This consultation provides
stakeholders with information
on the development of
measures to conserve and
protect local wild native oyster
stocks and the proposals for
future management, and asks
stakeholders for feedback and
information regarding those
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Purpose of this consultation
The purpose of this consultation is to seek views on the creation of a native oyster permit byelaw that would manage the native
oyster fishery within the Blackwater, Crouch, Roach and Colne Estuaries Marine Conservation Zone.

Consultation Process
Geographical scope: This consultation applies primarily to the Blackwater, Crouch, Roach and Colne Estuaries Marine
Conservation Zone.
Duration of the consultation: 5 weeks
Body responsible: Kent and Essex Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority

How to contribute
The closing date for this consultation is 19th October 2017. Responses should be sent to the following email address:
info@kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk
Or by post to:
KEIFCA
Paragon House
Albert Street
Ramsgate
Kent
CT11 9HD
Further information is available on our website www.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk.

Confidentiality
In line with KEIFCAs policy of openness, at the end of the consultation period copies of the responses we receive may be
published in a summary of the responses to this consultation. If you do not consent to this, you must clearly request that
your response be treated as confidential. Any confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system in email responses will
not be treated as such a request. Respondents should also be aware that there may be circumstances in which KEIFCA will be
required to communicate information to third parties on request, in order to comply with its obligations under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000.
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Background
There has been a long history dating back to the Romans of native
oyster fishing and cultivation along the Essex coast. This reached
levels where about 89% of the 22.9 million oysters landed in the
UK in 1914 (about 2,250 tonnes), were from the east coast, mainly
from Essex and Kent ports (Edwards 1997). Unfortunately, over
the last 80 years there has been a steady decline in wild and
cultivated native oyster stocks along the Essex coast, which has
mirrored a decline in the local native oyster industry. However, since the early 1990s the local oyster industry based at West
Mersea has made significant progress with the revival of native oyster stocks on their Several Order in the Blackwater estuary.
Native oysters are an iconic local Essex species and over the last few years members of the local industry have worked closely
with the Essex Wildlife Trust (EWT) to survey stocks and develop initial ideas for the further recovery of native oysters. By
engaging with the regional Balanced Seas project, the local oyster industry and the Essex Wildlife Trust (EWT) used the data
gathered to help support the creation of the Blackwater, Crouch, Roach and Colne Estuaries MCZ (BCRC MCZ). Following
public consultation, the BCRC MCZ was designated in November 2013, with conservation objectives including the recovery to
favourable condition of native oyster beds (marine habitat) and Native oyster (Ostrea edulis) (Species of marine fauna).

Essex Estuaries - An internationally important area
In addition to providing protection to native oysters, the MCZ
designation overlays a number of other Marine Protected Area
sites which protect a range of species and habitats. These
designations also need to be considered when developing
management:
•
•
habitat)
•
•
protection

SPA designations (protecting wild birds)
SAC designations (protecting the underlying marine
RAMSAR site (protecting international wetlands)
The intertidal areas also receive national SSSI
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Why is it important to protect native oysters?
Natural beds of native oysters have become increasingly rare
in the North Sea and the species is extremely rare in parts of
its former range (Scandinavia to North Africa). Unfortunately,
the species low growth rates and poor recruitment success
make it a particularly vulnerable species and it is now mainly
found in specific strong holds in Denmark, Ireland, the UK
and France.
Stock abundance was probably greatest in the 18th and 19th
centuries, when there were large offshore oyster grounds in
the southern North Sea and the Channel. During this period
the native oyster industry is estimated to have produced up
to 100 times more than today’s 100-200 tonnes (UKBAP,
1999) and it is estimated that in 1864 around 700 million
oysters were consumed in London alone (Edwards, 1997).
During the 20th century native oyster abundance continued
Map on the distribution of the oyster in the North Sea from
Olsen’s “Piscatorial Atlas” (1883)
to significantly decline in European waters. Examples from
Belgium and Germany illustrate this and where once natural oyster beds occurred and were considered common, apart from a
handful of oysters they are now considered virtually extinct in the wild and have been for over 80 years. Analysis of UK
landings, highlights this trend and shows that landings fell from 40 million in 1920 to 3 million in the 1960s, and to date landings
have never returned to former levels (Edwards, 1997).
In a response to this massive population decline across Europe,
native oysters and native oyster beds have been added to the
OSPAR List of Threatened and/or Declining Species and Habitats
and is included as a UK BAP priority species and habitat. The
creation of the BCRC MCZ as well as other MCZ sites provides
protection for native oysters, and creates a framework whereby
key English oyster populations are starting to stabilise and
recover, which will in turn help wider European stocks.
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Management of native oyster fishing
The KEIFCA has responsibilities to ensure that the exploitation of fisheries resources is undertaken in a sustainable manner
and must also seek to ensure that the conservation objectives of MCZs are furthered. As a ‘Competent and Relevant Authority’
the KEIFCA is also required to perform its duties in regard to managing the impacts of fishing on the European Marine Site
features. The KEIFCA role in MCZ management is to lead on developing sustainable fisheries management, with Natural
England leading on oyster recovery work.

