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Retired commercial fisherman.
Telephone Comments:
Supportive of opportunities for commercial fishermen.
On balance would not be supportive of commercial netting in Salcombe.
Had concerns regarding mesh size and bycatch of species.
In his view difficult or impossible to target mullet without a considerable bycatch of other species, many that would be prized fish for anglers - leading to conflict.
Concerned about public outcry – putting public against fishermen.
Concern about enforcement and limiting numbers of fishermen – expecting some to come from Plymouth.
Concerns about illegal activity beyond fisheries – theft/damage to vessels etc.
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Salcombe meeting consultation

		From

		User

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Dear Sir/ madam





Further to my previous e mail strongly objecting to any form of netting (commercial or recreational) in the Salcombe estuary I draw to your attention  a recent report of illegal gill netting in the Salcombe estuary in September..





This report of illegal netting on your web site details a catch of 47 mullet and 17 bass (some undersize) the by catch of bass equals a 36% by catch of bass in one net. How many do you think will be caught with regular netting for mullet if this crazy proposal goes ahead ?





There is plenty of evidence that bass will be caught as a by catch if you allow netting in the estuary and if this percentage is the average it won’t take many years netting for mullet to decimate the bass. You are a Conservation authority and one of your primary objectives is surely to provide juvenile and threatened bass stocks with sanctuary. Bass nursery areas need protection, considering any netting in a nursery area conflicts with your role.





I worked in the Police service for 34 years before becoming a commercial rod and line fisherman. I know how difficult it is to apprehend those involved in illegal fishing in rivers and estuary systems but with the advent of inshore vessel monitoring on all UK registered fishing vessels it will be much easier to deal with the likes of the well know Plymouth netters who have targeted the south west bass and mullet in nursery areas over many years. If they are in your river with out IVMS switched on they can be dealt with. If there is no commercial or recreational netting in the Salcombe estuary members of the public and recreational anglers will report any netting activity and you and the MMO can deal with reports in a more efficient way than in the past. Allowing any commercial netting will make your jobs of protecting the rules and regulations more difficult and as I have already said you will not be protecting vulnerable fish stocks, in what should be a safe haven.





Commercial fisherman cannot be trusted to abide by time limits on setting nets or sticking to the rules with a valuable by catch of bass in the nets and even if they do, you will be contributing to avoidable mortality of bass that do not survive. Your consultation hasn’t detailed how many times a day nets could be set for 60 minutes or how many nets a single boat would be limited to.





I am extremely disappointed that an IFCA who should be supporting the Bass fishery management plan to protect our diminishing stock of Bass has not done more to restrict inshore netting around the coastline and is contemplating this as a sensible proposal to benefit a few greedy commercial fishermen who have exhausted the revenue streams through overfishing other stocks. This is an act of desperation by whoever put this proposal forward and it must be rejected.





You also have an obligation to provide fishing opportunities for recreational anglers who for many years have fished for gilthead bream in the Salcombe estuary, netting will without doubt destroy this fishery as well. Shore fishing and recreational anglers probably contribute more to the local environment and economy than a few commercial boats, please protect what you still have.





Regards





Dave Scott
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FW: Salcombe Estuary Fixed Netting Consultation

		From

		David Pope

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Dear Sir/Madam





This letter is in response to the Public Consultation on the proposed fixed net fishing in the Salcombe Estuary.





Topic 1 in the consultation





I am a recreational angler specialising in saltwater fly fishing and regularly fish on the Salcombe Estuary and the coastline from Start Point to Bolt Tail.





I fish with barbless hooks and all my fishing is catch and release.  I am also an avid bird watcher and naturalist.  I heard about this proposal from the Angling Trust and Fishing Forums.





I strongly object to the proposal to set up a commercial fixed net fishery for the following reasons.





1.	I do not accept a mortality rate of 18% for Bass. Commercial nets men will not be willing to cut nets also they will not have recovery tanks on their boats.  The rate will be much higher, and considering Bass can only be landed in January that will be a lot of dead Bass being thrown overboard.


2.	The presence of Sea Trout within the Estuary should be a reason for not netting it, they are there for feeding purposes, being one of the best estuaries along the south coast for Sand Eel, their main quarry.


3.	The disturbance to other wildlife in the Estuary - Otter and Seal are present in the Estuary and are in danger of becoming entangled in the nets.  Over wintering sea birds and diving duck also become entangled in them.  Damage could also be done to the beds of Eelgrass which is home to both species of Seahorse in the UK which is unique to the Salcombe Estuary.





Finally, I hope the Devon and Severn Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority will see sense and not go ahead with this proposal.  The Salcombe Estuary is a special place, it is a SSSI and Bass nursery area.  We do not need commercial boats steaming up and down the peaceful creeks disturbing this unique habitat. 





Yours faithfully





David Pope
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Proposed Changes to Netting Permit Conditions

		From

		Adrian Howell

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Good Afternoon





I am a Kingsbridge resident and regularly sail on the Salcombe Kingsbridge Estuary, mainly in the area to the north of the Bag.





As someone with a keen interest in the impacts of Climate Change and sustainability, I am strongly opposed to the proposed changes to the netting permit conditions in the estuary.





The key reasons for this are:





A. Evidence, both research based (ref: Angling Trust's response) and anecdotal, would suggest that the proposals would have an adverse impact on fish numbers, in particular, sea bass and sea trout; in this regard, I note that the estuary is a recognised and important nursery area for sea bass;





B. The estuary is both a nationally important marine SSSI and LNR. It is a unique environment and home to a wide range of wildlife and mammals; the sea grass found in the estuary has an important role in mitigating climate change and needs protecting in order to support its recovery; the wider impacts of the netting proposals should be seen as regressive given the absolute necessity to protect our natural environment and for commercial fishing to become more sustainable;





C. The estuary accommodates a wide range of recreational and educational use; in particular, sailing and small craft are currently able to use the full width of the estuary at high tide (not just the channel) and in the case of sailing craft, need free range of movement in order to tack into the wind. If there were to be a number of boats each putting out two 200 meter nets, the extent of the estuary available for recreational use could be significantly reduced. I would also question how the position of the nets would be clearly identified, so that there is no risk of boat users crossing and or damaging the top lines, bringing such boat users into conflict with fishermen.





In summary, I believe the proposals are regressive and if accepted, would place the short term needs of the local commercial fishing industry above those of a wide range of stakeholders and the critical need to protect our natural environment.






Regards, Adrian Howell











image6.emf
341 - T1 - D 

Osmond.msg


341 - T1 - D Osmond.msg
Review of the Netting Permit Conditions

		From

		Osmond, Daniel

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Dear Devon and Severn IFCA, 





I am contacting to give my response of the review of the netting permit conditions. I preface this response with my position as a fisheries ecologist and therefore inherent concern over these poorly informed proposals. 





The proposal cites that there is limited freshwater input into the ria, presumably to suggest that there is limited salmonid bycatch risk. Tracking work by the SAMARCH project demonstrated that migratory salmonids are frequently caught in fixed nets around the coast of southern England, particularly in coastal waters, with these fish making long feeding migrations of many hundreds of miles. As an ecologically rich area, they will use the Salcombe estuary for feeding and this will therefore place salmonids under increased mortality risk. Given that the Atlantic salmon is listed on the IUCN red list and that declines have been particularly severe around southwest England, with all of our populations at immanent risk, this proposal adds unacceptable increased mortality of a mixed stock of a threatened species. 





Secondly, I have concern that trials of netting were poorly conceived; being conducted during the winter with low temperatures where mortality is lower from lower metabolic rates. The proposal to target mullet and gilthead bream but not impact populations of bass is frankly laughable and will without doubt have a negative impact on populations and ecological health of this region. 





Thirdly, the exploitation of the estuary by a net fishery is greatly economically damaging to the South Hams region. This is an area which relies heavily on tourism for income, with fisheries though culturally valuable contributing very little. At present the Salcombe estuary is a nationally well-known target for recreational anglers targeting flounder, bass, mullet and bream given its relatively healthy populations compared to surrounding more heavily commercially fished areas. This supports a number of local businesses from accommodation, tackle shops and eateries. These businesses will lose income under these proposals, much higher than that gained by further commercial exploitation, as anglers will be less eager to visit the region. 





To be frank, during a period where all the scientific evidence suggests that we should be moving towards the establishment of HMPAs to sustain healthy fisheries into the future, it beggars belief that these proposals have even seen the light of day. We have the opportunity to build a sustainable economy of growth both in our natural capital and the businesses that rely upon it and yet it is apparent that IFCA decides to continue in a regressive exploitative dim vision of the future. 





Yours sincerely, 





Daniel Osmond  





----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------






Daniel Osmond






Adapting to life in metal polluted rivers: implications for conservation, genetic diversity and fisheries management in the brown trout (Salmo trutta).
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D&SIFCA netting consultation - Kingsbrige & Salcombe estuary

		From

		Robert Hurrell

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Hi, please find attached my response to your consultation. Please could you acknowledge that you have received my thoughts regarding this public consultation. 





Regards 


Robert 







Kingsbridge estuary response RHH.docx

Kingsbridge estuary response RHH.docx

Dear Sir, 





A) Robert Hurrell Contact via rhhurrell@hotmail.co.uk





B) Interested in game and sea angling, birds, otters, seals, marine mammals and I row in a Pilot Gig. 





C) D&S IFCA’s website





Topic 1: The opening of a fixed net fishery in the Salcombe Estuary


I wish to object most strongly to this proposal by D&SIFCA to initiate fixed netting under permit within the Kingsbridge & Salcombe estuary area.





1.What is my specific interest in Salcombe Estuary? I live not that far away and I can see that this proposal will have devastating consequences in multiple directions if enacted and will seriously damage the Salcombe estuary SSSI, BNA and LNR area. 





2. No I will not be impacted financially either way by this proposal. 





3. Commercial fishing sector – Very short term gains and then in effect medium losses and long term losses due to the extensive damage to Bass and other species that will be caused within a BNA and SSSI protected site. Even potential that the damage to fish that survive will reduce their sale value when subsequently caught in the future. 





