
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PAPERS FOR THE 
 

STATUTORY MEETING  
 To be held on  

 
WEDNESDAY 29th APRIL 2009 

At 10:30 HOURS 
 

 at the 
OFFICE OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE  

 



STATUTORY MEETING 
 
Minutes of the STATUTORY MEETING of the Joint Committee held on Wednesday 28th January 
2009, at the offices of the Joint Committee, 6 North Lynn Business Village, Bergen Way, King’s 
Lynn, Norfolk, PE30 2JG at 1030 hours. 
 
PRESENT 
 
Cllr D A Baxter    Norfolk County Council - Chairman 
Cllr A H Turner JP   Lincolnshire County Council 
Cllr S F Williams    Lincolnshire County Council 
Cllr D Callaby    Norfolk County Council 
Cllr D Rye    Norfolk County Council 
Cllr R A Ward    Suffolk County Council 
Cllr D Wood    Suffolk County Council 
J Abbott     ) 
R Brewster    ) 
R Garnett    ) 
N Lake     ) Defra Appointees 
T Pinborough    ) 
C A R Southerland   ) 
 
M R Mander     Clerk and Chief Fishery Officer 
 
D Vaughan    Deputy Clerk   ) 
C M Hurley    Finance Officer   ) Present by 
J Stoutt     Marine Environment Officer ) Invitation 
J Sooben    MFA    ) 
 
APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Bakewell (LCC) & Bellham (SCC) and Messrs 
Large & Williamson (Defra Appointees) and Dr Tomlinson (EA) 
 
DECLARATION OF MEMBERS’ PERSONAL INTERESTS 
 
Messrs Brewster, Garnett, Lake, Southerland and Williamson declared an interest in items relating to 
WFO Entitlements and Vessel Derogations under Bylaw 15.  Mr Williamson also declared an interest 
in items relating to the review of boarding procedures and the trial of a Vessel Monitoring System.  
Councillor Rye declared an interest as a member of the KLCB.  Councillor Wood declared an interest 
in activities relating to the Stour and Orwell Rivers. 
 
ST09/01 MINUTES OF THE STATUTORY MEETING OF THE JOINT  COMMITTEE 

HELD ON 29th OCTOBER 2009 
 
 Mr Abbot requested that reference to him as a Councillor be amended to Mr and that he 

was a Public Prosecutor not a Magistrate. 
 
 Members agreed the minutes were a true record of proceedings. 
 
ST09/02 MATTERS ARISING 
 
 There were no matters arising 
 
 
ST09/03 FINANCE OFFICER’S REPORT ON THE MEETING OF TH E FINANCE & 

GENERAL PURPOSES SUB-COMMITTEE HELD ON 14TH JANUARY 2009 
 



 Members agreed to receive the report 
 
ST09/04 ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURE FOR THE PERIOD 1ST APRIL 2009 TO 31ST 

MARCH 2010 
 
 Taking into account the advice provided by the Finance and General Purposes Sub-

Committee, the Committee Resolved, in accordance with Section 101(6) of the Local 
Government Act 1972, to approve estimates of expenditure for the period 1st April 
2009 to 31st March 2010, amounting to a Levy on Constituent County Councils of 
£1,248,450. 

 
 Proposed:  Councillor Ward  Seconded:  Councillor Williams 
 All in favour 
 
ST09/05 TO NOTE THE PROVISIONAL THREE YEAR FORECAST O F ESTIMATES OF 

EXPENDITURE FOR THE PERIOD 1 ST APRIL 2010 TO 31ST MARCH 2013 
 
 It was Resolved to note the provisional three year forecast of estimates of expenditure. 
 
 Proposed; Councillor Williams  Seconded:  Councillor Bakewell 
 All in favour 
 
ST09/06 FINANCE OFFICER’S REPORT ON PAYMENTS MADE AND MONIES 

RECEIVED DURING THE PERIOD 18 th OCTOBER 2008 - 16th JANUARY 2009 
 
 It was Resolved to accept the Finance Officer’s report on payments made and monies 

received during the period 19th July 2008 to 17th October 2008 and approve payments 
of £239,160.89 and receipts of £30,160.08. 

 
 Proposed:  Cllr Ward     Seconded:  Cllr Turner 
 All Agreed 
 
ST09/07 CLERK'S REPORT ON THE MEETING OF THE PERSONNEL SUB-

COMMITTEE  HELD ON 29 TH OCTOBER 2008 
 
 Members agreed to receive the report and note the content 
 
ST09/08 CLERK'S REPORT ON THE WASH MANAGEMENT SUB-COMM ITTEE 

MEETING HELD ON 3 RD DECEMBER 2008 
 
 Members agreed to receive the report and note the content. 
 
ST09/09 CLERK'S REPORT ON THE REVIEW OF THE ADMINISTR ATION OF THE 

WASH FISHERY ORDER ENTITLEMENTS  
 
 Prior to discussing this report members were advised by the Chairman that line two of 

paragraph 3 on the second page should read ''…. the Clerk's decision not to reissue ….''' 
 
 Members were reminded that during a previous meeting concern had been expressed at the 

high number of Wash Fishery Order Entitlements and the problems that could arise if all 
these Entitlement holders were to decide to exploit one fishery at the same time.  The Clerk 
used the Thames fishery as an example and acknowledged that the Wash fisheries had less 
stock to fish for but had potentially far more vessels able to fish it.  Having assessed 
previous years fishing the Clerk had ascertained that the maximum number of licences 
being used in any one year was in 2007 when 55 vessels were licensed.  This was the level 
which he felt Entitlements could potentially drop to.  The problem arose with how to 
reduce the level of active Entitlements.  There was the option of not reissuing entitlements 
once they expire until this level was reached, or reissue only every other one, however, this 



was a particularly difficult decision to make when there were 34 names on the waiting list 
and some had been on there for 4½ years.  The Clerk suggested that to reduce the number 
of inactive Entitlements, Entitlement holders would need to demonstrate a track record of 
fishing during the two years that an Entitlement was held, this would involve the actual 
landing of a species which could be verified by a Fishery Officer, not just the act of taking 
out a licence during that time.  This would however, have the potential to increase the 
effort on a fishery but the Clerk still believed that in the long term the number of 
Entitlement holders would decline. 

 
 The Clerk acknowledged that no decision could be made without consulting the industry 

for their opinions and considering any further suggestions they may have to reduce the 
potential amount of effort that could be applied to fisheries under the guidelines of the 
Wash Fishery Order.  Prior to consulting the Industry the Clerk needed clarification from 
the Committee that this was the route they wished to go down. 

  
 Members questioned the ability of the Committee to remove a licence, and also what 

benefit there was to holding an Entitlement without using it to fish to which the Clerk 
advised that having the Entitlement meant when other fisheries were not productive the 
Entitlement holder would have the option to exploit the cockle and mussel fisheries.  
Whilst the situation had never arisen in the past, the Committee did have the ability to 
remove a licence if the holder was convicted twice within five years on fisheries related 
matters. 

 
 Mr Lake felt the idea of asking for a track record through actual fishing would only serve 

to increase the effort on the fisheries when the industry was asking for it to be reduced.  He 
also felt that the Clerk should work out the average number of licences taken out annually 
over a 10 year period rather than setting the benchmark using the number of licences taken 
out when cockle prices were at their highest.  The Clerk advised that effort could be capped 
by applying a quota, what needed to be done was to find a way to reduce the number of 
licence entitlements being held. 

 Councillor Williams felt the concern was that there was a large waiting list for Entitlements 
and these people should have the opportunity to fish rather than Entitlement holders 
keeping the Entitlement with no intention of using it to go fishing. 

 
 It was Resolved that the Committee's Officers should consult the industry with regard 

to the administration of Wash Fishery Order Entitlements and a report will be made 
at the next Statutory Meeting. 

 
 Proposed: Cllr Williams   Seconded: Councillor Callaby 
 
 RECONSIDERING ISSUING A WFO ENTITLEMENT: 
 As it was two days short of 6 months since this matter was last discussed, as a point of 

order it had to be deferred until the next meeting. 
  
 During this item Councillor Nobbs arrived at the meeting. 
 
 
 
 
ST09/10 REPORT ON THE REVIEW OF ESFJC BOARDING PROCEDURES 
 
 At the request of the Chairman the Clerk had reviewed the Boarding Procedures which 

were put before the Committee for ratification.  As a result of looking into how to improve 
the Boarding Procedures the Clerk believed the use of Body Worn Video Devices (BWVD) 
would safeguard both Officers and fishermen from malpractice accusations, and could 
provide evidence in the case of a dispute.  Members were advised that this seemed to be the 
way forward for SFCs, one Committee already had them in place for shore-based Officers 
and two others were considering using them.  Despite feeling it was unfortunate to have to 



be considering going down this route, members were in agreement with the principle of 
BWVD's however, they were concerned about the handling and storage of information.  
The Clerk assured members that if they were to use BWVD's there would be clear 
guidelines of how to manage any video evidence and Home Office and PACE guidelines 
would be followed.  It was questioned whether the devices could be purchased whilst 
staying within the confines of the budget.  It was also pointed out by members that it would 
not necessarily be cost effective to buy the cheapest devices as often the video evidence 
from these were of poor quality and could not be considered useful evidence in court. 

 
 It was Resolved that boardings at sea should be carried out by Fishery Officers using 

BWVD's. 
  
 Proposed:  Councillor Callaby  Seconded: Councillor Williams 
 
ST09/11 CLERK'S REPORT ON THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE JOINT 

COMMITTEE'S PUBLICATION SCHEME  
 
 Members were advised that the Information Commissioner had introduced a new model 

scheme for all authorities to adhere to.  The revised scheme involved the inclusion of new 
categories of Committee Publications and Lists and Registers and made greater use of the 
published Business Plan as a source of information. 

 Councillor Williams noted that the Committee could charge a fee for photocopying, 
investigating etc and he felt a list of the charges should be included with the Publication 
Scheme.  The Clerk advised the Committee did have a schedule of costs which was 
separate to the Publication Scheme.  Councillor Williams requested that the cost schedule 
be included in the Publication Scheme. 

 
 It was Resolved to adopt the Proposed Publication Scheme, with the proviso that the 

Schedule of Costs be published alongside the scheme. 
 
 Proposed: Councillor Williams  Seconded: Councillor Ward 
 
ST09/12 CLERK'S REPORT ON TWO LAY APPLICATIONS MADE U NDER THE WASH 

FISHERY ORDER 1992 
 
 The Clerk advised that the lay application process was becoming increasingly onerous on 

the Committee's Officers and in the future the Committee may have to consider limiting the 
number of lays it was prepared to investigate for an individual. 

 
 LAY No TO15:  The Clerk advised that the proposed lay was adjacent to existing lay 

ground and the information had been sent to relevant parties for consultation.  A number of 
objections had been received, primarily based on the proposed lay being situated on 
recognised brown shrimp ground.  Members were reminded that at a previous WMSC 
meeting members had agreed not to grant lay ground in any area that provided a public 
fishery. 

 Other objections had also been received based on increased predator numbers and concern 
that more lays would result in increased food competition. 

 
 It was Resolved not to grant Lay No TO15, on the grounds that it would affect an 

area which supported a public fishery. 
 
 Proposed: Councillor Woods  Seconded: Councillor Ward 
 
 LAY Nos RM1-7 and LC1-4:  These two lays were different to most lay ground requests 

in that they were situated on ground which remained 10m below the surface.  The proposed 
sub-littoral lay ground would be used for growing mussels on ropes.  The lay ground 
information had been circulated for consultation and objections had been received.  
Primarily the ground was regarded as an area used for shrimp fishing, and there were also 



concerns that the structure being used to grow the mussels on may be difficult to maintain 
and may come loose from the seabed.  It was also felt the structure could be a navigational 
hazard. 

 The Clerk advised that the applicant had been made aware of these objections and felt that 
given the opportunity he could prove that there would be no difficulties in maintaining the 
structures. 

 The Clerk acknowledged that based on the fact the ground in question formed part of the 
shrimp fishery, members should opt to oppose the lays.  However, the Clerk felt the 
Committee should explore further this method of mussel cultivation.  It was his suggestion 
that the industry should be consulted and asked to advise the Officers of an area which they 
felt could be used for a smaller scale pilot scheme and if such a scheme was effective an 
area could be allocated to expand the project to a fully commercial basis. 

