BETTER DEVON

Opposition to the Application Bid for the Levelling Up Fund 2022: Brixham
Fish Market extension.
For The Attention of Proposers of the Brixham Levelling Up Bid.
We ask, why does the public know so very little about the details of this bid being made on our
behalf?
We have many concerns over the proposed bid and outline them here for your response and
engagement with us as required in the Levelling Up bid application requirements (section 4.2
Stakeholder Engagement and Support).
We do expect engagement and transparency with public funds. We expect our opposition and
concerns to be included in the bid submission and to be engaged with thoroughly prior to
submission with a rigorous consultation process. The closing date for bids is 6th July 2022 so there
is plenty of time for the bid committee to respond and consult with opposition groups fully prior
to submission. There has been in fact a whole year since the first application was made in which
consultation could have been made: therefore we see no reason why this cannot happen now.
Our concerns are:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

Lack of transparency
Moral concern
Environmental concern
Integrity of due process concern
Business Case, Jobs and Value for Money concern
Section by section analysis of concerns in reference to the Application form for the
Levelling Up bid.
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1) Transparency concern:
There has been no attempt, despite this being the second time around for submission of the bid, to
share the full details of the application publicly. There has been no consultation or transparency over
the details of exactly what the application is based on, its data, assessments or business case and
why it is being made when there are so many other areas of concern across our locality that need
more urgent Levelling Up support. The public do not even know the possible reasons the first
application (2021) was turned down in the first place. A year has passed between bids and no
consultation has been made.
There should be no reason why the fund application for 2021 (rejected) and the proposed
application bid for 2022 is not made immediately public. The application involves assumptions made
on behalf of the people of Brixham and local areas, it involves public funds, it concerns many aspects
of interest to the local and regional area (jobs, health, the environment, pollution) and is of national
interest as it involves fishing and our marine environment that is in deep crisis.
An original proposal for a fish quay extension (made in 5.2.2019) is already in the public domain
(attached) so it would be hard to argue a need for confidentiality. A very superficial public case
(with no detail or possibility of consultation) is being drip fed via social media from supporters of
the bid, so there is already the presumption of public interest.
We demand as a first step that in the public interest the application detail should be made public
with supporting evidence and shared widely and transparently within an appropriate time period for
consultation and public voices in support and opposition to be heard. To this date the application
has been ‘held close’ with little opportunity for public scrutiny which could give the impression of a
lack of probity.
Our concerns over the need for transparency are significant; if public money is going to be spent we,
the public, need to be reassured by seeing the evidence that the proposal will have true, positive
impact for the many without harming the environment and resources that make Devon special.
We deserve to see this now for meaningful consultation, rather than later.
2) Moral Concern:
Torbay and the South West is an area with significant issues around:
● Social deprivation and inequality
● Transport
● Health and social care
● Education
● Housing,
● Jobs and opportunities for the vulnerable & the young
● Our threatened natural environment and heritage
It is bewildering that an application is being made to the Levelling Up fund on behalf of a fish market
which already turns over in excess of £41 million a year and in fact is lauded by Anthony Mangnall
MP for exactly for this success:
https://www.anthonymangnall.co.uk/news/anthony-mangnall-mp-welcomes-record-sales-recordedbrixham-fish-market

2

BETTER DEVON
We ask, why then is this application being made for this project when there are so many other areas
on which an application for this valuable and limited supply of funding could be made?
Why is this application considered a priority over other cash-strapped areas that would provide
significant impact on crisis-hit areas of our locality rather than this highly limited impact proposal for
the Brixham industrial fishing sector?
And why has the extractive, environmentally damaging practice of Beam and Bottom Trawling (so
destructive it has now been banned by the Government in four UK maritime areas) been chosen as a
priority above other, far more needed and sustainable projects?
We would like to see the Risk Register of sectors across the region that have been analysed and
prioritised in terms of need for Levelling Up before focusing on this particular bid. We believe this is
a reasonable and important request to ensure that due diligence and a clear understanding of need
across our region has been completed before deciding this bid should be submitted.
3) Environmental concern:
Any application for funding must not in any way further damage and destroy our natural heritage,
much of which is the fragile and diminished marine ecosystem around our coasts.
Industrial fishing (including Beam and Bottom Trawling which account for 80% of landed fish) has
already devastated marine habitats, harmed declining ecosystems and significantly added to the
unfolding climate crisis.
The secretive bid being proposed for Levelling Up funding will only cause significant environmental
harms.
In 2019 the UK Government commissioned the Benyon Review:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/highly-protected-marine-areas-hpmas-review2019/benyon-review-into-highly-protected-marine-areas-final-report-executive-summary
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file
/890484/hpma-review-final-report.pdf
The Review is clear in its findings – that our marine environment is in such a poor state that
industrial fishing (in particular Beam and Bottom Trawling) needs to stop in Marine Protected Areas.
The Review makes clear the horrific damage done to marine ecosystems through Bottom and Beam
Trawling and Dredging. These methods (using ‘active gears’)make up the majority of landed fish at
ports such as Brixham.

SOURCE: UK Sea Fisheries 2020
In the first of its responses to the Review the government has just created 4 Highly Protected Marine
Areas where Bottom and Beam Trawling is banned. This is simply following moves across the world
to ban the destructive practice, as has happened already on the West Coast of the USA.
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https://www.seashepherd.org.uk/news-and-commentary/news/bottom-trawling-banned-on-thewest-coast-of-the-united-states.html
It is important to note that this is just the start of the process of ending industrial fishing in Marine
Protected Areas; there is more to come - so this is a very bad time to consider expanding industrial
fishing capacity.
Bottom and Beam Trawling makes up most of Brixham’s fished catch. Public money cannot and
should not be used to subsidise increased capacity to destroy marine habitats for short term gain. A
bid needs to be measured in its mid and long term impact, and devastating the seas and destroying
the livelihoods of other sustainable fishers and fisheries through industrial fishing should not be
encouraged.

