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Shellfish Permit Byelaw 2015 Review 
[bookmark: _Hlk164085701]Consultation Feedback Form


Informal Consultation period 28th September to 30th October 2026
‘An opportunity for commercial and recreational fishing communities, and the wider public to inform the management of potting fisheries within the Sussex IFCA District’


1. Introduction

This feedback form supports Sussex IFCA’s review of the Shellfish Permit Byelaw 2015 (SPB), which manages pot fishing for shellfish within the Sussex IFCA District. 

Supporting information, including reports on engagement with permit holders, the Shellfish Permit Byelaw and associated guidance, and further info is available on the consultation page of the Sussex IFCA website: https://www.sussex-ifca.gov.uk/live-consultations.

2. Purpose of the feedback form

We are seeking stakeholder feedback on proposals for possible changes to the Shellfish Permit Byelaw 2015 and its associated Flexible Permit Conditions. 

Proposals have been developed to address issues with the byelaw raised by fishers during interview, alongside those arising from internal IFCA review, with the intention of improving management measures to support sustainable pot fisheries in the Sussex IFCA district. 

This is an opportunity to provide feedback on the proposals presented, which will then be considered by Sussex IFCA and the Authority before any further action or decision is taken. 

3. Confidentiality and Data Protection

We will use the information you provide only in connection with this consultation. We will not routinely publish your name, email address or organisation alongside your response. 

Your response may be anonymised and included in reports to the Authority. Information may also be combined with other responses and reported in summary form. Information provided in response to this consultation may be disclosed where required under applicable access-to-information and data-protection legislation, including the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the Data Protection Act 2018. 

If you would like any part of your response to be treated as confidential, please identify that information and explain why you consider it confidential. Sussex IFCA will take your explanation into account but cannot guarantee that confidentiality can be maintained where disclosure is required by law.

Response Form 
About you  

Name (optional):

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Organisation, if relevant (optional):

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Email address (optional):

___________________________________________________________________________ 


Reason for your interest in the consultation (tick all that apply): 
☐ Commercial fisher 
☐ Commercial potter 
☐ Recreational fisher 
☐ Recreational potter 
☐ Fisheries organisation or representative body
☐ Other interested person or organisation, please specify: ______________________________ 
☐ Other, please specify: ______________________________ 
☐ Prefer not to say


Were you able to attend an interview in 2025 regarding the Shellfish Permit Byelaw Review? 
☐ Yes   ☐ No


Which shellfish species do you fish for with pots?
☐ Lobster                   ☐ Crab                   ☐ Whelk                    ☐ Cuttlefish                    ☐ Prawn
☐ Other, please specify: ______________________________ 


On average, how long do you soak your pots for? This is to help us with monitoring the fishery:
Lobster:
Crab:
Whelk:
Cuttlefish:


1. Permit Costs

1.1 Issues raised by fishers:

a) Permit costs are too high when combined with other licensing and operational fees and permit costs and are disproportionately expensive for low-effort fishers using fewer pots
b) It is unclear what permit costs are used to fund
c) Recreational permit are too cheap/unfairly priced

1.2 Proposals:

a) Progressive pricing of commercial permits, such that the cost of a permit is directly linked to the number of tags ordered/pots fished. This would ensure the cost of accessing the fishery is determined by the level of extraction from the fishery, therefore also promoting efficient fishing
b) Annual reporting of costs and income associated with the permit system via the Shellfish Permit Byelaw Annual Report – In which total revenue and total costs would be displayed
c) Increase the recreational permit from £15.50 to £20, reflecting cumulative inflation since 2016

Further information:

The appended information item, “Progressive Pricing Worked Example”, is an example of how a progressive pricing system could work, showing how costs would change for different fishers.

The appended information item, “Cost of Administering the Shellfish Permit Scheme”, sets out permit income and direct expenditure for the 2024–25 and 2025–26 financial years.  

The Authority recognises the increasing financial pressures on inshore fishers. Despite a real-world loss in permit income due to inflationary pressures, our proposal does not include an increase in revenue from permits. The worked example keeps revenue at approximately £12,000/year to cover administration costs. Instead, a progressive payment system would ensure costs to fishers are proportionate to the amount of gear they are fishing/impacting the fishery.

