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Overview of cockle management development process 
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Consultation 1 
 
Agree initial framework 
model outlines  

 
(24 March – 9 May 2022) 

The first step is to review and evaluate a range of basic management framework models. The key features included in the basic framework model would 
include the size and shape of any specific management areas (e.g. the TEFCO area and outside the TECFO area), the type of fishing gear (e.g. suction dredge 
or other fishing method) whether access to an area would be limited and if so to what kind of number/ range of licences or permits would likely be issued. 
 

Finally, whether the IFCA would use a Regulating Order or byelaw to manage the area.  Using stakeholder feedback from the Listening Phase one significant 
question that needs to be decided in this consultation step is whether to develop further management framework models that accommodate a small-scale 
cockle fishery and a suction dredge fishery or develop framework management models that are primarily setup for suction dredg e fishing.  It is anticipated 
that at the end of this stage, the Authority would agree several different framework models to progress through to the next stage in the process.  This would 

help narrow the range of options whilst allowing more detail to be added to the remaining options in the next consultation step. 

Consultation 2 
 
Agree access arrangements 

for framework models and a 
single framework to take to 
next stage  
 

(1 Aug – 28 Sept 2022)  

Consultation 2 looks to explore the different methods, systems or criteria that the Authority might use to manage, limit or c ontrol access to a specific cockle 
management area. Building on the decisions made in Consultation 1 the wide range of different possible access arrangements or criteria for potential permit 
or licence holders can be thoroughly discussed and evaluated within the context of each agreed framework model.  

 
This is a complex legal area with very far-reaching long-term consequences which can not only impact current fishermen but also possibly a generation of 
future fishermen. The Listening Phase highlighted that this was an area poorly understood by fishers outside the current cockle fishery and it was important 
to spend time to clearly work though the mechanisms, outcomes and impacts to different sectors of different possible access arrangements. At the end of 

this step in the process the Authority would agree the final framework model and access arrangements/ criteria to develop further and take into the 
technical development phase. 
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Consultation 3  
 

Agree key features and detail 
of the agreed framework 
model.   
 

(13 Dec 2022 – 31 Jan 2023) 

One of the key issues that has been raised throughout the Listening Phase is whether operators that acquire a permit or a licence could transfer that permit 
or licence in the future either to an individual like a family member or via the purchase of their company. Having a clear management framework model with 

agreed access arrangements/ criteria will help inform this decision and allow a focused debate on what can be a very emotive discussion with very strong 
views on either side. 
 
Other important areas of detail that would need to be discussed and agreed include the timing and scope of any review of the legislation, agreeing any fine 

detail of the access arrangements/ criteria and finalising boundary and fishing area coordinates.  
 

Consultation 4 
 

Agree operational technical 
details and final wording  
 
(10 May – 20 June 2023)  

The fourth consultation focuses on the practical day to day details of how the cockle fishery will be managed and run. This step would review regulations 

concerning the gear and equipment used in the fishery, fishing trip details (amount per trip, landing procedure etc) and management procedures/ 
management plan. There would also be an ambition to have a draft wording of the proposed legislation and a draft Impact Assessment for comment. 
 

 

Statutory consultation phase  

Once the final text of the proposed option had been agreed by the KEIFCA members then the legislation will be taken through the appropriate statutory 

consultation and confirmation process.  Although similar the statutory consultation and confirmation process are different for Regulating Orders compared 

to byelaws.  
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Overview 

Cockle stocks within the KEIFCA District are currently managed under two different legislative management regimes. The cockle stocks in the majority of the 

district are managed under a KEIFCA byelaw called the Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw (CFFPB). However, the main production beds contained within 

a specific area of the Thames Estuary are managed by 

KEIFCA under a Regulating Order called the Thames 

Estuary Cockle Fishery Order 1994 (TECFO). 

On the 28 September 2024 the TECFO, which started in 

1994, will end. Although this is three cockle seasons 

away, the ending of the TECFO provides an opportunity 

to review how cockle stocks are managed, as well as the 

underpinning legislation, across the District including 

within the current TECFO area.  

The process of reviewing, and then developing, future 

management started with an evidence gathering 

exercise or ‘Listening Phase’ where KEIFCA gathered 

views and ideas from a wide range of stakeholders.  

Specifically, we wanted to understand what works well 

within the current fisheries management systems and 

where stakeholders believe changes need to be made. 

The Listening Phase ran from the 27 September until the 

8 November 2021, with over 200 emails being sent out 

to stakeholders, posters were put up and business cards 

handed out at ports around the District, a specific 

questionnaire developed and a 2-day oral evidence 

hearing held at Thurrock Hotel on the 20 and 21 October 

2021. The responses from the Listening Phase can be found on the website http://cocklereview.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk/   Using feedback from the Listening 

Phase, changes were made to the consultation process to aid engagement and to divide the process into more manageable chunks (for a full overview of the 

consultation process visit the website). 

  

Figure 1. Map of Thames Estuary showing current KEIFCA cockle spatial management areas 
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About this consultation  

Feedback from the Listening Phase showed there was a wide range of ideas and options put forward from different sectors of the cockle industry and the 

wider fishing community regarding the future management of the cockle fishery.  Some proposals provided a very detailed framework clearly outlining areas 

of management, numbers of fishing vessels, gear type, access criteria and type of legislation. Other proposals provided a lot less detail but outlined important 

fundamental characteristics underpinning an option (i.e. the cockle areas managed under a new regulating order or the number of boats fishing in an area).   

The options outlined in this consultation build on the suggestions and proposals put forward in the Listening Phase.  KEIFCA members reviewed and discussed 

these proposals, reviewing questionnaire replies and oral evidence submissions as well as legal advice and historic cockle fishery data.  Using this information, 

members then agreed the detailed options that would be included in the main consultation document (the options not included can be found in Appendix 1).   

In response to feedback from the Listening Phase, the options have been divided into two categories of framework model, one group which accommodates 

both a small-scale cockle fishery and a suction dredge fishery, and a second group of framework models which are suction dredge only.  In addition to 

producing this consultation document, KEIFCA have commissioned or compiled a series of reports that provide additional background information that can 

be used to help inform and evaluate different options. These can be found at http://cocklereview.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk/ and include: 

1. Spatial Distribution and Stock Review of cockles in the Kent and Essex district Report 

2. Economic Performance Report – Seafish 

3. Comparison of National Cockle Fisheries Report 

What happens next? 

The consultation runs from 24 March until the 9 May 2022 and includes an oral evidence session as well as this consultation document.  Using the evidence 

from the consultation replies, the feedback for each option will be compiled. In addition, a technical assessment of each option will be developed by KEIFCA 

officers using the evaluation criteria as a framework, this enables a comparison of each option against the vison.  The documents produced from this process 

will be put on to the website using the same procedure as normal Authority papers. 

An Authority meeting is scheduled for the 14 June 2022 at which KEIFCA officers will outline each option and there will be an opportunity for members of the 

public to make comments on each option (following the procedure in the standing orders). Members will then consider the feedback and comments from 

stakeholders as well as a technical assessment from KEIFCA officers before voting on the options. The first vote will decide which group of options to take 

forward, either framework models that accommodate a small-scale cockle fishery and a suction dredge fishery or framework models that are suction dredge 

only.  The second vote will then decide the three framework models to develop further in Consultation 2 where the different methods, systems or criteria 

that the Authority might use to manage, limit or control access to specific cockle management areas can be thoroughly discussed and evaluated within the 

context of each agreed framework model. 

http://cocklereview.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk/


5 
 

 

 

How to respond to this consultation 

Please email your completed questionnaire to info@kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk. The closing date for receipt of questionnaires for this consultation is: 

 9th May 2022 

Any responses received after this date will not be considered. 

