
!

Consultation on wild fisheries reform in Scotland 
RESPONDENT INFORMATION FORM  

Please complete the form below to ensure that we handle your response appropri-
ately 

SECTION 1: complete this section if you are responding as an individual 

Personal details  

Name:  

Title:  

Surname:  

Forename:  

Postal address (including post code):  

Contact details (telephone number/email address):  

Handling your response  

Q1: Do you agree to your response being made available to the public?  

A:  

Q2: If you have agreed to your response being made public can we publish:  

• your response including name and address? 
• your response and name but not your address? 
• your response only? 

A:  

SECTION 2: Complete this section if you are responding on behalf of a group 
or organisation  

Group/Organisation details  

Name: The SGA Fishing Group 
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Postal address (including post code): Scottish Gamekeepers Association, Inveral-
mond Business Centre, 6 Auld Bond Road, South Inveralmond, Perth, PH1 3 FX 

Contact details (telephone number/email address): 01738 587 515 info@scot-
tishgamekeepers.co.uk 

Handling your response  

N.B. the name and address of your group/organisation will be published 

Q: Are you also content for your response to being published? 

A: Yes 
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CONSULTATION QUESTIONS – RESPONSE TEMPLATE 

Q1. Do you agree with the balance of functions as set out in Table 1?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments:  
The SGA Fishing Group agrees broadly with the division of functions between 
the new national group and the local groups, providing there is a genuine 
mechanism whereby local knowledge can be fed directly to Ministers, preserv-
ing the reform’s stated goal of utilising the expertise of people on the ground 
such as ghillies and other river workers. There can be a danger, when Minis-
ters are understandably busy, for them to go directly to the National group for 
an ‘overview’ or precis of issues and we have seen this consistently within the 
wider game and wildlife sector, which this group straddles. If this reporting is 
fulfilled more often that not from the centre, there is a danger that local knowl-
edge may be overlooked completely over time and the system becomes top-
down and distant, eroding the buy-in and ownership at local level which it will 
clearly require to work. If a check and balance is put in place to counter this 
and to ensure local groups views are genuinely ‘at the table’, there is no rea-
son why this balance of functions cannot be made to work. 
This role is covered in the Local Function which states: Advising stakeholders 
and Ministers on matters relating to wild fisheries management. 

Q2. Do you consider that any main functions are missing?  If so, please state what 
these are.  Do you think that any of these functions might be best fulfilled at a differ-
ent level? 

Comments: 

If the Scottish Government is to fulfil its international obligations to conserve 
species, in particular, salmon, conservation limits or thresholds will become a 
priority, as will the ability to administer delivery and enforcement of the limits. 
As yet, there is insufficient detail as to how this will be done, how limits will be 
set and who, ultimately, will deliver them on the ground. Because this question 
remains unanswered, there are significant holes in the division of roles, at 
present. It may be that, certainly in the initial phase, this may be the biggest 
single responsibility for both the national and local functions to broach, so 
more detail on this is required with some urgency. 

Q3. Do you agree that FMOs should be charitable bodies?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  
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Comments: The SGA Fishing Group has no particular issue with this. Charita-
ble bodies, by their nature, have a greater ability to attract funding. However, 
there can be negative consequences if ‘charities’ are centrally controlled. 
There may also be issue over whether charities can administer key enforce-
ment roles such as bailiffing. This requires further scrutiny of regulations be-
fore enlightened conclusions can be drawn. 

Q4. Do you have any comments about the WFR’s view that FMOs should be Scot-
tish Charitable Incorporated Organisations rather than charitable companies? 

Comments: No particular view. 

Q5. Do you agree that in order to ensure appropriate governance and fitness for 
purpose, FMOs should operate to a model constitution?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: 
In terms of daily management and clear division of roles, it would make sense 
to have a guideline such as a ‘model’ constitution, flexible enough to allow for 
variations. 

Q6. What do you consider is an appropriate balance of interests on the board and 
wider membership of FMOs? 

Comments: All stakeholders in each particular river catchment area, riparian 
owners, ghillies, bailiffs and anglers as well as those acting as a link between 
Scottish Government/national/FMOs. 

