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EASTERN SEA FISHERIES JOINT COMMITTEE

STATUTORY MEETING

27" January 2010

AGENDA

To note apologies for absence.

Chairman’s announcements.

Declaration of members’ interests.

Action ltems

1.

10.

To receive and approve as a true record, minutes of thet@taMeeting, held on
28" October 2009.
(Enc. - White)

Matters arising.

To receive a presentation on the North Sea Marine Coriggrones project (Net
Gain) by Net Gain liaison officers.

To receive the Finance Officer’s report on the meetinghef Finance & General
Purposes Sub-Committee held off Tanuary 2010.
(Enc. — Pink)

To resolve, in accordance with Section 101(6) of thal IGovernment Act 1972, to
approve estimates of expenditure for the perib@dril 2010 to 31 March 2011.

(NB. This item has previously been considered and a recommendation for approval
been resolved by the F&GP Sub Commijtee

(Enc. Pink)

To note the provisional three year forecast of estimaitexpenditure for the period

1% April 2011 to 3% March 2014.

(NB. This item has previously been considered and a recommendation for approval
been resolved by the F&GP Sub Commijtee

(Enc. Pink)

To receive and approve the Finance Officer’s report on patgnmeade and monies
received during the period #@ctober 2009 to 5January 2010.
(Enc. - Buff)

To receive the Clerk's report on the meeting of the Whkanagement Sub-
Committee on 28 November 2009.
(Enc. - Lilac)

To receive the Clerk’s report on the meeting of the &inal Sea Angling Sub-
Committee on 28 November 2009.
(Enc. — Yellow)

To receive the Clerk’'s update report on the proposeddinttion of a Vessel
Monitoring System for the Wash.
(Enc. — Green)



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

To receive the Deputy Clerk’'s report on the procurement aiew Suffolk
Patrol/Research Vessel.
(Enc. — Blue)

To receive the Clerk’s report on the proposed changes the daily quota for the
Relaying Mussel Fishery in the Wash.
(Enc. — Buff)

To receive the Clerk’s report on the 2010-2011 ESFJC Business Pla
(Enc. — Lilac)

To receive the Marine Environment Officer's report on fpineposed Strategic
Environment Policy for the Joint Committee.
(Enc. — Yellow)

To receive the Marine Environment Officer’s report on the Samar Orwell Estuary
Management Strategy.
(Enc. — Green)

To receive the Marine Environment Officer’s report on pheposed docking Shoal
and Race Bank Wind Farms.
(Enc. — Blue)

Information ltems

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

NB

Signed

Matthe

Area Fishery Officer's quarterly reports.

(Enc. — Buff)

Vessels’ quarterly reports.
(Enc. — Lilac)

Marine Environment Officer’s quarterly report.
(Enc. — Yellow)

Senior Research Officer’s quarterly report.
(Enc. — Green)

To consider any other items, which the Chairman ih@fopinion are Matters of
Urgency by reason of special circumstances, which muspdafied.

All enclosures to follow. Confirmed minutes of the Association ofFiaberies
Committees and Chief Fishery Officers meetings are available qurese from the
ESFJC Office.

Please note agenda item 16 is an addition to the original agenda senbout3"
January 2010

w Mander

Clerk and Chief Fishery Officer
to the Joint Committee
13" January 2010



STATUTORY MEETING

Minutes of the STATUTORY MEETING of the Joint Committeeld onWednesday 21
October 2009 ,at the offices of the Joint Committee, 6 North Lynn Businédage, Bergen
Way, King’'s Lynn, Norfolk, PE30 2JG at 1030 hours.

PRESENT

Clir S F Williams
Clir R A Ward

Clir C Brewis

Clir AH Turner, JP
Clir D Callaby

Clir J Dobson

Clir T Goldson

Clir K Sale

J Abbott

R Brewster

R Garnett

N Lake

T Pinborough

C A R Southerland
S Williamson

M Yates

Dr Tomlinson

M R Mander

D Vaughan
C M Hurley
J Stoutt

R Mason

E Derriman
G Owen

APOLOGIES

Lincolnshire County Council - Chairman
Suffolk County Council — Vice Chairman
Lincolnshire County Council
Lincolnshire County Council

Norfolk County Council

Norfolk County Council

Suffolk County Council

Suffolk County Council

)
)

)
) Defra

) Appointees
)

)

)

Environment Agency

Clerk and Chief Fishery Officer

Deputy Clerk )

Finance Officer )

Marine Environment Officer ) Present by
MFA ) Invitation
Cornwall SFC )

MFA )

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor ThompN@Q€( and Mr Large (Defra

Appointee)

DECLARATION OF MEMBERS’ PERSONAL INTERESTS

Messrs Brewster, Garnett, Lake, and Williamson, dedlareinterest in items 7, 8 & 9 on the

agenda.

ST09/55 MINUTES OF THE STATUTORY MEETING OF THE JOINT

COMMITTEE HELD ON 29 ™ JULY 2009

Members agreed the minutes were a true record of hogrse

ST09/56 _MATTERS ARISING

There were no matter arising.



ST09/57 PRESENTATION BY MESSRS DERRIMAN & OWEN ON FUTURE
TRAINING REQUIRED TO MEET THE NEEDS OF IFCA OFFICER S

Members were advised that the Marine and Coastal A&ksgas due to receive
Royal Assent on TINovember 2009 and the Act would come in to force frém 1
April 2010. Under the Act, Fishery Officers would be rendnas Marine
Enforcement Officers (MEOSs). It was anticipated thaational training approach
would be applied for all officers working for the MMCFCAs and the EA and
there would be a consistency of training among the tlode$, i.e. they would all
attend the same training courses. Initially it woulchbeessary for all officers to
attend a two day training course which would cover the peamers afforded to all
MEOs and allow them to become Limited MEOs. The nemited MEO warrant
would replace the current Limited British Sea Fish@fficer warrant issued by
the Marine and Fisheries Agency to SFC staff.

Members were advised that the basic training was coesidessential as it was
necessary to get new powers embedded into the Officensike sure they could
differentiate between the old and new powers.

A standardised national module training system would be rpydlace across
agencies, to follow on from basic training. The intentiemg that should one
organisation be arranging a training course which was usadlescribed they
would invite representatives from other agencies to fillghps. There would be
no cost implication to the invitees, other than travel andisigipee, as it was
anticipated that this method of invitation and attendammeld apply between the
agencies.

Whilst considering the long term training of officers it swhighlighted that
currently any training undertaken was not accredited, it egsed that in the
future the modular training could be geared to working towarddlVQ or City
and Guilds qualification. Possibly in the future this ddeg applied to a Diploma.
By achieving a recognisable qualification it was felt thiauld encourage officers
by providing them with a proven record of their achievementsetisas assisting
in progression up the career ladder or movement of officet&een agencies.
The need for training to be more than just enforcemeatiiens was also raised.

Benefits of a national training scheme were highlighteloeasy:
o Common training and standards
o Consistency among all bodies
o0 Transparency for all stakeholders (they will know what powers =&
enforced)
o Providing officers with a portfolio of enforcement trainimghich may
assist in career progression.

Following the presentation members were invited tocpsstions. The speakers
jointly made the following responses.

Would local Fishermen's Organisations be provided with driefing on what
the new legislation is and how it would affect them?0Ongoing work was being
carried out between the MFA and SFCs which would hopefuttyide a guide to
the Marine Bill and the affect it would have on locah&smen.

Will fishermen challenge officers on the new powers?The new powers will
have little effect on the industry. Largely the powerstheesame as those already
in force such as right of access on to a fishing vessdlthe requirement for
fishermen to assist. Generally the changes were to im@odeassist Officers
carrying out their current duties. There would be very few powers, such as
the ability to pick up unmarked, unattended gear.



ST09/58

Have there been discussions with the Magistrates @lerks to the court to get
commonality across the board and justice for both the ageies and the
fishermen? Defra lawyers had approached the justice service and loden t
categorically not to interfere.

The Chairman requested that Mr Owen take back to Defra the Comiittief
that there needed to be standard understanding across the nation.

How is the legislation going to change for stakeholders?s there going to be
an explanation on the effect made to others such as spd&hermen and bait
diggers? The Marine Act is for the fisheries and the environment,foothe
industry, anglers or other individuals.

What changes will be made to the byelaw making procedure?The exact

changes are not yet known but it is hoped the process wilfdsndined. There
will be an additional power to make an emergency byelale @/ such a byelaw
was not foreseeable).

Is any slippage time allowed, in case Royal Assent is ngiven on 11
November? In the event there was a delay nothing would be affectedveas
not anticipated to be effective until April 2010.

How much will training cost? Costs of basic training will be covered nationally,
SFCs will only have to pay travel and subsistence costs.

Is there going to be commonality across other member sta® This is already
starting to happen. Internationally there is alreasyular cross warranting. The
platform (vessel) an investigation is carried out onrslervant; it is the officer
carrying out the enforcement that is important.

Magistrates have been given new guidelines for crimah offences but for non
CPS cases they were only advised of the maximum senterand are expected
to work out the average. Could offences be broken dowmito smaller

chunks? Defra approaches to the Justice Department were not wettomaybe
the magistrates could talk to the Justice Department?

What is the timescale for sending out invitations to paner organisations to
attend the training events? Venues are being finalised and letters will be sent
out very soon requesting names.

Members thanked Messrs Derriman and Owen and advisethtphenciple they
were in agreement with the national training scheme.

FINANCE OFFICER'S REPORT ON THE FINANCE & GENERAL
PURPOSES SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON 7™ OCTOBER 2009

The Finance Officegave a brief resume of how the Preliminary Provisional
Estimates of Expenditure had been calculated. Thisdadladvice received from
the constituent county councils. It was also notedtti@increase in expenditure
was largely due to the purchase of the Suffolk catan@mdrthe introduction of a
new post.

Councillor Dobsomguestioned whether councils got back the money they paid to
the Committee or whether it was funded by the rate payemotéel that the paper
suggested an increase of 3-4% would be acceptable, howevéelt s the
increase came from the rate payer it would be more apatejgrthe increase was
no more than 2%2%. He also advised that the following iyeauld be even more
difficult to meet requests for increased expenditure. Hihance Officeradvised
that the Estimates would be reviewed and revised in Jaanarthe best possible
figure reached which would allow the Committee to keepaipsy.




ST09/59

ST09/60

Members Agreed to accept the report on the understandg that a further
review would take place in January.

FINANCE OFFICER'S REPORT ON PAYMENTS MADE AND MONIES
RECEIVED DURING THE PERIOD 18" JULY TO 9™ OCTOBER 2009

It was Resolvedo accept the Finance Officer’'s report on payments masland
monies received during the period 18 July and 9" October 2009 and approve
payments of £389,352.22 and receipts of £21,595.09.

Proposed: Clir Goldson Seconded: ClIr Callaby
All Agreed

CLERK'S REPORT ON THE REFORM OF THE COMMON FI SHERIES
POLICY GREEN PAPER

The Clerkadvised that the paper was very in depth and a summary kad be
provided which identified the areas believed to be mosvaei to the Committee
and the role of an IFCA. Members were asked to conghedetter and revise and
amend it as necessary. Mr Pinboroagineed with some of the principles laid out
however he questioned what was the definition of Maximum Basie Yield.
The Clerk advised it was "What can be taken out of thekswithout seeing a
reduction in the stock size".

Mr Pinboroughalso queried why the proposed scheme had not been put thefore
Committee prior to the Clerk bringing it to the Ministedention. The Clerk
advised the scheme was a suggestion put forward by a gr&ugfolk fishermen
who wanted the fishery managed differently, primarilyréoluce the discard
levels. The scheme was not endorsed by the Committeelatevi@as acting as a
facilitator. Mr Pinboroughfelt the scheme should not be considered until the
results of a similar scheme, already in operation, were knowhe Clerk
acknowledged this was also the view of the Minister but he ffedhould be
acknowledged that these fishermen were trying to do somgeplasitive.

The Chairmanquestioned whether any movement had been made on reducing
bycatch. _Mr Oweradvised that the UK was very unique in its mixed fisseof
demersal species. He advised that the Norwegians thiadaad ban in place but it
was very difficult to enforce and whilst the officialvace was that there were no
discards in reality there were. He advised that forntineed demersal species
around the UK a 150mm mesh would be required but thiddaresult in 80% of
fishermen going out of business. He believed the wealtmedigh in the UK was
currently held in thousands of owners, in New Zealand thegrbpd resulted in
only 10 owners with very large vessels. It would be necgdedre very careful
with the whole system of change. The right mesh size degedee found to allow
the fish to escape and ultimately increase the maxisustainable yield. It was
also necessary to listen to the industry's proposalsvaridwith them, but it must

be realised by all that there must be "some pain forahe.g

The Clerkadvised the principle behind the proposal being put forwardcaviaek

to managing fisheries in a way that minimised discabetter use of days at sea
needed to be investigated as fishermen would rather harietress on when they
can go fishing if they knew that when they did go they woulde'tvasting fish by
discarding.

Mr Southerlandexpressed concern that the commercial communities were give
bad name by part-time opportunist fishermen who would puamysize mesh to
catch fish.

Mr Garnettadvised there were also fishermen who would catbheiisl keep them
but if they subsequently caught larger fish they would theradisthe smaller
fish. Mr Owenadvised this was known as high grading, and whilst this was an
illegal practice it was very hard to prove.



ST09/61

ST09/62

Members agreed to receive the report and agreed to the sponse the Clerk
had prepared to the European Commission.

CLERK'S REPORT UPDATING DEVELOPMENTS IN THE V ESSEL
MONITORING SYSTEM FOR WASH FISHERY ORDER LICENSED
VESSELS

There was nothing more to add to the report, membee veeninded of progress
to date. It was also noted that having had to dethegrevious offer of matched
funding from an EU grant it now seemed possible that a 95% gramd be
available from the EU. The Clerlwas waiting to hear the outcome of this
application.

Mr Lake advised that the industry were perplexed as to why the @Gteemvere
continuing to pursue this system when there was a cheapensysédable which
did not incur high running costs. The industry believed thamately the
Committee would transfer the responsibility for opiegtcosts to the individual
fishermen. The ClerHid not acknowledge that this was the view of all fisherme
Originally the request had come from the industry to mowbe¢ VMS system and
this was the option which had been pursued. From the ob&s€&dmmittee had
agreed the installation and maintenance costs wouiddidy the Committee and
this was reflected in the budget. The system would allkov more targeted
enforcement to take place therefore reducing costs iatbat

Members felt this subject had been discussed at lerigpreviously and agreed
to support the Clerk’s paper.

CLERK'S REPORT ON THE PROPOSAL TO TEMPORARILY CLOSE
SHELLFISH BEDS IN THE STOUR AND ORWELL ESTUARIES IN
SUFFOLK

Following surveys, carried out by the research staff in 2600@e rivers Stour and
Orwell the presence of a carpet clam had been identifléegkse were considered
to be a valuable species, meaning there did not need twaiabée in high
densities to be commercially viable. However with the gmgtive sample
being so low it made it very difficult to estimate thecdt levels. The Clerk
believed there was potentially a significant stock ahw in the rivers and as the
area is an SPA it was felt before a new species dmlekploited there needed to
be an impact assessment undertaken to determine whetlishtrg would have
an adverse impact on the environment. Currently the areaafithave water
classification so it was not possible to commercially @kphe species, however
this would not prevent unlicensed vessels. NE had bedaated and they also
supported the view that the fishery needed to be closeldthete was a better
understanding of the stock, this view was also echoed by KE@feOwvould be
approaching their members for a closure of the fishery.

The Clerk requested that member agree to the tempolose of the carpet clam
(Tapes sp beds in the rivers Stour and Orwell.

It was Resolved that the carpet shell beds in the Stowand Orwell estuary
(Tapes sp be closed under ESFJC byelaw 8 following consultationitk local
fisheries interests.

Proposed: Councillor Callaby Seconded : Councillor Sale
Agreed



ST09/63

ST09/64

ST09/65

CLERK'S REPORT ON REVIEWING TWO LAY REQUESTS IN THE
WASH

Previously the WMSC had discussed a number of lay applisat Two of these
requests had applied to the Wrangle Sand and it had b&edut to the close
proximity to the cockle beds these applications should be dleds a result of
this decision the applicants had written to the Clerksarzequently met with the
Chairman of the sub-committee requesting the Committesgisoning behind
refusing the lay request. Having been advised thatréyer consideration had
been the potential difficulty of having a mussel lay seelim a public cockle bed,
the applicants wrote again and appealed against the Conmsndtsxsion on the
grounds that they accepted the potential problem of ietswelling over their
lay to get to the public beds. As six months had paseed #ie original decision
had been made the Clerk had therefore brought this backetanembers’
attention. It was suggested that if the Committee maaleat that the lay fishery
could not affect the public fishery in any way; it may begiole for the lays to be
reconsidered with all other applications once the outcontteedfood Availability
Study was known, and subject to Appropriate Assessment by NE

Members discussed the lays in question. There wras $elief that the industry
would be disgruntled by the location of the lays, however thvaealso a belief
that vessels fishing for cockles would not fish on a&gia mussel lay.

Mr Lake questioned why it was possible for the Committee totera@duffer zone
around the Gat but individual lay holders were not allowed a brffee around
their lays. He felt there should be a policy on boundari€be Clerk was
requested to prepare a paper for discussion at the ReWMSC.

It was Resolved that the lays in question should beerconsidered once the out
come of the Food Availability Study was known and subject tblE response to
an Appropriate Assessment.

Proposed: Councillor Callaby Seconded : CouncilloBale

MARINE ENVIRONMENT OFFICER'S REPORT ON THE PR OPOSED
DOCKING SHOAL WINDFARM

The Clerkadvised that the standard approach of putting in a holdijggtion had
been taken. As a result a response had been received lhehitld not believe
satisfied all the outlined concerns. There was particatacern regarding
proposed placement of wind turbines on crab spawning grounds.

It was Resolved that the Committee should maintain it®bjection until the
issues raised had been resolved satisfactorily.

Proposed: Chairman Seconded: Councillor Goldson

MARINE ENVIRONMENT OFFICER'S REPORT ON THE PR OPOSED
RACE BANK OFFSHORE WIND FARM

Members requested it be minuted that they apprecibteddtailed work carried
out by Marine Environment Officer on the Joint Committee’salffeh

It was Resolved that the Committee should maintain it®bjection until the
issues raised had been resolved satisfactorily.

Proposed: Councillor Sale Seconded: Councillor Goldso



ST09/66 CLERK'S REPORT ON PROPOSED MEETING DATES DURING 2010

Members agreed to note the proposed dates for 2010

ST09/67 DEPUTY CLERK'S QUARTERLY REPORT

Mr Pinboroughgueried whether the issues with landing underdisess where likely to be a huge problem. The
Clerk advised that following reports that undersize hasee being caught in set nets and inspectiongleirried out, an
investigation was ongoing into an alleged offentiainding undersized sea bass.

Members agreed to note the report.

ST09/68 _MARINE ENVIRONMENT OFFICER'S QUARTERLY REPORT

Members agreed to note the report.