 

How to get more information 

Contact: 

• Website: www.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk  

• Email: info@kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk  

• Telephone: 01843 585310 

 

  

mailto:info@kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk
http://www.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk/
mailto:info@kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk
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Privacy Policy 

KEIFCA has a legal duty to manage the sustainable exploitation of sea fisheries resources within its District. These are set out in the Marine and Coastal Access 

Act 2009. The Authority cannot deliver this duty without processing personal data. For full details of our privacy policy go to our website 

http://cocklereview.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk/ 

How we use your personal information 

We collect and use this information in order to: 

• facilitate your participation in our consultation and engagement activities 

• understand your views about a particular topic or KEIFCA activity 

• analyse consultation and engagement activity 

• communicate information to you about engagement and consultation opportunities, events and other initiatives, if you have requested to be kept 

informed 

 

How long your personal data will be kept 

We will hold any personal information provided by you as part of engagement or consultation activity for up to six years following the closure of a consultation.  

Reasons we can collect and use your personal information 

For engagement and consultation activity carried out in respect of this consultation we rely on UK GDPR Article 6(1)(e): ‘processing is necessary for the 

performance of a task carried out in the public interest' and Article 6(1)(c) ‘for compliance with a legal obligation to which the controller is subject’ as our 

lawful basis. 

Information provided to the IFCA through all its consultations/listening phases will be provided in its entirety to Members of the IFCA. Redacted copies of this 

information (ie personal/identifying details are removed) will be made available on our website http://cocklereview.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk/. No personal 

information which can identify you, such as your name or email address, will be used in producing reports unless you specifically allow us to. We will follow 

our Data Protection policies to keep your information secure and confidential. 

  

http://cocklereview.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk/
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Collecting information about you and your background is important to us as it helps us better understand your point of view. The information provided below 

will help us make sure your information is included when we start to develop and evaluate different future management options. Items with an asterisk * are 

mandatory questions as they help us validate all of the responses that we get. 

*Name  
 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

*Address  
 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

*Email 
 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

*Phone  
 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

*Age range 
 

Choose an item. 

*Area of interest Choose an item. 

*Are you responding on behalf of a company/organisation? If so, please specify. Yes ☐     No ☐ 

Company/Organisation: Click or tap here to enter text. 

*Do you currently work, or have you previously worked, in the cockle industry? Yes ☐     No ☐ 

If yes for how long and in what role(s)? 

Role/Job Owner Skipper Crew Processor 

Length of 
time (years) 

Click or tap here to 
enter text. 

Click or tap here to 
enter text. 

Click or tap here to 
enter text. 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

Would you apply for a permit/ licence if a new application process was available? 
 

Yes ☐      No ☐ 

*Do you have access to licenced fishing boat as an owner and/or skipper? 
 

Owner ☐                       Skipper  ☐                         No ☐ 

*If owner or skipper, please specify the boat name and PLN   
 

Click or tap here to enter text.                     

Can the licenced fishing boat you have specified be rigged up with fishing gear suitable 
for cockle harvesting? 

Choose an item.  
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*Which of the following categories best describes you? Please tick all that apply. 

TECFO CFFPB (Permit Fishery) Other catching sector Other sector 

TECFO Company 
Director 

☐ 
Permit Holder - 

KEIFCA area 
☐ 

<10 KEIFCA 
fisherman 

☐ 

Processor ☐ 
TECFO 

Representative 
☐ 

Permit Crew - 
KEIFCA area 

☐ 
>10 KEIFCA 
fisherman 

☐ 

TECFO Deputy ☐ 
Permit Holder - 

other area 
☐ 

<10 Other area 
fisherman 

☐ 

Other ☐ 

TECFO Crew ☐ 
Permit Crew - 

other area 
☐ 

>10 Other area 
fisherman 

☐ 
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The Vision  

A vital component in the development of future cockle management is capturing a clear idea or vision of what we want the long-term future of the cockle 

fisheries in the district to look like. The vision/mission statement aims to capture and briefly summarise what the cockle fishery might look like in the future, 

including any key concepts or principles that would underpin how the fishery should be managed. If we don’t know where we are going, how can we get 

there? 

The proposed vision: 

“KEIFCA will seek to sustainably manage the cockle fisheries and wider ecosystem in KEIFCA 

district and support a viable cockle industry, recognising its important long-term contribution 

to coastal communities and providing skilled employment.” 

 

1. Please provide any comments you may have regarding the vision for the future of the cockle fisheries within the KEIFCA District  

Click or tap here to enter text. 

2. If you have an alternative vision to put forwards, please write it here   

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Evaluation criteria 

The evaluation criteria provide a more detailed set of statements that outline the key aspects of running successful sustainable cockle fisheries. The criteria 

can be used to help evaluate future management options and link options to the vision statement. The criteria uses feedback from the Listening Phase and 

tries to break down some of the key issues identified in the questionnaires, letters and oral evidence into its constituent components. The evaluation criteria 

also reflects core IFCA duties and the responsibilities of the IFCA in developing management.  

The evaluation criteria provide a structure and asks a consistent set of questions about each management option. It is entirely possible that there may be 

some criteria (e.g. creating a simple management system) that might be challenging for any option to meet or there might be criteria that a large range of 

different options would meet (setting TAC within stock limits). The important thing is for the Authority to consistently and systematically evaluate each option. 

There could also be some criteria that are less important or harder to evaluate at the beginning of the process (e.g. is the option straightforward to enforce) 

while there are other criteria that are vital at the start of the process but become less important once decisions about options have been made (e.g. simplicity 

of framework). 

Evaluation Category Evaluation Criteria 

Creating a well-managed 
fishery 

(a) Does the option provide a simple framework that is easy for fishers, Authority members and other stakeholders to understand and 
work within? 

(b) Will the option be easy and cost-efficient to administer, and not create too much paperwork for applicants to fill in? 
(c) Will the option help create clear rules and regulations and be straightforward for KEIFCA officers to enforce and fishers to comply 

with? 

Creating an environmentally 
responsible fishery 

(d) Does the option help ensure the cockle stock population is fished within clear limits that consider stock assessments and breeding 
stock? 

(e) Does the option help assess and monitor the impact of the fishery on the seabed, and strive to make the impact as small as possible? 
(f) Does the option help consider the impact of the cockle fishery management on the wider ecosystem (including carbon footprint) and 

support internationally recognised accreditation systems (Marine Stewardship Council)? 

Helping to support a 
successful and resilient local 

coastal economy 

(g) Does the option provide a framework that will help sustain a viable long-term cockle industry in the KEIFCA district? 
(h) Will the option help support local skilled employment? 
(i) Will the option help assist long-term investment and growth in the local economy, supporting local shore side infrastructure and 

supply chains? 
(j) Will the option help to ‘add value’ to the cockles that are caught in the cockle fishery? 

Strengthening and 
supporting our dynamic local 

coastal community 

(k) Does the option provide fair opportunities for individuals and businesses, and help support young or new fishers? 
(l) Does the option help encourage businesses to invest in a safe and skilled workforce? 
(m) Does the option help support the heritage and culture of the cockle fishery, including supporting local tourism associated with the 

Thames cockle fishery? 
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3. Do you have any comments regarding the evaluation criteria? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Legislative Mechanisms – Regulating Orders and Byelaws 

 

One of the most significant questions to answer in Consultation 1 is whether the Authority would take forward options that mirrored the current legislative 

set-up; with a Regulating Order to manage the key cockle beds in the Thames and a flexible permit byelaw to manage the cockle stocks in the rest of the 

District, or look to create a new legislative system.    

