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STATUTORY MEETING

Minutes of the STATUTORY MEETING of the Joint Committeeld onWednesday 3 April
2008, at the offices of the Joint Committee, 6 North Lynn Businé$iage, Bergen Way, King’s
Lynn, Norfolk, PE30 2JG at 1030 hours.

PRESENT

Clir D A Baxter
Clir AH Turner JP
ClIr S F Williams

Norfolk County Council - Chairman
Lincolnshire County Council
Lincolnshire County Council

Clir G Nobbs Norfolk County Council
Clir R A Ward Suffolk County Council
Clir D Wood Suffolk County Council
R Brewster )
N Lake )
| Large )

T Pinborough
C A R Southerland

)Defra Appointees
)

S Williamson )

M Yates )

M R Mander Clerk and Chief Fishery Officer

C M Hurley Finance Officer )

D Vaughan Deputy Clerk & Fishery Officer ) Present by
J Stoutt Marine Environment Officer ) Invitation
B Smart Defra DI - Lowestoft )

APOLOGIES

Apologies for absence were received from Councillorshaell (SCC), Hannah (NCC) and Rye
(NCC) and Messrs Garnett (Defra Appointees) and Tamfir{Environment Agency).

CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS

There were no announcements from the Chairman.
DECLARATION OF MEMBERS PERSONAL INTERESTS

Messrs Brestwer and Lake declared an interest in agemdeb. Mr Williamson declared an interest
in agenda items, 5,7 and 8.

ST08/19 MINUTES OF THE STATUTORY MEETING OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE
HELD ON 30™ JANUARY 2008

Members agreed the minutes were a true record of progmsedi

ST08/20 MATTERS ARISING

STO08/07: _Councillor Turnequestioned whether all the Committee's equipment had
been returned. The Cleddvised that it had.

STO08/06: _Mr Largequestioned whether there was any information on the routeeof
cable through the Wash. The Clattvised that surveys were being carried out to provide
background information for the proposed cable route whichbheng submitted to Natural



ST08/21

ST08/22

ST08/23

England for consideration. The Cleakso confirmed that the Committee's objection was
still in place.

Councillor Williams questioned the delay in the COWRIE report. The Clerk ha
indication of why the report was delayed.

FINANCE OFFICER'S REPORT ON PAYMENTS MADE AND MONIES
RECEIVED DURING THE PERIOD 19 ™ JANUARY 2008 to 3" MARCH 2008

It was Resolvedo accept the Finance Officer's report on payments madenamdes
received during the period #9anuary 2008 to $IMarch 2008 and approve payments of
£201,242.32 and receipts of £18,313.67.

Proposed: Clir Williams Seconded: ClIr Ward
All Agreed

FINANCE OFFICER'S REPORT ON THE AUDIT OF ACCOUNTS FOR THE
YEAR 2006/2007

The Chairmarfelt there were two points for members to note. Tirst being that an
unqualified opinion and audit certificate on the accounts \ssteed on 9 April 2008,
which indicated the Finance Officer was doing her job w&he second point to note was
the Auditors’ Opinion indicated that there had been larfaito put in place arrangements
to maintain a sound system of internal control and gawments that are designed to
promote and ensure probity and propriety in the conduct of theQommittee's business.
The Chairman added that this action had been carriedlmé with the Auditors’ request.

It was Resolved to accept the report
Proposed: Councillor Turner Seconded: Councillor Wad
All Agreed

CLERK'S REPORT ON PROPOSALS TO CHANGE THE ADMINISTRATION
AND QUALIFYING CRITERIA RELATING TO THE WASH FISHERY ORDER
ENTITLEMENTS

Following the previous Statutory Meeting the Clerk hadtemito Defra for their opinion
on the proposed changes to administration and qualifyingiariglating to Wash Fishery
Order Entitlements. The outcome of the correspondencédmdthat in Defra's opinion
the Wash Fishery Order granted the Committee enough powensake their own

decisions in this instance. Having received this respons€ldr& had written to all

Entitlement Holders and advised them of the decisions takethéoyCommittee at the
previous meeting.

Referring to the matter of Officers checking that veskatsvalid insurance prior to being
issued with a WFO licence Defra indicated that theyrditifeel it was the Committee's
responsibility, but it was up to the Committee to decide whehwsrfelt it was appropriate
to make it a licence requirement that vessels must provideree of a valid insurance
certificate.

Councillor Williamsfelt the industry should be consulted on this matteriasbould be
pointed out to the industry that the requirement woulddoe=€ological reasons, not for
Health & Safety purposes. Councillor Willianatso advised that in his view with the
Committee's changing role, under the Marine Bill, pollution ancttds¢ of cleaning it up,
may be a factor which the Committee would have to taite account, he felt the
Committee should take responsibility for ensuring vesselsaladuate insurance cover in
the event of fuel spillage etc.
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ST08/25

The Clerk advised that currently all vessels fishing commerciatiythe Wash were
registered under an MFA licence, perhaps they would beerbptaced to check on
insurance rather than making it a requirement of a WE€&hde which only applied to
those vessels fishing for cockles and mussels.

There was a diversity of feeling amongst the memb®mme felt that more damage could
be caused by waiting for insurance companies to get involveitkt others felt vessels
fishing throughout the whole of the District, not just the Washould be required to have
insurance to cover the cost of cleaning up pollution. & alao emphasised that nowhere
else in Britain were vessels forced to have insuraogerage.

It was Resolved that the Clerk should contact the M& and the industry regarding
suggestions for ways in which to safeguard the Ramsar sit8SSI and fisheries within
the whole of the Committee's District, with regardto pollution.

Proposed: Councillor Williams Seconded: Councillor Wed
10 votes in favour.

CLERK'S REPORT ON THE MEETING OF THE RECREATI ONAL SEA
ANGLERS SUB-COMMITTEE HELD ON 20 ™ FEBRUARY 2008

Mr Pinborough declared an interest in the item referring to th&&% project regarding
bass.

Mr Pinboroughadvised he was glad that ESFJC had provided an indivics@dmse to the
RSA Strategy, as he did not feel the response provided bySRE Avas adequate.
Referring to the CEFAS Project Mr Pinborouwagtvised the project was still in Phase 1.

CLERK'S REPORT ON PROPOSED APPLICATIONS FOR MSC
CERTIFICATION FOR THE WASH COCKLE, MUSSEL AND SHRIMP
FISHERIES

The Clerkadvised members that he felt the importance of gettingeriss accredited
would increase as more of the big companies wanted to pedimeir products as being
harvested from sustainable fisheries. With this in mineas hoped that at least one of the
fisheries in the District could be accredited in thedimen term with the rest following in
the long term.

Members were advised that Natural England felt they couldupuMSC accreditation
following on from the Cockle and Mussel Policies which had begneed. The Clerk
therefore felt that the Industry should be consulted toilséleey were in support of
accreditation.

Mr Largeagreed with the Clerk as he felt that in the futurdeut accreditation it may be
difficult for the industry to sell their product.

Mr Lake felt the water classification would present a probldme, also felt that
accreditation would only lead to more restrictionsthar industry.

The Clerkfelt that by approaching the accreditation via the coakteraussel policies and
the restrictions which already apply there would be &ekbtional burden on the industry.
He also felt that the water classification would nasent a difficulty as it is where and
how the stock is fished which makes it a sustainable prodoictyhether or not it has to be
processed prior to it reaching the end producer.

Mr Southerlandelt there were two factors to take into accountsdme factories wanted
stocks from accredited fisheries, 2) it would createt af legislation and paperwork for
individual fishermen who receive a better price selling tbaich locally.

Members felt the decision would need to be made by é¢hindustry, the Committee
could only point out the advantages and disadvantages of fishes receiving the MSC
Certification. It was Resolved to consult the indusy and gauge their opinion on
whether or not to proceed.
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Proposed: Councillor Willliams Seconded: Councillor Wad

CLERK'S REPORT ON APPROVED DREDGE DESIGN

The Clerkadvised that he had received a request to use admadile. The design of the
dredge differed in that although it would be used to putisealredge fisheries the catch
would not actually be sucked on board, instead the eatcid be lifted on board in a cage
and sorted once on deck. The reasoning behind the dredgéhatathe vessel had

insufficient deck space to accommodate a standard hyddaetige.

Whilst the Clerk felt there was nothing wrong with the desifrthe dredge he was
conscious of the management measure that the catch mugtdbe rand the smaller
cockles discarded. The individual concerned had been made af this measure and had
intended to riddle the catch once it was on board. However Wees still the necessity to
meet the 10% smash rate criteria. The Clerk felt fiaeidesign was assessmed and met
this criteria the individual should be permitted to usediteelge.

MrLake expressed concern that without the catch going into a heguid be difficult to
assess how much the individual was catching and also withmpedo take the cockles on
board there could be spillage from the cage which wouldtresamashed cockles on the
ground that other vessels would pick up, which would effezir smash rate.

Members were concerned about potential damage but felletsign would need to be
assessed whilst fishing to decide whether or not it metritezia laid down in the WFO.

It was Resolved to grant approval to the pattern of equipmnt in line with Regulation
Nol of the WFO 1992, subject to the gear meeting smash rate reguments as set out
within ESFJC Byelaw 3.

Proposed: Councillor Williams Seconded: Councillor Wed

DEPUTY CLERK'S REPORT ON THE MINISTERS VIEW RE GARDING THE
LOBSTER SCRUBBING TEST

The Deputy Clerkgave a brief overview and resume of the outcome of advisiag th
Minister on the successful use of the scrubbing test for ddofesters including details of
the case that was taken to court. The Minister’s respbad been that at the current time
he did not feel there was a need to pursue national legistatiprevent carriage or landing
of berried lobsters. Members felt the Minister had miustood the concerns of the
Officers particularly with regard to protecting the stoakher than preventing landing of
lobsters below the MLS.

Mr Lakefelt there was little point in pursuing the matter asas difficult to enforce as it
was necessary to prove whether or not the lobsters waghtcaside the 6nm limit, he
suggested that paying fishermen for any berried lobsteysctgght and then v-notching
them would be a better way forward. However, it wiétstiiat public money should not be
used to purchase lobsters to be returned to the sea, alyiowhen other fishermen
already v-notch on a voluntary basis.

Members felt it was important to consult the Minisagain, however, they did not believe
writing a letter would achieve anything more. It waseadrthat the Clerk should take a
representative(s) of the Officers and the Committee adatty the lobster scrubbing test
and some berried lobsters and speak to the Minisigerson. In addition to consulting the
local industry for views on how to provide greater protediorthe stocks with the ESFJC
District.

It was Resolved that:
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1. The Clerk should write to a Norfolk MP and request thata meeting be arranged
for himself and other representatives with the Ministe. A copy of this letter
should be copied to other MPs within the ESFJC District

2. The Clerk should consult with the local fishermen'sassociations regarding
additional measures that the Joint Committee can take ot confer greater
protection on the lobster stocks within the Joint Commitee's district in an effort
to ensure continued sustainable fishing opportunities, ih V-notching being put
forward as an option.

Proposed : Councillor Williams Seconded: CouncilloTurner

CLERK'S REPORT ON THE TRANSFER OF A WASH FISHERY ORDER 1992
LICENCE

Members were advised that a request had been madensber a licence from father to
son, in line with Note 12 of the Management Policy Statéraed Guidance Note which
accompanies the WFO 1992. However, Members’ approval viaggtiired.

It was Resolved that the requested transfer of a licercentitlement from father to son
be granted.

Proposed: Councillor Williams Seconded: Mr Large

CLERK'S REPORT ON THE DRAFT MARINE BILL PUBLI SHED BY DEFRA 6™
APRIL 2008

The Clerkadvised that he had summarised and drawn out the sartifand potential
changes to the way the Committee would operate under dahed/Bill.

Mr Pinboroughexpressed his view that he would like to see ESFJC makedasmdual
response to the Draft. He was particularly concerned twhith suggested structure
particularly as the Committee were being asked to agrser®thing without knowing
what the final Bill will involve from the Committee's poirit\aew.

The Clerkadvised that it had been agreed that at this stage Ros $ould make a
single,united response through the ASFC. The degreeceftamty regarding the future
role of SFCs was a cause for concern to the membenasshe lack of clarity on key
issued. Members were also advised the Draft Billld/tne put before a Select Committee
at which probing questions would be asked, including whya# necessary for IFCAs to
stand alone from MMOs.

Mr Pinboroughwas also concerned that the draft bill mentioned applyinglibats to
anglers, which he did not feel should be applied as aramhent measure, although he
may be able to accept it as a management tool if it palged to all sectors.

Members expressed concern over the Bill, particularly whetheot each IFCA would be
tailor made to suit its area or whether they would b&adsrd operation which everyone
must adhere to.

Members agreed to receive the report but instructed th Clerk to ensure that included
in the response was the Committee’s view that local magement and accountability
must be of paramount importance.

CLERKS REPORT ON THE REPLACEMENT OF FPV ESF FROTECTOR Il
AND FPV PISCES Il WITH TWO LARGE RIBS
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The report had been compiled following changes in personnelnanehsing views at
Committee level that there was concern about how the vessmirces were used. The
report had been prepared to put forward potential chahgésduld be made to the Joint
Committee's use of vessels. The Clerk advised thatghoot the writing of the report the
staff had been kept informed of what was being put forwaitk staff had raised issues of
their own, which included the physical ability to operateRIBs over a number of years
and whether they would be required to take early retinemd&hey also felt it may be
difficult to conduct boardings using a large RIB when moving amigga small (6-7m)
vessel. There would also be an additional cost in reamifigy Three Counties and her
RIB to allow refuelling to take place at sea.

Despite acknowledging there was an element of forethoagpteparing the report, the
members were concerned the report had been put forwidindutv prior consultation.
However, it was acknowledged that consideration would hale tven to replacing ESF
Protector Il and the presented paper may provide the wasafdr Members did feel that
in order to make an informed decision they would like to@ee of the larger RIBs for
themselves to be able to envisage the ability of the aeartryout their duties from such a
craft. Councillor Williamsfelt that using RIBs would create difficulties in terra
working times as he felt 6 hrs was the maximum time tbe could be asked to be at sea
on a RIB. He then went on to advise that it would be secgdo put in place a method to
decide whether a vessel should put to sea in poor conditiomdeltthe employer should
be making the decisions, however, the Clerk felt the skippserteprofessional with the
appropriate knowledge of whether or not the sea conditions wigable to put to sea in.

Mr Lake felt that ESF Protector Ill was a stable platforronir which to carry out
enforcement in the District, he would like to see ESétdetor 11l kept and Three Counties
replaced. Members were advised that ESF Protectdratl already had its anticipated
working life extended and that Three Counties was an exgewvessel which was still
working well and could be used to carry out enforcerasnwell as for research work.