ST09/69 _SENIOR RESEARCH OFFICER'S QUARTERLY REPORT

Members agreed to note the report

ST09/70 _UPDATE REPORT ON THE WASH RAZOR FISHERY

Members agreed to note the report

ST09/71 DEPUTY CLERK'S REPORT ON THE PROCUREMENT OF A NEW
SUFFOLK PATROL/RESEARCH VESSEL

Members agreed to note the report

There being no other business the meeting closed at 1225 hours.



STATUTORY MEETING AGENDA ITEM
No 4

27" January 2010

Finance Officer's report on the meeting of the Finane & General Purposes Sub-Committee Meeting
held on 13" January 2010

The Provisional Estimates of Expenditure for the peridédril 2010 to 3% March 2011 were presented,
members' attention being drawn to the difference betweer ##snates and the Preliminary Estimates
which had been presented at the meeting in October 2009.

Members were advised that since the preparation of thienfary Estimates several events had occurred
which had affected the 2009/2010 Projection and the 2010/2011 Provissimaates. These were:-

1. The Joint Committee, having been unsuccessful in tendimirg new Suffolk Catamaran using

EU funding, may progress a further option but the postponemdrmiedilce the operating costs in

the Provisional Estimate for 2010/2011.

The cost of ESF Protector IllI's 2009 refit was sigaifity lower than anticipated.

The out-come of the rent review for the office accommionlaeffective from 18 December 2008,

had still not been determined. However, on the advice ofttheered surveyor who is carrying

out negotiations on behalf of the Joint Committee the Waarse’ figure has been reduced.

4. An Equal Pay Audit carried out by Lincolnshire Coufguncil Officers recommended that
changes be made to some of the Joint Committee's saideg s order to comply with the Age
Discrimination Act.

wnN

A thorough review of expenditure based on eight months actual eqmendn the current year
(2009/2010) had been carried out and further savings had beentguojddowever the effect of these
savings was partially offset by lower than budgeted incofiehwis derived mainly from Bank interest.

At their meeting in October 2009, members had suggestechthaety increase for 2010/2011 should be
restricted to a level of 3-4%. However, since the meeting beesmconsidered that County Councils
should not be asked to provide funding for an increase over 2.8% éme. Members were advised that
although it had been possible to reduce some costs indhkisiBnal Estimate, the increase in expenditure
would necessitate a Levy increase of 5.39%.

In order to achieve a Levy increase of 2.5% it would bessary to utilise reserve funds. It was suggested
that there were two options available.

1. To utilise an existing reserve fund (the Vessel Contioygdfund Reserve) to further finance
Vessel refits in 2010.
2. On this occasion members may choose to reduce the dévebntribution to the Vessel

Replacement Fund. This may be the better solution as 2010/20ffark the last year of Eastern
Sea Fisheries Joint Committee and there may be thebpiogsif further funding when the Joint
Committee becomes the Eastern Inshore Fisheries and CatnserAuthority (EIFCA) in April
2011.

Members resolved to reduce the amount to be paid hetd/essel Replacement Fund from £75,000 to
£38,860 in order to achieve a Levy increase of 2.5% and agreedammend that the Joint Committee
accept the Levies for the Constituent County Councils.

Members further resolved that the potential savings pegeit the current year 2009/2010 should be
transferred to the Vehicle Renewals Fund.

The Provisional Forecast of Estimates for the peridddril 2011 to 3% March 2014 was presented to
members.



Members were advised that the Joint Committee will hagerbe the EIFCA in the forecast years. There
may well be implications on funding arrangements but thelsletee yet to be finalised. Likewise, details

relating to the work and duties to be undertaken by the Elave still to be determined and this made the
forecasting of expenditure particularly difficult. In thbsance of any further details, the Provisional
Forecast of Estimates has been prepared based on the coigef the Joint Committee.

Members were advised that the expenditure in the forgeast 2011-2014 was shown at 2010/2011 prices
for comparison purposes, no allowance being made for inflation.

Members were informed that assumptions had been mati¢hthataff complement would remain as
present and progress normally through salary scales remisedordance with the recommendation of the
Equal Pay Audit. It was also assumed that the employérilmations to the pension fund would continue
to increase at a steady rate. General expenditure Weipated to increase at above inflation rates mainly
due to the increase in costs relating to the transafoESFJC to EIFCA. The operating costs of ESF
Protector 1ll and Three Counties are forecast toemse in line with the age of the vessels and the
operating costs of the Suffolk catamaran increadedifidrecast years to reflect a full year's costs.

The contribution from the Levy to the Vessel Replacement Fuaml been increased to £125,000.
However, members were informed that it would seem upliltelt this level of funding could be achieved
from the likely Levy increases.

Members agreed to recommend that the Joint Committedheterovisional Forecast of Estimates for the
period £ April 2011 to 3% March 2014.

Christine Hurley
Finance Officer
19" January 2010

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1. Unconfirmed minutes of the Finance and General Pus®ab-Committee meeting held on thé"13
January 2010.



STATUTORY MEETING
AGENDA ITEM

27" January 2010 No. 5

To resolve, in accordance with Section101(6) of the Local Govenent Act 1972, to approve
estimates of expenditure for the period % April 2010 to 31 March 2011

The Finance and General Purposes Sub Committee, havirndereadsthe draft estimates of expenditure
for 2010/2011, resolved to recommend to the Joint Committesyaipon the constituent Councils the
sum of £1,279,660.

The levy would be in the proportions as set out in theutiat Instrument establishing the constitution of
the Joint Committee, i.e. in the following proportions:

Norfolk County Council 4/10ths £511,864

Suffolk County Council 3/10ths £ 383,898

Lincolnshire County Council ~ 3/10ths £ 383,898
£1,279,660

Proposed expenditure under the main budget heads is shown on thkeathebed to this report.

The Joint Committee is asked to confirm the Sub Commiiée’s recommendation to levy a total of
£1,279,660 and approve the estimates of expenditure for the ot 1% April 2010 to 31 March 2011.

Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer
15" January 2010

Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985

List of Background Papers

1. Finance & General Purposes Sub Committee meeting paper3'fdanuary 2010



EASTERN SEA FISHERIES JOINT COMMITTEE

Provisional Estimates of Expenditure 2010/2011

Details of Expenditure - Salaries & Wages and General Expenditure

2009/2010 2009/2010 2010/2011
Budget Inc. Infl Projection Provisional Estimate
SALARIES
Staff Remuneration 594,500 582,325 619,883
Superannuation 102,250 100,160 111.375
National Insurance 46,475 44 955 47,842
Cost of Job Evaluation (Pay Review) 3,075 5,000
Less Contr. From IFCA Conting.Fund -5.000
TOTAL 746,300 727,440 779,100
GENERAL EXPENDITURE
Accommodation
Rent 27,300 25,000 25,000
Business Rates 8,900 8,973 9,400
Water Rates 311 299 300
Service Charges 2,142 1,960 2,000
Insurance - Buildings 332 692 335
Insurance Office & General 16,886 16,050 16,500
Electricity 2,877 2,500 2,750
Cleaning 2,142 2,150 2,150
Maintenance & Redecoration 510 510 2,000
TOTAL 61,400 58,134 60,435
General Establishment
Advertisements & Subscriptions 14,280 9,000 16,000
Legal & Professional Fees 15,300 15,300 22,500
Telephones (Office & Mobile) 5,355 5,000 5,000
Postage & Stationery 7,650 6,000 7,500
Equipment Hire & Renewals 12,138 12,000 12,000
Uniforms & Protective Clothing 4,080 4.075 2.500
Medical Fees 735 560 640
Sundry Expenditure 2,295 2,300 2,300
Contingency (IFCA) 10,000 0 5,000
Sub-Total 71,833 54,235 73,440
LESS Contr. From IFCA Conting. Fund -10,000 0 -5.000
TOTAL 61,833 54 235 68,440
Fishery Officers’ Expenses
Car User Payments 299 50 50
General Travel - Fares, Taxis etc 1,785 1,500 1,500
Subsistence Payments 27,540 23,000 25,000
Overnight Subsistence 4,080 2,500 3,000
Hotel - Accommodation & Meals 2,040 1,500 1,500
TOTAL 35,700 28,550 31,050
Members' Travel 1,530 1,530 1,530
Training & Fisheries Management 15,300 15,300 15,300
TOTAL GENERAL EXPENDITURE 175,763 157,749 176,755

BUD1011ProvF xlsS&WOpt2









STATUTORY MEETING
AGENDA ITEM

27" January 2010 No. 6

The Provisional Three Year Forecast of Estimates of exmditure for the period 1% April 2011 to 31
March 2014

The Finance and General Purposes Sub Committee, havirideredsthe provisional forecast of estimates
of expenditure for the period'BApril 2011 to 3% March 2014 resolved to recommend ttiet Joint
Committee receive and note the forecast, which is delied under the main budget heads on the sheet
attached to this report.

Matthew Mander

Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer

15" January 2010

Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985

List of Background Papers

1. Finance & General Purposes Sub Committee meeting pap&® fdmnuary 2010









STATUTORY MEETING AGENDA ITEM

No. 8

27" January 2010

To receive the Clerk's report on the meeting of the Wds Management Sub-Committee on 27
November 2009.

At the meeting of the Wash Management Sub-Committee, held"bN@fember 2009, members elected
Councillor Tony Turner and Councillor John Dobson as ther@lzai and Vice Chairman of the Sub-
Committee respectively.

Buffer zones

The Clerk advised that the subject of buffer zones had lseedrpreviously. Some lay holders had
requested that buffer zones in which fishing was prohitbedreated around private lay ground. Whilst
the Clerk accepted this would assist the protection ointieeest of the lay holders he was concerned that
imposing buffer zones would remove some of the opportunifistothe public beds, as well as being
difficult to enforce. The Clerk felt the Committee shob&lcareful not to weaken the public right to fish
principle. He did not believe permanent buffer zones shoelgut in place, however, he did believe the
fishery could be carefully considered on an annual basis ahd Value of the stock in close proximity to
the lays was minimal then the area could be closedhmg.

Mr Lake quoted the Clerk as having stated during therEdek public inquiry that the lays were more
important to the Wash than the intertidal beds. Mr Ladt@ed that the current management approach had
resulted in the mussel beds within the public fishery befngired sizes (year classes) which were un-
saleable and therefore private lays were of more impoetéao the Wash. He believed common sense
needed to prevail and that if some of the public beds needeslfirotected then those beds adjacent to the
lays should be closed and that once beds had remained étwsa few years the mussels would be too big
to sell and would therefore be of no economic valuegobcing of these beds would not be required).

Mr Brewster advised that previously the larger musselsblean left in favour of relaying the smaller stock
onto private lays, if public fishing was permitted right aglte lays then those industry members who had
invested in relaying could find the stock on their lays bgiogched. He was concerned that historical
events of disputes on the sands could be re-enacteddbbmmittee did not give the lay holders a little bit
of help considering the amount of money which had been invested

The Clerk reiterated that he was not saying nothing coellddme but he felt that the creation of buffer
zones was not the answer. If a survey indicated the bestlnalsgted a lay then that area should be open
to public fishing, but when there was minimum gain from fishiraselto the lays then that area could
remain closed to fishing. The area should be congidenean annual basis following the result of the
surveys.

It was also noted that to put a buffer zone round allaiigtound in the Wash would considerably reduce
the area available to public fisheries. After lengthyuisons, members agreed not to have buffer zones
and agreed to the process outlined by the Clerk

2009 autumn mussel surveys

The Senior Research Officer gave a summary of the sesoih the surveys undertaken on 18 mussel beds
in the Wash. The total stock of mussels on the intérttieds was found to be 15,188 tonnes, a significant
increase to the 12,760 tonnes recorded following the 2008 surveys. Thenlgosatisfied Natural
England’s Conservation Objective of 12,000 tonnes for the sitealbatrepresented the highest stock
levels seen on the intertidal beds since the 1980’s. Mutifisoincrease was due to the growth of juvenile
mussels that had settled on several of the higher beds @A@@&but was also partially due to slightly
improved meat yields than were seen in 2008. Meat yiettls nevertheless still found to be poor.



The Senior Research Officer recommended that on bedgritiarily sizeable stock they should only be
fished to a level that left 35 tonnes/hectare, whilst tlis becommended for relaying could be fished to 25
tonnes/hectare as juvenile mussels grew more rapidly thturenmussels, therefore the stock biomass of
the bed would recover more quickly where the mussels sveader.

Management measures for the 2009/2010 Wash mussel fishery

Results of the surveys had been circulated to Wash Fi€hder (WFO) Entitlement holders, along with a
guestionnaire for them to complete in order to provide @&fficand the Joint Committee with their
feedback on the draft management proposals. A meetingl$athken place with representatives from the
local associations.

Members considered the responses that had been reaeirethé fishermen and agreed that there should
be a modest, 85 tonne harvestable fishery to be handworked sggem waek from the Gat beds and that
should be opened as soon as possible.

The main focus for the 2009/10 season would be the relayingyfisMembers agreed that the area of the
Toft sand should be included in the fishery and allocatethximum quota of 1,000 tonnes (dredge - 950
tonnes, handwork - 50 tonnes). The provisional opening date gresdato be the*IMarch 2010 but a
final decision was deferred until the harshness of theewis known. The level of daily quota was also
discussed any many members felt that 4 tonnes was not ecatipnaiable. The Clerk agreed to consult
the WFO Entitlement holders on this matter and contact Daflaa view to increase the daily quota, if
necessary.

Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) tracking:

Under Any Other Business, the Chairman made members #Hvedriee was in receipt of a letter from the
Greater Wash Fishing Industry Group which reported thdtsestia meeting held to discuss the proposed
installation of VMS units on board all WFO entitlemé&aider vessels. The outcome of the vote was that
the majority of those present were not in favour of hatlegboxes onboard their vessels. Some members
expressed concerns that the result of the vote was ratcamate view of how all members of the local
industry felt.

Mr Brewster added that two years ago when the suggestiofirstasiade, the Boston fishermen were in
favour of the boxes, however, the majority of them would notvwant them on board. They believed
they would be persecuted for being WFO Entitlement holderslst others who worked within the
confines of the Wash for species other than cockles arstets would be able to go where they like
without fear of retribution.

A series of scenarios where they felt they would bejimed were put forward, including issues regarding
cost, monitoring activity outside the WFO, incompatibility witstems being used by the Marine and
Fisheries Agency/Maritime and Coastguard Agency etc|@aslof days at sea due to break down of the
unit.

The Clerk advised that all these concerns may probe tacademic as the Committee had still not been
advised whether or not they had been successful inttloeior European funding. He also advised that the
equipment would be used under strict conditions, as sdbyotiie Committee, and he felt the industries

fears were unfounded.

Members agreed to defer the discussion to the next Stiatoeeting, by which time it was hoped a
decision would have been made on funding. The Clerk woutd mlspare a letter for all entitlement
holders which would set out to the best of his ability amswo the issues which had been raised.



The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report.

Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer

20" January 2010

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1) Unconfirmed minutes of the Wash Management Sub-Commitéeting held on 27November 2009.
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No. 9
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Deputy Clerk’s report on the meeting of the RecreationalSea Angling Sub-Committee meeting on
25" November 2009.

At the Recreational Sea Angling (RSA) Sub-Committee medtigld on the 28 of November 2009
Councillor R. Ward was elected Chairman and Mr. T. &iobgh was elected Vice Chairman. There were
two items on the meeting’'s agenda, namely the developmenttoppies for important RSA species
throughout the district and the development of fisheriegnmation signage.

Development opportunities for important RSA species tiinout the district.

Officers have been considering for some time how best the Gommittee can meet the demands of the
RSA sector throughout the district. This is especiallygpaint as the Marine and Coastal Access Act
which came into force on the 12f January 2010 will place a new duty on the Joint Committee’s
replacement — Eastern Inshore and Fisheries Conservatiboraut(EIFCA) — to balance the different
needs of persons engaged in the exploitation of sea fislheseurces in the district. The Act will require
EIFCA to demonstrate that the needs of all interest grbaps been considered during the development of
fisheries management measures.

During the Sub-Committee meeting, the Clerk was handed sopdtitm the Eastern Leisure Sea-Anglers
Alliance requesting the Committee to take steps to ‘propgeserve and restore the marine environment
for the benefit of key species such as Flounder and Dab, whichmportant to recreational sea anglers’.
Discussions led to an agreement at the meeting thatoine Committee should be approached to gain
approval for Officers to conduct a pilot study based ardtladnder. It was suggested that a desk based
study into the species biology and geographical distributiooughout the Joint Committee’s district
would be the first steps that could be undertaken.

Following the conclusion of the meeting the Clerk and Deputy Cleskudsed the practicalities of
conducting this work and identified that the Joint Comnigtéaesearch Officers would not be able to
conduct the work as there was no unused capacity withitetiis that could be directed towards a project
of this nature. It was decided that the most appropriate tav progress this work in a timely and cost
effective manner would be to approach Professor NicoldsniPoat Newcastle University and to
investigate the possibility of establishing a researofept that would form an MSc student’s Dissertation.
Discussions between Professor Polunin and Dr Claresifitzons (Teaching Fellow) have already
identified a suitable student (Mr Dan Skerritt from Bostenjolled on the Newcastle Universities’ new
MSc Programme — International Marine Environmental Consuytaiihere are several advantages of
outsourcing the research in this manner, namely: the warkd dze achieved by the™lof April 2011
(EIFCA vesting day) which would place the new organisaitiogood stead to meet its new obligations;
the work could be achieved to a high standard drawinghenekpertise of internationally regarded
scientists at Newcastle University; the existing refe@rogramme would not be adversely impacted by
the inclusion of this work; the cost of the research wdnddsignificantly less than if a consultancy firm
were contracted to conduct the work. Officers envisage tie output from the research will be a
Flounder Management Plan for the entire district of preg@dFCA. As such the Joint Committee would
be expected to provide full funding for the MSc dissertatiod cover the expenses of the student whilst
conducting the research. The research fund of ESFJC3HZ12/2010 has £41,996 in ‘non-earmarked’
funds. This fund was specifically established to enablddire Committee to further its management of
fisheries throughout its district through either funding redeaquipment or consultancy projects. It is
envisaged that this research could be conducted for ap@i@ymE2,500 with the Joint Committee
hosting the student at the King's Lynn office from tfedf April until the 2¢ of June 2010. It is
envisaged that the student would be supervised by ProfBsdmnin of Newcastle University and the
Deputy Clerk and Senior Research Officer of the Joint Citieen It is envisaged that this pilot project
would enable the Joint Committee/EIFCA to conduct furtiléish management plans in the future



It is the Officers proposal that the Joint Committee futhers discussions with Newcastle University
scientists and if appropriate fund the development of &lounder Management Plan for the proposed
EIFCA district.

Development of fisheries information signage

The Deputy Clerk advised the meeting that a databaR&Afshops within the Joint Committee’s district
had been developed to enable the Joint Committee to conshlthese establishments in the future
regarding RSA proposals. Each of the RSA shops have baea $orm asking whether or not the Joint
Committee can contact them in the future and whether or ngrtmeietor of the shop wanted, and was
prepared to display a poster detailing the sea fisherieddagn in place throughout the district along with
the contact details of both the Joint Committee and tlea Aishery Officers.