Current Management measures
Kent and Essex Sea Fisheries Committee and now KEIFCA have for several
decades limited fishing effort upon the oyster fishery in the district by using
byelaws which restricted the size of vessel, size of dredges and minimum
landing size. The removal of native oysters from the public grounds on the
BCRC MCZ site has been banned using a KEIFCA byelaw until March 2018.

A community working together
In 2013 and 2014 stakeholder workshops were held to consider objectives and
management options for the site. This resulted in a working group (Essex- Native Oyster
Restoration Initiative: Essex-NORI) being set up to identify and develop restoration
projects.

○ Blackwater Oysterman’s Association
○ Crouch and Roach Oyster Fishermen
○ London Zoological Society
○ KEIFCA

○ Essex Wildlife Trust
○ Cambridge University
○ Blue Marine Foundation
○ Natural England

The process of developing a BCRC MCZ native oyster permit and associated fisheries management plan describes
when and how the fishery would be opened to native oyster dredging on the public area of the site. This process
does not attempt to describe how recovery could or should be achieved and KEIFCA will work closely with the
community lead E-NORI group to discuss and developing plans to aid recovery.
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The legislation
The Blackwater, Crouch, Roach and Colne Estuaries Marine Conservation Zone was created using
a Designation Order in 2013 and protects Intertidal mixed sediments (broadscale marine habitat),
Native oyster (Ostrea edulis) beds (marine habitat) and Native oyster (Ostrea edulis) (Species of
marine fauna).

Conservation objectives for the site
5.—(1) The conservation objective of the Zone is that the protected features—
(a) so far as already in favourable condition, remain in such condition; and
(b) so far as not already in favourable condition, be brought into such condition, and remain in such condition.
(2) In paragraph (1), “favourable condition” —
(a) with respect to a broadscale marine habitat or a marine habitat within the Zone, means that—
(i) its extent is stable or increasing; and
(ii) its structures and functions, its quality, and the composition of its characteristic biological communities are such as to
ensure that it remains in a condition which is healthy and not deteriorating;
(b) with respect to a species of marine fauna within the Zone, means that the quality and quantity of its habitat and the
composition of its population in terms of number, age and sex ratio are such as to ensure that the population is maintained in
numbers which enable it to thrive;
(3) In paragraph (2)(a)(ii), the reference to the composition of the characteristic biological communities of a habitat includes a
reference to the diversity and abundance of species forming part of or inhabiting that habitat.
(4) For the purposes of paragraph (2)(a)(ii), any temporary deterioration in condition is to be disregarded if the habitat is
sufficiently healthy and resilient to enable its recovery.
(5) For the purposes of paragraph (2)(b), any temporary reduction of numbers is to be disregarded if the population is
sufficiently thriving and resilient to enable its recovery.
(6) For the purpose of determining whether the feature of geological interest is sufficiently unobscured within the meaning of
paragraph (2)(c)(iii), any obscurement of that feature brought about entirely by natural processes is to be disregarded.
(7) For the purpose of determining whether a protected feature is in favourable condition within the meaning of paragraph (2),
any alteration to that feature brought about entirely by natural processes is to be disregarded.
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Why develop a permit byelaw?
The BCRC MCZ order sets out the important factors that need to be
considered and assessed when developing any form of
management. The recover objective of the site (5(1)b of the
designation order) means that the first action needs to be to bring
the native oyster population and the native oyster beds on the site to
a favourable condition. We know that the native oysters low growth
rates and poor recruitment success make it a particularly vulnerable
species and due to recruitment failure, populations have been
recorded declining naturally in areas with no fishing (Spärck, 1951).
Research by Spärck (1951) concluded that a long series of
favourable years even within or from established populations was
required for recovery, and showed that oyster stocks in the Limfjord,
did not recover their fishery potential until 1947/48, 20 years after
they were first closed to fishing. The legislation clearly suggests that
native oysters need to be closely managed until the stock is in a
favourable condition and that during this phase removal of oysters from fishing would need to be stopped.
Section 5 (5) indicates a route by which fishing could be allowed
once the population is in a favourable condition; ‘that any
temporary reduction of numbers is to be disregarded if the
population is sufficiently thriving and resilient to enable its
recovery’. Taking this into account any management measure
developed would need to be adaptive, iterative and responsive to
oyster population fluctuations and changing conditions and
pressures. A flexible byelaw with an underpinning fisheries
management plan would allow, within agreed limits, this type of
flexibility and is the option KEIFCA are looking to develop.
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How and when is the permit byelaw going to be developed?
The BCRC MCZ project has been a community led project from the
start and KEIFCA want to work closely with key stakeholders to
shape and develop this long-term management approach.
Developing appropriate management for this site and these features
is complex and difficult, and it is only through working together and
using practical experience in combination with scientific knowledge
that we can recover this stock. The ideas in this document are clear
starting points working within the current legislation and using expert
knowledge, and we would expect that ideas could change as the byelaw progresses through its consultation process.
As well as developing this information pack we have held, and are looking to hold a number of local meetings and would
encourage people to attend but also to submit written comments. Written comments either by letter, email or text can be
presented directly to the Authority and will best help the KEIFCA members understand your perspective and use it when
developing and making the byelaw.

