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Summary: Intervention and Options
What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

The change of approach with regards to Defra policy on EMSs has resulted in the identification of subfeature/fishing gear type interactions which are incompatible with the conservation objectives of EMSs.
The UK government has obligations under the Habitats Directive to ensure that protected features of the
sites TC1 and EE1 are maintained at favourable conservation status.
The Thanet Coast SAC (Site TC1) contains chalk reef as part of its conservation features. This reef
formation has been identified as being incompatible with bottom towed gear and has therefore been
flagged as a ‘red risk’ site within the Natural England/MMO ‘matrix’.
The Essex Estuaries SAC (Site EE1) contains intertidal eelgrass zostera beds as a conservation feature.
Eelgrass has been identified as being at high risk when exposed too bottom towed gear and as such has
also been assigned a ‘red risk’ status. The purpose of this impact assessment is to identify the
consequences of closing these areas to bottom towed fishing gear type.
What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

The policy objective is to further the conservation objectives of the Thanet Coast SAC and the Essex
Estuaries SAC, by ensuring that the features of chalk reef and intertidal eelgrass beds are protected and
the risk from damage due to bottom towed fishing gear activities to these features is addressed. The
intended effects are that the potential for damage to these feature types will be reduced and obligations
under the Habitats Directive will have been met. In addition, the economic impacts of management
intervention will be considered with the environmental benefits in order to secure a sustainable fishery.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify preferred option (further details in Evidence Base)

The potential management options for these sites for consideration within this impact assessment
include four options: do nothing, voluntary measures, introduction of an IFCA byelaw or introduction of
an MMO byelaw. The preferred policy option from Defra is an IFCA byelaw as the IFCAs are the lead
regulator to take forward management of inshore fisheries and have been identified as the lead regulator
for EMSs within 6nm. The evidence base supports the requirement for appropriate regulatory
intervention, as action is required in order to protect both the sites from damage. Therefore an IFCA
byelaw is the preferred option. Voluntary agreements and the ‘do nothing’ option do not fulfil the
requirements resulting from the Defra change of approach which requires damaging activities to be
excluded from ‘red risk’ sites.
When will the policy be reviewed to establish its impact and the extent to which
the policy objectives have been achieved?

It will be reviewed
01/2015

Are there arrangements in place that will allow a systematic collection of
monitoring information for future policy review?

Yes

SELECT SIGNATORY Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:
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reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options.
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Summary: Analysis and Evidence

Policy Option 1

Description: KEIFCA byelaw prohibiting towed gears

Price Base
Year

PV
Base
Year

COSTS (£m)

Time Period
Years

Total

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

Transition
(Constant Price)

Years

High:
Average

Best Estimate:
Annual

(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)

Total

Cost

(Present Value)

Low
High
Best Estimate

£32 500

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

Annual additional enforcement costs faced by KEIFCA are estimated at £32,500. This is a good estimate of
the enforcement costs.

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’

Costs to the fishing fleet currently active in the area from decreased potential landings in the first year of
the closure cannot be estimated to a detailed level. Average annual landings from the whole ICES
rectangle (IVc) is £12.9 million based on data from 2008 to 2011. The proposed closed area is less than
1% of this. Potential increases in fuel and time costs for searching and fishing in new areas; potential
costs of impacts from displacement of fishing effort.

BENEFITS (£m)

Total

Transition
(Constant Price)

Years

Average

Annual

(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)

Total

Benefit

(Present Value)

Low
High
Best Estimate
Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

No monetised figures are available for the benefits of the recommended closure. However, significant
potential benefits are described below.
Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’

Intertidal and subtidal chalk reef within Thanet Coast SAC will be protected from damage, contributing to the
recovery of the Site TC1 and its ability to achieve favourable conservation status. Ecosystem benefits
provided by chalk reef include habitat provision, coastal protection and a food source for internationally
important bird species.
Intertidal eelgrass beds within Essex Estuaries SAC will be protected from damage, contributing to the
recovery of the Site EE1 and its ability to achieve favourable conservation status. Ecosystem benefits
provided by chalk reef and eelgrass beds include habitat provision, coastal protection and a food source for
internationally important bird species.
Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks

Discount rate (%)

Cost estimates are based on previous MMO landings values which cover the whole of ICES area IVc are
estimated at £12.9 million. It is unknown how much of this total value was made up of catch from the
proposed closed area which makes up less than 1% in area of the ICES rectangle. There is no VMS data
available for under 10m vessels to assess actual fishing activity in this area. Information has been gathered
from MMO and IFCA officers' personal knowledge. Information gathered directly from fishermen is also
anecdotal. A key assumption of intervention is that it will be successful in preventing further damage to the
sensitive features and that the conservation objectives of the SACs will be furthered.
Impact on admin burden (AB) (£m):
New AB: 0

AB savings: 0

Net: 0
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Impact on policy cost savings (£m):

In scope

Policy cost savings:

