Some options for the future of the 

United Usk Fishermen’s Association (UUFA)
1.0
Background
1.1
It was resolved by the UUFA Committee on 28 September 2011 that ‘the UUFA was not able to be a realistically functioning body in its current format. It would need at the least a full time CEO/Chairman +, if the organisation was to meet the expectations of its membership.’ This paper is a personal response to the subsequent consultation amongst UUFA members on how this might be achieved.

1.2
The future of the UUFA needs to be considered in the context of the status of the Usk’s fish stocks and the value of its fisheries:
· The Usk is designated as a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) for salmon. Its stock is assessed by the Environment Agency as being ‘Probably at risk’ and is the only SAC for salmon in England or Wales whose status has declined for the last two years. About 700 anglers fish the Usk for salmon each year.
· Other than in the tributaries, there is little information available on the status of the Usk’s famous brown trout fisheries and how they may be changing. 
· The fishing rights on the Usk are worth more than £5 million to their owners.

· Access to fishing on the Usk, though increasing, has been relatively limited especially on the lower reaches. Wider access could increase economic benefits to the local community, especially if linked to accommodation or guiding.
1.3
It may also be helpful to consider the future of others with interests in the Usk’s fisheries:

· The Environment Agency Wales is expected to be merged with the Countryside Council for Wales and the Forestry Commission in the next couple of years. Reductions in funding of fisheries work seem probable, reflecting cuts in the budget of the Welsh Government. Close links with EA Wales are crucial for the future of the Usk’s fisheries.
· The Wye and Usk Foundation has been highly successful in accessing funds to deliver improvements for the Usk’s fisheries. Bids for such funds will rely on matched funding including contributions from fisheries interests especially Usk fishery owners.
· A recent meeting of fishery owners on the lower Usk indicated that they would prefer to support a revised UUFA as the representative body of fisheries interests on the Usk rather than create a new organisation for fishery owners. However, there were perceived issues to be addressed including communication and accountability.
2.0
Some options for the UUFA

2.1
Given the comments of the UUFA Committee (see 1.1), it is assumed that ‘no change’ is not an option. If work is to be done, resources have to be found. While some people may be willing to contribute their time and skills for nothing, in practice work will require some funding. This might be achieved through contributions from fishery owners, many of whom contribute little or nothing at present, on either a voluntary basis or as a legal requirement. 

2.2
Four options are suggested:
1. Voluntary contributions to the UUFA
2. Voluntary contributions to the WUF

3. The UUFA as the Usk Fishery Board

4. The WUF as the Usk Fishery Board.

Logically, adopting option 2 or 4 indicates the closure of the UUFA.

2.3
All four options would require agreement by contributors on an itemised, budgeted package of work, including staff, probably on an annual basis, with a voting system to approve it. If the package is not approved, contributions would not be raised and the work would presumably not be done.
2.4
The budgeted work: this itemised package would deliver fisheries work that would not otherwise be done by the Environment Agency or others. As such a clear statement would be needed from the Agency defining the fisheries work that it intended to do in the catchment. 

2.5
The package of work needs to cover the costs of staff to do specified tasks and/or work commissioned from others.  


Staff tasks might include:
· Budgeting and fund-raising

· Communication with fishery owners and others.
· Annual reporting to contributors on the performance of Usk fisheries, the factors affecting them and delivery of the budgeted work.

· Representation of UUFA interests with the EA Wales, WUF, British Waterways, the Welsh Government, Welsh Water, CCW or other bodies.

Commissioned work might relate to: 
· Additional enforcement
· Improvements to fish habitats and access

· Fish-eating birds
· Abstractions by Welsh Water or British Waterways

· Canoeing
· Stocking.