● Industry meeting - 20th Feb 2017
● Stakeholder workshop - 30th March 2017
● Feedback to the May Authority meeting - 23rd May 2017:
● Follow-up stakeholder meeting – 6th July 2017
● Follow-up industry meeting – 16th August 2017
● Feedback to the September Authority meeting – 15th
September 2017
● Written consultation – Sept-Oct 2017 (this document)
● Technical Panel meeting– 30th October 2017
● Draft byelaw, November Authority meeting – 30th November
2017
● Start the legal byelaw making process
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Suggested management process
Following internationally recognised best practice (MSC principles and process) KEIFCA would use the following process to
manage the oyster stocks, whilst conserving the wider habitat.
1) Develop a flexible byelaw that uses an accompanying management
plan that clearly lays out the conditions and the controls under which
oyster harvesting could take place.
2) Undertake an annual survey of the key (public) native oyster stocks on
the site and compare the findings of the survey with the management
plan requirements.
3) If the criteria to open the fishery are not met, the fishery remains
closed and is reassessed the following year. If the requirements are met
then a meeting with the fishermen, key local stakeholders and NE will be
held and a package of potential management measures will be developed in conjunction with developing an Appropriate
Assessment (a formal assessment required by any plan or project taking place in a marine protected area) or equivalent.
Following Natural England advice on the proposals, a summary with recommendations will be presented to the Authority for
decision/approval.
4) If the fishery is opened after being discussed at an Authority meeting, KEIFCA officers would monitor and enforce the fishing
effort and byelaw regulations on the site, and feed information gathered into further assessments.
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Fixed and flexible features of the byelaw
In constructing the permit byelaw a key component of the new legislation will be the ability to create a mechanism for flexible
adaptive management that can respond to changing conditions and knowledge. Although the Marine and Coastal Access Act
2009 does allow IFCAs to make flexible permit byelaws, this is not a carte blanch power and there is a requirement to develop
a very clear framework which describes the extent of the flexibility wished to be exercised and the process used to consult and
agree on changes in management under this flexibility.
Within such a flexible byelaw there are management conditions that would be fixed (e.g. the requirement for vessel tracking,
landings returns etc), and those that are flexible either as a permit condition or as part of an associated fisheries management
plan. Although there can be flexibility an important part of the byelaw consultation and making process is that there is clarity
about what users are required to comply with once the byelaw comes into force and how the byelaw could change in the future.

Within a fisheries management plan,
more complex and detailed fisheries
management policy can be kept and
used to describe the detail behind
arriving at management outcome
(opening or closing a fishery/ detailed
management responses to different
stock or environmental conditions). The
fisheries management plan is a more
flexible document that can be updated
and reviewed as new evidence
emerges, but clearly lays out what
different stakeholders can expect given
specific scenario’s. The development of
a fisheries management plan can also
be a useful vehicle for helping the
fishery meet the requirements of the Appropriate Assessment process.