Illustration of declining Landings - a downwards trend through industrial fishing
SOURCE: Government UK Fisheries Statistics 16 Nov 2021

Source: UK sea fisheries
Industrial fishing is not a ‘growth industry’
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We ask why- at a time when the need to decarbonise rapidly is paramount, when new models and
future thinking is required for all aspects of rural communities in concepts of connectivity, job
creation, sustainability and social equality- is this bid being considered?
•

We have serious concerns that this application runs entirely contrary to the Government's
aim to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in accordance with its Carbon Budgets. The latest
science suggests that bottom trawling generates more CO2 emissions globally than air
travel. The Climate Change Committee states that the UK is set to miss all its carbon budgets
from 2023. Expanding capacity for bottom trawling will mean even higher overruns against
these vital targets.

•

We fear that this is a ‘business as usual’ bid that ignores all the lessons of recent years.

4) Integrity of due process concern:
Alongside other opposition groups, we will be communicating with the Department for Levelling Up
to ensure that clarity and transparency around this process has been maintained and correctly
followed: we will communicate clearly if for example the application is not made public in advance
of submission and communicate any reasons we have been told this may be so.
We will also share our concerns with the Department if we do not believe that our concerns have
been given the consideration and responses that they should and if important public interest
questions and concerns remain unanswered at the time of submission having made our opposition
clear and laid out our reasonable and valid concerns to be answered.
In short, we have concerns and expect these to be responded to fully, transparently and with
supporting data and analysis from sources with credibility.
5) Business case and Value for Money concern:
We are raising formal opposition to the bid on a number of critical key assumptions that we fear are
being made incorrectly and inaccurately, which raise questions around Value for Money and Cost
Benefit Ratio.
Of course, so far the public have not had opportunity to see the completed bid from 2021 or the
proposed bid 2022 as these have not been shared in detail at all and we believe this should be
remedied immediately with full disclosure.
When looking at the business case for this bid it is important to look at how much the fishing
industry is a highly sensitive, environmentally challenged industry:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

It is affected by national and international policies
It is affected by international disputes
It is reliant on substantial government support
It is affected by climatic crises
It is affected by and contributes to high levels of marine pollution, and discarded fishing
gear, plastics and waste from vessels that damage our marine habitats
It is affected by the catastrophic decline of biodiversity of its target and supportive species
It is at risk of changing and evolving regulation
It is at risk of the impact of rising cost of living, fuel costs for boats and fuel for transport and
energy costs for freezing.
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●

Its profitability is even affected by the seasons and the weather – poor news in a climate
crisis.

The business case for this bid threatens to be holed beneath the waterline.

SOURCE: UK Sea Fisheries Statistics 2020
Industrial fishing is not a sustainable industry

SOURCE: UK Sea Fisheries 2020
Quota limits continue to be reduced as species collapse
•

Over 80% of Demersal and Pelagic fish that pass through Brixham is from Beam and Bottom
trawlers and yet the UK Government has signalled its intention to ban the practice from
increasing areas of our seas (the UK government has just banned bean and bottom trawling
following a ban across the US West Coast).
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UK Government statistics state clearly that “Official statistics on economic output of the fishing
industry are volatile and can be significantly revised from year to year.”
https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/SN02788/SN02788.pdf
●

We ask, should the Levelling Up fund really be used to subsidise a sector in which even the
official economic statistics are unclear and volatile?

UK fisheries statistics, 6 Commons Library Research Briefing, 16 November 2021
states, “The number of fishing vessels in the UK fleet has fallen by 33% since 1996.”
https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/SN02788/SN02788.pdf
●

With the announcement of the first tranche of Beam and Bottom Trawling bans brought in
by the government, investment in industrial fishing should be avoided as it is not a growth
industry. It simply is getting more extractive and destructive in its eradication of species.

‘Research conducted…in 2018 into fishing businesses in England and Wales found that although
there are many small businesses involved in the fishing industry, over two thirds of the UK’s
fishing quotas are controlled by 25 companies.’
https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/SN02788/SN02788.pdf
●

This does not instil confidence in this bid for wide public benefit: public money for Levelling
Up should not subsidise a handful of companies, many of which may be foreign owned. We
would expect the bid to have thorough scrutiny and due diligence of the true picture of
vessel allocation and ownership at Brixham and the South West as well as forecasts of future
vessels likely to benefit from the extension to the market.

●

We ask- who owns the quotas? We believe the public should know this vital information so
the beneficiaries of the fund are transparent and clear.

•

Stock data (credible and sourced from ICES (The International Council for the Exploration of
the Sea) indicates most target species stock is already harvested unsustainably with reduced
reproductive capacity- ie stocks are going to fall further, potentially irreversibly. Very few
people would be prepared to say that investing in a damaged and rapidly reducing stock is a
good investment.

•

Industrial fishing is not a stable industry and is likely to become increasingly at risk offering
declining Value for Money. The bid is therefore speculating wildly and unnecessarily with
public money that should be applied elsewhere for the purpose it is intended- levelling up
for the greatest number of people who need it most.

The jobs creation claim by the bid may also be startling in its poor Value for Money:
The public have not been able to scrutinise the detail and evidence behind the proposed bid. In the
absence of this transparency, however, we do have the Brixham Harbour Improvement Scheme
proposal dated 5.2.2019 for the fish quay extension. This is attached.
Based on the similarities in scope and scale between the Improvement Scheme and what the public
have been drip-fed about the bid, we believe the bid will in fact create zero quantifiable jobs: we
fear the jobs put forward in the business case are ‘assumed jobs’ created by the expansion to
capacity. There is no guaranteed actual creation of any real positions.
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•

How many of the promised jobs from the 2008 fish quay extension actually materialised?
The public should be given this information.

