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Proposed changes to the netting regulations in the Salcombe estuary

		From

		chris.charman@townfarm.co.uk

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Response to the consultation document regarding the proposed changes to the commercial exploitation of the Salcombe/Kingsbridge Estuary.





 





For background I am a recreational angler (catch and release) who has fished the estuary for over 20 years. I originally hail from Guernsey in the Channel Islands but have lived in South Devon for the last 7 years. This, perhaps, gives me a unique view of the proposed changes.





 





My strongly held view is that no commercial netting should be allowed in such an important marine habitat. I have seen the effects inshore netting has on fish stocks both in the estuary and in Guernsey.





 





To give more detail:





 





*	Environmental – to even consider the reintroduction of netting in the estuary is an act of wonton vandalism. Gill nets are the worst form of indiscriminate fishing – to suggest that this is for grey mullet is a nonsense. Anything that swims into the nets will be entangled and die. Gill nets will be lost and continue to fish, more or less, forever. The sensitive ecosystem of the estuary will be destroyed by indiscriminate netting – by decimating fish stocks the whole estuaries ecosystem will become unbalanced. As it has in the past.

I also understand the impact that recreational angling can also have on a sensitive environment. I would suggest that whole estuary is (ideally) licenced for rod and line anglers and a strict catch and release policy enforced.

Interestingly, I have seen (and heard anecdotally) that the number of marine mammals and birds have increased since the 2018 netting ban was introduced. The fact that we can see seals, otters and other magnificent creatures regularly would indicate a recovering and healthy ecosystem is beginning to thrive – what an error to knowingly destroy this.

I understand that the estuary is an SSSI and a designated bass nursery area, surely this alone proves that gill netting and the aforementioned are mutually exclusive?




*	Commercial – grey mullet have almost no commercial value in this country. At best the mullet killed will end up as pot bait. The value for the commercial netter is in gilthead bream and bass – even then the decimation of these stocks will be little more than “beer money” for the netter.

Far greater commercial value, for the wider community, is in recreational use of the estuary. Not just anglers but holiday makers (and locals) revelling in the diverse splendour that a balanced ecosystem provides. 

As you will be aware the percentage of GDP for the United Kingdom from commercial fishing is 0.03% - this is tiny in comparison to the GDP percentage created by the tourism industry and in particular by recreational anglers who, even in these straightened times, will spend and contribute vastly more to the economy than an antiquated “right” to plunder a precious resource for gratuitous gain.





 





In summary if the ban is lifted the only recipients to gain from this (temporarily) will be a handful of shortsighted commercial netters. The losers will be the wider community and especially the fragile marine environment.





 





I trust that common sense will prevail and the ban kept in place.





 





Kind regards





 





Chris Charman





Rattery





Devon
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Response to Consultation on changes to Netting Permit Conditions

		From

		jcklee@pobroadband.co.uk

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Dear Severn & Devon IFCA





 





Please find attached the response to your public consultation on proposed changes to the Netting Permit Conditions-specifically the elements applicable to the Kingsbridge/Salcombe Estuary.





 





This response is endorsed by the Kingsbridge Natural History Society, representing 70 members. I am a Committee Member and recent past Chairman.





 





Yours sincerely





 





Christopher Klee










Response to the IFCA Netting Consultation.docx

Response to the IFCA Netting Consultation.docx

Response to the Severn/Devon Inshore Fisheries & Conservation Authority on its consultation on- 


The Review of the Netting Permit Conditions


1) This response is from the Kingsbridge Natural History Society Committee member Christopher Klee. His relevant knowledge and experience comes from over 20 years as Fisheries Scientist and Officer for the River Great Ouse Authority (later Anglian Water Authority) undertaking seine netting on large water bodies as part of fish stock assessments. In addition, from 2002 to 2012 he was Defra appointed Chairman of the Environment Agency’s south west regional Fisheries, Recreation & Conservation Advisory Committee and took part in consultation about the formation of this IFCA.