10

BCRC MCZ native oyster permit byelaw consultation
EIFCA
Consultation
NativeNative
OysterOyster
Permit Permit
Consultation

Key features of the byelaw
(Flexible components in blue)
1.
Anyone fishing for native oysters on public oyster beds would be required to have an
annual permit
2.

The permit would be restricted to one per person per vessel

3.

The fishery would be open for a limited period each year.

4.
The byelaw would divide the MCZ into a number of different fishing areas. A specific
area or areas would be opened.
5.
Each permit would be allocated an equal percentage of the overall Total Allowable
Catch (TAC). TAC would be based on year survey and would vary annually in line with
management plan requirements.
6.

There would be a fee charged for a permit.

7.

The adult size would be controlled by ring size

8.
There would be controls on vessel size and gear size (standard dredge width / weight /
number).
9.

Each permit holder would be required to complete a detailed landing declaration

10.

Vessels would be required to have vessel tracking whilst taking part in the fishery.

11.
A fisheries management plan would be agreed as part of the byelaw making process.
The fisheries management plan underpins the byelaw and lays out the process at that would
be followed to both open the and run the native oyster fishery.
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Developing a fisheries management
plan
Fisheries/stock management plans are used all over the world to help
manage a vast range of fisheries, from international tuna stocks to
regional lobster populations. The development and use of management
plans has been highlighted as best practice in United Nations FAO advice
(FAO Technical Guidelines, 2003) and is regarded as a vital component of
any Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) assessment.
As the native oysters and oyster beds are classed as ‘recover’ features
under the BCRC MCZ, one of the key component of the plan would be to
establish if the features had adequately recovered. To achieve this
objective it is envisaged that there would be a more detailed process to
open the fishery the first time than there would once it is opened. It is
suggested that once the surveys show the native oyster stocks have met
or are likely to meet the criteria in the fisheries management plan a detailed report would be written summarising all the key
evidence (including an agreed management measures package and an Appropriate Assessment), Meetings with KEIFCA, NE
and representatives of interested parties would also be held to discuss the evidence. Following this NE would advise KEIFCA
as to whether the fishery could be opened.
Although the fisheries management plan will provide a vital framework to inform decision making, the final decision will come
down to weighing up a range of evidence and expert judgement, and the steps of process and the checks and balances are as
important as the plan.
After stakeholder meetings focused on developing, then testing a fisheries management plan a general agreement has
developed that describes the process and the key considerations in opening and running the native oyster fishery.
1. The overall oyster stock needs to increase to about 800 tonnes or something that is a substantial increase from the current
stock of about 300 tonnes.
2. The stock needs to be stable or increasing from this point for a period of 2-3 years
3. At this point the population/ age distribution of the stock would be assessed
4. A package of management measures would need to be agreed in discussion with stakeholders.
5. All this information would be used to inform an assessment document for NE and would be used by NE to inform their formal
advice.

12

BCRC MCZ native oyster permit byelaw consultation
EIFCA
Consultation
NativeNative
OysterOyster
Permit Permit
Consultation

Why 800 tonnes?
As Marine Conservation Zones are relatively new legislative entities there are few legal or practical examples for KEIFCA to
use or adapt to try and overcome the fundamental issue of describing what a recovered oyster population and associated
oyster beds would look like. The development of a native oyster stock size of 800 tonnes on the BCRC MCZ site has been
reached using expert opinion from local stakeholder meetings. Using 800 tonnes as a value represents a significant uplift in
native oyster stocks from the current population estimate of between 300-400 tonnes and a value that would more than likely
be larger than the potential sampling error. It is widely recognised by all parties that using a figure of 800 tonnes is a starting
point and that efforts will be made to gather more data regarding this figure using historic local knowledge and new research.
The expectation would be that the management plan and its key components would evolve and refine as more information is
gathered about the site, with the expectation of a review every 3 years.
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Developing the management plan and
using expert judgement
On the 6th July 2017, a meeting was held with local stakeholders (including
members of the oyster industry, NGOs and Natural England experts) to work
through the detail of a potential management plan and to apply the
management plan to specific native oyster stock scenarios. Discussions were
very constructive and in general showed that the management plan provided a
useful framework to help inform and resolve management decisions. By using
the management plan in conjunction with the requirements of the sites
conservation objectives, fisheries management criteria and expert judgement clear recommendations could be made on most
scenarios. On the less clear cut scenarios the flexibility of being able to change key fisheries controls (amount of TAC, ring
size, areas opened and opening and closing times of the fishery) as well as refer to detailed stock data helped the group reach
clear recomendations. The final conclusion, was that whilst the management plan was a very useful document the final
decision on opening the fishery and developing management measures would rely heavily on the exact data and conditions at
the time of the decision.
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Conservation objective criteria
The BCRC MCZ order lays out specific ecological legal criteria that any
management decision or measure is required to pay due consideration to. The
key criteria that would be considered as part of the fisheries management plan
would be the number of oysters (including number of spawning individuals and
density of oysters) and age (including size, weight, biomass and population
structure focusing on strengths or weakness of specific size age classes).
Assessments of the quality and quantity of the habitat would be based on NE
condition assessment reports and additional research. Surveys to estimate the
number, age/size, density of native oyster stocks within the BCRC site would be
carried out every year on the key areas of the site.