 Mr Garnett was concerned that if the trial was successful more requests for large areas of 
lay ground could be received.  The Clerk advised that the Committee were in control of 
where lays were granted and the same guidelines would apply to sub-littoral lays as applied 
to intertidal lays. 

 
 It was Resolved not to grant the lays but that consultation should take place to 

identify an area of less impact which could be used as a pilot scheme for mussel 
cultivation using rope structures. 

 
 Proposed: Councillor Williams  Seconded: Councillor Callaby 
 
 Mr Lake expressed concern about the poor meat yield in cockles and mussels and requested 

the Committee put a stop to all lay applications until investigations had been carried out 
into why the yields were so low.   

 The Clerk advised that as part of the lay application process an Appropriate Assessment 
had to be submitted to NE.  The previous two applications had been turned down by NE on 
the basis that they considered intensification of lay ground in certain areas resulted in food 
competition.  In line with this comment Officers also had concerns that the level of primary 
food production was being exceeded.  The matter had been discussed with NE who advised 
they were willing to assist in a continuous survey in the Wash which was designed to 
assess the carrying capacity of the Wash.  Funding for this could be taken from the 
Research Fund but also NE would be willing to provide some funding. 

 Councillor Williams did not feel there should be any further increase in productivity of the 
food chain until further information was available on the carrying capacity of the Wash.  
However, others felt more information was needed prior to making such a resolution. 

  
ST09/13 DEPUTY CLERK'S QUARTERLY REPORT  
 
 Members agreed to note the report. 
 
ST09/14 SENIOR RESEARCH OFFICER'S QUARTERLY REPORT 
 
 Members agreed to note the report 
 
ST09/15 MARINE ENVIRONMENT OFFICER’S QUARTERLY REPORT  
 
 Members were advised meetings would be taking place which would hopefully address the 

concerns expressed by fishermen to NE regarding the proposed protection of Sabellaria 
Reefs. 

 Mr Pinborough questioned whether a date had been set for consultation with regard to bird 
disturbance in the Stour & Orwell.  The MEO advised meetings would be held in March 
and a consultation period was set for June. 

 
ST09/16 ESFJC BUSINESS PLAN FOR 2009/2010 
 



 Mr Pinborough commented that he was pleased to see the objective to provide a framework 
that was designed to promote and develop RSA activities. 

 
ST09/17 It was Resolved that under Section 100 (A) (4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the 

public be excluded from the meeting for the following items of business on the 
grounds that they involve the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in 
Paragraphs 8 & 9 of Schedule 12A of the Act. 

 
 Proposed: Councillor Turner  Seconded: Councillor Williams 
 

Mr Sooben was permitted to stay as he represented the MFA and it was believed he could 
contribute to the discussions 

 
ST09/18 CLERK’S REPORT ON TWO APPLICATIONS MADE UNDER  ESFJC BYELAW 

NO. 15 
 
 Following the confirmation of Byelaw 15 six months had been given to apply for a 

derogation for vessels over 14m to fish for bivalve molluscs in the Joint Committee's 
district.  The six month period had passed and two applications had been received.   

 Limited evidence of fishing prior to 1st January 2008 had been provided for both vessels.  
The Clerk felt this was largely due to there previously being no requirement to retain 
evidence of this type of fishing as it was not required by the MFA and it took place outside 
the boundaries of the Wash Fishery Order 1992.  Members were advised that both of these 
vessels were local vessels crewed by local fishermen, with a carrying capacity of 
approximately 8- 10 tonnes. Members were also reminded that should a derogation be 
given it would be withdrawn if the vessels were to be sold. 

 
 Members considered the application, taking note that the carrying capacity was less than 

many of the smaller vessels and it could not be modified to carry more or it would lose its 
ability to relay in to the Wash. 

 
 It was Resolved to grant derogations for both vessels for the area defined under 3a of 

Byelaw 15. 
 
 Proposed: Councillor Callaby  Seconded: Councillor Williams 
 
 
 
 
ST09/19 DEPUTY CLERK'S REPORT ON THE TRIAL OF A VESSEL MONITORING 

SYSTEM 
 
 Members were aware that the Officers were looking into ways of remotely tracking vessels 

working within the confines of the Wash Fishery Order 1992.  In line with this both AIS 
and VMS tracking systems had been considered.  A trial had taken place with a VMS unit 
onboard Three Counties which had proved very successful.  Prior to the trial the Officers 
had put in an application for European funding towards a tracking system basing the 
application on the cheaper AIS system.  However, following concerns expressed by 
Committee Members about the AIS system being open for anyone to view and the lack of 
confidentiality the Officers had decided to go down the route of using a VMS system.  
Having successfully secured the European funding the Clerk had written stating that it was 
now the intention to use the alternative system and questioning whether the funding could 
be put towards the purchase of the VMS units.  The response had not been favourable, 
stating that the Committee could not have additional funding and the system should have 
been in place by November 2008 therefore the Committee were in breach of the process.  
The Clerk had not asked for additional funding and was baffled at how the equipment 
could be in place by November 2008 when confirmation that the bid for funding had been  



 successful was not received until December.  Mr Sooben advised that the normal process 
for funding is that the grant must be confirmed prior to the purchase going ahead or the 
funding may be withheld which was quite the opposite to the response received by the 
Clerk. 

 
 The Clerk had also been advised that a reason for turning down his request was that it may 

not be value for money as Defra were considering installing VMS on all fishing vessels 
over 10 metres in overall length in the future.  The Clerk felt that this would not take effect 
until 2012 at the earliest and also the Committee would not necessarily get the information 
they required. Mr Sooben confirmed that the system being operated currently in the Isle of 
Man did not provide real time data. 

 
 There was concern amongst the industry members about what the cost would be to 

individual fishermen.  The Clerk advised there would be no cost to the fishermen as the 
Committee would provide the unit and pay for the maintenance and airtime package.  The 
only cost to the fishermen would be replacement of a unit if it could be proven the unit had 
failed as a result of malicious damage.  Whilst the Clerk acknowledged this was a 
considerable amount of money to find initially NE had advised that they would be prepared 
to provide up to 50% of the initial cost as they believed it was a benefit to the management 
of the fisheries. 

 
 Industry members questioned the use of the system, and where advised it would only be set 

up to provide data on vessels fishing for cockle and mussel within the boundaries of the 
Wash Fishery Order, once a vessel moved out of the defined area the unit was geo-fenced 
to stop reporting. 

 
 It was Resolved that: 
 The Clerk should advertise an invitation to tender for the provision of a Vessel 

Monitoring System to monitor up to 68 fishing vessels operating within the Wash 
Fishery Order 1992. 

 The Clerk, Deputy Clerk, Finance Officer, Chairman and Vice-Chairman should 
convene and review completed tender documents and make recommendations to a 
Wash Management Sub-Committee regarding their findings. 

 The Wash Management Sub-Committee be delegated the powers to make a 
determination regarding the award of any tender. 

 The Officers continue to pursue European funding towards installation of the system. 
 
 Proposed Councillor Williams  Seconded: Councillor Callaby 
 8 votes in favour 
 1 vote against 
 0 abstentions 
 
 
 
There being no other business the meeting closed at 1225 hours. 
 
 







STATUTORY MEETING 
 
29th April 2009 
 
 
Clerk’s report on the meeting of the Wash Management Sub-Committee held on 25th February 
2009. 
 
At the Wash Management Sub-Committee meeting, held on 25th February 2009, members discussed 
the following items; 
 
Lay Ground Applications 
 
Members were reminded that at the previous meeting of the Wash Management Sub-Committee they 
had agreed to grant the application of two lays, subject to a favourable response being received from 
Natural England (NE).  Having received the Appropriate Assessment relating to the two lays NE had 
responded that they believed the lays would have an adverse affect due to the effects of smothering.  
ESFJC Officers wrote to NE stating they did not believe smothering was a reasonable argument to 
oppose the creation of the lays.  NE’s further response was to object to the lays on the grounds that the 
general intensification of lays in the Wash, particularly in areas such as the Roger / Toft sand created a 
number of potential adverse impacts.  These included potential smothering and reduced food 
availability.  Officers agreed that if the amount of shellfish in the area was high then food availability 
may affect the lay mussels as well as other naturally occurring bivalve stocks. 
 
Having received the unfavourable advice from NE, the Members were asked whether they wished to 
change their decision with the regard to the two lays applications.  Members expressed concern that 
NE could dictate what the Joint Committee did with regard to the fisheries but accepted that the Joint 
Committee had no evidence to refute NE's advice.  It was agreed to support the advice received from 
NE and the lay applications were not granted. 
 
Lay Intensification 
 
Members then considered the further implications of NE’s concerns regarding lay intensification.  One 
member acknowledged that he had previously raised concerns about the level of food supply available 
in the Wash, however he did not believe lays were at fault, he felt the numbers of razor fish in the 
Wash were causing the problem.  He advised members that a significant number of cockles had died 
on Daseleys sand where there was no lay ground, but razor fish were present.  He felt a razor fish 
survey should be carried out to calculate the amount of stock in the Wash.  He believed that rather than 
putting effort into processing lay applications, which could be turned down by NE, the resources 
should be spent on carrying out razor surveys. 
 
Officers felt it was a possibility that lay mussels contributed to the overall in-combination effect and 
effort should be put in to working out a solution to the problem.  The Clerk acknowledged processing 
lay applications was resource intensive but he felt it may not be necessary to suspend all lays.  It may 
be possible to make shorter lease arrangements so that lays which could be deemed to be affecting the 
food supply could be taken back at the end of the lease term. 
 
Members felt it might be more sensible to suspend all lay applications so that the Officers could spend 
more time carrying out a food availability study.  Members questioned how long it was likely to take 
to complete the study.  The Clerk advised that in order to get sufficient data to use as a management 
tool it would take at least a year.   
 
One member expressed his concern that lay applications may be put on hold as he felt it seemed unfair 
to stop individuals having small areas when some fishermen already had large areas of lay ground.  
Another Member was concerned what action would be taken if it was proved that the lays were having 
an effect on the food supplies.  The Clerk advised that all lays currently have a ten year lease, if it was 
proved the lays were having a detrimental effect, it may be that at the end of that period that either a 
shorter term lease would be issued or it may be the situation was so bad the leases were not reissued.  

 
AGENDA ITEM  

No.  5 



Having discussed the matter in detail, it was agreed not to process any more lay applications until such 
a time sufficient evidence was available to determine the impact of lay mussel cultivation on the 
naturally occurring shellfish stocks. 
 
Investigate Carrying Capacity 
 
The Senior Research Officer advised members on the cockle stock levels and how the loss had been 
greater than expected through the natural ‘ridging out’ mechanism caused by competition for space as 
the cockle grew.  Losses had continued throughout the summer and autumn of 2008 and Officers had 
noticed that cockles even in low density areas were on the surface and gapping, they appeared to be in 
a weak condition with poor meat as though they were starving.  Members were advised this condition 
could be caused by disease, starvation or a combination of factors which could be causing stress.  
However the Senior Research Officer wanted to assess the situation and proposed to begin by 
assessing the available food levels.  The proposed work would also serve to answer the questions 
raised regarding lay intensification. 
 
It was noted that the available food could have been affected by several factors, such as high stock 
levels, cleaner rivers, or coastal squeeze.  The research team intended to begin by assessing the 
phytoplankton levels around the shellfish beds and further out to sea.  This would be done by 
monitoring the levels of Chlorophyll a.  It was anticipated that after a year’s monitoring, seasonal 
trends would be detectable and it should be possible to identify spatially where there may be 
deficiencies in food availability.  Following the first year's study if problems were identified with the 
Chlorophyll a level, it may be possible to carry out further work and attempt to assess the bivalve 
shellfish carrying capacity on the wash.  This would be more complex and would require additional 
survey work to assess predator – prey relationships. 
 