Yes/No

Evidence Base (for summary sheets)
1. Introduction
1.1 Area 1: Thanet Coast SAC
1.2 Area 2: Essex Estuaries SAC
2. Rationale for intervention
3. Policy objectives and intended effects
4. The options
Recommended options
Alternative options
5. Evidence base
5.1 Thanet Coast SAC Area 1
5.1.1 Impacts of bottom towed gear activity on chalk reef.
5.1.2 Chalk Reef Distribution
5.1.3 Scope for Chalk Reef Recovery
5.2 Essex Estuaries SAC Area 2
5.2.1 Impacts of bottom towed gear activity on eelgrass
5.2.2 Eelgrass Distribution
5.2.3 Scope for Eelgrass Recovery
6. Sectors affected
7. Analysis of costs and benefits
References
Annexes
Annex 1: Questions asked to fishers
Annex 2: Responses received from fishers
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1. Introduction
1.1 Area 1: Thanet Coast SAC
1.1.1 Thanet Coast SAC is part of the North East Kent European Marine Site. The SAC is
primarily designated for the protection of Annex I habitats, namely Reefs and
Submerged Sea Caves.
1.1.2 Thanet Coast SAC is designated on account of the unusual communities that are
found on this, the longest continuous stretch of coastal chalk in the UK. It represents
approximately 20% of the UK resource of this type and 12% of the EU resource. This
site contains an example of reefs on soft chalk along the shore. Thanet has sub
littoral chalk platforms that extend into the littoral and form chalk cliffs. The sub littoral
chalk reefs within the site are comparatively impoverished, owing to the harsh
environmental conditions in the extreme southern area of the North Sea, but they are
an unusual feature because of the scarcity of hard substrates in the area. Infralittoral
kelp forests are characteristically absent, owing to the high turbidity of the water. The
subtidal chalk platforms extend offshore in a series of steps dissected by gullies.
Species present include an unusually rich littoral algal flora, essentially of chalkboring algae, which may extend above high water mark into the splash zone in waveexposed areas. Thanet remains the sole known location for some algal species.
(North East Kent European Marine Site Reg 33 advice package).
1.2 Area 2: Essex Estuaries SAC
1.2.1 Essex Estuaries SAC is a conservation area of national and international importance
for intertidal habitats. Is has also been designated for the protection of the Annex I
Habitats including estuarine systems and mudflats and sand flats.
1.2.2 Essex Estuaries SAC has been designated due to the range of sub features found
within the Annex I habitats of the site. It is the second largest estuarine site in the
east of England and covers almost 500 square kilometres. Maplin Sands is
particularly important for its large, nationally important beds of dwarf eelgrass Zostera
noltii and associated animal communities. They form a 240-hectare strip along the
mid and upper shore of Foulness and Maplin Sands. (Essex Estuaries SAC Reg 33
advice package) The numerous algae that live on the eelgrass shoots attract grazing
marine invertebrates, whilst the root network of the plant help bind the sediment and
help to reduce erosion.
1.2.3 The eelgrass beds at Foulness, and sites linked to the Mid-Essex Coast SPAs in the
Thames estuary, support some 40 to 50 per cent of the UK population of dark-bellied
Brent geese in November, making south Essex the most important site in the country
for Brent geese at this time (Essex Estuaries SAC Reg 33 advice package).
1.3 The change of approach by defra with regard to fishing activities within EMSs has
resulted in the chalk reef features of the Thanet Coast SAC and the eelgrass features of
the Essex Estuaries SAC being assessed as incompatible with bottom towed gear fishing
operations. Management measures to manage the gear/feature interactions are
therefore required.
1.4 This Impact Assessment (IA) has been prepared to outline the costs and benefits of the
recommended IFCA byelaw to exclude bottom towed gears from these features. It also
indicates why this option is being recommended rather than others considered. This IA
will be the subject of a public consultation.
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1.5 The principle purpose of this process and impact assessment is to protect the
conservation status of the reef features within the Thanet Coast SAC and eelgrass
features within the Essex Estuaries SAC from bottom towed fishing gears. Kent and
Essex Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (KEIFCA) is working on the longer
term potential future management options which could be implemented to increase
sustainability of the fishery and address risks to habitats from damaging activities across
the district.
1.6 Advice to inform this IA has been gathered from Natural England, the MMO statistics
office and KEIFCA records. In addition, IFCA officers visited Broadstairs Harbour and
Whitstable on 05/03/13 to meet with stakeholders and ask direct questions and gather
evidence as to the economic impacts of the proposed closed area in the Thanet Coast
SAC. The resulting comments from industry indicated that whilst there is a small amount
of activity relating to bottom towed gear within the area, it only occurs on a sporadic
basis and no vessel interviewed relies on the area for any significant portion of income.
Information and statements from interviews with commercial fishermen were recorded
and incorporated into this IA as anecdotal evidence.
1.7 With regard to the Essex Estuaries SAC, advice was gathered from Natural England, the
MMO and KEIFCA records. IFCA Officers held a meeting at Leigh-on-sea on 04/03/13 to
discuss the site with local stakeholders and gather evidence on the impact of closing the
site. As the feature lies within a regulated fishery, it is only possible for fourteen fishing
vessels to access it during restricted times. Of the vessels interviewed, very few spent
any time fishing within the proposed restricted area. The feature is also part of a Ministry
of Defence firing range and as such is heavily restricted. This in itself provides protection
to the site.

2. Rationale for intervention
2.1

In 2012 Defra undertook a review and implemented a revised approach with regard to
fishing operations in EMS, in order to identify future management required to ensure site
features are maintained at or restored to favourable condition. Activities occurring on
‘red’ risk sites are those which have been prioritised requiring additional management
measures to exclude the identified fishing activities from the feature to avoid deterioration
and disturbance in line with obligations under Article 6(2) of the Habitats Directive.

2.2

Paragraphs 6(1) and 6(2) of the Habitats Directive require that, within Special Areas of
Conservation (SACs) and Special Protection Areas (SPAs), Member States:
Take appropriate conservation measures to maintain and restore the habitats and
species for which the site has been designated to a favourable conservation
status;
Avoid damaging activities that could significantly disturb these species or
deteriorate the habitats of the protected species or habitat types.

2.3

Thanet Coast SAC was deemed to be a ‘red’ risk site with regard to bottom towed gears
and therefore management measures are required. KEIFCA is charged, in line with its
statutory duties, with implementing a byelaw to remove the interaction between the chalk
reef feature and bottom towed gear.
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2.4

Similarly, Essex Estuaries EMS has also been deemed to be a ‘red’ risk site in respect of
bottom towed gears. Once again, KEIFCA is required to remove interaction between
bottom towed gears and the eelgrass features in the Essex Estuaries SAC and as such,
implementing a byelaw that covers this will help us meet our statutory duties.

Policy objectives and intended effects
3.1 The Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities (IFCAs) were established under the
Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 to lead, champion and manage a sustainable marine
environment and inshore fisheries, by successfully securing the right balance between
social, environmental and economic benefits to ensure healthy seas, sustainable fisheries
and a viable industry.
3.2 The policy objective pertinent to this IA is to further the conservation objectives of these
sites by ensuring that the chalk reefs and eelgrass beds are protected from the risk of
damage from bottom towed gear activities.
3.3 The conservation objectives of these sites are:
Subject to natural change, to maintain or restore:
The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats and habitats of qualifying
species;
The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural habitats and
habitats of qualifying species;
The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and habitats of qualifying
species rely;
The populations of qualifying species;
The distribution of qualifying species within the site.
3.4 The intended effects are that the damage to chalk reefs and eelgrass features will be
reduced and obligations under the Habitats Directive will have been met. In addition, the
economic impacts of management intervention will be balanced with the environmental
benefits in order to secure sustainable fisheries.