[bookmark: _Hlk164328135]Questions:

What is your view of Proposal a)? 
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

Please explain your answer describing any effects the proposal may have on your fishing activities: 


What is your view of the pricing structure provided in the “Progressive Pricing Worked Example” document?
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

What is your view of Proposal b)?  
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

Please explain your answer describing any effects the proposal may have on your fishing activities: 


What is your view of Proposal c)? 
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

Please explain your answer describing any effects the proposal may have on your fishing activities: 

 
Any further comments:


2. Species List

2.1	Issues identified by Sussex IFCA:

a) The emergence of new pot fisheries, specifically for king scallop and octopus, has been identified by the Authority as both an opportunity and a risk. The octopus bloom in the South West highlighted the risks of being unable to introduce appropriate management adaptively when inshore fishing grounds become subject to intense, unmanaged fishing pressure
b) The Specified Species List is contained within the main byelaw text, therefore adding a new species requires a statutory byelaw amendment significantly inhibiting adaptive management

2.2 Proposals:

a) Add king scallop (Pecten maximus) and octopus (defined as species within the order Octopoda), to the Specified Species List through an amendment to the Shellfish Permit Byelaw 2015
b) Move the Specified Species List into the Flexible Permit Conditions, allowing species to be added following informal consultation with permit holders and facilitating adaptive management
	
Further information:

Including Scallop and Octopus within the Specified Species List, would enable adaptive management to maximise opportunities for the inshore fleet, whilst preventing unregulated fishing activity.

Moving the Specified Species List to the Flexible Permit Conditions would allow future emerging fisheries to be efficiently brought under regulation, benefitting fishers and stocks. However, proposed management measures for those fisheries would still require consultation with permit holders.

Questions:

What is your view of Proposal a)?  
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

Please explain your answer describing any effects the proposal may have on your fishing activities: 

 




What is your view of Proposal b)?  
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

Please explain your answer describing any effects the proposal may have on your fishing activities: 


Any further comments:



3. Building Trust

3.1	Issues identified by Sussex IFCA:

a) Fishers regularly stress the importance of relationships and trust with IFCA Officers, and the value fishers can offer to the management process. When their knowledge and opinions are incorporated into decisions the resulting management is more effective and supportive

3.2 Proposals:

a) Sussex IFCA propose to continue to engage fishers using a similar structure, and with similar intentions, to that used for this management review:
i. Early engagement – At the start of the management review or development process
ii. Using third party researchers to identify themes and overarching opinions of the fleet
iii. Deriving management priorities from this (and from internal assessment by Sussex IFCA)
iv. Using this for the basis of further informal consultation with fishers and other stakeholders
v. To be pragmatic recognising this resource heavy process cannot be used in all decision-making

Further information:

Sussex IFCA are committed to using a co-design, and where possible co-management model, to develop and review the management that applies to inshore fishers. Sussex IFCA agree that early and effective incorporation of fisher knowledge and opinion results in more effective controls and higher levels of compliance; both of which are crucial to achieving the objectives of management.

This drove the decision to conduct interviews with fishers in 2025, incorporating fisher knowledge and expertise at the very first step of the review process. As such, the proposals are based on information from ~50% of the fleet (and a separate internal assessment of the byelaw). We chose Sarah Coulthard’s research group to analyse and write up the interviews to ensure the outcomes were developed by an independent third party, and by an advocate for the inshore fishing fleet.

Sussex IFCA are already delivering, in part, this proposal. However, we acknowledge that there is work to do and we propose to keep engaging fishers in the way that we have for this review, and we hope that fishers return that good will by engaging meaningfully when the opportunity arises.

Questions:
What is your view of Proposal a)?  
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

Please explain your answer and/or provide any further comments: 


4. Lobster Minimum Conservation Reference Size and Voluntary Maximum Conservation Reference Size

4.1 Issues identified by Sussex IFCA:

a) Changes to the lobster minimum conservation reference size (MRCS) are currently applied through Marine Management Organisation licence conditions. They do not therefore apply to recreational fishers and are not currently enforceable by Sussex IFCA Officers
b) Although minimum sizes ensure most individuals can reproduce before entering the fishery, it protects those individuals with the lowest reproductive output. Also, certain species decline in value beyond a certain size. Therefore, an appropriate maximum size can protect the individuals with the highest reproductive output, whilst minimising financial impacts to fishers

4.2 Proposals:

a) Amend the Flexible Permit Conditions to reflect the national lobster MCRS and apply them to commercial and recreational fishers. This would introduce a minimum size of 88 mm initially, 89 mm in line with the proposed national change in 2027, and 90 mm in 2028
b) Introduce a voluntary maximum conservation reference size for lobster, supported by a V-notching scheme. Sussex IFCA would provide V-notching tools and guidance. V-notching creates an identifiable mark and means returned lobsters cannot be landed by another fisher

Further information:

Sussex IFCA want to ensure that commercial and recreational fishers are subject to the same MCRS requirements, and with multiple changes anticipated in the coming years, introducing equivalent legislation via the Flexible Permit Conditions represents the most efficient and practical solution.

Larger lobsters produce significantly more eggs than smaller individuals, making them particularly important for future stock recruitment. However, beyond a certain size, larger lobsters market value per kilogram may decline. Furthermore, LPUE is increasing in certain parts of the district. Therefore, this may be the right time to introduce a measure to protect and promote recovery of the fishery by returning individuals reproductive value that surpasses their commercial value.