Q7. Do you agree that bodies wishing to become FMOs should do so through 
seeking approved body status from Scottish Ministers?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: We have insufficient detail to make an informed opinion on this. 

Q8. Do you agree that the cornerstone of the relationship between national and 
local management bodies should be the proposed plan-led approach?  If not, why 
not? 

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: Fishery management plans are already in place on many rivers 
and are necessary in establishing the priorities in the catchment. While these 
plans are well developed, there is a lack of detail on what the national body’s 
plans might look like under the new system so the feel of these relationships, 
at present, is difficult to ascertain. We would suggest a five year plan rather 
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than a three year plan would be more appropriate for fisheries as this is more 
reflective of the life cycle of salmon. 

Q9. Do you agree that the proposed package of measures in terms of constitution, 
governance and a plan-based approach provides an appropriate framework for de-
centralised delivery of fishery management functions?   

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: We would agree that it provides the basis of a starting point but 
would like to know more detail about the Scottish Government’s national prior-
ities, particularly as the FMOs will be tasked the delivery at local level. 

Q10. Do you agree that the FMO network should cover the whole of Scotland? 

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: Yes. This is necessary. 

Q11. Do you agree that Scottish Ministers, following discussion with stakeholders, 
should set out the boundaries of FMO areas? 

Yes   No   Don’t know  
  
Comments: No. We believe these boundaries should be developed at local lev-
el and that there should be some flexibility for these to be re-adjusted if nec-
essary, in future. There are many elements to be considered in this which may 
be missed by a prescriptive approach from the centre. 

Q12. What factors should be considered in determining the number and optimal 
coverage of FMOs?  

Comments: We believe appropriate resourcing for the particular demands for 
each individual catchment (they will all be different) and the need to encom-
pass the move to an all species remit should be the the key factors in deter-
mining this. 

Q13. Do you agree that bodies designated as FMOs should be able to deliver anal-
ogous work on behalf of local or national interests?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: Many fishery boards already do and, of course, this should con-
tinue. However, the ability to do this will depend very much on adequate re-
sources being made available. 

Q14. Are there any potential conflicts of interest in this approach?  
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Comments: We do not foresee conflicts. 

Q15. Do you agree that funding raised from proprietors should continue to provide 
the core strand of revenue for local fishery management?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: 
The core strand, yes, but the move to an all species remit will require addition-
al funding and it would be inappropriate for proprietors to foot the extra costs 
of this.  

Q16. Do you agree that we should explore the potential for extending the responsi-
bility for paying the levy to the owners of all fishing rights?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: The SGA Fishing Group is mindful that there is vulnerability within 
the fisheries sector and very careful consideration should be given to the 
funding aspects of introducing the new system. While it is correct those who 
benefit should pay, and indeed those who use the river for other purposes, i.e.: 
industry and power generation should also pay, the biggest single concern 
amongst our working membership is that this reform sits within a wider con-
text in Scotland at present and viewing it outwith this context is ignoring an 
elephant in the room. Fisheries have suffered through bad times in recent 
years and we are very hopeful that some of the new measures which may 
come from this reform process can bring about greater resilience. However, 
many owners of fishing rights may also have other interests on their holdings 
such as shooting or deer stalking and management of deer. It is now almost 
certain that business rate exemptions will be removed for these activities and 
there is a very real potential for mixed estates to face higher costs at a time 
when rod catch on rivers is in decline. Quite rightly, there is a fear for jobs 
within this climate and we make no apology for trying to see the scenarios 
within a wider picture because this is the lens through which our members are 
viewing current developments. With this is mind, the SGA Fishing Group 
would like to see Scottish Government bring forward, as far as possible, a 
Business Impact Assessment (BRIA), at least in outline, to re-assure those en-
gaging in the reform process that costs, resourcing and possible impacts for 
jobs and downstream industries in local areas has been assessed as compre-
hensively as is possible at this stage. It is not a given that owning a fishing 
right means a profit is reaped so levying must be decided on a case-by-case 
basis so as not to put undue stress on already stretched businesses. The SGA 
Fishing Group would be happy to provide input into such a BRIA. It is our view 
that a demonstration from Scottish Government that funding and impacts have 
been carefully understood and assessed will smooth the process in the com-
ing months. 
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Q17. Do you agree that responsibility for collecting and distributing resources from 
fisheries proprietors for the purpose of delivering the national strategy at a local level 
should rest with the national unit?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: We believe the sourcing and distribution of resources should be 
done locally rather than nationally and fear that central collection will discour-
age the very volunteerism the system is supposed to value. People give of 
their time and resource knowing this will impact on ‘their’ area. This weaken-
ing of cause and effect will discourage such input and may see such vital con-
tributions dry up. 