It was Resolved that the Clerk should:

1. Investigate the sale of ESF Protector Ill, FPV PisceBl and RV Runner, and the
refitting of Sea Spray.

2. Investigate purchasing two large replacement RIBs, one ehld be based in the
wash with second being based in Suffolk.

3. Investigate altering the personnel structure to reflecthese changes

4. Investigate a satellite officer being opened in Suffalto be manned by an Assistant
MEO and the Mate / Suffolk FO.

Proposed: Councillor Williams Seconded: Councillor Trner

DEPUTY CLERK'S REPORT ON STAFF ACTIVITIES — JAN UARY TO MARCH
2008

Councillor Williams expressed concern that Three Counties had never achieged th
expected speed, and felt that once a contract fossevevas drawn up then it should be
met. The Clerkadvised that this matter had been resolved and that dhrenitee had
received financial remuneration from the manufacturerthireduced speed

SENIOR RESEARCH OFFICERS QUARTERLY REPORT

Members accepted this as a matter for information

MARINE ENVIRONMENT OFFICERS QUARTERLY REPORT

Members accepted this as a matter for information

ESFJC ANNUAL REPORT 2007




Members accepted this as a matter for information

ST08/35 _ESFJC ANNUAL RESEARCH REPORT 2007

Members accepted this as a matter for information

There being no other business the meeting closed at 1245 hours.



STATUTORY MEETING

30th April 2008

Finance Officers Report on Payments Made and Monies Received during the period

AGENDA ITEM

Mo 3

19th January 2008 to 31st March 2008

Payments made during the period 19th January 2008 to 31st March 2008

MONTH10 MONTH 11 MONTH 12 TOTAL
£ £ £ £
Transfers to ESFJC Salaries & Wages Acct. 52,500.00 52,500.00 0.00 105,000.00
Rent, Rates & Service Charges 1,445.15 6,279.53 29.79 7,754.47
General Establishment 3,657.15 3,473.84 229227 9,423.26
Legal Fees 0.00 8,358.00 0.00 8,358.00
Staff Travelling & Subsistence 743.59 1,362 .41 451.76 2,657.76
Members Allowances 202.29 314.32 0.00 516.61
Fisheries Management 469.72 753.30 86.84 1,309.86
Moorings/Harbour Dues 4,558.24 170.36 34.55 4763.15
Pisces lll Operating Costs 312.09 93.27 210.00 615.36
Three Counties Operating Costs 1,316.61 1,960.63  1,453.90 4731.14
Three Counties Loan Costs 0.00 41,806.04 0.00 41,806.04
ESF Protector Il Operating Costs 2,771.99 247.30 20.73 3,040.02
Vehicle Operating Costs 514.38 672.73 862.79 2,049.90
European Marine Site (SAC) Project Manager Fund 1,850.49 202.37 11.99 2,064.85
Research Fund 20.95 613.80 153.35 788.10
VAT (Recoverable) 2,381.27 3,242.26 840.27 6,463.80
Petty Cash 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL PAYMENTS MADE 72,743.92 122,050.16  6,448.24 201,242.32
Monies received during the period 19th January 2008 to 31st March 2008
MONTH 10 MONTH 11 MONTH 12 TOTAL
£ £ £ £

Treasury Deposit Interest 2,5636.48 2,028.29 1,729.42 6,294.19
Bank Interest 0.00 0.00 476.38 476.38
Wash Fishery Order - Lay Rents 1,147.20 697.90 818.00 2,663.10
Legal Fees - Recovery of Costs 0.00 600.00 200.00 800.00
Research Fund 0.00 8,000.00 0.00 8,000.00
Miscellaneous Recharges & Credits 0.00 80.00 0.00 80.00
TOTAL MONIES RECEIVED 3,683.68 11,406.19  3,223.80 18,313.67




STATUTORY MEETING

AGENDA ITEM
30" April 2008 No. 4

Finance Officer's report on the Audit of Accounts 2006/2007

The audit of the Joint Committee's accounts for the geded 31 March 2007 has been completed.

Annual Governance Report

The Audit Commission's Annual Report on Governance which suisesaconclusions from the audit
was sent to the Members of the Finance and General Psrasie-Committee, which has
responsibility for the approval of the Joint Committee'deBtent of Accounts, prior to the District
Auditor signing off the accounts.

Auditors Opinion - Financial Statements

An unqualified opinion and audit certificate on the accowme issued on"®April 2008. An audit
completion certificate was issued on™lApril 2008. Members may remember that when the
Statement of Accounts for the year endet! 8&arch 2007 was presented for approval in June 2007, it
was reported that there were numerous changes includingaseesv financial statements which
might require amending to comply with the Chartered Institdit€ublic Finance & Accountancy
(CIPFA) 2006 Statement of Recommended Practice (SORP).

Amendments have been made to two of the new financiahsate ie. the Statement of Movement
on the General Fund Balance and the Statement of Total ReedgBizins and Losses. No
amendments to the Income and Expenditure Account, Balance &ttk€ash Flow Statement were
necessary.

The auditors have suggested that further changes to theCammnittee's Statement of Accounts will
be necessary for future CIPFA compliance. These chamgesuamarised in the Action Plan,
Appendix 1 on pages 10 & 11 of the Annual Governance Report.

Auditor's Opinion - Value for Money Conclusion

The conclusion states that in all significant respe€tsstern Sea Fisheries Joint Committee made
proper arrangements to secure economy, efficiency andiedieess in its use of resources for the
year ending 31 March 2007, except for failure to put in place arrangement:igintain a sound
system of internal control and arrangements that argrissito promote and ensure probity and
propriety in the conduct of its business.

This conclusion relates to the fact that although a¢tbaemedy the significant weaknesses in internal
control identified in the 2005/2006 audit was taken in April 2007 ferle the Statement of Accounts
for the year ended $March 2007 was completed) the criteria were not met d@0§/2007.

The Statement of Internal Control in the Statement afofts for the year ended®3Warch 2007,
has been amended accordingly.

A certified copy of the Statement of Accounts for year ended 31March 2007 is available.

Christine Hurley
Finance Officer
22" April 2008

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
List of Background Papers
1. Annual Governance Report April 2008. (2006/2007 Audit




3. Notice of Certification of Completion of Audit - ApL4™ 2007. Andy Perrin (District Auditor)



STATUTORY MEETING

AGENDA ITEM

No. 5
30" April 2008

To receive the Clerk’s report on proposals to change the adnmistration and qualifying criteria
relating to Wash Fishery Order Entitlements

At the Statutory eeting, held on the™@anuary 2008, members considered Defra’s response to the
Joint Committee’s proposals to change the administratidngaalifying criteria relating to the Wash
Fishery Order Entitlements.

Members agreed to resubmit the proposals, taking onbbarddvice that had been received from
Defra. The Clerk wrote to Defra in early February 2a@d&tmally submit the proposals to Defra and
to seek direction from the Minister.

A response from Defra was received ofi2gril 2008 regarding the proposals. The letter stated that
whilst the Joint Committee had been correct to seek timstdr’'s opinion, in this instance, at this
time, the Secretary of State would not be making doeston the manner in which the Committee
proposes to issue licences under the WFO. This viewcteflehe wide-ranging powers granted to the
Committee for the issuing of licences that were intendedllow the Committee to makes its own
decision in this regard.

Based on Defra’s latest response, the Clerk made, withedtiate effect (2% April 2008) the
necessary amendment and additions to the Management GuidateseoNthe Wash Fishery Order
1992 as set out in the letter to Defra, dated Adbruary 2008.

Following the Statutory Meeting in 2008, the Clerk also soughtal3eopinion on whether the Joint
Committee should require proof of adequate vessel insuramet@the issuing of a WFO licence.
On this matter Defra’s advice is far less cleaiis itnlikely to be incumbent on the Joint Committee to
protect against pollution through the WFO. Although unlikely the Joint Committee to be held
responsible for any pollution incident and clear up operatiofraD® of the opinion that it is for the
members to decide whether this requirement is necessary.

Proposal

It is the Clerk’s opinion that vessels should be insured bsiiauld not be the Joint Committee’s
responsibility to enforce this through the WFO licencehe Maritime & Coastguard Agency are
likely to be the most appropriate organisation to enforcertf@asure, if it is deemed necessary.
Harbour authorities may also require insurance to allosgsaele to moor alongside. Members have
continued to argue strongly that the Joint Committee isregponsible for Health & Safety issues
associated with fishing activities, licenced by thend@ommittee. At this time, it is the Clerk’s
proposal that a similar position should be taken by the Gmmmittee regarding vessel insurance and
not to stipulate valid vessel insurance as a criterioisfoing a WFO licence.

The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report antb agree to the Clerk’s proposal as set
out above.

Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer

239 April 2008

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1) Clerk's letter to Defra, dated $February 2008

2) Letter sent from Defra to the Clerk, dated“®pril 2008

3) Unconfirmed minutes of the Statutory meeting, held dh&thuary 2008




James Acord

Coastal Waters Policy

Fishing Industry Management Division
Area 2C

Nobel House

17 Smith Square

London

SW1P 3JR

11" February 2008
Dear James

Wash Fishery Order 1992 Entitlements: Proposed Changes

The Wash Fishery Order (WFO) 1992 is the main legislative igolhich the Joint Committee
directly manages the important mussel and cockle stadkeiWash. The Order is currently 14 years
old, nearly half way through the 30 year lifetime of trel&D.

The fisheries have changed significantly since the Ordeedanto force. In addition to changes
required due to fluctuations in stock dynamics, the manageapproach to the fisheries has been
successfully adapted to meet the Joint Committee’s envirdahresponsibilities.

The recent success of the fisheries in the Wash ha® leghewed interest from both previous and
potentially new fishermen to the Wash. The administraifdine WFO Entitlements and licences has
always been accompanied by controversy with accusationsygbropriate management being raised
by individuals that feel that they have lost out unfainhder the current process. This situation has
arisen despite the Joint Committee publicising the way itending system operates in the
Management Policy Statement and the Guidance Notes accomphaiWFO. Unfortunately parts
of the Management Policy Statement and Guidance Notég 0VFO are ambiguous and are open to
different interpretation.

The proposed changes set out below attempt to address sohese long-term issues but also the
more recent developments that have lead to an incremseter of vessels operating in the Wash
cockle fishery.

Officers are aware that over the last 24 months a nuofo@f~O entitlement holders have become
majority shareholders in vessels that normally operatside of the Wash. Officers are concerned
that the current purchasing activities of some current WHftlement holders are introducing
inexperienced crews into the extremely sensitive ecosysteéhe Wash, potentially undermining the
benefits to the fisheries and environment from the currenagament approach. The actions of these
Entitlement holders are also preventing other fishermen joorng the fishery from the increasingly
long waiting list.

The current WFO Entitlement holders received the Officdraft proposals, in writing, on 26
September 2006. Meetings were held at Boston "™b@&ober 2006 and at King’s Lynn off' 6
October 2006 to discuss the proposals with Wash fishermese tti@mt attended did include
individuals that did not hold WFO Entitlements.



Following the discussions with the industry changes havadjreaken place with respect to licences.
On 30" March 2007 the Joint Committee received the Secretaryaté’Stonsent to issue only annual
handworking and dredging licences.

The members of the Joint Committee agreed to the propdsmuyes set out below, subject to
receiving legal advice, at the Statutory meeting, loel®5" July 2007. Following that meeting, the

Joint Committee received your letter, dat&tdDecember 2007, in which you provided Defra’s broad
interpretation of the legislation underpinning the WFO and witaild be necessary to facilitate the

proposed changes.

At the Statutory meeting held on"30anuary 2008 members had an opportunity to consider your
response. Members accepted that some of the proposed <le@nged at the Statutory Meeting in
July 2007 would require amendments to be made to the Ordéaitdehave therefore removed these
for the time being from the proposals set out below;

Pre-qualified Persons

Currently ‘pre qualification’ of persons wishing to holh&O Entitlement are addressed through the
current WFO Guidance Notes

Note 2

No person shall be granted a licence under Article 8 of the Order usleds a person's name
appears on a register of pre-qualified persons.

Note 5

A licence issued under Article 8 of the WFO shall be granted jamtlye owner of the vessel and his
representative and shall only be used by those persons named thereif, threwitritten authority of
the Joint Committee, by a deputy nominated by those persons.

Note 13

A pre-qualified person shall be such a person whose name appears on a rdwpidehy the
Committee, and who is in possession of the relevant certificatgsred under the Fishing Vessel
(Safety Training ) Regulations 1989 or be exempt from such regulationsugyofitheir age.

Note 14

A registered person shall exhibit his entitlement to a licence uhdiete 8 of the WFO by providing
the Committee with evidence of having three years experiens@ioffin the Wash. The Committee
shall determine, after consultation with such organisations as appear t@leseatative of interests
likely to be substantially affected, what level of experiendeesned appropriate.

As already stated above, the requirement for individuals toodsinate experience of fishing the
Wash for the prescribed species was to remove the pétdatizage to the fishery and the wider
environment caused by improper use of fishing gear. Fishernteroeal knowledge of the Wash are
more likely to be able to identify and avoid sensitiveaaren the Wash. It is also in the local
fishermen’s interest to fish the stocks sustainably.

Under the current interpretation of the WFO only the entitlerheider needs to be a pre-qualified
person. Currently, it is not a requirement for the nanggdesentative or a nominated deputy to
appear on the pre-qualified register.

The proposed amendments to the current WFO Guidance Netsstaut below (bold)

Note 2

No person shall be granted a licence under Article 8 of the Order usleds a person's name
appears on a register of pre-qualified personAny individual acting as skipper (named
representative or nominated deputy) on a WFO licensetglessel must also appear on the pre-
qualified register.

Note 14



A registered person shall exhibit his entitlement to a licence uhdiete 8 of the WFO by providing
the Committee with evidence of having three years experiens@ioffin the Wash. The Committee
shall determine, after consultation with such organisations as appear t@leseatative of interests
likely to be substantially affected, what level of experienae@amned appropriatéAny individual
acting as skipper (named representative or nominatedeputy) on a WFO licensed vessel must
also present evidence of having three years experiencefishing in the Wash. Endorsements of
the individual's stated qualifications by one or more of lhe local fishermen’s associations would
be advantageous but would not necessarily be viewed agfgient evidence. Applications from
any individual applying to join the pre-qualified persons register would need to be considered by
members of the Joint Committee at a Committee meeting.

Dedicated Vessels

Licencing of vessels under the WFO are addressed througtrteatcWWFO Guidance Notes

Note 4

No vessel named in a licence issued under Article 8 of the Omeberused to dredge, fish for or
take the prescribed species within the regulated fishery under the @ytbbsuch a licence unless
such a vessel is a British registered Fishing Vessel and in pizses the relevant licence issued by
the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food applicable to &agth. The production of the
Registration Certificate and the relevant MAFF licence musb@apany an application by the owner
for a licence. The vessel's Name, Port Letters and Numbdrtshalearly displayed as provided for
in Schedule 4 of the Merchant Shipping (Registration of Fishing VeRsagis)ations 1988.

