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SUMMARY -Key Action Points from N&ECrIFG MC Meeting 09 June 2017
	Para.Ref.
	Action 090617
	Action / By

	
	 1
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to produce a report regards policing unlicensed fishing (Item 3, Action 3(ii) 03/03/17).

	Para 3(vi)

	 2(i)


 2(ii)
	Re grey seal management, it was agreed unanimously for the Chairman to liaise with Ian Walker at MS to set up a meeting with SCOS to discuss ways forward and funding for further scientific studies..

[bookmark: _GoBack]MiM to establish if it is feasible and what the timescales would be for a scientific study of grey seal scats using latest DNA technology to identify what they had been eating. 


	 Para 4(ii)
	 3


	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to set up a regional working group to consider issues re creel numbers and gear conflict affecting local areas, to invite participation by all interested members and to submit a first report to the next RIFG meeting.

	Para 5(i) g
	 4(i)

 4(ii)


 4(iii)
	JW agreed to look at possible funding for fishermen to participate in future conferences; Chairman to follow up. 
Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to investigate options to record the NEC RIFG management committee meetings and make this available online.
Chairman to co-ordinate feedback regards the spatial and community management pilot identification process, for discussion at the next RIFG and making recommendations.

	para 6(iv)
	 5(i)



 5(ii)
	Members unanimously agreed to request Marine Scotland Compliance to publicise the recommended procedures for reporting incidences of gear conflict or suspected illegal activity via the Suspicious Activities hotline.
It was agreed that all members will encourage fishermen to report all conflict/illegal incidents by phoning 0131 271 9700, or emailing ukfmc@gov.uk or via the webform at http://www.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Compliance/suspiciousactivity

	para 6(vi)
	 6
	It was unanimously agreed to advise all fishermen reporting suspected deliberate gear vandalism to Police Scotland should ask the Police to obtain detailed reports from MS showing one second VMS pings to accurately track vessel movements. 

	 para 6(viii)
	 7
	Chairman to submit request to AS for his police contact to determine if Strathclyde Police has transferred their ‘gear conflict’ responsibilities to Police Scotland to facilitate a more effective response. 

	para 6(ix)
	 8(i)

 8(ii)
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to liaise with MS to scope out the radar reflector buoy project and secure funding.
Any members wishing to take part in the pilot should contact the Chairman.

	para 6(xi)
	 9(i)

 9(ii)
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to liaise with member associations to review their local concerns re harbour trusts or management organisations.
If required, Chairman to support association representatives wishing to meet with the Cabinet Secretary for Rural Economy and Connectivity to lobby for his support resolving issues. 

	para 7(i)
	 10(i)


 10(ii)
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to create a draft NEC RIFG position statement on wind farm developments based on the WC RIFG, and to circulate this to members for any further input.
Chairman to provide this statement to SS prior to his attending the developer meeting on 27 June

	Para 8(iii)c
	 11
	Chairman to send members the e-link to advice on avoiding entanglement in creels; AS to provide the Chairman with this information. 

	Para 8(iv)
	 12
	The RIFG recommended unanimously that Marine Scotland take account of the interests of humans and their natural place in the ecosystem, as outlined in the Norwegian principle, in relation to marine and fisheries management.

	Para 9(i)
	 13
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to write to the Cabinet Secretary Fergus Ewing to confirm the RIFG’s support for the urgent need for the proposed new fisheries legislation 

	Para 9(ii)
	 14
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to engage with Connect Local for project support and to apply for funding to develop a branding model that would work for the NEC area.

	Para 9(ii)
	 15
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to proceed with MS financial support to commission a science project scoping document.

	
	 16
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to proceed with instigating a ‘Fit-for-Purpose’ fishing harbour review.

	
	 17
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to instigate Fisheries Management actions a) Mapping Exercise b) Stock Assessment c) Natural nurseries d) New natural nurseries. 

	Para 9(ii)
	 18
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to add a requirement to the NEC RIFG Position Statement, for an inshore fishing community development fund contributed to by renewables developers.

	Para 9(ii) V
	 19
	DD to provide alternative wording for Fisheries Management project proposal V.

	Para 9(ii) VI
	 20
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to contact the Outer Hebrides RIFG to determine the status or outcome of their trawling/closure science project. Chairman will report to the MC to enable further discussion and potential need for our own study. 

	Para 9(ii)
	 21(i)

 21(ii)
	Members to propose new fisheries to the Chairman to pass to SNH for advice if a HRA is required. 
MS to advise the Chairman what quotas are currently available so members can consider applying.

	Para 9(ii)
	 22
	Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to liaise with MS to obtain professional advice regards setting up a CIC subgroup for implementing the Fisheries Management Plan.



1.  WELCOME & INTRODUCTIONS
The chairman welcomed all those attending and outlined the objectives of the meeting- to make recommendations about inshore fishing matters to Marine Scotland and the Cabinet Secretary for Rural Economy and Connectivity.  
 Apologies received are noted above.   

2.  MINUTE OF PREVIOUS MEETING - 03 March 2017
The Chair advised that the persons who were recorded as volunteering to produce a report regards policing unlicensed fishing (Item 3, Action 3(ii) 03/03/17) advised they did not commit to do this. The Chair therefore proposed to create this report himself with input from members and submit it at the following meeting, which was agreed unanimously.   
No errors or omissions were reported and the minute as circulated was accepted as a true record. Actions arising were dealt with in item 6 below. Proposed by David Pullar, seconded by Alistair Sinclair.	

Action 1
Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to produce a report regards policing unlicensed fishing (Item 3, Action 3(ii) 03/03/17).		