4. The options
4.1 As part of the EMS change of approach, the national approach to any required management
measures has been defined by defra as IFCA byelaws within 6nm and MMO byelaws outside of
6nm. Therefore only one option is being put forward as part of the public consultation:
Recommended Option
Option 1 ‘KEIFCA byelaw prohibiting towed gears’
This byelaw would close off areas to bottom towed fishing gear usage by prohibiting the use of
any equipment which could be dropped, moved, towed or dragged along the seabed and cause
damage to the respective designated features in each EMS.
This option is recommended because the IFCAs have been established as the lead regulator for
the sustainable management of inshore fisheries. As such, the IFCA is the most appropriate
authority to take forward any permanent fisheries management within 6 nautical miles. The
boundary of the proposed closed area was determined taking into account the best available
existing evidence of the extent of the features as well as the need for a ‘buffer zone’ between
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the features and the byelaw boundary. Ease of enforcement and the need to have clear
demarcation to promote compliance was also taken into account when considering where to
place the boundary lines. After meetings with local fishermen a local agreement was reached
that a 100m buffer was an appropriate compromise between offering adequate protection to the
features of both sites and reducing the impact of the management measure on the fishing
industry. Creating one byelaw to encompass two areas allows consistency in the management
of the two sites and is also consistent with the long term management of marine protected areas
(MPAs) by providing holistic management of the entire district without large numbers of
separate byelaws.

Figure 4.1 Showing area of Thanet Coast SAC proposed closed area.
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Figure 4.2 Chart showing area of Essex Estuaries proposed closed area.

4.2 Other management options have been considered and rejected based on the following
rationale:
Do nothing
This option would involve not introducing any permanent management measure. This option
would mean that risks to the site from damaging activities would not be addressed and there is
that obligations under Article 6 (2) of the Habitats Directive would not be met. This would leave
all statutory bodies, including KEIFCA, open to EU infraction proceedings.
Voluntary agreement
The defra change of approach to fishing activities within EMSs specifies that a legislative
approach is required in order to ensure that damaging activities cannot impact upon the site
feature. Therefore, taking a voluntary approach would contravene these requirements.
MMO management measure – permanent byelaw or fishing licence condition
IFCAs have been established as the lead regulator for the sustainable management of inshore
fisheries. As such, the KEIFCA is the most appropriate authority to implement, manage and
enforce fisheries management measures within 6 nautical miles. This is supported by defra.
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5. Evidence Base
5.1

Thanet Coast SAC
5.1.1 Impacts of bottom towed gear activity on chalk reef
There is currently limited scientific literature regarding the impact of towed
fishing gear on chalk reef. This is most likely due to the avoidance of this
substrate during fishing because of the risk of damage to fishing gear (CEFAS,
Intertidal Chalk Reef Audit trail to The Matrix). Chalk is a relatively soft surface
and as such is easily susceptible to damage from bottom towed fishing gear if
used. This increases the risk of loss habitat for associated species dependant
on chalk reef and a reduction in biodiversity. Some research has been
conducted on the impacts of bottom towed gear on bottom dwelling
communities and these have shown to be vulnerable to damage and removal
by bottom towed gear (Engel and Kvitek, 1998).
Despite the limited evidence base, risk to both intertidal reef features and
subtidal bedrock and reef from bottom towed fishing gears is considered
significant enough for these features to be considered high (red) risk when
interacting with this gear type.
5.1.2 Chalk Reef Distribution
Apart from certain areas in Denmark, the Thanet Coast is the eastern-most
outcrop of chalk in Europe, containing one of the best examples of chalk caves
in Britain and of chalk reefs in south-east Britain. The Thanet Coast has the
longest continuous stretch of coastal chalk in Britain (23 km), representing
about 20% of UK coastal chalk and 12% of the coastal exposure in Europe. The
chalk cliff face, cave and tunnel habitats and communities here are very
uncommon in Europe and therefore important internationally (North East Kent
European Marine Site Reg 33 advice package).
5.1.3

5.2

Scope for chalk reef recovery
As chalk reef formation is a geological process any damage done to the chalk
reef feature is irreparable and therefore long lasting.

Essex Estuaries SAC Area 2
5.2.1 Impacts of bottom towed gear on eelgrass
While the majority of existing evidence of the impacts of bottom towed gear on
seagrass relates to the seagrass Posidonia, it is reasonable to apply the same
potential impacts to Zostera eelgrass. There has been some research
undertaken into the impacts trawling activity on recovering seagrass bed in the
Mediterranean Sea which shows that a regression of seagrass beds was
significant in an area where trawling occurred (Ardizzone et al. 2000).
Loss of substrate through trawling activities leads to seagrass being uprooted
while suspended sediment impacts on light available for seagrass growth
(Tudela 2004). Shellfish dredge activity has a direct impact on seagrass shoot
density (Fonseca et al, 1984) and once again increases turbidity (Bishop et al,
2005)
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5.2.2 Eelgrass distribution
Eelgrass beds are relatively rare in Europe and largely confined to the UK,
where they are uncommon (Davison & Hughes, 1998). Sheltered muddy sands
on Maplin Sands support 58 hectares of eelgrass in shallow waters (Irvine,
1998).They form a strip along the mid and upper shore of Foulness and Maplin
Sands. (Essex Estuaries SAC Reg 33 advice, 2000).
5.2.3

Scope for eelgrass recovery
A CEFAS report (Breen, 2013) reviews current available research on the impact
of fishing activities on European Marine Site sub-features. As part of this
review, research has shown that there is a direct correlation between bottom
towed fishing gear and damage to seagrass beds. Evidence also suggests that
whilst bottom towed fishing activity is taking place, scope for seagrass recovery
is minimal. Conversely, evidence showed that recolonisation of damaged areas
can occur within months once fishing activity is removed.
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6. Sectors affected
6.1 Thanet Coast SAC
Fishing: The main vessels affected are those which bottom trawl for finfish, which includes
vessels from Ramsgate and Whitstable and further afield. From fisheries activity mapping data,
few vessels have been sighted fishing inside the proposed closed area since 2008.
Local economies and society: There is the potential for social and economic costs to the local
community as a result of potential landings lost and resulting impact on the local fishery but
these are difficult to assess. The wider environmental benefit of protecting the chalk reef is
outlined in section 7.
Enforcement bodies: The lead responsibility of enforcing the proposed closed area would fall to
KEIFCA and therefore the additional enforcement cost would impact on this authority as the
regulator. These estimated costs are outlined in section 7.

6.2 Essex Estuaries SAC
Fishing: The main vessels affected are those which use suction dredges for cockle harvesting
within the Thames Estuary Cockle Fishery Order (TECFO) 1994, which included vessels from
Leigh on Sea, Whitstable and Queenborough. From fisheries activity mapping data, 1 vessel
has been sighted fishing in the area since 2008. The legislation does not solely apply to the
removal of cockles from the seabed but also requires that there is no disturbance to the seabed
within that area from other fishing activities. The TECFO prohibits the disturbance of cockles in
this area of the district without a license therefore all other bottom towed activities are already
restricted.
Local economies and society: There is the potential for social and economic costs to the local
community as a result of potential landings lost and resulting impact on the local fishery but
these are difficult to assess. The wider environmental benefit of protecting the eelgrass is
outlined in section 7.
Enforcement bodies: The lead responsibility of enforcing the proposed closed area would fall to
KEIFCA and therefore the additional enforcement cost would impact on this authority as the
regulator. These estimated costs are outlined in section 7.

