and mobilised
sediment have time to settle outside of
the SAC boundary. Furthermore, due
to the high tidal velocities sand
mobilisation will be common, therefore
habitats and species within the area
will likely be adapted to cope with this
pressure. Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect to changes in light in
the SAC adjacent to the mussel
dredging.

Visual disturbance

NS

The feature is not sensitive to the
pressure.

NS

The feature is not sensitive to the
pressure.

NS

The feature is not sensitive to the
pressure.

Deoxygenation

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat. Therefore, the dredging for
mussels will not release significant
quantities of suspended solids/ silt/
bacteria into the water column as these
sediments have a very low silt/organic
matter content due to high tidal
velocities in the area (Collins, 2018).
Therefore, there will not be a significant
effect of deoxygenation into the water
column.

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat. Therefore, the dredging for
mussels will not release significant
quantities of suspended solids/ silt/
bacteria into the water column as these
sediments have a very low silt/organic
matter content due to high tidal
velocities in the area (Collins, 2018).
Therefore, there will not be a significant
effect of deoxygenation into the water
column.

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat. Therefore, the dredging
for mussels will not release significant
quantities of suspended solids/ silt/
bacteria into the water column as
these sediments have a very low
silt/organic matter content due to high
tidal velocities in the area (Collins,
2018). Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect of deoxygenation into
the water column.

Hydrocarbon & PAH
contamination

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging is unlikely to
lead to any release of hydrocarbon &
PAH contamination from the vessel or
sediments. Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect on the SAC.

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging is unlikely to
lead to any release of hydrocarbon &
PAH contamination from the vessel or
sediments. Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect on the SAC.

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging is unlikely to
lead to any release of hydrocarbon &
PAH contamination from the vessel or
sediments. Therefore, there will not be
a significant effect on the SAC.

Introduction of light

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
will not occur within the Studland to
Portland SAC designated area and will
occur during daylight hours. Equipment
located within the water column does

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
will not occur within the Studland to
Portland SAC designated area and will
occur during daylight hours. Equipment
located within the water column does

IE

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging
activity will not occur within the
Studland to Portland SAC designated
area and will occur during daylight
hours. Equipment located within the
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not require lighting, whilst one boat will
not produce significant amounts of
additional light. Therefore, there will not
be a significant effect on light within the
SAC.

not require lighting, whilst one boat will
not produce significant amounts of
additional light. Therefore, there will not
be a significant effect on light within the
SAC.

water column does not require lighting,
whilst one boat will not produce
significant amounts of additional light.
Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect on light within the
SAC.

Introduction of
microbial pathogens

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur only within the local area, by a
local vessel so it is not likely that there
will be an introduction of microbial
pathogens. Therefore, there is unlikely
to be a significant effect to the
designated SAC.

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur only within the local area, by a
local vessel so it is not likely that there
will be an introduction of microbial
pathogens. Therefore, there is unlikely
to be a significant effect to the
designated SAC.

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur only within the local area, by a
local vessel so it is not likely that there
will be an introduction of microbial
pathogens. Therefore, there is unlikely
to be a significant effect to the
designated SAC.

Introduction or spread
of invasive nonindigenous species
(INIS)

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur only within the local area so it is
not likely that there will be an
introduction/spread of invasive nonindigenous species. Therefore, there is
unlikely to be a significant effect to the
SAC.

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur only within the local area so it is
not likely that there will be an
introduction/spread of invasive nonindigenous species. Therefore, there is
unlikely to be a significant effect to the
SAC.

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur only within the local area so it is
not likely that there will be an
introduction/spread of invasive nonindigenous species. Therefore, there is
unlikely to be a significant effect to the
SAC.

Litter

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging does not lead to
marine litter as the dredged remains
always attached to the vessel.
Therefore, there is unlikely to be a
significant effect to the SAC.

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging does not lead to
marine litter as the dredged remains
always attached to the vessel.
Therefore, there is unlikely to be a
significant effect to the SAC.

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging does not lead
to marine litter as the dredged remains
always attached to the vessel.
Therefore, there is unlikely to be a
significant effect to the SAC.