3 GREY SEAL MANAGEMENT 
3(i)
(Action 7- 03/03/17) The Chair had met with Ian Walker of Marine Scotland who advised that the Natural Environment Research Council (NERC) had UK-wide responsibility for grey seals. 
NERC’s advice was that, based on an earlier West coast case study, the East coast grey seal population was expected to stabilise in the next two years and that their impact on the food chain, including target fish species, was within acceptable parameters for stock conservation.
NERC’s Scottish representative, Bernie McConnell, advised they had a Scottish Committee on Seals (SCOS), which was keen to hear stakeholders’ views and which could be commissioned to conduct relevant science projects.   
As reported at the last RIFG meeting, the issue of grey seal management was raised at IFMAC when MS advised that no lethal control measures would be allowed, and the non-lethal measures actually proposed by the RIFG including contraception were not considered to be practicable.

The Chair then asked members to consider:
1. If SCOS could equate to the Grey Seal Commission requested by members or if more information about them and their remit was required? 
2. Whether members accepted the advice Ian Walker had given and we drop this matter from our agenda? 
3. Or whether the group should recommend, or commission via the NEC FMP, a science project to investigate what non-lethal management measures would work? 
MiM of MS advised that current scientific estimates were about 120,000 or more grey seals around Scotland.  Actual surveys of seal numbers were done on a cyclical basis and the whole coastline should be completed every five years, although some studies of harbour seals were done more frequently. 
There was some evidence of grey seals predating on harbour seals as well as being in competition for food.     
MiM confirmed MS would take no part in commissioning studies on means to effect seal population control.  He advised that SCOS was science-based, with no wider stakeholder representation, so might not function as the “commission” that the RIFG had proposed.

3(ii)
There followed wide-ranging discussions with some members challenging the current estimates of seal numbers. It was noted that despite many years of reporting to Scottish Government and SNH about the grey seal population appearing to grow out of control and having a negative impact on other protected species as well depleting fish stocks including salmon and sea trout, no action had been taken or permitted.  This situation also had an impact on the livelihoods of inshore fishermen and their communities.
.
3(iii)
AWhi, who had himself taken part in scientific studies on seal scat, proposed that a detailed scientific DNA study should be completed to clearly identify the composition of the seal diet.  Fishermen had evidence that seals ate the soft parts of fish but not the heads, negating studies on diet based on the numbers of fish otoliths found in the scat. This study would avoid the current speculation and support more accurate scientific population estimates.
    
3(iv)
Members unanimously agreed: -
a) grey seal numbers were currently too high and members had no evidence that numbers would stabilise in the timescale predicted by NERC
b) the Chairman should meet with the SCOS Scottish representative and discuss possible ways forward and opportunities for further studies on non-lethal measures to control or reduce numbers
c) A scientific study of the DNA of seal scat to determine the seal diet was required, and a formal request should be made to MS to carry this out.  


Action 2:  
(i) Re grey seal management, it was agreed unanimously for the Chairman to liaise with Ian Walker at MS to set up a meeting with SCOS to discuss ways forward and funding for further scientific studies.
(ii) MiM to establish if it is feasible and what the timescales would be for a scientific study of grey seal scats using latest DNA technology to identify what they had been eating. 
 
4 – EAST COAST CREEL SURVEY

4(i) Report on Creel Survey Outcome - MM Marine Scotland 

MM presented a high level overview of the results from the recent Creel Effort Survey completed by MS for the period October 2015 – November 2016.    The initial effort survey of 39 vessels on the west coast as part of the Marine Protected Area (MPA) process had provided useful data so they extended the survey to the East coast, where 120 surveys were completed.  The survey involved licensed vessels recorded as catching at least half a tonne of shellfish per annum, so did not reflect the input of smaller vessels.
 Publication of the final, detailed report had been delayed by the election purdah but was expected within a month.   A copy of the presentation, which focused on brown crab, velvet crab and lobster, would be circulated to members and available online.  

The provisional results showed that up until 2015 there had been declines in the number of vessels catching more than half a tonne per year, in overall catch and average price per tonne.  However, these had all seen increases in 2016, with record values for brown crab and a big increase in average price for lobster. Effort was calculated based on the number of creels hauled per day. “Heat maps” showed the areas around Scotland where the fisheries were most dominant.   

The effort survey showed that on the East coast, the majority of vessels (catching over half a tonne) deployed under 500 creels, about one third had 500 – 1,000 creels and about 10% had over 1,000. The overall east coast average was around 455 creels deployed, of which the majority were parlour creels.    

The west coast vessels by comparison showed less overall effort relating to brown crab, velvet crab and lobster, with just under 300 creels deployed on average, of which less were parlour creels. There was however a Nephrops creel fishery on the west coast.

The main concerns of fishermen interviewed related to saturation of fishing grounds and gear conflict. There were mixed views on business confidence and spatial management measures, with general support for the need for effort management.

MM outlined the current legislative framework for shellfish management, which government aimed to replace with new legislation by 2020.  This required commercial vessels to have a shellfish entitlement and enabled controls over species, methods and seasons, but did not currently permit controls on effort or the number of creels that could be deployed.   Around 1400 Scottish vessels presently had shellfish entitlement but around 500 of those did not land any crab or lobster. 
 
Introducing new measures through existing fisheries legislation was a slow process requiring full consultation, which could not respond quickly to changes.  Implementing change by attaching conditions to fishing vessel licences was quicker, but MS only licensed Scottish vessels.

Marine Scotland might consider a pilot area to assess means of local fisheries management. 
(See Item 5 below)

The chairman thanked MM for the presentation and invited questions.  

IMa advised that the effort survey for his vessel appeared to record a cumulative total number of creels deployed in different areas over the year, although the creels were actually moved from area to area according to season.   However, MM confirmed that the returns did provide a rough idea of the number of creels being used by season and trends throughout the year, so MS did have a baseline to work from. 