Recreational shore and boat fishing sector – Major negative decrease short, medium and long term. This due to cumulative damaged to stocks of Bass, Grey Mullet species, Gilthead Bream, Flounder and Ray species. From the Bass Mortality Report (Understanding Mortality of European Sea Bass (Dicentrarchus labrax) in Small-Scale Inshore Netting – V1.0 ) it is described that 98% of all bass caught in the 100mm gill nets were assessed by the second check as having recognisable visible damage including such injuries as frayed fins, bruising, net scar marks, gill damage and scale loss. At least 18.8% of netted bass were found dead at the time of hauling or soon afterwards so this was direct mortality from just one net encounter. Much reduced financial income to the Kingsbridge and Salcombe areas from rod anglers due to reduced interest in travelling to access a severely compromised estuary.





Gilthead Bream: The Kingsbridge estuary is the premier location in all of the UK to rod and line fishermen and women for trying to catch this southern bream species. This area has had some rod and line captures of quite exceptional gilthead bream from these waters and so it is well known amongst anglers as a very very special location. Many rod and line anglers from the shore or from boat come to this estuary repeatedly from across the country in order to try to capture specimen Gilthead bream and spend a great deal of time and finances trying. I must add that this is a very difficult fish species to catch and may take many trips to even capture one. Many are returned as well through use of circle hooks. 


All these anglers brings tremendous economic benefit to this area (food, fishing tackle, fishing bait, parking, accommodation, car or boat fuel etc) for a special sporting bream species that is very often returned alive following capture. This entire recognition of the Kingsbridge estuary as a key destination for saltwater anglers endeavouring the capture whether it’s a special Gilthead bream or a large thick lipped grey mullet could be annihilated very rapidly by this netting proposal. 





4. In what ways will the natural environment and/or fish stocks be impacted (positively or negatively) by this change – how and why? 





Natural Environment and Wildlife impacts: Major negative


I believe that this fixed netting proposal within a SSSI, LNR and Bass Nursery Area should not be considered any further. The proposed size of 2x fixed gill nets per fisherman of each net being 200m long, is huge in the context of this small estuary with many shallow tidal creeks. 


Some of the wildlife species that frequent the Kingsbridge estuary over the winter in numbers and would be certainly at risk of drowning within such fixed nets include Red Breasted Merganser (IUCN Europe {Near-threatened}, BoCC Amber), Great Crested Grebe, Cormorant, Little Grebe and various species of diving ducks Pochard and Pintail (IUCN Vulnerable, BoCC Amber), Dark-bellied Brent Goose, {BoCC Amber, UK BAP}. Brent Goose are a wintering migrant bird that specialises in feeding on sea grass. 


All of these notable bird species overwinter in significant numbers within the Kingsbridge estuary and many dive underwater to feed or repeatedly reach down underwater to feed. 


In addition during very rough weather conditions offshore species of diver such as Great Northern Diver and other diver species come into the shelter of the Kingsbridge estuary to feed. Mortalities of even one or more of these species would be unacceptable within a Site of Special Scientific Interest and Local Nature Reserve. 


Night-time only netting will not eliminate serious risks to wildlife as the Kingsbridge & Salcombe estuary area contains a population of Otters that use the various freshwater streams and they will also feed within the estuary itself. Atlantic grey seal also come into the Kingsbridge estuary and hunt both day and night. Pochard also feed at night.  





SSSI & LNR: Damage by repeated dragging of nets strung with chains along the bottom along the dwarf eel grass areas and physical damage to other subtidal designated habitats through nets dragging along the seabed until they hitch up on something. 


Based on the suggested boat size limit of <7m I believe there could be 23 fishermen each permitted to have 2x 200m fixed gill nets. Therefore there could conceivably be in one hour more netting activity (through the setting of 46 nets) than all the 32 net sessions described in the Bass Mortality Report. This gives a potential of 9.2kilometres of netting used many times over a 180 day open period. Given the small enclosed nature of the Kingsbridge estuary with many small creeks, and huge areas of the estuary that almost entirely dry out, and many of these creeks being less than 200m wide, this proposal would not take long to decimate marine fish stocks in this BNA estuary site. 


Damage to sea fish breeding stocks of multiple fish species, fatal damage to many undersized marine fish species, bycatch of seabirds, grebes, divers, ducks and geese of conservation importance, potential bycatch of Otter (a European Protected Species), potential bycatch of Seals and Cetaceans, damage to migratory fish stocks (sea trout, Atlantic salmon, shad species), significant bass losses of broodstock and juveniles (98% of bass sustaining injuries from each fixed gill net encounter) within a designated Bass Nursery Area and all this within a Nationally designated SSSI site.  





The Bass Mortality Report proves the presence of other fish species of concern are using the Salcombe estuary. This includes species of Shad and migratory fish such as Sea trout. Sea trout are known to use some of the streams that flow into the Salcombe estuary and so fixed netting seems a non-starter in the Oct to March period when sea trout will be entering rivers to spawn and will then some time afterwards leave as kelts to start feeding up in seawater and recovering from spawning.  It was not mentioned whether the shad and sea trout died from the netting but that is highly likely.





The Bass Mortality Report also recorded several seabirds even got caught in nets that were attended. The graphs imply between 3 to 8 bird species were caught.  Again it is not described what species of birds these were or if they died, which again is likely through quickly drowning underwater. Just moving netting to being at night will not work as Otter, seals and some diving ducks are particularly active at night.





5. Do you have any other comments relating to topic 1?





There are multiple robust reasons why this proposal should not be taken forward, and especially when directed by a Fisheries and Conservation Authority. 





1). Juvenile Bass Nursery Areas should be entirely valued as a special resource and refuge, with juvenile bass rearing areas remaining sacrosanct from commercial sea fish netting: 


First and foremost the Kingsbridge estuary is designated as a Bass Nursery Area (BNA) under MAFF SI legislation. It would be an extremely poor direction in fisheries management for a “Conservation Authority” to permit fixed netting for grey mullet and gilthead bream (and possibly also bass too) within such an area. It is abundantly clear from your own Bass Mortality Report that was carried out in the Kingsbridge estuary that fixed gill netting would catch more bass than any other fish species, even the target of grey mullet. There would also be a proportion of juvenile Bass caught and killed or damaged that were under the MLS. 


From the Bass Mortality Report report 98% of all bass caught in the 100mm gill nets were assessed by the second check as having recognisable visible damage including such injuries as frayed fins, bruising, net scar marks, gill damage and scale loss. At least 18.8% of netted bass were found dead at the time of hauling or soon afterwards so this was direct mortality from just one net encounter. Just these two figures alone demonstrates quite how much damage gill nets would cause to ANY Bass caught within the Kingsbridge estuary BNA. To consider implementing fishing for other fish species (namely grey mullet species) with this cumulative, collateral damage to Bass within a Bass Nursery Area seems quite unfathomable unless your only interest is a commercial imperative. 


Knowing the above facts, for D&SIFCA to take forward and permit fixed gill netting for half the year using a method that will just as readily target, entangle, kill or injure virtually every Bass caught is inconceivable to permit within a BNA. This strategy would be in direct contradiction to several listed points within the Draft Sea Bass Fishery Management Plan. This includes not protecting juvenile bass within a BNA site, not protecting Bass broodstock in a BNA site and initiating a new fishery with an extremely high % Bass bycatch (>50% of Bass). The D&SIFCA would be starting a fishery knowing that virtually all Bass caught in a Salcombe estuary gill net fishery will, if they survive, leave with new physical external damage (and likely internal too) which will inevitably reduce their long term survival chances as a result of that physical damage from being netted.  





I do not accept that an 18.8% mortality of Bass should be acceptable with a BNA or damaging 98% of the bass caught. That is simply ludicrous. I do not accept that Bass should be netted and removed from the BNA in January – there should be no netting at all.


 


It is a misplaced belief if you think that in real world netting there would be 81% of Bass surviving netting, hauling and sorting in a gill net held within tidal waters. The Bass Mortality Report procedure entirely optimised Bass survival and even with that optimisation 98% of all caught Bass received significant visible damage that would at some level alter in each fish its long term survival. Depending on where a net was set there could be times parts of a 200m net could dry out on mud or sand banks even within a 1 hour window giving new difficulties with net hauling times that were not explored within the Bass Mortality Report. This could easily lead to nets “having” to be left for a much longer period before their recovery. 


Due to the proposed huge open period of netting (approx. 180 days and nights) with nets being reset after an hours soak and sorting bass are likely to get recaught. The Bass Mortality Report described a high % of site fidelity and residency in the Salcombe estuary for the bass that were tagged. Effectively each fish might have multiple opportunities a day when they might encounter a net. After only a few accidental captures the chances for an individual bass are that it will die either directly in a net or afterwards from injuries sustained to its gills, eyes, fins, tail fin, bruising, stress, scale loss or body constriction and internal damage leading to it being more susceptible to predation, parasites or infections. This means for at least 5 of the 6 months of proposed netting (possibly all 6 months), all Bass would be being entirely discarded that were caught fixed netting. Of these discarded fish nearly 20% (very likely far more) would die soon afterwards, but virtually all, 98%, would leave their single net encounter with visible new injuries. All this within a legally protected and Nationally important Bass Nursery Area. 





Real world gill netting examples. I personally saw an example of “real world” gill netting on 06 January 2024 at Polperro Harbour in daylight. I watched a registered fisherman going through his gill net catch within an open fishing boat of about 6m long. It looked a 4x4 inch gill net mesh size being used. The fisherman had hauled the gill net somewhere along the Cornish coast and then motored back to Polperro Harbour to tie up and sort through the catch. Sea conditions offshore were calm so my observation of returning to the Harbour with a full unsorted net wasn’t because it was rough conditions at sea, it was just easier to sort a gill net catch in the calm of the Harbour and all tied up.