Nutrient enrichment

NS

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat. Therefore, the dredging for
mussels will not release significant
quantities of nutrients into the water
column as these sediments have a very
low silt content/organism diversity due to
high tidal velocities in the area (Collins,
2018). Therefore, there will not be a

NS

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat. Therefore, the dredging for
mussels will not release significant
quantities of nutrients into the water
column as these sediments have a very
low silt content/organism diversity due to
high tidal velocities in the area (Collins,
2018). Therefore, there will not be a

NS

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat. Therefore, the dredging
for mussels will not release significant
quantities of nutrients into the water
column as these sediments have a
very low silt content/organism diversity
due to high tidal velocities in the area
(Collins, 2018). Therefore, there will
not be a significant effect of organic
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significant effect of organic enrichment
into the water column in the SAC.

significant effect of organic enrichment
into the water column in the SAC.

enrichment into the water column in
the SAC.

Organic enrichment

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat. Therefore, the dredging for
mussels will not release significant
quantities of organics into the water
column as these sediments have a very
low silt content/organism diversity due to
high tidal velocities in the area (Collins,
2018). Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect of organic enrichment
into the water column in the SAC.

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat. Therefore, the dredging for
mussels will not release significant
quantities of organics into the water
column as these sediments have a very
low silt content/organism diversity due to
high tidal velocities in the area (Collins,
2018). Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect of organic enrichment
into the water column in the SAC.

S

OUT - Portland mussel dredging will
occur in shell, sand, gravel, cobble and
rock habitat. Therefore, the dredging
for mussels will not release significant
quantities of organics into the water
column as these sediments have a
very low silt content/organism diversity
due to high tidal velocities in the area
(Collins, 2018). Therefore, there will
not be a significant effect of organic
enrichment into the water column in
the SAC.

Physical change (to
another seabed type)

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
will not occur within the designated
Studland to Portland SAC boundary.
Therefore, there will not be a significant
physical change to designated habitats
within the SAC. Past surveys of
historically mussel dredge sites within
the cSAC now designated, showed that
there was little evidence of dredge scars
within the mussel beds which had been
previously fished and therefore either
the dredges were not 100% efficient at
removing the mussel beds or they
recovered quickly i.e. within three
months (Southern IFCA, 2013).

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging activity
will not occur within the designated
Studland to Portland SAC boundary.
Therefore, there will not be a significant
physical change to designated habitats
within the SAC. Past surveys of
historically mussel dredge sites within
the cSAC now designated, showed that
there was little evidence of dredge scars
within the mussel beds which had been
previously fished and therefore either
the dredges were not 100% efficient at
removing the mussel beds or they
recovered quickly i.e. within three
months (Southern IFCA, 2013).

S

OUT - Portland Mussel dredging
activity will not occur within the
designated Studland to Portland SAC
boundary. Therefore, there will not be
a significant physical change to
designated habitats within the SAC.
Past surveys of historically mussel
dredge sites within the cSAC now
designated, showed that there was
little evidence of dredge scars within
the mussel beds which had been
previously fished and therefore either
the dredges were not 100% efficient at
removing the mussel beds or they
recovered quickly i.e. within three
months (Southern IFCA, 2013).

Synthetic compound
contamination (incl.
pesticides,
antifoulants,
pharmaceuticals)

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging is unlikely to
lead to any release of synthetic
compounds from the vessel or
sediments. Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect on the SAC.

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging is unlikely to
lead to any release of synthetic
compounds from the vessel or
sediments. Therefore, there will not be a
significant effect on the SAC.

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging is unlikely to
lead to any release of synthetic
compounds from the vessel or
sediments. Therefore, there will not be
a significant effect on the SAC.
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Transition elements &
organo-metal (e.g.
TBT) contamination

Underwater noise
changes

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging is unlikely to
lead to any release of transition
elements & organo-metal from the
vessel or sediments. Therefore, there
will not be a significant effect on the
SAC.

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging is unlikely to
lead to any release of transition
elements & organo-metal from the
vessel or sediments. Therefore, there
will not be a significant effect on the
SAC.