Various creel association members present reflected that the heat maps did not necessarily reflect where fishermen would fish if they had free choice e.g. creelers often cannot use grounds further out from shore due to conflict with other sectors or vessels, due to saturation of grounds by other creels, or because they had a smaller vessel with limited range.  Some larger vessels had moved their creels further offshore during 2016 which had reduced local gear conflict.  It was noted that there can be significant gear conflict even in areas that didn’t show up on the effort heat map as being heavily used, for example where creel grounds used by small vessels were restricted due to squid trawls which come very close into shore.

Several members reported having to increase effort in recent years by deploying more creels to maintain the level of catch, and suggested that overall creel numbers needed to be reduced.

PJ advised that Dunbar FA had been campaigning for creel limitation for last three years and asked whether MS would consider handing powers to local associations to regulate fisheries in their own areas, rather than MS handing down limits?  Local fishermen, whether part of an association or not, would have to agree and present proposals to MS re number of creels per area.  However, MM advised that this was not feasible under the current legislation.

Members considered that more information was required and awaited the publication of the MS Effort Survey report.    
  
4(ii) Consideration of need for NEC RIFG workgroup on Creel Numbers / Gear Conflict 

The Chairman then asked members whether they wished to set up a working group to look at the issues of creel numbers and gear / spatial conflict.  To provide an overall picture, this would have to be done on a regional basis, but recognising local differences and input, particularly in conflict hotspots.

Members unanimously agreed. The Chairman aimed to get input from as many fishermen as possible and invited anyone interested in taking part to contact him.  A report would be submitted to the next RIFG meeting.

Action 3:  
Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to set up a regional working group to consider issues re creel numbers and gear conflict affecting local areas, to invite participation by all interested members and to submit a first report to the next RIFG meeting.

5 – MARINE SCOTLAND FISHERIES POLICY - UPDATE  

5(i) JW gave a brief update, which was followed by members’ questions and discussion, including;  

(a) Changes in internal structure and personnel within MS and the recent appointment of the new director, Graham Black.  

(b) MS was continuing to implement the overarching Scottish Inshore Fisheries Strategy including work to improve data gathering, such as the recent creel effort survey.  Other initiatives supported included the Scottish Inshore Fisheries Integrated Data Systems (SIFIDS) project being led by St Andrews University.

(c) Progress had been made on controlling unlicensed fishing including the new daily catch limits for lobster, crab and langoustine which came into effect in April 2017.  Although not a “silver bullet” these measures would assist MS Compliance enforcement work.
The number of creels deployed could not be controlled under existing legislation.

(d) Scallops - landing sizes had been changed following the recent consultation, and some vessels had volunteered to have cameras on board.

(e) Electro-fishing trials for razor fish were due to get underway shortly.  Greig Chalmers was leading on this.

(f) Crab/ lobster: -
· Once the full Creel Effort Survey findings were published, MS would invite stakeholder feedback including from RIFGs 
· The Consultation on gear-marking / size of gear closed in February 2017 and the report was due to be issued within the next four weeks. This was not a straightforward issue and a localised approach might be required.

(g) The Scottish Inshore Fisheries Conference in Inverness in April had received very positive feedback, although MS had hoped to see more active fishermen among the 140 delegates.  MS would review and consider how / when / where to have a future event.   The annual conference and IFMAC meetings provided an important national focus and chance for all fishermen to feed in.  The conference plenary sessions were recorded and streamed live which had enabled remote participation and input.

During member discussion, the issue of cost, both in loss of earnings and travel, for active fishermen to attend meetings or conferences was again highlighted.  It was suggested the conference should not be over two days as it was in 2017.  

JW confirmed that MS could not routinely pay costs for fishermen to attend RIFG meetings but would look at possible funding for fishermen to participate in future conferences, although the funding offered in a previous year had not been widely taken up and didn’t result in significantly higher numbers of fishermen attending.
AS also stressed how important it was for individual fishermen to be represented and to make their voice heard, in order to counterbalance the input from other agencies and NGOs.  He suggested the Scottish Creel Fishermen’s Federation might offer financial assistance to enable fishermen to attend.   

In order to make fisheries meetings more accessible, IMa proposed that these should be recorded and streamed live to let active fishermen see what going on and to participate remotely. JW confirmed that MS would look to continue that practice for the next Scottish Inshore Fisheries Conference.

Members then considered whether the NEC RIFG meeting should be recorded and streamed for remote public viewing. The chairman advised that remote participation by non-members would not be feasible. Mention was made of previous proposals to record fisheries meetings which had been abandoned as members did not feel comfortable with the process.   
Members agreed unanimously that options for recording and streaming should be investigated.



(h) Inshore Fisheries Management Pilot Areas
JW confirmed that over the next two years, MS would be working on a root and branch review - “The Future of Fisheries in Scotland” and inshore fisheries would be a key part of that. MS aimed to grow the rural economy and to encourage more jobs and more local income.  To help inform and develop a new strategy, Marine Scotland will set up  two pilot areas to test different fisheries management models.  This would reflect the coming of age of groups such as the RIFGs, and help to create an integrated approach for Scotland, avoiding an incompatible patchwork of fisheries management proposals around the coast.   

The Pilots would present a significant change to current fisheries management methods, and include assessment of:  
- greater use of spatial management in inshore waters including the potential for separation of mobile / static gear types within an area.
- a more localised approach to inshore fisheries control where local fishing interests would be responsible for developing local schemes, perhaps addressing matters such as restricting effort and displacement of activity.

Timing - MS had already had discussions with the national fishing federations and rIFG Chairs and would shortly invite industry and RIFGs to put forward proposals regarding the location and nature of the two pilot areas. The aim was to have the pilots operational during the first quarter of 2018.  These would run for two years initially then be reviewed.  Although two years was a very short timescale to assess their impact, the review would give a checkpoint as to the way forward and help inform future strategy. The reviews would be carried out by MS and other agencies in an open and transparent way. RIFGs were seen as a key means to enable issues to be taken forward.       