At the meeting the Deputy Clerk reiterated the Officers'dntmr the RSA representatives to provide
information on the most appropriate locations throughout theati®o locate fishery information signage.
Subsequent to the meeting this information was provided femtywfive locations. The Deputy Clerk has
written to the relevant local authorities to determinepiecess by which permission can be obtained to
erect signage in the future. It is envisaged that the signddeveased on that of the Ministry of Fisheries
in New Zealand who use the signage for a similar purpdse. hbped that the signage can be developed
and installed through the district in time for the vestifdEIFCA on the I of April 2011. As such, the
signage would reflect the corporate image of the new csghon. Quotations for the provision of the
signage have been sought. It is expected that twentysigres would cost approximately £25,000 to
purchase and a further £10,000 to erect and pay for planning coi@#icers are now trying to establish
whether an application can be submitted to the European Bisberies Control Fund and whether or not
there are other grants available that can pay forvibrk to be completed. Officers intend to include the
cost of the signage and installation in the new burden grant afgmliovhich will be submitted to Defra
later this year.

It is the Officers’ proposal that the above project be pogressed in the manner described above.

The Joint Committee is asked to consider and approve thefficers proposals

Duncan Vaughan
Deputy Clerk & Fishery Officer

17" January 2010
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1) ESFJC RSA information poster

2) New Zealand Ministry of Fisheries information signage

3) Unconfirmed Minutes of the RSA meeting held on thE R6vember 2009

4) Clerk’s report on development opportunities for important RSA species in the District. RSA
Sub-Committee meeting 25 t November 2009

5) Deputy Clerk’s report on proposed fisheries information sign  age. RSA Sub-Committee meeting
25t November 2009

6) Petition form the Eastern Leisure Sea-Anglers Alliance dat  ed the 23 November 2009
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Deputy Clerk’s report on the proposed introduction of aVessel Monitoring System for the Wash

Officers informed the October 2009 Statutory Committeetimgéhat they had submitted to the European
Union Fisheries Control Fund (EUFCF) an application for 95% funtimgrds the purchase, installation
and operating costs for a Vessel Monitoring System $YMT his system would cover all vessels operating
under the Wash Fishery Order 1992 (WFO 1992) or operating on lagdyleased from the Crown Estate
through the Joint Committee. The application was based amvéation from the European Commission
to reapply to a @ tranche of EUFCF grants as the initial funding had beateusubscribed and the
Commission indicated that successful applications would be duatl®85%. The Clerk was informed by
Defra officials on the'd of December 2009 that the funding bid had been partiallyessfd. It transpired
that the second tranche of funding was over subscribed andhé¢hdoint Committee’s project would only
be funded at 50% (£87,765). Following consideration of this dediseglerk wrote to the Commission
on the 3& of December 2009 through the Marine and Fisheries Agency JMEing that the funding
could not be used as granted because the Joint Commidte@ot in a position to provide 50% match
funding.

Officers are of the very strong opinion that the fittingVdS to vessels operating under the WFO 1992 is
a necessity if the Joint Committee is to effectivelyoeré its regulations to ensure compliance with its
management measures. As such, the Clerk wrote to the Ssimmseeking clarification as to whether or
not the 50% funding for 68 units could be spent in such a mahaeonly 28 units would be purchased,
installed on vessels and operated - in effect meanthkafunding would be awarded at a 95% with the
Joint Committee meeting the 5% match funding requireditiirohe Wash Fishery Order reserve. Officers
believe that this would enable a risk based approach fjoulmied — an approach which does have a
precedent and one that would bring the Joint Committee in litle tve recommendations of the
Government’'s Hampton Report on effective and fair enforceniBme. requirement for commercial fishing
vessels to be fitted with VMS units was introduced throbghlegislation initially for vessels over 24m.
This was later extended to all vessels over 18m and subslggdé&m. The latest EU Technical
Conservation measures propose that all vessels over 1Zitemtevith VMS units. It should be noted that
this is only a proposal and may not occur for a numbsreafs, if at all. Officers believe that this risk
based approach should be followed in that the largest vegseisting under the WFO 1992 are fitted with
the units funded through the EUFCF grant. At presestwiould mean that the VMS units could be fitted
to a total of 28 vessels, all of which are over 11m. I8mo the EU approach, Officers recognise that the
fitting of units to the larger vessels is appropriatehase vessels have the greatest capacity to operate in
poor weather i.e. work more days at sea and have thigy abilcause more damage to the marine
environment if engaged in illegal activities.

If the EU Commission agrees to fund the project as ragsted, Officers propose to implement the
above proposal as described.

In the event that the Commission does not agree with theeglvoposal, Officers believe that all possible
avenues to install and operate a VMS for the Wash baea exhausted bar fishermen bearing a more
significant cost.

At the Wash Management Sub-Committee meeting members requested  that the Clerk prepare a letter
to all WFO Entitlement holders responding to the key questions raised through the discussion process
to date. The enclosed draft letter was based on receiving ful | funding support from the EU
Commission, if the proposal as outlined above was agreed then t he letter would remain appropriate
for the owners of the 28 vessels concerned.



The Joint Committee is asked to consider and approve th@efficers proposals.

Duncan Vaughan
Deputy Clerk & Fishery Officer

17" January 2010
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1) Statutory Meeting Agenda item 7 - VMS paper ™ @ictober 2009.

2) Email to the European Commission by the MFA dated 7 th January 2010 detailing the Clerk’s
proposal for the use of EUFCF Tranche 2 funding.

3) Email to the MFA from the Clerk dated 30 t December 2009 regarding the use of EUFCF
Tranche 2 usage.

4) Email from the MFA to the Clerk dated the 9 t December 2009 detailing EUFCF Tranche 2
funding.

5) Draft entitlement letter regarding VMS to be circulated to the Joint Committee for comment
(enclosed



All Entitlement Holders

19" November 2009

Our Ref:MRM/JH/12/1

Dear Entitlement Holder

VESSEL MONITORING SYSTEM (VMS) ON WASH VESSELS

You may be aware that the Eastern Sea FisheriesQommmittee has been planning to introduce a Vessel
Monitoring System (VMS) for vessels engaged in the musslcockle fisheries in the Wash for a number
of years now. The introduction of VMS in the Wash is to meprthe Joint Committee’s ability to deal
with offenders that undermine the agreed joint management distieies and consequently reduce the
financial returns available to the vast majority oh&emen and the environmental status of the Wash. The
Joint Committee has attempted to remove costs and meanig inconvenience to fishermen in achieving
this aim.

You can follow the development of a VMS for the Wash thfothe various papers that officers have put
before the Joint Committee to discuss. These papers @itinghe minutes from each meeting as well as
the 2009 EU Fishery Control Fund application submitted by Ofite the European Commission have
been placed onto the Joint Committee’s website at:

http://www.esfjc.co.uk/paperwrk.htm

| attended a meeting of the Greater Wash Fishing IndustoypgGon 18 November 2009 at Holbeach
where the introduction of VMS was discussefter listening to fishermen’s comments at the meeting it
was clear that more information needed to be provided mumnaer of important aspects. Below | have
attempted to address what | believe are the most indgueesked questions.

What is a Vessel Monitoring System?

Vessel Monitoring System is a generic term used to destrdequipment which provides the ability to
track vessels remotely by using a number of technologiegxample; satellites, telephone networks, and
VHF transmissions.

Why don’t the Joint Committee use AIS?

The Joint Committee initially proposed the use of an Autmmdentification System (AIS) using VHF
transmissions as this is a relatively cheap system tthase, install and operate. The use of such a system
for fisheries management was challenged by some membirs dbint Committee. It was suggested that
this system would provide other fishermen with commerciatiyfidential information relating to the
activities of the vessels because AIS transmissions caicked up and recorded on most modern radars
or by accessing vessel data through the internet. In esséneepublic broadcast of a vessel's position.
The Joint Committee took legal advice (Counsel) on the mattérit was found that there could be a
successful legal challenge to the use of AIS for fishenasagement purposes. The Joint Committee then
considered a satellite based VMS.



What type of VMS system is the Joint Committee going to use?

It was highlighted to the Joint Committee that operatiigiied system would not be compatible with the
existing Marine & Fisheries Agency’'s VMS for vessels ovemlif overall length. It was always the
intention for the Joint Committee to access the MFA’sonal control centre to harness the current
operators’ expert knowledge and to reduce significantly tisé af the system. The proposed system will
therefore be to the same standard (UK specificationghe units currently onboard vessels over 15m in
length and will be compatible with the national VMS.

What changes are proposed for the national use of VMS?

Under the latest EU Control Regulation proposals allrighviessels in excess of 12 metres (overall length)
will be required to have UK Specification VMS (andogtenic logbooks) fitted after 2012.

When will the VMS for WFO 1992 licensed vessels be introduced?

Although the Joint Committee has agreed to introduce V&rnal funding is required to purchase and
install the equipment if it is to be fitted to alladh Fishery Order 1992 (WFO 1992) licensed vessels. The
Joint Committee has submitted two bids for funding undeEthéontrol Fund Programmes for 2008 and
2009. Under the 2008 bid 50% of the required funding was to have coméhe EU Control Fund with
the remainder coming from Natural England support. This laisl withdrawn because Natural England
could not release the funding by the required deadlines. Refubid for EU money was submitted in 2009
through which it is hoped that 95% of the required fundindj lvélprovided. The remaining 5% will be
financed by the Joint Committee. There is no financiatrdmriion to the project by Natural England
under the current bid. The Joint Committee is still angithe outcome of the EU Commission’s
consideration of this bid. If the EU Control Fund bid failernative projects may be considered on a risk
based approach.

Who will pay for the VMS?

Consistently the Joint Committee has stated that thetemaince and air time costs for the life time of the
proposed Wash VMS will be met by the Joint Committeepl&ement units will also be provided where
necessary and repairs to the equipment will be covereédebJoint Committee except where it is proven
that malicious damage or theft has occurred. In thégatisins until payment to the Joint Committee has
been received to either replace or repair the equipmenetsel would not be able to fish. If/when EU or
UK proposals are introduced that require a vesseless15m in overall length to be fitted with a VMS,
at this point, the cost of operating the system wilbbene by the vessel owner as is the current situation
with regards to vessels over 15m overall length. Thisthh reduce the long term financial obligations
of the Joint Committee which will insure that the JdGummittee is able to meet fully the costs of
operating the system.

What happens if | sell my fishing vessel?

The VMS equipment remains the property of the Joint Cdreeniat all times and therefore the Joint
Committee would remove the VMS unit, at no charge, if \&sh Fishery Order (WFO) Entitlement
holder sold the vessel. VMS equipment will only be freelychases and installed on one vessel per WFO
Entitlement. If a vessel is bought the Joint Committéeanrange for the installation of a VMS unit but
the WFO Entitlement holder will be charged for the folbts.

How will VMS be introduced?

The use of VMS will be a WFO 1992 licence condition forse¢s over 8 metres (overall length) and a lay
lease condition for similar sized vessels operating in ther&lefiehery. Breaches of these conditions
would be dealt with in the same way as other similaitermdo now. Prosecutions may be taken against
vessels operating with an invalid WFO 1992 licence orahddase may be revoked.



When will the VMS units be active?

The VMS units will cover the activities of vessels whertipgating in either the Wash cockle or mussel
fisheries (hand work and dredge), including the Severa) flagery. Vessels will be monitored from

leaving port until back alongside. Vessels with suction drepme or mussel dredges onboard will be
deemed to be active in one of the fisheries unless tiee aff notified to the contrary. Once notified,

vessels transiting the Wash with mussel dredges or cagpdde will not be monitored. Vessels

participating in other fisheries, such as the brown or ginikg fisheries will not be monitored.

What information is gathered and who will use it?

The information gathered by the VMS will be the vesselsitipoml data, course and speed. The vessels
will normally be polled once an hour but this can beedhtd as frequently as every minute if required.
The VMS data will be handled with great care. Oilg goint Committee, Marine & Fisheries Agency
(MFA) and the Royal Navy will have direct (real timeress to the data. The MFA already tightly control
the use of over 15m vessel data and the Joint Committeéd vepply the same rigours to the data
generated by the Wash VMS. Vessel owners will be abtitain information about their vessels upon
request and other enforcement agencies such as the &udidéatural England will also be able to request
information relating to specific criminal enforcemamiestigations.

How will I know the VMS is working?
The units will come with a small LED green light toosv when there is power to the unit.
What happens if the VMS is not working?

If the VMS unit is not working the vessel can not parti@patthe cockle or mussel fisheries or work on
lays leased from the Crown Estates within the area couVeyethe Wash Fishery Order 1992 unless
approval is received from the Clerk or Deputy Clerk. Jamt Committee would require the successful
contractor to provide 24 hour maintenance cover for the VMS.uim the event that the VMS can not be
fixed, other arrangements such as verbally reporting positiwould be considered at the Joint
Committee’s discretion in order to minimise the risk ofessel missing a day’s fishing opportunity.

Failure to comply with alternative arrangements wouddlle the vessel being tied up until repairs could
be made to the VMS unit.

What area will be covered by the VMS?
The VMS coverage will be within the area of the WFO 1992 boueslaiThe VMS units will be designed

to switch off when crossing over the boundaries, therefoydiahing activity outside of these areas will
not be monitored by the VMS.

If you require further information regarding the proposed ofs®¥MS in the Wash please contact the
office.

Yours faithfully

Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer
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To receive the Deputy Clerk’s report on the procurement ba new Suffolk Patrol/Research Vessel.

The Deputy Clerk previously updated the Joint Committee atSthéutory Meeting held on the 21
October 2009 regarding the progress towards the procuremement @atrol and research vessel to be
based within Suffolk.

Tendering process

On the 9 December 2009 the review panel met to score submissionsniyyaaies tendering to build a
patrol and research vessel for the Joint Committee.pd@hel comprised the: Clerk, Deputy Clerk, Finance
Officer and the Chairman of the Joint Committee. Mr Rilinson (Euro Marine Surveys Ltd - marine
surveyor to the Joint Committee) and Mr Chris Jackamafidi® County Council) attended the meeting to
provide specific technical guidance as required.

The budget for the project was approximately £270,000 with 50% ohoiney being provided through the
European Union Fisheries Control Fund (EUFCF) and the other I50%e Joint Committee from its
Vessel Replacement Fund. A further grant of £80,000 had leearesl by Officers from Natural England
to fit out the vessel with research equipment. Of the £270,¢fxble £8,000 was earmarked to supply
the Life Saving Apparatus to be fitted to the vessel andtheiuE30,000 was earmarked to supply the
vessel with electronic radar and surveillance equiprmeanting £240,000 to fund the design and build of
the vessel. Prior to the tendering process, quotes wamettfrom several boat builders (including one
of those that provided a tender) to provide confirmation thattaldeivessel could be procured for this
amount of money.

Two stipulations were attached to the provision of funding thepgaan Commission namely that the
project was completed by the®3duly 2010 and that the tendering process was conducted thiaugt)
tendering regime with a contract being signed by tieCBscember 2009. These requirements established
significant time constraints and although the four vessddldnsi that submitted tender documentation had
all previously stated that they would be able to provide seles time (a condition of them succeeding in
the pre-qualification stage) none of the builders were ablsgora the review panel to a great enough
extent that this deadline would be met.

The four tenders returned:

Company 1 £350,000

Company 2 £349,000

Company 3 £238,000

Company 4 £314,000

Company 3 returned a tender within budget but would not guarantepéhegion of the vessel in weather
conditions encountered throughout the year. In addition theice of engine machinery could also not be
guaranteed to meet the requirements of heavy duty conaheparations.

Officers are of the opinion that the inability of compariie meet the delivery deadline of the project and
the increase in price for a new vessel of the design teshaere reflection of the significant demand for
large catamarans to supply the offshore wind industry whiclrdwently arisen. As a result the review
panel decided that it was not in the best interest of thé Cmmmittee to award a contract to any of the
tendering companies on the basis of their submissions. Sdf@alkty Council was instructed to write to
each of the companies involved to inform them of the panel's deciSaffolk County Council and Euro
Marine Surveys Ltd were then instructed to provide invoicethiomwork carried out on behalf of the Joint
Committee during this project. These were £3,156 and £1,304.5@tres|ye

The European Commission has been informed that the moneytedldcathe Joint Committee for the
purchase of this vessel should be decommitted.



Ongoing requirement for a vessel

Officers are of the strong opinion that an additional inshesearch vessel to be located in Suffolk based
on a 10m catamaran design is still required by the Ioarhmittee if it is to meet both its statutory
obligations and duties following the transition from East&ea Fisheries Joint Committee to Eastern
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority. Officesfiaifving consultation with Mr Paul Johnson of
Euro Marine Surveys Ltd) still believe that a new/usedroatan can be purchased and refitted to the Joint
Committee’s requirements. The EUFCF grant could natseel to fund this suggested course of action as
the money can only be used to purchase new equipment thtbegBuropean tender process. This
therefore means that the Joint Committee, if minded, dvbale to fund in its entirety the purchase and
refit of a suitable vessel using the Joint Committee’s Yespcement fund currently at £706,427 (due to
be increased by £38,860 to £745,287 on thef April 2010).

Officers are of the opinion that £250,000 would be adequapeitthase and refit a vessel to the Joint
Committee requirements. It is likely that any vessell require complete rewiring and have installed
expensive radar and surveillance equipment which wouldtharwise be fitted to a vessel. Electronic
survey equipment and a stern A-frame from which to deployeguequipment would also require fitting.
Officers would of course submit a new grant applicatioNabural England for the provision of research
equipment to reduce the cost of the project to the Qmntmittee.

Purchasing a vessel on the used market however does pose issuesalnamely that Officers need to be
in a position to make a quick decision to purchase a ivesseused vessel would also require a full
professional marine survey prior to an offer on the vessagbmade. For this course of action to occur
Officers require the delegated authority to commissianme surveys of potentially suitable vessels.

The Officers therefore propose:
1) that the Clerk and Chief Fishery Officer identifies using professional advice, a suitable vessel up
to a maximum value of £250,000 (to include all modifications) artthat;

2) the Vessel Sub-Committee be granted the delegated hotity to approve the purchase of a
suitable vessel as identified by the Clerk and Chief Bhery Officer.

The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report and age to the Officers proposals

Duncan Vaughan

Deputy Clerk & Fishery Officer

20" December 2010

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1) Paper presented to the Statutory Meeting on t@RDctober 2009.
2) Tender documentation received by Suffolk County Council.
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To receive the Clerk's report on the proposed change® tthe daily quota for the Relaying Mussel
Fishery in the Wash.

At the meeting of the Wash Management Sub-Committee, bel®7" November 2009, members
considerednter alia the relaying mussel fishery. Many members felt thatctiveent maximum daily
guota of 4,000kgs was unviable for many fishermen when apjlidte relaying mussel fishery. Due to
the relaying process overheads for fishermen are effectivelylatbublhe mussel is relayed from the
Regulated Fishery into the Several Fishery lays for ondiggpwWhen the mussel reaches a marketable
size the mussel is again fished and landed in port. Giveadtiéional transport cost, the mortality of
stock during relaying, on-growing and the market value of #tehcat present, the current maximum of
4,000kg/day is making profit margins tight for many opesator

Following the meeting, the Clerk contacted each of thenWashery Order (WFO) Entitlement holders
and requested that they respond with their views omtteger. There werel6 responses, representing 33 of
the 68 WFO Entitlements. The results from the consultatiersummarised in the table below.

