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%ØÅÃÕÔÉÖÅ 3ÕÍÍÁÒÙ 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to investigate the nature of policy requirements and market 

imperfections, and their implications for the sustainability and resilience of inshore fishing in the 

county of Cornwall, England and dairy farming in Somerset, England respectively, as part of the 

EU-funded Horizon 2020 project, Sufisa (Sustainable finance for sustainable agriculture and 

fisheries).  

 

Data collection methods 

Key to the approach taken has been to put the fishers and farmers themselves at the centre of 

the research, in order to get their perspectives on the key issues that need to be considered. In 

the first instance, a media analysis was conducted (which covered national, regional and 

specialised media from 2005 to 2016), as well as a desk-based analysis of market conditions and 

regulations (sources reviewed included: academic publications; government and policy 

documents; market research and consultancy reports; industry reports and NGO documents), 

supplemented with 30 expert interviews. Following analysis of the resultant data, three focus 

groups (FGs) were held with fishers at three locations in Cornwall, followed by a workshop 

composed of Cornwall fishery experts. For the dairy case study, three FGs were held in Somerset 

with dairy farmers, complemented by 11 supply chain interviews, and followed by a workshop 

composed of key dairy industry stakeholders (see below for more details on the FGs, interviews 

and workshops). 

 

Inshore fishing sector, Cornwall 

 

Inshore fishing and the Cornish economy 

In 2014, there were an estimated 11,845 fishers in the UK, down 12% since 2004. In the same 

year, UK vessels landed 756,000 tonnes of sea fish (including shellfish), 60% of which was landed 

in the UK and 40% abroad, with a total value of £861 million. In 2014, fishing accounted for 4.1 

per cent of gross value added for the agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing sector. The focus 

of this case study is on inshore boats which are less than 10 m long and which fish out of the 

U10m pool. They are responsible for relatively small quantities of demersal and pelagic species 

landings, with around 80% of their catch being shellfish, which typically gain higher than average 

prices (MMO 2015). Although some issues are common to all fishers within the UK, the inshore 

fleet faces particular issues, not least in terms of its continued existence and contribution to the 

socio-economic contexts/communities within which it operates. In this respect, Cornwall 

represents one of the areas where inshore fishing remains a key part of the rural community, 

both economically and culturally. 

 

Cornwall forms the westernmost part of the south-west peninsula of the UK, with a population 

of just over 530,000 people. It is one of the poorest parts of the UK in terms of per capita GDP, 

with relatively low average earnings and relatively high unemployment. In 2011, Cornwall's 

wealth was a little over 60% of the EU average per capita. As such, the county is a European 

Convergence area, meaning that it has access to both ERDF and ESF funds. Key to the 
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dissemination of European funds in Cornwall is the Cornwall and Isles of Scilly Fisheries Local 

Action Group (FLAG). The formal aim of the 2012 FLAG was to "maximise the economic 

opportunities and benefits open to Cornish fishing communities in a sustainable and cooperative 

environment". In the second round of FLAG, which started in 2016, a key focus is on innovation 

and adding value to the fish caught, not least in response to the landing obligation (see below), 

as well as to maximise the tourist £. 

 

Tourism is the most important industry in Cornwall, representing about 25% of the county's 

GDP, with 4.5 million visitors to the county every year. The presence of a fishing industry is an 

important part of the tourism appeal of Cornish coastal towns. As such, the continuation of the 

fishing industry within Cornwall is important to the county's future prosperity. There are over 

600 registered fishing vessels in Cornwall, of which almost 90% are U10m in length. It is 

estimated that the Cornish fishing industry employs approximately 3300 people, based on 900 

active fishermen, plus an estimated 2.75 jobs on shore for every fisherman. When tourist jobs 

created as the direct result of fishing are also considered, it is suggested that the multiplier is 

4:1 (MorrissŜȅ ŀƴŘ hΩ5ƻƴƻƎƘǳŜ нлмнύ. 

 

Policy and regulatory conditions 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΣ ŦƛǎƘŜǊǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊǳƭŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƭŜŜǘǎΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΥ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǾŜǎǎŜƭǎΣ 

gross tonnage and engine power (hence the licenses for approved vessels to fish); as well as the 

management of the natural resource (hence total allowable catches, quotas, the management 

of time spent at sea, and other technical measures). However, the combination of restrictive 

licensing, individual vessel quotas, days at sea allocation and catch composition rules 

significantly reduce the flexibility of fishing operations that might otherwise enable individual 

fishers to adapt to changing conditions. Decisions on what, where, when and how to fish are 

now very tightly circumscribed, affecting both short-term and longer-term business planning 

(Symes et al. 2015). 