There would be a moratorium on other new substantial spatial management initiatives for inshore fisheries during the two year pilot period.   

MS would issue further details towards the end of June 2017 outlining its proposed parameters to inform the pilot identification process and would welcome feedback both directly from fishermen and association and via the RIFGs.

Further information was provided during member questions and discussions: -

· The location and size of the pilot areas will be decided by MS based on the proposals it receives.  E.g. these could be areas with current issues, or those with good data already in place, or where there is already good co-operation between sectors, or how productive fishing is in an area could also be a factor.
    
· MS ideally wanting recommendations discussed and agreed through the RIFGs, but recognise proposals will also come from  individuals and associations.

· The pilots would have a fairly narrow remit and would not be looking at issues such as diversification or opening new fisheries. This wider work could continue through the RIFGs based on their current Fisheries Management Plans. There were considered to be significant opportunities for enhancing inshore fisheries and making use of available quota, such as cod for under 10M vessels. 
    
·  “The Future of Fisheries in Scotland” strategy would be led by Andrew Brown who had returned from working in Brussels.  Industry engagement would be key, and MS was keen to see how its inshore strategy linked with other sectors.   The question was raised as to whether this would tie in to the current Aquaculture Strategy, e.g. in the way that Norway had done through integrated mapping.

· The two pilots would be bespoke relating to fisheries management, not a wider environmental strategy. 

· If the pilots proposed localised licensing, the licences would still be controlled and issued by MS but with input from the local areas.

· MS recognised there might be concerns over the two year moratorium on other fisheries regulations but considered there was plenty work to be taken forward through RIFGS over next few years without further legislation. Other work would also continue, such as on gear marking and conflict avoidance.

· The pilots would make use of the outcomes of other studies from Scotland and elsewhere, but it would be important to identify what works best for the area.    

Action 4:  
(i) JW agreed to look at possible funding for fishermen to participate in future conferences; Chairman to follow up. 
(ii) Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to investigate options to record the NEC RIFG management committee meetings and make this available online.
(iii) Chairman to co-ordinate feedback regards the spatial and community management pilot identification process, for discussion at the next RIFG and making recommendations.	Comment by u208867: Iain, once we put out to industry in the next 2-3 weeks inviting proposals, you may wish to consider convening a n&e rIFG working group before the next NEC meeting.  Not for noting here, but to keep in your mind.
  
6.   CHAIRMAN’S PROGRESS REPORT (including actions from the previous meeting)

The Chairman provided a summary of work carried out since the last meeting, including support to local associations and meetings at local level.

6(i) Actions Update (from Minute of Last meeting)
All actions from the last meeting had been taken forward or were on the agenda for the current meeting, with the exception of Action 3 relating to suggestions for the policing of unlicensed activity where the Chairman had now taken over the action as outlined in paragraph 2 above.

Action 1 - IMa’s custom design for fleet anchors had been circulated.  Anyone else that wanted the design should contact IMa or the chairman
Actions 2 –  The Chairman had drafted a ‘best practice guide’ for trawler skippers who inadvertently snagged static gear. He would now review member feedback and circulate in due course. 
(i) The Chairman had consulted with the people who did the NECLA mapping project and would put a project proposal together for mapping creel locations and tows for the NEC region.
 
Action 3 – Action re policing of unlicensed activities was taken on by the Chairman and deferred to the next meeting
Action 4 – Associations to encourage the installation of AIS on smaller fishing vessels.  See Agenda item 10- FMP.

Action 5 - consideration of possible Geofence areas was linked in with progress on the mapping project.

Action 6 - Recommendation to MS to avoid deterring genuine hobby fishing while controlling unlicensed activities.  The Daily Catch Allowance setting limits for hobby fishermen was now in force.  The Chairman had also lobbied the MSP for North East Scotland to support the Scottish Statutory Instrument (SSI) to enact this Daily Catch Allowance.

Action 7 – grey seals - see Agenda item 3 above.

Actions 8/9 - The Chairman had submitted a response to FSS shellfish review consultation and an appeal re FSS proposed downgrading of surf clam classification in the Fife area.

Action 10 - updating of NEC Fisheries Management Plan.  The changes proposed at the last meeting had been incorporated.  The plan was a living document and would be kept up to date.   See Agenda Item 9 below.

Action 11.  The chair supported A. Donn, S. Patience and A. Ritchie in a meeting with Cabinet Secretary Fergus Ewing.  Three main issues were raised: (a) they lobbied his support to halt the proposed ship to ship oil transfers in the Cromarty Firth (b) they asked him to make the MCA aware of the dangers to small trawlers of oil tanker and oil rig anchor holes, and (c) highlighted issues of spatial and gear conflict.
   
6(ii) Gear Conflict- Mediation Meeting
On the issue of gear conflict between mobile and static gear, the Cabinet Secretary had suggested the RIFG chair a Mediation Meeting. This was held in Cullen on 24 May 2017. The participants agreed to create a list of skipper’s telephone numbers to improve communications, and welcomed the mapping project to identify where each other had their creels and tows. This mapping was work-in-progress.