Note 12

If a vessel named on a licence issued under Article 8 of the Orderaing the dredging, fishing for
or taking of any of the prescribed species is sold then the licendebshadncelled immediately. If a
vessel is sold to a pre-qualified person (as defined in Note 13 belov@othenittee shall issue a
licence to the new owner. The Committee shall have absolutetthscto re-issue a licence in the
event of the following circumstances;

0] if the licensee selling the vessel is replacing such vestseanother

(i) special circumstances relating to the transfer of ownership betelesa relatives

Currently, it is possible for an individual to use one vess#heoretically maintain a large number of
WFO Entitlements. This would be achieved by taking aatannual licence on a boat using
Entitlement ‘A’ but cancelling this shortly afterwards otdylicence the vessel again but this time on
Entitlement ‘B’ and so on. The current cost of an antioahce is not prohibitive to this practice.
Furthermore if the correct paperwork is provided and a WE€nhdie is issued there is currently no
obligation for the entitlement holder to actually go fishirsing this licence.

As stated above, this allows for current Entitlement holttersaintain WFO Entitlements that would
have otherwise been returned to the Joint Committee. Thikhatdow the Joint Committee to issue
the entitlements to the pre-registered persons on théemitt waiting list or for the Joint Committee
to reduce the number of vessels licenced to operateilviash. It is a widely held opinion that the
number of boats currently operating in the Wash, (62 gedja the 2007 cockle fisheries) is too high
and needs to be reduced.

The proposed amendments to the current WFO Guidance Netsstaut below (bold)

Note 12

If a vessel named on a licence issued under Article 8 of the Orderaing the dredging, fishing for
or taking of any of the prescribed species is sold then the licendebshadncelled immediately. If a
vessel is sold to a pre-qualified person (as defined in Note 13 belov@othenittee shall issue a
licence to the new owner. The Committee shall have absolutetthscto re-issue a licence in the
event of the following circumstances;

0] if the licensee selling the vessel is replacing such vestseanother

(i) special circumstances relating to the transfer of ownershipvdxen close relatives



A licence would only be re-issued if the vessel was 8wld current entitlement holder not already
having a vessel licensed on an entitlement.

In addition to the Guidance Notes already in place, thet Jobommittee proposes to apply the
following (bold);

Note 1

Once a vessel has been named on a licence using aeneatt] the vessel is dedicated to that
entittement. The entitlement holder and owner of the vessehot subsequently licence the vessel
using a different entittement. Only after presenting doctatiemn proving a change of ownership can
the entitlement holder licence a different vessel on thizteament.

It would be a requirement that any proposed changes to thenBogy of vessels would need to be
considered by members of the Joint Committee. An individualla have the right to appeal if he
of she believed that there were special circumstances the¢ded to be considered. After
consideration, the Joint Committee could have absolute discretouphold the appeal

Note 2
A vessel cannot be licensed using any entitlement hedohypyf the vessel's previous owners.

One of the key concerns is the number of vessels thatparatmg in the Wash that do not have a
home port of Brancaster, Boston or King’s Lynn. It iwidely held belief that the WFO Entitlement

holders are only becoming a majority shareholder in these sdss¢he Wash suction dredge cockle
fishery before reverting back to the previous ownership for steofghe year. This practice prevents
other local fishermen from receiving an entitlement they thould likely use throughout the year. It

also introduces vessels with crews that have little empee of fishing the Wash.

These proposals would not be applied retrospectively so it is not envisaged that it would affect
any of the current Entitlement holders.

Vessel Insurance

At the Statutory meeting held on 38 January 2008 members requested that | write to Defra to
seek opinion on whether the Joint Committee should alstequest that evidence of the vessel
having adequate insurance accompanies applications for V@ licences. Currently no fishing
vessel is required to have insurance under the Mercha@hipping Act.

A vessel whilst engaged in cockle fishing sunk in th&/ash last year. Thankfully the level of
pollution was low and short lived and did not affect theishery or the wider environment. It did
however raise the question who would be responsible fand who would pay for any clean up
operation and loss of earnings from a fishery closure red#ting from a more serious incident
involving a fishing vessel. As the licensing authority, wodlthe Joint Committee be responsible
for any pollution incidences caused whilst the vesselseve engaged in the cockle or mussel
fisheries in the Wash?

Please let me know if you require further information toassist you in your consideration of the
proposed changes outlined above.

Yours sincerely

Matthew Mander



Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer









STATUTORY MEETING AGENDA ITEM

No. 6
30" April 2008

To receive the Clerk’s report on the meeting of the Reeational Sub-Committee held on 20
February 2008

The first item of business for the members of the Réores Sea Angling Sub-Committee was to
elect their Chairman and Vice Chairman. Councilloar?/ was nominated but he felt it was
inappropriate for him to take the role of Chairman. @ilon Rye was subsequently nominated and
accepted the post. Councillor Ward was nominated as®f@airman and accepted the post

Defra’s consultation on a Recreational Sea Angling Stratagyngland

The Clerk informed the members that this was ther@ft of the strategy, which Defra had launched
for consultation. Responses to the consultation needed tade by $1March 2008. It had been
agreed at the previous ASFC meeting that individual comesits@ould respond to the consultation.
The Clerk advised that this strategy would tie in wiik Marine Bill which in turn could be the driver
for the key elements of the strategy to be implementedmiérs also noted that it would be hard for
the Clerk to criticise the Strategy as he had been ingdotvehe drafting of the paper.

The Clerk informed the members that to reach the firaft had taken a long time and the Clerk was
satisfied that as many different views as possible had taken on board, particularly on the more
important issues such as bigger fish and the concept of delGdlile. The Clerk felt that it was
inevitable that individual sectors would find cause for caimplregarding some aspects of the
Strategy. However the Clerk was satisfied that the Stratggesented an overarching framework to
assist the delivery at a local level, of measures to dpvube RSA sector.

Concern regarding the management and regulation of seeramgls raised. In particular, licensing,

bag limits and the fact that management would be caruedy Sea Fisheries Committees. The
member acknowledged that the strategy referred to ‘moderBB€d’ but his concern was that the

strategy would be agreed before the Marine Bill waplate and he did not feel that current SFCs
would be the appropriate organisations to deal with RSiensa

The prospect of licensing Recreational Sea Anglers wasatlee for the greatest debate. The general
feedback from the RSA regional meetings had been thatrangéze opposed to the introduction of
licences. Anglers felt that they would not see any taediehefits arising from paying for a licence
and felt it was just another stealth tax. If real chaanggk benefits to the sector were achieved, many
more would then be willing to pay to participate in their hobl@®ther members felt that anyone
involved in a hobby should expect to pay towards it, in #mesway that freshwater anglers, or gun
owners have to take out a licence.

It was acknowledged that freshwater licences had beerdi§suseveral years but it was felt this was
appropriate as there was a product at the end, freshaaglers could see what they were getting,
whether it was improvements in the habitat, access, visifitecement or stocking.

Members agreed that the Clerk should respond to the tatnsn) supporting the draft Strategy and to
include the estimated value of RSA activites within tlstriot.

CEFAS Project — Bass Fishing and Anglers

Mr. M Pawson, formerly of CEFAS, accepted the Cletik\gtation to present to the members the
proposed CEFAS study. Mr Pawson explained the principle @B#AS study in ‘Bass Fishing and
Anglers’ and the theory of closing areas to fishing to prontatge fish. The study included
consideration of how closing areas would affect the levéisbing in other areas, it was anticipated
that CEFAS would be providing Defra with a report on téastbility of such action by the end of



April. If it was considered that the project had the pigé¢to be beneficial then the next phase would
include tagging fish, and implementing log book schemes for cocrethand recreational fishermen,
hopefully feedback would be received from fishermen sess whether they were satisfied with the
process or not. It was anticipated the final reportildrdde made in March 2010. Essentially the
project took on board elements of the Golden Mile approagpasted by RSA organisations.

Members briefly discussed the project and acknowledged therel weuh financial implication for
the Joint Committee if they were to agree to assist thithproject. Members accepted the Officers
proposal to support the project and to engage in a studeikite chosen was within the Joint
Committee’s District.

Proposed Signage to raise the awareness of Anglers inghieDi

The Deputy Clerk advised that during the past year the promigeage had been designed. The
purpose being to assist Recreational Sea Anglers in caomgplith existing legislation, to provide
information on fisheries and what ESFJC can do withidigsict.

Members agreed that the signage would be useful andcatirat the production of the signage should
be done in house to reduce costs. It was agreed thagtiseshiould be placed at the most popular
access point, beach car parks, piers, etc.

The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report

Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer

239 April 2008
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1. Clerk's response to Defra’s consultation on a Réioregl Sea Angling Strategy for England,
dated 19 march 2008.
2. Unconfirmed minutes of the RSA Sub-Committee meeting, dre" February 2008



STATUTORY MEETING AGENDA ITEM

No. 7
30" April 2008

To receive the Clerk's report on proposed applicationsdr MSC certification for the Wash
cockle, mussel and shrimp fisheries

Background

Officers have continued to participate in discussions dagguthe potential to resubmit the North
Norfolk crab and lobster fisheries for pre-assessment uhdefMarine Stewardship Council (MSC)
certification scheme. Fishermen have been involved wietbescussions and supported the decision
to apply for MSC certification. It is recognised thiagre is an ever growing need for buyers of fish
and shellfish to source their products from fisherieslhsae strong environmental credentials.

Natural England (NE) is also keen to reflect the sigarficenvironmental benefits arising from the
increased management of fisheries that is necessamnwiationally and internationally important
conservation sites.

There is a shared belief amongst NE and ESFJC Offibatshe cockle and mussel fisheries in the
Wash would achieve MSC certification. The recentlyeadrfisheries management plans that set out
the measures to be applied to these fisheries over the ngdasscwould provide a very strong basis
for any application. These management plans coupledhétiong stock data series and the ongoing
research work that is carried out by the Joint Comnsttsaff makes for very strong cases.

The shrimp fisheries are more challenging due to théiwvela low level of management applied to
these fisheries. Fishermen and the Members are averdé¢hJoint Committee is currently drafting a
byelaw to protecGabellaria spinulosaeef from adverse damage caused by towed gears. It maybe
that the development of the byelaw and the mandatory useilafiets on most of the trawlers that
operate in the Wash and in its approaches constitutealnsis to consider the pre-assessment of this
fishery.

Officers strongly believe that it will be necessarydtbifisheries in the District to attain environmental

accreditation in the future. Indeed the 2008/09 ESFJC Busin@ss€&s out to achieve this goal in
the longer term (7 to 15 years)

Proposal
It is the Officers’ proposal that the Joint Commitseuld fully engage in the process outlined by

Natural England (enclosed) with a view, in the first insgarto submit the Wash cockle and mussel
fisheries for MSC assessment.

The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report and tagree to the proposal set out above

Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer

239 April 2008
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
List of Background Papers

1. Natural England’s Proposal ‘Opportunities for fisherm8ea Fisheries Committees and
Natural England to work together towards sustainable fesheertification’










STATUTORY MEETING AGENDA ITEM

No. 8
30" April 2008

To receive the Clerk’s report on approved dredge designs

The Clerk has received a query from a fisherman regguttie use of a dredge to harvest cockles. 1t is
the intention of the fisherman to tow a dredge head thaflwdise the sediment with the cockles
being retained within the dredge. The collected cockldsbeiregularly hauled onboard the fishing
vessel as the use of a suction dredge type will not be deplayeeffect this is a batch dredge
operation). As a motor and dredge is still employed,dbisce must be categorized as a dredge and
would require a dredging licence and the vessel could gmdéyate within those areas open to the
dredge fishery. However, it is a requirement of the Wrishery Order 1992 Regulations No. 1 that
all equipment used to partake in the cockle fishery must ba approved design: currently this is not
the case.

REGULATION No 1; FISHING EQUIPMENT

"No vessel may be used for dredging, fishing for or taking oysterssels, cockles, clams, scallops or queens
under the authority of a licence issued under Article 8(1) of tashWishery Order 1992 unless the dredges,
pumps, riddles and other associated fishing equipment with which sueh igesguipped are of the pattern
specified in the Schedule to this regulation".

This equipment has been used historically in the VilaBkry.

Of note is the fact that the Fisheries Management Polapesoved by the Joint Committee at the
Wash Management Sub-Committee Meeting BrDécember 2007 specify in the cockle policy that
all catches fished by dredge must be riddiedsitu (management measure 9). Normally vessels
engaged in the dredge fishery operate a mechanised riddtd vwhsures compliance with this
management measure. The vessel that is proposing tdeotiesapattern of equipment does not have
room to install a mechanised riddle but it is the intenof the skipper to hand riddle the catch. The
skipper would need to demonstrate to Officers of the Z&omimittee that this can be achieveditu

and that the fishing gear does not cause excessive damagained and discarded cockles prior to a
certificate of approval for this gear configuration bessued.

Officers’ proposals

It is the Officers proposal to grant approval to this patté equipment in line with Regulation No. 1
of the Wash Fishery Order 1992 subject to the gear meetindr satasequirements as set out within
ESFJC Byelaw 3.

The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report andhstruct the Officers to implement the
proposal as set out.

Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer

239 April 2008
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985
List of Background Papers

1. Wash Fishery Order 1992.
2. Wash Cockle and Mussel Management Policies




STATUTORY MEETING AGENDA ITEM

No. 9
30" April 2008

To receive the Deputy Clerk’s report on the Minister'swiegarding the lobster scrubbing test

At the October 2007 Statutory Meeting the Joint Committe&unted Officers to follow the two
recommendations below which were made in the Deputy Clenatzrtren the development of a
chemical test to identify lobsters that have had ttggs eemoved illegally.

Recommendations:

1) Officers of the Joint Committee to write to Defra detailing Wk of the Joint Committee
regarding the test and to ask Defra to reconsider its decision nonttoduce a statutory
Instrument banning the landing and carriage of berried lobsters.

2) Officers of the Joint Committee to approach Seafish and other bodiesdacifil assistance to
enable training of Fishery Officers from other SFCs in the use dé#fteand to provide them with
the necessary equipment and materials that they will require.

The Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer had the opportunity tseathe matter directly with the Minister
for Fisheries Mr Jonathon Shaw MP, at the AssociatioBeaf Fisheries Committee meeting held on
the 23 January 2008 in London. The Clerk was informed by the Mimib& he would reconsider
introducing a Statutory Instrument prohibiting the carriagéandings of berried lobsters if he were
sent the latest information to review. As a result & #h report was compiled and sent to the
Minister, Trevor Hutchings (Head of Coastal Watersd@dland Rodney Anderson (the Marine and
Fisheries Director within Defra) on the"Ldf February 2008 (the report can be downloaded from the
Joint Committee’s website: www.esfjc.co.uk).