We believe the public should know:
●
●
●

Are these jobs going to pay more than the minimum wage?
How will they be protected from the seasonal nature of fishing and the fluctuations of the
market?
What are the actual job specs? These should be precise and clear, preferably with
guarantees.

In the 2019 proposal the ‘jobs case’ was put forward as: “Up to 100 direct and up to 150 indirect
new – not relocated - full-time employment opportunities.”
•

We contest this based on the fact there is no supporting evidence available and expect to
see evidence and guarantees around any job projections.

In the 2019 proposal it stated in response to the question, “How does this proposal tackle
deprivation?” “This scheme will alleviate deprivation both within the industry (there will be more
employment opportunities) and locally as a result of the additional Council revenues which will
alleviate the budgetary pressures caused by existing adult and child services.”
•

We contest this simplistic and un-credible assumption and expect instead to see the credible
evidence, assessments, forecasts and commitment for these additional revenues including
Council revenues, budgets and forecasts. We expect to see the explicit link between the
Value for Money of the bid and the alleviation of budgetary pressures caused by existing
adult and child services that are quoted.

The 2019 proposal goes on to state: “Although historically a male-dominated industry, Fishers are
increasingly drawn from all sex, gender and ethnic backgrounds and thus any expansion of the
industry will de facto contribute directly to improved E&D outcomes.”
•

We contest this false claim: In fact the latest statistics show that just 3 percent of fishers are
women. That means overwhelmingly it remains a male dominated industry. We are
currently researching ethnic backgrounds but suspect that the industry may struggle to
provide any credible evidence of widespread diverse ethnic backgrounds.

In the 2019 proposal it stated to the question ‘How does this proposal tackle inequalities?’:
“This proposal contributes towards tackling inequalities in health and education because it will
increase the number of physically demanding fishing industry roles, many of which attract
recognised vocational qualifications.”
•

We contest this: many people requiring jobs are middle or late middle-aged. Physically
demanding fishing industry roles are not the roles that might be suitable for many of these
people. By this very fact, this attempt to claim job creation that is beneficial because it is
physically demanding is discriminatory to a whole section of working age society.

There is no doubt fishers are hard-working people. But when spending vast amounts of public
money to create jobs we believe that creation should be future focused and firmly evidence-based,
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as well as provide jobs that are widely applicable to the population, and not very limited and
specific.
Priority and Value for Money:
The case for extension to the fish quays was made back in 2019, and even then the ‘payback’ from
investment was projected as potentially poor. Perhaps this was the reason the loan model was not
pursued/ successful? The public should know before being asked to fund the bid with their own
public money.
●

We ask, how can something that was being proposed three years ago now be prioritised for
levelling up at this time of cost of living crisis and three more years of services and
infrastructure that have been hit with catastrophic funding cuts?

Just over ten years ago the market area was significantly extended at great expense:
● What value for money are the people of Brixham and the surrounding area really going to
get from this new bid? We believe this should be shared openly and transparently- now.
In the 2019 proposal the business case was put forward as: “Up to £10m pa growth in the value of
fish and £4m pa growth in the value of shell-fish landed at Brixham;
Up to £14.28m Gross Value Added (£8.16m Net Value Added) into the locality.”
•
•
•

•

We contest the 2019 projections and would like to see any credible evidence for them.
The per annum growth needs substantial explanation and we would expect the public to be
given plenty of time to scrutinise all projections and test the veracity and accuracy of these
forecasts.
The application should schedule out how much of this growth will go to locally-based
companies, and how much will simply be lost to foreign owned companies. Our fear is that
only a small portion would enter the local economy, and we feel the public needs to be
reassured through transparent evidence on ownership and flow of Gross and Net Value
Added.
We believe as part of the bid application it should be transparent who owns the quotas as
potential beneficiaries of the fund’s impact: this information is required in further sections
of the fund application form.
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6) Section by section analysis of concerns in reference to the Application form for the
Levelling Up bid.
In this section we have outlined the concerns relating to specific areas and evidence required by
the Department of Levelling Up for consideration of the bid.
The sections below relate to the application form for the Levelling Up Fund that can be found at
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/1069421/Round_2_LUF_Applicant_Guidance.pdf
4.2.2 Has your proposal faced any opposition? Please provide a brief summary, including any
campaigns or particular groups in support or opposition, and if applicable, how will you work with
them to resolve any issues
●

In the bid application we expect to see our group and others who have opposed listed
here, alongside the concerns raised and how you are working with opposition groups to
respond to these valid concerns raised.

●

We would also like to know with immediate effect how you have consulted the wider
community, how feedback, responses and engagement has been gathered, and how you
have concluded that this project should be submitted to the Levelling Up Fund ahead of
other public interest projects for the area.

●

There are those who raised concerns over the first bid (2021) who have not been
contacted or engaged with for this second bid: we would like to know why that is and
when you intend to contact them to engage with their concerns.

Applicants should summarise any opposition to the bid, its relevance (i.e. impact), and what has/will
be done to resolve this and any other concerns raised during stakeholder engagement activities.
Applicants should explain if there is any sensitivity in their stakeholder engagement, for example if
part of the bid process has not been made public or if the bid requires compulsory purchase of
buildings
•

We ask to see the full bid proposal for 2021 and 2022 - before it is submitted, with
opportunity for meaningful consultation.