Maintain Maximum Daily NVa
Quota at 4,000 kg I N(guost;g(?(efted
Yes No g
- 1(10) 10,000
No. of responses . 5 (13) 8000
Representing No. of WFO - (1 5.000
Entitlements 39 (1) :

The results show no clear consensus of opinion from the figinethat responded. There were more
individual responses favouring the maximum daily quota remaimepanged. However when looking at
the number of WFO Entitlements represented a signifiozajority were in favour of increasing the

maximum daily quota by between two and six tonnes.

Officers believe that, given the consultation responsdghanearlier discussions that had taken place at the
Wash Management Sub-Committee meeting, an increase of 4,000kg maximum daily quota to
8,000kg would be the most appropriate action to take in tberostances.

Officers believe that increasing the maximum daily qwatBnot adversely impact the interests of the site.
It could be argued in fact that by increasing the daulgta this will support the conservation interests of
the site. By its very nature a relaying fishery preclutiediscarding therefore more intense fishing is not
necessarily more damaging and may result in reduced lehsice of the site as the overall quota will also
be taken quicker.

With the relying mussel fishery approaching, and a provisigpahiog date of L March 2010 agreed, it
had been the Clerk’s intention to contact Defra as se@ossible. The Joint Committee must receive the
Minister's approval before changes to any WFO Regulationocaur. However given the wide range of
responses it was thought prudent to get the Joint Comrtuttegree to any proposed increase in tonnage
before formally approaching Defra on the matter.

Members are asked to support the Officers’ proposal to increase the maximum daily quota
for the relaying mussel fishery to 8,000kg.



Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer

20" January 2010
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1) Unconfirmed minutes of the Wash Management Sub-Committestingeheld on 2%
November 2009.
2) Responses to the consultation sent to all WFO Engtiemolders on'8December 2009.
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ESFJC Business Plan for 2010/11

The draft business plan for Eastern Sea Fisheries Gomimittee for the financial year 2010/11 has been
developed and is available to download from the Joint Coretstieebsite. The business plan sets out the
main work streams that the Officers intend to camuy to meet the Committee’s Aim and Objectives
during the year. Various improvements have been made to thisbysiness plan. One of the main
changes is the incorporation of environmental data whichosgtthe estimation of the Joint Committees
carbon footprint for the year 2008/09. A timeline has also lmrporated which sets out how and when
Officers will carry out activities to ensure that EastS8ea Fisheries Joint Committee is able to conduct its
transition smoothly to be come Eastern Inshore FisharidsConservation Authority on thé f April
2011.

The approved business plan will be available in electronio flwwnloadable from the Joint Committees
website:www. esfjc.co.ukfollowing the Statutory meeting.

It Joint Committee is asked to consider and approve the &ft Business Plan.

Duncan Vaughan
Deputy Clerk & Fishery Officer

14" January 2010
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1) Eastern Sea Fisheries Joint Committee Business Plan 2009/10
2) Draft Eastern Sea Fisheries Joint Committee Business2BIED/11
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The Marine Environment Officer’s report on the proposeal Strateqgic Environmental Policy for
the Joint Committee

During the quarter, Joint Committee Officers have focusedemeloping a consultation strategy as
part of the Strategic Environmental Policy. Officers have afgdertaken a carbon footprint evaluation
using the Carbon Trust's web tool, in order to estimate the Joamhmittee’s environmental
performance, and to provide a baseline against which fuhmevements can be gauged.

Consultation Strategy

In October 2008, Officers reviewed the type and numbecarfsultations on which the Joint
Committee had been invited to comment, or had idedttfiat it was in the Joint Committee’s interest
to provide comment on, between April 2003 and March 2008. Theidosaof the development
proposals under consideration were plotted in Mapinfo (a @pbgr Information System package) in
order to ascertain their position in relation to the J@ommittee’s district. This exercise was
undertaken in order to assess whether the Officers’ exiaipgpach was appropriate in terms of the
time resources and expertise required to respond to cdimdtaand the outcomes achieved by
providing a response. The report of that review is provaded background paper to this report.

The consultation review raised several issues, including:

0] The role of the Joint Committee with regards to consoltafi
(i) The ability and appropriateness of Officers to respond, and
(iii) The resources required to continue the existing approach.

It was identified that there are few instances whieeeJbint Committee is in fact a statutory consultee
— for example, in relation to developments where coast&rgvaould be affected, such as applications
to discharge into the sea. In many cases, the Joint Gteenms consulted on marine developments
because Sea Fisheries Committees (SFCs) are identfiedirag the only source of detailed data on
inshore fishing activity, and consultants request such tataform their environmental impact
assessments. Some developers also quite wrongly expestt8F€present the commercial fishing
industry; for clarification the MEO includes in responeentost consultations a description of the
Joint Committee’s remit, and a recommendation that corialdisheries and angling representatives
are directly consulted where their interests could fextdd.

Officers recognise that providing an informed response teuttations is fundamental to achieving
the Joint Committee’s Strategic Aim and Objectives — fongx#a Objectives Two and Eight:

(I “to encourage different stakeholders to work together and with the Cmmaitachieve the
common goal of sustainable resource management”;

(V1) *to promote the aims and objectives of the Committee to imgreventerstanding of the
marine environment and to encourage others to take them fully into acgbentdeveloping
/ implementing their own plans, strategies or codes of practice.”

The interface with external developers, regulatorspaiidy makers that is reached via consultation
processes will continue to be valuable in achieving the breadene environmental management
targets set for Inshore Fisheries & Conservation Autkeri{IFCAs), for example:



Management of the exploitation of sea fisheries resources and taking argcsteps to
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, balancing socmvec
considerations with the need to protect the marine environraedt

Seeking to ensure that the conservation objectives of marine conserz@ties are furthered.
(http://www.defra.gov.uk/foodfarm/fisheries/marine/fishméaihtm)

Following the consultation review, and in consideration of kbiat Committee’s transition into the
Eastern IFCA, Officers developed a draft consultatstrategy for consideration by the Joint
Committee (enclosed). The strategy is based on systerpatgression through the following
guestions:

1. What is the location of the proposed development?

2. What are the location, and the nature and severity ohpatesffects resulting from the
proposed development?

3. Is the Joint Committee a statutory consultee in w@taid the proposed development?

4. Does the Joint Committee have sufficient time resourcesgpeltise to be able to make a
judgement on a proposed development?

It is intended that the finalised consultation strategyl wil within an overarching Strategic
Environmental Policy for the Joint Committee — which woukb e relevant for adoption by the
Eastern IFCA. Policy statements would be drawn updasethe approach to consultations outlined
in the strategy. The strategy would then be used to guelevay that Officers respond to future
consultations, resulting in a more efficient use ofig@ff resources and achieving more effective
outcomes.

Environmental performance evaluation

In April 2009, the MEO reported on aspects to be consideremhienvironmental performance
evaluation, which would be included with the overarchingt&gia Environmental Policy for the Joint
Committee. Officers subsequently undertook a “carbon fodtpxialuation” using the Carbon Trust
web tool, the Carbon Footprint Calculator. This estimdted organisation’s total carbon dioxide
(CO,) emissions for the period April 2008-March 20089.

The summary results are shown in Figure 1 (below). Beessment gives broad estimates based on
vehicle and vessel fuel consumption (size of vehicles and brmigage taken into account) office
and vessel electricity consumption, and business travehibytube and air, using Joint Committee
records. It does not take into account staff commutingissons from suppliers or from waste
generated by the Joint Committee’s activities, emissiam frome working by Area Officers and the
Wash & North Norfolk Coast Project Officer.

This initial calculation indicates that by far the largsstirce of C@emissions is the Committee’s

vessels, accounting for some 80% of the organisation’ tdsalge of the Committee’s road vehicles,
and electricity account for a further 10% and 9% respdygti®ail, tube and air travel for business
account for the remaining 1%.



ESFJC 2008-2009 Carbon footrpint (tonnes CO ,e)
0o0.27

H0.38
022.59

OOwned road vehicles
B Owned ships

O Electricity

O Employee travel — air

B Employee travel — rail/tube

W 197.07

Figure 1. ESFJC 2008-2009 Carbon footprint

The initial assessment has provided a baseline against Wiure performance can be evaluated and
costed — and has been reported in the Joint Committieafs 2010-2011 Business Plan. The results
will be considered against published guidelines, such & tissued by the Carbon Trust. This will
enable Officers to interpret the results to identify heell the Joint Committee is performing as an
organisation, and then to develop appropriate targets, sssey, to reduce G@missions. It is
intended that this exercise be completed on an annual badishat the assessment be undertaken in
more detail, to include those aspects that are notmtlyraccounted for, as data and assessment tools
become available.

J C Stoutt

Marine Environment Officer

20" January 2010

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1. ESFJC Consultation Review, October 2088dosedl

2. EIFCA Consultation Strategy, January 20&Aglosedl

3. Defra web pages: Inshore Fisheries & Conservation Autbsirit
http://www.defra.gov.uk/foodfarm/fisheries/marine/fishmasaifhitm

4. ESFJC draft Business Plan 2010-2011, Appendix J.






Eastern Sea Fisheries Joint Committee: Strategic Envimamental Policy
Consultation Review — October 2008

Consultations are items of work that have not beeraiad by the Joint Committee, but are
proposals, projects, draft documents or policies over wiielCommittee’s input has been
sought. This work supports the Joint Committee’s Ohjesti

Objective Two:To encourage different stakeholders to work together and with the
Committee to achieve the common goal of sustainable resource managament;
Objective EightTo promote the aim and objectives of the Committee to improve the
understanding of the marine environment and to encourage others to take them fully
into account when developing / implementing their own plans, strategiesies of
practice

The provision of fisheries information and the consideratibrenvironmental statements
relating to a wide range of coastal and marine activiti@s provided Joint Committee
Officers with a broad understanding of the wider use of tlaein@ environment, the
regulatory processes controlling its use, and resultantoemaental and fisheries impacts.
This understanding is of particular value in relation toMfzgine Bill's emphasis on Marine
Spatial Planning, and has been a main driver in the ettaiant of the Joint Committee’s
Fisheries Mapping Project. The consultation remit has higleligta Officers the value of
fishermen's knowledge and the fact that their understandingslofpiopulations, marine
habitats and processes is rarely captured for incorporatiorenvironmental documents —
the result is that inshore fisheries interests are aftelervalued, and members of the fishing
industry place little confidence in developers’ environmenta¢stants.

Officers have suggested a process for the developmenStategic Environmental Policy
for the Joint Committee this is set out in the draft ESFJC Business Plan 2010-2Dté.
stage of this process would be to ascertain the optiappmnoach to respond to consultations
on coastal/marine developments, including identifying ardesewvother organisations should
carry out this work and/or take the lead role. This wdndcachieved by reviewing the type
and quantity of consultations and by outlining the Joint Cidteae's current approach to
influencing these developments. A further stage would baetttify the resources required to
fulfil this role of consultee, thus meeting the Joint @attee's ethos of promoting fisheries /
marine environmental interests through appropriate liaindrpartnership working.

Consultation types

Officers undertook an analysis of the Marine Environment Qfficeonsultation response
work over the past five financial years, April 2003 — March 2008ufes 2 and 3; Table 1).

This enabled Officers to evaluate resources spent asultations relating to different types
of development, and importantly, to identify where theseeld@ments were located in
relation to the Joint Committee’s six-mile offshore baanyd Figure 4 illustrates the locations
of developments or plans upon which the Joint Committee hasceesulted during the five-

year period.
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Figure 2. Consultations received by the Joint Commi#pa] 2003 — March 2008

Table 1: Consultation categories, ranked by frequency

ip

Key Title Description
CON | Conservation Management Schemes, action plansatpinjects,
modelling studies, conservation objectives, condition
assessments, offshore SAC selection
COA | Coastal defences /| Shoreline management plans, estuarine flood management
flood management| strategies, beach recharge programmes, groyne construction,
etc.
OER Offshore energy | Offshore wind farm and export cable installations, tafad
(renewables) wave power projects
WQ Water quality Applications for consent to discharde coastal waters,
Pollution Prevention & Control applications, sewage outfa
extensions
AGG | Aggregates Individual dredge application areas; regionaiamental
assessments of dredging blocks, dredging impact studies
POR Port development Terminal extensions (including B&hBay and Felixstowe
South reconfiguration), berth deepening
EST Estuary Estuary Management Plans (hon-statutory) and partnersh
partnerships initiatives
POL Policy development Defra policy consultations relattnmarine environment,
European Marine Strategy
DRE Dredge disposal Offshore and estuarine dredge dispEsal si
OEN | Offshore energy | Offshore gas field developments
(non-renewable)
ABS Abstraction Freshwater abstraction schemes, includingridrb Scheme
FIS Fisheries Strategic| North Eastern Sea Fisheries Committee’s Strategic
Environmental Environmental Assessment of shellfisheries
Assessment
PIP Pipelines / cables Electricity interconnectors aglmpelines
WFD | Water Framework | Fishing activity in coastal waters; coastal waterbodysta
Directive reports
TID Tidal Rivers Engineering works in tidal rivers




A total of 381 consultation “events” were recorded for ilie-fear period, with an average
of 76 per year. The consultations were categorised into fld&atfit types of development.
These were dominated by conservation work (88) — crugitliy does not include the Joint
Committee’s work on meeting its own conservation duties tirahe Habitats Regulations
Appropriate Assessment process — and coastal defence pr(y8yt followed by offshore
renewable energy developments (57 consultations) and watéey ggsles (43). [It should be
noted that the number of consultations does not reprabentnumber of proposed
developments, since the Committee is often consultedfetetit stages of a single project as
it is progressed.]

Marine environment consultations, April 2003 - Marc ~ h 2008
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Figure 3. Annual breakdown of marine environment consultation, bgla@®ment category
(key explained in Table 1).

Figure 3 compares the number of consultations from difféypess of development for each
of the five years. This identifies that conservation-tedroonsultations (CON) were boosted
in Year 3 (April 2005 — March 2006), which is explained by thgdavolume of work
relating to the eider predation issue. In the same jg=res relating to offshore wind farms
(OER) were also dominant, as proposals for round 2 s#es consulted upon. The number
of water quality (WQ) consultations was boosted in yeas the Pollution Prevent & Control
(England & Wales) Regulations 2000 resulted in a seriepifcations being produced for
consultation at this time (the Joint Committee is @usbay consultee where coastal waters
could be affected by discharge operations). The numberadne aggregate consultations
(AGG) was notably reduced in year 5, illustrating thatreghiead been few new dredging
applications off the East Coast in the last 12-month pehmocontrast, the Water Framework
Directive (WFD) has emerged in the last two years arglanticipated that work relating to
this legislation will continue in the near future.



Consultation locations

Figure 4 shows the locations of proposed developments or plaos which the Joint
Committee was consulted between April 2003 and March 2008.mMHpe also shows the
location of Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), lieengggregate extraction areas,
consented and indicative areas of offshore wind farms,tldSea Fisheries Committee
district boundaries.

For the purposes of clarity, only seven consultation caesgy@re shown on Figure 4.
Conservation includes Fisheries SEA. Offshore Energy inslade-renewables, renewables
and pipelines / cables. Port development and dredge dispasaherged. Water Quality

includes abstraction and tidal rivers consultations. Painy Water Framework Directive

consultations are not shown on this map because they affeentine ESFJC district and

beyond.

Figure 4 — Map showing location and type of consultations received by ESFi@ doe
period April 2003 and March 2008.
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Marine Environment Officer's report on the Stour & Orwell Estuaries Management
Strateqy

The Joint Committee is a relevant authority of the S&@rwell Estuary European Marine Site
(S&OEEMS), and a member of the Management Group fersite. Historically, statutory duties
(under the S&OEEMS designation) have been managed throutlieene of Management for
the site; wider aspirations for the estuaries have blegmnelled through a separate Management
Plan. In 2009 it was decided to review the existing managewstentture to provide an
overarching Stour & Orwell Estuaries Management Stratdgy Management Strategy). This
work has been led by the Suffolk Estuaries Officer bateate Suffolk Coast & Heaths Unit. A
final version of the Management Strategy was producedciob@r 2009 to be signed off by
partner organisations.

The aim of the Management Strategy T®“promote the sustainable use of the Stour and Orwell
estuaries through the management of human activity, in a way which is compaitil the
conservation of the estuarine landscape and witdlife

The Management Strategy addresses both non-statutory samtidretatutory duties (taken from
the Scheme of Management) and provides a vehicle for deliveddition to addressing the
statutory responsibilities, the Management Strategy mlentifies opportunities for improved
recreational provision and commercial developments thatanpatible with the protection of
the landscape and wildlife. The Management Strategy set@rowction plan that is to be
reviewed by the Management Group, and reported to the Stdu@mvell Forum, on an annual
basis

Examples of actions relevant to the Joint Committee are:

Strategy section Specific action

1. Integrated planning and | 1a. Work with existing planning groups and other relevant
sustainable development authorities to recognise the environmental and socio-
economic importance of the estuaries reflected in retion
regional and local strategies.

2. Coastal and environmental2.4 To encourage information sharing to reduce overlap, to
change raise awareness and to identify research needs

3. Supporting sustainable | 3.3 Regulate fishing activity as appropriate to maintain
commercial activities and | viability of fisheries

tourism
4. Recreational activity 4.2b Establish a bait digging working group to enhance
understanding of bait digging activities and their effects on
the EMS; to encourage communication between diggers,
regulators and conservationists; and to develop an apgi®pri
plan.
4.3 Maintain value of the estuaries for recreational angling

The Joint Committee’s (and its successor, the Eastern Insho re Fisheries & Conservation
Authority)’s remit to work with partner organisations and the wider community is greatly
facilitated through groups such as the Stour & Orwell E  stuaries Management Group.
Officers therefore propose that the Joint Committee endorses the  Stour and Orwell Estuaries
Management Strategy.

The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report and age to the Officers’ proposal.



J C Stoutt
Marine Environment Officer
20" January 2010

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1. Stour & Orwell Estuaries Management Strategy 2009.
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Marine Environment Officer's report on the proposed Docking Shoal and Race
Bank Offshore Wind Farms®

At the Statutory meeting on Z20ctober 2009, the Joint Committee agreed to maintain its
objection to the proposed Docking Shoal and Race Bank O&aNord Farms (OWFs), being of
the opinion that the issues raised during the formal cotisultéor these projects had not been
resolved satisfactorily. Joint Committee Officers mathwepresentatives from Centrica and
Amec (the developers) and the Marine & Fisheries Agency (M#ARE" November 2009 to
discuss the issues. Officers had requested that repases of Centre for Environment,
Fisheries & Aquaculture Science (Cefas) attend the meétingovide expert advice on the
scientific issues raised by Officers, but unfortunatésfas could not attend. Joint Committee
Officers explained that where their own scientific expeitidamited, they regard Cefas as being
the definitive authority on fisheries and marine environmergsiigs, and require Cefas to
provide expert advice to guide the Joint Committee in reaéhipgsition in relation to the OWF
proposals. MFA was able to provide a limited amount of igpubehalf of Cefas at the meeting,
and advised that Cefas would provide further detailed consnterthe Joint Committee in due
course.