Following consideration by the Minister, the Clerk receiveeit@r dated the 2March 2008 stating
that this Minister did not deem it appropriate at thispio time to introduce a Statutory Instrument.

It is the Officers view that the Minister has an inaeteirunderstanding of the situation as it is clear
that within the Joint Committee’s district fishermen deploying evermore gear in order to maintain
catches of lobsters. They are also exploiting new fishingrgls, travelling further a field to do so,
and commissioning catamaran style potting vessels abipdoate in poor weather and in effect
increasing their days at sea and therefore potentiat.effodeed pots are now deployed throughout
the entire year; a recent development of the fishery.ofAlhese actions are classic indications of a
fishery that is at, or near its maximum sustainabledyéel these are all indicators of declining catch
per unit effort (kg/cpue) be they: kg/vessel mile, kg/pot, &g/at sea, kg/kW. A clear indication that
the maximum economic yield has been reached or surpassed saarbfrom landing inspections and
measurements; the lobsters are being removed from the fishesgon as they reach the minimum
landing size of 87mm carapace length. Indeed the ExecutivertR@p Seafish published in May
2006: Towards a National Development Strategy for Shellfisengland highlight known fishing
grounds are: “fully exploited and tending towards over fishiagti in particular recruitment over
fishing i.e. removing those individuals that have the ahbititgpawn. “Expansion in the fishery is not
recommended, and further conservation measures may yet Issargtdthe salient page is included
as a background paper to this document). Indeed with goditesatf lobster and fishermen operating
within a profitable fishery, it can be argued that nowhis most appropriate time to introduce catch
restrictions in a proactive and precautionary manner r#theras a reaction to a dramatic decline in
both catches and income.

Officers’ proposals

It is the Officers opinion that additional conservation saeas need to be put in place to enable
sustainable fishing of this resource to continue. Indeedisdhe time to introduce these measures
whilst stocks are still seemingly healthy — in essence bpgra a precautionary approach rather than
waiting for stocks to decline or crash. It is théi€2fs proposal to:



1) write to the Minister to reconsider his opinion regardthg introduction of a Statutory
Instrument prohibiting the landing of berried lobsters

2) consult local fishermen’s associations regarding additio@asures that the Joint Committee
can take to confer greater protection on the lobster stoitkin the Joint Committee’s district
in an effort to ensure continued sustainable fishing dppibies for this important resource

The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report andhstruct the Officers to implement the
proposals as set out.

Duncan Vaughan
Deputy Clerk & Fishery Officer

239 April 2008
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1. Letter to Jonathon Shaw MP"1Bebruary 2008.

2. Executive Summary from a report to Jonathon Shaw fPeBruary 2008 (Full report soon
to be available for download from the Joint Committee’s vwebaww.esfjc.co.uk

3. Letter from Jonathon Shaw MP"®larch 2008

4. Seafish. Towards a National Development Strategy f@llfsh in England: Executive

Report. May 2006 (page 20)



Mr Jonathan Shaw MP

Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State (Marine, Leaqus& Rural Affairs)
Defra

Nobel House

17 Smith Square

London SW1P 3JR

11" February 2008
Dear Minister

Eastern Sea Fisheries Joint Committee Berried Lobsigslation

At the Statutory Meeting of Eastern Sea Fisheries Jantrfittee held on the 2%f October 2007, a
paper was presented detailing the adoption by Officeilsealdint Committee of a test used to identify
those lobsters that have had their eggs removed illegalhg Officers have trialled the chemical test
over a number of years taking advice from the Massachu3efision of Marine Fisheries. The
National Marine Fisheries Service has successfully usetest to prosecute numerous fishermen. In
one case approximately 600 lobsters were found to be scrubtteihitial fines of $663,000.00 being
imposed

In England at present only Byelaws are in place prohibitingatttigity. On the 3 June 2006 ESFJC
Fishery Officers used the chemical test to identify 15 kedobsters from a fishermen’s catch that
had been scrubbed in order to remove the eggs. Followingtbessful prosecution of the fishermen
the Joint Committee have instructed me to write to youngsgkiat you reconsider the decision of the
previous Minister responsible for fisheries not to introdac8tatutory Instrument prohibiting the
landing of Berried Lobsters within the waters of England.

Currently the Eastern Sea Fisheries Joint CommitteeaByahd those also in place within six other
SFCs districts around the UK do not prohibit the carriabéerried female lobsters caught from
outside of six nautical miles. This causes a very largercement problem, i.e. proving the fisherman
caught the lobsters within the 6nm limit of the SFC.

You will be aware from the Defra consultation that theppe®d Statutory Instrument to prohibit the
landing of berried lobsters in England received widespread dupmon amongst others the
Association of Sea Fisheries Committees and the SheMssociation of Great Britain. It was
reported in Hansard that the DEFRA consultation on &sng the minimum landing size and on the
introduction of a maximum landing size had revealed dividedls amongst stakeholders.

It is the Joint Committee’s belief that it has adoptegl@ble test that can be easily carried out by
enforcement officers both ashore and afloat, thus remakiengnain reason given for not progressing
the Sl in 2005. | have enclosed a summary of the work lthatbeen carried out by the Joint
Committee’s Officers.

If you require further information on this matter please ddesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer



cc: T. Hutchings Defra Fishing Industry Management Diwvisi
R. Anderson Defra Marine & Fisheries Director












STATUTORY MEETING

AGENDA ITEM

No. 10
30" April 2008

To receive the Clerk’s report on the transfer of a Wasidfy Order 1992 Licence

At the meeting of the Statutory Committee on th8 @6July 2007 it was decided that in the interest
of openness and transparency many issues involving WashyF3faers would be heard by the Joint
Committee for consideration and agreement.

The Clerk received a letter from Mr. Terence Large oril#ffeof March 2008 requesting a transfer of
his Wash Entitlement Licence on tMFV Sovereign(PLN: LN266) to his son Mr. Thomas Large.
The licence would remain on tihdFV Sovereign.This action would follow the Management Policy
Statement and Guidance Note 12 (ii) which accompanies tisé ¥ighery Order 1992.

Note 12

If a vessel named on a licence issued under Article 8 of ther@uthorising the dredging, fishing for
or taking of any of the prescribed species is sold then the écgmall be cancelled immediately. If the
vessel is sold to a pre-qualified person (as defined in Note Ivpbéhe Committee shall issue a
licence to the new owner. The Committee shall have the abstidaretion to re-issue a licence in the
event of the following circumstances;

() if the licensee selling the vessel is replacing sucheVasth another

(i) special circumstances relating to the transfer of ownershiwesst close relatives.

Officers’ proposals

It is the Officers proposal to transfer the licerm®r. Thomas Large with immediate effect.

The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report andhstruct the Officers to implement the
proposal as set out.

Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer

239 April 2008
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985

List of Background Papers

1. Letter from Mr. Terence Large, dated th& March 2008.






STATUTORY MEETING AGENDA ITEM

No. 11
30" April 2008

To receive the Clerk’s report on the Draft Marine Bill pshéd by Defra ® April 2008

Defra published its draft Marine Bill on th& 8f April 2008. The draft Bill is available electronically
at: http://www.defra.gov.uk/marine/legislation/index.htm

The key issues covered are:
the creation of the Marine Management Organisation (MMO);
planning in the marine area;
licensing activities in the marine area;
marine nature conservation;
managing marine fisheries;
reform of inland and migratory fisheries;
modernisation and streamlining of enforcement powers;
administrative penalties scheme for domestic fisherfenoés; and
access to coastal land.

Of primary interest to the Joint Committee is the intantto create a new network of Inshore
Fisheries and Conservation Authorities (IFCAs) that vapplace Sea Fishery Committee’s (SFCs).
The number and boundaries of the IFCAs are as yet unkridvendraft Bill defines the parameter of

a district both on land and seawards and is sufficienplgn to allow the creation of a twelve mile

district. However, Defra officials remain firmly d¢ifie opinion that the seaward boundary of IFCAs
will remain at six nautical miles for the foreseedlere.

The composition of the membership for an IFCA woultbdle set out through secondary legislation.
Section 140 of the draft Bill sets owhat the order creating each IFCA must cover. Membersoa
be drawn from:

a relevant Council

persons appointed by the Marine Management Organisation (na thegeecretary of State)

and ‘other persons’. (‘other persons’ are understoodclode MMO, NE and EA nominees )
It is clear from Section 140, that the maximum numbereatson an MMO will be 21 — made up of:
1/3 local authority members, 1 member each from MMO, NEEBA, with the balance from MMO
appointments.

The qualifications for this ‘balancing’ membership arerdef in clause 140(8). Essentially these are
either knowledge of fishing in the widest sense or knowledge/exgetien marine environmental
matters - as is the case at present.

The Association of Sea Fisheries Committee’s (ASFC)tenting to respond on the behalf of all Sea
Fishery Committee’s following input from each of its mensbeThe ASFC and Eastern Sea Fisheries
Joint Committee have provided information to Defra oncjgecomponents of the draft Bill as
requested by Defra.

The draft Bill will go for pre-legislative scrutiny by Biament this summer (this involves thorough
discussion by a Committee of the House, and also giveseaapl organisations with an interest in
the Bill the opportunity to give their views to the Committedfter pre-legislative scrutiny the draft
Bill will be amended as necessary. It will then be intietl to Parliament. The earliest opportunity
would arise in the next session of Parliament - autumn 2008.

In conjunction with the Defra consultation regarding theftdViarine Bill, Defra, through an in-house
policy consultancy ardo review the existing Sea Fisheries Districts and provide an op#ioalysis

on the number of Districts, their borders and staffing structure utite new management regime.
The consultant conducting this work is meeting key staket®ideluding the Chief Fishery Officer
for each Sea Fishery Committee to gather their views.dlark & Chief Fishery Officer for the Joint



Committee is to meet with the consultant on the 6th of 398. Following this initial work the
consultant is expected to publish a full consultation doctimatfining the options for a new network
of districts by autumn 2008. Following this, a draft Statutosgrument establishing the new network
of districts will be open to consultation in early 2009.

The ASFC has already had an opportunity to discuss tfe Marine Bill at a meeting held or"9
April 2008. It was generally accepted by all those pregktite meeting that on first reading, the draft
Bill provided most, if not all, of the changes that wereessary to allow modernised SFCs (IFCAS) to
manage inshore fisheries successfully.

The Chief Fishery Officers' group has been tasked withtiaising the new powers that are laid out in
the draft Bill and to report their views back to the ASF€ifelusion in the response submitted to
Defra. Byelaws and Regulating Order powers have been impro@édnost interest amongst the

package is the ability to charge for any permit schermaated under byelaw. The maximum fine that
can be imposed for a breach of Byelaw and Regulating @roleid increase from £5,000 to £50,000.
In addition to imposing a fine, the courts would have thatghi revoke a permit issued under a
Byelaw. Similarly the grantees of a Regulating Orday mevoke a licence if the licence holder is
convicted of an offence under the said Order.

To fulfill the wider remit expected of IFCAs, Defra haaeknowledged that the additional burdens
placed on constituent local authorities will need to belédnby central government. Following the
ASFC response to Defra’s original calculation thatrtée burdens would cost £1.7m, estimates in the
draft Bill now indicate that cost to be in the region of £6 -million per annum.

The draft Bill appears to place an absolute duty on IFGAsianage the exploitation of Sea Fisheries
resources’ in their districts’. It is acknowledged the tesponsibilities for IFCAs will increase but
this overarching duty needs to be scrutinised carefullgr example it may lead to IFCAs having
more responsibility for water classification of shelifi harvesting areas and the management of
shellfish movements, both marketable and seed consignmirnitslikely that there will be greater
direct management of fisheries for RSA and associatadti@s such as bait digging.

Clause 142(2) of the draft Bill states that IFCAs in peniag the broad duty stated above must:
ensure that exploitation is carried out in a sustainailg seek to balance the social and economic
benefits against exploitation and seek to balance the differeads of the different classes of
fishermen including anglers. It is this clause that gi#&3As the ability to manage fisheries for
purposes beyond simply conservation of stock. This hagpabential to transform the inshore
fisheries management of certain species.

Officers’ proposals

It is the Officers’ proposal that the Association of Fesheries Committees responds to the draft
Marine Bill, providing that it reflects the Joint Comregtviews.

The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report anctagree to the Officers’ proposal as set
out above.

Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer
239 April 2008
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STATUTORY MEETING AGENDA ITEM

No. 12
30" April 2008

To receive the Clerk’s report on the replacemenE®Y Protector IllandFPV Pisces lllwith two
large RIBs

Recent changes in personnel through retirement, resignatidransfer of post within the Joint
Committee has led to an unprecedented situation of folaneges namely those of Skipper, Mate,
Engineer and Suffolk Fishery Officer. This situation has mist a review of the activities that the
Joint Committee carries out and how it does so has been maimptreview such of this can ensure
recruitment of new employees in particular roles is based need rather than a ‘like for like’
replacement basis. It is indeed fortuitous that thesaneaes have become available at the same time
as this has provided a clear opportunity (albeit sooner akpected) for the Joint Committee to
consider the options of either replacifk@V Protector Il or extending the vessels life thereby
negating any possibility of newly recruited staff subsetiydaeing either made redundant or having
to change roles.

The need to imminently repladé”V Protector Illis now been brought to the attention of the Joint
Committee for its consideration following considerable warkehsure that all staff of the Joint
Committee have the opportunity to input into internal disaumssienabling detailed and accurate
information on the options available to be presented. eftissussions have centred on: what the role
of the Joint Committee is currently; how the role of the tJ@ommittee has evolved sin¢ePV
Protector 1ll was commissioned and what the likely role will be for eeplacement vessel over the
course of the vessels expected ldeda 20 years). The past two business plans prepared for thie Join
Committee have highlighted the fact that both #aY Protector lllandFPV Pisces lllare due for
replacement within the next five years. Appropriate adjustofehie budgeting and forecasting have
been made to reflect this fact i.e. amounts paid theéovessel replacement fund have been increased
and other expected areas of expenditure such as nab#kets and international travel have been
identified.

Work completed to date by Officers of the Joint Committee hascleded the commissioning of a
report by David Cannel (naval architect) identifying the knvirat would be necessary to extend the
working life of FPV Protector 1l A ‘like for like’ replacement vessel has also beested at
between £2.5-3.5m. In order to ascertain what alternaneeen the market a visit PV Guardian,
North Eastern Sea Fisheries Committee’s vessel, wasgad. The majority of FOs within the
Ccommittee attended this tripFPV Guardianwas commissioned earlier this year and was built in
Sweden at a cost of £1.5m. The vessel combines a ressatobnforcement role. Although the
vessel was impressive, the general consensus was thapph@ach was not one the Joint Committee
should consider further as it would be unsuitable for sumak within the Wash.