-Number of oysters

● Number

-Number of mature/ spawning oysters
-Density

↓
-Biomass
-Spawning stock biomass

↑
● Age

-Size/ weight
-Population structure

○ Sex ratio
○ The quality and quantity of the habitat

Stock management criteria
The stock management criteria are not derived from legislation
but rather from the practicalities of efficiently and responsibly
managing the native oyster fishery and would be considered
after paying due consideration to the conservation objective
criteria.
•
•
•

Economics of the fishery from both a harvest and
management/enforcement perspective.
Maximising the yield from the stock.
Stock biosecurity and disease management.
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Developing an approach to managing oyster beds as a habitat
The focus so far in the consultation has been on managing oysters as a species, by managing the oyster stock on the site.
Oyster beds as a habitat are also a protected ‘recover’ feature and any management plan needs to consider the management
needs of oyster beds as a habitat as well.
Natural England advice on Native Oyster beds
The definition of a recovered native oyster bed will remain in line with the OSPAR definition of a density at five per m 2.
However, this density is neither the only, nor key, defining element of the bed. Instead, the associated community is determined
to be of greater value to this definition given the site-specific issues. We are aware that currently no quantitative definitions of
these communities exist especially not for the BCRC MCZ site, but we feel we have a valuable opportunity with the BCRC MCZ
site through proposed work streams to collect more site-specific data. We hope this will allow us both to have high confidence
in providing further context to our definition.
We can also advise that scale and ground type are also of equal importance when distinguishing the presence or the potential
presence of beds within an area and with that in mind, agree that under natural conditions native oyster beds will solely be
associated with the subtidal mixed sediment. However, not all subtidal mixed sediment within the public grounds is ideally
suitable for the development of large scale beds. Within this MCZ, this is expected to be further influenced by the ‘natural’
manifestation of the feature given the current state of the site and its associated conditions (substrate, water movement etc.).
Our advice would be that management is focused on where evidence of historic beds exists, where the substrate is subtidal
mixed sediment and where wider conditions of the site could potentially facilitate the re-establishment of these beds. Based on
this, a bed will be able to be considered favourable if it achieves this density of five per m2 and has optimal associated
communities (which we still need to define).

Applying Natural England advice
The development of the restoration box (Area 2a), within an area of mixed sediment and on grounds that are regarded as most
suitable and likely to support oyster beds has been developed to meet the criteria laid out by NE. Within the permit byelaw and
the management plan this area would be regarded as helping meet the recover objective for native oyster beds.
During management discussions with stakeholders the idea of creating additional smaller ‘oyster bed’ areas in each of the sea
based harvest areas based primarily on the preferred oyster bed habitat of mixed sediment was discussed. The additional
areas would be based on the idea of lay fields and would be areas that would acknowledge the commitment to recover oyster
beds within the site but would also allow oysters outside these areas to be harvested under the conditions of the management
plan. Compared to other parts of oyster management plans on the site this approach is still at the concept stage and additional
detail and discussion need to be had with the industry and stakeholders to develop this idea further.
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Consultation questions
What time of year should the fishery be opened?
Taking on board feedback from the oyster industry there was a strong preference to keep the opening times of the fishery
flexible and base them on the stock composition using the stock data generated from the annual survey.
Historically the majority of native oyster fishing generally took place between October and May. This tended to break down into
two periods of higher intensity, one between October and December (mainly focusing on harvesting native oysters for direct
sale) and a second peak in March/ April that tended to focus on harvesting for relaying (generally but not always within the
BCRC MCZ site). The oyster industry was asked in a questionnaire “The fishery would most likely be open for a limited period
(1-2 weeks). What time of year do think the fishery should be opened? (summary below).”
October