 

When the TECFO came into force in 1994, the IFCA was a Sea Fisheries Committee (SFC) and the Order was made with the powers that the SFC had at that 

time. Fishery Orders, which included Regulating Orders, were, and continue to be, made under the Sea Fisheries (Shellfish) Act 1967 and allow the Minister 

to grant power to a grantee to regulate a fishery. However, the IFCA byelaw making powers provided under the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 are much 

broader than those available to the SFC, and in particular allow the IFCA much wider powers to regulate fishing, to take into account new technology and 

provide for flexible byelaws.   

 

A whole section of the Listening Phase Questionnaire was dedicated to gathering stakeholder views on this question.  The responses from both the 

questionnaire and the oral evidence overwhelmingly supported the continued use of a Regulating Order to manage the key cockle beds in the Thames rather 

than using a flexible byelaw. 

 

When considering the different legislative options, Authority members reviewed government reports, took legal advice and considered stakeholder feedback 

from the Listening Phase.  Members thoroughly discussed the advantages and disadvantages of the different types of legislation and how they could be used 

to manage cockle stocks in the Thames.  All the options selected by members this consultation include using a Regulating Order to manage the key cockle 

beds in the Thames and some form of flexible permit byelaw to manage cockles in the rest of the District.  

 

4. Do you agree to or support the use of a Regulating Order to manage the key cockle beds in the Thames?  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

5. Do you have anything else you would like to comment on or say specifically or in general, about the legislation KEIFCA has outlined in the 
options included in this document? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Management Options for Consultation – Suction Dredge only and Suction Dredge & Small Scale 

Method and assumptions in developing Total Allowable Catch models 

The retrofitted 2011-2021 Total Allowable Catch (TAC) models which have been developed for each of the following suggested management options use the 

stock assessment data for each area collected by Kent and Essex IFCA in the spring surveys carried out each April between 2011 and 2021. 

The majority of the cockle beds within the TECFO contain relatively fast-growing cockles, where 1 year old cockles reach the minimum landing size of 16mm 

before the end of the cockle fishery in any particular year. As a result, the TAC for areas contained within the TECFO is based upon adult cockles, that is cockles 

1 year old and above. The cockles outside of the TECFO areas are generally slower growing cockles which take multiple years to reach 16mm. As a result, the 

TAC for areas outside the TECFO is based on cockles which have already reached 16mm during the spring survey. The retrofitted TAC models for each option 

maintain this approach. 

The TECFO fishery TAC also builds in individual cockle growth for each annual TAC, based on the ten-year average which is informed by a second set of surveys 

on the main beds each September. Outside beds do not build this in due to the slower growth and lack of a September survey for outside beds. For the 

purposes of the TAC models for each option, no growth has been included for any area in order to maintain consistency of approach for each area. 

These retrofitted models also do not include any allowance for beds which have not been surveyed, which is usually estimated at an additional 10% of stock 

for the TECFO in each year. 

The cockle stocks are highly variable and are affected by a large number of environmental factors, not all of which are fully understood. However, these stock 

surveys have been shown over the past 26 years to be a consistent and representative way to monitor stocks. As a result, it should be understood that these 

retrofitted models are illustrative of trends over time rather than providing specific annual fishing opportunities. 

Key additional considerations in developing future cockle fisheries management in the KEIFCA District  

Whilst there is a lot of flexibility in developing new management frameworks within the District, there are also a number of underlying issues that need to be 

factored into any option. To address and discuss these significant issues, KEIFCA have written a separate report, the Spatial Distribution and Stock Review of 

cockles in the Kent and Essex district Report, which is available on the website http://cocklereview.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk/ for download and should be 

read in conjunction with this consultation. The report considers Marine Protected Areas, land ownership issues and other species, notably clams, which are 

found on the cockle beds. 

 

 

http://cocklereview.kentandessex-ifca.gov.uk/
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MPAs 

There are a significant number of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) within the KEIFCA District, including MPAs which contain cockle beds. A significant amount 

of work is undertaken by officers each year to ensure that the fisheries can take place within this landscape. Developing new fisheries, especially if new gear 

types are considered for future use brings a significant amount of uncertainty with regards to what fishing activity can be carried out in each area. 

Shoeburyness firing range 

The Central and North parts of the Maplin sands are part of the Ministry of Defence Shoeburyness firing range, operated by a contractor, Qinetiq, and as such 

there is legislation preventing hand collection on these sands.  Access to these sands by the current cockle fleet is closely monitored and a working relationship 

has been built up over time which has allowed both sectors to work safely. Any new management framework would need to work with the MoD/Qinetiq in 

a similar constructive and safe way, obeying the management requirements of the firing range. 

Southend byelaws 

Southend Borough Council owns the rights to the cockles on Southend Foreshore.  The TECFO allowed KEIFCA to manage the cockles on behalf of Southend 

Borough Council and integrate management across the TECFO area.  Initial discussions suggest that a similar solution would be sought for any future solution 

and any solution will need to work with Southend Borough Councils’ management plans and byelaws for the foreshore.  

Clams 

Over the last 5 years clams have been found in ever increasing numbers in areas which were previously predominately cockle beds.  Large numbers of clams 

have been found in Area 6 and made up a minor but significant part of the catch in Area 7 when the fishery was opened in 2019.  KEIFCA undertook clam 

surveys of these hot spot areas in 2021 and have included recording clams as part of the annual cockle surveys.  With warming seas, it is likely that these 

populations will continue to grow, although clams above the national minimum landing size are currently still found in low numbers.   Although not the 

primary focus of this process, where possible clams will be considered as part of any management solution.  
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Suction Dredge only                       CAYMAN option 

The CAYMAN option manages the cockles across the District under one management regime, encompassing all the key historic Thames cockle beds in a 

Thames Management Zone, with management provided by a new Regulating Order.  Under this option, management would be set up and run for cockle 

suction dredging gear as used currently in the TECFO and CFFPB fisheries.  

Reviewing feedback from the Listening Phase as well as considering the history, experience and environmental impact of suction dredge cockle fisheries, 

Authority members concluded that a large increase in suction dredgers could have a significant negative impact on the long-term sustainability of the Thames 

cockle fishery.  In response to this, members agreed that it was important to cap or limit the number of suction dredge licences that would work in the Thames 

Management Zone. Whilst the Authority has considered the initial 28 licences as originally proposed for this option during the Listening Phase, Authority 

members felt more confident in consulting on an initial range of suction dredge licences between 15 and 20.  The feedback from this consultation will help 

inform more detailed proposals in Consultation 2, if the option is selected for further development.  

The areas outside the Thames Management Zone would retain an amended cockle fishery permit byelaw, so that a management system would be in place in 

the event of new cockle beds being found outside the Thames Management Zone.  While this is unlikely, with virtually all the cockles harvested in the KEIFCA 

district over the last 30 years coming from the Thames, patches of cockles have been found outside the Thames from time to time.  

Key comments and thoughts from Authority members on this option: 

• Members reflected that this was the simplest option as it managed all the Thames cockles under one system. There would be obvious advantages in 

developing one piece of legislation that would be easier to administer and enforce whilst giving the maximum flexibility to the fishers involved in the 

fishery.  