Applicants should use this section to articulate the methods and strategies used (including
innovative virtual methods in light of COVID-19) to engage with stakeholders, as well as detailing
how this interaction has influenced the proposal, and how any potentially controversial aspects of
the bid will be resolved.
•

This summary of our group’s opposition awaits response and resolution from you prior to
submission of the bid.

•

The public should have the opportunity to be meaningfully engaged with.

Applicants should detail how stakeholders were identified, and what efforts were made to reach
those more isolated members of the community, including rural communities, who might not
normally engage. Evidence of stakeholder engagement can be provided in various forms including
letters of support or minutes of meetings and attached as an annex. Applicants should explain how
the engagement activities have informed the development and design of the bid. The range of
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engagement feedback should be clearly explained and evidenced including reference to any
current/ongoing consultations, community forums, etc.
•

The detail needed here in terms of how stakeholders were identified, efforts to reach
isolated members of the community and evidence of engagement should be made
transparent and public, and we await our engagement and resolution of the issues raised
in this letter of opposition prior to bid submission.

Please provide reasoning if certain stakeholders could not be engaged with and how any impacts of
this have been mitigated
●

To this date there has not been any public scrutiny of the details and evidence of the bid:
this lack of transparency is highly concerning. We should have all parts of the bid process
and accompanying evidence made public immediately. If not, there should be clear and
transparent reasons why not, and all other elements of the bid including evidence should
be shared and consulted on.

●

In addition, since the 2021 bid was rejected, why has the 2021 bid not been shared with
the general public with the possible reasons why and what will be different about this
second bid?

●

We should also be shown the evidence and scope of stakeholder engagement activities as
part of putting the 2021 and 2022 bids together.

2.9 Applicants must consider whether the award meets all the tests for each beneficiary. If
beneficiaries are considered to be in receipt of State aid then you must consider how this is
compliant under the State aid rules
●

We would like scrutiny around 2.9 particularly in relation to Guidance on the UK’s
international Subsidy Control commitments (Updated 24 June 2021) and new post-Brexit
subsidy rules and how these are reflected in support for the UK fishing industry, as well as
Brixham fishing-related businesses.

●

We believe there should be transparency on Subsidy Control Compliance regulations and
policies and how these relate to this bid.

●

We believe the public should have clarity around how the UK Fisheries and Seafood Fund
(£100 million nationally) relates to State Aid and State Aid rules within this application
context.
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/24-million-for-cutting-edge-science-and-fisheries
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/fisheries-and-seafood-scheme
https://www.seafish.org/about-us/funding-schemes-for-the-uk-seafood-industry/

●

The generous Seafood and Fisheries fund already has provision for funding capacity
expansion projects such as the one being proposed in the bid. We would like to know why
an application is not being made to the UK Fisheries and Seafood Fund which would be
more appropriate, rather than taking up priority, attention and limited funds from the
Levelling Up Fund. Indeed, this generous Seafood and Fisheries fund is mentioned directly
in articles such as this:
https://www.anthonymangnall.co.uk/news/anthony-mangnall-mp-welcomes-recordsales-recorded-brixham-fish-market
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●

We believe the beneficiaries and allocations of the bid should be made public
immediately. This section of the application should also include ownership of vessels and
where they are registered as well as who owns the quotas; all this information pertains to
beneficiaries and should be made public.

2.8 Please list all the organisations who may benefit from the funding and set out what economic
benefit they are set to receive.
●

As this bid is being submitted for public funds, we would expect section 2.8 to be shared
publicly and widely to ensure probity and transparency.

●

We would expect this information to demonstrate clearly that private business
organisations are not going to benefit - potentially disproportionately - from receipt of
public funds intended for Levelling Up.

●

We ask this because we are concerned that the benefits may mainly be felt by the fishing
related businesses already turning over well in excess of £41 million a year and in receipt
of significant government support with existing access to funding for capacity enlargement
projects such as this.

●

The businesses involved in the bid may well already be benefitting from the tens of
millions of pounds available through the First, Second and Third Tier Fisheries and Seafood
Schemes. The First Tier alone was £24million nationally, and we would expect to see a
cost/ impact analysis for how this First Tier was accounted for in Brixham as part of this
submission to give a full and transparent picture of how businesses benefit from existing
support and how they would benefit from this additional public money received from the
bid.

●

We would like scrutiny of this to enable a clear picture of why the focus is on supporting
extractive industrial fishing as a priority over the many other areas of need across the local
area.

2.6.3 Does the support distort or have the potential to distort competition?
●

One of our concerns is that this proposed application does in fact potentially distort
competition; it presents a substantial distortion risk that needs careful analysis and
assessment- we believe the public should have the right to consider this before submission
of the bid.

●

There are many fish markets, fishing ports and related businesses in the South West and
nationally, and this Levelling Up funding would distort the industry and trade across the
nation and region significantly.

●

Brixham already has undue prominence in the region due to Brexit, with fishers from the
South West having to make expensive journeys to sell fish at the port. This bid would
distort competition even further, potentially damaging other fishing ports across the
South West.

●

We ask does this award confer a Selective Advantage?
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●

Fish is transported already to Brixham by road from all across the UK for sale: there will be
a rise in traffic and freight as Brixham distorts market competition further through this
bid.

4.3.2 Explain why Government investment is needed (what is the market failure).
Applicants should explain what market failure(s) are present and why Government intervention is
needed. Market failure occurs where a market is unable to function according to the economic ideas
of efficient markets. From a Green Book perspective, which looks beyond simply economic
efficiency, this means the market is unable to provide satisfactory levels of welfare efficiency.
●

We believe there is no case for market failure in this proposal. There is a very weak
attempt to be building a case around lack of space –
https://www.facebook.com/AnthonyMangnallMP/videos/1646539465698952 - but that is
not what defines ‘market failure’ which has a very clear definition in terms of this
application.