Questions:
What is your view of Proposal a)?  
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

Please explain your answer describing any effects the proposal may have on your fishing activities: 

 What is your view of Proposal b)?  
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

If you are in support, please indicate an appropriate voluntary maximum size: ___________mm

Please explain your answer describing any effects the proposal may have on your fishing activities: 


Any further comments:



5. Remote Electronic Monitoring Systems (REM)

5.1	Issues identified by Sussex IFCA:

a) The current wording of the byelaw does not explicitly indicate that Remote Electronic Monitoring could be introduced through Flexible Permit Conditions

5.2	Proposals:

a) Amend the byelaw so that Remote Electronic Monitoring could be introduced through Flexible Permit Conditions. This would not itself introduce or legislate for a new monitoring system

Further information:

Sussex IFCA’s internal review identified the ability to consider appropriate REM technologies in future as a priority action for the review. This is because REM is a potentially industry changing development that stands to hugely benefit fishers and regulators by simultaneously reducing the reporting and administrative burden on fishers, whilst providing improved monitoring data.

This would allow REM to be introduced more efficiently, however, this could not be done without consulting fishers first, to gather views and generate awareness of any change. 

Depending on the technology adopted, potential benefits could include: 
· Potentially reducing the administrative burden associated with catch returns 
· Improving fisheries data to support management 
· Supporting more adaptive management 
· Supporting compliance monitoring 
· Supporting more targeted compliance activity 
· Providing fishers with better access to information about their fishing activity 
· Potentially reducing reliance on physical pot tags 

Questions:
What is your view of Proposal a)?  
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

Please explain your answer describing any effects the proposal may have on your fishing activities, and any further comments:


6. [bookmark: _Hlk164331106]Gear Marking

6.1	Issues raised by fishers:

a) Using large surface markers is seen as challenging in specific areas, such as those of high-tidal flow, and may cause gear damage

	Issues identified by Sussex IFCA:

b) When conducting compliance checks, the pot type often cannot be identified until/unless the gear is hauled

6.1 Proposals:

a) Sussex IFCA will continue to use discretion when assessing gear marking and allow exceptions, in identified areas where strong tide or other conditions introduce risks for fishers. Sussex IFCA may also adapt the wording of the byelaw to better define when exceptions can be considered, and the health and safety of fishers will be a primary consideration

b) The Authority would distribute free tags to mark surface gear, such that the gear/pot type can be identified from the surface/without hauling. This would be a voluntary measure

Further information:

Currently, Flexible Permit Conditions stipulate that any string with more than a single pot or trap must be configured with a marker buoy or dahn at both ends of the string, and the float element of the markers must be 250mm or larger. The Flexible Permit Conditions currently allow the Authority to consider Permit Holder requests and define exceptions to this stipulation where appropriate. 

Questions:
What is your view of Proposal a)?  
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

Please explain your answer describing any effects the proposal may have on your fishing activities: 

 





What is your view of Proposal b)?  
☐ Strongly disagree   ☐ Disagree  ☐ Neither agree nor disagree   ☐ Agree   ☐ Strongly agree

Please explain your answer describing any effects the proposal may have on your fishing activities: 


Any further comments:




7. Pot Tag System – Priority Discussion

7.1	Issues raised by fishers:

a) Replacing all tags after breaching the pot/tag limit due to lost gear is a time/cost/admin burden
b) Pot limits within the 0–3 NM and 3–6 NM zones may not be consistently complied with
c) Replacing all tags every two years, when permits are renewed is unnecessary because tags are long-lasting, and therefore replacement is an unnecessary time/cost/admin burden

7.2	Proposals:

a) See Further information
b) Some fishers proposed using different coloured pot tags to distinguish between pots used within the 0–3 NM and 3–6 NM zones. This would support compliance checks; however, it would also reduce the flexibility with which pots could be moved within and outside of 3 NM
c) See Further information

Further information:

Sussex IFCA considers individual tag IDs, such that each pot is uniquely identifiable and recorded, as the only option that would simultaneously address all three issues raised by fishers, this is because:
· Individual lost tags could be identified, recorded and replaced
· Pots could be assigned to the 0–3 NM or 3–6 NM zone
· Tags could be issued across permits according to the record of pot/tag IDs

However, this would also create a significant administrative, and likely time, burden for fishers, and as such we are not proposing this as an amendment to the byelaw. We would nevertheless welcome views on whether this approach, or another approach, could address the issues identified.

Please provide any feedback on individual tag ID’s, whether you would support their introduction, or not, and any details of another approach you think could be effective:


8. Final comments

Please provide any further comments, including any information you would like Sussex IFCA to treat as confidential: 


Please submit your response by 30 October 2026. Completed forms can be emailed to admin@sussex-ifca.gov.uk, or hard copies submitted to: Sussex Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority, 12A Riverside Business Centre, Brighton Road,Shoreham-by-Sea, West Sussex, BN43 6RE 
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