 

The Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) sets out the overarching regulatory conditions for all fishers 

within the EU. First implemented in 1983, it has subsequently been reformed three times: in 

1992, 2002 and 2013. The main challenge for the CFP is to manage a highly heterogeneous 

fisheries sector, and to design optimal policies for multi-ecosystems, multi-species and multi-

fleet fisheries (Frost and Andersen 2006).  

 

In the run-ǳǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ нлмо ǊŜŦƻǊƳǎΣ DǊŜŜƴǇŜŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ b¦¢C! όbŜǿ ¦ƴŘŜǊ ¢Ŝƴ CƛǎƘŜǊƳŜƴΩǎ 

Association), amongst others, produced a 'manifesto for fairer fisheries'. It emphasised the 

importance and value of inshore fishing, as well as highlighting that the majority of quota 

(effectively, the right to fish) has been targeted at large-scale fishing operations. In terms of 

numbers, the inshore sector in the UK comprises nearly 80% of the boats, yet receives only 

around 8% of the annual quota (MMO 2015). Arguably, therefore, in order to reflect the 

different orientation between the two fisher groups, there should be different management 

regimes for large-scale fisheries and small-scale fisheries, with the former focused on economic 

efficiency, while the latter focuses more on social objectives (Urquhart et al. 2011). Indeed, 

Phillipson and Symes (2015, p. 344) ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ƴŜǾŜǊ ōŜŜƴ 

ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ƘŀƴŘƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛƻŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƛƴ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎέΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻf both 
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research and policy being on the biological and economic aspects of fishing, with scant attention 

paid to the social and cultural impacts of the pressures faced by fishers.  

 

In 1983, as part of the CFP, a system of allocating Total Allowable Catches (TACs) for each EU 

Member State (MS) was introduced, as a means of conserving fish stocks and sharing access to 

EU fisheries resources between member states. The TAC is set each year by the Council of 

Fisheries Ministers following negotiations on catch options that are provided by the Advisory 

Committee (ACOM) of the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES). Once a TAC 

is agreed for each stock and fishing area, it is allocated as national quotas to MSs in accordance 

with fixed percentages based on historic fishing rights. The MSs are responsible for ensuring 

quotas are not overfished. When the entire quota is fished, the fishery has to close. It is clear 

that some MS have greater influence than others in the decision making process. Greater 

transparency is required to determine what takes place during the closed door negotiations at 

the Council of Fisheries Ministers (Carpenter et al. 2016). Anecdotally, many of those involved 

in fishing in Cornwall are concerned that the science is always behind the reality, in that fish 

stocks fluctuate dramatically from season to season. 

 

In the UK, management of quota for the over 10 m offshore vessels has been largely devolved 

to Fisheries Producer Organisations (FPOs). However, for vessels U10 m there is a single block 

of quota allocation that reflects the aggregated activity of that part of the fleet during a 1994 to 

1996 reference period. For the most part, allocation of quotas for the inshore fishing fleet is 

managed directly by the national fisheries administration (Defra in the UK) and specifically its 

appointed agency, the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) ό[Ŝ CƭƻŎΩƘ et al. 2015), rather 

than the POs. The MMO set monthly catch limits for each quota species (which can vary 

significantly throughout the year). Having monthly catch limits means that in 'good' months a 

vessel's catch may be restricted, leading to the possibility of discards; it also means that vessels 

are unable to make up for any 'bad months' where catches of a particular species are lower than 

the allocated quota. At present, the higher catching U10m vessels often lease quota at the start 

of the year in case they land a valuable catch which would cause them to exceed their monthly 

catch limit (Defra 2014). This quota is leased from the over 10 m sector quota allocation, in that 

the U10 m quota is non-tradable. There is no quota on crab or lobster at present, both of which 

are very important to the inshore fishing industry in Cornwall; nor are there any other 

restrictions apart from minimum landing sizes and the need to have a permit. However, there 

are concerns that more and more pots are being set out, potentially impacting the sustainability 

of this part of the fisheries sector.  

 

Another issue in relation to the management of quota, is that it has evolved from one where 

quotas were effectively community / state owned to one of privately owned individual quota 

rights (i.e. the privatisation of a state resource), where quota is freely tradable. As fishermen 

retire or otherwise exit the industry, quotas are sold and increasingly the highest bidders are 

larger companies outside Cornwall. This trend reduces the availability of quota left to the 

existing Cornish fleet, making it almost impossible for new entrants to join the industry. Access 

to additional quota for the U10 m boats is particularly problematic, in that it is often sold in lots 

that are too expensive for small boats. 