The issues raised by the Officers had been reportdétail to the Joint Committee in October
2009. In summary, these were:

(i)  There is insufficient evidence to show that significant adv  erse impacts will not
occur to marine ecology, including breeding populations of brow n crab;

(i) Race Bank is a very important brown crab breeding groundwvasl protected from
aggregate extraction activities in the 1990s in recognitidahisf

(i) Developers should wait until sufficient evidence is gadtiefrom earlier OWF
developments before progressing further projects; and

(iv) There is potential for significant displacement of figheffort, especially if the wind farm
site is closed to fishing.

During the meeting in November, the developers systenigtieponded to these issues. The
key points that emerged are summarised in Table 1 (see over

Table 1. Key points made at ESFJC / Centrica / AmecA MEeting, 28 November 2010.

Issue Points made in response to ESFJC concerns
1 | Brown crab . ESFJC still requires Cefas’ advice on potential impaots
breeding grounds brown crab breeding grounds.

Food & Environment Protection Act (FEPA) monitoring
could be tailored towards brown crabs — forward thdsas
to MFA & Cefas.

2 | Suspended : Suspended sediment is not an issue because Race Bank
sediment levels and (RB) and Docking Shoal (DS) are both high-energy
modelling environments with high natural levels of suspended

sediment.
Modelling has improved since Scroby.

3 | Shellfish : New structures initially provide additional habitat
aggregation vs. (causing aggregation) then become productive reefs over

! Although the Race Bank and Docking Shoal applications baen dealt with separately by the Joint
Committee to date, it was decided to address the canadsing from the two projects simultaneously
because of their geographical closeness and a broddmireissues.



Issue Points made in response to ESFJC concerns

enhancement time (enhancement).

4 | Impacts of noise on - No impact identified from noise on larvae of differeshf
shellfish and shellfish species — they seem to be fairly robust.

5 | Suspension of . Cefas is looking closely at this issue.
chalk fines

6 | Electromagnetic . Uncertainty remains, following COWRIE report

fields (EMF) published in 2009.
. Cefas consider that EMF is not an issue for shellfish.
EMF is not an issue where cables are buried at least 1.5m

deep.
7 | Monitoring and : Pre-construction monitoring is as important as post-
uncertainty of construction monitoring.
impacts : Specific potting surveys should be undertaken, over a

wide area, to determine effects on brown crabs.

Cefas wanted the developer to conduct observer tripsjon
potting vessels at Race Bank but there was not enough
fishing activity here to get sufficient data.

Concern that monitoring does not evaluate changes in
abundance, only species composition.

Cefas is currently reviewing monitoring requirements
(FEPA licence conditions) for OWF developments.

8 | Displacement of : Cables themselves are very narrow and will not affect|the
fishing effort entire cable corridor.
There is a large amount of potting gear deployed in “the
Well”.
Disruption should be limited to a few days.
9 | Fisheries liaison . Centrica provides fisheries newsletter.

Developers should consider how to maintain a long-term
relationship with the fishing industry.

Following the meeting, Joint Committee Officers remainédhe view that Cefas advice was
required, particularly in relation to potential impaots brown crab breeding grounds. Officers
received this advice on $1January 2010 (enclosed). The Marine Environment Officer (MEO
has summarised this information, in an attempt to prow@ar information to the Joint
Committee on which to base its decision whether or not totaiaiits objections to the proposed
OWFs.

Summary of Cefas advicaymbers relate to issues in Table 1

1. Although the Race Bank area is an important brown crab s  pawning ground
locally, and commercial fishing ground, Cefas considers th e effects on brown
crabs from the mobilisation of sediment (resulting from OWF construction)
are not expected to be any greater than from natural variabil  ity. No other
wind farms have been constructed in brown crab breeding area s.

2. Cefas are generally confident in the outputs of sediment modelli  ng — which
generally shows that the majority of effects fall within na  tural variations — in
relation to levels of suspended sediment. However further discus sions would
be required if gravity-based turbine structures were selected instead of
monopile foundations.

3. OWFs result in aggregations of local populations rather th  an any increase in
numbers.



4. Noise — there are no reliable data available on noise effects on invertebrates,
suggesting this is not a priority or concern. The scarcity = of data makes it
difficult to predict impact of noise sources on invertebrates.

5. Inrelation to chalk arisings, Cefas considers that any  impacts are likely to be
insignificant.

6. EMF issues are not expanded in the Cefas advice, but previou sly (table 1) it
was stated that Cefas do not consider EMF to be an issue for  shellfish.

7. Cefas considers that baseline monitoring is inadequate becaus e of the limited
timescale available before construction. The tight timescale r elates to the
government’s renewable energy commitments. Cefas suggests that
monitoring at OWF sites should be hypothesis-led —i.e. vali  dating statements
made in Environmental Statements. Impact assessments should  be informed
by studies being undertaken to assess similar issues, e.g. relating to
aggregate extraction. Monitoring should also be appropriate to the scale of
developments, i.e. Round 2 sites are larger than Round 1 area s.

8. A recent Department of Business, Enterprise & Regulatory Reform (BERR)
report notes that “where the presence of wind farms in existing brown crab
areas precludes fishing, then the fishery can be expected to be
commensurately smaller”. Conditions at the Barrow OWF site (  Irish Sea) are
quite different from those at Race Bank and Docking Shoal - the latter two
being more dynamic with stronger currents — and therefore Bar  row is not
strictly comparable with Race Bank and Docking Shoal.

9. There is an apparent need to improve fisheries liaison. The “F  isheries Liaison
for Wind & Wet renewables” (FLOWW) group could play a role i  n facilitating
liaison between fishermen at different OWF sites.

In conclusion, Cefas stated:
“We have more confidence that there would be minimal ph ysical disturbance to the
most important areas for brown crab spawning... Should alte rnative structures be

used, then perhaps further reassurance should be giv en regarding the potential
impacts to the spawning ground .”

Joint Committee’s position

Centrica and the Department of Energy & Climate Change (DEC  C) have requested
that the Joint Committee informs them of its position followi ng the discussions and
receipt of the Cefas advice. Officers consider that although  some uncertainty

remains over the longer-term impacts of the Docking Shoal and  Race Bank OWFs,
the main concern at the OWF sites relating to brown crab s  pawning ground has been

considerably allayed by the Cefas advice. The Joint Committee is able to recommend
monitoring into brown crab impacts as part of a FEPA li  cence issued to Centrica.
Neither chalk fines, noise or EMF issues are considered to be concerns by Cefas.
Officers consider that Cefas’ expertise be taken into account on these matters.
Fisheries liaison issues remain a concern but these do not pr ovide sufficient grounds

for the Joint Committee to maintain its objection.

Notwithstanding this, Officers do not consider that concern s relating to potential
impacts from the export cable routes for the two OWFs (not exp anded upon in this
report) have been fully explored. In particular, there are conc  erns over short-term
impacts (construction effects) on shellfish beds, potting g round (in particular, The
Well), and shrimping ground; as well as longer-term impac ts (operational effects)
relating to risks to vessels operating towed gear arising from cable exposure, and
cable maintenance activities.



Officers propose that the Joint Committee removes its obgtions to the proposed Docking
Shoal and Race Bank Offshore Wind Farms, and makes recommaations in relation to
monitoring of potential impacts from these developments

In addition, Officers propose that the Joint Committee naintains its objection to the export

cables for the proposed Docking Shoal and Race Bank Offst@iind Farms through the
Wash, until such time that the Joint Committee’s concers have been satisfied.

J C Stoutt

Marine Environment Officer

20" January 2010

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1. Letter of objection to the proposed Race Bank OWF fromirdEnvironment Officer to
Robert Lilly, Department of Energy & Climate Chang®, April 2009.

2. Response from Centrica Energy to the Joint Committeerdiegpits objection to the
proposed Docking Shoal OWF,"30une 2009.

3. Docking Shoal OWF; Race Bank OWF: Supplementary Environmentalnhation.
Centrica Energy in association with Amec. September 2009.

4. FEPA 1l (1985) & CPA (1949). Application for the constructiontioé Race Bank and
Docking Shoal Offshore Wind Farm. Minute written by Laukleiss, Marine
Environmental Impact Assessor, Cefas Lowestoff. D8cember 200%aclosedl
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Area Fishery Officer’'s Quarterly Reports

Area 1: Donna Nook — Sutton Bridge. Fishery Officer Jason®

General

Throughout this quarter the Brown Shrimp have been the imeome. Buyers of the Brown Shrimp
withdrew from buying size ‘D’ Shrimps in October as theeswio longer the demand from Holland.
This could only be a good thing as there is no minimum landnegos Shrimp or a closed season so
this should help to replenish stocks.

Port Summary
Chapel Point — Saltfleet
One commercial vessel from this part of the coast managedntihgs throughout the quarter,
landing Bass, Cod, Whiting, Skate, Lobster and Crab. The dsetbbfishing employed were
potting, using parlour pots and long lining. 600 - 1,000 hooks werebasted with Squid, fishing a
mile and a half offshore.
Skegness — Gibraltar Point
Along this part of the coast there was only one active copiahdishing vessel during the quarter.
This vessel was contracted by various windfarm compaaiearty out trawling surveys along the
Lincolnshire coast. There were no landings to reportodginout this quarter visits were made to the
Skegness Boat Club, speaking with the anglers to ascertanuthiger of boats that were used for
pleasure trips, as there were approx 20 vessels in the cothpblcertain times of the year. The
general feedback from the anglers was that some of the groumadslghe area were good fishing
areas for Cod and Bass. All relevant ESFJC booklets Wanded over regarding Minimum Landing
Sizes, Byelaws and Regulations.
Boston
Brown Shrimp
During this quarter there was a maximum of 13 vessels agrthie Brown Shrimp fishery, 171
landings were achieved. At the start of the quarter magteoBrown Shrimp were being caught on
the Boston side as far down as Mablethorpe. As the cathereset in the Pink and Brown Shrimp
were very much mixed in with each other, which causeckmwork for the fishermen as there was no
market for the Pink Shrimp, therefore they have to be pioké@nd thrown back overboard.
Handraked Cockles
This quarter saw a real slow down of the Handraked Cocsteerfy for this year. Five vessels
managed to achieve 11 landings into Boston Port; these Gogkle fished off th®ill Sand: Most
of the fishermen that took part in this fishery were onlydlaal to handrake these Cockles, because
if it had been open to Suction Dredging there would r@avg been a couple of weeks work as
opposed to several months, this was the fishermen’s wnwlsis subject.
Seed Mussel
There has been a total of 300 tons of seed Mussel relayegvdte lays this quarter. 180 tons of
this seed was bought in from Wales, and a further 120wassfished from the Skegness area. Two
vessels took part in this activity.
Private Lay Mussel
During this quarter three vessels started to work on preiate lays for marketable Mussels, to be
sold to France and Holland. Between these three ved486lstons of marketable Mussels were
landed.
Fosdyke
ESFJC are now using this marina to stV Pisces Il This gave ESFJC the opportunity to
deploy the RIB quickly and safely for various duties witmaimum of two crew as the main
targeted sands have been this side of the Wash — thusrgl&8iFJC to monitor the beds with the
weather posing less of a problem. One Boston fishing vesselifted out of the water at the Marina
during this quarter to have a new main engine and gearbext. fitt




Sutton Bridge
The Environment Agency was working at Sutton Bridge to remef¢he river bank close to ESFJC

moorings. There was no fishing activity seen from this Baring the numerous visits, any angling
vessels that do use this river are moored at Wisbech.

Species Summary
All landing figures detailed within this report are derived frortimates of catches based on observations
made by Fishery Officers and reports made by fishermen hefyiOfficers.
Chapel Point — Saltfleet
Number of vessel inspections: 5

Species Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
Brown Crab 60 60
Lobster 15 147
Whiting 107 128
Skate 33 66
Cod 173 500
Bass 5 40

Skegness — Gibraltar Point

Number of vessel inspections: 0
Species Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
0 0 0
Boston
Number of vessel inspections: 38
Species Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
Brown Shrimp 62,056 97,249
Handraked Cockles 15,078 2,412
Seed Mussel 300,000
Private Lay Mussel 480,000 154,000
Fosdyke
Number of vessel inspections: 0
Species Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
0 0 0
Sutton Bridge
Number of vessel inspections: 0

Species Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
0 0 0
Potting
Crab and lobster
Number of pots inside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 10
Number of pots outside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 0
Bio-sampling of brown crab and lobster
Number of brown crab measured during the quarter: 19
Number of lobsters measured during the quarter: 11
Whelk
Number of pots inside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 0
Number of pots outside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 0




Non Commercial Activities
Recreational Sea Anglers (shore based):

Number of anglers inspected: 6
Locations fished: Species targeted: Average catch (kg):
Skegness Whiting, Cod
Huttoft Whiting, Cod 0
Recreational Sea Anglers (vessel based):
Number of vessels inspected: 0
Locations fished: Species targeted: Average catch (kg):
0 0 0
Charter Angling Vessels:
Number of charter vessels inspected: 0
Number of vessels in 0 Number 0 Number of 0
area: of trips: anglers:
Species targeted: Total Landings (kg):
0 0

Locations fished throughout the quarter: O

Fishery Officer Duties

Training:

Two days interview training at ESFJC office.

Other duties carried out:

Three days collecting shellfish samples from Tabbs Hwmatthe Environmental Health Officer.
Made up radiator cover for Sutton Bridge dry room.

Picked upFPV Pisces llIfrom Suffolk, moved to Fosdyke.

Collecting prices for camera vests.

Three days PAT testing at ESFJC office.

Sat in on industry meeting.

One day on Area Two checking nets along the beach.

One evening working with Customs.

Taxi FPV Protector IlI'screw to Burnham.

Dropped off 4x4 for service.

Replaced door handle on Renault Clio.

One afternoon | and FO Dye took 60 students from Hull University dowrlLt&ighing Fleet to
show different types of fishing gear.

Two days on patrol Area Two with FO Dye.

1* sale value of different species within this area (£g)

Brown Crab 1.00
Lobster 9.50 - 10.50
Whiting 1.20
Skate 2.00
Cod 2.70 - 3.00
Bass 8.00
Brown Shrimp 1.28 - 1.67
Handraked Cockles 16p
Seed Mussel 0

Private Lay Mussel 30p — 35p




Area 2: King’s Lynn - Blakeney. Fishery Officer lan Dye.

General

The catches in Area Two slowly reduced during the quantgeliadue to the weather conditions
restricting the vessels’ days at sea. The main fishagy tive brown shrimp fishery. The former
MFV Buzzard(PLN: LN139)wasfinally removed from the River Ouse where she sank during the
summer. Brancaster has seen little change during theeguamtl the mussel producers orders
remained steady however, there are some worries as seed bhemsees more difficult to find.
Wells was hit the hardest by the weather, vessels werenhotstuck in port but when the weather
was fine they were having to sort out shanks of rolled up pote new handling facility at Wells
opened during the quarter along with the deep water mooring beihginder way. Morston saw
little change so there was little to report however thees one enforcement issue involving
undersize lobsters during the quarter.

Port Summary
King's Lynn
The main fishery during the quarter was been the Browmhfishery with 18 vessels making a
total of 343 landings over the three months landing a total o22@Kg of Brown Shrimp with an
approximate value of £334,867. There was also been one vegetihtathe Pink Shrimp making
three landing totalling 1993kg. One further vessel worked on tlesehfishery landing 90,895kg of
marketable mussel.
Brancaster
The mussel fishery in Brancaster was the main actuitsing the quarter with the three main
processors reporting sales of 39,000kg of marketable mugkeh viirst sale value of £39,000 they
also reported sales of Pacific Oysters totalling 2,840kp a value of £27,234. The Crab and
Lobster fishery had one vessel participating in it duringgumerter landing 1,400kg of Brown Crab
amd 800kg of Lobster.
Wells
The Crab and Lobster fishery in Wells slowed down over tlagtgr with nine vessels making a total
of 169 landings totalling 88,135kg of Brown Crab valued at £88,135, 5,781kopster valued at
£53,063, 750kg of Velvet Crab valued at £937 and 30kg of Whelks @both
Blakeney
Blakeney and Morston reported landings during the quartelingté0,513kg of Brown Crab valued
at £10,513, 1,377kg of Lobster with an approximately value of £1388kg of Velvet Crab landed
valued at £68 and 142kg of Cod worth £78. Three Mussel pwseasported sales of 24,000kg of
marketable mussel during the quarter valued at £24,000.

Species Summary
All landing figures detailed within this monthly report are derivezh¥ estimates of catches based on
observations made by Fishery Officers and reports made byrfisineto Fishery Officers.

King's Lynn

Number of vessel inspections: 14

Species Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
Cockles hand worked 0 0
Cockles dredged 0 0
Mussel hand worked (Regulated) 0 0
Mussels W. Wall (Regulated) 0 0
Mussel dredged (Several) 90,895 27,268
Mussel dredged (Regulated) 0 0
Mussel dredged seed (Regulated) 0 0
Mussel dredged (not WFO) 0 0
Mussel dredged seed (not WFO) 124,000 74,400
Brown Shrimp 216,210 334,867

Pink Shrimp 1,993 2,790



Brancaster

Number of vessel inspections: 1

Species Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
Mussels (Regulated) 0 0
Mussels (Several) 39,000 39,000
Mussel dredged (not WFO) 0 0
Mussel dredged seed (not WFO) 0 0
Oysters 2,840 27,234
Brown Shrimp 404 520
Brown Crab 10,513 10,513
Lobster 1,377 13,085
Whelks 0 0

Wells

Number of vessel inspections: 15

Species Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
Brown crab 88,135 88,135
Lobster 5,781 53,063
Whelks 30 10
Velvet Crab 750 937
Brown Shrimp 3,101 3,859

Blakeney

Number of vessel inspections: 4

Species Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
Brown Crab 10,513 10,513
Lobster 1,377 13,085
Mussels (Several) 24,000 24,000
Mussel dredged (not WFO) 0 0
Mussel dredged seed (not WFO) 0 0
Velvet crab 55 68
Bass 142 1,136
Cod 29 78

Potting

Crab and lobster
Number of pots inside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 6,070
Number of pots outside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 5,810

Bio-sampling of brown crab and lobster

Number of brown crab measured during the quarter: 0
Number of lobsters measured during the quarter: 0
Whelk

Number of pots inside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 0
Number of pots outside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 800




Non Commercial Activities
Recreational Sea Anglers (shore based):
Number of anglers inspected: 3
Locations fished:

Species targeted:
Cod
Recreational Sea Anglers (vessel based):

Cley

Average catch (kg):
0

Number of vessels inspected: 0
Locations fished: Species targeted: Average catch (kg):
0
Charter Angling Vessels:

Number of charter vessels inspected: 0
Number of vessels in 4 Number - Number of
area: of trips: anglers:

Species targeted: Total Landings (kg):

0
Locations fished throughout the quarter:

Fishery Officer Duties

Training:

MCA Beach Master -ail pollution course

Interview training course two days

Conflict resolution course two days

Other duties carried out:

Environmental Health OfficeddSPsampling: three days
Brown Crab and Lobster bio sampling

1st sale value of different species within this are®&/kg)

Brown Shrimp 1.50
Pink Shrimp 1.40
Brown Crab 1.00
Lobster 9.50
Mussel 1.00
Whelks 0.36
Pacific Oysters 0.36-0.99
Cod 2.70
Bass 8.00
Velvet Crab 1.25




Area 3: Cley - Lowestoft. Fishery Officer Ady Woods

General

Sea temperature at Cromer Pier dropped from°d2db £c during the past three months. The last
three months were very much a mixed bag of good and babeweeatches were also up and down.
During October catches were slow for the potting fleet landching from the beach wasn't over
welcoming, with these two factors most decided to lehe& pots to soak for 48+ hours hauling
maybe three times a week. Although it was reportechg@ictober by those vessels lobster catching
that some lobsters were once again shooting their shells.