November

December

1

1

1

January

February

March

April

2

3

May

Using industry feedback it is proposed that the fishery would primarily be opened in the March/ April window, with the opening
duration based on the amount of quota set. This decision would be reviewed as part of developing the management measures
package for each season and if there were specific advantageous fisheries management or conservation reasons to change the
opening time, the opening of the fishery could take place in the period before Christmas.

Question 1: Do you have any comments or views based on the opening times proposals (above)?

Do you have any views how the site is divided up into harvest areas?
Dividing the BCRC MCZ site into different harvest areas allows oyster stocks in different areas of the site to be managed in
different ways. The boundaries used, have been developed using a
combination of the topography of the site and local knowledge. There
will always be a tension between keeping the number of sub- areas low
with simple boundaries or higher and more complex but allowing more
specific for management.
In general, these areas have been discussed with the industry and local
stakeholders with most feedback being positive. The use of vessel
tracking will help develop a fine scale assessment of specific catch rates
in specific areas.

Question 2: Do you have any comments or views based on the areas and boundaries proposed?
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Managing harvest areas
When developing the package of management measures each year one key component will be deciding which areas of the site
can be opened and which will remain closed. Annual and historic stock data from the different sub-areas will be used in
reaching this decision. As with the site overall stocks in specific sub-areas will need to have shown a significant increase from
current levels before being considered to be opened. Recommendations for opening sub-areas will be developed in
consultation with stakeholders and the industry. An example of applying these criteria to Area 3 (the Ray sand channel) would
be the stock increasing from the current levels of about 150 tonnes to about 300 tonnes whilst taking into consideration the
underpinning MCZ legislation and fisheries management criteria.

Question 3: Do you have any comments or views on how sub-areas should be opened and closed and
the process behind making this decision?

What should the minimum size be set at?
Native oyster minimum size is regulated by setting the size of ring that an oyster is measured against. If the oyster can pass
through the ring when it is lying flat on the ring it is below the minimum size and can’t be retained. The size at maturity in
native oysters can vary but is generally between 40-50mm diameter or 3-5 years. The ring size for KEIFCA district is currently
70mm. Increasing or decreasing the ring size can be used as a stock management tool to target different oyster age/ size
classes and this flexibility was strongly supported by the oyster industry during initial consultation. It is proposed that 70mm be
maintained as the standard minimum size but that the byelaw would allow the ring size to be increased up to 80mm and
decreased to 60mm as a response to specific oyster stock population profiles, which would most likely be a particularly strong
age class. As with other flexible conditions this decision would be reviewed as part of developing the management measures
package for each season and if there were specific advantageous fisheries management or conservation reasons to change the
ring size these would be considered as part of this process.

Question 4: Do you have any comments or views on the minimum size or comments on the review
process?
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What should the permit fee be and why?
Setting the fee for the native oyster permit is a particularly difficult exercise as there is not a current fishery to base financial
estimates on as the fishery has been closed for the last 3 years and based on current stock levels and recruitment the fishery
is likely to remain closed in the short/ medium term. The estimated cost to KEIFCA of managing the fishery/ conservation
feature is currently
10 - 14 sea survey days @ £2,000 /day = £20,000 - £28,000
3 - 5 sea enforcement days @ £2,000 /day = £6,000 - £10,000
These standard running costs are incurred implementing the current byelaw. On top of this KEIFCA would spend additional
time in administering the byelaw which based on running other similar byelaws would cost an additional £600 - £1,000 per year.
It is difficult to estimate how many permit applications there would be, but based on industry engagement this could be between
7-10 vessels. If the Authority were to look at full cost recovery this would set a permit over £2,000. It is clear that setting a
permit fee at this level would make oyster fishing uneconomic and that setting a fee between £100 - £300 would probably be
more realistic.
Feedback from the industry suggested a range of options, that the fee should be related to whether the oysters are relayed or
sold direct or whether the boats have helped improve oyster grounds or that the permit fee varies according to stock levels and
TAC and could potentially increase with time. Useful ball park feedback was that a fee of £100 would need a turnover of £550
to be profit after crew, fuel and outgoings.
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In weighing up the feedback from industry and the costs of running a fishery setting a permit fee of about £150 could strike an
appropriate balance.