Following an internet review of replacement options F&V Protector Il it was decide that large
RIBs should be investigated. The Clerk and the Deputsk@eited the manufacturer 6PV Sea
Spray (the RIB/daughter vessel dRPV Protector Il) as the build quality of this vessel was
impressive. This visit was to ascertain whether or ad RIBs (10-12m LOA) were capable of
conducting inshore fisheries enforcement duties. Thiswess highly informative and detailed costs
relating to the build, operation and refit of a vessahdf type was obtained. Several large RIBs in
construction at this company were also viewed on this visit.

In order to gain first hand experience in the operatidarge RIBs in an enforcement role, a visit and
sea trial was organised with the MCA. Capt. Rod JohrSector Manager for the south coast of the
UK spent a day with four FOs trialinglCA PV Osprey- a 10m twin jet drive fibreglass RIB
manufactured by Halmatic. This visit strengthened thewigiwthe Clerk and Deputy Clerk regarding
the ability of a vessel of this design to conduct fishery ptiotecuties. As a result of this a further
visit and sea trail was arranged for FOs with the PoolddterMaster on his new 12m RIB pilot
vessel PV Vanguaryl manufactured by Delta.



As a move to large RIBs would result in significant chanigethe way that the Joint Committee and
in particularly FOs conduct their work, several meetinggsewkeld with them to discuss the
advantages/disadvantages of 1) extending the liFPdf Protector 1| 2) replacing=PV Protector IlI
with a ‘like for like’ vessel, 3) replacingPV Protector Il with a vessel similar t&PV Guardian
operated by NESFC, 4) replaciR&V Protector Illwith large RIBs.

Concerns raised by the FOs regarding their ability tantaen their hours of work and the effects of
operating RIBs on the body were raised. Regarding housstlite opinion of the Clerk & Deputy
Clerk that these will still be worked as it is the miten to increase the amount of sea days Rt
Three Countiesichieves; often this is restricted by the availabditgrew at present. The MCA has
been contacted for direction and guidance regarding bothetmement age of their Officers from
RIBs and there maximum working day onboard the vessepresent the MCA policy is that so long
as their Officers pass their ENG1 medical or equivalesn they are expected to work at sea up until
normal retirement. MCA staff point out that these vessalthough capable of operating in
extreme/adverse weather conditions, do not do so as there igerational need i.e. boardings of
vessels can not be made safely. With regards to workings tam the RIB, the MCA commonly
operate their vessels for 10 — 12hrs with a crewman givingdimsman a break from the wheel. The
FOs were invited to submit a background paper to accomp@ngdcument outlining their concerns
with a change to large RIBs, if any, regarding the dperaf large RIBs. No paper was submitted
but it is hoped that their views of the staff have beesedasufficiently in this paper. This paper will
be provided to the FOs and a meeting is arranged fbrAp&I 2008. Salient points raised at this
meeting will be provided reported verbally by the ClerkhatS$tatutory meeting.

Although many of the FOs had visited the RIBs with the Clerloé&uty Clerk some remained
concerned regarding the toilet and cooking facilities thatldvbe available onboard. Crew comfort
has been identified as an extremely important factdrthe design of the RIB would need to provide a
separate heads / changing area. (this is likely to betestuarward of the wheelhouse). It is
envisaged that galley facilities would be restrictee tmicrowave, running hot and cold water and a
sink.

Some of the staff believed that the work of the Joint Coramitould be restricted if the change to
RIBs occurred. The main issues raised were the ahiliboard small vessels from a larger RIB and
the restricted ability to remain at sea for longer tha®-12 hour period.. In response it was felt that
experienced and competent helmsmen could place the larged®Iigside smaller craft in reasonable
sea states. (only staff holding a minimum of a YachstetaOffshore certificate would be able to take
the helm for close quarter work). The change in the figeamics would place a greater requirement
for Three Counties to spend time at sea. If suamsk work was deemed necessary this vessel could
be deployed for a number of days using Protector III's ouiRéB ‘Sea Spray’ as the boarding vessel.
It has been identified that Three Counties could b @iseenforcement work whilst not interfering
with its core research work. An example would be whervéssel is conducting Roxalthsurveys a
complement of five crew, one more than at present coldd &br ‘Sea Spray’ to conduct boardings
whilst the vessel continues to track. Undoubtedly a changestder use of RIBs will fundamentally
change the Joint Committee’s approach to it seaborne mperatSome Officers are understandably
having difficulty visualising the concept as clearly as ather

Although the vessel replacement fund has been augmented gnamall increased payment
contributins have been approved, this fund only has £460,000 with# $peculative bid for partial
funding (25%) of three large RIBs and a refit PV Sea Spraywas submitted to the European
Fisheries Control Programme. If approved, a maximum of £175,ayMmobtained. This bid was
submitted as the ‘register of risks’ within the ESFJC busingsn highlights that funding
opportunities must be attempted when considering the purohasplacement vessels. If a decision
were taken to repladePV Protector Illwith a ‘like for like’ vessel then a bid could be submitted
the future along these lines.

Following these discussions and visits, an economic analysiarious options was conducted and
these are detailed within the background papers.



Of considerable note is the fact that the commissioning ofsaelsuch a&PV Protector 111 will
redirect the attention of the Clerk & Chief Fishery €éfi for a period of two years. If considered,
this will coincide with the introduction of the Marine Balnd major institutional change.

The Clerk and Deputy Clerk of the Joint Committee aréhefdpinion thaFPV Protector 11l FPV
Piscess lllandRV Runneshould be replaced with two large inshore RIBs capabteadtal fisheries
protection. Officers should prepare tender invitations teene out to RIB manufacturers in the UK &
Europe.

Officer’s Proposals

1. FPV Protector lllandFPV Pisces lllandRV Runneshould be sold andPV Sea Sprayefitted.

2. Purchase two large replacement RIBs, one should be lraskd Wash with the second being
based in Suffolk.

3. The personnel structure should also be altered to réfflese changes

4. A satellite office should be opened in Suffolk mannedaly Assistant Marine Environment
Officer and the Mate / Suffolk Fishery Officer.

5. Officers to prepare invitations to tender to be sent@&lB manufacturers in the UK & Europe.

The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report antb agree to the Officers’ proposals to
send out invitations to tender.

The Joint Committee is asked to instruct the Vesselub-Committee to review of tenders and
consider further the Officers’ proposals (1-4). Recomendations by the Vessel Sub-Committee
will be presented to members of the full Statutory Comiittee for final consideration.

Matthew Mander
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer

239 April 2008
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Review of the operational necessity for the Joint Committe maintain and operate a large
coastal Fisheries Protection Vessel and an evaluation oftladvantages and disadvantages of
operating a replacement fleet of two large independemRigid Inflatable Boats (RIBS).

Reasons for the review

Recent resignations and alterations in roles by Fishéfige® within the Joint Committee have
provided an ideal opportunity to comprehensively assess tliercement capabilities and
requirements of the Joint Committee with particular rédarvessels. The 2007-2008 business plan
highlighted the fact that work would have needed to be cometcover the next year with regards to
contemplating what direction the Joint Committee should takegard to the replacement BPV
Protector Il which is coming to the end of its useful working lifetwihe Joint Committee. Recent
decisions by DEFRA have also clarified the role of thetJXoommittee for the foreseeable future. A
decision was taken by the Clerk & Chief Fishery Offiteetascertain whether a replacement vessel
similar to that ofFPV Protector Illshould be contemplated or a differing approach shoulehHen.
There has been a trend amongst other Sea Fishery Comsntitteeghout the UK to operate larger
patrol vessels although increasing fuel prices are alnesdtyng these vessels prohibitively expensive
to run. If a decision were taken in a years time to nfibwa a large coastal patrol vessel suckBY
Protector Il to a fleet of smaller fast RIBs then it is likely tisagnificant restructuring and expensive
redundancy arrangements would be required, this is not d@se at present due to natural
restructuring/wastage.

Whilst the benefits of a fleet of large RIBs are discddsglow in detail there are several advantages
from running a larger patrol vessel. A large vessel is abipéerate at sea for greater lengths of time
and provide the crew a more comfortable operating environm@hparticular concern is the effect
on morale that a switch to large RIBs will cause.hgligh there are regular complaints regarding the
numbers of nights away that Fishery Officers spendrdareement duties the Fishery Officers are
accustomed to comfortable surroundings. A move to large RiBdd also place much greater
emphasis on an individual's knowledge and ability for fisherr@®reement, at present there are
officers that rely heavily upon the knowledge of more sepemsonnel. As the operation of the
vessels would fall principally to Helmsman and those sea gufiicers that hold a Commercially
Endorsed Yacht Masters qualification some Fishery Offieavuld no longer be operating a vessel in
a helmsman’s role. This may also have a detrimefii@tteon morale as there would be a greater
expectation on these Fishery Officers to conduct more boatdiAgay review may also be required
throughout the organisation in order for the new roles titebeeflect the duties required of
individuals. This would actually be timely as a pay revig overdue with the last being conducted in
2002, and a steer on the expectations of SFCs has bearedidtam DEFRA.

Extending the life of FPV Protector Ill /commissioning a similar replacement vessel

It is estimated that a replacement F#?V Protector Ill of a similar build quality and design would
cost £2.5 - 3 million. Experience shows that the ClerknfefOFishery Officer effectively spends two
years of his time devoted to this process and therefanesisle to progress other projects during this
time. Purchase of a large RIB for the role envisiorsednuch easier as ‘off the shelf’ packages
already exist. In essence a fleet of RIBs coulchtmperation within a six-month period.

Extending the life ofFPV Protector Il can only be continued for so long until it becomes
prohibitively expensive to do so. Each year the refit woalso take longer and cost more and
therefore the overall benefit of operating the vessel tdahe Committee diminishes.

Operational environment

DEFRA have made it clear through consultations on the Ma&iliehat the remit of the existing
SFCs will not be increased from 6nm to 12nm out to des \tas reiterated in the Draft Marine Bill
published on the'3of April 2008). This decision therefore makes it an easieisite in determining
whether or not a large coastal patrol craft is requipeddt as a platform from which to conduct
operations. Nevertheless if this decision were reverastgrflarge RIBs would be able to respond to
incidents or reports of illegal activity in a timalimanner due to their higher top speed. The fact that
these vessels would be coded to Category 2 anyway meaikdaphatould legally be able to operate



out to this distance comfortably. Reduced crew numivéisas few as a Helmsman and a Boarding
Officer mean that a vessel could be deployed at vely fibtice.

Vessel coding

The large RIBs would be MCA coded to Category 2, whichldvenable them to operate upto 60nm
from a safe haven. In this case the vessel would habe tdelmed by a Commercially Endorsed
Yacht Master, if a Commercially endorsed Advanced Powetibat were to be used then the vessel
would fall into the MCA Category 3, meaning that the vesseld operate 20nm from a safe haven.
In either case coverage of the district could be achieltad.recognised that a large RIB operating to
Category 2 and in this role would require the installagiba sea toilet, basic galley facilities such as a
microwave and the ability to make hot drinks and wash handsof #lese can be incorporated into

the build of a bespoke large RIB.

Crewing the RIBs

A fundamental review of the training requirements of the geing Fishery Officers would be
conducted, it is envisioned that the Suffolk Fishery Officet pasuld be made in to a Helmsman's
position. It is envisaged that the helmsman of the WdBhaRuld be employed on the Skipper scale
as this individual would be expected to deputise for thpeki of RV Three Counties on a regular
basis. It is envisioned that the only members of staffwmauld be able to helm the RIBs would be
those with a RYA/MCA Commercially Endorsed Yacht Masteualification. This level of
gualification would be recommended as the level for a Halmmsto obtain even though the required
level of qualification for this vessel would be a Commatgi Endorsed Advanced Powerboat
gualification. A high qualification is recommended by thei€ffs of the Joint Committee as this will
ensure that these vessels are operated with a highoelebt handling ability and seamanship both
practically and theoretically. It is envisioned thatFadhery Officers holding the MCA Commercially
Endorsed Yacht Masters qualification would receive eith@A diesel mechanics training or bespoke
diesel engine training supplied by the manufacturer of the enfifteesto the vessels. By moving to
this staff structure, the Joint Committee is more ablestruit suitably qualified personnel into the
organisation to replace staff that either retire sigre  Improved opportunities for self development
amongst the least experienced sea going Fishery Officeld Wwewcreated as they would be able to be
trained in house and gain sea time in charge of a veader instruction from the Deputy Clerk &
Fishery Officer who is an RYA powerboat instructor loe tHelmsmen assigned to each RIB. The
Joint Committee is a recognised RYA training school thabie to instruct and certify its own staff in
boat handling in line with the RYA powerboat scheme

In an effort to improve levels of seamanship throughout thentsgtion all sea going officers would
be required to obtain the shore based Yacht Masteifigatin, a VHF/DSC radio operators licence,
and become Commercially Endorsed Advanced Powerboat agefatois currently the case). By
having a dedicated Helmsman responsible for the operatimh maintenance of these vessels,
accountability for their upkeep and maintenance can bipwtd which is a concern with a move
away from a large coastal patrol vessel which openaittsa skipper, mate, engineer and crewman.
As all sea going Fishery Officers would therefore aatragv, and principally as the Boarding Officer
and Assistant Boarding Officer, this places greateprasis on individual Fishery Officers to be
competent in the core role of fishery enforcement althohghi$ an area which both the Clerk &
Chief Fishery Officer and the Deputy Clerk & Fishery Gifihiave expended a large amount of their
time over the past two years.

There are already seven Fishery Officers within the Joint itise that hold the requisite
Commercially Endorsed Yacht Master qualification thatlddwelm the vessel. Additional training
costs would initially be incurred for the provision of @iesngine training where approporiate and for
RYA/ARPA training as recommended in the MCA Workboat Codélhese courses cost
approximately a total of £3,500.

Insuring the vessels

The Joint Committee currently spends annually £28,000 to iRWréhree Counties, FPV Protector,
FPV Sea Spray, FPV Pisces, IRV Runner If FPV Protector lll was replaced with a similar
designed vessel costing approximately £2.5m this figure wouatéase to £28,100. However, if two



large RIBs were commissioned to repl&fV Protector, FPV Sea Sprand FPV Pisces lllthere
would be an annual saving of at least £10,000 with an armuakince bill of only £18,000.

The fishing fleet within the district

The UK fishing fleet is decreasing year on year in botmtmaber of vessels and the average length
of fishing vessel. The average LOA of vessels registavgdrercial fishing vessels within the Joint
Committee’s district is 9m whereas the average LOA foselesoperating within the Wash is 12m.
Smaller vessels are able to operate either off the baaftbhm smaller ports throughout the district.
Smaller faster RIBs provide greater ability for the Jddammittee to intercept these vessels and
follow them into port to board.