7. Analysis of costs and benefits
Costs for recommended option
7.1 The exclusion of bottom towed gear from the proposed area would result in the
following costs:
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Direct cost to the industry from reduced fishing grounds
Costs associated with displacement to other fishing grounds
Potential impacts on other areas due to displacement
Administrative and enforcement costs
Direct costs to the fishing industry, including potential displacement costs, and administrative
and enforcement costs can be monetised and these estimated values have been collated and
presented as part of the impact assessment. Environmental costs due to increased damage of
habitats are difficult to value and are therefore described here as non-monetised costs.

Analysis of fisheries costs
7.2 Information available to inform an assessment of the impacts of the proposed closure
has been taken from:
-

-

Details of licensed fishing vessels with the ability to tow bottom gear in the area (MMO
list of vessels Jan 2012 combined with KEIFCA officers local knowledge)
Landings data for vessels from 2008 to June 2011 taken from entered log book and sales
note data provided by the MMO statistics unit. MMO landings data goes only to ICES
area rectangles and not to specific locations of catch.
Information gathered from fishers and merchants directly in March 2013 by KEIFCA.

Uncertainty and data assumptions
Cost estimates are based on MMO landings values which cover the whole of ICES area IVc.
This area includes the southern half of the Thames estuary down to Hythe Bay, to a western
limit of Whitstable and Eastern limit of the coast of France. (Figure 7.1). It is unknown what
proportion of the total landings value was actually derived directly from the proposed closed
area which makes up less than 1% of the ICES rectangle. There is no VMS data available for
under 10 metre vessels (VMS data from 10m to 15m vessels has only begun being collected
this year) to assess actual fishing activity in this area. In addition, data from 2012 is provisional
as the complete data has yet to be entered into the system. Information gathered from fishers
and merchants during direct interviews and comments received in stakeholder meetings is used
to support the evidence base and assumptions with the caveat that it is anecdotal evidence
only. The information gathered was opportunistic and is only a snapshot from the respondents
available to provide comments on the day. The number of respondents reflects only those who
independently came forth with the information rather than the number who necessarily agree or
disagree with a statement.

7.3 Fishing activities within Thanet Coast SAC

7.3.1 The area at the mouth of the Thames estuary is an active fishing ground, supporting
vessels from a number of Kent ports including Whitstable, Ramsgate, Broadstairs and
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Margate. Vessels take part in a range of fishing methods including trawling, fixed and
drift netting as well as potting for lobsters and whelks. Based on responses to a survey
distributed amongst fishermen at meetings at Broadstairs and Whitstable on 5th March
2013, it is estimated that of the twelve boats actively fishing within this area, 6 vessels
take part in trawling activity. Due to the shallow nature of the coastline in the region of the
Thanet Coast SAC, fishing activity is limited.
7.3.2 Species: Bass is the most commonly fished species within the vicinity of the Thanet
Coast SAC and is targeted both by trawling and netting. There has been some sole
fishing in the past in the area of the north eastern corner of the Kent coast but this has
been sporadic in recent years. Some lobster potting activity takes place across the area
also but this has reduced in recent years. There has been a sporadic mussel fishery in
the area of the SAC on occasion but it is not reliable. Mussel movement in the Thames is
restricted to within the Thames area due to the presence of a mussel disease. Some
cockle fishing activity has been undertaken in the past in the Margate sands area
although this bed, along with all others in the district, is managed annually by Kent and
Essex IFCA legislation.
7.3.3 The proposed closed area is located within the ICES area IVc (figure 7.1) and ICES sub
rectangle 31F1. The proposed closed area makes up less than 1% of ICES area IVc.
Data relating to landings values in ICES area IVc is freely available from the MMO.

Figure 7.1 ICES areas.
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Figure 7.2: ICES Sub-rectangles. Thanet Coast SAC lies within 31F1 and Essex Estuaries
SAC is within 32F1.
Valuation of affected landings
7.3.4 The direct impact on fishing vessels would be a reduction in catch and therefore landings
from bottom towed gear in the proposed closed area. In order to estimate potential
impacts, landings data supplied by the MMO was analysed.
7.3.5 Calculation of landings from ICES area IVc is shown in table 7.1. Table 7.1 has an
average value from 2009, 2010 and 2011. A calculation was made into the maximum
value potentially lost to the fishery, based on the area of the proposed closure in Thanet
SAC as a percentage of the area of ICES area IVc. This value is calculated as an annual
maximum of £2,322. As an average over 3 years, this provides only a snapshot of a
fishery which may be highly variable over different years. It is also important to note that
this figure is only a percentage of overall landings based on area size of the Thanet
Coast site. It is likely that the value would be significantly less than this figure due to
limitations on the ability of vessels to fish in certain areas of the site such as in the area
of intertidal chalk. The exclusion of the fishing grounds in the area of the Gore channel
from the proposed closed area will mitigate potential losses to the local fleet.
Landings of Fish Captured in Area IVc
Year
2009
2010
2011
Average:

Landed Weight (tonnes)
6,200
6,900
9,400
7,500

Value
(million)
£15.4
£12.9
£10.5
£12.9

Table 7.1 Landings of fish species captured from ICES area IVc.
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Likely effects on fishing fleet from closure
7.3.6 As the number of vessels which have been observed fishing within the area is very low, it
is expected that the impact on the fishing fleet form this closure will be limited. (Figure
7.3) Due to the fact that the ICES rectangle 31F1 covers such a large area containing
other key fishing grounds, it is not possible to accurately identify the value of the
proposed closed area from landings declarations. IFCA officers visited Broadstairs
Harbour and Whitstable on 05/03/13 to ask direct questions and gather evidence as to
the economic impacts of the proposed closed area (annexes 3 and 4). Information and
statements from interviews with commercial fishermen were recorded which indicated
that although there are occasional instances where fishermen trawl in that area, it is a
rare occurrence and banning bottom towed gear would have a minimal impact on
vessels, provided the buffer area is reasonable (annex 4). Of those surveyed, vessels
made an average of less than ten targeted trips a year within the suggested buffer zone
of the Thanet Coast SAC and vessels made no targeted trips within the area of the chalk
reef.
7.3.7 The area of the Gore Channel to the northwest of the reef feature is considered to be of
significant importance for the fishing community. Although this area has small
outcroppings of chalk reef, allowing this area to remain available to the fishing community
helps to maintain a balance between supporting local industry and conservation
measures.