 


There was therefore an unknown length of time between hauling and motoring back to Polperro Harbour before actually starting to sort out the catch. I only saw the very last part of the gill net sorted but the visible catch I saw included Bass, Pollack, Whiting, Ballan Wrasse, Greater Spotted Dogfish and Spider Crabs. All the fish species were very wrapped up in the netting and really hard to remove. Scales from these fish were coming off everywhere. There was netting wrapped tight around the gill plates to some fish, visibly bloody red bruising to the Bullhuss, severe net marks and much scarring on the wrasse - all this was clearly observed. Only a few Bass, a few larger Pollack and larger whiting were kept. The approx 2lb-3lb sized Ballan Wrasse (there were at least 15+ that I saw), Greater Spotted Dogfish (5+), small whiting (several fish less than ½ lb) and small pollack were dragged out of the net and all were chucked overboard back into the harbour. A very small number of these discarded fish (two Ballan wrasse) were still just about alive, although covered in deep net scarring marks, with scales that had come off everywhere. These two Ballan Wrasse were last seen wheeling about on their sides in the water behind the boat with severe netting injuries and zero chance of surviving. The rest of the discarded fish were stone dead and just sank. So the “bycatch” in this case was all dead, with the only fish this fisherman was really after being Bass. This is the commercial reality of gill netting, so there is not going to be an 81% survival of any bass bycatch in these Kingsbridge estuary fixed nets. 


Interestingly this fisherman told me of some of his other gill net bycatch which over the years has included at least five Thresher sharks, the largest being just over 16ft long and 800lb in weight (and yes this shark also died). The above observations give a rather clear picture of how extremely unselective gill netting fishing is, in that such a net can catch and kill anything from a ½ lb whiting (which could just as easily have been an undersized Bass) right through to a rare and massive 16ft shark.  





I have also seen a small registered commercial fishing dory (5m craft) coming into the Plymouth Barbican, also sorting through his gill net catch whilst motoring along back into Harbour. Again this was a gill net all hauled into the boat and then not started to be gone through until nearly back at the landing Port. In this instance there was also a significant time delay between hauling and then starting to sort the catch, in contrast to the “highly optimised” situation described within the Bass Mortality Report. 





In addition as also described within the Bass Mortality Report catching a large amount of weed or an unexpectedly large fish haul or net snagging will add much time to the hauling process, as will sorting fish by torchlight. Delay on hauling AND sorting one net will then delay the operation being started on the second net – more delay and likelihood of increased fish mortalities.  All this will further reduce survival of any Bass due to be returned, with 1 in 5 dying even in the optimised scenario and the rest being injured. 





I find it very hard to believe a proposal such as introducing fixed netting within a BNA has found any D&SIFCA B&PSC committee support and that it has reached being considered and consulted on. In recent years there has been so much public and Government focus on the perilous state of the UK Bass stocks, with new restrictions aimed at protecting breeding fish and limiting the killing of mature fish by commercial and rod and line fishing, trying to reduce bycatch and ensuring better protection of nursery areas. 





An indication of the kind of damage gill nets can cause further up this estuary is indicated by the illegal fixed net found in Bowcombe creek. A 150m net from bank to bank – not even a 200m net. Most of the dead Bass were undersized fish.





The late Donovan Kelly, who I helped at times many years ago when carry out his surveys of very early age classes of juvenile bass (0+ fish) on the Camel Estuary, would have been shaking his head in disbelief that D&SIFCA still do not appear, so many decades later, to comprehend the value and strategic importance of actually protecting Nursery Areas for bass or having them for any other marine fish species.  





Fixed netting for sea fish within the Kingsbridge/ Salcombe Bass Nursery Area should not be considered at all, at any time of the year. 





Public water safety and Navigation: I think this proposal hugely underestimates the extent of public use of the waterways of the Kingsbridge estuary, even within the Oct to Mar winter period. Small and large engined boats, sailing boats and yachts with keels, paddle boarders and pilot gigs are all legitimate water craft that will be frequenting these estuarine waters at any time of the year, day and night. To date none have had any conflicts with fixed or drift nets as these are not legal. 


The future presence of multiple 200m fixed gill nets strung across creeks or even the main estuary, effectively anywhere on this estuary is very dangerous to other water users. Even if someone happens to be with a fixed net it will inevitably lead to serious conflict and who has the right of passage in a tidal estuary? I would be most surprised if the Kingsbridge / Salcombe Harbour Master has not raised concerns about this proposal as opening a serious risk to day or night time navigation and with public health risks of engine or keel entanglement issues.   





It is not described how close together these nets could be either as one fisherman or as nets from  different fishermen? Even one fisherman could close off many of the creeks in the Salcombe estuary as many are less than 200m wide. No net depth limits? 





Illegal fishing: This proposal will make it very hard – in fact impossible – for the public to recognise  future illegal gill netting. There was a recent deadly example of illegal netting in Bowcombe creek described on the D&SIFCA website, with many undersized bass caught that were all dead. This will compromise reporting of illegal nets from the public all across the D&SIFCA area.   





Offences: Will anyone with a past history (last ten years) of successful prosecution for illegal netting for seafish, selling undersized fish, marine crime or other convictions for illegal activities be given a permit? 





If this byelaw amendment succeeds it will be a massive tragedy for this area. It will also prove that there is no conservation basis within the D&SIFCA and I believe its working members will need to look at their own organisation very closely. Even putting this proposal out to consultation has done immense damage to the reputation of D&SIFCA amongst many different public groups. I have yet to find anyone who thinks this idea makes any sense.  





Commercial gill netting, most particularly widespread and indiscriminate netting, has already decimated inshore waters. Tidal estuaries remain pretty much the only places with scope for some respite for juvenile fish rearing of multiple species and where some of the adult stock come and go and may have some opportunity to survive a while. Harvesting within the Salcombe estuary some fish over the MLS (at the expense of damaging and killing numbers of various juvenile fish species, including bass) seems a rather quick way to bring coastal sea fish stocks into yet further precipitous decline. 





When the respective netting byelaws were introduced into estuaries that prevented seafish netting activities it was an important recognition of the value and sensitivity of estuarine waters. These were effectively tidal fish sanctuaries where fish were traversing estuaries probably four times a day to find food and where setting fixed nets across these paths would essentially be a massacre. Protection of these estuarine sites must not be undone and it will be an absolute disgrace if D&SIFCA members consider taking this permitting proposal forward.





The high gill net catch rates of sea bass catch within the Bass Mortality Report and long periods of estuarine site residency observed in sea bass in this report imply a high exposure risk to what you describe as small-scale fishing pressure. It won’t be a small-scale pressure. Combined with their shoaling behaviour and use of estuaries that is similar to target species such as grey mullet, this high exposure to netting will translate to a high vulnerability to netting pressure in this estuary. Estuaries represent highly-used essential habitat for juvenile and adult sea bass, and the sea bass spawning stock biomass remains depleted relative to past levels and is below the MSY threshold. Allowing gill netting that will damage 98% of all bass caught by each of the 34 x200m gill nets is not acceptable in a BNA. 





Topic 2: A Prohibition of Commercial Netting – Emsstrom Angling Zone





I agree that changing the voluntary conditions to prevent commercial netting here is necessary so I support that initiative. 





Topic 3: Net length (at sea), Bag Limits and Combining Nets





I do not think that the length of recreational net should be altered from 25m. I disagree that nets should be joined together as this is a mixup between recreational fishing and commercial fishing. 


You will need to add protection for Undulate Ray from recreational netting within this ray number? I agree that there should be a limit on sandeel amount though 15kg sounds rather a very high amount for a recreational interest.





Topic 4: Your Response – A Prohibition of Recreational Netting – Emsstrom Angling Zone:


I agree that changing the voluntary conditions to prevent recreational netting here is necessary so I support that initiative. 





Topic 5: Introducing Additional Minimum Conservation Reference Sizes


I agree that introducing a MCRS for each grey mullet species and gilthead bream is appropriate. One MLS will not do for mullet as they are completely different sizes. However this figures must be based on actual known evidence of when 50% or maybe it should be 80% of the species concerned reaches maturity for spawning. It should apply across all of D&S area.





Topic 6: Soak Times for Nets (at sea)





I think the soak times at sea should be much shorter and at most 2 hours for commercial and recreational fishing. Leaving gill nets overnight or for an entire tide cycle is just a recipe for unlimited bycatch mortalities and bycatch deaths most of which D&SIFCA will never even know about. The D&SIFCA should do a programme of onboard recording and camera recording of all bycatch of fish and non-fish species. The instance I described in Polperro Harbour of a small netting boat that has caught at least five Thresher sharks that all died is an example of that cumulative attrition of wildlife and applies to sea trout, salmon, seabirds, seals and cetaceans too.


This may be slightly negative for commercial fishing sector but will give some respite to the recreational angling sector. I have heard many rod anglers saying they go coastal fishing now and often catch not much or nothing and at times cannot fish on the coast as nets are strung across the area they wish to fish. 


I would like to ask does the D&SIFCA know how many metres of gill net and of what types are used in their area each day or are available to use each day? 
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Review of the Netting Permit Conditions Formal Public Consultation Proposals

		From

		Paul Chandler

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Dear D&S IFCA


Please find attached my response to your formal public consultation.


Best regards


Paul Chandler







Salcombe Netting Consultation Response.pdf

Salcombe Netting Consultation Response.pdf




Review of the Netting Permit Conditions 
Formal Public Consultation Proposals



Name: Paul Chandler
Address: 5 Colleton Mews, Exeter, EX2 4AH
Email: paul_privateuk@yahoo.co.uk



I  am  a  recreational  kayak  angler,  SeaSearch  scuba  diver,  ex-director  of  a  marine
conservation  charity  and  a  geoscientist/marine  survey  consultant.  I  have  worked  to
transform  damaging  fishing  practises,  establish  marine  conservation  areas,  map  and
restore eel grass beds,  and protect and restore marine and river ecosystems.



I was recently made aware of this formal consultation via the D&S IFCA facebook page. 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



In my informed opinion that there are no grounds to open the fishery and the decision
making  process  to  open  this  fishery  will  leave  the  authority  open  to  legal  challenge
including judicial review, and therefore considerable cost to the public purse.  I am clear in
my opposition to the opening of this net fishery.



The key points of my opposition to the proposal are:



1. the  predicted  mortality  rate  of  bass  is  far  too  high  when  viewed independently
without the further consideration of the cumulative damage of bycatch mortality on the
ecosystem, food web and the coastal community



2. The stated decline  in  the profits  of  the  pot  fishery  is  not  a  reason to  return  to
overfishing  practises  but  a  just  transition  to  sustainable  practises  and  effective
management must be supported.