A number of points arose from this mediation meeting and the Chairman’s subsequent meeting with MS Compliance:
1) It was discovered that gear conflict incidents were being reported to the local Fisheries Office whereas the recommended procedure was to use the “Suspicious Activity Hotline”, web form or email so the matter was brought to the immediate attention of Tom Robertson, Head of Surveillance and Enforcement. 
2) Both trawler skippers and creelmen may use this facility to report conflict incidents.  
3) It was revealed that incidents were often not reported by fishermen, and consequently MS had insufficient evidence to make the case for Compliance to allocate their limited resources to dealing with this or for making the case for gear vandalism becoming a specific offence in new fisheries legislation. 
4) All incident reports were kept confidential to avoid potential retaliation. 
5) Reports of suspected illegal activity, such as AIS being unlawfully switched off, Rules of the Road being ignored, foreign crew working in inshore waters, etc., should all be reported via the Suspicious Activity facility to allow MS Compliance to screen for possible malicious reports before they passed on the report to the relevant agency (Border Control, MCA, Police Scotland).   
6) Before the Cullen meeting, neither the SWFPA nor MNWFA had been aware of conflict incidents in the area. They subsequently emailed the Chairman to encourage everyone to report incidents and offered help to resolve matters, noting that associations needed to cooperate.
7) The SWFPA had suggested that the use of radar reflecting buoys with lamps could help avoid unintentional gear snagging. Through MS, the chairman had investigated setting up a funded pilot project to see how effective this would be, and skippers from Moray Firth IFA and Gardenstown L&SGA had volunteered to participate. The project scope was still being worked up.  (See further discussion under Item 6(ix) below).
6(iii) During discussion of the points raised, various members recounted long-standing issues relating to gear conflict and their concerns re lack of co-operation between sectors.  Many fishermen were afraid to report lost gear due to threats or the fear of reprisals from the vessel concerned, which could account for the limited number of reports recorded by MS. Some members advised that even though the report to MS was confidential, the accused vessel skipper could deduce whose gear had been towed away and thus who had made the complaint. Concern was expressed at the lack of protection for vessels being maliciously targeted.

IMa advised that 2016 had been a bad year for conflict and a number of Aberdeenshire area members had lost gear.  These incidents had been reported to the local Fisheries Office.  He expressed concern that the local office had no copies of the reports submitted and asked what had happened to those.  Also, members had not been aware of the “Suspicious Activity Hotline” for reporting gear conflict, or for any need to report directly to Surveillance.  DM confirmed that reports submitted to the local Fisheries Office were recorded then passed to Edinburgh.   

6(iv) It was agreed that the Suspicious Activities Hotline should be more widely publicised and fishermen encouraged to use this to report gear conflict, unlicenced fishing or other concerns so these could be passed to the appropriate agency. MS required a clear picture of the number of instances and locations that would more easily justify taking local action. It was noted that MS Compliance had no authority to chase up the Border Agency or MCA and would simply relay any report e.g.  illegal workers or AIS being switched off to the relevant agency if it came through their system.

Action 5
(i) Members unanimously agreed to request Marine Scotland Compliance to publicise the recommended procedures for reporting incidences of gear conflict or suspected illegal activity via the Suspicious Activities hotline.
(ii) It was agreed that all members will encourage fishermen to report all conflict/illegal incidents by phoning 0131 271 9700, or emailing ukfmc@gov.uk or via the webform at http://www.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Compliance/suspiciousactivity

6(v)  IMa proposed there should be a formal receipt given when reports were submitted to the Suspicious Activities Hotline, however DM advised that the Hotline was treated as classified information, and no written acknowledgement would normally be given.  

6(vi) It was noted that Gear Vandalism or the deliberate towing away of gear was a matter for Police Scotland, and could be reported directly to the nearest police station rather than through the Suspicious Activities Hotline.  One member advised fishermen reporting to the Police to ensure that the Police asked MS for the detailed electronic vessel track records, which give pings at one second intervals.  The standard reports only showed pings/locations at two hourly intervals, which was insufficient to prove whether a boat had been in a particular area or not.

Action 6
Any members reporting suspected deliberate gear vandalism to Police Scotland should ask the Police to obtain detailed reports from MS showing one second VMS pings to accurately track vessel movements.

6(vii) AS raised concerns re the continuing failure to protect fishermen from reprisals following reporting of damaged or lost gear. He referred to correspondence dating back to 2004 with Strathclyde Police re measures in place to try to assist in resolving conflict. He was unsure if this responsibility had transferred to Police Scotland. He also advised that the BBC had recently been in touch to film a documentary about the gear conflict problem, but could not get a creel fisherman to take part due to fear of reprisals.  Several members present the reported suffering significant gear loss and suspected targeting after reporting an initial incident.     

Action 7
Chairman to submit request to AS for his police contact to determine if Strathclyde Police has transferred their ‘gear conflict’ responsibilities to Police Scotland to facilitate a more effective response. 

6(viii) BT advised he had used the gear location maps on the SWFPA website.   When information re static gear locations was added, mobile sector vessels were notified by email but they did not appear to be notified when gear was removed and boxes were cleared.
    
6(ix) As outlined in para 6(ii)7 above, the Chairman was investigating options for a local pilot project to test the effectiveness of radar-reflecting buoys with lamps to help avoid unintentional snagging of creel gear.  The MFIFA and Gardenstown SG&LA had volunteered to take part in a pilot.  The Chairman was keen to hear from other area associations and would consult with local fishermen to identify pilot areas and the timing of trials.   

AS warned that four Clyde area vessels had taken part in trials using radar reflectors some years previously.  The vessels had to give the coordinates of the prawn creel positions. All four boats had lost gear within a day.

It was agreed to scope out a new radar reflector trial in the NE area, and for the Chairman to liaise with MS re securing funding.  Any members wishing to take part were asked to contact the Chairman.

Action 8
(i) Chairman to liaise with MS to scope out the radar reflector project and secure funding
(ii) Any members wishing to take part in the pilot should contact the Chairman.

6(x) New Association Representation 
The Chairman noted that Bryan Beckett had recently retired from Arbroath District SGA leaving the association without formal representation. The Chairman held an open fishermen’s meeting to tell them about the work of the RIFG and what their representation options were.  He welcomed BT and JC from Arbroath to the RIFG meeting, and they advised that steps were being taken to reinvigorate the Association. 