Figure 7.3: Vessel sightings from KEIFCA patrol vessel in vicinity of proposed closed area.
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7.3.8 Catch value was estimated based on the landings from ICES area IVc from vessels
identified as landing fin fish from this area since 2009. Table 7.1 shows the quantity and
value of fish landed between January and December for the three years: 2009, 2010 and
2011.
7.3.9 These figures indicate the high variability of this fishery throughout different years and
there are a number of factors which impact on the landings and catch value. It is
therefore difficult to make definitive conclusions about any potential impact that the
closure will have. In addition, the landings data available from the MMO does not pinpoint
exactly the area where the catch is taken as the ICES area IVc extends across a wide
area with many different types of fishery. Further clarification on exact impacts was
sought directly from fishers (annex 3) and the results indicated if fishermen could not fish
with towed gear in the proposed area, it would have minimal impact on both time they
spent in the area and their income. 60% of vessels suggested they would carry on fishing
as normal once the area is closed to bottom towed gear whilst the other 40% suggested
they would move to a new area within the IFCA district or target another fishery.
Adaptability
7.3.10 In order to assess the likely effects of the proposed closure on fishing activities, the
extent to which vessels would be able to maintain the value of the catch by moving effort
to other areas needs to be assessed.
7.3.11 Fishers were asked directly as to the degree of displacement incurred to other areas as a
result of the proposed closure, and their ability to fish on alternative grounds and adapt in
order to maintain catch value. There are alternative areas within the North Kent coast
area where fishers have the ability to catch the same species. Of the 12 vessels
identified as being impacted by the proposed closure, all 12 recorded that they spend the
majority of their time fishing within ICES sub rectangle 31F1. Each of those vessels
undertakes an average of 18 trips per year inside the Thanet Coast SAC. Of the
respondents, the majority of vessels specified that they undertake no fishing activities
within the proposed closed area (red area), 1 vessel specified they undertake 10 trips per
year inside the proposed closed area. Displacement from this site is a possibility because
of this, however, there may be differing abilities of vessels to fish elsewhere. For
example, the smaller boats are more susceptible to weather. Essentially, this does not
entirely restrict fishing for fin fish as there are still suitable grounds around for all boats
affected.

Indirect costs
7.3.12 For the recommended option, there may be potential increased costs in terms of fuel and
operating costs for vessels travelling further afield to access alternative fishing grounds
and to compensate for potential loss of catch due to the proposed closed area. These
costs are difficult to predict and quantify but fishers were asked to provide an estimate.
These estimates suggested that costs incurred by vessels would be minimal. Only one
vessel stated that they would have to move to another area of the district whilst 60% of
vessels felt their income would not be affected by the restriction on bottom towed gear.
7.4 Fishing activities within the Essex Estuaries EMS.
7.4.1 Fishing activity within this region of the Essex Estuaries SAC is limited due to a number
of factors. Firstly, the site is located within the TECFO, a licensed fishery which is tightly
managed by Kent and Essex IFCA. Under this order, only 14 vessels are allowed access
to this area, under license, to fish for cockles at restricted times during the cockle season
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from June to October. Any vessels fishing in this area outside of specified times or
without a licence will be subject to prosecution.
7.4.2 Whilst this legislation limits access to the site, the cockle fishing vessels have the
potential to used bottom towed cockle dredges in the area of the eelgrass beds when
they have permission to fish. This creates a conflict between the gear type and the
feature requiring protection.
7.4.3 Fishing activity is also limited by the presence of a Ministry of Defence firing range at
Shoeburyness. Access is restricted to the waters within firing range and as such fishing
access is limited.
Valuation of affected landings
7.4.4 Kent and Essex IFCA carry out regular stock surveys on the cockle fishery areas within
the Maplin Sands. As a result of this, population data for specific areas is very detailed.
Cockle stocks within the proposed restricted area have been monitored since 1988 and
catch records as well as landings have also been monitored during that time. None of the
regular survey points used by KEIFCA are within the proposed closed area as fishing
activity has been minimal in these areas in the past. This suggests that viable stocks
available to the cockle fishery are minimal in this area
7.4.5 As the number of vessels fishing this area is restricted to a relatively low number, the
effect of closing the area to bottom towed gear will have a minimal impact on the income
of the fishing community as a whole but it may have an impact on those specific licensed
vessels which fish inside the Regulating Order. The proposed closed area is
approximately 1% of the total Regulating Order area, and little fishing activity takes place
within the area, therefore the value of affected landings will be relatively negligible.
Likely effects on fishing fleet from closure
7.4.6 The proposed closed area and buffer zone covers an area that is not accessible to
fishing vessels other than those within the Thames Estuary Cockle Fishery Order. As the
number of vessels which can fish within the area is very limited it is expected that the
impact on the fishing fleet from this closure will be minimal. IFCA officers visited Leigh on
Sea on 04/03/13 to ask direct questions of the license holders and other fishermen and
gather evidence as to the economic impacts of the proposed closed area. Information
from discussions with commercial fishermen was recorded. The licensed cockle vessels
indicated that they do occasionally fish within the proposed closed area. However, vessel
sightings data from K&EIFCA show that in the past 6 years, only 1 vessel has been
observed within the site.
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Figure 7.4: Vessel sightings from KEIFCA patrol vessel in vicinity of proposed closed area.