3. Commercial fishing incomes should not be prioritised over greater economic worth
of other sectors; without a healthy improved marine and estuarine ecosystem our coastal
community will fail. 



4. Other feeding or migrating bycatch species e.g. the sea trout, and shad, reported in
the limited survey data, need protecting and not put under further threat by netting the
estuary.



My opinion on the proposed rationale for change 



1. The B&PSC considers that a mortality rate of  18.8% of bass caught during the
netting trials within Salcombe Estuary is acceptable. 



My understanding is that the survey from which the 18.8% figure was derived failed to
handle the caught bass in the same way as a commercial net fishery would be operated.
Having monitored many commercial  fishers handling bycatch and discards myself  it  is
inevitable that the bass will  not be carefully cut free of nets or placed in safe recovery
tanks. This will result in a much higher rate of bass mortality. I also note that the fishing
survey  was  conducted,  at  least  in  part,  by  individuals  with  a  vested  rather  than  an
objective, independent, scientific interest in measuring the mortality rate and this has led





mailto:paul_privateuk@yahoo.co.uk








me to be sceptical of the reported results. In my experience where commercial interests
mark their own homework then I am afraid that the results always skew toward the result
that the vested interests want to see and the mortality rate may well be much higher. In my
opinion the lack of  a comprehensive independent  study and full  environmental  impact
assessment means that we have limited scientific knowledge about the effect of returning
netting to the estuary.



There  is  no  clear  plan presented on how many nets  will  be  set  but  it  is  clear  that  a
considerable number of bass will be caught and will die wastefully in this proposed ‘mullet’
fishery.  The mortality of these fish will damage the incomes of other inshore commercial
fishers,  and commercial  angling boats  outside the estuary,  as  well  as the interests  of
recreational anglers. It is highly likely that such mortalities will impact inshore bass stock
levels for years to come and I therefore propose that a precautionary approach is taken
and no netting is reintroduced. 



2. The B&PSC recognises a reported decline in profitability in pot fisheries as a justification
for this mullet fishery to be opened. 



This is presented without any clear data as to why the pot fishery profitability has declined
and without an evidence-led management plan to restore the pot fishery to an improved
and sustainable status.



Short term pressure from commercial fishers on the B&PSC is not a justifiable reason to
allow them move to and open a potentially damaging and unsustainable fishery with no
clear evidence-led study which allows sustainable management and enforcement of the
current pot fishery. 



3.  The B&PSC supports providing opportunities for commercial  fishers to diversify and
boost their winter income by participating in a limited netting fishery within the Salcombe
Estuary.



This is a short term patch-up, proposal which may support some commercial fishers but is
likely to cause more long term ecosystem damage to this area and to have knock on
effects in inshore areas further afield and do untold environmental and economic damage.
In my opinion there is no coherent, environmental or socio economic impact assessment
presented.  I propose that a detailed environmental impact assessment together with a
socio-economic study, which are both evidence-led, and which examine the best, most
likely and worst case outcomes are undertaken.  Our coastal communities and commercial
fishers cannot afford to carry on with unsustainable overfishing practises without effective
management  and enforcement  which  measurably  improve our  ecosystems and stocks
year on year. 
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Re: Ref: D&S IFCA formal consultation – Netting Permit Conditions

		From

		Gary Jolliffe

		To

		Neil Townsend

		Recipients

		N.Townsend@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Hi Neil





I hope you have had a good week, very busy I'm sure. Please see additional comments below.





Thanks very much





Regards





Gary.








Topic 6: Your Response – Maximum Soak Times for Nets





1.	What is your specific interest in the proposed introduction of maximum soak times for nets at sea? The longer a net is at sea the more likely it is to be lost, mislaid or damaged in bad weather. Naturally the bicatch will increase the longer it is left in also which is why minimum soak times that provide an acceptable return for the fishers should be enforced (consideration should also be given to the government fuel subsidies without which all dredging and beam trawling would unviable economically)





2.	What is your view on what would be the maximum soak time for nets and why? I'm not an expert on optimal soak times which no doubt differ at each location depending on target species, tide & conditions ETC. Experts (the fishers are the experts in this respect) should work with the science and quota folk to determine what works best given all the variables. 





3.	What is your view on applying this permit condition to both the commercial and recreationalnetting sector? We recover plastic pollution from the South Devon coast and have collected over 22,000kgs since 2018. From our experience 60-70% of that recovered can be attributed to commercial and recreation fishers. Naturally the commercial sector uses totally different gear on an exponentially more intensive scale so it is obvious that losses will be greater. We have recovered thousands of fisheries related items (pots, trawl nets, monofilament nets, rope, buoys, long line cut offs, clothing, gloves & boots ETC) 





4.	Will you be impacted (positively or negatively), financially or otherwise, by this change – howand why? I am certain that I personally will be negatively impacted by this change and that we would end up recovering more lost and discarded gear





5.	In what ways will the commercial and/or recreational fishing sector be impacted (positively ornegatively) by this change – how and why?





6.	In what ways will the natural environment and/or fish stocks be impacted (positively ornegatively) by this change – how and why? The nature reserve would be impacted negatively by this change. There is no way that there will not be a negative impact in terms of disturbance to the tranquility of the area, and accidental or other types of gear loss, engine and noise pollution. 





7.	Do you have any other comments relating to topic 6? Please see our Website or social media channels for images of commercial fisheries related plastic pollution. www.tillthecoastisclear.co.uk - Facebook/instagram  @tillcoastclear 





(Please provide any supporting information or evidence if you have any)














 






Gary Jolliffe - Director


Till the Coast is Clear C.I.C.



A Community Interest Company



Positively Tackling Shoreline Pollution for People and Planet


Company Number 11651131


Tel: 07817910115


gary@tillthecoastisclear.co.uk


https://www.tillthecoastisclear.co.uk 



facebook.com/tillthecoastisclear


Instagram











On Thu, 18 Jan 2024 at 10:09, Neil Townsend <N.Townsend@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk> wrote:






Hi Gary.





We will end the formal consultation midnight on Friday.





The consultation began on 1st December and a wide audience has learned about it and responded.





Obviously, we need a cut off date so we can start examining the responses in more depth and prepare for the B&PSC meeting in February.





You don’t need to respond again in full – you can just add a bit more on topic 6 if you wish to do so.





I can factor that in when I blend responses together.





Most topics, other than topic 1, have had little attention and not generated much interest.





Kind regards,





Neil.





 





 





 





From: Gary Jolliffe <gary@tillthecoastisclear.co.uk> 
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2024 9:59 AM
To: Neil Townsend <N.Townsend@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Ref: D&S IFCA formal consultation – Netting Permit Conditions





 





Hi Neil





 





Thanks very much for getting back to me. You are absolutely right! I did miss Topic 6 and having now read it properly feel that I am well qualified to discuss it (we have recovered over 24 tons of plastic pollution 70% of which is commercial / recreational fisheries attributed)





 





Does the consultation end at midnight today or close of business tomorrow? 





 





Kind regards





 





Gary.





 





 





 





Gary Jolliffe - Director





Till the Coast is Clear C.I.C.





A Community Interest Company





Positively Tackling Shoreline Pollution for People and Planet





Company Number 11651131





Tel: 07817910115





gary@tillthecoastisclear.co.uk





https://www.tillthecoastisclear.co.uk 





facebook.com/tillthecoastisclear





Instagram





 





 





 





On Wed, 17 Jan 2024 at 08:33, Neil Townsend <N.Townsend@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk> wrote:





Good morning, Gary.





Thank you for taking the time to respond to the formal consultation – The Review of the Netting Permit Conditions. 





I can confirm receipt of your response which is one of many we have received.  





Your response:





I note that you have commented on topic 1 (opening of a commercial net fishery in Salcombe Estuary), which is one of six topics set out in the formal consultation.





Considering your interests to limit plastic pollution and recovery, I am a bit surprised you didn’t also comment on topic 6.





Topic 6 – soak times of nets at sea – as this proposal relates to tackling the issue of lost, discarded and abandoned nets at sea.





Next steps, further Information and where to find it on our website: 





When the consultation ends on 19th January 2024, I will be reading through all the responses in more depth. 





I will prepare a report for Members of the Devon and Severn Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority’s (D&S IFCA’s) Byelaw and Permitting Sub-Committee (B&PSC) and for all stakeholders to examine via its publication on the D&S IFCA website. 





The report will demonstrate how the formal consultation (Review of the Netting Permit Conditions) was conducted and will be a detailed summary of the responses received. The report will not contain any personal information. The report will provide the opportunity for stakeholders who responded in the formal consultation to see how their views were documented.





The B&PSC will consider what changes to make to the Netting Permit Conditions at their next meeting in 2024.





The next B&PSC meeting is planned for 22nd February 2024, at Exeter Racecourse. Information, including the formal consultation report, to be used at the next B&PSC meeting will be published before the B&PSC meeting takes place.  





Our website provides access to all papers and reports presented to the B&PSC and the minutes from those meetings are also published. The information is available on the Authority Meetings Tab by opening the folders relating to specific B&PSC meetings. A larger collection of information, including minutes from meetings, can also be found in our website Resource Library (Section B), again by opening relevant folders.  





Our website contains a range of information about our work including Latest News, found on the home page.





https://www.devonandsevernifca.gov.uk/





Your view is important, so thank you once again for engaging in this process.





Kind regards,





Neil.





 





Neil





Neil Townsend





Principal Policy Officer 





Devon and Severn Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority





Brixham Laboratory





Freshwater Quarry





Brixham





Devon





TQ5 8BA





 





Tel (Home Office): 01626 331589





Tel (Brixham office): 01803 854648





EXT: 856





Mobile (business): 07590 224011





E-mail: n.townsend@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk





website: www.devonandsevernifca.gov.uk





 





This e-mail is only for the use of the addressee(s). It may contain information which is legally privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient you must not copy, distribute, or disseminate this e-mail or any enclosures to anyone other than the addressee without the express written permission of the Chief Officer of Devon & Severn IFCA or his Deputy. 





 





If you receive this communication in error, please immediately return the message and / or telephone the above address.