The weather in November was mainly fine however vessels anlytsecessary to put to sea twice
a week, this helped keep expenses down. Catches were ufe alttiough sales were on the
decrease, average catch for those crabbing 50kg/150pots atedihmp$2kg/150 pots.

By the start of December catches had dropped off onda agd enthusiasm was deteriorating so
with the forecast of NE winds, most vessels starte¢dke their pots ashore, leaving just a few in the
water to keep things ticking over.

Anglers within Area Three did not have too much to shout abiverte was a show of good Whiting
early on in October which dropped off quite quicklythwnothing to replace them in any great
numbers, there was the odd unlucky Codling caught and a few lizal been moving about.

Port Summary
Cley-next-the-Sea
No one has fished from this beach.
Weybourne
Two vessels continued to fish from this beach, putting towgeto twice a week when weather
permitted. The inshore works for the Sheringham Shoalfainmdwere underway, however while
drilling for the inshore cable was taking place an obstaghs hit, this halted progress before
Christmas and was going to need to be relooked at inetheyear.
Sheringham
Vessels fishing from this port ran the last of their patisose during October, following what is
becoming an annual trend, having taken up jobs ashore foirttex wionths.
East & West Runton
In all three vessels work these two ports, two potéind one netting mainly for Bass and Codling,
this year the netting was not as productive as it hadibg@evious years.
Cromer & Overstrand
Vessels from these ports had a mixed bag, depending on thiegrigshed. Those chancing their pots
on the inshore or shoal grounds during rough weather [gsdmable catches of Lobsters, landing
anything from 10-30 kg/120 pots while those who still had order€ifab fished in safer waters
catching anything from 20 — 120kg/120 pots.
One vessel in this area had been drift netting for Hgron several occasions during November and
December, taking advantage of strong south westerly windshviiaid hampered other areas from
landing fish to the market in Lowestoft and kept prices faggsonable, (0.50-1.60/kg). This flurry
was soon brought to a halt during December with NorthF&eeng and Cod fisheries being brought
to a close overnight.
Mundesley to Caister
This area remained fairly quiet, a handful of potterginord to work the area, although these too
took most of their pots ashore leaving just a few at sea.
During October, as regular as clockwork, the Herringvedrat Caister en mass, some were already
fat with roe, these never made it to Lowestoft market aacevkept back for private sales. The
Herring fishery was hampered for much of November by stomstpore winds and eventually when
fine weather made the shores in December the fisherylosedic
Yarmouth/Gorleston
At Yarmouth during November one charter vessel prepared rsglvesgo lining in order to keep
hold of what little quota he had left and likewise overrilier at Gorleston, the one remaining full
time vessel also fished for Cod on a couple of daysltibliis entitlement for each month, the rest of
the time he continued to fish pots and also go lining fat&kfter buying quota to enable him to do
SO.




Species Summary

All landing figures detailed within this monthly report are derivezh¥ estimates of catches based on
observations made by Fishery Officers and reports made byrfisineto Fishery Officers.

Number of vessel inspections:
Species

Bass

Cod

Brown Crab

Herring

Lobster

Mackerel

Number of vessel inspections:
Species

Bass

Cod

Brown Crab

Lobster

Cromer

Number of vessel inspections:
Species

Bass

Cod

Brown Crab

Lobster

Number of vessel inspections:
Species

Bass

Brown Crab

Herring

Lobster

Number of vessel inspections:
Species

Bass

Cod

Brown Crab

Dabs

Herring

Lobster

Mackerel

139
Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
135 977
20 55
14,974 45,919
3,960 2,805
3,424 37,397
5 25
Sheringham
10
Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
12 80
40 120
450 1,380
312 2,808
Cley, Weybourne, E Runton, W Runton, Overstrand, Mundeslg & Bacton
38
Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
38 280
8 24
3,950 12,113
1,905 19,746
Sea Palling
4
Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
12 84
1,000 3,066
250 185
250 2,425
Caister & Gorleston
11
Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
66 495
580 1,250
2,875 6,555
30 45
4,320 2,718
293 3,111
920 1,656
120 150

Spratt

Crab and lobster

Potting

Number of pots inside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are

5,650 reducing to 2,350

Number of pots outside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 750
Bio-sampling of brown crab and lobster

Number of brown crab measured during the quarter: 0
Number of lobsters measured during the quarter: 120




Whelk

Number of pots inside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 0
Number of pots outside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 0

Non Commercial Activities
Recreational Sea Anglers (shore based):

Number of anglers inspected: 134

Locations fished: Species targeted: Average catch (kg):
Weybourne Whiting, Codling 0.10/0.50
Cromer Beach Whiting, Codling 0.20/0.25
Cromer Pier Whiting, Codling 0.25/0.50
Mundesley Whiting, Codling 0.50/1.00
Bacton Whiting, Codling -
Walcott Whiting, Codling 0.50/0.25
Caister Whiting, Codling 0.50/1.50
Yarmouth Whiting, Codling 0.75/1.20

Recreational Sea Anglers (vessel based):

Number of vessels inspected: 0

Locations fished: Species targeted: Average catch (kg):

Fishery Officer Duties

Training:

Two days were spent in the Office undertaking taped intertrewwing.

Two days were spent at Blakeney and Wells getting involvéld Beach Masters learning how to
deal with an oil spill if we were ever unfortunate in mgyva serious spill.

Other duties carried out:

October

Beach netters and Restaurants inspected at Hunstanton

One day spent showing Dr Keith Weston & Hester ClagifNatural England around Area Three
IFCA input with Edwin Derriman Cornwall SFC CFO

November

Mussel samples collected from Tabs Head with FO JCB

December

Visit Holkham beach following up reports of a large Starkal

Attend the opening of the Wells Shellfish Handling facility

Staff Appraisal attended

1st sale value of different species within this are®/kg)

Bass 7.50
Cod 2.50-3.25
Brown Crab 3.05
Dabs 1.50
Herring 0.30-1.60
Lobster 9.00-15.50
Mackerel 1.80

Spratt 1.25




Area 4: Pakefield — Felixstowe Ferry. Fishery OfficeamAGarnham.

General

Very good start in October with good weather and good repbrteny species being caught as the
summer species still appeared on the grounds. Theregwerkreports of Bass being caught with
one under 10m commercial boat hauling one and half ton of iBam®e trip. Cod moved closer in
shore during the month with good lining reports from LowedinfEelixstowe. Most commercial
skippers not on the scheme were hanging on to netting Slalegaas possible to substitute the small
Cod quota. Plenty of Cod were available but the quoraigeli the landings. Fishermen began to
bring in their pots for the winter, most were brought @fiobe the gales on*INovember to avoid
damage. Problems were still being encountered with theveed. There appeared to be some huge
Lobsters very close in during the last week of the month, seaetleover 3kg each. One specimen,
nearly 4kg, was caught at Felixstowe and will spend thieofegs days at Gt Yarmouth Sea Life
Centre. During this quarter many reports were receivedtadérs fishing equipment, including
outboards, nets, dahns etc, Police arrested a local gamhgexecuted search warrants at home
addresses and a lock up. They recovered a Shetland béaiamlbets and other fishing equipment.
One commercial fisherman has identified several trananél Herring nets recovered as being his
stolen from Aldeburgh beach. Suspects arrested were oe jpalic

Charter boats reported good bookings and good catches of speetes, Smoothound Skate and
Cod if you can get through the Whiting and Dogfish. Most wealeirfg within two miles of the
coastline. Beach angling reached its peak for the y&ad,and Whiting were in and the beaches
were full of day anglers with their sons and daughterngsaalso been school holidays. At night the
beaches are alive with Tilley’s and headlights and shinytidé¢hand Cod coming up the beaches in
the lights. Tackle shops sold a terrific amount of Lugwarrd Ragworm with some dealers selling
eighteen thousand Lugworm in a weekend. That amounts ny argglers when there are over a
dozen shops locally. In addition there are those who dig i worms from the rivers, it amounts
to a huge demand on the worm beds.

Poor weather conditions throughout November resulted in femy trips for commercial and
recreational sea anglers. Some commercial boats made tiwee trips for the month resulting in a
very poor fish and revenue return for the month. Quotas vestluced again and Roker, Whiting and
Sole all banned. Fishermen on the coast had only the meadrguGta to fish for. Cod and Herring
were in abundance and Sprats were moving in, attaining pricéd/kd, which on occasion was
twice the price of Cod. Poor weather conditions hit the eh&dats, one boat reported losing £3,800
and another over £6,000. When the vessels did manage to getyorggbeed some terrific catches
of Cod, averaging around the 8lb mark, one boat owner repatelirngy a 26lb Cod and losing one
and losing an even larger one. Cod were close in witbharter boat needing to go out beyond the
three mile mark. Must also make mention of Whiting beagght around the Washington at 4lbs! In
the press “The Lowestoft Journal” reported a Springer Sipaintered retrieving a washed up Cod in
the surf on Pakefield beach around the 6lb mark.

During November some Cod were noted to be either completielg bf suffering from growths
around the eyes and heavy cataracts. Commercial fisheootenf Lowestoft were televised
expressing their concern about the number of internationtdrdiers anchored off the coast between
Lowestoft and south of Southwold. On occasion upto fifty shipse reportedly anchored on their
fishing grounds, obstructing their fishing methods. The IbtRalhas taken up the case.

Lowestoft fisherman got together and because of poor priceswestoft market transported their
catches to Brixham where they made £7.70/kg.

December brought easterly winds but the commercial boats gemerally laid up due to the drastic
guota cuts. No Cod, Sole, Whiting, Roker or even Herringdcballanded during the month due to
the quota cut to nil. Bass migrated due to low segéeature leaving sprats as the only fish in
abundance which made no money so were not targeted.

Most fishermen retrieved their pots until next March. Tiragvequipment was changed over to long
lining equipment ready for the new quota in January. cidié snap effected the water with the sea
water freezing inside Levington marina making it difficultnhmve boats. Beach fishing died away
with only the odd Cod Whiting and Dab being caught. Still looffders were reported in the rivers.
One commercial fisherman looked at his records for Nover20@8 and this year the temperature
was a constant 2B above the same period last year




Port Summary
Pakefield
October produced good catches of Herring and Brown $hsome full of roe. Beach fishing
improved with one beach angler having a bag of two 2kg Cod andem dghiting caught on the
flood tide within two hours. Beach fishing continued topmpular during November with many
beach matches and a mixture of Cod Whiting and Dabs being c&mmnimercial boats suffered
with the winds and heavy swells, a total of three tripsesmade from the beach during November.
December no commercial trips were made due to easterlys and the quota was totally stopped.
The beaches continued with matches but the catches wgneogst
Southwold
Sole fishing slowed during October although they were arbsite. Some fishermen moved over to
long lining for Cod and reported good prime fish. Lobstet Brown Crabs really slowed up with
fisherman reporting his pots being stolen off three diffiewrecks. Charter boats reported prime Cod
close in and plenty of Whiting. November was very poor bseaof high winds and rain.
Commercial fishermen made only short trips targeting Cod-mdng.
Quotas stopped in December having a significant effettavidouple of the boats having to “buy in”
quota, as a result landings good catches of Cod and RolateChoats reported catching less Cod
and Whiting due to the presence of Sprats.
Dunwich & Sizewell
October brought a mixed bag for the area with many spbeieg caught although shellfish slowed
up for the year. Beach fishing, especially at night, fmaisful for Sole and Cod. November brought
the first catches of Sprats making £4/kg on Lowestoft market.Bass were quiet at the beginning
of the month but picked up with good size Bass being caught onotits. [Beach fishing was
productive with Soles still being caught at night. Duringdbag Bass, Whiting, Dabs, Flounder and
Roker were caught. December was affected with quota The beaches were very quiet with most
anglers not catching fish.
Thorpeness & Aldeburgh
October brought mixed fishing for commercial fisherrasrthe Cod quota was low. They made their
money up by continuing the netting of Sole for as long as poskiidster and Crab potting slowed.
Winds in November kept the commercial vessels on the beach.
Beach anglers had a terrific month with many double figuoel Geing caught. Commercial
fisherman were affected in December by quota cuts. Wek feeding on the Sprats making it
difficult for the charter boats to catch Cod on rod kmel
Orford
Cod and Sole were still in abundance in October. Cod dholeser in, and Lobster and Brown Crab
were plentiful in the pots. Commercial boats moved ovéorig lining. On the island beach fishing
improved with double figure Cod being landed by beach anglers. R@dhev in November resulted
in attention only to the pots. December was quiet orctinemercial boats due to quota cuts. Charter
boats reported Cod being hard to catch due to beingfiBlprats. Orford Island went quiet as is
standard for the time of year. One commercial boatrtepdis pots had been trawled through, an
investigation was on going.

Felixstowe

Sole netting slowed down in October as did potting with siisherman bringing in their pots for the
winter. Cod fishing was very good with good prime fish avieg@kg a fish coming on long lines
baited with Squid. Three commercial boats did notogeet in November due to the weather and the
guota. Those with pots still at sea reported goochest of Lobsters. The beaches around Felixstowe
were inconsistent due to the winds. All charter bedtsn out reported good catches of winter fish
close in within the Felixstowe ledge from the Platters scito the Deben Cutler. The fashion in
Felixstowe seemed to be fishing on a kayak. Several weneithin four hundred yards of the beach
and catching Cod up to 12Ib.

Most commercial fishermen layed up their boats for the mduothto poor weather and quota cuts.
Beach activity slowed down. The charter boats werecstitthing Cod and Skate although once again
it slowed down due to the abundance of Sprats for the Ciasdoon. Large Cod around 10Ib-20Ib
were still being taken. Meetings with the fisherman &adfish were orchestrated to try to get EFF
funding for a floating pontoon to land fish and fill up witiesel.







Species Summary

All landing figures detailed within this monthly report are derivesh¥ estimates of catches based on
observations made by Fishery Officers and reports made byrfisinetio Fishery Officers.

Number of vessel inspections:

Species
Herring
Bass

Number of vessel inspections:

Species
Cod
Herring
Bass
Skate
Sole
Whiting
Lobster
Brown Crab

Number of vessel inspections:

Species
Cod
Herring
Bass
Sole
Lobster
Brown Crab
Spratt

Number of vessel inspections:

Species
Cod
Herring
Bass
Sole
Lobster
Brown Crab
Spratt
Flounder
Smoothound

Number of vessel inspections:

Species
Cod
Bass
Sole
Lobster
Brown Crab
Flounder

Pakefield

Landings (kg)
340
15
Southwold

Landings (kg)
6,230
350
290
1,000
1,900
65
190
110
Dunwich & Sizewell

Landings (kg)
555
381
187
190
45
18
254
Thorpeness & Aldeburgh

Landings (kg)

3,160
840
105
2,088
332
305

75
135

20

Orford

Landings (kg)
1590
270
362
328
303
95

3

Value of catch (£)
820
98

Value of catch (£)
15,305
525
2,138
2,200
12,050
163
1,255
330

Value of catch (£)

1,358

572
1,352
1,235

293

57
1,016

Value of catch (£)
8,005
1,260
788
7,883
2,173
915
183
270
130

Value of catch (£)
3,745
1,962
2,353
2,174
909
190



Felixstowe

Number of vessel inspections: 6

Species Landings (kg) Value of catch (£)
Cod 856 2,490
Bass 548 4,050
Sole 1,153 7,256
Whiting 135 306
Lobster 347 2,271
Brown Crab 193 579
Dogfish 93 232

Potting

Crab and lobster
Number of pots inside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:aréAverage 153
Number of pots outside 6nm fished by vessels from withia: afeerage 60
Bio-sampling of brown crab and lobster
Number of brown crab measured during the quarter: 310
Number of lobsters measured during the quarter: 122
Whelk
Number of pots inside 6nm fished by vessels from withéaar 0
Number of pots outside 6nm fished by vessels from withia:are 0

Non Commercial Activities
Recreational Sea Anglers (shore based):

Number of anglers inspected: 260
Locations fished: Species targeted:

Pakefield Cod, Bass, Whiting

Dunwich Cod, Bass, Whiting

Southwold Cod, Bass, Whiting

Felixstowe Cod, Bass, Whiting

Aldeburgh Cod, Bass, Whiting

Orford Cod, Bass, Whiting

Recreational Sea Anglers (vessel based):

Number of vessels inspected: 11
Locations fished: Species targeted:

Inner outer Gabbards Bass, Cod

South Falls Bass, Cod

Galloper Bass, Cod

Sunk Bass, Cod

Enterprise Bass, Cod, Skate

Washington Bass, Cod, Skate

Cutler Cod, Whiting

Felixstowe Ledges Cod, Whiting

Rough Towers Cod, Skate

Average catch (kg):
1.6
1.6
1.6
2.6
2.6
3

Average catch (kg):
12

12
12
12

13.3

18.3

16.6
16.6
25



Charter Angling Vessels:

Number of charter vessels inspected: 4
Number of vessels in 9 Number 72 Number of 583
area: of trips: anglers:
Species targeted: Total Landings (kg):
Cod 890
Smoothound 150
Skate 260
Bass 220
Whiting 1,196

Locations fished throughout the quarter:
Beginning of October still going out to deep water wrecks bowesber and December usually
within 5nm of coastline

Fishery Officer Duties

Training:

5™ 6" October - Training at office

9™ November — RYA Powerboat training Sutton Bridge

25" 26" November - Beach masters course North Norfolk

Other duties carried out:

1* October — Meeting Suffolk Beach Anglers

2" October - Dismantle and remove fitted safety equiprtefPV Pisces llland take equipment
following day to Safety Marine Centre at Oulton Broad.

7™ October — Evening meeting Felixstowe Sea Angling Society

13" October - Bait diggers meeting

24" October - Statement taking x 3 at Orford and Aldeburghlleged inshore fishing by Brixham
trawler - Amber J.