Members questioned whether the samples which were already collected for Diarrhetic Shellfish 
Poisoning (DSP) tests were also tested for agrochemical levels.  Whilst they were not tested currently 
it was hoped that Cefas would provide some backing for the project and provide analysis of samples. It 
was also hoped that the Environment Agency would become involved.  Members expressed concern 
about having nothing to compare the results to as well as making sure the razor fish population was 
recorded.  Members also requested that the water coming from the river near the new paper plant in 
King’s Lynn be tested prior to the plant going on line as well as once it was fully operative. Members 
agreed that the Officers should proceed with the study to investigate primary food production in order 
to assess the carrying capacity of the Wash. 
   
Transfer of a Wash Fishery Order 1992 Entitlement 
 
Members agreed to the request to transfer a Wash Fishery Order 1992 Entitlement from father to son. 
 
The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report. 
 
Matthew Mander 
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer 
22nd April 2009 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 
 
List of Background Papers 
 
1) Unconfirmed minutes of the Wash Management Sub-Committee meeting held on 25th February 

2009. 



STATUTORY MEETING 
 
29th April 2009 
 
 
Clerk’s report on the meeting of the Recreational Sea Angling Sub-Committee held on 11th 
March 2009. 
 
At the Recreational Sea Angling (RSA) Sub-Committee meeting, held on 11th March 2009, members 
discussed the following items; 
 
Proposal to Restrict Recreational Sea Anglers’ Catches 
 
Members were advised that the EU Commission had set out its consultation on a proposed Council 
Regulation to establish a Community control and enforcement system for ensuring compliance with 
the rules of the Common Fisheries Policy, which the Joint Committee were asked to give their views 
on.  The purpose of Article 47 of the Regulation was to control unlicensed fishing activity by limiting 
the catches made from recreational fisheries.  
 
Members supported the EU Commission’s attempt to address these problems but were very concerned 
that the RSA’s activities were being included in the generic recreational fishing sector identified by 
the EU Commission. 

It was the Members’ opinion that there needed to be a clear differentiation between recreational sea 
anglers and other recreational fishing activities, for example long lines and nets.  The Members were 
strongly against the inclusion of RSA, in the EU Commission’s consideration of controlling 
unlicensed fishing activities. 
 
Members agreed that officers should write to Defra on behalf of the Joint Committee to inform them 
of its opposition to the EU proposal (Article 47).  
 
Economic Assessment 
 
Officers advised members that there was a debate at both national and local levels suggesting the need 
to recognise the level of impact recreational sea angling has on both stocks and local economies.  
Officers had investigated the possibility of conducting an economic assessment of RSA activities in 
the district.  Advice received indicated that it would be cost prohibitive for the Joint Committee to 
carry out a meaningful assessment.  Recognising the need to have reliable data to base management 
decisions on and to improve the knowledge of what recreational sea anglers would like to see 
achieved, officers had suggested a website may be a useful way to communicate with the RSA sector. 
 
Members were concerned that officers were suggesting taking on a task which should probably be 
carried out by a larger organisation such as Defra.  Members also felt there would be problems with 
gaining information using a website.  It was suggested that a more effective means of communication 
would be through the local tackle shops.  Another suggestion was that the only way to gain the trust of 
the anglers and get them to communicate would be to do something positive for all anglers, the Clerk 
welcomed any suggestions on how this could be done.   
  
Members agreed that the Clerk should further investigate the practicality of developing a database of 
RSA participants within the Joint Committee's district and consult with them regarding the 
development of an RSA strategy for this area. 
 
 
 
 
 
Mapping Project 
 

 
AGENDA ITEM  

No.  6 



Members were advised that officers were undertaking a mapping project for commercial fisheries 
throughout the district.  The suggestion was that a similar exercise should be carried out for the 
recreational sea angling sector.  With good quality information a GIS database could be built up to 
define the areas fished.  Once a database was set up it would clarify areas that could be more 
effectively managed using the resources available. 
 
 The Deputy Clerk felt a quarterly beach census would provide a snapshop of activity taking place on 
each beach, it would also assist in building up a list of contact details which could be used for 
consultation.  The Clerk accepted that a cost analysis would have to be undertaken but he felt that 
'New Burden' funding should be available for a project of this nature.  If any significant cost was 
likely to be put on the Joint Committee’s budget then the full Joint Committee would be reported back 
to prior to expenditure being made. 
 
Members agreed to the officer's proposal to establish a project that maps the location and type of RSA 
activity occurring within the Joint Committee's district. 
 
The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report. 
 
Matthew Mander 
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer 
20th April 2009 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 
 
List of Background Papers 
 
1) Unconfirmed minutes of the Recreational Sea Angling Sub-Committee meeting held on 11th March 

2009. 
 



STATUTORY MEETING 
 
29th April 2009 
 
 
Clerk’s report on the meeting of the Vessel Sub-Committee held on 11th March 2009. 
 
At the Vessel Sub-Committee meeting, held on 11th March 2009, members discussed the following 
item; 
 
Replacement of FPV ‘ESF Protector III’  
 
As it was almost a year since the sub-committee had previously met to discuss the possibility of 
replacing the Joint Committee's patrol vessel, FPV ‘ESF Protector III’, the Clerk updated them on 
progress made since that time. ESF Protector III had been extensively examined by the surveyor who 
had reported the vessel was in sound condition.  Having taken on board the members’ previous 
concerns about replacing ESF Protector III with three large RIBs the Clerk was now of the opinion 
that ESF Protector III could be kept for a further 5 years, although more expenditure would need to be 
put aside for the refit each year. 
 
The Clerk suggested that members still needed to consider the replacement of FPV ‘Pisces III’.  Pisces 
III ’ is a 5.5m RIB mainly used in Suffolk.  Members were asked to consider replacing Pisces III with a 
larger RIB or catamaran, which would be capable of carrying out survey work as well as enforcement.  
The Clerk advised that originally when considering replacing ESF Protector III with RIBs the officers 
had secured 50% match funding from the European Commission and the Clerk was in the process of 
enquiring whether Defra would be in agreement for this funding to be used to replace Pisces III rather 
than ESF Protector III.  If this were possible it would reduce significantly the extra money required to 
purchase a new vessel for Suffolk. 
 
Members were asked to consider whether Pisces III should be replaced with a larger vessel or a like 
for like replacement should be made.  Members questioned what survey work was likely to be carried 
out and also whether a larger vessel would mean recruiting more staff.  The Clerk advised that the 
work could be conducted with the existing staff.  The Clerk envisaged survey work would consist of 
grab surveys, ground discrimination work and use of the ROV.  Members were advised there was a 
RIB which was already in use as a commercial research craft and was proven to be capable of the role. 
 
Members also questioned whether a small catamaran would not be a more stable platform to carry out 
research work, whilst this was considered to be true it was felt a catamaran would not be as suitable 
whilst boarding vessels at sea. 
 
Members agreed that the officers investigate further the replacement of FPV Pisces III with a vessel 
which had both enforcement and research capabilities. 
 
 
The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report. 
 
Matthew Mander 
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer 
20th April 2009 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 
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1) Unconfirmed minutes of the Vessel Sub-Committee meeting held on 11th March 2009. 
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29th April 2009 
 
 
Clerk’s report on the administration of lay ground under the Wash Fishery Order 1992. 
 
At the Wash Management Sub-Committee meeting held on 25th February 2009, Members agreed not 
to consider any new applications for lay ground under the Wash Fishery Order 1992 (WFO 1992) until 
such time as sufficient evidence was available to determine the impact of lay mussel cultivation on the 
naturally occurring shellfish stocks. 
 
The limited availability of suitable, intertidal ground to lay cultivation and the recent decision to 
suspend lay applications, increases the importance of the existing lays.  The most productive lays in 
the Wash are extremely important to the Several Fishery and will be desirable to a great number of 
shellfish farmers. 
 
The Joint Committee needs to consider how such lay ground will be reissued once it is relinquished by 
the current lessees.  Creating a waiting list, and operating a similar administrative system already 
operated for Entitlements to a WFO 1992 licence is, in the Officers’ opinion, not appropriate.  
Officers propose that when an existing lay lease is handed back, all interested parties should 
apply.  The reissuing of a lay lease should be considered by Members of the Wash Management Sub-
Committee.  Each applicant should be assessed against set criteria and the highest scoring individual 
should be issued with the lay.  
 
Officers propose that the Wash Management Sub-Committee and the local fishermen, through 
consultation, should consider developing the criteria against which WFO 1992 lay applications 
are considered.  
 
The Joint Committee is asked to  receive the report and support the Officers’ proposal as set out 
above. 
 
Matthew Mander 
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer 
 
22nd April 2009 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 
 
1) Unconfirmed minutes of the Wash Management Sub-Committee meeting, held on 25th February 

2009 
 

 
 



STATUTORY MEETING 
 
29th April 2009 
 
 
Clerk’s report on proposals to change the administration and qualifying criteria relating to 
Wash Fishery Order 1992 Entitlements 
 
Following the Statutory Meeting, held on 28th January 2009, the Clerk wrote to all the Wash Fishery 
Order 1992 (WFO) Entitlement holders to consult them on the officers’ proposed changes to the 
administration of WFO Entitlements.  15 responses (including one association) were received and the 
Clerk was invited to attend a fishermen’s meeting, held on 18th March 2009, where the proposals were 
discussed. 
 
The consultation considered three issues: 

·  Reduction in the number of WFO Entitlements from 68 to 55 
·  Requiring vessels licensed under a WFO Entitlement to actively fish 
·  Reissuing or withdrawing WFO Entitlements. 

 
Reduction in the number of WFO Entitlements 
 
The officers proposed that the number of WFO Entitlements should be reduced from the current 68 to 
55.  Four responses supported the officers’ proposals with a further three expressing a different level 
of reduction.  Eight responses (including one association) specifically stated that the number of 
entitlements should remain at 68.  The uncertainty regarding the reduction of WFO Entitlements was 
again reflected at the fishermen’s meeting.  A letter received from the nominated minute taker for the 
meeting stated that two clear proposals were voted upon at the meeting.  The first proposal was to 
maintain the number of WFO Entitlements at 68.  The recorded vote was 18 in favour with none 
against.  After some further discussion on the issues a further proposal was considered to issue no 
further WFO Entitlements until the number is reduced to 55.  The recorded vote was 15 in favour, four 
against and three abstentions.  The Clerk agrees with the minute taker that there was considerable 
confusion and it was not clearly established whether the second proposal was the overriding decision 
of the fishermen present. 
 
The general concern that fishermen and officers have is that there is too much effort directed towards 
the dredge fisheries, particularly cockles.  The recommendations from the independent assessment by 
Dutch consultancy (MarinX) of the Joint Committee's management of the Wash fisheries highlighted 
the potential problems associated with the high number of 'sleeping licences'.  The Joint Committee 
agreed to reduce the maximum daily catch from eight tonnes to four tonnes believing that this would 
benefit the shellfish beds ability to recover after fishing. The environmental benefit resulting from the 
reduction in maximum daily catch rates has diminished with the increase in the number of vessels 
participating in the fishery. It is also feared that with increasing vessel participation, the return per 
vessel is reduced potentially leading to increased illegal activity.  The MarinX report added that there 
may be reluctance by fishermen to accept management restrictions intended to increase the level of 
stocks if the benefit from doing so was minimised by new vessels being introduced to the fishery. 
 
However, many fishermen do not believe that simply reducing the number of WFO Entitlements is the 
mechanism to achieve this.  Many feel that reducing the number of WFO Entitlements will only serve 
to reduce the number of single WFO Entitlement holders in the fishery and the opportunity for new 
fishermen to join.  Of the 15 responses, only five supported the proposed requirement to actively fish 
with the WFO licence.  Fishermen believe that the alleged practice of ‘hiring out’ WFO Entitlements 
needs to be addressed further but the current proposal penalises the genuine Wash fishermen and may 
not support the desired outcome.  The Clerk believes that many fishermen are not fully aware of the 
changes that the Joint Committee has already taken to address theses concerns.  The Joint Committee 
has encouraged the further development of a co-management approach to the Wash fisheries over the 
last few years. It is apparent that WFO Entitlement holders themselves have the ability to self regulate 
this aspect of fishery management.   
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The Joint Committee has nearly halved the number of WFO Entitlements since the establishment of 
the WFO in 1993.  This was done during a time when there was no waiting list.  There is now a 
considerable waiting list for WFO Entitlements and differing opinions among the current Wash 
fishermen regarding how this should be managed so the Joint Committee needs to justify reducing the 
number of Entitlements further.   
 