 

! ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǉǳƻǘŀ ƛǎ ΨƭŀǘŜƴǘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΩΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ aŀǊŎƘ нлмсΣ ǘƘŜ aah 

sent out letters to all under 10 m vessel owners that did not have a history of catching a 
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particular species in a recent three year reference period (2010-2013). If their licence allowed 

for them to catch a particular species and yet none of these fish were caught during this 

reference period, then their licences were capped and they would no longer be able to catch 

this species. The license for this will then be transferred to other boats within the under 10 m 

sector. The MMO perspective is that there is quota available which is not being utilised (known 

ŀǎ ΨƭŀǘŜƴǘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΩύΤ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ of the smaller fishers it reduces their flexibility in 

terms of what they can catch and when. In practice, very few fishers have had their licences 

capped, in part due to the appeals procedure that is available. 

 

The discarding of fish is a widespread problem in EU fisheries, resulting from a number of 

interrelated issues. In order to reduce waste, and pushed by public opinion, the EU is in the 

process of implementing a discard ban by introducing an obligation to land all catches. This 

obligation is gradually being introduced on a fisheries-by-fisheries basis between 1st January 

2015 and 1st January 2019. The phased implementation is to allow time for fishermen to adapt 

their fishing practices. At the time of this research, the implications of the discard ban had not 

ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘΦ ! ƪŜȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿŀǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ΨŎƘƻƪŜΩ 

species. This can happen where a fisher has fully caught their quota for one species before 

catching all their allocated quota for another species in the same sea area. If this happens, then 

the vessel concerned will have to stop fishing in that sea area due to the fact that they cannot 

guarantee avoiding the species for which they have no quota left. The species that they have 

run out of quota for is knoǿƴ ŀǎ ŀ ΨŎƘƻƪŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩΦ  

 

There is a widespread perception that fisheries management in the EU, via the CFP, has failed to 

deliver sustainable fisheries and economic vitality, with one of the generally accepted reasons 

for this being a lack of transparency and the failure to include a wide range of stakeholders and 

perspectives. A key impetus for change within the UK was the Defra publication Safeguarding 

our Seas (2002), which resulted in the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (MCAA). Under this 

Act, the UK Government is committed to implementing a network of Marine Protected Areas 

(MPAs), which are to be developed via a stakeholder participation process that entails the 

collaboration of scientists, fishermen and conservationists (Seafish 2013). The MCAA also 

resulted in the formation, in April 2011, of 10 Inshore Fisheries Conservation Authorities (IFCAs) 

to replace the existing 12 Sea Fisheries Committees (SFC). Membership of the IFCAs is more 

inclusive than the previous SFCs, with the aim of developing a more open and inclusive 

governance model that can deliver sustainable fisheries and help instil a sense of trust and 

legitimacy. Nevertheless, despite this inclusive approach, there are clearly tensions between 

conservation and fishing.  

 

Markets and marketing 

It is critical to note that the economic and market performance of the fisheries sector is not only 

important to the fishers themselves, but also to the wider communities in which they operate. 

It has been estimated, for example, that every fisher at sea creates a further four jobs on land. 

These jobs include processing, transportation and perhaps most critically, tourist jobs. In other 

words, the fishing economy at a local level involves more than simply the value of fish caught 

όaƻǊǊƛǎǎŜȅ ŀƴŘ hΩ5ƻƴƻƎƘǳŜ нлмнύ. 
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Reed et al. (2011, p. 4) suggest that inshore fishermen have three principal routes to market: 

fish merchants, who then take it to the end user/consumer; selling at harbour side auctions; and 

(less usually) selling direct into the hospitality trade. Access to the multiple retailers is effectively 

impossible for small scale inshore fishers, in that these retailers almost exclusively use supply 

chains covered by various (usually expensive) certification processes (often MSC ς see below). 

The FLAG in Cornwall has had a part to play in developing the local fishing sector in coordination 

with the wider food economy, not least by making investments to improve the quality/qualities 

of locally caught fish, and to give it a 'story' that is associated with traceability and sustainable 

fishing practices. However, while diversifying market outlets in this way may help to develop 

resilience for fishers, it also requires additional knowledge, investment and competence 

(Doeksen and Symes 2015).  