• The original industry proposal suggested 28 suction dredge licences could be issued for to fish in this new area.  Authority members reviewed this proposal 

and felt that a range of 15-20 licences was a more realistic range taking into consideration feedback from the listening phase, the economics of the fishery 

and the potential impact of more suction dredges working on cockle beds.  

• However, members also reflected that this option could be challenging for the inshore fleet that are not currently part of the cockle industry and might 

not meet their desire to be involved in the fishery but in a less intensive way.    
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Retrofitted TAC comparison 

Using historic management data it is possible to illustrate the potential adult cockle stocks that could have been available to the licence holders over the last 

11 years under this option (see Page 13 for method and assumptions).  The illustrative TAC values presented in this analysis would be divided between the 

number of licences or permits issued to work in the fishery. 

 

 

 
Figure 2 Retrofitted TAC for CAYMAN option based on 2011-2021 KEIFCA stock surveys.  
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6. Please provide feedback on the CAYMAN option below using the evaluation criteria as a guide. These are designed to help you structure 
and focus your response. 

Creating a well-managed fishery 
(a) Does the option provide a simple framework that is easy for fishers, Authority members and other stakeholders to understand and work within? 
(b) Will the option be easy and cost-efficient to administer, and not create too much paperwork for applicants to fill in? 
(c) Will the option help create clear rules and regulations and be straightforward for KEIFCA officers to enforce and fishers to comply with? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Creating an environmentally responsible fishery 
(d) Does the option help ensure the cockle stock population is fished within clear limits that consider stock assessments and breeding stock? 
(e) Does the option help assess and monitor the impact of the fishery on the seabed, and strive to make the impact as small as possible? 

(f) Does the option help consider the impact of the cockle fishery management on the wider ecosystem (including carbon footprint) and support internationally 
recognised accreditation systems (e.g. Marine Stewardship Council)? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Helping to support a successful and resilient local coastal economy 
(g) Does the option provide a framework that will help sustain a viable long-term cockle industry in the KEIFCA district? 
(h) Will the option help support local skilled employment? 
(i) Will the option help assist long-term investment and growth in the local economy, supporting local shore side infrastructure and supply chains? 

(j) Will the option help to ‘add value’ to the cockles that are caught in the cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Strengthening and supporting our dynamic local coastal community 
(k) Does the option provide fair opportunities for individuals and businesses, and help support young or new fishers? 
(l) Does the option help encourage businesses to invest in a safe and skilled workforce? 

(m) Does the option help support the heritage and culture of the cockle fishery, including supporting local tourism associated with the Thames cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
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7. What comments do you have regarding the limitation of licences issued under the CAYMAN option to 15-20 licences in the new Thames 
Management Zone?  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 
 

8. What comments do you have regarding the lack of a regular fishery in the Coastal Management Zones under the CAYMAN option? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 
 

9. Do you have any comments regarding the boundaries of the different management zones? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

10. General feedback on CAYMAN option  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

  



20 
 

Suction Dredge only                       BERMUDA option 

The BERMUDA option would maintain the boundaries of the current Thames Estuary Cockle Fishery Order 1994 (TECFO 1994) and contain them within a 

Thames Management Zone, with management provided by a new Regulating Order. Reviewing feedback from the Listening Phase as well as considering the 

history, experience and environmental impact of suction dredge cockle fisheries, Authority members concluded that a large increase in suction dredgers could 

have a significant negative impact on the long-term sustainability of the Thames Management Zone.  In response to this, members agreed that it was 

important to cap or limit the number of suction dredge licences that would work in the Thames Management Zone.  Members also agreed to consult on an 

initial range of suction dredge licences, 15 to 20 and use the feedback from this consultation to help inform more detailed proposals in Consultation 2 if the 

option is selected for further development.  

The rest of the District would be managed under a permit byelaw, within two Coastal Management Zones – Kent CMZ and Essex CMZ, however the byelaw 

would look to limit the number of permits issued to between 10-14 permits.  The limitation in permit numbers responds to the overwhelming feedback from 

the Listening Phase that the current byelaw (CFFPB) does not work.  The range of 10-14 permits was chosen in an attempt to create a fishery that could be 

regularly opened and fished while maximising the number of permits issued. 

Key comments from Authority members on this option: 

• The boundary options of a potential new Regulating Order in both the Bermuda and the Grenada options reflected an option that was commonly 

suggested by the industry, especially fishers involved in the current cockle industry, during the Listening Phase both in oral and written evidence.  

• Other boundary options that reduced the area of a new Regulating Order, creating boundaries tighter to high producing beds were discussed by Authority 

members.  Although these were sound options, on balance members felt that maintaining the current boundaries was a stronger option, members did 

however feel that the range of licences within the proposed new Regulating Order should be increased and suggested a proposed range of 15-20 licences.  

• Feedback, in the Listening Phase, on the current Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Fishery was generally a lot less positive than for the TECFO fishery, with 

most fishers feeling that it did not work very well in its current state.  Members discussed at length the viability of different fleet sizes working in the area 

outside the proposed new Regulating Order with the aim of creating a reliable fishery and reliable income for those involved.   

• A range of 10-14 potential permits was an attempt to create a generally reliable fishery whist maximising the number of permits that could be issued.  

• Members reflected that creating a permit fishery that replicated much of the proposed new Regulating Order, added a further level of complexity to 

cockle fisheries management in the Thames. 

• Members also reflected that this option could be challenging for the inshore fleet that are not currently part of the cockle industry and this option would 

not meet their desire to be involved in the fishery in a less intensive way.   
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Retrofitted TAC comparison 

Using historic management data it is possible to illustrate the potential adult cockle stocks that could have been available (see Page 13 for method and 

assumptions) to the two proposed fisheries over the last 11 years.  The adult cockle stocks outside the NOTFO have been further subdivided into stocks off 

the Kent coast and Essex coast in an attempt to make smaller beds of cockles available to a smaller fleet.   The illustrative TAC values presented in this analysis 

would be divided between the number of licences or permits issued to work in the fishery. 

  
Figure 3 Retrofitted TAC for BERMUDA option based on 2011-2021 KEIFCA stock surveys. 
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11. Please provide feedback on the BERMUDA option below using the evaluation criteria as a guide. These are designed to help you structure 
and focus your response. 

Creating a well-managed fishery 
(a) Does the option provide a simple framework that is easy for fishers, Authority members and other stakeholders to understand and work within? 
(b) Will the option be easy and cost-efficient to administer, and not create too much paperwork for applicants to fill in? 
(c) Will the option help create clear rules and regulations and be straightforward for KEIFCA officers to enforce and fishers to comply with? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Creating an environmentally responsible fishery 
(d) Does the option help ensure the cockle stock population is fished within clear limits that consider stock assessments and breeding stock? 
(e) Does the option help assess and monitor the impact of the fishery on the seabed, and strive to make the impact as small as possible? 

(f) Does the option help consider the impact of the cockle fishery management on the wider ecosystem (including carbon footprint) and support internationally 
recognised accreditation systems (e.g. Marine Stewardship Council)? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Helping to support a successful and resilient local coastal economy 
(g) Does the option provide a framework that will help sustain a viable long-term cockle industry in the KEIFCA district? 
(h) Will the option help support local skilled employment? 
(i) Will the option help assist long-term investment and growth in the local economy, supporting local shore side infrastructure and supply chains? 