During late 1998 and early 1999 a Wash Working Group was created to deal with the same issues that 
the Joint Committee again finds itself considering.  The working party comprised of fishermen 
representing the four local associations along with the Clerk and Deputy Clerk.  After initial consensus 
on how to tackle the issues, final agreement was not possible.  At the time many fishermen could not 
accept the need to limit the number of cockle dredging licences to the then 34 vessels participating in 
the fishery.   
 
The officers believe that the way forward could be based on these earlier discussions and propose to 
consult with the industry on restricting the number of licences issued to participate in the cockle 
and mussel dredge fisheries to 55.   
 
When one of the current 68 WFO Entitlements is withdrawn it is the officers’ proposal to only reissue 
a WFO Entitlement to a handworking licence.  This process would continue until the number of WFO 
Entitlements to both a handworking and a dredging licence was reduced to 55.  After this point, 
Entitlements to licences will be dependent on which WFO Entitlement is handed back. 
 
Proposed administrative process 
 
The Joint Committee currently operates a waiting list for Entitlements to WFO licences.  The number 
on the waiting list currently stands at 34.  The Entitlement to a licence is based on a first come first 
serve basis, essentially the name at the top of the list gets the next Entitlement if the individual has 
satisfied the Joint Committee that they have at least three year’s experience of fishing in the Wash. 
 
The officers’ propose to consult with the industry on using the waiting list as a means of 
registering an interest in obtaining an Entitlement to a WFO licence and require each listed 
individual to apply for an available WFO Entitlement.   
 
When a WFO Entitlement is handed back to the Joint Committee all the individuals on the waiting list 
would be invited to apply for it.  The Joint Committee would score each application against set criteria 
and the highest scoring individual would be offered the Entitlement.  Officers feel that this is 
necessary as the waiting list is no longer manageable or appropriate.  The Joint Committee for instance 
does not currently consider whether individuals: already have an Entitlement; have been convicted of 
fisheries offences; have their own vessel or what percentage of their working time individuals spend in 
the Wash fishing, etc. 
 
Officers are currently seeking advice from Defra as to whether the officers’ proposals are possible 
within the current legislative framework. 
 
Officers propose that the Wash Management Sub-Committee and the local fishermen, through 
consultation, should consider developing the criteria against which WFO 1992 Entitlement 
applications are considered.  
 
The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report and to agree to the officers’ proposal as set 
out above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Matthew Mander 



Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer 
 
22nd April 2009 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 
 
1) Minutes of the Statutory Meeting held on 28th January 2009 
2) Consultation letter to all WFO Entitlement Holders and Local Fishermen’s Associations, dated 3rd   

March 2009 (enclosed). 
3) 15 responses from the fishing industry to the above consultation. 
4) Letter summarising the Fishermen’s meeting at Anglia Hotel, dated 25th March 2009 (enclosed). 
5) Summary notes of the Wash Working Group’s meetings held on 27th November 1998, 18th 

December 1998 & 15th January 1999. 
6) Wash Fishery Order 1992 (available from the ESFJC website: www.esfjc.co.uk ). 
7) Sea Fisheries (Shellfish) Act 1967. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To All Entitlement Holders 
 
Our Ref: MRM/10/1 
 
3rd March 2009 
 
Dear Entitlement Holder 
 
Review of the Administration of Wash Fishery Order 1992 (WFO) Entitlements and Licences 
 
You will be aware that following the previous review of the administration of Wash Fishery Order 
1992 (WFO) Entitlements, many changes have been introduced to address some of the issues that had 
been identified. 
 
Officers believe that further changes are required to deal with some of the remaining management 
issues.  One issue is the reduction in the number of WFO Entitlements (a recommendation in the 
MarinX report).  The MarinX report resulted from the review by Dutch Consultants of the Joint 
Committee’s fisheries management approach in the Wash. 
 
At the Statutory Meeting, held on 28th January 2009, Members agreed that it would be beneficial to 
lower the potential fishing effort on the cockle and mussel fisheries by reducing the maximum number 
of available WFO Entitlements.  Members agreed that Officers should seek the views of local Wash 
fishermen regarding this matter. 
 
Number of licences 
 
At the Statutory Meeting, held on 30th July 2008, some members were concerned that the potential 
fishing effort represented by 68 Wash Fishery Order (WFO) Entitlements was too high and should be 
reduced, Officers agree with this opinion.  Although the possible introduction of new technology will 
support the management of the fisheries, managing and providing viable fisheries for 68 vessels would 
be difficult.  By contrast, the Regulated Fishery in the Thames frequently provides Total Allowable 
Catches of cockles many times greater than the Wash but currently only operates with 14 vessels.   
 
In order to consider reducing the number of WFO Entitlements there needs to be a mechanism in place 
that creates greater turnover.  During 2007, 53 WFO Entitlement holders licenced 55 vessels, most of 
which were actively engaged in the cockle fisheries.  15 WFO Entitlements remained unused.  Only 
four Entitlements were reissued during 2007 & 2008 including two father to son transfers.  As a 
consequence of successful fisheries and the lack of turnover of licences the WFO Entitlement waiting 
list has grown to 34.  The waiting time for the individual at the top of the list is in excess of four and a 
half years.  When Entitlements do become available, the Joint Committee’s decision to withdraw 
WFO Entitlements and reduce the maximum number available or reissue becomes more difficult.  
 
Opportunity to fish 
 
Most individuals are on the list because they wish to have the opportunity to actively participate in the 
fisheries.  The current administration of WFO Entitlements allows for individuals to maintain one or 
more WFO Entitlements but not to fish, some WFO Entitlements have not been used for many years.  
Indeed, by contacting individuals to inform them that their Entitlements are soon to expire, the 
Committee is partly encouraging this arrangement to continue. 
 
Consultation 



 
In order to deal with the issues raised above, Officers seek your views on the following proposals; 
please use the attached form to provide the Joint Committee with your opinions and return in the 
stamped addressed envelope by the 20th March 2009.  It is important that you respond.  Previous 
consultations have been used successfully to reflect how fishermen wish to see the fisheries in the 
Wash operate and develop.   
 

Officers’ Draft Proposals 
 
 
Officers propose that it should be a requirement that within the 24 month period for which a 
WFO licence is issued, the licensed vessel actively fishes.  Officers believe that any landing of 
cockle or mussel in excess of 1000kg that can be verified by ESFJC Fishery Officers would validate 
the licence.  There may be circumstances when there are no fishing opportunities during the 24 month 
period and there would be the ability to appeal against any decision to withdraw a WFO Entitlement.   
 
It could be argued that an introduced ‘use it or lose it’ policy would encourage more latent effort into 
the fishery.  The Joint Committee currently has no way of controlling this latent effort and this may be 
released at any time particularly when fisheries become profitable.  Officers propose to only reissue 
half of the expired WFO Entitlements until the number of WFO Entitlements reduces to 55 (just 
above the number active in 2007). 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Matthew Mander 
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer 
 
Enc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Review of the Administration of Wash Fishery Order 1992 (WFO) Entitlements and Licences 
 
 
 
I……………………………………………….of……………………………………………… 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
holding                    Wash Fishery Order Entitlements,  
 
 
 
1) How many Wash Fishery Order Entitlements should there be? (please add ‘X’ in the appropriate 

box) 
 
 

              68      or                     55            if appropriate please provide alternative number here  
                                               Please use additional sheet to explain your reasons 
 

2) Do you agree with the Officers’ proposals to require a WFO licensed vessel to actively fish 
during the 24 month period? (please add ‘X’ in the appropriate box) 

 
 
                      Yes                             No   
 

If ‘No’ please explain using additional sheet(s) how you wish to see the number of WFO 
Entitlements reduced. 

 
4) Do you agree with the Officers’ proposal that vessels should land in excess of 1,000 kgs of cockle 

and/or mussel within the 24 month period of the WFO licence to demonstrate a vessel’s 
participation in the fisheries? (please add ‘X’ in the appropriate box) 

 
 

               Yes                      No      if appropriate please provide alternative weight                     kgs 
              Please use additional sheet to explain your reasons 
 
 
5) Do you agree with the Officers’ proposal to only reissue one WFO Entitlement for every two 

expired WFO Entitlements until the desired reduction is achieved? (please add ‘X’ in the 
appropriate box) 

 
 
                       Yes                          No             
 
 

If ‘No’ please explain using additional sheet(s) how you wish to see the number of WFO 
Entitlements reissued. 

Review of the Administration of Wash Fishery Order 1992 (WFO) Entitlements and Licences 
 
Please use the space below for additional comment. 
 
 





STATUTORY MEETING 
 
29th April 2009 
 
Clerk’s report on the request to reconsider the withdrawal of a Wash Fishery Order 1992 
Entitlement 
 
At the Statutory Meeting held on 30th July 2008, members considered an appeal brought by a former 
Wash Fishery Order 1992 (WFO) Entitlement holder against the Clerk’s decision not to reissue his 
Entitlement following the expiry of the 24 month renewal period.  The former Entitlement holder 
argued that if he had been given written notice of the impending expiry of his Entitlement he would 
have been in a better position to have renewed it. 
 
After consideration of the matter, Members agreed to uphold the Clerk’s decision but requested that a 
clear procedure be set out to deal with such matters in the future.   
 
A letter from a Joint Committee member, Mr R Garnett was received on the 24th October 2008, 
requesting that the Joint Committee reconsidered the decision to withdraw the WFO Entitlement.  The 
member believed he represented many fishermen’s concerns that the Entitlement issue had not been 
considered fully and the consequence of the Joint Committee’s action was to remove a family’s 
fishing right that went back many generations.   
 
A further letter was received from the King’s Lynn Fishing Industry Co-operative Ltd (KLFIC) on 25th 
March 2009.  The letter informed the Joint Committee that the General Council of the KLFIC 
unanimously agreed that the withdrawn Entitlement should be handed back to the former holder.  The 
General Council suggested that the Joint Committee either; 
 
1) temporarily increase the number of WFO Entitlements to 69 and immediately reinstate the 

Entitlement of the former holder 
 
2) place the former holder at the top of the waiting list. 
 
At the fishermen’s meeting held at the Anglia Hotel on 18th March 2009, no clear consensus amongst 
the fishermen present was achieved on whether to support the reinstatement of the former Entitlement 
holder. 
 
The Joint Committee is asked to consider supporting one of the options put forward above by 
the General Council of the KLFIC. 
 
The General Council also unanimously supported the view that the Joint Committee should send 
written reminders to fishermen warning them that their Entitlement is close to expiry.  Officers 
propose to send written reminders to Entitlement holder three months before the expiry of the 
24 month period.  Officers believe that this period of notification allows the individual sufficient time 
to ensure all the necessary paperwork is in place to enable a licence to be issued under the WFO 1992. 
 
The Joint Committee is asked to support the officers’ proposal as set out above. 
 
Matthew Mander 
Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer 
 
16th April 2009 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 
 
2) Letter from King’s Lynn Fishing Industry Co-operative Ltd, dated 25th March 2009 (enclosed) 
3) Minutes of the Statutory Meeting , held on 30th July 2008 
4) Correspondence from R Garnett, received 24th October 2008 (enclosed) 
5) Wash Fishery Order 1992 (available ESFJC website: www.esfjc.co.uk ) 
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STATUTORY MEETING 
 
29th April 2009 
 
 
The Deputy Clerk’s report on a consultation by Defra regarding proposed boundaries for 
Inshore Fisheries Conservation Authorities 
 
On the 29th of January 2009 Defra commenced a consultation seeking comments on two options for 
establishing the boundaries and local authority membership of the proposed Inshore Fisheries & 
Conservation Authorities (IFCAs).  The options under consideration include the establishment of ten 
IFCAs with districts aligned with local authority boundaries, or the creation of six larger IFCAs, again, 
aligned with local authority boundaries. In addition to potential boundary changes associated with the 
new IFCAs, the consultation document also seeks views on the preferred size of membership and how 
that membership is proportioned. A copy of the consultation is available from the Defra website:  
 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/inshore-fisheries/index.htm 
 
The deadline for responses to the consultation was the 22nd April 2009, however, recognising the 
importance of bringing this matter in front of the Joint Committee, Defra were approached by the 
Clerk who asked for an extension to the deadline for submission of a response to enable the Joint 
Committee to discuss this important matter at a Statutory Meeting.  Defra subsequently sent 
confirmation that it would accept a delayed submission from the Joint Committee. 
 