7.4.7 K&EIFCA carry out regular stock surveys within the Thames Estuary Cockle Fishery and
these often show limited numbers of cockles within the proposed closure. Total Allowable
Catch (TAC) for the cockle fishery in 2012 was set at 6,429 tonnes.
Adaptability
7.4.8 In order to assess the likely effects of the proposed closure on fishing activities, the
extent to which vessels would be able to maintain the value of the catch by moving effort
to other areas needs to be assessed.
7.4.9 Fishermen were asked directly as to the degree of displacement incurred to other areas
as a result of the proposed closure. As previously mentioned, the proposed closed area
is a small area of the cockle fishery and represents a maximum distance of 100m from
the extent of the feature (eelgrass). The area lost to the overall cockle fishery is
negligible.
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Indirect Costs
Environmental costs
7.5 Thanet Coast SAC: There is the potential for bottom towed gear activities to be displaced on
to other areas containing other features. This would create a potential increase in pressure on
other sites. Fishers were asked directly to inform IFCA officers as to the degree of displacement
which they would anticipate as a result of the proposed closure (annex 1). The results were that
due to the current minimal levels of fishing activity in the site, fishermen felt they could continue
in their current routines and would not be displaced in any significant way. Respondents did
comment that they also fish in other areas along the Kent coastline (annex 2).
7.6 Essex Estuaries SAC: There is the potential for bottom towed gear activities to be displaced
on to other areas containing other features, although this is unlikely due to the specific spatial
nature of the cockle beds. Other commercial fishing activities do not occur in this area. This
could create a potential increase in pressure on other sites. Fishers were asked directly to
inform IFCA officers as to the degree of displacement which they would anticipate as a result of
the proposed closure (annex 1). The results were that due to the current minimal levels of
fishing activity in the site, fishermen felt they could continue in their current routines and would
not be displaced in any significant way.
Administrative and enforcement costs
7.7 The lead responsibility of enforcing an IFCA byelaw under section 155 of the Marine and
Coastal Access Act 2009 will fall to the KEIFCA and all of the proposed closed area lies within
6nm. The existing routine patrols undertaken by the IFCA in the area would be the most likely
method of enforcement as all fishing vessels in the area are under 15m and therefore do not
have VMS.
7.8 KEIFCA currently have a similar byelaw in place in the Essex Estuaries SAC at present,
closing the area to native oyster dredging. Based on experience of enforcement activities at this
site, estimated potential additional costs for each site have been calculated and are shown in
table 7.3. Total potential costs for both sites would therefore be approximately £65,000 per
annum.
7.9 Essex Estuaries SAC is located very close to the shoreline and as a result, this in itself is a
management measure as it is difficult for vessels to fish within the proposed closed area.
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Table 7.4 Annual additional costs of enforcement of recommended option per site
Activity

Cost per Unit (£)

Number of Units per
year

Total cost per year(£)

£250

6

£1500

Routine Sea Patrols **

£1500

8

£12,000

Additional IFCA surveillance***

£2250

4

£9000

Prosecution/investigation/
Guilty Plea only ****

£10,000

1

£10,000

Routine
shore
surveillance *

patrol

TOTAL

£32,500

* Routine shore based enforcement involving one Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Officer (IFCO) plus Vehicle
** Patrol Vessel running costs per day based on 2012 IFCA stats
*** Intelligence led surveillance involving several IFCOs and Patrol Vessel per day
**** Including IFCO and PV time. Administration and Legal fees. Not Guilty Pleas could substantially increase
Court costs
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Benefits for recommended option
7.10 The exclusion of bottom towed gear from the proposed areas would prevent the use of
bottom towed gear and result in the following benefits:
Environmental benefits of maintaining chalk reef habitats
Environmental benefits of maintaining eelgrass habitats
Environmental benefits and related ecosystem services can be valued but this is difficult to
apply and the techniques required are beyond the scope of this impact assessment. Therefore
the benefits are described here as non-monetised benefits.

Environmental benefits
7.11 Thanet Coast SAC
7.11.1 The movement of seawater keeps rocks and reefs clear of sediment, and marine algae
and animals colonise the surfaces. Crevices formed by boulders on top of one another
shelter a range of marine life. Specialised invertebrates are able to burrow into soft
chalk reefs contributing to the erosion. The chalk is also readily scoured by sand or
crumbled by wave action. This means the coastal waters in chalk areas are usually
cloudy in appearance. (Kent Biodiversity Partnership 2004).
7.11.2 Thanet has been identified as one of the most sensitive marine areas in England and
the international importance of Thanet’s chalk reefs (running from Minnis Bay to
Pegwell) is reflected in its notification as a marine SAC. 68% of the UK’s chalk reefs are
found in the South East and the 23km of coastal chalk at Thanet represents 12% of the
European total of coastal chalk (North East Kent European marine sites Management
Scheme, 2001). There are other important areas of coastal chalk between Deal and
Folkestone. (Kent Biodiversity Partnership 2004).
7.11.3 Several protected species, including marine invertebrates, seals and seabirds, use
intertidal rock for food and shelter. Plants and animals are zoned according to depth
and cloudiness of the water, which affect the amount of available light. Green, brown
and red algae dominate the intertidal rock whereas kelp (Laminaria spp.) and red algae
tend to dominate the well-lit rocks in shallow water. Animals colonising the intertidal and
deeper rocks include sponges, sea squirts, anemones and the bristle worm (Polydora
ciliata); whilst other animals will colonise the algae. Chalk boring biotope piddock was
found to be present in a 1997 survey, whose boring activity creates habitat for other
small invertebrates (Tittley, et. Al. 1998). The soft coral dead man’s fingers (Alcyonium
digitatum) and the boring sponge (Cliona celata) are found below low water. Crevices
shelter fish and crabs, including the edible crab (Cancer pagurus), various wrasse and
the tompot blenny (Parablennius gattorugine). Seabirds, such as the kittiwake (Rissa
tridactyla) and the fulmar (Fulmarus glacialis), feed in inshore waters whilst nesting on
Kent’s cliffs. (Kent Biodiversity Partnership 2004).

7.12

Essex Estuaries SAC
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7.12.1 There are a number of ecological benefits provided by seagrass and its importance as a
habitat, food source and in coastal protection is well documented around the world.
Seagrass habitats act as nursery areas for juvenile animals providing shelter from strong
currents. The reduced current caused by the presence of seagrass beds also promotes
settling of suspended sediments, the roots bind together the substrate helping to prevent
coastal erosion. Evidence of these benefits specifically derived from eelgrass is also
documented.
7.12.2 Eelgrass beds provide a nursery habitat for a number of juvenile species including fish
and crustaceans some of which are of commercial value. For example, eelgrass beds in
the Solent have traditionally been important as shrimping and prawning grounds.
Commercial species such as bass are also associated with eelgrass beds.
7.12.3 Essex Estuaries SAC is designated for the important intertidal mudflat habitats which
support migrating bird assemblages. Several species of these birds graze on eelgrass
directly including Brent geese. The importance of eelgrass as a portion of the diet of
Brent geese was recorded when declines in eelgrass populations in the 1930s also led to
a decline in the occurrence of these birds. Brent geese are an internationally important
regularly occurring migratory species.
7.12.4 The structure of eelgrass plants help to stabilise sediments and this was demonstrated
when declines of eelgrass in the 1930s due to the wasting disease led to erosion of mud
from Langstone Harbour (Bailey and Pearson 2007). Evidence of reduction in suspended
particles and turbidity due to presence of eelgrass has been documented in a study of
this species in Chesapeake Bay (Moore 2004).