(j) Will the option help to ‘add value’ to the cockles that are caught in the cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Strengthening and supporting our dynamic local coastal community 
(k) Does the option provide fair opportunities for individuals and businesses, and help support young or new fishers? 
(l) Does the option help encourage businesses to invest in a safe and skilled workforce? 

(m) Does the option help support the heritage and culture of the cockle fishery, including supporting local tourism associated with the Thames cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
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12. What comments do you have regarding the limitation of licences issued under the BERMUDA option to 15-20 licences in the new Thames 
Management Zone? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

13. What comments do you have regarding the limitation of permits issued under the BERMUDA option to 10-14 permits in the Coastal 
Management Zones? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

14. Do you have any comments regarding the boundaries of the different management zones? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

15. General feedback on BERMUDA option  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Suction Dredge only                       GRENADA option 

The GRENADA option is similar to the BERMUDA option and would maintain the boundaries of the current Thames Estuary Cockle Fishery Order 1994 (TECFO 

1994) and contain them within a Thames Management Zone, with management provided by a new Regulating Order. Reviewing feedback from the Listening 

Phase as well as considering the history, experience and environmental impact of suction dredge cockle fisheries, Authority members concluded that a large 

increase in suction dredgers could have a significant negative impact on the long-term sustainability of the Thames cockle fishery.  In response to this, 

members agreed that it was important to cap or limit the number of suction dredge licences that would work in the potential NOTFO area.  Members also 

agreed to consult on an initial range of suction dredge licences, 15 to 20 and use the feedback from this consultation to help inform more detailed proposals 

in Consultation 2 if the option is selected for further development.  

The rest of the District would be managed under a permit byelaw, similar to that considered under the BERMUDA option, however in this GRENADA option 

the byelaw would look to limit the number of permits issued to between 5-8 permits.  The limitation in permit numbers responds to the overwhelming 

feedback from the Listening Phase that the current byelaw (CFFPB) does not work.  The range of 5-8 permits was chosen in an attempt to create a more 

reliable and significant income for each permit issued.  

Key comments from Authority members on option: 

• The boundary options of a potential new Regulating Order in both the Bermuda and the Grenada options reflected an option that was commonly 

suggested by the industry, especially fishers involved in the current cockle industry, during the Listening Phase both in oral and written evidence.  

• Other boundary options that reduced the area of a new Regulating Order, creating boundaries tighter to high producing beds were discussed by Authority 

members.  Although these were sound options, on balance members felt that maintaining the current boundaries was the stronger option, members did 

however feel that the range of licences within the proposed new Regulating Order should be increased and suggested a proposed range of 15-20 licences.  

• Feedback, in the Listening Phase, on the current Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Fishery was generally a lot less positive than for the TECFO fishery, with 

most fishers feeling that it did not work very well in its current state.  Members discussed at length the viability of different fleet sizes working in the area 

outside the proposed new Regulating Order with the aim of creating a reliable fishery and reliable income for those involved.   

• A range of 5-8 potential permits was an attempt to create a reliable fishery for those involved that could help create long-term investment in both the 

fishery and the local coastal community. 

• Members reflected that creating a permit fishery that replicated much of the proposed new Regulating Order, added a further level of complexity to 

cockle fisheries management in the Thames. 

• Members also reflected that this option could be challenging for the inshore fleet that are not currently part of the cockle industry and this option would 

not meet their desire to be involved in the fishery in a less intensive way.   
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Retrofitted TAC comparison 

Using historic management data it is possible to illustrate the potential adult cockle stocks that could have been available (see page 13 for method and 

assumptions) to the two proposed fisheries over the last 11 years.  The adult cockle stocks outside the NOTFO have been further subdivided into stocks off 

the Kent coast and Essex coast in an attempt to make smaller beds of cockles available to a smaller fleet.   The illustrative TAC values presented in this analysis 

would be divided between the number of licences or permits issued to work in the fishery. 

  
Figure 4 Retrofitted TAC for GRENADA option based on 2011-2021 KEIFCA stock surveys. 
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16. Please provide feedback on the GRENADA option below using the evaluation criteria as a guide. These are designed to help you structure 
and focus your response. 

Creating a well-managed fishery 
(a) Does the option provide a simple framework that is easy for fishers, Authority members and other stakeholders to understand and work within? 
(b) Will the option be easy and cost-efficient to administer, and not create too much paperwork for applicants to fill in? 
(c) Will the option help create clear rules and regulations and be straightforward for KEIFCA officers to enforce and fishers to comply with? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Creating an environmentally responsible fishery 
(d) Does the option help ensure the cockle stock population is fished within clear limits that consider stock assessments and breeding stock? 
(e) Does the option help assess and monitor the impact of the fishery on the seabed, and strive to make the impact as small as possible? 

(f) Does the option help consider the impact of the cockle fishery management on the wider ecosystem (including carbon footprint) and support internationally 
recognised accreditation systems (e.g. Marine Stewardship Council)? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Helping to support a successful and resilient local coastal economy 
(g) Does the option provide a framework that will help sustain a viable long-term cockle industry in the KEIFCA district? 
(h) Will the option help support local skilled employment? 
(i) Will the option help assist long-term investment and growth in the local economy, supporting local shore side infrastructure and supply chains? 

(j) Will the option help to ‘add value’ to the cockles that are caught in the cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Strengthening and supporting our dynamic local coastal community 
(k) Does the option provide fair opportunities for individuals and businesses, and help support young or new fishers? 
(l) Does the option help encourage businesses to invest in a safe and skilled workforce? 

(m) Does the option help support the heritage and culture of the cockle fishery, including supporting local tourism associated with the Thames cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
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17. What comments do you have regarding the limitation of licences issued under the GRENADA option to 15-20 licences in the new Thames 
Management Zone? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

18. What comments do you have regarding the limitation of permits issued under the GRENADA option to 5-8 permits in the Coastal 
Management Zones? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

19. Do you have any comments regarding the boundaries of the different management zones? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

20. General feedback on GRENADA option  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Suction Dredge and Small Scale Fisheries                    Small Scale Fishery Trial Proposal 

Why run a small-scale trial? 

Suction dredging has been the predominant type of cockle harvesting in the Thames for the last 20-30 years. Feedback from the Listening Phase clearly 

indicated the current set-up of the permit fishery is not working and providing a reliable income. Fishers not currently working in the Thames cockle fishery 

have indicated that they would like to set-up a small-scale fishery. At present there is no small-scale cockle fishing in the Thames, so before any legislation is 

developed it is important to trial and understand the impact and economic potential of different types of cockle harvesting gear and operations.  

 

Initial setup and premise 

Using the scientific and fisheries management exemption contained in the current Cockle Fishery Flexible Permit Byelaw (CFFPB) it is proposed that the fishery 

would be closed for the 2022 fishery but that 6 derogations would be issued by the Authority to trial small scale fishing gear and operations. Year on year 

variation in the cockle stocks means that it is important to run a trial over a number of years to properly evaluate the gear and the impact of the fishery 

(ideally at least 3 years).  However, the decision to run the trials will be made each year based on feedback from the previous year’s trials.   

 

As the new fishery will be taking place in Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) data will also need to be gathered to help inform future MPA assessments. The 

intention will be to run 3 trials in areas on the Kent side of the Thames and run 3 trials on the Essex side of the Thames. As the profitability of the trials are 

also an important component, fishers involved in the trial will be able to sell their catch 

 

Application process  

The current cockle season normally runs from mid-June until the end of September or beginning of October.  As the decision to run the fisheries trial would 

not be taken until the 14 June, timelines will be tight to get the project up and running. Fishers wanting to enter trial would be required to fill in an application 

form explaining how they plan to fish for the cockles, with answers scored against agreed criteria.  Vessels will be asked to share their vessel tracks while 

taking part in the trial, be Under 10m in length, have a Shellfish Licence, MCA certificate and, if required, a stability book. 