Proposed Boundary Changes 
 
Northern boundary 
The consultation seeks views on two options for future IFCA district boundaries. Option 1 proposes 
ten IFCAs and is considered by Defra as the minimum change required for taking forward inshore 
fisheries management under the new legislation, whereas Option 2 proposes the creation of six larger 
IFCA districts.  Under both Options, ESFJC would become the Eastern Inshore Fisheries Conservation 
Authority (EIFCA).   
 
The southern boundary of the Joint Committee is not proposed to change under either option whereas 
the northern boundary is proposed to change significantly with respect to the Humber estuary.  Both 
options propose that EFICA would gain additional coastline of North Lincolnshire Council, North East 
Lincolnshire Council and a further part of Lincolnshire County Council. At present Lincolnshire 
County Council already provides funding to the Joint Committee through the annual levy.  
Lincolnshire County Council also funds North Eastern Sea Fisheries Committee (NESFC) whereas 
North Lincolnshire Council and North East Lincolnshire Council provide funding solely to NESFC 
through the annual levy.  Defra proposes that NESFC is renamed North Eastern Inshore Fisheries 
Conservation Authority (NEIFCA).  Were either Option to be realised, this would presumably result in 
all the Lincolnshire-originated funding currently provided to NESFC being redirected to EIFCA.   
 
The levels of funding that each of the three Lincolnshire councils provided NESFC with for the 2009-
2010 levy are: 

North Lincolnshire Council  £48,604 
North East Lincolnshire Council  £97,208 
Lincolnshire County Council  £48,604 
 

It would appear that the EIFCA would benefit financially through additional levied funding of 
approximately £200,000 annually.  However, this would mean that the management of the Humber 
estuary would now be split between two IFCAs, which would be disingenuous.  Dual management of 
a major estuary, especially one with various nature conservation designations would be problematic 
and inefficient with the potential for separate management approaches being adopted by the two 
IFCAs. 
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A far more acceptable solution, and one suggested to Defra by both NESFC and the Association of 
Sea Fisheries Committees, would be to extend the northernmost boundary of ESFJC’s district 
northwards so that the entire coastline of Lincolnshire County Council is encompassed within EIFCA. 
[This would set the northernmost boundary of ESFJC just east of Cleethorpes, approximately six miles 
northwest of the current Donna Nook boundary.] This would simplify the way that Lincolnshire 
County Council is levied as it would only receive an annual levy from one IFCA and Lincolnshire 
County Council would no longer have to provide Councillors to attend Statutory meetings of two 
separate IFCAs.  This solution would also reduce the very large number of Councillors representing 
various County Councils on the NEIFCA. 
 
If this solution were to become reality, EIFCA would gain additional responsibility for the 
management of an intertidal cockle fishery located on the outer southern bank of the Humber estuary - 
an area of fisheries management in which the Joint Committee has significant expertise. Under this 
recommendation, it is hoped that EFICA would benefit financially by at least the current amount 
levied by NESFC on Lincolnshire County Council, currently £48,604.  This funding could be used to 
conduct surveys of the intertidal cockle fisheries previously mentioned.  Officers envisage that the 
funding currently levied by NESFC on Lincolnshire County Council would be sought by the Joint 
Committee. 
 
At present the Joint Committee is funded by Lincolnshire, Norfolk and Suffolk County Councils. The 
levels of funding that each of the three County Councils provided. The Joint Committee in the 2009-
2010 levy are: 

 
Lincolnshire County Council £374,535  3/10ths 
Norfolk County Council  £499,380  4/10ths 
Suffolk County Council  £374,535  3/10ths  
Total levy   £1,248,450 

 
The proportion of the levy per authority is based historically on both coastal length and population 
density and is currently split into tenths.  If the entire coastline of Lincolnshire County Council were to 
be incorporated within the EIFCA the 2009-2010 levy amounts and proportions would be: 
 

Lincolnshire County Council £423,139 (£374,535 + £48,604)  32.62% 
Norfolk County Council  £499,380    38.50% 
Suffolk County Council  £374,535    28.88%  
Total levy   £1,297,054  

 
It is considered that this relatively minor adjustment of the northernmost boundary is the most sensible 
option for EIFCA, and would also simplify arrangements for Lincolnshire County Council and for 
NEIFCA.  
 
Southern boundary 
At present the southern part of the Joint Committee’s district abuts that of Kent and Essex Sea 
Fisheries Committee (KESFC).  It is proposed within Defra’s consultation that KESFC is either 
retained in its present form and called the Kent and Essex Inshore Fisheries Conservation Authority or 
replaced with the South Eastern Inshore Fisheries Conservation Authority (SEIFCA).  As mentioned 
in the previous section, dual management of a major estuary potentially causes management problems, 
particularly given the greater expectation that IFCAs be the primary managers of estuarine systems.  
Officers are concerned that the Joint Committee’s recommendations made to the Defra consultant for 
the Boundaries Project, regarding the southern boundary of the Joint Committee, have not been 
addressed. 
 
Furthermore, the southern boundary at the mouth of the River Stour is at present very poorly defined 
within the existing legislation.  The consultation document demonstrates that it is clearly Defra’s 
intention that funding authorities are encompassed in their entirety within a single IFCA district.  The 
status quo and proposals currently under consultation are not consistent with either proposal. 
 



Regardless of the eventual boundaries decided upon by the Minister, at a minimum the Joint 
Committee would be looking for the southern boundary to be better described within the Statutory 
Instrument establishing IFCA and as such when the draft Statutory Instrument defining this boundary 
is consulted upon it is hoped that a solution that facilitates a coherent management approach being 
taken for this area is reached.  The use of latitude and longitude coordinates with definitive British 
Admiralty Charts being issued to each IFCA demarcating its boundaries is recommended. 
 
It is the Officers recommendation the Clerk and Chief Fishery Officer writes to Defra on behalf 
of the Joint Committee, recommending the northernmost boundary between the proposed 
EIFCA and NEIFCA is amended as proposed above and the southern boundary is better defined 
following further consultation.   
 
Size and structure of IFCA membership 
Defra’s consultation alludes to each IFCA having a maximum of fifteen members.  This is confusing 
as the preface to the Draft Marine Bill states that the membership of each IFCA will be restricted to 
21, with local authorities comprising 1/3 of the membership (Sect. 3.91) (in effect establishing a 
maximum of seven local authority members) whereas the Draft Bill itself does not stipulate how many 
members an IFCA should comprise.   
 
The Joint Committee has at present a Committee comprising twenty members as detailed below: 

4 Norfolk County Councillors 
3 Suffolk County Councillors 
3 Lincolnshire County Councillors 
2 Recreational Sea Angling representatives  

  1 Environment Agency representative 
  6 Commercial fishing industry representatives 
  1 Environmental specialist (currently from the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology) 
 
Officers believe that an IFCA with ten County Councillors representing: Norfolk (4), Lincolnshire (3) 
and Suffolk (3) would provide adequate and proportional representation by the funding bodies of the 
IFCA.  Defra have identified that it intends to incorporate within IFCA membership representatives 
from both Natural England (NE) and the Marine and Management Organisation (MMO). Officers 
concur with Defra that this is a positive move (indeed the Joint Committee presently invites both the 
Marine & Fisheries Agency and Natural England to attend all Statutory meetings).  It is inconceivable 
that the number of Recreational Sea Angling, Environment Agency and environmental representatives 
would be reduced therefore this leaves a maximum of five remaining positions.  Officers believe that 
four fishing representatives from Lincolnshire (1), Norfolk (2) and Suffolk (1) rather than the current 
level of six would lead to EIFCA having a better balance of membership which would better reflect 
the proposed remit of the new organisation, and there should be an additional representative with 
environmental knowledge because of the expanded conservation remit held by IFCAs.  
 
Officers are aware that EIFCA will still be expected to carry out a large proportion of its work within 
the Wash and believe that by building on the co-management approach taken by the Joint Committee, 
adequate input from the commercial fishing sector will still be able to be incorporated into the decision 
making processes even with a reduction in the representation by the commercial fishing sector from 
six to four.   
 
The MMO, EA and NE representatives for their respective government agencies would be well placed 
to provide considered and expert opinion in regard to fishing, angling and nature conservation 
respectively. 
  
Officers highlight that the nature of the Joint Committee’s business places a considerable burden upon 
committee members to attend meetings (13 during 2008).  Reducing the number of local authority 
members to seven rather than ten is not recommended and as such should be carefully considered.  
Officers are also concerned that limiting the number of local authority members may also become 
problematic as increasingly meetings may not be quorate - particularly worrying in instances where 
appointed members are prevented from voting due to prejudicial interests in the matters being 
considered.  Ultimately the composition of a committee will directly reflect the wishes and 



expectations of the Minister and Defra, however officers propose the following membership 
composition for EIFCA:  

4 Norfolk County Councillors (elected) 
3 Suffolk County Councillors (elected) 
3 Lincolnshire County Councillors (elected) 

  1 Environment Agency (government) 
  1 Marine Management Organisation (government) 
  1 Natural England representative (government) 
  4 Commercial fishing industry representatives (Defra appointees) 
  2 Environmental specialists (Defra appointees) 

2 Recreational Sea Angling representatives (Defra appointees) 
Total: 21 members  

 
Number of IFCAs 
Due to the fact that under both of Defra’s proposals the Joint Committee is only affected as described, 
officers do not believe that they should state a preference for either Option 1 or 2 as they are not fully 
informed of Defra’s thoughts on the merits of larger or smaller IFCAs as both options have advantages 
and disadvantages and others are better placed to make assertions regarding economies of scale, 
harmonisation and consistency of approach.  
 
It is the Officers proposal that the Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer responds to the Defra 
consultation in writing by the 1st of May 2009 detailing the issues and recommendations made 
within this paper. 
 
The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report and to agree to the Officers’ proposal as set 
out above. 
 
Duncan Vaughan 
Deputy Clerk & Fishery Officer 
 
22nd April 2009 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 
 
List of Background Papers 
 
1. Defra: Consultation on Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District Boundaries. January 2009. 
2. Defra: Consultation on Inshore Fisheries and Conservation District Boundaries. Impact Assessment. January 
2009. 



STATUTORY MEETING 
 
29th April 2008 
 
The Marine Environment Officer’s Report on Progress Towards a Strategic Environmental 
Policy for the Joint Committee.  
 
The Marine Environment Officer presented the development plan for the Joint Committee’s Strategic 
Environmental Policy at the Statutory Meeting in October 2008. This showed that a three-tiered 
approach would be taken to examine all the environmental aspects of the Joint Committee’s work. 
Firstly, a review of the legal environmental requirements of Sea Fisheries Committees was 
undertaken. Secondly, an evaluation was undertaken of the Joint Committee’s input to consultations 
on coastal and marine developments, and involvement in coastal partnerships. The results of this 
assessment were presented at the October 2008 Statutory Meeting.  
 
The remaining level (level 3: establishing the environmental performance of the Joint Committee) is 
considered in this paper. This paper shows the aspects to be considered in this evaluation, and the 
baselines for which data will be collected, against which improvements may be measured in future. It 
is intended that this will enable the Joint Committee to develop corporate aims (and subsequently, to 
agree specific actions) to improve its own environmental standards. Guidance has been taken from the 
Environment Agency’s Envirowise service, which provides practical environmental advice for 
businesses, and the local authority’s Environmental Advice for Businesses. 
 
In the majority of cases, actions that could be taken to improve environmental performance have a 
financial benefit to the organisation, with little or no costs. To date these actions have not been 
implemented simply because of the lack of dedicated staff resources to actively investigate / instigate 
them. Other actions would entail an initial and/or ongoing financial outlay. These would be presented 
for the Joint Committee’s consideration through the appropriate finance channels before being 
implemented.   
 