Q18. Do you agree that we should explore the recommendation that redistribution 
of funds should form part of the new management system? 

Yes    No   Don’t know  

Comments: As stated above, there are real concerns that diverting funds away 
from the source from which it was intended to make a difference acts as a dis-
couragement. Funds raised locally should be made available locally. We feel 
there has to be greater consideration to how funds are raised for our fisheries 
and believe that more joined-up thinking, based around the catchment scale 
approach to management, could be brought to bear. Could there be better use 
made of SRDP funds, for example, or other finance mechanisms currently in 
place? 

Q19. If not, what other means might be used for funding local fisheries manage-
ment at appropriate levels across the country?  

Comments: While the greatest emphasis for funding is on owners of fishing 
rights, there is no sufficient reason as to why other bodies/companies/inter-
ests who derive benefit from the river systems, through financial or other gain, 
should not pay also. Energy companies rely on water for generation on many 
systems, industries use the natural resource available and recreational usage 
from private outdoor companies continues to grow. The benefits of our rivers 
are wide. We should not focus solely on one or two sources of income to keep 
it that way. 

Q20. Do you agree that we should explore the recommendation for a two-tier levy 
system? 

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: This may be explored but may prove costlier than the existing one 
due to greater administration. 
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Q21. Do you agree that Ministers should have powers to control harvesting of all 
fish species on the grounds of conservation and be able to do so in line with the pre-
cautionary principle?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: We do agree that Scottish Government must have a means by 
which it can take action where it can be demonstrated, with scientific rigour 
and local engagement, that intervention is necessary to control exploitation for 
conservation reasons . It is not in anyone’s long-term interest for fish stocks to 
decline, as has been well grasped by conservation-minded anglers through 
catch and release successes over a number of years. We are in agreement, for 
example, with the idea of halting the killing of salmon outwith estuary limits 
until a clearer picture emerges. This is an action which can be taken, although 
establishing a baseline for future conservation will always be problematic 
without the reform process taking into account what happens to species at 
sea. The tangible disappointment remains that there is a short-sightedness 
when it comes to the conservation impacts of aquaculture operations or mixed 
stock net fisheries. We believe, at some stage, this nettle will have to be 
grasped if Scottish Government is to continue to meet obligations and duties it 
has, internationally, to the conservation of salmon. 
We would also like to see Scottish Government recognising the role predation 
plays in impacting on the conservation status of salmon and enabling control 
measures to be retained, where necessary. 

The SGA Fishing Group believes the success of intervention measures will 
depend upon consistency of enforcement and bailiffs will require adequate 
legislative powers. If an all-fish species remit is advanced, enforcement mea-
sures currently in place for salmon will have to be matched to those other 
species to ensure measures have the best chance of success, transparency 
and consistency. 

Q22. If not, what other mechanisms should exist in order to ensure a flexible regu-
latory system which can ensure delivery of legal obligations and policy priorities for 
management of species and is capable of responding to future changes?  

Comments: The success of voluntary catch and release measures have been a 
quiet revolution and deserve to be seen in this light. An angler likes to catch a 
fish and, naturally, an angler likes to take a fish home. Without the anglers, we 
have no industry left. In our view, anglers have shown great responsibility in 
putting their own ‘hunt’ instincts very much to the background out of a respect 
for the quarry and its conservation. We believe, in the rod angling community, 
catch and release continues to be a viable mechanism for the above through 
the responsibility shown by the anglers. If there is clear evidence that stocks 
on a river may be low, Scottish Government should be able to intervene to 
shorten seasons.  We cannot speak for the regulation of net fisheries and be-
lieve this may require different approaches. 
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Q23. Do you agree that, in the context of the wider proposals in this paper, the cre-
ation of an offence of reckless or irresponsible exercise of fishing rights should not 
be pursued?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: Yes 

Q24. Do you agree that data collection priorities and processes for fisheries man-
agement at a local and national level should be predicated on a consistent approach 
and that this should be via a national research and data strategy? 