 

Examples of application form and oral questions: 

• Outline why would you like to take part in this trial? 

• Which area are you planning to harvest cockles from?  

• Outline your relevant fishing experience and experience working in the Thames 

• Is your business based in KEIFCA district (do you have a Kent or Essex postcode?) 
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• Give an overview of the gear you intend to use to a) catch, b) sort, c) land cockles and d) how you could add value to your catch/routes to market 

• Give a summary of how you will use your fishing gear over the 4-week trial period 

 

To oversee the process the Authority would look to create a specific Working Group. If there are over 12 applications a screening stage would be added to 

the process where the top 12 applications would be selected based on their application form only.  The successful applicants would then be invited to an in-

person face-to meeting with the Working Group where they can present and answer questions on their plan. 

 

Based on the oral presentation and the written application form each member of the Working Group would score each application and the combined scores 

will make a ranking list of applications with derogations then issued dependent on the coastline they have indicated they would like to fish. Fishers then given 

3 gear trial trips and 10 fishing trips (1 tonnes each) with fishery officers on board or monitoring on 1-2 of them between 5 September 2022 and the 7 October 

2022.  

Set up and outline of the trial  

 

Dates Action 

14th June 2022 Agree trial proposal mechanism and paperwork 

15th June 2022 Advertise trial derogation and make applications available on website 

13th July 2022 Closure date for trial derogation applications 

15th July 2022 Application forms sent to Working Group for review 

22nd July 2022 Remote screening process to short list applicants to final 12 

29th July 2022 Working group meeting to finalise top 6 applications 

1st August – 31st August 2022 Preparation time for successful 6 applicants to develop and set up gear 

5th September – 7th October 2022 Small scale fishery trial undertaken 

 

Running the trial 

• During the trial IFCOs would go to sea on a number of occasions with each boat in the trial/ or board the boats at sea to help record information and 

conduct tests.  

• At the end of the trial the fisher involved in the trial would write a short report outlining their experience in the trial and commenting on the 

information and data gathered (covering 15 points).   

• Officers would also complete a report of each trial and a summary report of the whole trial. 

  



32 
 

Future trials  

Based on the findings of the trials and reports the Authority at the May 2023 meeting would either look to extend the trial to more vessels and gather more 

information to help make an informed decision and pass key requirements such as being able to pass an HRA or end the trial and explore other 

management and fisheries options.  Although the final decision would be made at the May meeting it is proposed that a possible schedule for vessel and 

gear trials over a 3-year period could increase from 6 to 12 to 18 boats.  Boats that were part of a previous year’s application would still need to reapply but 

there would be a fast-track application form developed, building on the evidence and engagement of the fisher from the previous year.  The fast-track 

applications would be reviewed first before new applicants’ proposals and forms were reviewed. 
 

21. What do you think? Do you support the small-scale fisheries trial proposal? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

22. Have you any comments concerning the overall process of running the small-scale fisheries trial? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

23. Outline the fishing operation that you imagine when you think about ‘small scale’ cockle fishing. 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

24. Have you any comments concerning the application process and the potential application questions? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

25. The application process responds to the feedback from the Listening Phase and attempts to provide new opportunities for the local inshore 
fleet.  The proposed application process would require fishers taking part in the trial to work from an under 10 metre boat.  Do you have any 
views on this requirement? Do you support this requirement, or do you think different criteria should be used?  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

26. Will you apply for a derogation to carry out small scale trials during 2022? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

27. If the Authority decided to run the trial rather than open the permit fishery how would this impact your business? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Suction Dredge and Small Scale                    JAMAICA option 

This option divides the cockle fisheries in the Thames into three zones which would be run and managed in two different ways.  Under this option the area 

within the Thames Management Zone (TMZ) would be managed under a new Regulating Order (North Thames Fishery Order (NOTFO) which would replace 

the current TECFO.  Reviewing feedback from the Listening Phase as well as considering the history, experience and environmental impact of suction dredge 

cockle fisheries, Authority members concluded that a large increase in suction dredgers could have a significant negative impact on the long-term 

sustainability of the Thames cockle fishery.  In response to this, members agreed that it was important to cap or limit the number of suction dredge licences 

that would work in the potential NOTFO area. Members also agreed to consult on an initial range of suction dredge licences, 15 to 20, and use the feedback 

from this consultation to help inform more detailed proposals in Consultation 2 if the option is selected for further development.  

The area outside the NOTFO would be setup to allow greater access and opportunity to the active under 10-metre Thames inshore fleet. Two zones would 

be established, the Kent Coast Management Zone and the Essex Coast Management Zone, as some small-scale fishers indicated that they just wanted to 

target stocks a short steam from their home port. As this will be a completely new small-scale fishery, it is proposed to run a trial, as discussed above, 

potentially over a number of years, to assess different cockle harvesting methods and help inform how this fishery could be run in the future.  

Under this option, the new boundaries of the management zones move away from the historic TECFO boundaries, creating a larger area outside the new 

regulating order off the Kent coast, including the potentially high yielding but highly variable cockle beds in the Margate Sands (Area 15).  The Northern and 

Eastern boundaries are similar to the previous TECFO boundaries, enclosing the main cockle beds of the Maplin Sands complex and managing these beds as 

a coherent biological unit. Off the North Essex coast, and outside the new NOTFO, area 7 contains both consistent and productive beds of the Buxey and the 

Dengie, with the potential of an emerging clam fishery, providing an additional opportunity for boats in the small-scale fisheries trial to explore. 

Key comments from Authority members on this option: 

• Members felt it was important to include Area 15 in the new ‘outside’ permit fishery as this ground provided Kent fishermen with access to a high yielding 

stock.   

• Other boundary options that reduced the area of a new Regulating Order significantly or created a small-scale only fishery were discussed by Authority 

members.  Although cockle fisheries like the Wash run on this basis, on balance members felt that this would have a significant detrimental impact on the 

current local cockle industry.  

• Members did feel that the range of licences within the proposed new Regulating Order should be increased and suggested a proposed range of 15-20 

licences. 

• Members reviewed cockle harvesting in other UK fisheries and discussed the Listening Phase feedback from the inshore fleet that are not currently part 

of the cockle industry.  Members strongly supported setting up a small-scale fisheries trial.   
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Retrofitted TAC comparison 

Using historic management data it is possible to illustrate the potential adult cockle stocks that could have been available (see page 13 for method and 

assumptions) to the two proposed fisheries over the last 11 years.  The adult cockle stocks outside the NOTFO have been further subdivided into stocks off 

the Kent coast and Essex coast as some small-scale fishers indicated that they just wanted to target stocks a short steam from their home port.   The illustrative 

TAC values presented in this analysis would be divided between the number of licences or permits issued to work in the fishery. 

  
Figure 5 Retrofitted TAC for JAMAICA option based on 2011-2021 KEIFCA stock surveys.   
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28. Please provide feedback on the JAMAICA option below using the evaluation criteria as a guide. These are designed to help you structure 
and focus your response. 