He is also an attendee of the Salcombe/Kingsbridge conservation Forum organized by South Devon AONB Estuaries Officer Nigel Mortimer. He organizes the monthly British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) wetland bird survey carried out monthly on the whole S/K estuary by a team of 14 volunteers reporting counts of birds to the BTO. This survey has a long history of data collection (over 40 years) and knowledge of factors relevant to this consultation.





2) Topic 1	The proposed opening of a fixed net fishery in the Salcombe Estuary





Strongly opposed to this proposal for the reasons given below; 


· Dr Tom Stamp’s research clearly showed sea bass congregated in the estuary in Winter, but were part of a wider population which dispersed over the coastal waters of Devon and Cornwall. Greater exploitation in the estuary would risk unacceptable exploitation of the larger population which is classified as in rapid decline and below safe biological limits.


· The estuary is a sea bass nursery area specifically because it holds breeding fish, the very basis of any population, and juveniles essential to maintain or increase the size of future breeding stock. The trial netting showed that both  mature bass and immature bass were caught by the fixed nets. Most were released but the rate of mortality was high at 18.8% and it was estimated that 98% of all sea bass caught showed some injury to skin, scales or gills. My own experience shows that even if fish so injured swim away on release, many will likely die. If the proposal were agreed, the frequency of capture of bass would increase significantly with both permitted catch and release of undersized fish resulting in far greater mortality. The concept of a nursery area would be incompatible with this increased fishing pressure.


· The recent finding of an illegally set net in Bowcombe creek, containing 47 dead mullet and 17 dead bass (Sept 2023) shows how difficult the regulation of fishing is in practice. The way IFCA intends to regulate the new net fishery is by bag limits-a very time-consuming means, depending almost entirely on cooperative behaviour by fishermen. Many are honest, some are not. The predictable result would be serious damage to sea bass stocks.


· The trial showed that part of the bycatch was of birds. The species were not recorded but are likely to be cormorants, shags or mergansers all of which dive for fish and are strongly attracted to fish struggling in a gill net. These birds have serrated bills designed to hold fish, but also liable to fix the bird to the netted fish. Birds feet also become entangled in gill nets, especially if the fish are still actively thrashing about. Birds will drown. This is not acceptable in an SSSI and County Local Nature Area. Would IFCA be legally liable for unlawful permitting?





Topic 3 Changes to Recreational Netting Activity. 





Again, strongly opposed to these changes, many for the same reasons as given above.


In addition;


· The proposal to permit an increase in the length of net used for sand eel netting, from 25m to 50 m will clearly increase catch per permit. If two permit holders operate from the same boat the permitted length of net is projected to increase to 100m.  Sand eel populations are known to have declined significantly in recent years, and this decline is linked to declines in some of the UK’s significant and highly protected breeding sea bird populations. Puffins, guillemots, razorbills, and sandwich terns all breed along our Devon coasts or near enough to feed here. As for sea bass, the only means available to the IFCA to regulate the fishery is by bag limits, with the same comments given for bass fishing applying here but with even less likelihood of being adhered to by recreational fishers. For an IFCA to be permitting an increase in sand eel exploitation is extraordinary, is contrary to UK Biodiversity Plans 


and should be resisted.





This response submitted by C A Klee BSc, The Old School House, 2 Hillside, Kingsbridge, TQ7 1DF. Telephone 01548 288397. Email jcklee@pobroadband.co.uk 
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1) This response is from the Kingsbridge Natural History Society Committee member 
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Changes to netting regulations Salcombe Estuary

		From

		John Vincent

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Dear sir or Madam,





I wish to register my objection to the proposed changes to the current 


netting permit conditions, in the Salcombe Estuary, currently under review.





Please see the enclosed document setting out some of my concerns on the 


matter.





Regards John Vincent







Salcombe estuary.docx

Salcombe estuary.docx

Devon & Severn IFCA							47 Green End Road


Brixham Laboratory								Great Barford


Freshwater Quay								Beds MK443HB 


Brixham TQ5 8BA								Tel: 01234 870544





Consultation prior to 19 January 2024: Topic 1: The proposed opening of a fixed net fishery in the Salcombe Estuary





Note: I am a recreational, rod & line angler, having visited south Devon for over 20 years and fished the Salcombe estuary for some 8 years as a member of parties of up to eight anglers.