NA

OUT – Mussel dredging is unlikely to
lead to any release of transition
elements & organo-metal from the
vessel or sediments. Therefore, there
will not be a significant effect on the
SAC.

The feature is not sensitive to the
pressure.

NS

The feature is not sensitive to the
pressure.

NS

The feature is not sensitive to the
pressure.

3. What key attributes and conservation objectives of the site are likely to be affected by the identified
pressure(s)?

None

4. Potential scale of pressures and mechanisms of effect/impact (if known)

None

5. Is the potential scale or magnitude of any effect
likely to be significant?

Alone

In-Combination

No

No foreseen in combination effects

6. Have NE been consulted on this LSE? If yes, what was NE’s advice?

3. References
Collins. K., 2018. Preliminary survey of the Portland/Shambles mussel dredging grounds September 2018. Ocean and Earth science, University of
Southampton
Southern IFCA, 2013. Studland to Portland candidate Special Area of Conservation (cSAC) Appropriate Assessment Mussel Seed Fishery 2014.
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Southern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
OFFICER’S REPORT
LIVE WRASSE FISHERY REPORT - 2021

ITEM D

Report by IFCO Smith
A.

Purpose of the Report
The development of handline and fish trap fisheries for wrasse within a portion of the Studland to
Portland Special Area of Conservation led to the Authority undertaking Habitat Regulations
Assessments for the activities in 2017 and 2018. The Authority manages the fishery through Minimum
Conservation Reference Sizes and Wrasse Fishery Guidance measures. To ensure the fishery does
not adversely affect the site a Monitoring and Control Plan has been implemented.
This report describes the performance of the wrasse fishery in 2021 against the Triggers for
Assessment in Section 7 of the Monitoring and Control Plan.

B.

Recommendation
It is recommended that the report is noted by Members.

C.

Annex
1. Smith, C. 2022. Southern IFCA Live Wrasse Fishery M&C Report 2021.

1.

Background

1.1

Over the course of 2015/16, a fishery for live wrasse developed within the Southern IFC District. The
fishing effort is concentrated in the Weymouth and Portland area. A portion of the area fished falls
inside of the Studland to Portland Special Area of Conservation (SAC).

1.2

In 2017 Southern IFCA undertook a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) for the fishery in order
to consider whether the activity had an adverse effect on the Studland to Portland SAC.

1.3

Within the HRA, mitigation was defined to ensure that the wrasse fishery does not cause an adverse
effect upon the designated SAC. The two major parts of this mitigation are the Wrasse Fishery
Guidance measures and the Wrasse Fishery Monitoring and Control Plan (MCP).

1.4

Southern IFCA Wrasse Fishery Guidance introduced precautionary management measures for the
fishery. The guidance includes spatial management and seasonal restrictions (to minimise fishing
impacts during the spawning season). Minimum and maximum sizes are applied to ensure an
appropriate size range and sex ratio of fish remain in the wild, and effort limitations. Additionally, the
guidance requires the submission of catch and buyer data. The Wrasse Fishery Guidance was most
recently updated ahead of the 2021 fishing season.

1.5

In 2021, the Southern IFCA Minimum Conservation Reference Size (MCRS) Byelaw came into effect
throughout the Southern IFC District. The Byelaw included statutory MCRSs for the four wrasse
species aligning with those previously specified in the Wrasse Fishery Guidance.

1.6

During the past four fishing seasons, in line with the fishery guidance measures, monthly catch return
forms from individual fishers and wrasse buyer numbers have been collected. These provide data on
the number of wrasses taken from the Southern IFC District, as well as data on the effort, location,
and timing of the fishery.

1.7

Section 7of the M&C Plan describes ‘Triggers for Assessment’. Analysis of the fishery data enables
the Authority to determine if any of the monitoring variables are triggered for assessment. If trigger
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points are reached, then a review of the fishery is to be activated in line with Section 8 of the M&C
Plan. Please note: the trigger for LPUE described within this report has been based on significance
testing where possible, to reflect an increased reliability of the data analysis method.
1.8

None of the Wrasse Monitoring and Control Plan triggers have been activated during the 2021 wrasse
fishing season (Table 1). Following a decline in mixed wrasse species between 2018/2019 and 2020,
mixed wrasse LPUE remained stable indicating that the decline in 2020 was likely to be due to the
change in target species from four wrasses to two. In 2021, fishers were required to report fish
numbers specific to species. As full data for this was only available in 2021 differences between year
could not be compared, however it was found that LPUE of corkwing wrasse varied between areas
fished. Although the number of pots being used within the SAC has risen from 70 to 80 this does not
trigger any Monitoring and Control points but will be monitored closely during the next fishing season.