With a move to smaller fishing vessels there is a natesaliction imposed by the weather as to when
the fishing vessel can operate i.e. good weather. Duinstéact and the fact that boarding operations
conducted from the Joint Committee’s vessels are alreaggsdesd in poor weather conditions there
is a reduced necessity to operate a large mobile semkoforcement platform such @BV Protector

lll. In poor weather conditioriSPV Protector Illcan only conduct surveillance operations. These
operations would still be able to be conducted from a &lEhrough the greater use of technology.
Tthe Joint Committee is currently researching ways hickv greater use of both Vessel Monitoring
Systems (VMS) and Automatic Identification Systems Ai8n be used as enforcement tools within
the district enabling monitoring of compliance with ledisia to be conducted remotely. Boardings
of those fishing vessels operational within the Wash Ivélleasier in some regards as the boarding
would be made from a greater height therefore there waatlthe a climb up the fishing vessels side.
A large RIB from which to board would also provide a largeea for the FO to climb back onto
following a boarding. A large RIB would have a displaceimeeight of approximately 6.5 tonnes
and therefore would provide a more stable platform frontlwvte board. Increased use of the ability
for FOs to instruct skippers in the action to take to ifatd a safe boarding may occur, these
instructions may be in the form of requesting a headingspedd for the skipper to steer or a request
for the skipper to haul his gear and provide a lee. Indbe of smaller vessels, those vessels may be
requested to come alongside the RIB to aid the boarding.

Angling enforcement

A large RIB is more appropriate platform to operate frimmorder to conduct surveillance and
boarding operations of angling vessels especially if revimcumbent on the Joint Committee to check
angling licences at sea as is proposed within the drafhM&ill. In essence it is more appropriate to
deploy an asset with a day rate of about £700 rather thacuthent £4,000 oFPV Protector Il
Boarding of small angling vessels by FOs from a large RIBiot considered a problem as the
majority of angling vessels are boarded whilst the anglingelés at anchor and the helmsman of the
RIB does not have to second guess the potential acticars iokexperienced skipper of a recreational
sea angling vessel.

Cost of two large RIBs

A rough estimate for a fleet of two large RIBs, 12mdngth with a full cabin made of aluminium
with twin Hamilton jet drives couples to Volvo Penta dienboard engines is approximately
£275,000 per vessel resulting in an approximate cost of £550,00@&ftwo vessels. A vessel of this
nature would have seating for four, a chart table, gallead, an extensive suite of navigational and
enforcement electronics. Marine electronics have develmpgach an extent that a large RIB is able
to carry and power the same level of electronics thatlduoe fitted to a similar replacement vessel to
FPV Protector Il

It is estimated that the life span of these vesselddnoel at least 12 years (the MCA running similar
RIBs are working to a 15-20 year vessel life). An annyaboement cost of approximately £36,700
would need to be established to ensure that these vessdisbe replaced after this time period in
addition to funds required to replaB/ Three Counties the future (estimated replacement date:
2017. At present the replacement fund is added to annuahyE®b,000 to fund both a replacement
of FPV Protector lllandRV Three CountiesThere is currently £460,000 within this fund. Current
replacement costs foFPV Protector Il and RV Three Countiesre £2.5-3.5 and £1.4 million
respectively.



Switching from a large enforcement platform suchBY Protector Ilito two large RIBs means that
the vessel replacement fund becomes more of a reatigticod of funding replacement vessels (at
present the fund will require significant augmentation froonfdlk, Suffolk and Lincolnshire County
Councils in the very near future to the order of two millioupds if a replacement &PV Protector

Il is to be achieved).

Annual refit costs

Operation of large RIBs will result in major savingsaessted with the annual refit 6PV Protector

[l or any similar replacement, the annual refit for thisseé results in the vessel leaving the Joint
Committee’s district and being hauled out in Essex asighise only location capable of handling a
vessel of her size. The refit also means #RY Protector Illis often out of service for four — six
weeks of the year. The annual refit cost is very experdineto significant expenses payments
(averaging £4,500 for the past two years). With a move tdemiBs any preventative maintenance
can be carried out locally either at Wisbech Yacht Harlmo Fosdyke Marina, both of the locations
mean that Officers conducting maintenance are travellirglyoand only need to be on site whilst
work is being carried out as there are cases dfihg Protector llI'srefit where Officers are merely
waiting for contractors to arrive and carry out spectlisks. No overnight allowances would be
required for the Officers whilst working on these vessalsyear 3-5 in the life of the smaller RIBS a
major refit would be conducted for each vessel rathan the annual refit thatPV Protector I
receives. It would be the intention that the RIB goeayatw the manufactures and all work is done
using their in-house facilities. Quotes already obtainedaark planned to be carried out in this
manner forFPV Sea Spragre very reasonable. In order to transport the vesseistoefit the vessel
would either be transported on a flat bed truck or mdttvehe shipbuilders. The annual refit cost for
FPV Protector Illat present is approximately £68,000 including, fuel, parteregs, berthing, travel
(excluding Fishery Officer time) for a refit taking foafficers six weeks. Over a twelve period an
estimated refit costs would be £185,244 for the two RIBsngi@n annual cost of £15,437 whereas
the estimated annual refit costs PV Protector FPV Pisces lllandFPV Sea Spragver the twelve
year period would be £383,500 giving an annual refit cost of £31,9%58apAroximate cost saving
over the twelve-year period to the Joint Committee is thexedstimated at £198,256. A time saving
of 960 man hours each year would be saved by removing the aafiuahd returning the RIBs to the
manufacturer in year three, these hours could now be catdlb to conducting more of the Joint
Committees core work i.e. enforcement of legislation or oty research into the fisheries within
the Joint Committee’s district. These 960 hours currentlytedoaa wage bill for the skipper, mate,
engineer and crewman of £16,000.

Regular maintenance costs

Maintenance costs for the two RIBs would be less tharexisting regular maintenance costsHBV
Protector lll, FPV Pisces llandFPV Sea Sprags each of the RIBs is a relatively simply constructed
vessel unlike=PV Protector IlIl Unlike the vessels that are proposed to be replace&|Bsewould

all be delivered in a bare aluminium finish which would regjuire annual painting, cleaning, treating
etc. By running a fleet of identical vessels the officérge Joint Committee would quickly become
competent in conducting routine maintenance of the vesseltilising two vessels, the engine time
on both vessels can be monitored and the vessels can beesWwéiound throughout the district in
order to ensure that no one vessel ended up doing more workrtbéera this would also enable
regular routine maintenance to be carried out with theelesit of the water.

Fuel costs

Running two large RIBs instead BPV Protector lllwould result in reduced fuel costs, additionally
the fuel costs foFPV Pisces Illwould be removed as this vessel would be decommissionesbéhd
The annual fuel cost foFPV Protector lll and its daughter vessePV Sea Sprayare currently
£31,000. Significant savings would be made regarding thisasdse modern diesel engines are fuel-
efficient. WithFPV Pisces llIsold off the annual running costs for this vessel of £6,500dnalab

be reallocated for the vessel to be moored in Lowestoft.

Carbon footprint

The carbon footprint is a measure of the impact humaviteest have on the environment in terms of
the amount of green house gases produced, measured iofaitbon dioxide



CGO, emissions from a litre of diesel = 2.67kg/Itr

This is not an aspect that the Joint Committee has psyitooked at in any aspect of its activities.
Commissioning and operating any vessel has an environmemattimOne simple calculation that
can be made to consider the fuel that the vessel will tuoughout its expected life. A direct
replacement foFPV Protector lllwould burn approximately 832,500lts of diesel over a 15 year life
whereas two large RIBs would burn approximately 540,000ltrs (270,0@@ltis vessel) over the
same period. The carbon footprint relating to fuel batane is therefore equal to 2,200 and 1,400
tonnes of C@produced respectively.

Sale costs foi=PV Protector IlIlI/FPV Sea SprayFPV Pisces Ill, RV Runner

FPV Pisces lllis nearing the end of its useful life to the Joint Coneitit is envisioned that if a like
for like vessel were to be purchased this would incurxg@eraiture of £50,000, if two large RIBS
were purchased this cost would in effect be subsumedhet cost of these RIBs. HPV Pisces Il
were to be sold in its present state with it wouldiseagpproximately £6,000. PV Sea Sprawere

to be sold in its present state it would realise apprately £30,000, and would cost approximately
£80,000 to replace in five years when it would reach the erid oseful life. FPV Protector Il has

an evaluated value for depreciation currently of £260,00@aility this vessel would realise £300,000
to £400,000. RV Runnercould also be sold generating an income of about £3,000. Tehefstiis
vessel would mean that the Joint Committee would no loogerate a fleet of vessels with differing
engine/drive configurations. The sale PV Pisces llland RV Runnemwould also mean that no
petrol powered vessels would be operated by the Jointr@iten (diesel powered vessels are less
prone to engine fires as this fuel source has a higher combtstigerate). In all an income of
£299,000 to £449,000 could be achieved which would offset or completelr the cost of two
replacement RIBs.

Moving the vessels around the district

The speed of large RIBs means that the deployment obhatiyese vessels throughout the district
would be carried out by sea. By doing this one of the 4¥dcles owned by the Joint Committee
could be sold and replaced by a smaller, cheaper emargomical vehicle as there would no longer be
a requirement for a 4x4 to be based in King’s Lynn. Alawcould be fitted to the Crew Bus, which
is more than capable of towing a vessel when required @gththis has not been the case over the
past three years). Thus operational costs would be @dschiel and maintenance costs associated
with running the 4x4 are significant. Even though a 4x4 would notdpgred for towing a trailer in
Suffolk, the 4x4 would be retained as it is required to seccemote areas. By replacing a 4x4 with
Peugeot 207sw an initial saving of £7,000 would be made withi@uili saving being made through
the life of the vehicle through reduced fuel and mainten@oses. It is estimated therefore that a
saving of £10,500 would be made over a five-year life of the \eehicl

Location of the vessels

It is envisaged that one of the RIBs would be based abrEBtidge on the existing moorings and the
second would be based in Lowestoft harbour (£1,180/year +VAT)s vessel would be kept in the
water for immediate deployment. If needed the second vesslel be located on land at either
Fosdyke Marina (£1,440/year inc. VAT) or Wisbech Yacht HarlgguaB3/year +VAT) but would be
ready for deployment at short notice (approx. £120/lift in/outhe existing moorings would be
retained at Sutton Bridge so that both RIBs could be kepttafb@n required for additional
enforcement duties. This reorganisation of vessels would ithe Joint Committee additional cost
through mooring fees in Lowestoft. The Joint Committees dumvever already incur storage costs
throughout the year at Fosdyke 8V Pisces lllis operated from this marina for several months of
the year to augment the cockle enforcement capabilitiggeafdint Committee.

Operational effectiveness

A large coastal patrol vessel suchF#V Protector lllis a good visual deterrent for fishermen intent
on operating illegally, however a smaller faster vedsal is able to appear on scene quickly is more
likely to uncover offences if they are occurring. Additionallyotvessels will result in a greater
viability of the Joint Committee and its activities thgbuout the district. A fast RIB is also more able
to act on VMS information provided through the RNSS sysasnthis data provides fishing vessel
positional data albeit with an inherent delay. This deddgss of an issue when the enforcement asset



is able to make ground on a fishing vessel steaming awagter vessels also mean that there is less
‘dead’/steaming time which is not actively spent on esgorent.

The fact that two patrol vessel would all be able tadeployed through out the district at the same
time also means that greater enforcement coverage canhioeved if required. The fact that the
Suffolk patrol vessel would be based in the water in Laviestarbour would mean that a much
larger number of seaborne patrols would be able to be cmatilroughout this part of the district. It
is envisaged that this vessel would also be able ta@nthe North Norfolk coast whilst the vessel
based at Sutton Bridge would predominately be patrolling Whsh. The ability to send a patrol
vessel around from Lowestoft strengthens significant th®rement capability of the Joint
Committee in this area.

A large RIB is able to shelter in one of the many riverd small ports throughout the district and to
refuel in these if needed. At pres&mV Protector lllis restricted to refuelling at Sutton Bridge, and
mooring of this vessel is also problematic, as few marara able to support a vessel of this length.
When marinas are used, the mooring fees are significantaliner length. Mooring fees would
therefore by reduce significantly when operating from a RMrather than a 24m vessel.

The draft ofFPV Protector Illresults in the vessel being tidally restricted egdlgoivithin The Wash,
smaller RIBs although still being tidally restrictemld certain degree when operating out of Sutton
Bridge would still have a much larger tidal window arourtdol to operate. Again this increases the
enforcement potential and capabilities of these vess®&-@rs rather than HW=+2hrs).

The Joint Committee may incur additional hotel expenditgrd-ishery Officers whilst no longer
sleeping overnight on FPV Protector Il may still req@iceommodation if weather conditions dictate
that the RIBs have to seek shelter in alternate poifsoperations are planned away from the Wash.

Suffolk ESFJC Office

The cost saving identified through the operation of kavge RIBs and restructuring personnel would
mean that an office in Suffolk (ideally in Lowestoft housdgthin CEFAS’s proposed new
development) could be funded out of savings.(an estimaethlrcost would be £12,000/ year,
consideration for purchasing a property should also be)takbe Suffolk Fishery Officer/Helmsman
would be based here along with an Assistant Marine Enviroh@iicer, this post would simply be a
transfer of role from an engineer and therefore no additiomabpeel would be required. By doing
this though, the Joint Committee would greatly incretsability and effectiveness to operate within
Suffolk and respond to problems facing the fishing industry. Milager working relationships could
be fostered by this development notably the possibilithefMarine and Fisheries Agency and Joint
Committee Fishery Officers conducting combined enforcemeniatipes afloat. Restructuring the
Joint Committee’s personnel would result in annual savehgpproximately £10,000/year.

Research possibilities

It is envisaged that each of the RIBs would be fitteth Ribxann™ so much greater surveying of the
seabed throughout the district could be carried outotyfre map the seabed and locate amongst other
things sublittoral mussel beds. A large RIB based oubwafestoft would be able to be used to a large
extent to survey the Suffolk rivers, something which is curyerthducted byRV Three Counties
which takes several days just to transit to the area Batton Bridge. This would then free up
additional time orRV Three Countieto conductSabellariasp., mussel or cockle research.

Retaining FPV Sea Spray

FPV Sea Sprais in good condition for her age, if this vessel were toeliged by the manufacturer
this vessel would be able to support the role of the Joamhmittee for some time. The money
realised by the sale of this vessel (circa £30,000) would noeftextive of her value to the Joint
Committee as a boarding vessel that could be utiliseédgltiie cockle season when there are often a
large number of fishing vessels actively fishing in a ic@md area. As the economic analysis
demonstrates there would only be a £10,000 annual operating cogj savhe Joint Committee if
FPV Sea Sprayas sold rather than retained. FRV Sea Sprayere to be retained this would again
provide the Joint Committee with additional enforcement optes this vessel would have a trailer
and would provide an ideal training vessel. The intention waltb operat€PV Sea Sprajrom a



floating pontoon at the Joint Committees’ mooring at Suiedge. FPV Sea Sprayould be able to
provide enforcement cover if the RIB that was in the watesutton Bridge were to be out of action
for a few hours or a day.