Question 5: Do you have any comments or views on how permit fee costs should be set or the cost of
the permit fee?

What should the controls be on maximum vessel size?
It is the clear expectation in developing the byelaw and management plan that running an oyster fishery within in an MCZ that
specifically protects native oysters and native oyster beds will be challenging and likely if a fishery is going to run it will be as a
small-scale low impact fishery. Limiting the vessel size to under 10m could be a tool that could be used to help develop such a
fishery. Owners of vessels larger than 10m (up to 14m) have shown an interest in fishing on the site and limiting vessel size to
under 14m could also be an option.
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Question 6: Do you have any comments or views on the maximum size of vessel that could fish for
native oysters under the permit?

What should the controls be on gear size and dimensions?
In an effort to balance fishermen’s current working practices (industry feedback via a questionnaire) and conservation
requirements to limit impact were possible, the following gear size controls are being suggested
•

Maximum aggregate dredge(s) width: 2.4m

•

Maximum number of dredges: 2

•

Maximum weight per dredge: 100kg

•

Construction of dredge: Ladder blade

Question 7: Do you have any comments or views on the gear controls being suggested?
Question 8: Will conforming with these potential requirements incur any additional costs on your
business. If yes please could you provide a breakdown of those costs?

Tracking systems for permitted vessels fishing for native oysters on the site
At present, it seems highly likely that DEFRA is going to start to develop a national iVMS Statutory Instrument in the near
future. It also seems highly likely that there will be a process where by fishermen could apply for grant funding to help them
cover some or all of their costs. The vessel tracking requirement is a key component of the byelaw and a vital part of
developing a management plan that will meet the sites conservation objectives. For this reason it is suggested that the vessel
tracking component of the byelaw is retained but that the detail of implementation and running this addressed by the upcoming
national process.

Question 9: Do you have any comments or views on using vessel tracking systems as a management
tool within the fishery?
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The fisheries management plan
The management process, fisheries management plan and the conservation and fisheries management criteria have been
developed through a stakeholder consultation process that has created a framework that allows management decision to be
made in response to changing conditions. This management approach is relatively unique especially in response to managing
specific ‘recover’ conservation features and habitats, in the light of this we would appreciate any comments or thoughts on the
either specific aspects of the proposals or the general approach

Question 10: Do you have any comments or views on:
• The detail of the proposed management plan?
• Using 800 tonnes as the starting point?
• The management plan process?
• The criteria used to reach decisions?
• The make-up of the expert group?
• Do you think anything else should be added or removed from the proposed management
process, plan or criteria?

Managing native oyster beds
The restoration box
It is proposed that the restoration box (Area 2a) will be kept closed to oyster dredging and harvesting activities as part of the
byelaw. This management would create a protected area (≈ 2km2) in one of the most likely areas of oyster recovery. This
management measure is a key component of the byelaw and management plan meeting the sites MCZ conservation objectives
and advice. The management of the restoration box would be led by Natural England with active input from ENORI. During
initial discussions regarding how the restoration box should be managed there was also a strong feeling from some
stakeholders (especially NGOs) that the restoration box should be closed to other fishing gears that could interact with the sea
bed and thus interact with the potential oyster habitat or oysters as a species.

Question 11: Do you have any comments or views based on the closure of the restoration box (area 2a)
applying to oyster dredging and harvesting activities?
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Question 12: Do you have any comments or views based on the closure of the restoration box (area 2a)
applying to fishing gears that could interact with the sea bed (e.g. trawling)?
Developing native oyster bed protection outside the restoration box
It is proposed that additional smaller areas set-a-side for native oyster beds could be developed in harvest areas that are
predominately sea based. The additional areas would need to be located in areas of mixed sediment that could support oyster
beds. The proposed management would be to keep these areas as no oyster dredging areas but would allow oyster dredging
outside these areas once the fisheries management plan conditions had been met. Although these areas have been discussed
with the industry and wider stakeholders no detailed discussions with charts have been held.

Question 13: Do you have any comments or views on the concept of identifying smaller set-a-side
areas in preferred oyster bed habitat.
Question 14: Do you have any comments or views regarding the location or design of the proposed
additional set-a-side areas?
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