●

Brixham Fish Market is lauded for a huge turnover - over £41 million a year - so market
failure is clearly not an issue. A wish to expand operations does not qualify for a case for
‘market failure’.
https://www.anthonymangnall.co.uk/news/anthony-mangnall-mp-welcomes-recordsales-recorded-brixham-fish-market

●

Fish are highly profitable- therefore this does not fit the definition of a public goods
market failure.

●

There are many other sectors in our region that are experiencing Market Failure. Why is
the priority for a Levelling Up funding bid not on them?

●

We would like scrutiny over this part of the application 4.3.2 well before submission for
public consultation. If there is market failure the people of Brixham have a right to know
and to understand how this impacts them and the use of limited public funds including the
broader development strategies for the town.

Where applications involve non-public sector partners, for example through the delivery of
commercial property development, the applicant should ensure they clearly justify the need for
government intervention and the assumptions underpinning this.
●

This part is key: Brixham Trawler Agents Ltd and Beam/ Bottom Trawlers would seem to
stand to benefit from extended business and associated premises.

●

This part of the application should be made immediately available to the public alongside
the assumptions and justification for government intervention that underpin this.

●

Without transparency it is difficult to draw fair conclusions around who gains the most
from this application bid for public funds intended to eradicate inequality and deprivation.

4.4.1 Explain how your bid aligns to and supports relevant local strategies (such as Local Plans, Local
Economic Strategies, Local Cultural Strategies or Local Transport Plans) and local objectives for
investment, improving infrastructure and levelling up. Bids with any transport element should, in
addition, outline the specific local transport context and clearly explain how they support existing
transport strategies and commitments in their area and nationally.
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●

There has been no public consultation or sharing of assessments and projections of
increased traffic, congestion, air pollution or how the existing transport infrastructure will
be affected by an enlargement of the quays.

●

We would expect an analysis of existing transport strategies, commitments and evidenceled projections of the positive benefits brought to this infrastructure and commitment by
the proposal.

●

We would expect these to be shared publicly and openly with the town and local area well
in advance of submission with opportunity for feedback and further discussion.

●

How does this bid sit in accordance to the Neighbourhood Plans for Brixham? The public
should be able to scrutinise these clearly.

●

How does this bid work in accordance with the MMO Marine Plans for the South West?
The public should be able to scrutinise the assessments, forecasts and data around this,
along with input from the MMO and IFCA.

SOURCE South West Marine Plan (MMO)
This bid cannot avoid, minimise or mitigate adverse impacts as many marine protected
areas will still be Bottom and Beam Trawled- therefore the bid does not meet the South
West Marine Plan requirements.
4.4.2 Explain how the bid aligns to and supports the UK Government policy objectives. Applicants
should explain how the bid aligns with UK Government policy objectives, including the missions set
out in the Levelling Up White Paper:
●

We have concerns on how this application meets the missions set out in the Levelling Up
White Paper, particularly in light of the more pressing and urgent needs for Levelling Up
funding to go to Social Care, Health, Housing, job opportunities, environmental and
sustainable industries (industrial fishing does not fall within the remit of sustainable which
is why Bottom and Beam Trawling has now been banned from four significant UK sites).

•

The case for how this bid aligns with UK Government policy objectives should be made
transparently and publicly.

•

We have serious concerns that this application runs entirely contrary to the Government's
aim to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in accordance with its Carbon Budgets. The latest
science suggests that bottom trawling generates more CO2 emissions globally than air
travel. The Climate Change Committee states that the UK is set to miss all its carbon
budgets from 2023. Expanding capacity for bottom trawling will mean even higher
overruns against these vital targets.
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Applicants should explain how the bid aligns with legal and statutory commitments, such as the
Clean Growth Strategy, Clean Air Strategy and the target to achieve Net Zero carbon emissions for
2050. Bids should be aligned to and support Net Zero goals: for instance, be based on low or zero
carbon best practice; adopt and support innovative clean tech and/or support the growth of green
skills and sustainable supply chains.
●

The bid to extend the fish quay is effectively to enlarge Bottom and Beam Trawler capacity
and transport for the fish (see original document Harbour Authority attached 5.2.2019 ).
This is not in alignment with Clean Growth Strategy, Clean Air Strategy or Net Zero. The
bid would further increase Brixham’s dominance and monopoly over other fishing ports,
forcing fishers to transport produce to Brixham as opposed to other more convenient
ports, dramatically increasing emissions for the town and local area.

●

The bid will mean that additional fish will also be arriving into Brixham from other ports to
be auctioned: this will increase traffic congestion and have significant air pollution and
congestion effects on the town as well as potentially harm the tourist economy. The public
should be able to scrutinise the assessments and impact forecasts on how this increased
traffic will affect Net Zero, Clean Growth and Clean Air Strategies.

●

We expect the assessment, data and forecasts around the assumptions made in the bid in
this section 4.2.2 to be made public and for consultation to be made prior to submission.

●

We also ask why this investment isn't geared towards a helpful Brixham transition from
unsustainable Beam and Bottom Trawling to sustainable small boat fishing? There are
multiple issues with Beam and Bottom Trawlers in relation to Clean Growth Strategy,
Clean Air Strategy and Net Zero:

Issues specific to industrial fishing practices such as Bottom Trawling and Beam Trawling include
but are not limited to the following:
●

There is currently no provision for transition and supply to other boat fuels in these
proposals, meaning there is no future proofing for Net Zero.