The following observations are intended as a response to the above consultation.


1. What has changed in the past 4+ years since the welcome introduction of bass protection areas in the estuary? Do your stock measurement arrangements confirm that bass numbers have increased substantially and then stabilised in that time? Are bass no longer in need of the protection of nursery areas? Or is it a case of individual greed overriding environmental good practice?


 


It is obvious that a single four-year period of protection is unlikely to achieve the environmental targets which were the basis of current measures. There is obviously a need for basic principles to apply and to avoid the ‘flip-flopping’ which this regressive proposal implies.  I suspect that the esteem in which B&PSC is held will depend on the outcome of this consultation. 





2. Our visits to fish the Salcombe estuary involve substantial expenditure in the area (travel, accommodation, food, shopping, boat hire, tackle etc.) which will be lost to the community if, as is likely, our group moves elsewhere as a result of adopting this proposal. This may be multiplied many times by other visiting anglers to the financial detriment of the community.





3. I suggest that the stated 18% bass mortality rate in trial netting is a substantial underestimate of that likely in real, winter, cold weather fishing conditions.  In any event a one-in-five mortality rate is unacceptably high and would likely result in a significant medium term decline in bass numbers.





4. Little mention is made in the August minutes of B&PSC of the inevitable by-catch associated with netting. Has this been considered in relation to flatfish, gilt head bream and other species?





5. I note that the “decline in profitability in pot fisheries” appears to be a ‘reported’ decline. Is this backed up by scientific accounting or is it merely an observation by pot fishermen?





6. Has consideration been given to the medium and longer term sustainability of netting in the estuary? What netting pressure could the estuary support? How would it be monitored, surely not by fishermen themselves? Who would pay for it? Did past bass numbers decline as a result of netting, leading to the current regulatory situation?





7. 


In conclusion, the consultation needs to consider why the current arrangements were introduced and, if nothing has changed then maintain the status quo and reject these calls for change from a minority with a vested interest.                                                            


[bookmark: _GoBack]                                                                                                                                                                      John Vincent
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Oppose netting

		From

		Peter Lee

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



I am writing to express my strong opposition to netting in the Salcombe-Kingsbridge estuary. Nets should not be used in our estuary. They risk catching and killing other marine visitors to the estuary, when we should be protecting them.





I am a resident of Kingsbridge and regular user of the waters of the estuary.





Peter Lee


Kingsbridge
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Objection to the proposal to create a fishery in Salcombe Estuary

		From

		Jason Roe

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Dear Sir, 





I would like to object to the proposal to create a winter commercial fishery in the Salcombe Estuary using nets. 





I wish to object on the following grounds -





Mortality rates. 


The trial showed an 18.8% mortality rate, however the methods of fish husbandry used in the trial will not be replicated by commercial fishers. Therefore the mortality rate will be much higher and unacceptable.





Sustainability. 


Mullet are in the Estuary at this time of year, holding up and waiting to spawn. It takes 12 years for a mullet to reach maturity, the breeding stock will be targeted. 


Therefore the head of fish wil suffer catastrophic losses within a couple of years.





Non selective fishing. 


Mullet will not be the only fish netted as proven in the trial. Gilthead bream, trigger fish, thornback ray, flounder, shad and bass will be victims to the nets. I was in Frogmore creek last week and witnessed several sea trout jumping. This estuary is the premier flounder estuary in the County.


Without the flounder, there will be a financial loss to the surrounding area. Eateries, local pubs, garages and shops all benefit from anglers fishing the estuary.





Risks to other wildlife.


What evidence has been gathered on the effect of nets on wildlife in the immediate environment? I have witnessed seals and otters in the area. There are many species of birds in the area, both migratory and non-migratory. I saw a snipe at Frogmore last week and fellow ornithologists have reported the occasional Osprey sighting. 


The loss of any wildlife accidently trapped in nets would be a tragedy.


Is there a risk of nets being lost? Any lost gear in the estuary would result in ghost fishing along with navigational risks.





Net damage in a sensitive ecosystem.