1.9

Based on assessment of the LPUE and fishery data, the wrasse fishery report concluded that the
fishery is currently operating at a sustainable level.

2.

Wrasse Fishery Monitoring and Control Plan: 2021 season

Table 1. A year-by-year summary of the wrasse fishery, assessed against MCP Triggers.
Trigger for Assessment

2018

2019

2020

2021

Trigger point
reached? (Y/N)

MV1 - A 25% increase in
the total number of
wrasses removed

32,825

42,295

34,299

36,331

No

MV2 - A significant
seasonal reduction in
LPUE between years

TOTAL WRASSE (POT CAUGHT)

No

No significant change in LPUE of total pot caught wrasse
between 2018, 2019, 2020 and 2021.
MIXED WRASSE (POT CAUGHT)

No

Significant decline in LPUE of mixed wrasse caught between
2018 and 2020 due to a reduction in target species from four to
two wrasses. LPUE remained stable in 2021.
BALLAN WRASSE (POT CAUGHT)

No

Significant increase in LPUE of ballan wrasse between 2018
and 2020, remaining high in 2021.
BALLAN WRASSE (ROD AND LINE)

MV3 - A 25% increase in
the number of vessels
fishing from baseline
MV4 - A significant
increase in the total
effort of the fishery

No

Significant increase in LPUE of ballan wrasse caught between
2018 and 2019. Too little fishing activity in 2020 for analysis.
Significant increase in 2021 LPUE.
Limited data
No
9 vessels
10 vessels
– approx. 9
Data
incomplete

Data
incomplete

Data
incomplete

Total Pot
Hauls: 21,430
Total Rod
Hours: 406

No

No
(Comparison
not possible
due to data
limitations)
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MV5 – An introduction
of a new fishing gear
type

Fishery
shifted from
fish trap
dominated to
handline
dominated.
As assessed
in 2019
HRA.

The Handline
HRA
assessed 7
handline
vessels. 10
vessels
fished using
handlines in
2019.

Following
liaison with
buyers and
fishers the
fishery
returned to its
baseline as a
pot fishing
dominated.

The fishery
continued to
operate as pot
fishing
dominated.

No

MV6 – Repeated noncompliance of wrasse
fishery guidance

Inspections
found 100%
compliance
with the
guidance
measures
(9/9).

Inspections
found 100%
compliance
with the
guidance
measures
(12/12).

Inspections
found 94.5%
compliance
with the
guidance
measures
(17/18).

Inspections
found 100%
compliance
with MCRS
Byelaw and
guidance
measures
(6/6)

No

MV7 - New evidence

None

None

None

None

No

MV8 - Condition of the
SAC attributed to the
fishing activity.

100%
Favourable

No new
evidence

No new
evidence

No new
evidence

No

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
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Monitoring and Control Report 2021
The wrasse fishery supplies live wrasse to UK Salmon farms for use as natural pest control. In the
Southern IFC District, wrasses are removed from the Weymouth and Portland area, in and around the
Studland to Portland Special Area of Conservation (SAC). In accordance with requirements under the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2019, the fishery has been assessed through Habitats
Regulations Assessments (HRA) in order to ensure, the fishery does not lead to an adverse effect on the
site’s integrity. The fishery is managed through Minimum Conservation Reference Size (MCRS) and
‘Wrasse Fishery Guidance’ and, it is monitored in line with a Monitoring and Control Plan (MCP). This
fishery report describes the outcomes of the data analysis for the 2021 season used to assess the
indicators specified in the MCP.