●

There are no proposals in terms of impact of future potential Beam or Bottom Trawler
bans or loss of trawlable area through marine protected areas of which 4 have just come
into being, with many more expected. In fact industrial fishing is now banned on the west
coast of the USA which will allow the marine habitats to recover and absorb CO2.
https://www.seashepherd.org.uk/news-and-commentary/news/bottom-trawlingbanned-on-the-west-coast-of-the-united-states.html

●

We ask what assurances and projections have been made around future bans on Bottom
and Beam Trawling in UK waters, and how have these risks been factored into the bid?

●

There is no provision in these bid proposals for loss of species or biodiversity decline
meaning Value for Money and Cost Benefit cannot be accurately presented.

●

There is no provision in the bid proposal for increased associated marine pollution from
industrial fishing which already significantly harms our marine environment through
snagged and damaged gear, by-catch, marine mammal extermination, plastics and ghost
nets.
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•

Beam and Bottom Trawling emits huge amounts of carbon and contributes massively to
diesel emission pollution and associated air quality issues.

•

How has the Local Authority developed a local air quality action plan and has it made an
assessment of whether an AQMA is needed? This needs to be shared publicly and included
in the bid application.

SOURCE: MMO Strategic Scoping Report for Marine Planning in England 2013
Outlining Local Authorities and their obligations to Air Quality Strategy.
•

An increase in capacity at the fish quay will result in an increase in boats idling for
extended periods of time at the quays. We would expect to see the assessments and risk
assessments around this increase in emissions and the impact on local air quality and
pollution around Brixham prior to submission of the bid.

SOURCE South West Marine Plan
Stating clearly that a capacity extension project such as this cannot be supported by the Marine
Plan due to increased pollution and emissions of greenhouse gases.
•

The latest science suggests that industrial fishing - dragging heavy gear across the delicate
habitat on the ocean floor - causes more CO2 emissions than international aviation.

Peer assessed Scientific research: Nature:
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-021-03371-z.epdf?sharing_token=bU7SoulZSenfspln0LY9NRgN0jAjWel9jnR3ZoTv0MwjSp_dqdYRo11ccDn9dqPW5D1xJuK8fpT__q4KFNUwgKd
mwi3JyJVwmHRfbxESQBSr9MbBwkap3XEr49FKSZrw7W6j8yaEyrI67o_vW36vuzGgf5WiXfPupj3TCNKWGPhX2RS00v
THEBkQvziGb11MFJGGPZ1b_51DKmwtGk8pMFy1ivjK881Fj5VETogYf3fVIstOvZFm7GPLB6_wASYvalgBa
2hb_ClZSqyd73EzCcTn8cASv1PLfbmhXewD4sVOkGUUAf_4MCv5oHLi-MhcuDofWDgROs4Q4qQb_J7mCfsgUMKAoUnfWmuNA0qh91Qx1Sr6aHRpGtzRfBI&tracking_referrer=www.theguardian.com
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Bids should set out how they will minimise any negative environmental impact and where they are
promoting positive environmental choices.
We have concerns about the validity, rigour, credibility and optimism bias of this section in the
bid:
●

For a purely extractive industry using industrial methods we would expect substantial,
credible assessments, data sets and forecasts regarding fish stocks, seabed impact,
emissions and biodiversity decline to evidence in reality that this application offers poor
and declining Value for Money.

●

In addition there is the very real ‘risk’ of further environmental regulation that will impact
any current business model. How has this risk been assessed and integrated into the
application?

Before applying for public money – thereby removing it from more pressing, more effective areas
for public improvement – we believe this information should immediately be shared with the
public and consulted on and that this is of course a very reasonable position.
Bids should consider how projects can work with the natural environment to achieve project
objectives – considering at a minimum the project’s impact on our country’s natural assets and
nature, as well as the resilience of any capital and infrastructure project to potential hazards such as
flooding.
•

We want to see the assessments, data and forecasts on this bid’s impact on natural assets
and nature as it is in the public interest.

We want to see the resilience forecasts that have been considered regarding:
● risk of tightened environmental regulation
● pollution impacts
● biodiversity and stock levels
● quotas and threat to the industry from trans-national fishing including Supertrawlers
● the concerns raised above in previous sections.
Transport applications in particular should clearly explain their carbon benefits.
●

There are no carbon benefits to this proposal: Beam and Bottom Trawling releases huge
quantities of carbon from the seabed, and the proposed increased size of the fish quay will
enable a greater number of vessels which will bring increased air pollution and increased
carbon emissions to the local area.

●

Road freight to and from Brixham quay will also increase, increasing in turn carbon
emissions, air pollution and traffic congestion with an impact on public health and
tourism. Already fish travels into Brixham Market from ports such as Lowestoft - adding
huge amounts of carbon and emissions. This freight in and out of the port by road will only
increase.

●

We expect the data, assessments, forecasts and proposed mitigations to these effects to
be made publicly available immediately for scrutiny and consultation.
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5.1.1 Please provide up to date evidence to demonstrate the scale and the significance of local
problems and issues. Data should be provided from credible and robust sources. The data analysis
and the evidence should be interwoven in the economic case providing a concise and easy to
understand narrative.
●

The application requests a range of credible, robust data sources.

●

The public should be able to scrutinise this data, know what these sources are as well as
the data contained within and where they came from.

●

We would expect the concise and easy to understand narrative to be open to public
consultation and scrutiny with this data woven through it, with evidence of the credible
and robust sources from which it has been taken.

●

If this is problematic we maintain that the bid is not credible and presents issues of
transparency and probity that should be explored further.

●

We would expect all the valid and reasonable (and evidenced) concerns raised in this
document are represented in this section of the application.

Bids with a transport element should provide clear evidence of how the current transport system
operates, considering current congestion levels, public transport patronage and existing journey
times to key services. This should illustrate the scale of the problem(s) the scheme is intended to
address. The evidence should, in most cases, cover the level of service and capacity offered by the
current transport network and the current demand for travel in the area. Associated issues should
also be supported by evidence (e.g. where congestion/accessibility is stifling economic growth this
should be clearly demonstrated).
●

Brixham and the surrounding area have narrow streets and one-way systems and the
broader area is served by many already congested roads and lanes.