SUMMARY
7.17

Thanet Coast SAC

7.17.1 The maximum percentage of catches that may be impacted by the recommend closed
area at Thanet Coast SAC is estimated at 3%. This is based on reported average time
spent fishing within the KEIFCA district versus time spent fishing within the closed area.
This does not take into account the amount of time people spend fishing outside the
KEIFCA district and as such, this figure could be less. Suggested maximum value of
catch impacted from MMO data is £2,322. This is based on average landings from ICES
area IVc since January 2009. It is probably significantly less than this due to the caveats
described in the ‘uncertainty and data assumptions’ table. The actual proposed area is
less than 1% of this ICES rectangle and there are a number of vessels included in this
estimate that may not be impacted. In addition, vessels operating with towed gear do not
normally tow near littoral rock due to the likelihood of gear damage occurring.
Therefore this value does not translate directly into actual losses incurred by fishers. An
attempt was made to gather evidence of direct losses from fishers, and the results
indicated that of the 12 vessels surveyed, 50% would be able to continue fishing as
normal, 30% would move to a new area within KEIFCA district and 20% would increase
the number of fishing trips they make. Impacted fishers are likely to have the ability to
maintain catch value by fishing on alternative grounds and targeting other species.
Enforcement costs per year incurred by KEIFCA are expected to be around £32,500.
There may be potential environmental costs due to impacts on other habitats due to
displacement to other fishing grounds. The degree of displacement and where these
sites are is unknown.
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7.17.2 Environmental benefits of this closure include the protection of this important habitat as a
food source for birds, a nursery area for juvenile species, habitat for marine invertebrates
and coastal protection services.
7.17.3 It is not possible to make a comparison of monetised costs and benefits so this has been
outlined in a qualitative manner in the evidence base. The government is obligated to
take appropriate conservation measures to maintain and restore the habitats for which
Essex Estuaries SAC was designated. The KEIFCA also have a responsibility to ensure
the sustainable management of inshore fisheries balancing environmental, social and
economic costs and benefits. It is deemed that the environmental and fishery benefits
from protecting this site outweigh the potential costs incurred by fishers. This proposed
closure will form the basis of investigation into future management plans.
7.18

Essex Estuaries SAC

7.18.1 Due to the unique nature of the fishery within the proposed closed area, it is likely that
the impact on values of the current fishery will be minimal. Fishing is currently limited
within the current Thames Estuary Cockle Fishery Order to 14 vessels who only have
permission to fish in the area from approximately June through October. Although there
is some potential for displacement of vessels from the proposed closed area, this is likely
to be minimal due to the specific nature and current management strategies of cockle
fishing within the Kent and Essex IFCA district. Vessel sightings for the last six years
show that although stakeholders suggest that they do occasionally fish within this area,
only 1 vessel has been sighted in the proposed closure area. As other fishing vessels are
prohibited from fishing in this area, the risk of displacement of other fishing methods to
other areas from with the Essex Estuaries SAC is minimal.
7.18.2 Environmental benefits of this closure include the protection of this important habitat as a
food source for birds, a nursery area for juvenile species, habitat for marine invertebrates
and coastal protection services.
7.18.3 It is not possible to make a comparison of monetised costs and benefits so this has been
outlined in a qualitative manner in the evidence base. The government is obligated to
take appropriate conservation measures to maintain and restore the habitats for which
Essex Estuaries SAC was designated. The KEIFCA also have a responsibility to ensure
the sustainable management of inshore fisheries balancing environmental, social and
economic costs and benefits. It is deemed that the environmental and fishery benefits
from protecting this site outweigh the potential costs incurred by fishers. This proposed
closure will form the basis of investigation into future management plans.
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Annexes
Annex 1: Questions asked to fishermen during initial survey
General Information
Vessel
Size

Under 8m

Date:
8 - 10m

Do You
Consider
Yourself Fulltime or Parttime?

over 10m

Please
Tick

Main Fishing Method
(Percentage of time
spent on method)
Please Specify Type of
Trawl/Net:
How many fishing
trips a year on
average do you fish
for within KEIFCA
district?

How long have you
been regularly fishing
in KEIFCA district?

Trawl

Less than 10

Fixed Net

10 - 30

30-60

Full-time

Part-time

Drift Net

60-90

Other

90 - 120

120 150

150+

Estimated average number?
Less than a
year

1-2 years

Estimated number?

26

2-5 years

5-10
years

10 years
+

Which areas have you been mainly fishing in this month? Please circle the areas
applicable:

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

Outside KEIFCA district
What port/s do you generally fish
out of:

1
How many people ‘on average’
work on your vessel?

Where do you
sell your fish?

Less
than
10%

What
percentage
do netting
landings
contribute
to the total
income of
your vessel?

Less
than
10%

3

4

4+

Estimated number?

Within
KEIFCA
District

What
percentage
do potting
landings
contribute to
the total
income of
your vessel?

2

Internationally
(France,
Belgium etc)

Within
the UK

1020%

2040%

4060%

6080%

80100%

1020%

2040%

4060%

6080%

80100%

Estimated
number?

Estimated number?
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What
percentage
do trawling
landings
contribute
to the total
income of
your vessel?

Less
than
10%

1020%

2040%

4060%

6080%

80100%

Estimated number?

How many
fishing trips a
year on
average do
you fish
inside the
green
hatched
area?

Less
than
10

How many
fishing trips a
year on
average do
you fish
inside the
red line?

Less
than
10

10 30

30-60

60120

120+

30-60

60120

120+

30-60

60120

120+

Estimated average
number?

10 30

Estimated average
number?

How many
Less
10 fishing trips a than
30
year on
10
average do
you fish
Estimated average
inside the
number?
red shaded
area?

How much on
average do you
make per year?

£0 - £10,000

£10000 £20,000

£20,000 £30,000

£30,000 £40,000

£40,000 £50,000

£50,000 £60,000

£60,000 £70,000

£70,000 £80,000

£80,000 £90,000

£90,000 £100,000
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What
value of
catch in £
do you
need per
week to
"make a
living"?

£0 - £200 (£0 £10,000 per year)

£200 - £400
(£10,000 £20,000 per year)

£1000 - £1200
(£50,000 - £60,000
per year)

£1200 - £1400
(£60,000 £70,000 per year)

£0 - £200 (£0
- £10,000 per
year)
What value
of catch in £
do you need
per week to
£1000 - £1200
be
"successful"? (£50,000 £60,000 per
year)

£400 - £600
(£20,000 £30,000 per
year)

£1400 - £1600
(£70,000 £80,000 per
year)

£600 - £800
(£30,000 £40,000 per year)

£1600 - £1800
(£80,000 £90,000 per year)

£800 - £1000
(£40,000 £50,000 per
year)

£1800 - £2000
(£90,000 £100,000 per
year)

£200 - £400
(£10,000 £20,000 per
year)

£400 - £600
(£20,000 £30,000 per
year)

£600 - £800
(£30,000 £40,000 per
year)

£800 - £1000
(£40,000 £50,000 per
year)

£1200 - £1400
(£60,000 £70,000 per
year)

£1400 - £1600
(£70,000 £80,000 per
year)

£1600 - £1800
(£80,000 £90,000 per
year)

£1800 - £2000
(£90,000 £100,000 per
year)

Impact of area:
How long
have you
been
regularly
fishing inside
the green
hatched
area?