Table 1. Aspects to be considered in the “environmental performance” evaluation 

Aspect Baselines for evaluation (2008) 
Office & shore-based total 
Water (washrooms, kitchen) Consumption (metered litres or m3) 

Usage compared with Envirowise benchmark 
Current water reduction measures 

Electricity Consumption (kWh) 
Usage compared with Envirowise benchmark 
Current electricity saving measures  

Consumables (paper, card) Paper amount purchased 
Proportion of recycled paper purchased 
Usage compared with Envirowise benchmarks 
Current usage reduction measures 

Ink/toner cartridges Number purchased 
Usage of ink-reduction fonts 

Copying Number of copies made 
Proportion of copies double-sided 

Small batteries Number purchased 
Use of rechargeable batteries 

Communications (mobile phones/batteries) Re-use or recycling of older items 
General waste Volume produced 

Current waste reduction measures 
Recyclable waste (cans, glass, plastics, 
paper/card/cardboard) 

Volume produced 
Levels of recycling 

Electrical items (e.g. old PCs, monitors, scanners, kettles, 
etc.)  

Number produced 
Levels of recycling 
Office & shore-based total: tonnes CO2 (estimated) 

 
Transportation 
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Aspect Baselines for evaluation (2008) 
New vehicle purchasing Engine size  

CO2 emission levels 
Fuel efficiency (mpg) 

Vehicle usage (mileage) and fuel efficiency, per vehicle Miles/litres purchased (mpg) 
Commuting to/from work Number of cars, motorcycles & bicycles/miles 
Train journeys Number of journeys/miles 
Air journeys Number of flights/air miles  

Transportation total: tonnes CO2 (estimated) 
Joint Committee Vessels 
New vessel purchasing Engine size 

CO2 emission levels (fuel consumption & type) 
FPV Protector III Fuel consumption (litres) 

Days at sea 
RV Three Counties Fuel consumption (litres) 

Days at sea 
RV Runner Fuel consumption (litres) 

Days at sea 
FPV Sea Spray Fuel consumption (litres) 

Days at sea 
FPV Pisces III Fuel consumption (litres) 

Days at sea 
Bottled gas (galley facilities) Gas used (kWh) or (volume) 
Oil Oil used (litres)  

Current recycling practice for waste oil? 
Batteries Number used 

Current recycling practice 
Water consumption (at Sutton Bridge, for vessels) Fresh water consumption (metered litres or m3) 

Current water reduction measures 
Electricity consumption (at Sutton Bridge, for vessels and 
Container) 

Electricity used (kWh) 
Current electricity saving measures 

General waste Volume produced 
Current waste reduction measures 

Recyclable waste (cans, glass, plastics, 
paper/card/cardboard) 

Volume produced 
Levels of recycling undertaken 

Joint Committee Vessels total: tonnes CO2 (estimated) 
 
The environmental performance evaluation would investigate existing levels of energy consumption 
and waste production, and utilise Envirowise guidance to estimate the Joint Committee’s “carbon 
footprint” (in tonnes of carbon dioxide), for both shore-based and sea-going activities. The next stage 
would be to consider actions to reduce emissions and improve resource efficiency. It is proposed to 
undertake an annual review of environmental performance using these parameters. 
 
The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report and to consider the recommendation to 
undertake the environmental performance evaluation as identified in Table 1.  
  
Judith Stoutt 
Marine Environment Officer 
22nd April 2009 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 
 
Background papers: 

1. Environment Agency Envirowise – Green efficiency: running a cost-effective, environmentally 
aware office. Environment Agency 2002. 

2. Borough Council of King’s Lynn & West Norfolk (2008) Environmental Statement 2008-
2011. 



 
It was Resolved that Agenda Item 14 should be considere d in the absence of the 

public, consequently papers relating to this item are not published. 
 
 



STATUTORY MEETING 
 
29th April 2009 
 
The Deputy Clerk’s Report on Staff Activities - January to March 2009 
 
RV THREE COUNTIES 
 
RV Three Counties spent 27 days at sea over the quarter which saw the vessel engaged in many and 
varied tasks.  Four days were spent collecting samples for the Environmental Health Officer (EHO) 
and one day was spent conducting bird counts within the Wash for the Centre for Ecology and 
Hydrology.  RV Three Counties was used at sea primarily for surveys (Stour and Orwell rivers surveys 
= 4 using RoxAnnTM, the ROV and Day grab; cockle surveys = 2; mussel surveys = 1; Sabellaria 
surveys = 6 using RoxAnnTM and the Day grab; lay biotype mapping = 2; oyster surveys = 1 on the 
Gat sand).  Two days were also spent marking out lays.  The remaining days at sea were spent 
steaming to and from Suffolk, or topping up the amount of mussels kept at each location within the 
Wash at which samples are collected for the Environmental Health Officer (EHO). 
  
With regards to repairs it was a quiet month for the vessel.  The small winch wire on the A-frame was 
changed after it became fouled on the winch in bad weather.  A hydraulic leak from the port engine 
was identified and repaired.  A fixed telephone was installed on the bridge of RV three Counties as it 
was deemed that the use of a mobile telephone was unsatisfactory.  The main radar for the vessel was 
serviced during which a replacement magnetron was fitted which improved the performance of the 
radar significantly.  
 
FPV ESF PROTECTOR III 
 
FPV ESF Protector III spent thirteen days at sea during the quarter.  Seven vessels throughout the 
committee’s district were boarded.  The vessel was used for two days to collect the shellfish samples 
required for the EHO.  Fishery Officers from the Marine and Fisheries Agency based in Lowestoft 
spent a day aboard the vessel as guests to enable them to gain greater understanding of the Joint 
Committee’s role and approach to enforcement of fisheries and environmental legislation at sea.   
 
During the quarter the compasses of FPV ESF Protector III and FPV Sea Spray were swung and all of 
the fire extinguishers were serviced.  The echo sounder aboard FPV ESF Protector III was replaced.  
The port hydraulic clutch burnt out again so was removed and replaced.  The exhaust rubbers were 
also replaced whilst the vessel was on her moorings.  Of major concern was the identification of a 
crack in the starboard main engine sump by the engineer.  The engine’s manufacturer (Caterpillar) was 
contacted to ascertain whether or not the engine would have to be removed to have a new sump fitted.  
If this were to be required this would necessitate a considerable time on the slip at Burnham on Crouch 
and would be very costly in terms of time and money.  Luckily Caterpillar was happy for the engineer 
to merely apply a chemical weld to the crack.  This action appears to have worked satisfactorily.   
 
The Joint Committee, and in particular the crew of FPV ESF Protector III, hosted the BBC television 
production team for Countryfile.  The presenter - Mr John Craven - spent a day aboard the vessel with 
a film crew to highlight the good work that the Committee is doing along with Natural England and 
fishermen to protect the Wash whilst not precluding viable and sustainable fisheries. 
 
FPV Sea Spray was fitted with the upgraded transducer for the echo sounder and the heading sensor 
for the radar was moved to obtain a better radar image.  This work was completed by engineers from 
MST to complete the refit for this vessel.  The refit was reported in the Fishing News thereby ensuring 
that the Joint Committee meet a European Commission requirement attached to the refit funding 
secured for this vessel.  The foam seats which had initially been replaced whilst the vessel had been 
away for refit had to be replaced again at no cost to the Committee as they had become misshaped 
following water ingress due to a manufacturer’s fault.  The Hamilton Jet, jet box was also stripped 
down, serviced and rebuilt by committee personnel during the quarter.   
FPV PISCES III 
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In January the rubber strips which protect the hull on FPV Pisces III were repaired and the vessel was 
transported to the Joint Committee’s compound at Sutton Bridge to have the engines serviced.  The 
starboard engine service was completed but an inspection of the lower leg unit on the port engine 
identified water  in the gearbox oil therefore the lower leg unit was removed from the engine and sent 
away to be repaired as this was not a job that could be conducted by Committee officers.  
Unfortunately whilst this part was being repaired, the wire fence surrounding the compound at Sutton 
Bridge was cut and the two engines were stolen from the stern of FPV Pisces III.  The compound is 
under CCTV surveillance however the thieves used the container within the compound as a visual 
shield.  Review of the CCTV footage failed to provide any useful images.  The crime was reported and 
the vessel was inspected by a Norfolk Constabulary Scenes of Crime Officer.  FPV Pisces III was then 
removed from the Sutton Bridge compound and then stored at the secure compound at Fosdyke Yacht 
Harbour. 
 

The Clerk, Deputy Clerk, Skipper and Mate off FPV ESF Protector III visited Southern Sea Fisheries 
Committee in Poole and carried out a sea trial of their 9.9m catamaran fishery patrol vessel built by 
Cheetah Marine to determine the sea keeping and handling characteristics of this type of vessel.  This 
visit would further inform the decision regarding the type of vessel to replace FPV Pisces III within 
Suffolk. 
 

ENFORCEMENT 
 

There are currently two offences under investigation.  These offences involve vessels fishing within an 
area closed to the cockle suction dredge fishery in contravention of ESFJC Bylaw 8.  In both cases the 
Joint Committee and Natural England are bringing a joint prosecution against Mr Leigh Lake (the 
skipper of the MFV Two Marks) and Mr Gregory Campbell (the skipper of the MFV Charlotte).  Both 
vessels are owned by Mr John Lake.  Natural England intends to prosecute both skippers causing 
damage to a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 
2000.  These cases are scheduled to be heard in the Magistrate’s Court in King’s Lynn commencing 
the 16th of June 2009.  The two cases are to be heard ‘back to back’ in an effort to minimise 
prosecution costs.  In both cases the defendants have already entered ‘not guilty’ pleas to all charges.  
   
TRAINING 
 

64 days of training were conducted over the period.  Four Fishery Officers attended a five day MCA 
diesel engine maintenance course.  The four recently recruited Fishery Officers attended the SFC 
Fishery Officers’ five day introductory course in Devon.  The Deputy Clerk attended the Maritime and 
Coastguard Agency National Training Course on Oil Pollution, Contingency Planning and Response 
which lasted four days.  Nine members of staff attended a one day manual handing course which was 
held at the Joint Committee’s Office and provided by the St John Ambulance.  Also held at this office 
was a two day Police and Criminal Evidence Act/Interview Training course run by PHF Training 
attended by the Clerk, Deputy Clerk Senior Research Officer and five personnel from other SFCs.  
Two Fishery Officers also took a two-day RYA Advanced Powerboat course provided in-house by the 
Deputy Clerk.  One Officer passed the course and was issued a course completion certificate; the 
second officer will receive the certificate once he completes the RYA Day Skipper theory shore-based 
course which includes a significant element of chart work.  The Clerk and the Finance Officer 
attended a one day employment law update session held by the Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration 
Service in Norwich. 
 
AREA OFFICERS’ REPORTS ON FISHING ACTIVITY 
 
COCKLE 
 
The handworked cockle fishery was open throughout the quarter.   Several vessels operating out of the 
port of Boston located a small area of cockles suitable for handraking.  Nineteen landings totalling 
4,,000kg were made by four vessels realising £1,120 during the latter part of the quarter . 
MUSSEL 
 
The relaying of sublittoral mussels off the Lincolnshire coast continued throughout the quarter with 
fishermen from Boston (up to three vessels) and King’s Lynn (up to five vessels) fishing the mussels.  



44,000kg were sold to the Dutch market averaging £250/tonne generating a first sale value of £11,000. 
A further 82,730kg were put into the Wash lays.  A further 3,927,942kg worth approximately 
£1,178,383 of marketable mussel was landed by King’s Lynn fishing vessels from the lays.  During 
the same period fishing vessels operating out of Boston landed 915,000kg worth approximately 
£300,000 of harvestable mussel from their lays. 
  
21,250kg of handworked mussels worth £4,250 were also relayed from the Welland Wall by one 
fishing vessel, into the Brancaster lays.  Two processors in Blakeney sold 16,750kg of mussels from 
their lays whereas three processors from Brancaster sold 26,200kg for local markets.  Mussels 
obtained approximately £1.26/kg.  By the end of the quarter the majority of processors in Brancaster 
and Blakeney ceased to land mussels. 
 
SHRIMP 
 
Brown shrimp landings continued to decline over the quarter.  Vessels fished for brown shrimp using 
single and twin beams from Boston (six vessels/6,315kg), King’s Lynn (thirteen vessels/49,831kg), 
and Wells (one vessel/1,528kg). Up to twenty vessels participated in this fishery during the quarter 
landing approximately 57,674kg with an average landing of 278kg being worth £428 with an average 
price of £1.54/kg.  Prices ranged from £0.25 for ‘D’ class brown shrimp to £2.55 for ‘A’ class brown 
shrimp. In total, the first sale value of brown shrimp landed was approximately £88,500.  No pink 
shrimp were landed during the quarter.  
 