The shooting of nets in this shallow delicate environment may destroy the seagrass and eelgrass, this may also destroy the stocks of seahorse that I believe are present. Both species of seahorse are present and these must be protected from any harmful impact of fishing. 





Data analysis and research.


Where is the evidence of the following -


Does this proposal support or conflict other national strategies e.g. bass nurseries?


The social economic survey?


The ecological survey?


Have other interested parties been consulted? e.g. The Duchy of Cornwall, The Angling Trust, The National Trust, the MMO, Natural England, BASS, RSPB etc.





Tranquility of the area.


As a National Trust member I enjoy countryside walks. 


I have a concern that the tranquility of the area will be spoilt.





If the scheme is approved how will the IFCA manage and enforce the fishery? The IFCA has limited resources with a huge area to patrol. It will be impossible and impractical to police leading to abuses.





Yours faithfully


Jason Roe

















Yahoo Mail: Seamless account control
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Bass netting Salcombe Estuary

		From

		William Lyth

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



FORMAL PUBLIC CONSULTATION – CHANGES TO THE NETTING PERMIT CONDITIONS





 





Sirs





 





I am emailing to object strongly to the idea of netting Bass in the Salcombe Estuary.





 





Apart from it being an area of natural beauty it is a happy breeding ground and nursery for Bass and other fish. Netting will





threaten all fishes natural habitat and it won’t just be Bass that are caught.





 





It will also be detrimental to normal rod anglers from both shore and boat and the nets will be a danger to both commercial and pleasure





Craft and RNLI.





 





Please keep clear





 





William Lyth





Thelma





Coronation Road





Salcombe





TQ8 8EA 
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Evidence for Sal estuary netting consultation (topic 1)

		From

		Tim Howe

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



As a local recreational angler living in Cornwall who regularly fishes both the Sal itself and also many other estuarine fisheries under the Devon and Severn IFCA’s control, I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed commercial netting in the Sal Estuary (topic 1), due to the unacceptable risks it poses to the protected bass stocks in the area, as well as other fish species, and the wider usage of the estuarine environment by other stakeholders. I wish to raise several points to be considered by the consultation, in particular as rebuttals to the justificiations used by the proponents of the rule change.





Point 1: Bass Bycatch





Firstly, while the proposal claims that mullet is the primary target, the evidence suggests that bass, which are prevalent in the Sal Estuary—a protected bass nursery—constitute over 50% of the catch in each netting operation. Bass landings would only be permitted for the month of January, due to the bass nursery area and national FMP rules. This raises a serious question about the proposed 18% mortality rate, a figure derived under non-typical conditions such as the use of recovery tanks. Such an experimental setup does not reflect the real-world scenario where fish are likely to be left in nets for longer and disentangled with less care and released without a recovery period, and therefore face higher mortality rates.





Furthermore, the emphasis on mortality rates rather than the absolute number of bass fatalities is misleading. Given the high proportion of bass in the catches, the actual number of bass deaths could be alarmingly high, which is especially concerning for a protected species in its nursery grounds. The evidence that bass remain in the estuary for an average of 27 days, increasing the likelihood of recapture, further compounds this issue. The mortality rate due to recapture might be significantly higher than the linear product of survival rates, suggesting a greater impact than the proposal admits. The reported injury rate of 90% is also unacceptable.





Additionally, the potential for landing undersized bass cannot be overlooked. Even with a 100mm mesh size, there is a risk of trapping juvenile bass, particularly during slack water periods, when the net could act as a tangle net. This suggests that the proposed netting will contravene the rules of the bass nursery area.





Lastly, the enforcement of such regulations is questionable. Who will monitor and ensure compliance with the stated catch targets and methods? Without robust enforcement, the risk to the bass population is even greater.





Point 2: profitability of brown crab fishery vs. that of recreational angling





In addressing the proposal to allow commercial netting in the Sal Estuary as a means to provide winter income for crab fishermen facing declining profitability in pot fisheries, several critical points must be considered:





The proposition to transition crab fishermen, who have experienced diminishing returns from the brown crab fishery, to mullet fishing raises significant concerns. I strongly question the rationale behind granting vessels, which have contributed to the depletion of one fishery, the opportunity to potentially impact another sensitive ecosystem. This shift does not address the underlying issues of declining profitability in pot fisheries but rather moves the problem to a different area, risking similar detrimental effects on the mullet fishery and the broader estuarine ecosystem.