4™ November — Pick upPV Pisces llfrom Burnham on Crouch

5" November — Felixstowe Sea Anglers Society evening meeting

6™ November — Suffolk Beach Anglers meeting

10" November — day with FO IGD on area 2

11" November — IFCA meeting at Birmingham

12" November — Office meeting Kings Lynn

25" November -FPV Pisces lliwith FO RRW and FO STL (not launched due to winds)

1* Dec - Meeting with David Guy from Seafish and fishennto discuss fisheries Funding for new
floating pontoon at Felixstowe Ferry for fishermen to salfehd their catch and refuel

2"Dec - Meeting with Felixstowe Sea Angling Society

3“9Dec - Worked together in area with FO STL

3“Dec - Evening meeting with Suffolk Beach Anglers in Ip$wic

4™ Dec - Worked together in area with FO STL includingeting with Felixstowe Dock Police
Chief and dock tour

9" Dec - Meeting Stour and Orwell Estuaries partnershiiscussions and presentation from bait
diggers

16" Dec — Empty and take trusty 4x4 to garage at Kings Lynn

17" 18" Dec - Duties ofPV Pisces llicancelled




Average - 1st sale value of different species withihis area (£/kg)

Cod 2.20
Bass 7.50
Sole 6.25
Whiting 1.83
Smoothound 6.50
Herring 2.00
Spratt 2.70
Dogfish 3.50
Lobster 6.75
Brown Crab 3.00
20" January 2010
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Vessels' quarterly report October to December 2009

RV THREECOUNTIES

Three Counties started October with a foot cockle suowethe Dills to observe the fishing effort
and the condition of the sand. At the same time the Sonde seasoecovered to download the
data for the on going study into the Carrying Capacity oflash.

The mussel foot surveys for annual stock level startedl Witief, Mare Tail and Main End
mussel beds.

RoxAnn surveys took place covering boxes 47 and 48 to see the extdrat Sabellaria for
Natural England. The survey method used for this surveytraeking the north and then south
at 150 to 200 metres apart to find the extent of the r@éfe areas tracked were checked to
observe the different G1 and G2 values because Sabellggmdifferent signals according to its
density on the seabed surface. Next the day grab was useduted gruth the edges of the
Sabellaria and find its height and cover. After thatRiav was deployed to obtain a true picture
of the Sabellaria on the seabed surface.

November saw the main body of the foot mussel surveys takegusesng the following sands
Holbeach, Mare Tail, Pandora, West Gat, Middle Gastt Ezat, RAF No2 beacon (Mare Tail
area) and Welland Wall in the Welland River. A sanfen each Gat bed was taken to test the
yield from the 45mm and over to see what the percentagewkas) came out at 10.4%. The
same tests were conducted on a sample from the Wellandwialh came out at 13.8%. The
next mussel beds to be surveyed were the East Mare Tdlaalididge, the full survey report for
all the mussels beds can be obtained from the office.

A RoxAnn survey over high water was conducted covering theldyst as part of the study for
the Carrying Capacity of the Wash to check coverage antigsels on the lays and see how this
corresponds with the Sonde water tests carried out eamiein the year. Three Counties
collected the EHO/DSP samples for the month. After ciitigeche samples the safety drills were
carried out by the crew aboard at the time.

RoxAnn tracked the South Well as part of a follow up sufeeyGabellaria for Nature England
again to check for changes to the Sabellaria reef covérengeabed.

Water test samples were taken over the Ants at high aatpart of the study for the Carrying
Capability of the Wash. CEFAS came aboard at the enithieoNovember to demonstrate a
suction pump filter system for water samples collectedherstudy for the Carrying Capacity of
the Wash.

December saw the completion of the foot mussel surveys coudreng/ash on the following
sands Breast, East Gat and Herring Hill. Whilsttivgifor the tide to drop a raft of approximate
200, mostly male, Eider ducks were seen at the SoutlreBd®f the East Gat mussel bed.

End of year cockle surveys started and covered the follovaindssHerring Hill, Dills, Tofts and
Inner Westmark Knock sands.

The water sample tests were taken from Tabs Healealivay out up to Scullridge buoy using
the Sonde sensor and at the same time the Sonde sensowasoballected from the data buoy
and taken back to Three Counties to download the datdhdostudy for the Carrying Capacity



project. Three Counties then steamed back to thebdety and the Sonde was deployed back
into the buoy. Sonde water samples sites were collectedhoylerwater in Scotsman’s Sled
covering the mussel lays in that area as part of the $budige Carrying Capacity project.

Foot mussel surveys were finished off on the Toft musslneat to the lays and at the same
time a foot survey for cockles on the Toft sand was conduoteg and gain time for the rest of
the cockle survey because the weather was starting to mnstags for the time of year.

The weather worsened and the winds picked up to South West Biphecoming North East by
the end of the month. This gave time to catch up on jobs likieguiut the trawl wire along the
road and then pulling it back onto the winch, to check it fortaakes or kinks in the wire and
then painting the wire with grease as it was layered batw the drum on each winch.

The Sonde sensor was collected from the data buoy on theowag to conduct a foot surveys
on the Dills to see what effects the cockle fisheryh@son the Dills. The last leg of the cockle
surveys started with the Tofts and then Roger over high wadtsr on in the month Wrangle and
Holbeach was surveyed over high water.

CEH was taken to Daseley's sand to conduct a bird cangys Again the weather played a big
part and slowed down the surveys for the last part oféhe

Simon Howard
Skipper & Fishery OfficeRV Three Counties

FPVESFPROTECTORII

FPV ESF PROTECTOR Ipent 10 days at sea during this quarter. During thistthmesessels
were boarded. The vessel spent the whole of Octoberthenfirst few days of November at
Burnham on Crouch for refit. David Cannell attended the vesséhe & October. The vessel
was found to be in good shape and no major work needed dorteeapart from removing the
port shaft which was conducted primarily by ESF Protectts ¢rew. The throttle and pitch
control morse cables from the wheelhouse down to the Engineweoenreplaced after damage
was found to one of the original cables. Due to the agéeokxkisting cables, it was thought
prudent to change all the cables. The refit was successUESF Protector Ill's crew, attempted
to complete the majority of work whilst striking a balaneith the yards own staffFPV ESF
PROTECTOR llreturnedo its moorings at Sutton Bridge on tH&Movember.

FPV ESF PROTECTOR ldnd her daughter vess€PV Sea Spraywere used on four days to
collect shellfish samples for the Environmental Healthic@¥f and Food Standards Agency.
There have been some additional water sampling requiref@nCEFAS. ESF Protector lll's

crew are working well with research to achieve thesetaegets.

Angus Garbutt from the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology went olitFin ESF PROTECTOR
Il for one day to conduct a bird survey on Mare Tail. A seadsg was lost due to North
Easterly gales.

Committee member, Councillor Chris Brewis came out-8v ESF PROTECTOR Ifbr one
day during EHO/DSP and was able to witness a workingpdagard the vessel.

Other maintenance; there were several, albeit minor jobamding from refit. ESF Protector
lII's crew continued with this list along with their nalduties. The pitch controls needed
adjustment after the new morse cables were fitted. Tddjsstments are still ongoing. The main
engine fire pump was found to be leaking and was removed, trelmgil successfully refitted.

There were problems with the forward toilet after atsual service. The pump was rebuilt
several times but a new pump housing eventually cured the probhame is an intermittent fault

on the starboard generator where oil has been lost frodiglegick pipe. The fault could not be



reproduced whilst at Burnham so finding the cause is still agg®AT testing of all electrical
items was completed by ESF Protector llI's crew. Duriogtine servicing of the starboard
generator a suspected hairline crack was found in theraover. Extensive photographs were
sent to the service agents who confirmed no crackingovesent.

Several of ESF Protector IllI's crew visited Sussex amdh\Eastern SFC for a demonstration of
their TRANSAS (Marine Navigation Software) system. Té&ystem is being investigated as a
possible replacement for the current MAXSEA systene démonstration was of great benefit to
all concerned.

FPV Sea Spray

Whilst in BurnhamFPV Sea sprayhad its plotter removed by ESF Protector IlI's crewrépair
under warranty by Charity and Taylor. After the vessels by MST, it was found that the
battery charger was defective so MST visited Burnharmeptace the unit in addition to some
outstanding workFPV Sea Sprawas surveyed and received its 12 month MCA small work boat
code of practise certificat€PV Sea sprayas used for two nights in order for two ESF Fishery
Officers to sit their Class 2 power boat (commerciatiglarsed) certificate. Both Fishery Officers
were successful in passing. In DecemlB#?)Y Sea sprayas found to have steering problems
and after investigation it was found to have lost gtgenil and a hydraulic union was loose. The
oil was topped up and the union tightened, this appears to bereeted the stiffness. There is an
intermittent problem with losing coolant, a thermoste heen replaced but the problem persists.
The situation is being monitored.

FPV Pisces llI

Whilst in Burnham FPV Pisces lllwas surveyed and received its 12 month MCA small work
boat code of practise certificate. The righting bag wa®veohand subsequently refitted, and the
boat thoroughly checked prior to the MCA inspection. An ojymity was taken by ESF
Protector IllI's crew to conduct several jobsRiaces lllincluding servicing the trailer holding
Pisces Il the removal and greasing of all the wheels nuts, andrirggpaind making good both
number plate boards. The original Garmin plotter wdsaold the charts could not be updated so
a new Garmin plotter and echo sounder transducer wes &tid wired in. New propellers were
fitted. During testing it was found that the VHF was detecting the DSC signal so this was
corrected and made good. The plotter and transducer hawvetésted and are both working
satisfactorily, however the fuel gauge is reading incorreatly is to be investigated. Pisces is
currently stored in the secure compound at Fosdyke. Sheamlsed over the Christmas period
for patrol duties in the Wash.

Simon Lee
Skipper & Fishery OfficeFPV ESF Protector IlI
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Marine Environment Officer's Quarterly report
1. Nature Conservation — ongoing casework

1.1 Development obabellariabyelaw

The Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer, Senior Research @ffiand Research & Fishery Officer
attended a workshop hosted by Natural England (NE) 8hNdvember 2009 to consider the
available data on the location and extenSabellaria spinulosgRoss worm) in the Wash. The
workshop was also attended by the Joint Nature Conserv@bommittee (JNCC), Centre for
Environment, Fisheries & Aquaculture Science (Cefas), ©antand marine environmental
consultants experienced 8abellariasurveys: AMEC, EMU, Envision and RES. It was intended
that survey data collected by ESFJC, and on behalf of i€&mivould be compared and areas of
coreSabellariareef identified, following which a collaborative approach iddoe used to agree
the core area(s), which would be the areas set agidgrdtection, for example under a Joint
Committee byelaw. The sam&dbellariaforum” would develop management of the core areas
and agree standardised survey protocols. Further informiatigrovided in the Senior Research
Officer’s quarterly report (Agenda Item 19).

1.2 The Wash Regulated mussel fishery

The Joint Committee’s research team reported a signtfilmcrease in mussel stocks on the
natural intertidal beds in the Wash following their autu?®09 surveys (see also Agenda ltem
19). Total stocks exceeded the Conservation Objective thdes(i#,000 tonnes) by
approximately 3,000 tonnes; adult stocks just exceeded the t#rde000 tonnes. Following
consultation with the fishing industry, the Wash Managemabt@Gommittee agreed to restrict
the fishery to a hand-worked fishery from December, orSdtemussel beds only, and consider a
relaying fishery from additional beds in March 2010. NE hgweed with the Joint Committee's
conclusions in its Appropriate Assessment of the hand wdr&ledry (December 2009), which
predicted that the fishing activity, as restricted undentJoommittee byelaws, the Wash Fishery
Order regulations, and the mussel fishery management polimyld not result in significant
adverse effects to protected features. The hand-warkedel fishery opened on".®ecember
2009 with a total quota of 85 tonnes.

1.3 Proposed seed mussel fishery, north Norfolk coast

The Joint Committee has arranged to meet with NEQ@iffiders of the Royal Society for the
Protection of Birds (RSPB) on 27th January 2010 to discusssisglating to shellfisheries and
birds. This follows an expression of interest from membéise fishing industry to fish a seed
mussel bed located at Titchwell, Norfolk. Having estabtisti@t the mussel bed lay within an
area leased by the Crown Estate to RSPB, and thereforghhatoint Committee had no
management responsibilities relating to the mussel bedad# eonsidered that a proactive
approach would be beneficial to ascertain future manageamguirements.

1.4 Wash molluscan shellfisheries — Code of Best Practice

Following concerns raised during the 2009 hand worked cockle yigthéne Wash (reported at

the last Statutory meeting in October 2009), NE has propibseda Code of Best Practice be
developed for the Wash cockle and mussel fisheries. NiEe®dfhad intended to take this
forward through dialogue with the fishing industry lat@@09 / early 2010, but to date dialogue
over the proposed new European Marine Sites (see belowpimasated discussions.



1.5 Wash molluscan shellfisheries — accreditation

The Joint Committee’s Business plan outlines the intertbaschieve fisheries certification for
the Wash cockle and mussel fisheries; NE policy also dieslypromoting fisheries accreditation
schemes. Locally, NE has taken the initial steps towandbliag the Wash cockle and mussel
Regulated fisheries to achieve Marine Stewardship CounciC)M@rtification. NE has secured
funding for the pre-assessment stage and in December 2009 ievitkid for the pre-assessment
stage of accreditation. Two companies have provided quothihware currently being
considered by NE. Funding of the full assessment stage hasemagreed, but an application to
the European Fisheries Fund is regarded as an option.i€sshecreditation is a further topic for
discussion between NE and the local fishing industry.

1.6 Natural England Sea Fisheries report

In September 2009, NE published a report on sea fisheHes, fisheries: steps to sustainability
outlining its views on the main issues created by sdeeries and exploring solutions to these
issues. The report highlighted the Joint Committee’s adaptd-management approach to
management of the Wash cockle and mussel fisheries, aample of best practice.

2. Nature Conservation — Marine Protected Areas

The Marine Environment Officer (MEO) attended a Marine Rtete Areas (MPA) conference
hosted by NE on'89" December 2009. Helen Phillips, Chief Executive of NE, asid the
conference and stressed the importance of engagemerthwitishing industry in order to work
together to improve protection of the marine environment. Theskéinfor Marine and Natural
Environment, Huw Irranca-Davis also emphasised that buy-ihe fishing industry is essential
in achieving appropriate management for marine conservation.

2.1 Existing European Marine Sites (EMS)

NE has started a risk assessment process to reviettiegtwithin existing EMSs. The aim is to
evaluate existing management of activities within sites@nsider whether there is any need to
introduce additional actions to reduce risk to protettatures.

2.1.1 Wash & North Norfolk Coast European Marine Sit&NMC EMS)

The Pilot Study of the Coastal Disturbance Project vaaspteted in September 2009 and the
consultant issued an interim report in November 2009. Téeri8g Group for this project was

pleased with the outcomes, despite certain limitatiomd,naet most recently in January 2010 to
decide how to take the project forward. It is consideredilsen® progress the work alongside
NE'’s Coastal Access scheme.

The Joint Committee hosted interviews in December 2008 parrt-time project assistant for the
W&NNC EMS Project Officer. The successful candidatdue to start in February 2010 and will
be based at the Joint Committee’s office.

2.1.2 Stour & Orwell Estuaries European Marine Site (EMS)

The new Management Strategy for the Stour & Orwell EEsidras been completed and will be
officially launched on 28 February 2010. See Agenda Item 15.

The Stour & Orwell Bait Digging Group held its second meeting" December 2009, at which
representatives of bait diggers, the RSPB and the SuffolkiWilflust made presentations. The
group discussed the main issues: disturbance to bird populasong the estuaries in winter
(from dog walking and bait digging), and ship wash (causing erasi mudflats). The group
agreed that in the first instance it was necessagetatify what activity (-ies) equated to damage



to the interest features of the site (i.e. differemgabetween undesirable but acceptable effects
and unacceptable damage). The group agreed that a voleassation of bait digging activities
in the winter months would be beneficial, and involvementhef police would be sought in
relation to preventing damage to site features. It Wssagreed that an education strategy should
be used to inform site users, bait diggers and regulatghorities about the issues. These actions
will be taken forward in forthcoming meetings.

2.2 New European Marine Sites (EMS)

The formal consultation period for the proposed new Spéceds of Conservation (SACs) and
Special Protection Area (SPA) started off R&vember 2009 and closes on 26th February 2010.

The proposed new EMSs within, or straddling, the Joimhi@ibtee’s district are:
0] Inner Dowsing, Race Bank & North Ridge draft SAC;
(i) Haisborough, Hammond & Winterton draft SAC; and
(iir) Outer Thames Estuary potential SPA.

For each site, supporting documentation includes:

(@ Site Map;
(i) Selection Assessment Report
(iii) Impact Assessment

(iv) Draft Conservation Objectives & Advice on Operations.

Joint Committee Officers recognise that the requirenemeview these proposals generates a
significant workload, but one that is justified in light ofanBsheries restrictions that could result
from the proposed sites being finally designated. It véllbieneficial for the Joint Committee to
participate fully in the process of developing Conservatiobje@ives and subsequent
management measures for the new sites, following the bedicprateveloped around the
management of fisheries within the W&NNC EMS - i.e. vianpotion of the “adaptive, co-
management” approach to ensure management is approperitdefbind developed via dialogue
with site users.

NE has initiated a liaison campaign in an attempt tagagnembers of the fishing industry in
this consultation process. In addition to a series of “@dnogvents”, NE has written to individual
fishermen to ensure they are aware of the proposals. fifei@ have stressed the importance of
taking this opportunity to comment, in particular, on the lchpessessment document, which
details the estimated economic impacts of designating eaclsiteew and includes estimates of
the value of fisheries in the proposed sites. The consyltafiex, used by NE to produce the
Impact Assessments did not approach the Joint Committégdomation on fisheries within the
district, nor Cefas or Seafish.

2.3 Marine Conservation Zones (MCZ)

The North Sea Marine Conservation Zone project, Net Gain,launched in October 2009. The
goal of this project, and the three other regional MCZ ptsjaround English waters, i$o*
safeguard and encourage recovery of marine biodiversity, and to help ethguleng-term
sustainability of marine resources in the rediomCZs will be created for the conservation of
certain nationally important habitats and speciesoaling to guidance being developed by
Defra. Recommended sites must be forwarded to NE and JNG@ney2011; public consultation
on proposed sites will follow and final designation muke talace by December 2012 — in order
to meet international agreements on MPAs (for the INBea this is the OSPAR Convention).
MPAs are also a requirement of the EU Marine StrateagynEwork Directive, which will be
implemented in the UK via the UK Marine Strategy.



The process of identifying MCZs in the North Sea is to bdeuaken via local stakeholder
engagement, i.e. representatives of different marinersectllaborating to identify suitable sites.
Net Gain has appointed four liaison Officers, including tmée based in King’'s Lynn (at the
Joint Committee’s office) and one in Lowestoft. The engagémecess has been initiated with
a “roadshow” of meetings down the North Sea coast at Codés, Whitby, Scarborough,
Grismsby, King's Lynn and Lowestoft during January 2010.

The MEO and the W&NNC EMS project manager, Peter Rushatéended the Net Gain
meeting in King's Lynn on 18January 2010; other attendees included representatives from the
local fishing industry, Marine Fisheries Agency (MFA), pauthorities, Norfolk Wildlife Trust,
Norfolk Coast Partnership and NE. Some members of the§isndustry boycotted the meeting
because of their concerns over the threats that this prajelct present to their livelihoods. Net
Gain Officers emphasised that the collaborative appraasklécting areas for MCZ designation
would enable socio-economic impacts to be minimised.