Creating a well-managed fishery 
(a) Does the option provide a simple framework that is easy for fishers, Authority members and other stakeholders to understand and work within? 
(b) Will the option be easy and cost-efficient to administer, and not create too much paperwork for applicants to fill in? 
(c) Will the option help create clear rules and regulations and be straightforward for KEIFCA officers to enforce and fishers to comply with? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Creating an environmentally responsible fishery 
(d) Does the option help ensure the cockle stock population is fished within clear limits that consider stock assessments and breeding stock? 
(e) Does the option help assess and monitor the impact of the fishery on the seabed, and strive to make the impact as small as possible? 

(f) Does the option help consider the impact of the cockle fishery management on the wider ecosystem (including carbon footprint) and support internationally 
recognised accreditation systems (e.g. Marine Stewardship Council)? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Helping to support a successful and resilient local coastal economy 
(g) Does the option provide a framework that will help sustain a viable long-term cockle industry in the KEIFCA district? 
(h) Will the option help support local skilled employment? 
(i) Will the option help assist long-term investment and growth in the local economy, supporting local shore side infrastructure and supply chains? 

(j) Will the option help to ‘add value’ to the cockles that are caught in the cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Strengthening and supporting our dynamic local coastal community 
(k) Does the option provide fair opportunities for individuals and businesses, and help support young or new fishers? 
(l) Does the option help encourage businesses to invest in a safe and skilled workforce? 

(m) Does the option help support the heritage and culture of the cockle fishery, including supporting local tourism associated with the Thames cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

 



37 
 

29. What comments do you have regarding the limitation of licences issued under the JAMAICA option to 15-20 licences in the new Thames 
Management Zone? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

30. Feedback on suggested management outside of Thames Management Zone  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

31. Do you have any comments regarding the boundaries of the different management zones? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

32. Do you think that vessels working in the small-scale fishery should also be able to fish the Thames Management Zone beds for a limited period 
each year, prior to the suction dredge fishery taking place? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

33. General feedback on JAMAICA option  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Suction Dredge and Small Scale             ARUBA option 

The ARUBA option divides the cockle fisheries in the Thames into four zones which would be run and managed in three different ways.  Under this option the 

area within the Thames Management Zone (TMZ) would be managed under a new Regulating Order (North Thames Fishery Order (NOTFO) which would 

replace the current TECFO.  The boundaries of the proposed new Regulating Order would in general follow the current TECFO boundaries however, the area 

along Southend Foreshore (Areas 1-3) would not be included in the new Regulating Order and would instead form the Southend Shores Management Zone. 

This option is derived from a Listening Phase proposal where the cockles in Areas 1-3 could be harvested by hand raking rather than by any form of cockle 

dredging.  The proposal from the industry during the Listening Phase that the option was based on suggested allowing hand raking for a few of the smaller 

boats – “like the old days”. 

Reviewing feedback from the Listening Phase as well as considering the history, experience and environmental impact of suction dredge cockle fisheries, 

Authority members concluded that a large increase in suction dredgers could have a significant negative impact on the long-term sustainability of the Thames 

cockle fishery.  In response to this, members agreed that it was important to cap or limit the number of suction dredge licences that would work in the 

potential NOTFO area. Members also agreed to consult on an initial range of suction dredge licences, 15 to 20, and use the feedback from this consultation 

to help inform more detailed proposals in Consultation 2 if the option is selected for further development.  

The area outside the NOTFO would be setup to allow greater access and opportunity to the active under 10-metre Thames inshore fleet. Two zones would 

be established, the Kent Coastal Management Zone and the Essex Coast Management Zone, as some small-scale fishers indicated that they just wanted to 

target stocks a short steam from their home port. As this will be a completely new small-scale fishery, it is proposed to run a trial, potentially over a number 

of years, to assess different cockle harvesting methods and help inform how this fishery could be run in the future. Off the North Essex coast, and outside the 

new NOTFO, area 7 contains both consistent and productive beds of the Buxey and the Dengie, with the potential of an emerging clam fishery, providing an 

additional opportunity for boats in the small-scale fisheries trial to explore. 

Key comments from Authority members on this option: 

• Members discussed the option of hand raking cockles on Southend Foreshore (Areas 1-3) and felt that creating a hand worked fishery in this area could 

provide a significant new opportunity for the local fishing industry.  Apart from this new area the rest of the new Regulating Order boundary followed 

the current TECFO boundary.  

• Members did feel that the range of licences within the proposed new Regulating Order should be increased and suggested a proposed range of 15-20 

licences. 

• Members reviewed cockle harvesting in other UK fisheries and discussed the Listening Phase feedback from the inshore fleet that are not currently part 

of the cockle industry.  Members strongly supported setting up a small-scale fisheries trial.    
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Retrofitted TAC comparison 

Using historic management data it is possible to illustrate the potential adult cockle stocks that could have been available (see page 13 for method and 

assumptions) to the two proposed fisheries over the last 10 years.  The adult cockle stocks outside the NOTFO have been further subdivided into stocks off 

the Kent coast and Essex coast as some small-scale fishers indicated that they just wanted to target stocks a short steam from their home port, as well as 

Southend Shores for a hand working zone.   The illustrative TAC values presented in this analysis would be divided between the number of licences or permits 

issued to work in the fishery. 

  
Figure 6 Retrofitted TAC for ARUBA option based on 2011-2021 KEIFCA stock surveys. 
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34. Please provide feedback on the ARUBA option below using the evaluation criteria as a guide. These are designed to help you structure and 
focus your response. 

Creating a well-managed fishery 
(a) Does the option provide a simple framework that is easy for fishers, Authority members and other stakeholders to understand and work within? 
(b) Will the option be easy and cost-efficient to administer, and not create too much paperwork for applicants to fill in? 
(c) Will the option help create clear rules and regulations and be straightforward for KEIFCA officers to enforce and fishers to comply with? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Creating an environmentally responsible fishery 
(d) Does the option help ensure the cockle stock population is fished within clear limits that consider stock assessments and breeding stock? 
(e) Does the option help assess and monitor the impact of the fishery on the seabed, and strive to make the impact as small as possible? 

(f) Does the option help consider the impact of the cockle fishery management on the wider ecosystem (including carbon footprint) and support internationally 
recognised accreditation systems (e.g. Marine Stewardship Council)? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Helping to support a successful and resilient local coastal economy 
(g) Does the option provide a framework that will help sustain a viable long-term cockle industry in the KEIFCA district? 
(h) Will the option help support local skilled employment? 
(i) Will the option help assist long-term investment and growth in the local economy, supporting local shore side infrastructure and supply chains? 

(j) Will the option help to ‘add value’ to the cockles that are caught in the cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Strengthening and supporting our dynamic local coastal community 
(k) Does the option provide fair opportunities for individuals and businesses, and help support young or new fishers? 
(l) Does the option help encourage businesses to invest in a safe and skilled workforce? 

(m) Does the option help support the heritage and culture of the cockle fishery, including supporting local tourism associated with the Thames cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
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35. What comments do you have regarding the limitation of licences issued under the ARUBA option to 15-20 licences in the new Thames 
Management Zone? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

36. Feedback on suggested management outside of Thames Management Zone  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

37. Do you have any comments regarding the boundaries of the different management zones? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

38. Do you think that vessels working in the small-scale fishery should also be able to fish the Thames Management Zone beds for a limited 
period each year, prior to the suction dredge fishery taking place? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

39. What comments do you have regarding a hand worked fishery at Southend (Areas 1-3)?  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

 

40. General feedback on ARUBA option  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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Suction Dredge and Small Scale                HAITI option 

The HAITI option would create a new Regulating Order, the North Thames Fishery Order (NOTFO), that would keep the boundary of the current Thames 

Estuary Cockle Fishery Order 1994 (TECFO 1994).  Reviewing feedback from the Listening Phase, the history, experience and environmental impact of suction 

dredge cockle fisheries, Authority members concluded that a large increase in suction dredgers could have a significant negative impact on the long-term 

sustainability of the Thames cockle fishery.  In response to this, members agreed that it was important to cap or limit the number of suction dredge licences 

that would work in the potential NOTFO area.  Members also agreed to consult on an initial range of suction dredge licences, 15 to 20 and use the feedback 

from this consolation to help inform more detailed proposals in Consultation 2 if the option is selected for further development.  