6(xi) Harbour Trust Issues – Inshore Fishing Communities Support
A number of members raised concerns re the lack of transparency and financial accountability of their local Harbour Trusts and the difficulties in getting responses to legitimate queries.   Members reported that some Trusts had failed to correctly allocate harbour dues or fuel levies raised from fishermen and supposedly ring-fenced to maintain or invest in local infrastructure and facilities, and fishermen were facing additional charges.  Some harbours favoured yachting or renewable energy interests and new pontoons had been installed using EMFF grants which fishermen were not allowed to use. The maintenance of facilities was crucial to the survival of the fishing industry.
Members present agreed that the Chairman should provide support to local associations facing problems to try to open formal dialogue with the harbour managers concerned.  This would be done as part of the Fisheries Management Plan action relating to inshore Fishing Communities Support -  “to profile all inshore fishing harbours in the region to determine what support they require to sustain their operations for the future and sustainably develop their fishery.” 

Action 9:  
(i) Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to liaise with member associations to review their local concerns re harbour trusts or management organisations.
(ii) If required, Chairman to support association representatives wishing to meet with the Cabinet Secretary for Rural Economy and Connectivity to lobby for his support resolving issues. 

7. NEW MATTERS  

7(i) Forth Area – Wind farm Scoping  

SS advised that the ongoing wind farm scoping exercise by the developer Forth Wind proposed an increase in the number of turbines from two to seven, in positions that would directly restrict access to prime prawn grounds of Firth of Forth fishermen. A scoping meeting was due in Aberdeen on 27 June. Local fishermen wished to object to the proposals and to have their concerns heard re the placement of the turbines, cabling etc. and in terms of the economic impact on local fisheries. SR advised that the developer had been required to reapply for a licence and had to start consultations again. He encouraged local fishermen to take the opportunity to input to discussions as all previous decisions were now null and void. The number of turbines was restricted so it should be possible to have more room between to enable continued access. Enabling fishing access between turbines was an issue, and in another development in the Channel, a guard ship was used to prevent all fishing.  

It was noted that the West Coast RIFG had already developed a position statement regarding the siting of renewable energy developments etc., reflecting accepted good practice and minimum standards in terms of the burying or armouring of cables, location, habitat enhancement etc. It was agreed that the NEC RIFG review and adopt that statement to reflect local needs.  This position statement could then be used by local associations as a basis for their objections. However, members stressed the need for local fishermen to actively take part in discussions from the earliest opportunity and to work with developers to make their concerns and needs known within the scoping process.  Also, to check that intentions outlined in the scoping process were reflected within the final licence conditions. It was important for fishermen to be able to present good data about fishing areas important to them to make their case to developers.

The Chairman confirmed it was outwith his remit to get involved in any responses or developing of scoping documents. He therefore advised members to find out who the Fisheries Liaison Officer (FLO) was for each development and to keep in contact through them. Under new legislation, FLO appointments and other work was openly advertised, so fishermen could be involved in the appointment.  

Action 10
(i) Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to create a draft NEC RIFG position statement on renewables developments based on the WC RIFG one, and to circulate this to members for any further input.
(ii) Chairman to provide this statement to SS prior to his attending the developer meeting on 27 June.

7(ii) Representation of Commercial Salmon Netting Interests 
DP outlined a case that commercial salmon net fisheries could be managed more appropriately and effectively by Marine Scotland inshore fisheries rather than as a fresh water fishery, where salmon fishing rights were managed by local riparian interests. Additionally, within the last week, a legal net had been confiscated by water bailiffs, run by local proprietors. A three year moratorium on catching salmon had been imposed by Scottish Government due to a threat of infraction from EU.   

JW advised that Marine Scotland had previously rejected this proposal, but suggested DP write to the new Director, Graham Black, to restate his case.

Members raised no objections to this proposal. DP advised that he had arranged a meeting with Simon Dryden on 22 June and would re-state his case to MS reflecting the RIFG support. The Chairman offered his support with this matter as required. 

8. HOW TO OPEN A NEW FISHERY (presentation by Scottish Natural Heritage)
8(i) New draft guidance was being prepared by Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) to help stakeholders understand the legislative and policy landscape relating to marine planning decisions and the processes, roles and responsibilities of the many organisations involved.  
A ‘Simple Guide to Opening a Fishery’ is aimed at stakeholders and should be useful to the RIFGs when developing fisheries management plans which contained proposals for developing new fisheries or changes to fisheries methods or management. The draft guidance would be circulated to RIFG members for feedback.

8(ii) DD gave a brief presentation about key considerations when developing a new fishery.  
SNH’s role was as an adviser to Scottish Government on environmental matters, it did not have a regulatory role and decisions were generally made by Scottish Government and ministers taking into account the advice received. 
  
New fisheries proposals such as allowing a new fishing method / new gear type would require consent from the regulator to go ahead.   There was no fixed assessment process and each application was considered individually taking into account: -
· The features 
· The connectivity between the protected feature and the proposed activity
· The scope of any risk assessment required

SNH, as a statutory consultee, would advise the regulator whether or not the nature and scale of the proposed activity would be likely to have a significant impact on the site / species and whether an assessment should be carried out.  It would also provide advice on possible mitigation measures to allow a proposal to go ahead without impacting the species / area.     

Three basic tests were applied to each proposal: -
1- Is proposal directly connected to site management?
2- Is the proposed activity likely to have a significant effect?
3- Can it be ascertained that the proposal will not adversely affect the integrity of the site?

The presentation included examples relating to different types of fishing activity such as cockle harvesting and mackerel handline jigging and how applying the three tests in relation to a specific protected area or species showed the connectivity and whether or not an assessment might be required.    

In summary:
- Not all proposals will need an assessment
- The scale of each assessment will vary depending on the activity and location
- The RIFG is a good forum to allow proposals to be developed and allow dialogue 
- Early and full discussion with SNH was recommended help ensure that applicants have all the information required for a smooth decision process and to avoid unforeseen snags.