CRAB/LOBSTER 
 
The inshore fleet within the district had a quiet start to the year with these fishermen deploying their 
pots as the quarter progressed.  March saw a few more brown crabs moving over the ground and there 
were reports of large quantities of undersize lobster also moving around which bodes well for later in 
the year.  Fishermen throughout the district have been landing on average 160kg/trip of brown crab 
and 32kg/trip of lobster for the offshore fleet.  Catches of brown crab consisted of about 10-15kg and 
1kg of lobsters during January and February increasing to 30-45kg of brown crab and 1kg of lobster 
for March from 100-150 pots which have had a two day soak for the inshore fleet.  Lobsters were 
being purchased from fishermen by the processing plants at approximately £11/kg whereas brown 
crabs were achieving about £1.50/kg.  This meant that the first sale value of brown crab and lobster for 
the offshore fleet was £240/trip and £352/trip respectively where as the first sale value of brown crab 
and lobster for the inshore fleet was £38/trip and £11/trip respectively.  There is concern amongst the 
crab fishermen along this coast that the main processor of brown crab has indicated to the fishermen it 
will only accept a limited amount of shellfish this year. Velvet crabs were only caught and landed by 
vessels operating from Wells.  In total 585kg of velvet crabs with a first sale value of £731 were 
landed averaging £1.25/kg.   
 
OTHER FISHERIES 
 

During March the MFV Bussard (PLN: LN 139) sank on her moorings whilst alongside Boal Quay in 
King’s Lynn.  No people were onboard the vessel at the time.  Small quantities of oil and diesel 
escaped from the vessel which was subsequently surrounded with bunds to contain these pollutants.  
The Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) had already issued a detention notice on the vessel 
prohibiting the owner moving the vessel as it was deemed unsafe to do so.  The vessel remains on the 
river bottom but is secured to the quayside to prevent it moving and causing a further hazard to 
navigation.  Discussions between the King’s Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council, the vessels 
owners and the Harbour Master of King’s Lynn are all ongoing regarding the removal of this vessel 
from the water.   

Whilst collecting shellfish samples for the EHO the crew of FPV Protector III heard the MCA issue a 
Pan Pan radio broadcast (vessel in distress) following a faint distress radio message which was 
subsequently triangulated to originate near Wells.  A search conducted by the Wells RNLI Lifeboat 
failed to locate a vessel.  The MCA now thinks that the distress call was a hoax as no vessels were 
reported to it of either being overdue or missing. 
  



The Brancaster and Thornham Oyster fisheries sold approximately 2,500kg of Pacific oysters during 
the past three months worth approximately £19,579 (£7.83/kg).  Vessels out of Wells, Blakeney and 
Brancaster targeted whelks landing 32,000kg worth approximately £17,000 during the quarter 
(£0.53/kg).  The majority of these whelks were processed locally. This represents the largest quantity 
of whelks fished within the Joint Committee’s district for many years. 
 
In the southern part of the district vessels fishing under the auspice of the Environmentally 
Responsible Fishing scheme continued to land large quantities of cod (ten - twenty boxes of cod from 
an eight hour long lining trip).  Cod is currently obtaining between £1.10 and £2.20/kg with individual 
fish ranging from 1-14kg.  Vessels within the scheme are exempt from quota restrictions whilst the 
vessels fulfil the discard reporting requirements of Defra.  Some of these  vessels are now allegedly 
being worked continually with multiple crews in an attempt to land as much fish as possible whilst the 
scheme is in place.  This is particularly galling for other commercial fishing vessels operating in the 
southern part of the district which are subject to strict quotas.  The scheme will surely highlight the 
very large impact that the under 10m commercial fishing sector can exert upon a fish stock given 
fishing opportunities.  A few vessels operating off the east Norfolk coast targeted herring using nets, 
these fish sold for between £0.15 and £1/kg on Lowestoft market depending on their quality.   
 
Two vessels within Suffolk were included in the Defra/MFA decommissioning scheme.  In both cases 
the owners have bought replacement vessels to continue fishing within the district.  A further two 
vessels operating based along the Lincolnshire coast have been decommissioned, the crews from these 
vessels now fish from vessels operating out of Wells. 
 
RECREATIONAL FISHERIES 
 
Recreational sea angling for cod has been exceptional throughout the quarter (particularly when 
fishing from a vessel) in Suffolk.  It would appear that the cod catches which fishermen within the 
southern part of the district are achieving are not being replicated further south or in the channel.  
There has been much discussion amongst recreational sea anglers concerning the European 
Commission’s proposal to include the catches of this sector within the commercial quotas – an action 
firmly opposed by both the commercial and recreation fishing sectors.  The good cod catches have 
also led to some anglers calling for no management of their sport as they deem it unnecessary at this 
time and are also calling for all engagement with managers to cease.      
 
Duncan Vaughan 
Deputy Clerk & Fishery Officer 
 
22nd April 2009 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 
 
List of Background Papers 
 
ESFJC Officers’ Monthly Reports January to March 2009. 



STATUTORY MEETING 
 
29th April 2008 
 
 
The Deputy Clerk’s Report on Progress Towards Remote Tracking of Vessels Operating under 
Wash Fishery Order 1992 licences.  
 
Officers have continued to progress the project which will ultimately require all vessels operating 
under a Wash Fishery Order 1992 (WFO) licence to have fitted and operational a tracking system 
when that vessel is fishing for prescribed species within the Regulated and Several fisheries as defined 
by the WFO.   
 
On the 12th of January 2009 officers sought clarification from the European Commission (EC) through 
the Marine & Fisheries Agency (MFA) as to whether or not the EC funding (€45,735) which had 
initially been earmarked and approved for 68 Automatic Identification Systems (AIS) utilising VHF 
transmissions could instead be used to purchase and install up to 68 Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) 
units utilising satellite technology rather than VHF radio technology as this system was deemed more 
appropriate for the Joint Committee’s requirements.  At this point the MFA made it clear to both the 
EC and the Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer that they would not support the Joint Committee developing 
a VMS based system if it were not compatible with the existing Defra/MFA VMS system.  The Clerk 
and Deputy Clerk attended a meeting in London with representatives from Defra and the MFA to 
discuss the matter on the 16th of February 2009.  This meeting was very informative and productive. 
Officers gained assurances verbally - subsequently confirmed in writing shortly after the meeting - that 
the MFA would at no cost: 

1) review the proposed tender documentation prepared by the Deputy Clerk to ensure that the 
equipment tendered for would be compatible with the existing UK VMS system 

2) assist the Joint Committee if an equipment trial of the chosen VMS supplier was required to 
confirm compatibility with the existing UK VMS system 

3) develop a Memorandum of Agreement (MoA) concerning data handling between the Joint 
Committee and the MFA   

4) enter onto the existing UK VMS system the details of the vessels to be fitted with the VMS 
units by the Joint Committee 

5) make representation to the EC that the funding earmarked for up to 68 AIS units be committed 
towards up to 68 VMS units meeting UK specifications.  This subsequently occurred and was 
approved by the EC.  A project completion date of the 31st of December 2009 was also 
established. 

 
The Defra official at the meeting also confirmed that it was Defra’s opinion that the EC would extend 
the requirement for commercial fishing vessels over 15m LOA to be fitted and have operational a 
VMS system of an approved design to all commercial fishing vessels over 10m LOA. 
  
Prior to this meeting officers had also secured assurances that Natural England (NE) would fund the 
project.  On the basis of this, officers published a Prior Information Notice in the Official Journal of 
the European Union on the 6th of February 2009.  This notice requested companies interested in 
quoting for the work to register their interest with the Joint Committee.  In total twenty three 
companies responded.  In order to ensure that the project ran smoothly, officers entered into discussion 
with NE to develop a draft MoA to cover the responsibilities of both organisations throughout the 
delivery of the project.   
 
In late February, officers were informed by NE that due to the value of the proposed project they were 
unable to fund the project out of their 2008-2009 budget.  NE however informed the Clerk that they 
would monitor shortfalls in their 2009-2010 expenditure for other approved projects on a quarterly 
basis (with the first review in July) with the intention of implementing this VMS project if a sufficient 
shortfall were to be identified.  On this basis officers are continuing to progress the project to a point 
where tender documentation is drawn up and ready to be issued and MoAs are already agreed and in 
place between the Joint Committee, NE and the MFA.       
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The Joint Committee is asked to receive the report.  
  
Duncan Vaughan 
Deputy Clerk & Fishery Officer 
22nd April 2009 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 
 
Background papers: 

1. OJEU Prior Information Notice – Provision of a VMS system 6/02/2009 
2. Correspondence between the Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer and the MFA 12/01/2009 
3. Email to the MFA and Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer 17/02/2009  
4. Correspondence between the MFA  and the Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer and the 9/03/2009 

 



STATUTORY MEETING 
 
29th April 2008 
 
 
 
Senior Research Officer's Quarterly Report 
 
As weather conditions are often poor during January and February, the research staff usually utilise 
these months in the office, analysing data collected during the course of the previous year and writing 
the annual research report. Following several applications for new lay ground, time was also spent 
during this period mapping the proposed sites and dealing with their consultation processes. One 
member of the research team also continued with the desktop study, to map the known fisheries within 
the Committee’s district. This work has involved consultation with fishermen throughout the district, 
to learn details of the past and present fishing grounds. It is hoped when completed, this project will 
assist the Environmental Officer when replying to consultations from wind farm, cable laying and 
aggregate dredging companies. 
 
Between writing reports, the opportunity was taken in January to conduct a survey on the Gat Sand, to 
ascertain the coverage of Pacific oysters, Crassostrea gigas that have begun to settle there. This is a 
non-native species that is commonly farmed in UK waters.  Water temperature in the Wash was 
originally believed to be too cold for these oysters to successfully breed, but this appears not to be the 
case. Although only currently present in low densities in the Wash, this species has proved 
problematic in the Thames where they have become established. Oysters have been observed to be 
present on the Gat Sand for several years, and their numbers appear to be slowly increasing. This 
survey mapped their current distribution around the Gat mussel beds, and provides a baseline survey 
for future monitoring. 
 
Following reports from officers and members of the industry that there had been high cockle mortality 
on Wrangle Flats during 2008, a cockle survey was conducted in the area in February. This survey 
revealed that the stock on Wrangle had fallen from approximately 5,500 tonnes in May 2008 to just 
over 400 tonnes. Cockle populations often suffer high mortality as a result of overcrowding, during 
which “ridging out” occurs. Observations made during 2008, however, indicated this was not the 
cause of the losses seen at Wrangle. Rather than ridging out and dying over a short period, which is 
typical of overcrowding, the mortalities occurred in lower numbers, but over a protracted period. 
These symptoms are similar to what have been observed at the Burry Inlet over the past few years. 
Although the cause of the problem affecting the Burry Inlet cockles has not been identified, disease 
and starvation are two factors that could cause a stock to die-off over a protracted period of time. As 
the Wash supported large numbers of shellfish (cockles, mussels and razor clams) in 2008, and there 
were reports of poor meat yields from the mussel stocks, it is thought that the loss of cockles on 
Wrangle might have been caused by the lack of available food. During this quarter, a member of the 
research team has conducted a desktop study looking at available data concerning food availability in 
the Wash, and researching equipment that can be used to monitor Chlorophyll-a levels. Using this 
equipment, it is planned that the Joint Committee will begin a long-term monitoring program of 
primary food production in the Wash. 
 
During February and March the weather was sufficiently fine to begin the 2009 programme of 
RoxannTM surveys, mapping the distribution of Sabellaria spinulosa reef in the Wash. Past surveys 
have already identified widespread areas of S. spinulosa in and around the Wash, but these have been 
broadscale projects with low resolution. The 2009 programme will focus on smaller areas, where 
previous surveys have already predicted the presence of S. spinulosa reef, enabling higher resolution 
tracking, and more concentrated ground truthing. This will allow the Joint Committee to better 
distinguish the rarer elevated reef type features from the more common low-elevation “carpet” form, 
and enable the Joint Committee to map with greater confidence the boundaries of these features. 
During the past quarter, surveys have been conducted on three such areas. 
 