Operation of RV Three Counties

At presentRV Three Counties used during the cockle season as an enforcementrbBsston as
there are not enough Fishery Officers to man B¥hThree Countieand FPV Protector Ill. This
means that one of the largest assets of the Joint Caamdttnot utilised to its full extent for a
significant period of the year (upto 6 weeks — incurring modeeg for that period approx. £1,000 in
2007). If large RIBs were to be used, these would beeddwy fewer Fishery Officers and therefore
RV Three Countiewould be able to be used in her research role duringatheest time of year which
provide the most suitable conditions for conductBapellariasp. surveys. Whilst surveyin®®V
Three Countiesvould still be able to act as an enforcement platfatraea from which the crews of
the RIBs could operate and overnight on if required wisigiossible as this vessel has berths for eight
personnel. A satellite compass has recently been fatRY Three Countiewhich further improves
the enforcement capability of the radar fitted to this ‘esbeleed,FPV Sea Spragould operate as
the tender for thilRV Three Countiegroviding rapid enforcement deployment capability when
required. FPV Sea Sprayan either be transported on this vessels stern A-framiee towed
depending on the planned activitieRY Runneras mentioned before could then be sold. Minor
alterations could be made RV Three Counties order to maximise the time it can spend at sea,
these would include fitting additional potable water tamksither the fore or aft peaks as a lack of
fresh water limits the amount of continuous days est ®r this vessel. The cost of this is not
guantified but is not thought significant.

Economic analysis

An economic analysis has been conducted looking at three optioeglace=PV Protector Il with:

1) 2 RIBs; b) 2 RIBs + retention &PV Sea Spray The analysis has looked at the cost savings to the
Joint Committee over a fifteen-year period. What iarcfeom the analysis is that considerable saving
can be made which could be used to strengthen aspeitte dbint Committees work. This could
include the funding of a sub office in Lowestoft and the supgatFishery Officer Helmsman and an
Assistant Marine Environment Officer that could operatenfthis office. No additional personnel
positions would be required to be created for theses assthese would be filled by the vacant Suffolk
Fishery Officer position and the reclassification of the lowoger required Engineer role to the
Assistant Marine Environment Officer role. It should beted that the reliance of the Joint
Committee to provide significant loans to fund replacemenbpeaéssels would now be negated as
the purchase cost of patrol vessels would be significdeflgy and could realistically be funded
through the existing vessel replacement fund. Indeed the imvo RIBs would be able to be funded
through the existing vessel replacement fund and the moneyered during the sale diPV
Protector Il andFPV Pisces lli(circa £260,000 — £400,000).

In summary

It is the Officers view thaEPV Protector 1ll, FPV Pisces llandRV Runneshould be replaced by a
fleet of two RIBs and thatPV Sea Spraghould be retained and refitted in the future as appatapri
Funding of the two RIBs should initially be through the engtessel replacement fund which would
then be replenished through the saleF&fV Protector Il and FPV Pisces llland RV Runner
European funding for the commissioning the new RIBs should bghsahrough the European
Fisheries Fund to augment the vessel replacement fiala®l. Protector Ilishould continue to be used
as the Joint Committees; primary patrol vessel untitwlteRIBs came into service but be offered for
sale as soon as a contract has been awarded to the maeufatttme RIBs following a tender
process.

One RIB would be based in the water at Lowestoft prignéoi cover Suffolk and the North Norfolk
Coast, the second RIB should be kept in the water atrESBtidge along withFPV Sea Sprayo
provide enforcement coverage within The Wash and the Linioénsoast EPV Sea Sprayvould
generally operate within The Wash as this would be a\NM@tegory 3 coded vessel whereas all the
RIBs would be MCA Category 2 coded vessels). The vessalddvbe rotated as appropriate to
provide cover when either vessels is receiving maintenamieg loepaired or in refit. Significant
savings in expenses are predicated as refits will bramed out of the Joint Committee (there is



potential to incorporate this contract along with the ahitdesign and build contract with a
manufacturer). Increased Fishery Officer time will tedeased for additional enforcement and
research work as result of contracting out the refits.

The major benefits though are the reduced operating anacespént costs of vessels for the Joint
Committee and the development of a Joint Committee thagtierbequipped to fulfil its statutory
obligations during a time of major change within marirenagement.



FPV Protector Il

Two RIBs

Purchase cost £2.5-3.5m approx. £550k approx.
Commissioning time 2 years 6 months
Life expectancy of vessel 12-15 years 12-15 years
Patrol area vessel designed for 12nm from baselines 6nm fraiiniess
Number of crew per vessel 5 3

Daily operating cost of vessel £3,979 £1,380
Refit regularity 1 year 3 year

Refit personnel hours required 960hrs Ohrs
Salary spent on annual refit £16,000 £0

Refit duration 4- 6 weeks 2 — 3 weeks
Annual fuel usage 55,500ltrs 36,000ltrs
Annual fuel bill £28,000 £18,000
Annual refit cost £20,000 In annual parts cost
Annual expenses during refit £4,000 £0
Annual parts cost £20,500 £10,320
Annual insurance cost £20,000 £8,000

Category of waters vessel c

an Cat. 2 (60nm safe

Cat. 2 (60nm safe haver

")

operate in haven)
Days at sea (2007/predicted) 127 200
Access to Lynn ports (tidal window +2hrs HW +4hrs HW
Ports in district vessel can enter 5 15
Ports in district vessel can refuel in 4 9
Max fuel carried 9,810ltrs 1,200ltrs
Range at cruising speed (22knts) 719nm 440nm
Maximum speed 26knts 36-40knts
Loiter time of vessel 5 days 8-14hrs
Manufacturers/effective radar range 96/15nm 72/10nm
Research capability Mini dredge, ROV Mini dredge, ROV
Roxanni" Roxani"
Qualification required to skipper RYA/MCA YM RYA/MCA YM
Offshore Offshore
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The Deputy Clerk's Report on Staff Activities - January b March 2008

RV THREECOUNTIES

RV Three Countiespent 11 days at sea over the quari®¥. Three Countiewas used primarily for
surveys (razor surveys = 3; cockle surveys Sa&hellariasp. surveys using RoxAnn, grabs and the
ROV = 2). The razor surveys were carried out on behalB#AS. The vessel was hired out by the
Centre for Ecology and Hydrology for bird surveys (one day)e vessel was used for one day at sea
as part of the interview process for the vacant Matgipo®nboardRV Three Counties

Two further days were spent removing the A frame and comduséa trials in an attempt to increase
the vessels speed. This vessel has not achieved ighe@sspeed since commissioning and it was
thought that the removal of several tonnes of weight situaved the stern of the vessel may be
causing the stern of the vessel to squat thus preventing thel yesm reaching planing speeds.
Unfortunately this experiment did not work with only 1/3aoknot increase in speed, still insufficient
for the vessel to reach planing speeds. The A frangerefitted following the sea trial. The next
possible avenue to be explored as a means of increagingessel’s speed is to fit trim tabs to the
vessel (initially fixed ones). This would be a cheap@se and one that could be carried out during
the next refit. Increased attainable speeds would rédeeé’ steaming time and would increase the
amount of surveying work that the vessel would be abletoraplish over a year. The vessel has
ample power available through its two engines to maimiaining speeds once it is able to get over a
pressure hump between its hulls. At present the vesswily capable of 10 knots. Replacement
exhaust lagging has been sourced as the existing laggingtesmrated, these should be available for
fitting in April. The starboard fire flap was found to Emulty during checks, this was removed,
repaired, refitted and checked.

A replacement VHF DSC radio was fitted BV Runner.The seats to this vessel were also
reupholstered.

FPVESFPROTECTORII

FPV Protector lll or its daughter vess&PV Sea Sprayas at sea for 12 days during the quarter.

Very few days of patrolling were conducted due to poeativer and crew sickness. 14 vessels were
investigated during the quarter; no infringements of legislatere identified. Three days were spent

collecting samples for the Environmental Health Office.

The fire detection/alarm panel kept returning a fault respoii$® fire sensors were all checked but
were found to be working correctly. The panel itself watarned to the manufacturers for testing.
Following servicing the panel was refitted. The fire mytiishers throughoWPV Protector Illand
FPV Sea Sprayvere serviced and the main first aid kitleRV Protector Illwas brought up to date.
The VHF Radio on the fly bridge d¥PV Protector Ill was sent away for repair as water ingress
through damp caused it to malfunction. The port generatordwepheating under load therefore the
head was removed for inspection which indicated it was warfiaslas refitted following skimming,
this was delayed however as the cylinder head bolts hadstoubeed from the USA. The vessel was
not restricted operationally as it was able to usaliesnative generator.

The Engineer/FO foFPV Protector IllLee Torrice transferred to the vacant position of F&S#arch
Officer at the end of the quarter.



FPVPISCESII

The Suffolk Fishery Officer on long term sick leave did mtirn to work and left the employment of
the Joint Committee therefore the vessel was not utiisetl great extent during the quartdfPV
Pisces lllwas used for one patrol in the quarter. The vesselnt@stito be stored in the compound
of HM Revenue and Customs in Felixstowe. The trailer seagiced during the quarter as the brakes
were seizing. A new rubber sleeve was fitted to the laiscthe existing one had perished. The vessel
was also put into the water whilst the trailer was bemyised and sea trialled to ensure that the
engines were operating satisfactorily. The vessel heasdleaned and serviced.

ENFORCEMENT

A successful prosecution was brought against a fishermanoitoucted a Fishery Officer in the
course of his duties. The case was heard in King's Lyagistfrates Court. Following a guilty plea
from the fisherman a fine of £250 and full costs of £1,855.48 aserded to the Joint Committee.
There are currently no offences under investigation.

FO Alan Clarke who has been employed by the Joint Comnfigtegventy three years retired at the
end of March. FO Clarke was the Area FO responsilsléhi® coast from Kings Lynn to Blakeney;
this area is now being covered by FO Dye previously the MatehRV Three Counties

On the & of February a report on the work that the Joint Commitg conducted in relation to

enforcement of the berried lobster Byelaw was sent t&igteeries Minister Jonathon Shaw MP. At a
meeting of the Association of the Chief Fisheries Officeegting, the Clerk asked if the minister who
was also present if he would reconsider introducing aut®tgt Instrument prohibiting the carriage,

retention and landing of berried lobsters to which he reghethe affirmative. Subsequently a
response was received from Mr Shaw that there was cwyrreaotlimperative to introduce this

legislation due to the current health of the lobster stadtksn UK waters.

TRAINING

47 man-days of training were conducted over the period. halFishery Officers attended a two-day
training course run by the Clerk and Deputy Clerk. A agerof a beam trawler that had been fishing
illegally within the district was worked through by theslkery Officers. The course encompassed
boarding and inspection procedures, catch composition detéionindish identification, net
measurement, and witness statement writing. A secdhddyascenario was also run, this time fixed
nets were measured and fish were identified by the Fisb#igers. Fishery Officers also spent a day
at Billingsgate Fish Market in London in order to gaMp@sure to a greater array of fish species
which they may be required to identify when boarding eitheyd beam trawlers or recreational sea
angling vessels.

The Joint Committee was awarded RYA training centegust in February providing the Joint
Committee with the ability to run powerboat training cesrfor its personnel and those of other Sea
Fisheries Committees and the Marine Fisheries Agency (MFAYo MFA Fishery Officers were
trained to the RYA Powerboat Level 2 qualification. It ipéd that closer working with the MFA will
lead to joint patrolling and increased use of the Joamhittee’s assets for enforcement purposes.

The engineer foRV Three Countieachieved his NVQ in marine engineering; he now awaits dn ora
examination by the MCA.

Fishery Officers visited the boat show in London prior to attentle fish identification training at
Billingsgate. FOs also visited tf®/ Ospreythe MCA enforcement RIB in Hythe afy/ Vanguard
the Harbour Master’s pilot vessel in Poole. The Clerk@eputy Clerk visited the manufacturer of
FPV Sea Spray: MST to view their factory



AREA OFFICERS'REPORTSON FISHINGACTIVITY
COCKLE

No landings of cockles occurred throughout the quarter althoughathdworked fishery was open
throughout the quarter.

MUSSEL

The relaying of sublittoral mussels from the bed off the dlimghire coast continued throughout the
guarter with fishermen from Boston, King’'s Lynn and Brateaall fishing the mussels. In total 523
tonnes were relayed into the Wash. 25 tonnes were adg@daito the Brancaster lays.

1,199, 1,717, 52.5 and 17.5 tonnes of marketable mussel have beenitaBdstbn, King's Lynn,
Brancaster and Blakeney respectively throughout the quaoter grivate lays. These mussels were
achieving approximately £400/tonne giving a first sale value of £4004,

SHRIMP

Shrimp landings were excellent throughout the quarter vaittmp commanding an average price of
about £4.50/kg although a high of £10.65/kg was achieved for Gratheimp in March. A lack of
shrimp on the markets from the continent has led to these wdgrdged prices. Vessels fished for
shrimp using single and twin beams from Boston (15 vessel2®i4g); King’s Lynn (23 vessels/449
landings/246,497kg); Brancaster (1 vessel); and Wells (1 vessedi®igs/5,022kg). Up to 40 vessels
partook in this fishery during the quarter landing 302,949kg with\emage landing of 548kg being
worth £2,446. In total the first sale value of shrimp lahdas approximately £1,363,270.

CRAB/LOBSTER

Fishermen throughout the district have been landing on avetsge 349kg/trip of brown crab and
23kg/trip of lobster for the offshore fleet and about 50kg/tliR0( pots/day) of brown crab and
Skg/trip of lobster for the inshore fleet. Lobsters weeint purchased from fishermen by the
processing plants at approximately £14.50/kg whereas crales agbreving about £1.50/kg. The
average first sale value per trip was therefore £525r&dy and £333 for lobster for the offshore fleet
and £75 for crab and £72 for lobster for the inshore fl&&lvet crabs were only targeted by eight
vessels operating from Wells. In total 3,199kg of velvets Wamded in Wells averaging £1.25/kg
resulting in a first sale value of £3,998.

OTHER FISHERIES

Information on the quotas that fishermen have (as seDdiya) is now also sent to the Joint
Committee so that this can be distributed to Fisheryc@®iso that they are aware of the environment
that the fishermen have to operate within. ESFJC F@esthen able to provide MFA FOs with
information pertaining to potential offences by fishemthus aiding collaborative enforcement of
fisheries regulations.