Joint Committee Officers will endeavour to provide an appabprievel of involvement in the

project from an inshore fisheries management perspectiittouyh time-consuming, this

involvement is important as the Sea Fisheries Committegdacement bodies, the Inshore
Fisheries & Conservation Authorities (IFCAs) — as welltlas MFA's replacement, the Marine
Management Organisation (MMO) — have been identifiedhasauthorities responsible for
managing MCZs, once designated.

Net Gain Officers are due to make a presentation tddim: Committee at this Statutory meeting
(27" January 2010) — see Agenda Item 3.

3. Fisheries Mapping Project

Throughout the quarter, one of the Joint Committee’s Reséar€lshery Officers has been
continuing the validation process on the draft fisheries nmpduced via discussions with
commercial fishermen. This included co-ordinating With by attending NE’s Felixstowe “drop-
in” session, which was arranged to enable fishermefistuss the proposed new Outer Thames
Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA).

The final maps will be used by Joint Committee Officerhighlight to potential developers and
regulators areas of fishing activity within the Joint Cottea’s district. This supports Objective
Eight of the Joint Committee’s Aim and Objectives, i-€0 ‘promote the aim and objectives of
the Committee to improve the understanding of the marine environmerd andaurage others
to take them fully into account when developing/implementing their own ategies or
codes of practicé.

4. Strategic Environmental Policy

During the quarter, the MEO, Deputy Clerk, and Clerk & Cliieshery Officer have taken
further steps towards developing the first Strategic Envirorah8alicy for the Joint Committee,
focusing on the consultation strategy and the environmentalrpenrice evaluation. This is
presented under Agenda Item 14.

5. Offshore Wind Farm (OWF) developments

5.1 Docking Shoal and Race Bank OWFs

The Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer and the Marine Environm@fficer met with representatives
from Centrica, Amec and the MFA on"™6lovember 2009, to discuss the issues raised by the
Joint Committee over the proposed Docking Shoal and Race @#itks (as presented to the
Joint Committee in October 2009). Joint Committee Offibard particularly requested that Cefas
could attend the meeting and provide scientific advice ord¢ivg Committee’s concerns, but



unfortunately this was not possible. Subsequent to thémgeAmec provided a scientific paper
relating to brown crab spawning grounds in the southern Nceth Sfficers will use this
information, and that provided by Centrica and Amedutther consider the issues and make a
recommendation whether or not to maintain the objectiotisege two OWFs.

5.2 Dudgeon OWF

Further to the Joint Committee’s holding objection to this qmtpjthe developers Warwick
Energy have requested a meeting with Joint Committeedddfiio discuss the issues raised.

53 Round Three OWFs

The Crown Estate announced the award of Round Three §#é4-to developers or'@anuary
2010. Development areas (and developers) closest toitte€Cdonmittee’s district are:

(@ Dogger Bank zone (the Forewind Consortium equally owned by e&cBSE
Renewables, RWE Npower Renewables, Statoil and StatkrfGW; and

(i) Norfolk Bank zone (East Anglia Offshore Wind Ltd equally odr®y Scottish
Power Renewables and Vattenfall Vindkraft) — 7.2 GW.

In line with the proposed consultation strategy within Seategic Environmental Policy
(Agenda Item 14), Officers envisage that the Joint Commsti@esolvement in projects in these
areas will be minimal, because of their location outfimeJoint Committee’s district. Officers
will provide input where there is potential for fisheriesl anarine habitats within the district to
be affected by OWF development, for example along expore catites or as a result of
displaced fishing effort.

6. Marine Aggregate Extraction

No marine aggregate extraction licence applications haye f@eeived for the Joint Committee’s
consideration this quarter.

7. EU Marine Strategy Framework Directive (2008/56/EC)

This EU Directive entered into force July 2008, and nibestransposed into UK law by July
2010. It requires Member States to determine Good EcologiathsS(GES) for their marine
waters, and to create and implement a programme ofunesaly 2016, aimed at achieving GES
by 2020. Socio-economic factors and implementation costsheusalanced against the benefits
of any proposed measures.

The Directive requires each Member State to creMarine Strategy, with five main
requirements:

Requirement of Marine Strategy Target date

Assessment of current environmental status of Member | July 2012
State’s marine waters
Determination of what GES means for those waters 204y
Establishment of targets and indicators to show whether a July 2012
member state is achieving GES
Establishment of monitoring programmes to measure July 2014
progress towards GES
Establishment of Programme of Measures to achieve or | July 2015 (developed)
maintain GES July 2016 (operational)




The Directive requires Member States to implementA§IAn the UK, measures are to include
existing measures created under the Water Frameworktideetlabitats and Birds Directives
(Natura 2000sites) and the UK Marine & Coastal Access Act (Marimag&rvation Zones), then
any additional measures required. Member Statesegréred to carry out a full cost-benefit
analysis of measures they propose, and are only to implemeasures where the costs are
justified by the benefits. Socio-economic factors are ttaken into account when measures are
developed.

The MMO will lead on the development of the ProgrammeMefasures. All organisations

currently involved in managing activities that can affect themaaenvironment will have some

role in implementation. Eleven descriptors of GES hawn bé@entified — but detailed targets and
indicators are to be drawn up by each Member Stateyghroo-operation with other Member
States responsible for the same Regional Seas. One dasisriite condition of commercial fish

and shellfish stocks.

7. Miscellaneous work summary

During the quarter, the MEO has responded to consultations eprdatt meetings to discuss
various ongoing projects and proposals:

MPAs NE: MPAs conference
W&NNC EMS — Core Management Group; Annual Full Management
Board

Wash Wide: conference of the Wash Estuary Strategy Group
W&NNC: Coastal Disturbance Study — Interim Report

Marine SACs & SPAs in English, Welsh & Offshore watarsund the UK
— consultation overview (NE, JINCC, Countryside Council fotéa)a

Offshore Docking Shoal OWF, and Race Bank OWF: comments on Supplaryent
developments | Environmental Information; meeting with developer and lagu to discuss
(OWFs, fisheries issues associated with proposed developments.

aggregate Baird Gas Storage Project — written consultationoasp

licences,

pipelines etc.)

Policy Defra consultation on the Marine Strategy Frameworkdbire
development

Coastal Proposed Wash Tidal Barrier — presentation by projedelea

developments

The Wash Shoreline Management Plan 2 — full consultatiponss
provided

J C Stoutt

Marine Environment Officer
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http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/SeaFisheriesReipor6-13325. pdf
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/marine/sacconsattatefault.aspx
http://www.netgainmcz.org/the_process.php
http://www.ospar.org/content/content.asp?menu=00340108070000_000000_000000
http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/msfd-legal-
framework/consultation.pdf
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Senior Research Officer's Quarterly Report

The annual surveys of the Wash intertidal mussel beds eggrducted during this quarter. These
had commenced on Septembef” Hhd were completed on Novembét. During this period
eighteen intertidal beds, plus the Welland Bank, were gadveThree further areas that had
supported mussels in the past were also visited during the fueriey to ascertain whether there
had been fresh settlement. From the survey data thdidatemussel stock within the Wash
regulated fishery was calculated to be 15,188 tonnes, a sariifincrease to the 12,760 tonnes
recorded in 2008. This not only satisfies Natural England’ss@uwation Objective of 12,000
tonnes for the site, but also represents the highest steekdeen on the intertidal beds since the
1980’s. Much of this increase can be attributed to the grofvivenile mussels that had settled
on several of the higher beds during 2008 (particularly the mteHill, Mare Tail, Trial Bank
and Breast beds), but is also partially due to slightlprawed meat yields than were seen in
2008. Although improved, meat yields were nevertheless stiiddo be poor. The surveys
found that 7,011 tonnes of the intertidal mussels had attaraeketable size &5mm length).
This is a slight improvement to the 6,905 tonnes recorded in 2@iD&chieves the 7,000 tonnes
Conservation Objective set for adult mussels. The eweared by the intertidal beds was found
to be 368 hectares. This is of concern as, although the i®atisa Objective for the site is 500
hectares, the area has been slowly declining since a pEshbf 427 hectares in 2005. In recent
years management measures have been introduced aimeztheing exploitation of individual
beds below a mean density of 25 tonnes/hectare. While tressures have reduced the risk of
losing beds through over-fishing, erosion around the edgesnté beds has occurred, resulting
in the recent loss of area. Unfortunately, with most settlement occurring within existing beds
rather then colonising new ground, recovery of bed area tertws a slow process in the Wash.
The last time significant areas of settlement occuorgdide of existing beds in the Wash was in
2001, so achieving the 500 hectares target is expected to aaeyears.

Once the mussel surveys had been completed in November, it was possible to begin the
winter cockle surveys. Although, as often occurs at thist ime of year, several of the planned
survey dates were cancelled due to poor weather conditions, it was possible to complete
surveys on the Black Buoy, Herring Hill, Butterwick, R oger/Toft, Inner Westmark Knock and
the northern parts of the Holbeach sands. The surveys foun d the stocks on the Black Buoy
sand, where the 2009 handwork cockle fishery had concentr ated, had reduced from
approximately 2,400 tonnes in May to 523 tonnes. These loss es are greater than fishery
landings account for, indicating additional mortality has occurred between surveys. Mortality
was not found to be limited to the Black Buoy sand, however,  with a 55% loss of stock having
occurred on both the Butterwick and Inner Westmark Knock s  ands and a 77% loss on the
Roger/Toft. Conversely, on Herring Hill and the part of Holbea ch covered by the winter
surveys, the cockle biomass had increased by 65% and 58% r espectively. It is still unclear as
to why cockles in some areas are suffering high mortality ~ rates, but it is believed these losses
are linked to those witnessed in 2008.

In order to ascertain whether food limitations could besta the cockle mortalities, ESFJC
began a long-term study during the summer to monitor the Giigh-a levels in the water. This
programme involves collecting data monthly from a seriespot samples around the Wash in
addition to data collected continually from a data buoy.inguthis quarter several days have
been occupied taking numerous spot samples, conducting chldrapbrdfiles in each of the
four main rivers flowing into the Wash and uploading datenfthe buoy. Mussel meat yields
have also been tested regularly from four beds in conpmetith this work. Although the bulk



of the data from this project is still to be fully aysdd, that produced by the data buoy is
showing some interesting patterns regarding the tidalteféecturbidity and temperature.

In November three ESFJC staff joined a number of ottienssts involved in mapping projects
around the Wash at $abellariareef workshop hosted by Natural England. At this meetieg t
disparity between the various data sets was discussed, wittmgvays of standardising future
survey methodology. By combining the various spatial and tempatalsets that are available,
Natural England will then attempt to determine where the o=ef sites are situated and how best
to protect such areas.

During the course of 2009 ESFJC has been closely studying feseisithe Wash to map the
Sabellariareefs within them. This programme has involved trackinghesite using Roxann
AGDS prior to intensive ground-truthing using samples ctdié with a Day grab. The final
phase of this work was to study the areas of discoverédsig the ROV underwater camera to
determine the patchiness of the reefs. Unfortunately, poathee conditions have severely
interfered with this part of the programme, preventing #spect of the surveys from being
completed this quarter as had been originally plannesihibped the weather will be sufficiently
suitable in January to complete the camera work and aedhe planned survey programme.

Most scientists attempting to m&abellariareefs using remote sensing technology (eg. Roxann
AGDS, side scan sonar, multi-beam sonar etc) understendifficulties associated with this
form of mapping and accept that no single instrument @l iide the purpose, each technology
having their strengths and weaknesses. In order to explassbfE back-ups for the Roxann
system that the Committee currently uses for seabed nggppimember of the research staff
spent one day at sea in October with a scientist frofASE: testing a Starfish side scan sonar
and a WASSP multi-beam sonar. Of the two systems, tA83P multi-beam sonar appeared
best suited for our seabed mapping requirements.

Cockle handworkers commonly prepare the ground where they aug tgdish by manoeuvring
their vessel in shallow water in such a manner as to despiecupper layer of sediment from the
substratum, effectively bringing cockles to the surface ofst#abed. Concerns had been raised
that this activity equated to the banned practice of blowiurtg whereby anchored vessels used
their propeller wash to push the cockles into heaps. Thelgsemsgaged in the handwork fishery
have been closely monitored throughout the year, therdfoensure they have not been using
anchors or sea anchors while preparing the ground. Whiletoniogi the handwork fleet, the
opportunity was taken in July to begin monitoring two area the Dills sand that had been
disturbed. Although little effort was directed at the handwoockle fishery during the past
guarter, monitoring the site continued in order to docunfentdcovery of the sand. In December
the two disturbed areas were monitored for the final timepnjunction with a site visit from a
member of Natural England. On the softer parts of the bec twas still visible evidence of
fishing activity, particularly in places where boat kd®sl disturbed the sediment. On the sandier
parts of the bed, however, where the greatest part ofishery had taken place, most visible
signs of physical disturbance were found to have disappeared.

Over the past year a member of the research team hadumehasing with fishermen in order
to create a series of charts that will map the cuaedthistoric fishing grounds and fish nursery
areas within our district. The first drafts of thesarthwere completed during this quarter. These
will be shown to fishermen in the coming months to ensuiie élceuracy, after which they will
help the Environment Officer respond to new applications from atbers that might have an
impact on the local fisheries.

Each month the Committee collects shellfish and watepkes from sites throughout the Wash
for water quality testing by the Environmental Health Orgamsadind shellfish health testing by
CEFAS. The reduction of cockle stocks over the past yemmfzale collection of some of the
samples difficult recently, particularly on Wrangle, but #lé required samples have been
successfully collected this quarter.



When the Sea Fisheries Committees become Inshore Fisbhasgi@ation Authorities there will
be a greater requirement for the research teams from Aathority to work together than is
currently case. To assist this happen a Technical AdviGooup (TAG) has been initiated,
composed of a scientific officer from each SFC/IFGA anembers from CEFAS, MFA, NE and
EA. The first TAG meeting was held in London in Decemlag¢mwhich it was decided the group
would meet biannually in the future. At this meeting, ESFwere asked to improve the
community website that had been created for the groups ®sk was completed before
Christmas.

In addition to our own work, the research team has alsistad scientists from CEH this quarter,
to collect sediment samples from several sands around thHe Wasldition, we have assisted the

same team conduct bird count surveys in a repeat of a Wedshsurvey they conducted five
years ago.

R W Jessop
Senior Research Officer
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Marine Environment Officer's report on “Net Gain” (the Nort h Sea Marine
Conservation Zone project) and the Joint Committee’s representati  on in this project

Net Gain

Net Gain is one of four regional projects set up aroun d England to
recommend Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) to Governme nt, by June
2011. The project aims to secure a healthy and produc tive future for the
North Sea and its coastline, by protecting rare, thr eatened or
representative species and habitats. The project covers the North Sea from
the Scottish / English border to Felixstowe, and out to 200nm, giving a total

area of approximately 113,000 km 2,

Net Gain aims to identify MCZ sites that provide maximbanefits to nature and minimise
socio-economic impacts to stakeholders. This will be a&elidy integrating the best available
scientific data with input from stakeholders on how the seasiged for commerce and leisure.
Government conservation advisors, Natural England (NE) anddim¢ Nature Conservation
Committee (JNCC) will identify which species and habita¢ed to be protected; physical and
biological data (showing the location of these features)oeibbtained from existing marine data
sources; stakeholders representing sea users will provatenation on their activities.

Local liaison officers based throughout the Net Gain ptoggea will enable and encourage
stakeholders to engage in the project. Stakeholder input evitibbordinated through “Regional
Hubs” at which representatives of the different sectaliallectively consider the conservation,
physical, biological and socio-economic data, and develop recodedeareas for MCZ

designation. The Net Gain Stakeholder Advisory Panel will tleentrally consider the

recommendations made at the sub-regional level, and decidehdbpe, ssize, location and
conservation objectives for the MCZs.

At the national level, a Scientific Advisory Panel wilbpide guidance to Net Gain and the other
three MCZ projects, in terms of what sort of featutres MCZ network has to include and how
much of them, as well as guidelines on size and spacing @sMC

Once designated, it will be the responsibility of the iMamManagement Organisation (MMO)
and the Inshore Fisheries & Conservation Authorities f§)Qo manage the MCZs.

Table 1 illustrates the timescale of the Marine Conservaiioe Project.

2009 Regional MCZ projects launched
2009 to June 2011 Regional MCZ projects gather data and recomitesnih 5
NE and JNCC

Including 11™ February 2010 | Large group meeting to decide who should represent
stakeholder interests on Net Gain project

June 2011 to October 2011 NE and JNCC consider MCZ sites emmmend sites to
Minister

April 2012 SFCs replaced with IFCAs

2012 Formal consultation on proposed MCZs

December 2012 Final Designation

From December 2012 Management of MCZs by MMO and IFCAs

Joint Committee representation on Net Gain




The Joint Committee has been requested to consideiletsvithin the Net Gain project — i.e. the
MCZ site selection process. Two approaches for then@wgson to consider are set out below.

Option 1. Active participation in site selection process

An opportunity exists to influence the location of MCZs, if the Joint Committee opts to
participate at the Regional Hub, or Stakeholder Advisory P anel level. It is noted that
the latter group has some influence over the Conservation Ob jectives for the
recommended MCZs. Future management of the MCZs will be bas ed upon these
Conservation Objectives.

Option 2. Passive observation in site selection process

Joint Committee Officers could limit its role to that of an observer on the Regional Hubs
and/or Stakeholder Advisory Panel during the site selection process, only becoming
involved at the formal consultation stage (likely to be after the transition into
Eastern IFCA). This would mirror the role that the Marine & Fisheries Agency (and
its successor the Marine Management Organisation) has tak en. This position would
enable the Joint Committee to remain detached from the selection of sites, but
sufficiently involved in the project to be aware of its pro  gress and any issues arising.
This stance would clarify the fact that the Joint Commit  tee’s remit to regulate,
protect and enhance fisheries in the District does not enable t he Joint Committee to
represent commercial or recreational fishermen. Taking this position would
strengthen the need for commercial and recreational fishermen  to suitably represent
themselves in the process.

Whichever role the Joint Committee chooses, Officers conlidethe organisation has a duty to
provide physical and biological information relating to itstddct. The Joint Committee’s

fisheries mapping project will also enable Officers to ptevsome level of information on the
location of fishing activities, which should support thénifig) industry, without representing it —
though it is important to emphasise that the fisheries rmbpw where fishing activities take
place but do not rank these areas in terms of commerckablagical importance. The fishing

industry and recreational sea angling sector must engage pmdbess to provide this level of
data in order to, if necessary, protect their commieirtier ests.

Officers are of the opinion that the Joint Committee dsdsuccessor EIFCA would be best
placed to manage and enforce any MCZs located withidigtect if these sites are selected via
Net Gain's stakeholder process, without active participdtjotihe Joint Committee.

Officers propose that the Joint Committee takes optior2, i.e. limited involvement in the MCZ site
selection process. The Joint Committee is asked teaeive the report and to agree the Officers’
proposals.

J C Stoutt
Marine Environment Officer
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