 





The Devon & Severn IFCA is able to, and reserves the right to, monitor e-mail communications passing through its network.





 





Whilst every effort has been made to check for viruses in this e-mail and any attachments, the Devon & Severn IFCA does not warrant that it or they are free of viruses. If in any doubt then please ask for the hard copy.
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Hi Mat / Emma /BPSC members

		From

		John May

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk
















Hi Mat / Emma /BPSC members


Trust you are all well. 


Reading through the minutes I can see that you are just as busy as ever.


As you are aware I was an MMO appointee to the Board for six years prior to my retirement and an active member of the BPBL for all of that time.


I was there throughout the bass emergency measures and retired after the netting prohibition in the Bass Nursery Areas was introduced.


All of the BNAs are important but in my opinion Salcombe on the South coast and the Tawe/Torridge on the North coast are the jewels in the crown. There is so much life in the water that attracts so many. I have spent 50 years enjoying both.


With that knowledge and noting that there are so many new faces across the board / committee I would like to add my thoughts and observations from the original decision making process that should be included I their deliberations


History


A considerable amount of officers , committee members and general members time went into this process and the board solidly supported the sub committees decisions.The decision made was for all BNAs in our area not just Salcombe. 


This decision was and still is the only real attempt to protect the bass at the same time as supporting recreational sea angling that was so badly treated throughout the emergency period.


I am proud to have been part of the process.


There was some initial hesitation prior to the final vote by a couple of councillor members who were concerned that the closure would be detrimental to smaller commercial fishermen in their areas. David Rowe explained the rationale and Elaine Hayes organised for more information to be sent to them which resulted in their full support and understanding at the following meeting. 





We knew when this decision was made that there would be consequential benefits that would add to the package.


*Other species of fish and marine that live in or visit would have temporary protection from the nets once they were in the BNA. Being unique, not an estuary, Salcombes marine habitat attracts a great deal of interest from universities and marine biologists.


*We would be able to get control over illegal netting which was particularly rife in Salcombe. Our officers were thinly spread and working with the police as best they could but they did not have enough time .


*With netting banned the general public and anglers would know that any net they saw was illegal and they could with confidence report it. It has and is working.





The ban including strict rules for recreational and holiday anglers is an IFCA success and must continue. It works well and has resulted as planned with bass stocks up in number and size but recruitment is low. The stocks of mullet, bream, flounder, and wrasse, of great importance to anglers have benefitted and re-elevated Salcombe to the prime position that it previously held with locals, holidaymakers and anglers.


The IFCAs responsibility is to ensure that the BNA environment with all of its natural marine life is protected. The BNA will then provide the environment for the bass.


Allowing netting to resume in the estuary for bream and mullet will by intent or bycatch earn a quick buck for a few BUT throw away the good work done that we have done..





Commercial netting and rod and line in already have first and last opportunities of catching the bass (and other species) as they enter, leave, move and feed over the sandbanks outside of the BNA line.


Once at sea the commercials are the main beneficiaries of the BNAs





Extending the Salcombe BNA to allow the bass more chance of getting over the bar and successfully reaching the open sea was raised while I was a member but has not progressed





*The current status on bass stocks confirms that bass stocks have generally stabilised but remain “vulnerable and recruitment is low”.


*With low recruitment the future is not good and the protection of young immature fish is paramount - no netting should be allowed in the BNAs.


Netting is completely indiscriminate and has played a major part in the collapse of our fisheries since the 80s.


*Low recruitment is down to decades of the fleet targeting spawning aggregations. 


Images of large mature bass dripping milt and eggs strewn across the market floors during the “bass emergency” was a horror story but it continued.


*Loose the big shoals of mature fish throwing millions of eggs for and you get what we have now - collapse. It has never been rocket science.


*We have lost the massive shoals of big cod, ling and now pollack that is bringing the industry to its knees. (mackerel,whiting etc)





*Why is the DSIFCA even considering abandoning the progress that has been made when we know that just around the corner the effects of low recruitment is coming. Conservation is in the name. Conservation is what is expected of the IFCA.


*The BNAs cover just a fraction of a percent of the DSIFCA area but they hold fish and the commercials want to get at them. Immature or not.


*IFCAs through conservation programmes have the task of protecting inshore fish stocks. IFCAs have to make big decisions to prevent self destruction of the industry and provide for the future. 


*The fish will not disappear from the BNA if they are allowed to grow. They will grow and naturally replace the fish that are being taken.





The CONSULTATION 


I note in the BPSC minutes that John Dorman and Charlie Zirmann register their interests in estuary and coastal netting as they are obliged too. No-one registered pecuniary benefits.


There will be a financial benefit to part of the netting sector and depending on the type of netting they are involved in they may have an indirect pecuniary interest. It may be relevant in this vote.


Mr Dorman in particular has made his thoughts known as can be picked up from the minutes seemingly putting pressure on the officer reports. Having made his point should he stand back while a decision is made?


With a minimum quorum of just 8 there could there be a risk with a poor turnout that the result could be biased. In my experience it has happened before.


*During the original consultation 2019 ? I attended the public meetings for Salcombe and the Tawe / Torridge areas. At that time Mr Dorman was strongly responding against the ban with or for other local netting interest in Salcombe. I was under the impression that at that time he had an interest in the fishery. Since that time the fishery has not existed. He joined the committee as I retired.





*When I was initially interviewed by the MMO ,as an Angling representative, I was specifically asked if in the case of a decision that may not be popular in the short term with RSAs would I be able to take an independent view - I was and still would. 





*There is no BNA management reason for removing the Bream and Mullet or the wrasse/ flounder which would no doubt be used as pot bait. 


*There is no reason or justification for removing bass as bycatch or a result of injury with the knowledge that recruitment is dangerously low.





*I believe that the 100mm nets proposed for the new fishery are the same size as those used when the mls for bass was 36mm. The net size was not increased when the mls was increased to 42cm - more discards?


*The suggestion of adopting an mls of just 20 cms for mullet in the proposed fishery indicates the size of fish that is expected to be caught in the nets ?


*How many boats across the district already hold a permit that would allow them to join the new fishery and how many more are likely to be issued.





*A decision in favour of opening a new fishery at the expense of what has been the only source of bass protection provided under the IFCA banner will seriously affect its credibility


*Even worse it will set a precedent that will be used in other estuaries





A big responsibility for the BPSC





I have not really commented on the social / economic effects and other relevant issues as set out by the Anglers Trust but I do fully support the issues they raise. So many interests will be affected for the short financial benefit of a few.


Most importantly good work done by the DSIFCA will be thrown away if this “new fishery” is given the go ahead.





John May - Retired MMO Appointee 



































Sent from my iPad
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Proposal for netting in the Salcombe/Kingsbridge estuary

		From

		Rob McFarling

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



To whom it may concern,





I am writing to you regarding the proposed amendments to the existing commercial and recreational Netting Permit Conditions, to allow fixed nets to be set within the Salcombe/Kingsbridge. 





I am extremely concerned that, if allowed, gill netting will cause catastrophic and irreversible damage to the local environment and fish stocks. As I am sure you are aware, numerous fish species rely on estuaries for spawning, as nursery areas, and for the abundance of food they provide. Currently, estuaries provide a safe haven for these fish species, bolstering open coast populations around the country. I fear that allowing commercial fishing within estuaries in this manner will have a severely detrimental effect on numerous species that are already experiencing declining numbers. I also worry that allowing netting in this case will set a precedent for this to be allowed in other estuaries around the country, further exacerbating these negative impacts. 





I understand that this proposal is a result of commercial overfishing of the crab population, which is no longer a viable source of income and that netting has been proposed as a way of opening a new revenue stream. This is hugely worrying to me. If the local crab fishery could not be managed sustainably, how can we expect a net fishery to be managed in a sustainable manner? This proposal is selfish and has total disregard for the environment and the country's fish populations, not to mention the multitude of recreational anglers who fish the estuary and others like it in a sustainable and respectful manner.





Every effort should be given to ensuring fish stocks are protected.





Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns. I really hope they are taken seriously.





Kind regards,


Rob McFarling BSc, PhD
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Netting consultation

		From

		Peter Rendell

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Name Peter Rendell


Email Peter.rendell1@btinternet.com


First had a boat on Kingsbridge Estuary in 1961 and have watched the Estuary develop since then.  Currently I have a boat at Bowcombe and live overlooking the water in Kingsbridge.  I have been a member of Kingsbridge Estuary Boat Club for 15 years, 12 on the committee, 7 organising Boatwatch and 2 years as Chairperson.  The Estuary (Ria) is very important to me.





I am strongly opposed to any change in the netting regulations.  The Estuary is an active environment having to cope with boaters, waste water, changing climate etc and any additional pressure might just be too much!


Having observed first hand the activities of illegal netters in the past I would worry that those licenced to fish cannot be effectively policed and the damage they might cause far outweighs the benefits they bring.


The Estuary is enjoyed by those who boat on it, swim in it, visit it and drive past it and it is an asset that must be protected at all costs.


Please do not allow the licensing of any further commercial activity - the fishing community might promise much,  and that might well be their intention,  but the reality is that they will deliver very little when profit versus the environment.


Peter Rendell
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Changes to the netting permit conditions

		From

		june.stapley

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



To whom it may concern,












I'm writing with respect to the fixed netting permit proposal for the Salcombe Estuary.












I am particularly interested as a local resident, a biologist in marine and environmental issues.





It is a huge concern that this fragile environment would be totally threatened by allowing the use of netting in the Salcombe Estuary. This area of water is known to be a breeding ground supporting various species, which includes more recently gilt head bream which are in the process of establishing themselves. It is well researched that fixed nets catch indiscriminately and adult fish die. It will not just be the grey mullet caught but numerous other fish will be targeted just by the presence of such netting. There would be bream and bass amongst the species which will be killed and their populations would be greatly affected if such a proposal was agreed. It would be near impossible to regulate with such schemes in place and this would be devastating to the ecology of the estuary. This is a very short sighted resolve if it's considered to compensate the fisherman when it is also evident the over fishing for crabs and lobsters have also contributed to habitat destruction.