It would be advisable to include some flexibility in the budget to allow for contingencies or opportunities.
2.6
The package of work, its budget and the size of contributions must be approved through a formal voting procedure where the voting power of an individual fishery would reflect the funding contributed. Only those who contribute funding would be entitled to vote.
2.7
Option 1: Voluntary contributions to UUFA. At present the Wye & Usk Foundation requests contributions from fishery owners though not in relation to specified work. The amount requested reflecting the position and size of the fishery. The total raised is small (~£7k) relative to the £23k requested. The UUFA might take over this role to try and raise the sum required but for an agreed package of budgeted work.
2.8
Option 2: Voluntary contributions to the Wye & Usk Foundation: the option would be the same as Option 1, but directly under the aegis of the WUF which already has the systems in place for employing staff.
2.9
The difference from the current position is that contributions would be requested for specified budgeted tasks with a formal system of reporting on how the funds are used. When, in the past, WUF has requested funding for a specific task, such as the buyout of estuary fisheries, then contributions have been more forthcoming, though not universal.
2.10
A particular benefit of direct payments to WUF would be that, as WUF is a charity, the value of the contributions could be enhanced by 28 per cent through Gift Aid as occurs on the Wye.
2.11
Option 3: The UUFA as an Usk Fishery Board: This might be possible if the United Usk Fishermen’s Association, or some component of it, were to become the representative organisation for fishery owners.
2.12
The legal position is currently untested. In theory it should be possible under the Water Resources Act 1991 to introduce mandatory contributions with associated systems for administration and approving a budget. The necessary statutory instrument, similar in many ways to the Usk Fishery Order 1908, would require approval from the Welsh Assembly.
2.13
Such an approach would effectively change the face of fisheries management in Wales and would require the assistance and support of EA Wales and perhaps the Welsh Government Minister to develop. It is anticipated that EA Wales would be willing to explore this possibility.
2.14
Though similar in some ways, it would not be identical to the Scottish system of Fisheries Boards. The UUFA would not replace EA Wales but the order would allow the UUFA to supplement the work of EA Wales in its duty to maintain, improve and develop the fisheries of the Usk.
2.15
Option 4: The WUF as an Usk Fishery Board: Similar to Option 3 but would use WUF staff and systems to coordinate collection of funding rather than the UUFA, as well as delivering most of the work.
3.0
How much might be raised?

3.1
The River Annan in south-west Scotland is a similar size to the Usk though it has a higher rod catch. Currently, the Fishery Board raises about £55,000 from fishery owners. The work of the Board is then supplemented by various other sources in much the same way as the WUF currently raises funds. The Board has a Manager, an administrative assistant and a full-time Head Bailiff, supported by a team of voluntary bailiffs. The work of the Annan Fishery Board can be seen on its website: http://www.annanfisheryboard.co.uk/
3.2
If a similar amount were to be raised from Usk fishery owners, this would be roughly double the voluntary contributions requested by WUF this year. For each of the most valuable fisheries in the lower reaches this would be several thousand pounds a year. This may seem a lot but in the 1980s equivalent sums were paid by fishery owners in business rates to the local authority without any linkage to fishery work. 

3.3
Whilst there is always the need to prove value for money, £55,000 is still only about one per cent of the value of the fishing rights on the Usk. Investing such a sum annually might be considered trivial to maintain and hopefully improve the value of the fishing rights. Provided the package of work were deemed worthwhile, £100,000 might be practical.
3.4
Any work would need to be justified by predicted benefits for the quality of the fishing and therefore in the value of the Usk’s fisheries. Each salmon in the 5-year average annual catch contributes between £5,000 and £9,000 to the value of the fishery.
	Income (£pa) to be raised 
	Benefit to 5 year average annual catch for the river to break even

	£30k
	15-30

	£60k
	30-60

	£100k
	50-100


3.5
It would also be a mistake to assume that if no funds are raised and no extra work is done, the catch will stay constant. The current decline, if it continues, may result in further restrictions on the rod fisheries reducing their value, in the short-term at least.

3.6
There might need to be some reductions or even exemptions for clubs which own fishing rights as, assuming they have a significant number of members, they are already making a substantial contribution to the costs of fisheries management through Environment Agency rod licences.
4.0
The benefits of raising income from fisheries owners to fund extra fisheries work: as well as improving higher fishery values, contributions from fishery owners might have other benefits including:

· Greater appreciation by fishery owners of the costs of fisheries management and the value of their assets, and so perhaps more investment in other ways.

· Fairer contribution by fishery owners to the costs of fisheries work.

· Increased access to fisheries to help cover costs, perhaps using the Wye & Usk Foundation marketing scheme, benefiting the local economy and the community.

· If a mandatory scheme for contributions were introduced, the Welsh Government would be more aware of the value of the Usk’s fisheries and the contribution of owners to their upkeep. 
5.0
Recommended action
5.1
The UUFA Committee is asked to consider the merits of the options proposed. 
Guy Mawle
17 October 2011
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