The Brancaster and Thornham Oyster fisheries sold appatedyr850kg of Pacific oysters during the
past three months worth approximately £3,500.

A limited herring fishery operated in January and Fetyriram Caister and Sheringham with catches
in the order of 40-500kg being landed per day. These fisisedabetween £0.25 - £0.30/kg on
Lowestoft market, however sales of £1.60/kg were achievedgitines of poor supply at Lowestoft.

The majority of the vessels operating in Suffolk deploledylines to catch skate, whiting and cod.
The absence of the Suffolk Fishery Officer has meantthimtirea has been covered by other Fishery
Officers of the Joint Committee. Longlining was also iedrout in Gorleston during February with
some success, an average catch comprising of 200kg cod, 200kqtal¥0kg skate. The vessel



operating from this port was working about 4,000 hooks on almée in length. Vessels also fished
longlines off the coast of Lincolnshire landing predominandg, cskate and whiting. Of interest is
that fact that mature bass have continued to be cauglighout the quarter, albeit in small quantities.

Fishery Officers from the Joint Committee continue terattmeetings exploring the feasibility of
establishing a lobster hatchery on the North Norfolk Co@ke velvet crab handling facility proposed
for Wells has been put on hold pending the outcome of a publicyndjwe to be held in June. As a
result of this hold up secured funding has now been lost atitk iproposal continues then new
funding will have to be sought.

With regards to grant aided work, the quay developratBrancaster has now been completed and is
in full use by fishermen from this port. The Port ofséch continues to develop; it has recently
managed to purchase land adjacent to the port on which therdisesed ramp. It is the intention of
the harbour Master to redevelop this facility and offer #pability to haul out vessels on a cradle that
are to large use their travel lift. The trawl dockLiwestoft is to undergo redevelopment and be
turned into a marina for recreational vessels, majiabhts. This is a reflection of how the importance
of this port as a centre for fishing activity has desti. The Outer Harbour at Great Yarmouth is also
under construction and will greatly enhance the capacityrtdl&éa range of cargoes.

The proposal to modernise and extend the existing Fisher Fiest in King’'s Lynn is still
progressing. The Harbour Revision Order concerning this @@wvent closed for comments and
objections at the end of February. If a public inquiry orferral to the Secretary of State is required
then development will be delayed, if not work would be ableaxmmence once funding has been
secured.

RECREATIONAL FISHERIES

Anglers concentrated on targeting either codling or whitininduhe quarter although some dab were
caught. Towards the end of the quarter the juvenile basssigting to be caught.

The Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer responded to Defrac®nsultation in favour of the
recommendations made in their draft Recreational Sea Arfgtilagegy. The Clerk has had input into
the draft strategy throughout its development. It was désnded to erect signs for recreational
fishermen at appropriate locations throughout the distri¢tdégil the legal minimum sizes of fish
and other pertinent information. This will be progresedn details of appropriate locations have
been received from recreational sea angling representatives

Duncan Vaughan
Deputy Clerk & Fishery Officer

239 April 2008
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Research Officer's Quarterly Report

With several planned surveys cancelled during the first tm@@&hs of 2008 due to adverse weather
conditions, a high proportion of the research staff's tirel®en spent during this quarter analysing
data collected throughout 2007 and writing the 2007 annual resepat. This research report is the
longest report written to date by Committee research, stiadf reflects the increasing workload placed
upon the Committee to fulfil environmental as well as fisheegearch and monitoring. These
additional duties include identifying and mapping areas eff i@med by the Ross wotrdabellaria
spinulosa and charting the distribution of important infaunal $gedike lugworm Arenicola
maring), Sand Mason wormLénice concheligpand Baltic Tellin Macoma balthica across the
intertidal sandbanks of The Wash.

CEFAS chartered@hree Countiesn February to conduct their annual razorfiEhsis sppsurvey in
The Wash. The first two days of this survey were el@d due to strong winds, but it was possible for
CEFAS to complete their work in the remaining threesdayhe survey seemed to indicate that the
stocks of adult razorfish have been reduced from previcus.ybut that there had been a successful
spatfall during 2007.

In March the research team surveyed a small bed of ragsters Qstrea eduliylocated in Holbrook

Bay on the River Stour. Although this bed has not been comaiigréshed since 2003, annual
surveys have seen the stock gradually decline from appretintat,000 kg in 2004 to 4,000 kg in
2006. There appeared to be a slight recovery in 2007, but the 2Q@f $omnd the stocks to have
fallen once more to 2006 levels. This decline appears tombkedlito an abnormal shell condition first
seen in 2005 that caused the outer edges of the shells on tmardngduals to go spongy. CEFAS
were unable to detect any pathogen that could be a dastal responsible for this condition, which
was still evident in 2006. No individuals were found to exhibeé condition at the time of the 2008
survey, but it was found that that most of the large indadsl had disappeared from the population.

Roxann Acoustic Ground Discrimination System (AGDS) sygsweere conducted during February
and March, although much of the planned work was cancgélledo strong winds. Although most of
this work was restricted to the sheltered channelsyad possible to begin mapping an area of
Sabellaria reef located east of the Well, where hdped to conduct beam trawl damage/recovery
trials later in the year.

The annual spring cockle surveys commenced in March, wheopfh@tunity was taken to survey
within the Holbeach and Friskney bombing ranges during thesumtoover the Easter Bank holiday
period. Unfortunately, even though these foot surveys amdyramfluenced by adverse weather
conditions, two days were lost when unseasonally heavy srthwed visibility below safe working
limits. Further cockle surveys were conducted after Eassieig Three Countiesbut with the water
temperatures still cold for the time of year, and herumkle growth negligible, these were focused on
sands were cockles were thought to be sparse. Surveys dinitie Blackguard, Styleman’s and
Pandora sands were completed during this period.

It was hoped to commence the 2008 season of lobster suwwagpg March, but strong winds also
interfered with this programme. Surveys are conductech frommercial vessels, but with adverse
weather restricting fishing activities, all of the fivaphed trips had to be cancelled.

In February, members of the research team attended ahopriheld in Manchester by Seafish, in
which a best practice guide for fishermen needing to conductaiva biotope mapping surveys was
discussed. Further meetings were also attended duringdneiqwith members of Natural England.



R W Jessop
Senior Research Officer

3 April 2008
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Marine Environment Officer’'s quarterly report

Defra’s publication of the Marine Bill in March 2008 articulate® government’s vision for the
equitable and sustainable future management of the UK'’s igelaght of increased demands on the
marine environment, for food and energy production, trade, remmeatid conservation. The five
themes covered in the Marine Bill — marine licensing, apatianning, creation of a Marine
Management Organisation, designation of Marine ConservZomes, and fisheries management —
each relate to the ongoing work carried out by Sea Fish@anmittees, either directly through
management of fisheries to minimise their environmental immacindirectly through influencing
other marine sectors to protect fisheries. The increasedonmental remit already encompassed by
Sea Fisheries Committees has been one of their biggesindesllan recent years, and as SFCs look
set to evolve intdnshore Fisheries and Conservation Authoritiéisis remit looks set to expand
further still.

Conservation work

Joint Committee Officers have continued to work dipseith Natural England through the first
guarter of 2008, in progressing the ongoing environmental work prograRuriher progress was
made towards the review of mussel lay consents, being takderby the Joint Committee under
Regulation 50 of the Habitats Regulations, during two meetivitis Natural England ecologists. It
was agreed the review needed to focus on two key areamesggirocesses and nutrient transfers.
Natural England agreed to contribute expertise to asdisttiag latter issue in particular, and it was
considered that existing data sources, for example stodreducted in relation to the Wash Ports’
dredging and spoil disposal activities, should be used toninfbe former issue. This work will be
taken forward as a priority in the coming months.

Natural England praised the Joint Committee for its manijoand reporting of the distribution and
quality of Sabellaria spinulosgRoss worm) in The Wash, but expressed concern that thé Joi
Committee had apparently made little progress withS&kellariabyelaw, which it had agreed to
develop in March 2006. In fact, following the Joint Committe®abellariasurveys conducted on
Three Countiedn Autumn 2007, officers undertook a full analysis of the dadang the latest
scientific information on the definition of “reef’. Usintipe subsequent report (Woo, 2008), they
discussed the results with Natural England officers deoto ascertain which areas $&bellaria
qualify for protection from trawling damage under the HabiRegulations. This was to satisfy the
condition set by the Joint Committee in 2006 that the byelaw sheulthsed on an agreed definition
of “reef” — to differentiate from the extensive areasl@iver quality Sabellaria “crust”. Joint
Committee officers also developed a programme for anfisimpact study to be carried out on
identified areas oBabellariawithin the Wash, using a commercial beam trawl and coatess. An
appropriate assessment will be needed before these mgp&sican be conducted, to ensure any
damage to European Marine Site (EMS) features is wittgamable limits.

Another issue discussed with Natural England during the gqueatethe proposal for the accreditation
of the Wash shellfisheries (cockle, mussel and brown shumger the Marine Stewardship Council’s
international scheme. Fisheries accreditation is basedh® aspects: target stock condition,
environmental impacts, and suitable management structuessstwe the fishery is sustainable. The
Cromer Crab fishery was assessed recently for MSCeditation but the independent assessors
reported that insufficient information was available ba trab population so accreditation could not
be granted. Accreditation of the Wash fisheries could be oleeelin tandem with a project being
proposed by the Wash Estuary Strategy Group, which is teecaedVash brand” for local shellfish;
the idea has already been developed for “Saltmarsh beeftdtile grazed according to the
conservation management regime on the Wash Banks.



The Joint Committee has started a new initiative to exartihe issue of roundfish discards (e.g.
codling, whiting) during shrimp trawling. The veil net is a devibat was introduced recently to be
fitted to shrimp trawls to limit flatfish bycatch, blaical fishermen have also reported concern over the
levels of roundfish retained in shrimp trawls. A seoné®bservations and gear trials has been started
by the Joint Committee and will be continued through theimgmonths. This work is particularly
relevant in the Wash, which as a shallow embayment &wal nursery area for many fish species.
The recent success of the brown shrimp fishery, whictbbas heavily targeted during the past six
months because of abundant shrimps and good prices, hassewm@ncerns over the effects of this
fishery on undersized non-target species.

Offshore developments

The Marine Environment Officer has commented on a numbee&fdefence, offshore energy and
other proposals during the quarter. The potential for diatwe of contaminated riverbed sediments
and subsequent impacts on shellfish beds downstream isad na relation to plans for a new ferry
berth at West Lynn. Potential commercial and recreditiistzery issues were raised in response to a
consultation on the sea defence works at Landguard Commixstéee, where a combination of
rock groynes and beach replenishment (sand placement) hagropesed.

Harwich Haven Authority’s proposal to modify the ongoing sedimeplacement scheme in the Stour
and Orwell estuaries is currently being considered byt Joommittee officers. Although the plan to
reduce the quantity of sediment being placed onto the rivkr ibdikely to be beneficial, by reducing
smothering at the seabed, there is still considered tothreat to the peacock wo8abella pavonina
which forms dense colonies or “forests” that provide shéti small fish and invertebrates. The Joint
Committee’s most recent Suffolk river surveys in March 20@&pqrted in the ESFJC Annual
Research Report, Jessop, 2008) identified that the mafri; pavoninahad been lost from the
dense aggregations that had been identified in compasativeys undertaken in 2003. The cause of
this change has not been proven but it is possible that thengrggaliment placement activity has had
a deleterious effect on this feature.

The long-term flood management strategy for the Blyth Egt(#uffolk) was considered in February
2008, and the response made on behalf of the Joint Commitiphasised the need for the
Environment Agency to liase directly with those likely todfiected by the proposals. The preferred
option would result in changes to the local hydrodynami&oathwold Harbour, which could affect
the fishing vessels using this haven, and could also threagztand access to the harbour, affecting
trade at the harbour fish shops. The strategy consultatioomentisuggested that future increases in
intertidal areas within the Blyth Estuary could predatire opportunities for shellfish production.

A proposal to deploy an experimental wave powered rig irséaeoff Southwold was also presented
to the Joint Committee by Defra’s regulatory Marine Envirommieeam. It was considered that this
device was not likely to pose a threat to fish populatmribe marine environment in the vicinity, but
could present a hazard to fishing vessels operatinigeiratea. Once again, it was advised that local
fishermen be consulted directly in relation to the promosal

One offshore wind farm (OWF) scoping proposal was congidguneng the quarter: for the Dudgeon

OWF. The proposed site lies over 30km north-east of Crongeisanot thought to be heavily fished

by vessels from the Joint Committee’s District. Howevewas explained to the developer, Warwick
Energy, that some offshore potting or lining vessels cosle this area, as could larger trawlers
(although the latter would be based outside the Distrietd-therefore the proposals could result in
displacement of fishing activity with negative impactsHartinshore.

Once again, no new aggregate dredging licence applicatierespresented for the Joint Committee’s
consideration during the quarter.



National fisheries / conservation projects

The Marine Environment Officer attended a Seafish workshop/amchester with the Senior
Research Officer and Research Officer/Fishery OffiteWWoo in February 2008. The aim of the
workshop was to formulate advice to shellfish farmerglimgeto provide environmental data to the
nature conservation agency in relation to shellfish farmeldpments. Seafish research had identified
that many shellfish farm proposals are not progressedulse of a lack of quality environmental
information. The Joint Committee’s expertise in usingrggeaof survey equipment (e.g. RoxAnn, and
ROV underwater camera) was valuable in helping to developdhise.

The Marine Environment Officer will also attend a Seafigbrkshop in April 2008 to consider
mitigation in relation to fisheries impacts within Europddarine Sites. Specifically, the workshop
will examine hydraulic dredging and oyster cultivation, and @ohsider seabed impacts as well as
bird disturbance and bird food requirements.

The Marine Environment Officer has continued to sit on tleei8tg Group for the Pilot Fisheries
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) being undertakeheiradjacent North Eastern SFC
District. The Steering Group was formed to oversee thelgmwent of a generic framework for the
application of SEA to fisheries in the UK (not requiredldw but seen as highly desirable for future
fisheries management). In order to help develop this frameiee shellfisheries in the North Eastern
SFC District are being assessed in an initial SEA. 88sessment considers the effects of the current
shellfisheries management regime (in the absence of afispelein to assess) on the physical,
biological, socio-economic, human and historic environment.

J C Stoutt
Marine Environment Officer
22" April 2008
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ESFJC Annual Report 2007

Hard copies of the Annual report will be available lz¢ Gtatutory Committee meeting. It is the
Officers’ intention to make the report available to viamd download from the Joint Committee’s

website www. esfjc.co.ukprior to the meeting.
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ESFJC Annual Research Report 2007

Hard copies of the Annual Research report will be abklat the Statutory Committee meeting. It is
the Officers’ intention to make the report available ®wand download from the Joint Committee’s

website www. esfjc.co.ukprior to the meeting.