8(iii) The Chair thanked DD for presenting the SNH report on behalf of a colleague was unable to attend at short notice.  Member questions and comments included:

(a) What progress had been made on the Herring Net fishery proposal for Eyemouth area?  JW advised that discussions were ongoing between Marine Scotland and SNH.
  
(b) SP reflected that the protection measures to avoid disturbance to seals and dolphins did not take into account ‘disturbance’ to traditional fisheries.  Fishermen in the Moray Firth had been prevented from fishing for herring and sprats although their forebears had been sustainably fishing the area for over 300 years.   
DD advised that the discussions that had taken place between SP, Marine Scotland and SNH in relation to the Moray Firth herring drift net proposals had outlined possible mitigation measures to avoid the potential impacts SNH were concerned about.  He suggested SP come back to them with proposals for other means of mitigation.   
SP advised that the proposal to put 'pingers' on nets was refused as it might disturb the dolphins. SP asked when SNH would act to protect other species affected by seals and dolphins. He had film footage showing dolphins in the mouth of the River Ness Estuary eating salmon which was also a protected species. One dolphin could seriously impact the survival of salmon in the River Ness.

Other members concurred with these concerns, and mentioned measures to protect angling and tourism, but not indigenous fisheries interests.  

DD confirmed that MS had to work within current legislation and had obligations to balance the welfare of one species against the other, as well as taking into account wider socio – economic aspects.  To achieve healthy and sustainable operating ecosystems that support healthy fish stocks, some compromises would always be required.
      
(c) Creel Entanglement Avoidance- New Guidance
AS advised members that the SCFF had worked successfully with SNH and others to develop practical guidance for creel fishermen on avoiding and dealing with mammal entanglement in creel ropes. This included avoiding too much slack rope on creel risers.  The guidance had been well received and small wallet-sized cards provided all the information required on what to do and who to contact. These were available from the SCFF and an e-version would be emailed to RIFG members for circulation.  Fishermen who were recommended to have these on board the vessel. SNH welcomed this partnership initiative which could be helpful in dealing with any future assessments, and highlighted the potential for fishermen to come up with practical solutions on other issues.

Action 11  
Chairman to send members the e-link to advice on avoiding entanglement in creels; AS to provide the Chairman with this information. 

8(iv) Recommendations

SP suggested that a management principle used in Norway to take humans into account should also be reflected within Scottish marine environment and fisheries planning: -

The principle requires that the authorities consider necessary management measures to ensure sustainable management of living marine resources on a regular basis.
- The resources shall be harvested – humans have a natural place in the ecosystem
-The resources shall provide a basis for fishing industry, employment and settlement
-Harvesting shall take place in a manner that makes it possible for future generations to harvest 

Members confirmed general support for the principle which respected human interests and recommended that this be reflect within Scottish marine planning. 
JW confirmed the principle appeared to be in line with Scotland’s National Marine Plan.  

Action 12
The RIFG recommended unanimously that Marine Scotland take account of the interests
of humans and their natural place in the ecosystem, as outlined in the Norwegian
principle, in relation to marine and fisheries management. 

9.  NORTH & EAST COAST FISHERIES MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 9(i) 
The Chairman had drafted amendments to the draft NEC Fisheries Management Plan (see papers circulated) incorporating key issues raised by the Management Committee at the previous meeting and subsequent email feedback.    

One of the key targets of the Scottish Inshore Fisheries Strategy was for Scottish Government to introduce new fisheries legislation by 2020, replacing the outdated 1967 and 1984 Fisheries Acts.    The Chairman undertook to write to the Cabinet Secretary Fergus Ewing to confirm the RIFG’s support for the urgent need for new fisheries legislation as outlined in the government’s manifesto.
 
Action 13   
Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to write to the Cabinet Secretary Fergus Ewing to confirm the RIFG’s support for the urgent need for new fisheries legislation. 

9(ii) PROJECTS to be part of ACTION PLAN
The chairman briefly presented the actions and projects proposed as part of the action plan which required member consent, (numbering per FMP)

Branding     
The draft FMP proposed a pilot exercise in partnership with Connect Local (funded by Seafood Scotland) “to determine how to accredit, brand and market catch as ‘sustainably sourced’ in expectation of achieving a price lift.”

Members discussed some of the pros and cons of local, regional and national branding, and how the benefits and increased prices from promoting geographic origin/ provenance (e.g. Orkney crab), could be achieved for the NEC area. It was suggested a national level initiative might be more appropriate but with regional level branding. MSC certification to allow promotion of product as ‘sustainably sourced’ would be too costly an exercise but showing responsible fishing practices, provenance and traceability would help support the brand.   
                                                                            
Members agreed the RIFG should work with Connect Local to apply for funding to develop a branding model that would work, whether for the region or local areas. However, it was important that the costs of the study or any local pilots should not be borne directly by fishermen “from the cod end”.

Action 14
Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to engage with Connect Local for project support and to apply for funding to develop a branding model that would work for the NEC area.

Commissioning Science Projects
The Chairman reported that MS had offered to pay for a qualified consultant to draw up a scoping document for NEC science projects included in the NEC FMP.  This would enable open bids for the projects which the RIFG wished to commission.  It was noted that the outcomes of studies done or planned in other areas, such as the Orkney projects on brown crab and lobster, would be taken into consideration to avoid duplication of effort. Members agreed to proceed to get MS support for this scoping document. 

Action 15   
Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to proceed with MS financial support to commission a science project scoping document.
 
Inshore Fisheries Communities Support
The draft FMP Action was for the RIFG to profile all fishing harbours in the region and identify their fit-for-purpose and any additional support needed by the fishing industry, including infrastructure. It was noted that it might not be MS/EMFF that funded any upgrade work, but it was important for each harbour’s needs to be reflected in the local / national marine plan.  RIFG can get this information so local associations can use this to lobby and work with their local harbour owners for improvements.