We have become very aware with F4N and TTC that the commercial fishermen are overall responsible for a considerable environmental problem and are the largest polluter with lost and discarded gear which traps and kills not just the fish but fragile fan corals and other reef dwellers. Also marine mammals such as dolphins, seals and their pups are caught and killed by netting.












The loss of diversity and exploitation from such a netting proposal also goes against what has become mainstream and topical, in that our natural environment is important for all life. It's important to protect diversity wherever possible to help regain balance, man is just part of the equation and there is a lot of cleaning required locally in order to replensih where there has been an oveburdening on the waterways. I trust and hope that this proposal is declined owing to the considerable detrimental effect it would have on the Estuary as an ecosystem. It should also be realised even though this locality is referred to as an Estuary it is in fact a ria as has no river feed, the habitat needs support and protection.












Yours faithfully,












June M. Stapley 





Biologist
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Review of the Netting Permit Conditions Consultation Response

		From

		Ben Philipps

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



BY EMAIL





consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk





 





18/1/24





 





To whom it may concern





 





Re: Review of the Netting Permit Conditions Consultation Response





 





I am a recreational sea angler based in south Devon. Over the last 20 years I have taken a great deal of pleasure from fishing for, amongst other species, bass and mullet – mainly on a catch and release basis. 





I have digested the consultation, IFCA/B&PSC minutes and the Angling Trust’s response to your consultation on netting in the Salcombe Estuary.












I object to the opening of a fixed net fishery in the Salcombe Estuary for a number of reasons:





*	The B&PSC’s rationale for opening the fishery seems flawed:





*	A bass mortality rate of 18.8% (a figure which itself has been questioned and which the consensus of opinion suggests is more optimistic than real-world conditions) is not acceptable for a species that is already under pressure, is already subject to a number of national protections and, despite some modest recoveries, is fragile.


*	A reported decline in profitability of one fishery is not a reason to open another





 





*	Whilst bass will apparently not be targeted, the scientific advice seems to suggest that a byecatch of bass will be inevitable.


*	Notwithstanding the impact on bass; gilthead bream, flounder and mullet provide a significant angling interest in themselves and contribute significantly to the biodiversity of the ria.


*	The ecological and socioeconomic benefit of a healthy, fish-rich estuary far outweigh the limited and potentially short-lived commercial gains of netting. The impact of a commercial fishery on a ria or estuary is naturally much higher than elsewhere because of the biodiversity of the habitat and because, from a shore angling perspective, they are highly accessible areas including for novice or elderly anglers. 





I would urge you to reflect on whether the possibility of harm caused by netting in the estuary exceeds the benefit. If so, then the precautionary approach must apply. Such an approach is a cornerstone of any decision regarding sustainability and ecological impact – especially, as in this case, where the scientific justification for such a decision is weak.












The proposals to ban netting over the MV Emsstrom wreck seem very sensible and I would support them. The situation regarding Pollock is concerning for all fishers and this measure would be a good start in protecting what is left of this species, and others.












Finally I would support the introduction of further MCRS.












Thank you for reading my response.





 





Mr Ben Philipps












jammophilipps@hotmail.com








Sent from my iPhone, please excuse typos 
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		From

		Stuart Fullwood

		To

		Consultation

		Cc

		john rossiter; chrines

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk; baasec23@gmail.com; chrines@btinternet.com



Dear Sirs and Madam. I wish to raise my objection to the proposed new netting regulations for the Salcombe Estuary. In my opinion,as Chairman of the Bodmin Anglers association it would be detrimental to juvenile stocks of Bass and any Salmonids that are using the said estuary. I feel that it would also set a dangerous precedent for other local estuaries. Yours sincerely


      Stuart Fullwood (Bodmin A.A Chairman)
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Response to the Proposal 

		From

		Sean Jukes

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



To whom it may concern






I 100% oppose the proposal to introduce a new net fishery within the Salcombe estuary. 






• What has happened to the pot fishery ? There are no details / data or analysis provided ? I assume the commercial fleet have overfished the brown crab ? Is there a review of this fishery to protect the brown crab ? 






• Why if commercial fishers have been allowed to over fish 1 species is it acceptable to move onto another ? 






• A BNA is the only safe heaven for juvenile bass to thrive, why would anyone want to set gill nets in such a location especially when it is known that bass will make up the large percentage of each catch and most would be discarded ! It beggars belief that someone thinks this is acceptable. 18.8% is not even close to true mortality rate. 






• The study used is not fit for this proposal, no other studies or research has taken place so I assume this is mostly based on fiction and pipe dreams. 





• I hope that this proposal is rejected swiftly and the IFCA reviews the viability of sub committee. I do not believe they are fit for purpose and have certainly cast a dark cloud of the D&S IFCA. I would imagine some of the officers to be horrified by this proposal. 





Regards 





Sean 


















Sent from Outlook for Android
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Formal Public Consultation - Changes to the netting permit conditions

		From

		Chris Wilcox

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Dear Sir / Madam,






I am a recreational angler who fishes the River Dart and River Tamar tributaries in South Devon and also the south coast - particularly the Kingsbridge and Salcombe area. I am writing to state my objection to the D&SIFCA proposal to allow netting in the Salcombe estuary.









*	The estuary is a designated bass nursery area and the proposal will lead to mortality of juvenile and undersized bass. The quoted mortality rate of 18.8% is the ‘best case’ that can be expected. Therefore the proposal neither protects juvenile and spawning bass nor minimises discards as required by DEFRA in the Bass Management Fisheries Plan (2023).





*	The presence of sea trout within the catchment is acknowledged. As a species, sea trout are in steep decline as evidenced by angler catch returns. A net fishery would further endanger sea trout stocks given that they would become an unavoidable bycatch.





*	The Salcombe estuary is home to an established local population of Gilt Head bream. Stocks of these fish would be decimated if netting were to be legalised. 





*	The value of the mullet fishery would actually be minimal and I believe that this is being used purely as a smokescreen for the netting of more valuable species such as bream and bass.





*	By legalising netting, it will become more difficult to control the illegal netters such as have been highlighted in recent months. Resources are scarce and enforcement is often driven by reports by members of the public - who would not be in a position to decide whether a net is legal or otherwise in the future.





*	By comparison to commercial fishing, the recreational sector brings more to the local and national economies by way of angling related purchases and the hospitality industry. Additionally, the vast majority of anglers are conscious that fish stocks are a valuable and finite resource. As a consequence, most practise catch and release and minimise damage to their quarry.





*	I understand that the proposal is in part to offset the demise of the brown crab fishery. There is an irony to this as D&S IFCA and local commercial fishermen appear to have been responsible for a failure of stewardship. It beggars belief that they therefore consider such a short sighted proposal as this. 





*	It has also been argued that the proposal would produce winter income for fishermen. The seasonal nature of fishing is nothing new to this sector and many have secondary occupations and holiday lets which allow them to maximise their income through the year - and therefore allow for the winter period.





*	I would also point out that estuary netting is a danger to migrating bird species, many of which over winter in the area. 









In conclusion, I am astonished that such a change is being considered and urge the authority to take into account their statutory conservation responsibilities and dismiss the proposal.






Yours faithfully,










Chris Wilcox
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Proposed commercial net fishery in the Salcombe estuary

		From

		Davy Morgan

		To

		Consultation

		Cc

		david.morgan49@hotmail.com

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk; david.morgan49@hotmail.com



Dear Members of the D&S IFCA sub-committee, in response to the public consultation on the Netting Permit Conditions I am writing to object to the proposed commercial fixed net fishery in the Salcombe estuary.





 





I am a recreational angler who fishes for bass.





 





Your sub-committee meeting of 16/11/23 consisted of 5 officers, and 11 general members,





2 who left before the end of the vote, and 4 who declared a pecuniary interest which would, I presume, exclude them from voting. This was not shown to be the case, based on the voting shown.





 





No part of the proposals contain any positive ideas for the estuary or fish and I find it amazing that the document was allowed to proceed.





 





1.     Despite what one of the committee members think there are only negative suggestions and it would have been good if the whole sorry episode was ended. Despite most of my responses being about the bass fishery I also appreciate the potential damage to other fish stock, animals, birds, and all wildlife affected. How much research has been carried out on these?   





2.     With reference to the bass survivability report, no, the 18.8% mortality rate is NOT





acceptable. This is a designated a BASS NURSERY AREA. The research was a science-based trial.





Your own report acknowledges this: Taken into account all sources of uncertainty,





it is likely that the true rate would be higher in real-life conditions.





3.     The decline of profitability of the pot fishery has been caused by the overfishing (greed) by the commercials, with no regard to sustainability, with assistance from the IFCA.





Your own web-site: ….will lead, champion and manage a sustainable marine environment…..to ensure healthy seas, sustainable fisheries and viable industry.





How long has IFCA been aware of the decline of the pot fishery and has any action been taken to ensure the sustainability in the future?





Is it a policy that once a species has been overfished and undermanaged to identify the next viable species and let the commercial industry decimate it?





4.     The proposed mullet fishery is of relatively little value compared to the potential destruction it could cause within the estuary and to the local and tourist economies.





From the minutes of the meeting it would seem that the true target for the fishery 





Is the catching of bass, and mullet is a by-catch.





5.     Studies have shown that the estuary holds sea bass for 12 months of the year and commercial pressure will have a negative impact within surrounding areas and further afield. 





The Bass Nursery Area designation needs to be respected, not undermined by statutory agencies.





6.     The Bass Fisheries Management Plan (BFMP) was published in December 2023 by DEFRA, after lengthy consultations, for the domestic management of bass in England and Wales to ensure stocks are maintained to sustainable levels.





 





The BFMP describes how we will achieve the long-term sustainable management of bass fisheries in English and Welsh waters.





 





In England the current by-laws put in place by IFCAs to manage bass fisheries protect a wide range of regional habitats and features of conservation interests including juvenile bass habitats.





 





Three gear types are authorised for landing bass: trawls / seines, fixed nets (both by-catch only, which is capped at 5% live weight per trip) and hook and line. All other gears are prohibited from landing bass. A network of nursery areas also provide protection for juvenile bass.





 





9 goals are outlined in the Plan.





 





DEFRA would like to acknowledge the advice, evidence and support provided by….





The Association of Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities, so can I assume that you are all familiar with the document?