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: We agree the need for this but would caution against emphasis be-
ing placed on the national strategy at the expense of local knowledge and pri-
ority. Local buy-in will be crucial to delivery and all efforts should be made to 
keep the strengths in the system. 

Q25.  Do you have any suggestions for additional means to ensure that evidence-
based decision making is embedded within the fisheries management system? 

Comments: No. 

Q26. Do you have any suggestions for additional skills areas which might usefully 
be covered in training and CPD programmes?  

Comments: As an organisation, we are pleased that there is a recognition of 
the need for training and CPD. Additional training for bailiffs may be required 
to deal with any new enforcement responsibilities. We would recommend the 
nature of this training is set out through engagement with the bailiffs them-
selves so it is fit-for-purpose and is seen, to them, to be of tangible benefit. 

Q27. Do you agree that annual and weekly close times should remain a key part of 
the management system for wild fisheries? 

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: Yes 
  
Q28. Do you agree that the proposed local management organisations should have 
responsibility for considering such close times in line with the national strategy and 
the local fisheries management plan?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: Yes 
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Q29. Do you agree that the purpose behind Protection Orders can be achieved via 
the design of the new management system in line with the fundamental principles set 
out in chapter 2?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: No. We feel there needs to be development of a framework that 
would provide equal protection for all species in the new all-species approach. 

Q30.  Do you agree that the principles of the existing bailiffing system should be re-
tained, but with amendment to set compliance within an appropriate framework of 
accountability with warrants issued by the national unit? 

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: Yes. 

Q31. Are there other mechanisms for enforcing fisheries legislation that should be 
considered? 

Comments: Greater emphasis on enforcement training for Police Scotland and 
its dedicated wildlife crime officers. 

Q32. Do you consider that there are advantages in the bodies involved in recre-
ational fishing being able to come together to speak through one lead body?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: There are advantages but it may be difficult to bring this to 
fruition. 

Q33. If so, do you have views on how this could be facilitated and in what 
timescale? 

Comments: N/A. 

  
Q34. Do you agree that promotion of opportunities and access should be a central 
theme for the strategy?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: Fishing today is very affordable so we see no major problems with 
access to the sport. The biggest concern for the future is encouraging young 
people in particular to take up angling and we believe this should be part of a 
wider programme of learning about the countryside in general. Connecting 
angling to wider issues of land management and conservation may provide 
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new marketing opportunities for the sport and, as a group, we feel strongly 
that this should be a key priority. 

Q35. We are interested to hear views on how increasing opportunities and access 
to fishing can be embedded within the fisheries management system.  

Comments: Funding streams exist for the development of other sports 
through bodies such as SportScotland/lottery, etc. National angling pro-
grammes, perhaps involving regional development officers, focusing on work 
within schools may provide opportunities for future growth, allied with wider 
‘outdoor or countryside’ education, although it is uncertain whether this could 
be embeded within the current system or whether it would necessarily have to 
be a stand-alone initiative. 

Q36. Do you support the concept of the angling sector coming together to develop 
a programme for development of angling (Angling for All), including an emphasis on 
opportunities for young people and promoting social and economic benefits? 

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: We feel this is vitally important. See comments above. 

Q37. Should funding for Angling for All come from a rod licence? If not, where 
should resources be found to support the programme?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: The issue of a rod licence is divisive. Providing it is priced so that 
it does not deter occasional anglers, and the funds are ring-fenced entirely for 
the development of youth angling, it is palatable for many. However, there is a 
danger that the introduction of such a licence may run counter to the goal of 
increasing access to the sport. There are many sport and lifestyle choices 
available today and there is a strong argument to say that, with this in mind, it 
may be counter-productive to add more costs into the system at this juncture. 

Q38. Do you agree that a rod licence should only be used to fund Angling for All, 
rather than also being used to support wider management activity?  

Yes   No   Don’t know  

Comments: If a rod licence, sensibly costed, is to be added, it must only be 
used to develop youth angling programmes.