Less
than
a
year

1-2
years

2-5
years

Estimated number?
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5-10
years

10
years
+

How long
have you
been
regularly
fishing inside
the red line?

How long
have you
been
regularly
fishing inside
the red
shaded area?

If you
could not
fish in the
green
hatched
area what
would you
do?

If you could
not fish
inside the
red line what
would you
do?

Less
than
a
year

1-2
years

2-5
years

5-10
years

10
years
+

2-5
years

5-10
years

10
years
+

Estimated number?

Less
than
a
year

1-2
years

Estimated number?

Carry on
fishing as
normal
Increase
the
number of
fishing
trips
Any other
actions/
Comments

Use more
gear

Target
another
fishery

Move to a
new area
within
KEIFCA
district

Move to a new
area outside
KEIFCA district

Carry on
fishing as
normal

Use more
gear

Target
another
fishery

Increase
the number
of fishing
trips

Move to a
new area
within
KEIFCA
district

Move to a new
area outside
KEIFCA district

Any other
actions/
Comments
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Stop
fishing

Stop
fishing

If you could
not fish
inside the
red shaded
area what
would you
do?

Carry on
fishing as
normal

Use more
gear

Target
another
fishery

Increase
the number
of fishing
trips

Move to a
new area
within
KEIFCA
district

Move to a new
area outside
KEIFCA district

Use more
gear

Target
anothe
r
fishery

Move to a
new area
within
KEIFCA
district

Move to a new
area outside
KEIFCA district

Stop
fishing

Any other
actions/
Comments

Carry on
fishing as
normal

If you could
not fish
within the
Increase
green
the
hatched area
number of
how would
fishing
that affect
trips
your income
Any other
from the
actions/
fishery?
Comment
s

If you
could not
fish inside
the red
line, how
would that
affect your
income
from the
fishery?

Carry on
fishing as
normal
Increase
the
number of
fishing
trips
Any other
actions/
Comments

Use more
gear

Target
another
fishery

Move to a
new area
within
KEIFCA
district

Move to a new
area outside
KEIFCA district

If you
could not
fish inside

Carry on
fishing as
normal

Use more
gear

Target
another
fishery
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Stop
fishing

Stop
fishing

Stop
fishing

the red
shaded
area, how
would that
affect your
income
from the
fishery?

Increase
the
number of
fishing
trips
Any other
actions/
Comments

Move to a
new area
within
KEIFCA
district

Move to a new
area outside
KEIFCA district

Pots:
How many strings of gear on average do you
use?
How many pots on average do you have on
each string?
How long on average do you leave your pots
to soak for?
How many anchors do you use on each string?

How many
pots do
you set
inside the
green
hatched
area?

Less
than
100

How
many
pots do
you set
inside
the red
line?

Less
than
100

How
many
pots do
you set
inside
the red
shaded
area?

Less
than
100

100200

200300

300400

400600

600800

800+

200300

300400

400600

600800

800+

200300

300400

400600

600800

800+

Estimated
average
number?

100200

Estimated
average
number?

100200

Estimated
average
number?
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Nets:
How many fleets of gear on average do you use?
How long on average is each fleet?
How many anchors do you use on each fleet?

How much
gear on
average
fishing
trip do
you set
inside the
green
hatched
area?

Les
s
tha
100n
20m
100
m
Estimated
average
number?

How
much
gear on
average
do you
set
inside
the red
line?

Less
than
100m

How
much
gear on
average
do you
set
inside
the red
shaded
area?

Less
than
100
m

10020m

300400
m

200300m

400600
m

600800
m

800m
+

200300m

300400
m

400600
m

600800
m

800m
+

200300m

300400
m

400600
m

600800
m

800m
+

Estimated average
number?

10020m

Estimated
average number?
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Trawls:
How long
would
you say is
an
average
trawl?

Less
than
30
mins

3060
mins

1-1½
hours

1½-2
hours

2-2½
hours

2½-3
hours

3
hours
+

Estimated
average time?

What type of trawl do you use and what
size?
How many
trawls on
average do
tow inside
the green
hatched area
on an
average trip?

How many
trawls on
average do
tow inside
the red line
on an
average
trip?
How many
trawls on
average do
tow inside
the red
shaded
area on an
average
trip?

0

1

2

3

4

5

5+

2

3

4

5

5+

2

3

4

5

5+

Estimated
average
amount?

0

1

Estimated
average
amount?

0

1

Estimated
average
amount?
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Appendix 2: Summary Report of Responses Received from Fishermen
In order to assess the impact of establishing a closed area for bottom closed gear within the
Thanet Coast SAC, KEIFCA officers designed a questionnaire with a series of targeted
questions (appendix 3)
This questionnaire was distributed amongst the fishermen at a meeting at Ramsgate on 5 th
March 2013. The results of these questionnaires are presented in this summary report.
Vessel Size:
The majority of vessels who responded are under 10m. Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS) is not
currently mandatory for vessels under 10 and as such, there is not currently a system in place
for determining the location of these vessels at a certain time.

Fishing Method:
All of the vessels surveyed use more than one fishing method on a regular basis. Boats who
selected other as a regular fishing method were asked to specify which type they used. Whelk
pots, lobster pots and oyster dredges were listed as these methods.

Number of trips:
The majority of fishermen considered themselves to be full time fishermen and an average of
150 trips or more were made within the KEIFCA district on an annual basis. Only two vessels
described themselves as part time.
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Number of Crew:
Of the vessels surveyed, two was the most common number of crew working on each vessel
although some vessels responded that at peak times, number of crew may increase
substantially.

Where Fish is sold:
There was an even representation amongst the vessels as to where they sell their fish.
Although the most common place to sell is within the KEIFCA district, vessels outlined that they
often sell in a number of areas.
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Percentage of income earned per fishing method:
Of the vessels surveyed, a significant proportion suggested they earned between 80 and 100%
of their income through trawling. No vessel responded that they rely on potting for 80-100% of
their income.
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