 





7.     Bass are an important species for recreational anglers. It is estimated that approximately 772000 UK adults participated in sea angling each year between 2016 and 2019, creating a total economic impact of £1.6 billion - £1.9 billion, with particular benefit to income in coastal communities. (Annexe 2 BFMP)





8.     Because of the inaction (0% prosecutions) of DEFRA and MMO regarding the illegal netting / landing of bass, undersize bass, the by-catch farce (100% anybody?) and hook and line catch claims, which they are fully aware of, I have no faith in any proposed “protection” by public bodies for the estuary proposed in the IFCA document. 





 





Don’t forget – the “C” in IFCA stands for CONSERVATION! Don’t be told otherwise. Throw the proposal out, you know it makes sense.





 





Thanks,





 





David Morgan (no relation).





 





 





 











image19.emf
360 - T1 - P 

Burley.msg


360 - T1 - P Burley.msg
Netting proposal

		From

		burley paul

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



I am sending this message to express my concerns over the proposed netting of the Salcombe estuary. I see that netting is not permitted in both the Fal and the Tamar esturies and from what I have researched the general trend is that fish stocks in these areas are still falling so I wonder how the Salcombe estuary differs from this. Another troubling point is that if the Salcombe estuary is a nursery area for bass then is it really sensible to deplete these stocks before it has chance to proliferate and with a predicted take of 18% we can assume that this figure would at the very least reach 40% through bycatch so has the relevant studies been conducted to look at the effects of taking that amount of fish out of the ecosystem. I imagine that the company involved in the application has funded this investigation to asses its implications on the environment and not just on profitability. We know that reducing that percentage of fish from that environment will have a massive affect on all life in the estuary so has this been calculated within the proposal and has measures been set up by this company to address the consequences of their actions. Netting the estuary is certain to cause death to many animals outside the targeted species so has the company also conducted an assesment to determine the death toll of these animals and if they are protected by law. If this proposal has been made to supplement their fishing in the open waters then it seems that the problem of reduced fish stocks already exists so is it really sensible to deplete this further but stopping breeding stocks before they have the chance to breed, this certainly doesn't seem like a sustainable fishery policy. If this proposal is accepted and in five years time the data shows a massive depletion in fish stocks and damage to the environment is the company prepared to compensate and fund any work to restore the estuary to its present state or does this not have to be taken in to consideration. I am clearly troubled by this application and hope that this proposal is thought through very carefully before making a decision. I am totally against this application as it is harmful not only to us but to all species that depend on the Salcombe estuary, kind regards, Paul Burley. 


  


  


  


Sent from my Galaxy 
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Netting bylaw

		From

		Stuart Pudwell

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Dear D&S IFCA, 





I do not agree with the opening of a 6 month fixed netting fishery within the salcombe estuary. The salcombe estuary is one of the remaining locations where fish are allowed a refuge from commercial fishing. At a time where fish stocks are under increased pressure, we should be protecting more areas as opposed to allowing fishing in a key nursery area for many species.





Regards, 


Stewart 
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Response to proposed net fishery in the Salcombe estuary

		From

		Rob Hillman

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Dear D&SIFCA,





Please find attached a document containing my response to the public consultation on the proposed net fishery within the Salcombe estuary.





Regards


Rob







Response to proposed net fishery in the Salcombe Estuary.docx
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Response to proposed opening of a fixed net fishery in the Salcombe Estuary








Dear D&SIFCA,


 


I’m writing to you as an individual recreational angler who fishes within the Salcombe Estuary, to express my concern over the proposed opening of a six-month fixed net fishery in the Salcombe Estuary, to which I’m strongly opposed. 





Sustainability and economics


 


I travel to the estuary many times a year to fish for bass. I return every fish I catch to sustain the stock and increase the number of larger fish, which have declined in recent years. When I fish at Salcombe, I will stay in a B&B in the area, using local pubs, supermarkets, farm shops, fuel stations, car parks and tackle shops; in short, I bring money into the local economy. I’m aware of many other recreational anglers who also bring money into businesses within the local area, without impacting fish stocks. 





In stark contrast, a net fishery would generate income for a small minority of individuals, utilising a finite resource in an unsustainable way. Removal of valuable adult bass from the estuary in January (which I suspect would see intensive netting activity) and illegally at other times, will be detrimental to the recreational rod fishery and detrimental to the local economy that anglers support. I would cease fishing in the Salcombe estuary for bass if the numbers of fish dramatically declined. 





Net length and soak time 





The potential for multiple commercial vessels to each operate two nets of 200m in length with a soak time of 60 minutes, plus dozens of recreational netters, will see hundreds of cumulative metres of net deployed within the estuary at any one time. In effect, commercial netters can deploy one 200m net whilst retrieving the other, allowing them to work around the clock with one 200m net in the water at all times. This level of netting activity within the confines of the Salcombe estuary is simply unsustainable and will devastate fish stocks of all species within the estuary and ruin the recreational rod fishery. 





Bass movements and vulnerability to netting





The three species targeted by the fishery (grey mullet, bass and gilthead bream) habitually move up and down the estuary on tidal currents, making it easy for netters to intercept fish using defined migration pathways. Nets could be used to block off entire creeks to catch all fish migrating into or out of the creek with the prevailing tide; this intensive activity within an estuarine environment isn’t sustainable.


  


Enforceability





I have concerns over how such a fishery could be effectively enforced without a significant increase in D&SIFCA resources and funding. Netting would likely take place at night and valuable species such as bass potentially retained against the rules under cover of darkness. Grey mullet is not of particularly great commercial value to netters, in contrast to bass; will there be sufficient enforcement resources to prevent illegal retention of bass from the Salcombe estuary being transferred to, and officially landed as bycatch from, vessels fishing outside the estuary? 





Impact on juvenile/undersized bass





The 18% mortality of juvenile bass in the netting trial, where netting was undertaken with damage-limitation in mind, is likely to underestimate the true mortality of such an intensive net fishery, where repeat capture of undersized bass within a finite area is inevitable. The observation that 98% of bass caught in the netting trial sustained injuries suggests that the longer-term post-netting survival will be significantly greater than 18%, especially considering likely repeat capture of undersized bass during the 6-month fishery period, owing to high site fidelity within the Salcombe estuary by juvenile bass (Stamp et al., 2021). The proposed net fishery would cause mortality or damage to virtually every juvenile or undersized bass caught, all within a designated Bass Nursery Area. This proposal to operate a net fishery within a bass nursery area, set up to protect juvenile bass, directly undermines one of the goals set out in the Bass Fisheries Management Plan- to protect juvenile bass. 





Impact on wildlife 





As any recreational angler will testify- going fishing isn’t just about catching fish! The Salcombe Estuary is a beautiful environment in which to fish and there is always an abundance of wildlife to enjoy. I’m concerned over the wider impacts on wildlife that a net fishery would inflict. Seals, otters, diving birds and migratory fish would all be at risk of mortality from incidental capture in nets. 





Shad of both species are present in the area and anecdotal records exist of shad catches in nets set at the mouth of the Salcombe estuary in November (Hillman, 2003). Allis shad breed in the nearby Tamar River and estuary and shad have been recorded in 2023 in other Devon estuaries, including the Taw and Exe. Once shad are caught in nets, they rapidly loose scales, and a net fishery would probably cause mortality of shad using the Salcombe estuary as a winter feeding area. The extent to which sea trout and other migratory fish species use the estuary is also unknown. Is there sufficient evidence to ensure that the proposed net fishery won’t damage non-target species? 





Thank you for considering my feedback on the proposal. Although you are welcome to contact me on the email address below for further, I would like to remain anonymous once the consultations responses are collated and report made publicly available.





I’ll follow the outcome with interest and the precedent this sets for other estuaries.





My email contact is Robjhillman@googlemail.com





Regards,


Rob





References
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WRT Consultation response on proposed amendments to existing commercial and recreational Netting Permit Conditions

		From

		Olivia Cresswell

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Dear Devon & Severn IFCA





Please find attached WRTs response to the consultation on the proposed amendments to netting arrangements in Salcombe estuary. 






Kind regards,






Olivia





 





 











Olivia Cresswell





Aquatic Services Manager





Westcountry Rivers Trust





07805 773923





Working Days : Monday – Thursday 





wrt.org.uk





 





   





 





Looking for a sustainable gift? Check out our shop





Keep up-to-date with our work via our newsletter





 





This message (and any attachments) is private and contains confidential information intended for the use of the addressee(s).  If you have received this message in error and are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the message.  This message must not be forwarded or disclosed to any other person.  Whilst Westcountry Rivers Trust has taken reasonable steps to control the spread of viruses on its systems, it cannot guarantee that this email is virus free and accepts no liability for any loss or damage resulting from the recipient receiving, opening or using it.





 





Westcountry Rivers Trust is a charity registered in England (Charity number 1135007, Company number 06545646). Its registered address is Rain Charm House, Kyl Cober Parc, Stoke Climsland, Callington, Cornwall, PL17 8PH.
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Devon and Severn IFCA DRAFT consultation response by Westcountry Rivers 



Trust 
 
A) Olivia Cresswell, Eva Edgeworth 
River and Fisheries Manager, River and Fisheries Trainee 
Westcountry Rivers Trust 
Tel: 01579 372140  
Registered Charity No.: 1135007 - Company No.: 0654564 
 
B) What interest do you (or your organisation) have in netting activity and this review? 
 
Westcountry Rivers Trust works to protect and promote salmonid and other diadromous and freshwater fish 
populations across the Westcountry.  
 
C) How were you made aware of this formal public consultation? (e.g., by this circular, D&S IFCA’s website, 
D&S IFCA Facebook, from someone else, or other source) 
 
Topic 1: Fixed netting in the Salcombe Estuary: 
1. What is your specific interest in Salcombe Estuary?  
 
The Salcombe Estuary is situated within the Westcountry, the region in which WRT operates. It neighbours 
key catchments in which we work to monitor, protect and restore river habitat and species. WRT co-host the 
South Devon Catchment Based Approach partnership alongside South Devon Natural Landscapes. We have 
active projects in nearby catchment areas.  
 