The individual responder who proposed this change to the fishery rules is previously on record claining to shoot 1200 pots per day, and now seeks to fish for mullet on a similar scale. Such a transition suggests a lack of sustainable practice and consideration for the long-term health of the fisheries.





Furthermore, the economic implications extend beyond the immediate gains for the potting industry. Potters, who can spend up to £300 per day on pot bait, might be tempted to use illegal landings as bait. The burden of proof lies with the Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (IFCA) to demonstrate effective policing of such practices. Without stringent enforcement, there's a risk of further illegal activities and unsustainable practices. There does not appear to be any accounting for this potential loophole in the plan.





Additionally, we must consider the broader economic impact on other sectors. A previous mullet fishery in the area prior to the netting ban was worth only an estimated £46k/yr. Recreational sea angling, bait digging, and tackle shops contribute significantly more to the local economy than the proposed fishery will, and the economic benefits accruing to the area from visiting anglers will be distributed far more widely than those of the commercial fishery. RSA activities, along with other water users like paddleboarders and canoeists, could be adversely affected by the proposed netting operations, which pose a hazard to navigation. The cost to these sectors will outweigh the proposed benefits to the local netters. As a regular visitor to the Sal, fishing for bass, mullet, giltheads and flounder, all species due to be either directly or indirectly targeted by the fishery, I personally spend between £500 and £1000 with local businesses (tackle shops, food and accommodation). It doesn’t take many RSA to replace the benefits accruing to the area by the proposed fishery!





While supporting opportunities for commercial fisheries to diversify winter income is important, it should not come at the cost of environmental sustainability and the economic well-being of other sectors. A more holistic approach is needed to address the root causes of declining profitability in pot fisheries, rather than shifting the impact to another area. The burden of proof is on the byelaws and permitting subcommittee to produce a socioeconomic study to show any kind of broad-based positive economic impact of the proposed fishery. In the absence of such, the proposal should be rejected.





Point 3: Effect on Salmonids





The justification that protected salmonids, such as salmon and sea trout, are acceptable bycatch under the pretext that they are not "breeding fish" is not only unsubstantiated but also raises concerns about the mullet fishery itself.





Mullet, the primary target of the proposed netting are shoaling in the estuary for breeding purposes during the months in which the fishery is proposed to operate. Targeting a species during its breeding season can have profound impacts on its population dynamics and long-term sustainability. The focus on mullet, especially when they are aggregating to reproduce, raises serious concerns about the potential disruption to their breeding cycle and the subsequent effects on their population.





Meanwhile the idea that salmon and sea trout do not require protection due to the fact they are not actively breeding in the estuary also makes no sense. Both they and the shad species that are also present are in need of protection, and this fishery runs counter to that goal.





Point 4: Procedure





The procedural conduct of the Permissions and Byelaws Commission regarding the proposal for commercial netting in the Sal Estuary raises several critical issues that must be addressed to ensure transparency, inclusivity, and legitimacy in the decision-making process.





Firstly, the response to the general review of the byelaw was near unanimous in its support for ongoing protection of the estuaries in the Devon and Severn region. We are being told that just because very few responses homed in on Salcombe specifically, that the overwhelming nature of the responses can be ignored. This is completely fallacious. The consultation never requested for respondents to be specific for each estuary, as they byelaw covered them all.





The Commission's failure to notify the Duchy, the estate that owns much of the coastal land and water around the estuary, is a significant oversight. This lapse in communication undermines the collaborative approach necessary for managing natural resources effectively and may also breach established protocols or legal requirements for such proposals.





Equally concerning is the Commission's failure to adequately inform the public about their intentions. Public notification and consultation are cornerstones of democratic processes, especially for decisions that significantly impact local ecosystems and communities. This lack of transparency and engagement with the public calls into question the legitimacy of the process.