As part of the consultation process following applications for new lay ground, the area around the 
proposed lay must be surveyed in order to ascertain the biotope features of the site. The research team 
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has conducted two of these surveys during this quarter, one at a site on Wrangle, and the other on the 
Thief Sand. Officers have also conducted a site visit with members of the industry on the Toft mussel 
bed, and conducted a survey on the Holbeach mussel bed. This latter bed was resurveyed following the 
proposal to open it for relaying purposes. The survey found the bed had survived the winter in good 
condition, but that the mussels were still tightly attached in the ground. 
 
Towards the end of March, surveys were conducted in the River Stour and the River Orwell. These 
surveys comprised tracking the two rivers using the RoxannTM equipment aboard Three Counties, 
conducting cockle surveys, an oyster survey, and monitoring the condition of two peacock worm, 
Sabella pavonina, colonies. The cockle surveys were conducted along the north bank of the River 
Orwell and in the Holbrook Bay area of the River Stour. Although the data have not been analysed at 
the time of writing, indications are that the cockle stock has increased since the previous survey 
conducted in 2007, when stocks were found to be low. Large clams were also found at several of the 
survey stations during these cockle surveys. At first these were assumed to be Manila clams, Tapes 
philippinarum, but are now believed to be Banded Carpet Shells, Tapes rhomboides. These clams had 
been found in low numbers during previous surveys, but their distribution and abundance appear to 
have recently increased. Holbrook Bay supports a small bed of native oysters, Ostrea edulis, which the 
research team monitors annually. In 2006 oysters from this bed began exhibiting an abnormal shell 
condition, in which the outer edges of their upper shell became spongy. Although CEFAS were not 
able to identify the cause of this abnormality, it did coincide with a stock decline. Subsequent surveys 
have found the shell condition to be less evident than in 2006, but stock recovery appears slow. 
Previous Roxann surveys in the two rivers had identified two colonies of peacock worm, Sabella 
pavonina; one near Levington Marina on the River Orwell, and the other near Copperas Bay on the 
River Stour. Unfortunately, the 2007 survey found the colony near Copperas Bay had been badly 
damaged, possibly caused by smothering following sediment discharge in the river, conducted by 
Harwich Haven Authority. The surveys conducted in March found this colony to be slowly recovering, 
but sparsely distributed compared to 2004. The colony at Levington was found to be stable, with high 
densities of tubes present. 
 
In addition to our own survey commitments, officers have also assisted scientists from the Centre for 
Ecology and Hydrology (CEH) to conduct bird monitoring surveys in the Wash this quarter. Monthly 
shellfish and water samples have also been collected on behalf of the EHO and CEFAS, as part of 
their water quality monitoring. 
 
In February, research staff attended a meeting with Natural England to discuss S. spinulosa reef in the 
Wash. Staff also attended a meeting hosted by Kent and Essex Sea Fisheries Committee in March, 
discussing the findings of their recent mussel surveys, and how they should proceed with managing 
their fishery. 
 
 
R W Jessop 
Senior Research Officer 
 
7th April 2009  
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Nature Conservation 
 
Development of Sabellaria byelaw 
 
The Joint Committee had originally agreed in March 2006 to develop a byelaw for the protection of 
Sabellaria spinulosa (Ross worm) reef from damage caused by fishing activities.  Development of the 
byelaw has taken time to progress because of the lack of information on the distribution and quality of 
reef, and on the level of damage caused by fishing activities. 
 
A Fishing Industry meeting had been held in November 2008 to enable local stakeholders to discuss 
measures for the protection of Sabellaria spinulosa reef in The Wash with the Joint Committee and 
with Natural England. Fishermen had challenged the evidence being used to propose closed areas, and 
raised concerns over the extent of fishing grounds that could be lost. Joint Committee Officers met 
with Natural England Officers in February 2009 to discuss the data being used for the establishment of 
closed areas. It was agreed that protection through the use of closed areas should be focussed on 
smaller areas of high quality reef rather than more extensive areas of lower quality reef, and that the 
Joint Committee should continue its programme of Sabellaria spinulosa monitoring during 2009. 
Natural England officers also agreed that the existing data from the most recent 2007-2008 surveys 
should be re-analysed to highlight areas of high priority for protection. 
 
Wash & North Norfolk Coast European Marine Site 
 
The work of the Joint Committee was featured on the BBC’s Countryfile programme in January 2009, 
which examined conservation issues in and around The Wash and North Norfolk Coast European 
Marine Site (W&NNC EMS). The programme highlighted the adaptive, co-management approach that 
the Joint Committee has taken with local fishermen and with nature conservation advisors in managing 
the Wash shellfisheries.   
 
In February 2009, the W&NNC EMS project secured funding for a Recreational Disturbance study for 
the North Norfolk Coast, via the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty’s Sustainable Development Fund 
and EMS project funds. This work builds upon information gathered in the EMS’s Incident Recording 
Programme that is run by a network of site managers and volunteers to identify the types and levels of 
disturbance to conservation features in coastal sites. The preliminary desk study stage was undertaken 
in February 2009 and results were presented to the W&NNC EMS management group, which is 
chaired by the Clerk & Chief Fishery Officer. The aim of this project is to reduce disturbance to the 
declining populations of breeding birds (for example, little tern and ringed plover) through education 
and if necessary, recreation management.  
 
Stour & Orwell Estuaries European Marine Site 
 
The Marine Environment Officer met with the Suffolk Estuaries Officer (based at the Suffolk Coast & 
Heaths Unit, in Woodbridge) in March 2009 to discuss the ongoing review of the Management Plan 
for the Stour and Orwell Estuaries, and to consider bait digging issues. It was agreed that the Fisheries 
section of the Management Plan should be updated (a draft text was later provided by the MEO), and 
that the existing actions set out in the Plan (published in 2004) should be re-considered in terms of 
their relevance and consistency with the Joint Committee’s current Business Plan, and with the future 
remit of the Eastern Inshore Fisheries Conservation Authority (IFCA).  
 
The revised Plan is due to be published for public consultation as part of a new Stour & Orwell 
Estuaries Strategy document in the coming weeks, and will be discussed at the Stour & Orwell 
Estuaries Forum in June 2009. 
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Joint Committee Officers suggested that a co-management approach is taken to respond to bait digging 
issues on the Stour and Orwell Estuaries. The Suffolk Estuaries Officer also supported this approach, 
i.e. to work with local bait diggers to identify management issues – for example, periodic intensive 
digging by gangs – and develop solutions with support from bait diggers – for example, temporal or 
spatial restrictions on bait digging activity. Natural England has also been consulted since bait digging 
has the potential to affect conservation features of the designated Stour and Orwell Estuaries. 
 
New offshore European Marine Sites 
 
Natural England is co-ordinating the designation of new European Marine Sites (Special Areas of 
Conservation SACs and Special Protection Areas SPAs) for the 0-12nm zone around English coasts. 
The Joint Nature Conservancy Committee is carrying out a parallel process for the 12-200nm zone. 
Officers had anticipated an announcement from Natural England on proposed new SACs off the 
Lincolnshire, Norfolk and Suffolk coasts in March 2009, but this has been delayed. However, it is 
inevitable that these proposed new sites will be announced during the coming months. The Joint 
Committee will be provided with an opportunity to comment on the proposed new sites through the 
formal consultation process. Implications for fisheries management will depend upon the processes 
and extent of interactions between fishing activities and designated habitats and species.  
 
Marine Conservation Zones  
 
On 20th April 2009, Defra published its “Consultation on Delivering Marine Conservation Zones and 
European Marine Sites: A draft strategy for marine protected areas”. This set out Defra’s intentions 
for the development of a network of marine protected areas in English inshore and offshore waters, 
which would be made possible by legislation under the Marine & Coastal Access Act. It clarified that 
Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) will be national sites, which together with European Marine Sites 
will make up the network of Marine Protected Areas. Joint Committee Officers will review the 
document in more detail in the coming weeks. 
 
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
 
The Joint Committee’s district contains important sites for large numbers of waterbirds and wildfowl 
and because of their high natural productivity, these areas generally coincide with shellfisheries. 
Following on from the Eider Inquiry in 2006, Joint Committee and RSPB Officers have endeavoured 
to liase over common issues affecting these sites. The Clerk and Chief Fishery Officer and the MEO 
met with Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) Officers in March 2009. Issues discussed 
included the status of cockle and mussel populations in The Wash, the carrying capacity of The Wash 
for shellfish; the status of shellfish-depended bird populations (knot, oystercatcher, eider, shelduck) in 
The Wash; the EMS bird disturbance study; offshore wind farm developments, and shoreline 
management plans.  
 
Strategic Environmental Policy 
 
This is reported under Agenda Item 12.  
 
Offshore developments 
 
Fisheries Mapping Project 
 
With information provided by fishermen, Joint Committee Officers have continued to progress work 
to develop “fisheries maps” to illustrate fishing grounds, and spawning and nursery grounds for 
different species. The work is being co-ordinated by Research Officer/Fishery Officer J.Woo, and will 
provide information that can be incorporated into the marine planning process – for example Marine 
Plans that Defra will consult upon later this year.  Joint Committee Officers have emphasised the 
benefits of this work – that will highlight the importance of different areas for different fish species; 
spatial patterns of gear use, nursery / spawning grounds, and historical fishing grounds – at different 
levels, ranging from the Local Authority Regeneration & Environment Panel meeting, to the national 



Fisheries Liaison and Offshore Wind & Wet (FLOWW) forum (see below) and the national Coastal 
Partnerships Working Group. 
 
It is intended that the initial draft fisheries maps will be published in the coming weeks, and fishermen 
who have contributed to the project will be invited to comment on the results. Officers will 
subsequently develop recreational fisheries maps for the district using a similar methodology.  
 
Offshore Wind Farm developments 
 
During the quarter, the Marine Environment Officer has continued to review the detailed marine 
ecology and commercial fisheries sections of the Environmental Statements produced for the Docking 
Shoal and Race Bank Offshore Wind Farm (OWF) developments. In line with the Joint Committee’s 
policy on OWF applications, Officers made objections to the Department of Energy & Climate 
Change (DECC) on these two OWF developments. The MEO intends to follow the objection letters 
with detailed comments for consideration by the developer and regulators, having reviewed the 
Environmental Statements.   
 
Despite indications that the COWRIE research into the effects of electromagnetic fields produced by 
OWF cables had been completed, the report into this work has not been accessed. Requests have been 
made to DECC personnel and contacts at wind farm environmental consultants to follow up this 
important work, which the Joint Committee has highlighted as a major area of uncertainty for fisheries 
in OWF areas. 
 
Details of the Joint Committee’s Fisheries Mapping Project have been forwarded to DECC following 
their request for information on ongoing projects gathering info that could be used to inform 
developers / regulators on fishing activities and fishing grounds. The results of the FisherMap project 
in the south-west of England (that the Joint Committee’s Fisheries Mapping Project was based upon) 
were highlighted to DECC at the FLOWW meeting in March 2009, and were also well received by the 
Crown Estate as a useful and pro-active tool in marine spatial planning.  
 
Miscellaneous work 
 
During the quarter, the Marine Environment Officer has responded to consultations on: 
 

·  Triton Knoll Offshore Wind Farm – scoping report; 
·  Race Bank Offshore Wind Farm – Environmental Statement; 
·  Applications to discharge (three applications) – River Trent, Waveney and Fring 

(Heacham); 
·  Wash bait digging proposal; 
·  Stour & Orwell Estuaries management plan – fisheries section; 
·  Port of Boston dredging & spoil disposal activities; 
·  Seafish Photographic Wildlife Recording project 
·  Wells Harbour dredge & jetty proposals; 
·  Minsmere Flood Risk Management scheme. 

 
J C Stoutt 
Marine Environment Officer 
22nd April 2009 
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1. http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/marine-conservati on-zones/index.htm  
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ESFJC Annual Report and Research Report, 2008 
 
It is the Officers’ intention to make the reports available to view and download from the Joint 
Committee’s website, www.esfjc.co.uk prior to the meeting.  Hard copies of the reports will be 
available on request following the Statutory Committee meeting.  Alternatively, the reports can also be 
provided on disc. 
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