The area outside the NOTFO would be setup to allow greater access and opportunity to the active under 10-metre Thames inshore fleet. Two zones would 

be established, the Kent Coastal Management Zone and the Essex Coast Management Zone, as some small-scale fishers indicated that they just wanted to 

target stocks a short steam from their home port. As this will be a completely new small-scale fishery, it is proposed to run a trial, potentially over a number 

of years, to assess different cockle harvesting methods and help inform how this fishery could be run in the future. Off the North Essex coast, and outside the 

new NOTFO, area 7 contains both consistent and productive beds of the Buxey and the Dengie, with the potential of an emerging clam fishery, providing an 

additional opportunity for boats in the small-scale fisheries trial to explore. 

Key comments from Authority members on this option: 

• The management boundaries suggested for this option, like the Bermuda and Grenada options, reflected an option that was commonly suggested by the 

industry, especially fishers involved in the current cockle industry, during the Listening Phase both in oral and written evidence. 

• Other boundary options that reduced the area of a new Regulating Order significantly or created a small-scale only fishery were discussed by Authority 

members.  Although cockle fisheries like the Wash run on this basis, on balance members felt that this would have a significant detrimental impact on the 

current local cockle industry.  

• On balance members felt that maintaining the current boundary was a strong option, members did however feel that the range of licences within the 

proposed new Regulating Order should be increased and suggested a proposed range of 15-20 licences. 

• Members reviewed cockle harvesting in other UK fisheries and discussed the Listening Phase feedback from the inshore fleet that are not currently part 

of the cockle industry.  Members strongly supported setting up a small-scale fisheries trial.   

• On balance although reducing the area of a new Regulating Order did create a larger area with more cockle beds for a potential permit fishery the 

difference was not significant. 
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Retrofitted TAC comparison 

Using historic management data it is possible to illustrate the potential adult cockle stocks that could have been available (see page 13 for method and 

assumptions) to the two proposed fisheries over the last 10 years.  The adult cockle stocks outside the NOTFO have been further subdivided into stocks off 

the Kent coast and Essex coast as some small-scale fishers indicated that they just wanted to target stocks a short steam from their home port, as well as 

Southend Shores for a hand working zone.   The illustrative TAC values presented in this analysis would be divided between the number of licences or permits 

issued to work in the fishery. 

  
Figure 7 Retrofitted TAC for HAITI option based on 2011-2021 KEIFCA stock surveys. 
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41. Please provide feedback on the HAITI option below using the evaluation criteria as a guide. These are designed to help you structure and 
focus your response. 

Creating a well-managed fishery 
(a) Does the option provide a simple framework that is easy for fishers, Authority members and other stakeholders to understand and work within? 
(b) Will the option be easy and cost-efficient to administer, and not create too much paperwork for applicants to fill in? 
(c) Will the option help create clear rules and regulations and be straightforward for KEIFCA officers to enforce and fishers to comply with? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Creating an environmentally responsible fishery 
(d) Does the option help ensure the cockle stock population is fished within clear limits that consider stock assessments and breeding stock? 
(e) Does the option help assess and monitor the impact of the fishery on the seabed, and strive to make the impact as small as possible? 

(f) Does the option help consider the impact of the cockle fishery management on the wider ecosystem (including carbon footprint) and support internationally 
recognised accreditation systems (e.g. Marine Stewardship Council)? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Helping to support a successful and resilient local coastal economy 
(g) Does the option provide a framework that will help sustain a viable long-term cockle industry in the KEIFCA district? 
(h) Will the option help support local skilled employment? 
(i) Will the option help assist long-term investment and growth in the local economy, supporting local shore side infrastructure and supply chains? 

(j) Will the option help to ‘add value’ to the cockles that are caught in the cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Strengthening and supporting our dynamic local coastal community 
(k) Does the option provide fair opportunities for individuals and businesses, and help support young or new fishers? 
(l) Does the option help encourage businesses to invest in a safe and skilled workforce? 

(m) Does the option help support the heritage and culture of the cockle fishery, including supporting local tourism associated with the Thames cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
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42. What comments do you have regarding the limitation of licences issued under the HAITI option to 15-20 licences in the new Thames 
Management Zone? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

43. Feedback on suggested management outside of Thames Management Zone  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

44. Do you have any comments regarding the boundaries of the different management zones? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

45. Do you think that vessels working in the small-scale fishery should also be able to fish the Thames Management Zone beds for a limited 
period each year, prior to the suction dredge fishery taking place? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

46. General feedback on HAITI option  

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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DO YOU HAVE AN OPTION WHICH HASN’T BEEN CONSIDERED HERE? 
 

47. Are there any additional options, over those presented here, that should be considered? If so, outline your proposed option below. 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

48. Evaluation of your option – why do you think it is better than those presented in this consultation? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
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49. Please provide feedback on YOUR SUGGESTED option below using the evaluation criteria as a guide. These are designed to help you 
structure and focus your response. 

Creating a well-managed fishery 
(a) Does the option provide a simple framework that is easy for fishers, Authority members and other stakeholders to understand and work within? 
(b) Will the option be easy and cost-efficient to administer, and not create too much paperwork for applicants to fill in? 
(c) Will the option help create clear rules and regulations and be straightforward for KEIFCA officers to enforce and fishers to comply with? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Creating an environmentally responsible fishery 
(d) Does the option help ensure the cockle stock population is fished within clear limits that consider stock assessments and breeding stock? 
(e) Does the option help assess and monitor the impact of the fishery on the seabed, and strive to make the impact as small as possible? 

(f) Does the option help consider the impact of the cockle fishery management on the wider ecosystem (including carbon footprint) and support internationally 
recognised accreditation systems (e.g. Marine Stewardship Council)? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Helping to support a successful and resilient local coastal economy 
(g) Does the option provide a framework that will help sustain a viable long-term cockle industry in the KEIFCA district? 
(h) Will the option help support local skilled employment? 
(i) Will the option help assist long-term investment and growth in the local economy, supporting local shore side infrastructure and supply chains? 

(j) Will the option help to ‘add value’ to the cockles that are caught in the cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 

Strengthening and supporting our dynamic local coastal community 
(k) Does the option provide fair opportunities for individuals and businesses, and help support young or new fishers? 
(l) Does the option help encourage businesses to invest in a safe and skilled workforce? 

(m) Does the option help support the heritage and culture of the cockle fishery, including supporting local tourism associated with the Thames cockle fishery? 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
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PUT THE OPTIONS IN YOUR ORDER OF PREFERENCE 

50. Rank the options presented in this consultation document, as well as your suggested option if you have made one.  

Rank Option Name Reason 

1 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

2 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

3 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

4 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

5 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

6 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

7 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Final comments  

51. Do you have anything else you would like to comment on or say? 

Click or tap here to enter text. 
 
 
 
 
 

 