Action 16   
Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to proceed with instigating a ‘Fit-for-Purpose’ fishing harbour review.

Fisheries Management Actions:
I. Mapping Exercise to provide a baseline of information for each fishery for management purposes and to help with gear and spatial conflict resolution.  
 It was agreed the chairman should progress this action.  

II. A science based project/s on how to conduct seasonal stock assessments for various non TAC species to enable fisheries managers to manage fisheries within Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY).  There was need for a better understanding of different species, recruitment, where they spawn / breed etc. It was agreed the chairman should progress this action.  

III. A science project to identify natural nursery areas for target species to allow appropriate protection measures to be determined. It was agreed the chairman should progress this action.  

IV. A science based project on how to develop new natural nurseries in no take areas such as around wind farms in order to boost recruitment and increase MSY. It was agreed the chairman should progress this action.  

The Chairman confirmed that other science projects such as described in the 3rd March 2017 minutes, would be scoped in the background to avoid scientists who might do the work having “prior knowledge” which would prevent them from bidding.

Action 17  
Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to instigate Fisheries Management actions a) Mapping Exercise b) Stock Assessment c) Natural nurseries d) New natural nurseries. 

Members then discussed the need for a community development fund for fishing communities affected by renewable developments in the same way that land based developments take corporate social responsibility by contributing to onshore community projects. The objective would be to invest in habitat regeneration, creating new natural nurseries in proximity with renewables developments and such initiatives where investment or match funding is required. A fund management and distribution organisation to be agreed.  
   

Action 18 
Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to add a requirement to the NEC RIFG Position Statement, for an inshore fishing community development fund contributed to by renewables developers.

Protected Features.
The Chairman related that the plan included a project to be instigated with Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) to identify the ‘protected feature’ in Marine Protected Areas (MPA’s) and Special Areas of Conservations (SAC’s) to enable sustainable fishing in those areas without harm to the protected feature. DD advised that the wording of this action should be amended to reflect legislation and undertook to provide alternative text.

Action 19
DD to provide alternative wording for Fisheries Management project proposal V.    

DD outlined the work that had been progressed to develop appropriate management measures for marine protected areas.  The first phase had looked at key protected areas mainly in the west.  Later workshops in 2016 attended by a wide range of stakeholders, including fisheries interests, had developed proposed management measures for other protected areas.  Those recommendations were due to be published by MS later in 2017. 

Members noted that where management plans were in place, there could still be opportunities to open up new fisheries that would not impact on the protected features, but these needed to be looked at on a case by case basis.

Members recommended that Marine Protected Areas should not be unduly large, but just enough to fully protect the relevant feature.                                                                                                                                                                            

Additional science project proposed for inclusion in the FMP Action Plan
Various members provided anecdotal evidence that areas of seabed that had been worked by Nephrops trawlers using hopper nets (but not chains and clumps) were more productive than areas not worked. It was understood hoppers ‘tickled’ the sea bed providing more feeding for juvenile fish and shellfish as well as made it easier for Nephrops to bury in and avoid predation. Ground that had not been worked tended to become barren or populated by large numbers of starfish.  This had also been reported in the Outer Hebrides following the Broadbay closure to trawling and further trials were being planned by the OH RIFG to assess the actual effects of trawling and closures Members agreed to await the outcome of the Outer Hebrides study before considering if any further scientific studies were required within the N&EC RIFG area.

Action 20   
Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to contact the Outer Hebrides RIFG to determine the status or outcome of their trawling/closure science project. Chairman will report to the MC to enable further discussion and potential need for our own study. 

Diversification
The Chairman related that the plan included a project to identify fisheries which may benefit from diversification:
I. Via new fishing methods and/or gear, 
II. Taking advantage of existing inshore quotas (e.g. mackerel, cod, haddock) 
III. Opening a new fishery for a species not currently targeted.  
As advised earlier, a Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) may be required to open up a new fishery. The Chairman asked members to advise him of any new fisheries they might wish to open in local areas so that MS could be asked to assess the scale of any Habitats Regulation or other assessment that would be required.  

MB asked where the quota would come from to open new fisheries and whether the proposal was to introduce a top slice on quota as had been done re the 300t mackerel reallocated to the Under 10m handline sector. NL advised that MS had some unused quota including 110 Tonnes cod quota for under 10 metre vessels but that it would not be a short-term matter to open a fishery if there was no available quota. The Chairman advised MB it would be more appropriate to raise his concerns in a pelagic forum or direct with MS as our forum could only consider inshore matters.   


Action 21
i. Members to propose new fisheries to the Chairman to pass to SNH for advice if a HRA is required. 
ii. MS to advise the Chairman what quotas are currently available so members can consider applying.

Money management  
The Chairman referred to the Structures & Functions document and reported that MS had offered to fund the cost of obtaining professional advice for setting up a Community Interest Company (CIC) subgroup to enable the RIFG to take legal responsibility for implementing the Fisheries Management Plan and managing its own finances. Oversight would be retained by the RIFG Management Committee. It was agreed the Chairman should pursue this option with MS. 

Action 22
Agreed unanimously for the Chairman to liaise with MS to obtain professional advice regards setting up a CIC subgroup for implementing the Fisheries Management Plan. 
 
Implementation  
As outlined in the FMP, it was agreed that the Management Committee would review the accompanying Action Plan at each meeting and agree any proposed changes and additions.

The N&EC RIFG Fisheries Management Plan was adopted by the Management Committee, agreed unanimously. 

10.  DATE OF NEXT MEETING
It was agreed the next meeting should be Friday 08 September 2017 in Perth.
 
The Chairman thanked everyone for their time and contribution.

The meeting closed at 15.35 pm.
End.  
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