Furthermore, proceeding with such a proposal on the basis of no significant evidence is a grave concern. Decisions impacting environmentally sensitive areas and local economies must be grounded in robust scientific research and comprehensive impact assessments. The absence of such evidence suggests a disregard for the potential ecological and socio-economic consequences of the proposed netting.





The timing of the decision-making process over the Christmas period also raises questions. This period likely limited the opportunity for meaningful input from key stakeholders, including the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) and other important parties. Conducting such processes during a time when many organizations and individuals may not be fully operational or available for consultation appears to circumvent the full and fair assessment that is crucial for such impactful decisions.





I hope the committee will seriously consider the negative consequences that will be caused by changing the byelaws regarding this fishery, and to give thought to the dangerous precedent that this might set for the wider Devon and Severn area. 





Sincerely, 

Dr. Timothy Howe
Heligan, Pentewan
Cornwall PL26 6EN
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Proposed Gill netting in Salcombe estuary 

		From

		Theresa Davis

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk






﻿





0’(8p#2t


﻿


﻿l have always understood that the Kingsbridge / Salcombe estuary was a nursery area.





Commercial greed has virtually decimated everything outside Salcombe bar, now they intend to do the same in the estuary.





Some years ago a group from Plymouth was caught illegally gill netting in the estuary.


If this netting gets passed who will police it? Even if it gets licensed anybody with a net from miles around will try to make a quick buck. 





A FREE FOR ALL





It is also understood that world wide we are trying to conserve fish stocks.


Just a few greedy weeks netting will ruin fish stocks for years.


It is so short sighted 


Money and greed will eventually kill everything.





DO ANY OF YOU LISTEN TO DAVID ATTENBOROUGH???





From a very irate and concerned local





Alan M Lidstone.








Sent from my iPad
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Netting consultation in Salcombe estuary

		From

		Susan Davies

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



To whom it may concern





In response to the consultation on both commercial and recreational netting in the Salcombe estuary, I object to any netting in the estuary.





My interest is as a visitor to the area at different times if the year, including winter, and as a person who is concerned to protect the environment and enhance viability of natural fish breeding areas.





The Salcombe estuary is very important for wildlife, and is one of the leading draws for visitors such as myself.





Fish breeding is an important issue and relatively undisturbed areas where fish can breed are essential.





Bycatch is inevitable and will impact on future fish populations. Even the targeted species of grey mullet will be impacted adversely and this will not be a long term sustainable fishery.





Unfortunately, commercial fishermen must be restricted from fishing wherever they think might be profitable and only sustainable fishing should be permitted. I consider this is a well accepted principle. This principle should be applied in this instance and the proposed commercial and recreational netting should be refused.





I note and agree with the Angling Trust : “Allowing netting to resume in the Salcombe estuary would be a disaster for environment and wildlife of the estuary. This is an important bass nursery area and a popular sea angling destination with important populations of mullet, gilthead bream, flounder, plaice and salmonids all found in the estuary".





I strongly consider that this Salcombe estuary should be protected from netting.





Regarding your other consultation relating to the Emsstrom Angling Code of Conduct, in the Torbay area I have similar views - that netting is inappropriate in areas which are important for fish breeding.





I also consider it is very important that nets that are soaking are left for minimal time spans of a few hours maximum, to avoid bycatch including diving birds. Abandoned nets should certainly be removed as soon as possible. 





Kind regards


 


Susan Davies


547 Dorchester Road Weymouth DT3 5BT
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FW: Letter of Complaint

		From

		Office

		To

		Neil Townsend

		Recipients

		N.Townsend@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



 





From: stephen pruett <stephen.pruett1000@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 9, 2024 2:15 PM
To: Office <office@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk>
Subject: Letter of Complaint





 





DEAR SIR OR MADAM






 





-- I wish to complain about  the proposed netting in the Salcombe  Estuary





I live in  Weston Super Mare and regularly travel to Cornwall and  Devon





to fish for BASS . For many years I have been active in the support of the Nursery  Areas  to maintain a shoal of fish for my generation and beyond  





 the netting was banned many years ago  to  make this possible I urge you to reconsider  the proposed netting.





 





 





Regards





 





Stephen
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