Fishing Compliance, Effort and Location

Method

Southern IFCA compliance inspections in 2021 showed adherence to the MCRS
and wrasse fishery guidance. Ten fishing vessels harvested wrasse in 2021, two
of which fished for only one month. Eleven percent more wrasses were removed
from the fishery than the 2018 baseline (Table 1).

Southern IFCA receive
count data on the
number of wrasses
landed to buyers. The
buyer data is used to
monitor the removal
from the fishery during
and at the end of the
fishing season.

Table 1. Comparative fishing effort levels for the Southern IFCA wrasse
fishery 2018 to 2021.
2018
2019
2020
2021
No. fish landed
32,825
42,295
34,299
36,331
No. fishing vessels
9
11
9
10

Similar fishing effort (number of trips by location) occurred in 2021 to 2020, with
most trips taking place outside of the SAC, in Balaclava Bay and Portland
Harbour/ Weymouth Bay. In 2021, the number of pot fishing trips recorded on
CRFs increased most notably outside of the SAC. However, two catch return
forms (CRF) were not received in 2020 and therefore effort is anticipated to have
remained stable since 2020. Rod and line fishing trips remained at levels
significantly less than in 2019. In 2021, the number of rods fished within the SAC
and the wrasse fishery remained the same as 2020. The number of pots used
within the SAC has risen slightly from 70 to 80 in 2021 although, overall, the
total number of pots fished in the fishery has reduced by 15 %. Total Pot Hauls
and Rod Hours (Figure 1) cannot be compared to previous years however, data
from 2021 does not suggest that either has increased significantly.
Total Pot Hauls
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Figure 1. Total pot hauls
and rod hours fished in
the Southern IFCA live
wrasse fishery. * All
data from Catch Return
Forms
which
were
incomplete in 2019 and
2020. Note: separate
axis for different fishing
methods.

All fishers voluntarily
submit wrasse CRF
throughout
which
details their fishing
activity, effort and catch
on a daily basis. CRF
data
is
used
to
calculate Landings Per
Unit Effort (LPUE) for
either ‘pot’ or ‘rod and
line’ fishing methods.
The LPUE is calculated
for ‘ballan’ and ‘mixed’
wrasse groups.
Generalised
Linear
Models (GLM), run in
the
programming
software ‘R’ are used to
consider
which
variables (Year, Day of
Year or Area Fished)
best describes the
variation in the LPUE.
Further information on
methodology
is
available
on
the
Southern IFCA website
‘Live Wrasse Fishery’
page.
Author C. Smith, January 2021
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NEW Minimum Conservation Reference Size Byelaw
In July 2021, Southern IFCAs ‘MCRS Byelaw’ came into force. This byelaw introduced new statutory MCRS
for the following wrasse species, replacing those applied through the Wrasse Fishery Guidance:
• Ballan wrasse: 180 mm
• Corkwing wrasse: 140 mm
• Goldsinny and Rock cook wrasse: 120 mm
Ballan wrasse

Corkwing wrasse

Goldsinny wrasse

Landings Per Unit Effort (LPUE)
For the GLM analysis number of wrasse landed are separated into five categories: Total wrasse LPUE
per pot (pot), mixed wrasse LPUE per pot (pot) (excludes ballan), Ballan wrasse LPUE per pot (pot), Corkwing
wrasse LPUE per pot (pot), and Ballan wrasse LPUE per rod hour fished (rod). The following figures show
the variables which best explain the variation in LPUE and the corresponding significance levels for each
level of a variable. Note, colours indicate either year or area fished.

NS

Figure 1. Predicted effects (mean) of fishing area (left) on Landings Per Unit Effort (pot) of total wrasses and, year (right) on Landings Per Unit
Effort (pot) of mixed wrasses caught in the Southern IFC District. Error bars show 95% confidence intervals around predicted means as estimated
by the Generalised Linear Models. *** denotes <0.001 significance, NS=Not significant. Fishing Area: 3=Balaclava Bay, 4=Portland
Harbour/Weymouth, 6=Ringstead Bay, 7=White Nothe to Lulworth, 8=Lulworth to Broadbench