●

Public and private transport within the town and across the region is already congested
and has significant issues including access, particularly for and including the tourist and
recreational boat user economy.

●

Enlarging the capacity of Brixham for Beam and Bottom Trawlers will increase freight and
boat traffic substantially with volume and frequency of freight and produce.

●

We want the assessments, data and projections shared publicly so everyone is able to
understand the impacts of the proposed extension on their town, local area and quality of
life, as well as the impact on existing public transport and private transport infrastructure
and health.

●

We also expect any traffic redirection/ calming/ road schemes to be included in this to
evidence that the proposal is being made with the correct level of planning required to
handle this increase in addition to the concerns raised above over clarity on how the bid
meets Neighbourhood Plans and local development strategies.

5.1.2 Please demonstrate the quality assurance of data analysis and evidence for explaining the scale
and significance of local problems and issues. Applicants should justify why the evidence used is the
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most appropriate (i.e. is it reliable and the most up to date) and explain why it is an accurate
evidence is robust, up to date and unbiased.
We have concerns that the data analysis and evidence presented in 5.1.1 will not have been
completed with due rigour or with quality assurance or with due scope.
We want to be able to scrutinise the data sources to ensure they are credible, appropriate and
have an appropriate level of granularity.
This would include (though not be limited to):
● fisheries data and information
● transport
● infrastructure reports and assessments and projections in relation to improvement plans
for the town and area
● environmental assessments and pollution forecasts
● internal landings data, projections and forecasts
● quotas
● existing levels of subsidy and government support so the public can scrutinise existing
levels of support and opportunities for the sector to access other funds
● Government forecasts and policy forecasts for challenges to the fishing industry and
protected areas
We would expect this all to be shared publicly.
Brixham and the surrounding areas have a right to understand what is proposed and how
increased freight, traffic and disruption will be accounted for in the proposal plans, not to mention
the impact on Marine ecosystems.
5.3.1 Please explain how the economic costs of the bid have been calculated, including the whole life
costs. In addition, please explain how cost risks and uncertainty have been considered and
adequately quantified. Optimism bias must also be explained and included in the cost estimates in
the economic case.
●

We have concerns over Optimism Bias, especially considering this bid is submitted with
the support of the industrial fishing industry.

●

We would expect the public to have the opportunity to conduct a rigorous and credible
scrutiny of all data provided by businesses and parties who potentially stand to gain from
the bid, and that this should be shared widely with immediate effect.

5.3.2 Please describe how the economic benefits have been estimated, including a discussion and
evidence to support assumptions. Applicants should describe the quantifiable benefits of the
proposal:
We have concerns about the quantifiable benefits of the proposal beyond the immediate
businesses in receipt of this support.
●
●
●

Air quality will be negatively impacted and therefore public health will also be affected
too.
Carbon emissions will be raised, traffic levels will be raised.
Marine habitats and ecosystems will be put at further risk and harm.
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●

The benefits requested here should be immediately shared publicly for public scrutiny and
consultation as well as concerns that have already been raised across this document.

5.4.1 Please provide a summary of the overall Value for Money of the proposal. This should include
reporting of Benefit Cost Ratios (BCR).
●

We believe it is critical for the community of our area to see Value for Money and be able
to discuss it transparently with plenty of time for consultation.

●

We believe this proposal in reality offers little overall Value for Money.

●

In terms of Jobs: due to the purely extractive nature of industrial fishing the source
material (fish stock) is declining. Marine pollution, lack of adequate protections for stocks
and biodiversity and the ongoing damage to sea-beds by Beam and Bottom trawling is
leading to increasing job insecurity.

●

We are concerned that we should not be encouraging people to enter a sector highly
vulnerable to national and international policy and one that is based on quotas and
massively declining stocks over other more future sustainable and focused sectors. That
does not seem a wise, risk assessed decision based on the wider public’s interests.

●

We have concerns that the assumed jobs being suggested are not high tech or skilled jobs
that young people will need in this local area for future proofing their life opportunities.
These assumed jobs would instead be tied to environmental factors and be prone to
competition, job insecurity and low wages. The fishing industry is already suffering under
the effects of the loss of foreign workers under Brexit, replacing them with poorly paid
young people from our communities would seem to be a disservice to our young people.
We believe the case for jobs and VfM should be made public with immediate effect for
public scrutiny.

5.4.3 Please provide an assessment of the risks and uncertainties that could affect the overall Value
for Money of the bid.
Our concerns in response to section 5.4.3 are that the risks and uncertainties would include (but
not be limited to):
● probability of tightened fishing regulations to conserve stocks and increase of Highly
Protected Marine Areas
● plummeting biodiversity, decline of stocks
● cost of fuel for boats and transport,
● challenges around Net Zero for fishing vessels accessing the quay,
● decline of fishing vessels due to ongoing issues with foreign vessels,
● decline of the fishing industry nationally.
● Job creation is assumed, not actual
● Value for money will not be felt beyond the immediate fish quay
● Reasons listed in sections above
A bid to the Levelling Up fund needs to be based on clear assumptions for Value for Money that
are evidence-led, future proofed, embedded in a clear vision of sustainability, not speculative
wishful thinking, and certainly not through an attempt to save an industry if that were to be an
argument employed.
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In response to 5.4.3, applicants should provide an assessment of the risks and uncertainties that may
impact the overall VfM of the bid.
This section should set out the full range of impacts – both beneficial and adverse – of the project.
Where possible, impacts should be described, quantified and also reported in monetary terms.
There should be a clear and detailed explanation of how all impacts reported have been identified,
considered and analysed. When deciding what are the most significant impacts to consider,
applicants should consider what impacts and outcomes the project is intended to achieve, taking
into account the strategic case, but should also consider if there are other possible significant
positive or negative impacts, to the economy, people, or environment.
●

One of our concerns is that the data on fish stocks has not been collated successfully. We
would expect the bid to take account of evidence and projections from IFCA (Inshore
Fisheries Conservation Authority) and the MMO (Marine Management Organisation).