2. Will you be impacted (positively or negatively) financially or otherwise, by this change – how and why?  
 
It is possible that the introduction of the proposed fixed-net fishery in the Salcombe Estuary could have a 
negative impact on non-target fish populations. Due to Salcombe Estuary being a ria, as opposed to 
connecting to freshwater habitats, migratory species such as Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) and European eel 
(Anguilla anguilla) are not thought to utilise the estuary to reach spawning grounds. There are no freshwater 
fish survey records within the small streams of Kingsbridge area. However, it is reasonable to assume that 
migratory species such as sea trout (Salmo trutta) and shad (Alosa alosa, Alosa falax) utilise this estuary due 
to it being a rich feeding ground and refuge, in addition to sea fish species such as European bass. It is 
possible that the work of WRT would be adversely affected by the proposed netting byelaw, as it would 
affect fish populations in the estuary. Research has documented sea trout migrations of >800Km, 
highlighting the fact that sea trout returning to a neighbouring natal river are likely to be found in the 
Salcombe Estuary hunting for food or searching for protection from predators. Environment Agency surveys 
recorded a total of 1016 trout in the neighbouring Avon catchment in 2023, demonstrating the presence of 
trout in the region. Furthermore, studies including SAMARCH have found that seatrout tend to stay near the 





mailto:info@wrt.org.uk








 
 



 



coast as they traverse the coastline. Providing greater protection for these fish in marine and estuarine 
environments is important for their conservation.  
Shad are another migratory species that WRT works to protect, with evidence suggesting that the only 
known spawning population of allis shad in England exists on the River Tamar (Hillman, 2003). Due to their 
vulnerability, both allis and twaite shad are highly protected species; it is illegal to kill, injure or take a shad 
from the sea under Section 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981). There are multiple records of both 
allis and twaite shad being caught by commercial fishermen in and around the Salcombe Estuary, with 
Hillman (2003) stating “In November 2001, fishermen netted two allis shad at Rickham Sands, Salcombe, at 
the mouth of the Kingsbridge Estuary (G. Force, pers. comm.); the fishermen reported that shad are 
occasionally caught at this time of year and over the winter, in the area around Salcombe Bar”, and “In 
November 2001, fishermen operating at the mouth of the Kingsbridge Estuary at Salcombe Bar, caught a 
twaite shad of approximately 40 cm (G. Force, pers. Comm)”. Due to sea trout and adult shad being of 
similar bodyform and size to grey mullet, it is possible that they would also be caught in the nets, as 
documented in the Hillman report. Although byecatch mortality (bass) is estimated at 18.8%, it should be 
noted that entanglement and extraction from a gill net will cause extreme stress and physiological damage 
to the fish which is likely to decrease its chance of survival and reproduction. 
 
WRT, although primarily focused on freshwater/diadromous species, also voices concern for conservation of 
grey mullet, for which no formal stock assessments exist. Mullet are vulnerable to overexploitation due to 
their slow growth rate, late onset of sexual maturity and biannual spawning pattern. Since the introduction 
of tighter restrictions on bass fisheries due to population declines, mullet have become increasingly targeted 
in the commercial sector, therefore serious care needs to be taken to ensure this estuarine species does not 
become over-exploited. Butterworth and Burt (2018) describe these points in greater detail.  
 
4. In what ways will the natural environment and/or fish stocks be impacted (positively or negatively) by 
this change – how and why?  
 
Gill nets, although less destructive than other fishing methods such as bottom trawling, can detach from 
their anchoring and become ‘ghost gear’.  Ghost gear is a pressing issue in the marine and coastal 
environment as the nets entrap marine wildlife causing needless suffering and mortalities. As well as ghost 
gear, static gill nets pose a threat to cetaceans, seals and piscivorous birds, with documented accounts of 
entanglement. We acknowledge the byelaw stipulates the addition of tags on the nets which may reduce 
this impact.   
 
Fish stocks, as outlined above, are likely to be impacted by this bylaw in the following ways: 



1. Mullet stock are currently not assessed, and no population surveys exist in the area, therefore it is difficult to 
gauge what a sustainable catch level would be for these species. 



2. Bass populations have declined in recent years, and as a result tighter fishing regulations have been put in 
place. This byelaw permits landing of bass >42cm in January, however it also predicts an 18.8% mortality rate 
of bass bycatch in the nets.  



3. Evidence suggests sea trout use the Salcombe estuary for feeding and refuge. Any sea trout caught in the gill 



nets would be a massive loss to the work we do at WRT to conserve this species in Westcountry Rivers. Most 



catch statistics and fisheries counter data indicate that sea trout numbers have declined. 2019 was a better year 



with an estimated 9,216 sea trout returning to the Tamar, representing a 19% improvement on 2018. However, 



the 2019 sea trout run was still 22% lower than the 10-year average. 











 
 



 



4. Atlantic salmon are now assessed to be ‘Endangered’ in Great Britain on the IUCN Red List.  



5. Shad are a highly protected and UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species. Records of both allis and twaite shad 



being caught by fishermen in the Salcombe Estuary mean it is possible that shad could be caught as bycatch if 



this bylaw is passed. This should be seriously considered during consultation due to the protections placed on 



both Shad species.   
 
5. Do you have any other comments relating to topic 1 
 
Before any action is taken on this matter, it would be prudent to conduct a year-round survey within the 
Salcombe Estuary to establish species presence and abundance to establish a baseline record upon which 
decisions can be made. Currently, the lack of data as to which species are found in the Estuary and their 
abundance makes it difficult to present a watertight case to protect the species listed above. Although it is 
possible that species such as sea trout and shad are using the Estuary as feeding and refuge grounds, it 
would be beneficial to have more data on this before gill netting is either permitted or continues to be 
restricted in the area.  
 
 
References 
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Consultation: Review of the Netting Permit Conditions

		From

		Duncan Bamford

		To

		Consultation

		Recipients

		consultation@devonandsevernifca.gov.uk



Duncan Bamford.
info@insightillustration.co.uk

Interest:  Recreational angler and concerned with conservation

Consultation shared through Facebook

My response:

1. Opening up a netting fishery on an estuary that is a bass nursery area makes zero sense.  
2. Bycatch is likely affecting a range of species - otters, birds, seals and even porpoises could be affected. 
3. Mullet which will be a target species take 12 years to reach maturity, they only spawn biannually and are very slow growing - all red flags for sustainability as a target species. Their stocks are in decline around UK shores and the biggest declines are seen around the Cornish coast! A clear sign that they are already too heavily fished and do not have adequate protection.

Just concentrating on mullet for a moment: This opening of a commercial and recreational net fishery will doubtless remove the local population of mullet from the Salcombe estuary. As mullet are very territorial, this makes them easier to target and exploit. Expect to see mullet numbers crash and once the population is reduced to only immature/ juvenile fish, there will quickly cease to be any mullet at all. It's been witnessed on numerous other net fisheries.

According to the Marine Management Organisation, at a national level in 2008 landing data shows that you could expect to land about 140kg of grey mullet per trip. In 2018 this had fallen to 96kg equating to a decline of 31.4% in just 10 years.

The easily observed behaviours of the three grey mullet species means that they are very easy to net in harbours and estuaries and with heightened pressure on their populations from the commercial sector their population decline will only accelerate.

Due to the mullets previous low commercial value, very few restrictions are currently in place on the mullet as a target for commercial fisheries. It is an unprotected species, i.e. not subject to quota or other restrictions. There is no EU or national Minimum Landing Size (MLS). Where Inshore Fishery Conservation Associations (IFCAs) set local MLSs for grey mullet these are typically 30 cm but in Cornwall minimum landing size is 20cm. This is frankly scandalous. 20cm is well beow maturity for any of the three mullet species. 30cm is barely mature, and a 30cm mullet (female) will produce far fewer eggs than a larger more mature fish. MLS should clearly be a lot higher if mullet populations are ever to be sustainable again.

From the angling Trust:






A fundamental principal of fishery management is that you don’t net aggregations, let alone spawning ones! This happened for years primarily in Cornwall where the huge shoals no fail to aggregate and greedy short sighted fishermen still target them in winter using seine nets. Until a few years ago pair trawlers prowled the channel looking for aggregations of bass, a fish that has a lot in common with grey mullet. They would spot an aggregation of fish on the sonar and net the whole lot. On retrieval they would find grey mullet not bass and often discard the whole lot dead before continuing to destroy bass stocks or sell them for little money for fertiliser or fish meal. Fortunately, the practice of pair trawling in this manner has been stopped but much damage was done to both bass and grey mullet stocks.

The beach seines were once essential to many small fishing communities in Cornwall giving them much needed food and income in winter months. Times have changed though; grey mullet are not the abundant resource they once were and any income gained from netting these aggregations amounts to a bit of beer money. The damage to the grey mullet stock is huge though. In 2016 an aggregation in Sennen cove was netted, over 10 tonnes in one go, in one night. The price crashed to £0.20/Kg and a once productive winter fishery has now gone. This amounts to greed and stupidity, there is no place for it in today’s world and it needs to be stopped.

Targeted fisheries now pose the biggest risk to grey mullet stocks not only because authorities are loath to manage all stocks  – something they are supposed to do; but because these fisheries are actually right in the nursery and refuge areas vital for both grey mullet and other species such as bass. Commercial fishermen like to sell grey mullet of about 38cm in length around 7 – 8 years old, the female thin and thick lips (golden greys are not present in the same areas in large numbers in these areas and can be discounted).  About 50% are mature at about 47cm and 12 years of age, a size that is termed as L50 allowing the fish to breed at least once, it is considered the minimum a MCRS Minimum Conservation Reference Size should be set at. It is obvious that they stand very little chance of growing to maturity and spawning especially when they will likely be caught in the nets at a far smaller size.









A instructive graph of mullet landings - as they increasingly become a target to commercial boats and their then plummeting landings:



It would be highly irresponsible to open a new fishery that will impact them, when their numbers are currently in such a decline.  Limiting netting of inshore areas and estuaries is one of the few measures that can help mullet to persist as a widespread UK coastal species. They are frequently caught as bycatch when netters target other species. We've seen bass numbers and size rapidly decline, and netters coming closer inshore to pick off the remaining fish, again causing more damaging bycatch.
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