Total and mixed wrasse LPUEpot
Similar to the results from 2020, analysis by Year did not explain the variation in total wrasse LPUEpot,
whilst neither did Day Of Year. Area fished significantly explained the variation, with Balaclava Bay and
Portland Harbour/ Weymouth Bay showing higher LPUEpot than Ringstead Bay and White Nothe to
Lulworth (Figure 1).
For mixed wrasse LPUEpot, the variable year explained the varitaiton, with 2018 and 2019 LPUE higher
than 2020 and 2021 (Figure 1). However, no significant difference was seen between 2020 and 2021.
Author C. Smith, January 2021
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Figure 2. Predicted effects (mean) of year (top left), day of Year (top right) and fishing area (bottom left) on Landings Per Unit Effort (pot) of ballan
wrasse caught in the Southern IFC District. Predicted effects (mean) of fishing area (bottom right) on Landings Per Unit Effort (pot) of corkwing
wrasse caught in the Southern IFC District. Error bars show 95% confidence intervals around predicted means as estimated by the Generalised
Linear Models. * <0.05, ** <0.01, *** <0.001 denotes significance, NS=Not significant. Fishing Area: 3=Balaclava Bay, 4=Portland
Harbour/Weymouth Bay, 6=Ringstead Bay, 7=White Nothe to Lulworth, 8=Lulworth to Broadbench

Ballan and corkwing wrasse LPUEpot
Year, Day Of Year and Area Fished explained the variation in Ballan wrasse LPUEpot (Figure 2).
Significantly more ballan wrasse were caught in pots in 2020 and 21 when compared to 2018 and 19.
Ballan wrasse catch in pots increased throughout the season. Significantly less Ballan wrasse are caught
in the fishing areas Ringstead Bay and White Nothe to Lulworth.
For Corkwing wrasse only data from 2021 was available. Area fished explained the variation with
Balaclava Bay and Portland Harbour/Weymouth Bay showing signifncantly higher LPUE pot than
Ringstead Bay and White Nothe to Lulworth (Figure 2).
Author C. Smith, January 2021
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Figure 3. Predicted effects (mean) of Landings Per Unit Effort (rod) of ballan wrasse caught in the Southern IFC District. Error bars show 95%
confidence intervals around predicted means as estimated by the Generalised Linear Models. * <0.05, *** <0.001 denotes significance. Fishing
Area: 1=West Side of Portland, 2=Portland Bill, 5= Weymouth Bay, 6=Ringstead

Ballan wrasse LPUErod
Year explained the variation in Ballan LPUErod with a significant increase seen in 2021 (Figure 3). Due to
a lack of rod fishing data from 2020, this data could not be included in the analysis.
Discussion
In 2021, the number of fish bought and number of fishery participants remained within the range of
baseline levels. Despite a small increase in pot numbers being used in the SAC, overall pot numbers in
the fishery have reduced since 2020. Fishing trip effort is anticipated to have remained similar to 2020 but
data cannot be directly compared due to limitations.
Once again, total pot caught wrasse LPUE was not significantly different between years indidcating that
landings are stable and the wrasse fishery is operating at a sustainable level. Similarly, in 2021 the LPUE
for mixed pot caught wrasse remained stable strongly suggesting that the decline seen between 2019 and
2020 was due to a reduction in target wrasse species, with the focus primarily being only ballan wrasse
and corkwing wrasse more recently. Pot caught ballan wrasse LPUE increased throughout the season,
and remained higher in 2021 than in 2018 and 2019. Whilst natural varitation in the wrasse population
may explain this it is also likely that continued reduced effort in the rod and line fishery is enaballing a
greater proportion of the ballan wrasse stock to be caught in pots. Catches of ballan wrasse remain lowest
in Ringstead Bay relative to all other areas. This is also the case for Corkwing wrasse which has been
analysed for the first time.
In 2020, insufficient rod and line fishing occurred to analyse the data. However, rod and line fishing data
from 2021 showed that LPUErod of ballan wrasse has increased since 2018 and 2019.
Overall, the analyis of data from the wrasse fishery does not sugggest that the fishery is operating at
unsustainable levels because the wrasse LPUE catagories either remained stable or increased in 2021.
Ringstead Bay continues to show lower LPUE when compared to other areas fished.
Author C. Smith, January 2021