●

No data, at the point of writing, has been requested from IFCA by the application bid team
on potential impact on their work at Brixham such as use of the quay and monitoring and
assessment, landings information, stocks, status of biodiversity or marine ecosystems.
IFCA should be consulted for a bid such as this as well as the MMO. Supporting their
important and critical work in Fisheries management and data collection is critical. How
would their critical day to day work be affected by the bid?

●

What we do know from established scientific bodies is that marine biodiversity is
plummeting, the oceans are in crisis -- this is a scientifically validated fact; has that critical
factor been included in the assessment of risks?

●

The Benyon Review recommends that more marine protected areas should be created to
protect against the damage caused by Beam and Bottom Trawlers. These Marine
Protected Areas are being instigated exactly because of the damage caused by Bottom and
Beam Trawling- the extractive and highly damaging form of industrial fishing that the quay
extension will further enable. What justification is there for investing in increased capacity
for bottom trawling exactly at a time when the Government is considering curtailing such
activity?

●

How has the diminishing area of habitat available to trawl been calculated into the bid,
and how have the risks of tightened future regulation due to reduced fish stocks been
accounted for in Value for Money?

Applicants should set out how they will cover the operational costs for the day-to-day management
of the new asset/facility once it is complete to ensure project benefits are realised. Applicants
should also consider any ongoing maintenance and servicing costs. Examples of operational costs:
utilities, systems, maintenance and repairs, staff & labour, administrative expenses etc. Please note
that these costs are not covered by the LUF grant.
•

We ask, how has this day to day management and maintenance been factored into the
bid, and has this been forecasted and shared with details with Council and Local
Authority?

Applicants are expected to provide the results of any sensitivity analysis here. Key
assumptions should be varied to demonstrate how the overall VfM result is sensitive to changes in
assumptions, for example the impact of lower transport demand after COVID-19.

21

BETTER DEVON

The fishing industry is a highly sensitive, environmentally challenged industry. It would be hard to
find an industry that is not more sensitive to changes in assumptions:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

it is affected by national and international policies,
it is reliant on substantial government support,
it is affected by climatic crisis,
it is affected by high levels of marine pollution,
it is affected by catastrophic decline of biodiversity of its target species,
it is heavily at risk of changing and evolving regulation,
it is at risk of the impact of rising cost of living, fuel costs for boats and fuel for transport
and energy costs for freezing,
Its profitability is even affected by the weather – poor news in a climate crisis.
It is not a stable industry and is likely to become increasingly at risk offering declining
Value for Money.

The bid is therefore speculating wildly and unnecessarily with public money that should be spent
elsewhere.
The public should see the evidence around the sensitivity analysis which should be thorough,
credible and considered with projections that take into account all factors.

SOURCE: MMO Strategic Scoping Report for Marine Planning in England 2013
Illustrating the danger of rising sea temperatures on the pelagic food web: the risks to investing in
industrial fishing
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SOURCE: MMO Strategic Scoping Report for Marine Planning in England 2013
Illustrating the direction of travel for increasing regulation on industrial fishing as well as the risks
of changing species distribution- challenging all businesses cases and Value for Money
•

How many of the promised jobs from the 2010 fish quay extension actually materialised?
The public should be given this information and transparent due diligence should be
employed on all ‘jobs business case’ projections.

To summarise:
Brexit has damaged many areas of employment across the South West but it seems it has not had an
impact on Brixham’s industrial fishing sector - as evidenced by articles and social media.
https://www.anthonymangnall.co.uk/news/anthony-mangnall-mp-welcomes-record-sales-recordedbrixham-fish-market.
In fact, the Fish Market is being lauded as highly successful. So why is public money intended for
Levelling Up being poached for this industrial fishing project?
Turning over record numbers (£41,000,000- £43,000,000 a year) there clearly is no ‘market failure’
argument around this bid proposal, and the public should receive reassurance that due diligence,
assessment, and evidence-based forecasts have been included to warrant the spend on this project
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over others that more pressingly need immediate Levelling Up Funding. The only credible way to
that is with full transparency about this bid being planned on the public’s behalf.
Many businesses and industries would like to expand but that is in itself not a reason to apply for
money from the Levelling Up Fund that could be spent far better elsewhere on critical levelling up
needs with a greater and wider impact.
This is a morally dubious bid with even more dubious benefits for the community and negative
benefits for the environment and marine ecology that makes Devon so special.
We want good, evidence-based local decision making, based on hard data, with clear transparency
and accountability – the least we should expect from local leadership, public bodies and governance.
And that starts with making these bids public, with opportunity for public scrutiny prior to
submission and fully disclosed data, assessments and projections from credible sources.
We await a swift and full response with an opportunity for the public to fully scrutinise the bids
before submission and have the engagement that Section 4.2 of the bid requires with honesty and
transparency for application to the fund.
We are operating substantial outreach to organisations across the area and will expect prompt
responses and statements from those involved in the bid to inform the next steps. Transparency is
key.
Yours sincerely,

Ed
Ed@BetterDevon.uk
‘Build Back a Better Devon’
Information, Press and Media Enquiries: Ed@betterdevon.uk 07724 601017/ www.betterdevon.uk

24