 

The most important market outlet for Cornwall fishers is harbour markets, which include 

Newlyn, Looe and Plymouth. Significantly, approaching 80% of the fish landed in Cornwall are 

exported, in many cases to France and Spain in Vivier lorries that are able to carry live crab and 

lobsters, with little value added locally, although this is starting to change. A key issue in 

developing the (domestic) markets for fish in the UK is to educate the British public about eating 

ŀ ǿƛŘŜǊ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ŦƛǎƘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŜŘ ƻƴŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ ǘƻ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘΥ ά! ƘǳƎŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ 

fishing economics is around the marketability of the product, rather than the catchability of the 

ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎέΦ 

 

Many observers feel that, especially smaller scale fishers, must add value to their catch if they 

are to survive. The smaller day boats turn over perhaps £200-£400 in a day, however it is difficult 

to be certain how many days a year it will be possible for them to go out (due to bad weather, 

choke species, a lack of quota etc.); as such, they need to develop a greater sense of 

entrepreneurialism and to actively develop their own markets. For many fishermen, selling their 

fish at harbour-side is all they really consider in terms of markets, judging that they do not really 

have the time to go and market the fish themselves, preferring instead to focus their energy on 

catching the fish in the first place. Nevertheless, there is evidence that more and more fishers 

ŀǊŜ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ /ƻǊƴǿŀƭƭΩǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻǊƴǿŀƭƭ DƻƻŘ {ŜŀŦƻƻŘ 

Guide that provides an information portal for those interested in buying Cornish seafood. There 

is also increasing evidence of fishers using social media to make direct contact with buyers and 

to cut out the middleman, with some now selling direct to buyers in London. Selling to London 

(and indeed other large cities) has the potential to realise considerably greater prices for the fish 

sold, in that London-based restaurants and fishmongers have more buying power than their 

Cornish equivalents. 

 

There is some debate about the value of certification schemes for inshore fishers. At one level, 

in order to put fish that have been caught on the market, both the EU and national governments 

require some minimum safety standards. In this respect, public standards are increasingly being 

supplemented by private safety and traceability standards from corporate retailers. Two of the 

largest fisheries certification schemes are Friend of the Sea (FoS) and the Marine Stewardship 

Council (MSC), covering about 18% of global sea fisheries production. Yet in economic terms the 

benefits of certification remain uncertain. From the point of view of retailers they can result in 

price premiums and increased consumer trust, but for fishers it seems that the only benefit is 

access to certain supply chains, without necessarily obtaining significant price premiums on the 

catches concerned (Bellmann et al. 2016). Having said that, certification may be important for 
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processors to gain access to certain market outlets, which inevitably has a knock-on effect in 

terms of the prices they can pay to the fishers themselves. 

 

Resilience 

Understanding the potential for resilience amongst inshore fishers is a key outcome of this case 

study. Tendall et al. όнлмрΣ ǇΦ муύ ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ άǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊǘƛƳŜ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ŘƛǎǘǳǊōŀƴŎŜǎΧ ǘƘǳǎ ŦƻǊƳώƛƴƎϐ ŀƴ ŜǎǎŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ 

ŜƴŀōƭŜǎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅέΦ Over recent decades, the long-term sustainability of many smaller 

fishing communities has come under pressure, leading to the loss of basic local services, a lack 

of affordable housing, and difficulties in recruiting crew members as young people are unwilling 

or unable to go into fishing (Symes and Phillipson 2009). Individual fishers and their families 

often struggle for regular income, in that they face a range of risks and uncertainties, many of 

which are beyond their direct control, including seasonality, severe weather, market instability 

and variability in terms of fish stocks.  

 

The risks faced by fishers have been compounded by management restrictions imposed through 

the CFP. In this respect, policy-ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ōŜƛƴƎ ΨǘƻǇ-down, distant, 

ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƛǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀŎƪƛƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎƛǘȅΩΣ ǘƘŜǊŜōȅ ŀƭƛŜƴŀǘƛƴƎ Ƴŀƴȅ ƛƴǎƘƻǊŜ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ 

who tend to be suspicious of 'policy' and 'science', which are perceived as external or outside 

interference. Flexibility is seen as a key attribute of fishing sustainably and regulation is seen as 

"reducing the scope for fishermen to practice many of the attributes associated with being a 

good skipper, such as using local ecological knowledge to determine what to fish" (Ross 2015, p. 

319). Flexibility also involves internalising costs, to engage in pluriactivity, to embrace the ethos 

of self-employment, and to reduce crew size. Through these measures, small-scale inshore 

fishers and their households have shown remarkable levels of resilience and the ability to adapt 

to changing circumstances, with research suggesting that it is only as a last resort that fishers 

will exit the industry (Coulthard and Britton 2015). 

 

Intergenerational continuity is a key issue when addressing the sustainability and resilience of 

inshore fishing across Europe. Traditionally, many fishers came through the hereditary pathway. 

However, fishing is no longer seen as the occupation that it once was in terms of status, financial 

rewards or job security. There is no longer the same pressure within families to persuade sons 

to follow their fathers, with the result that aspiring fishers increasingly come from outside the 

fishing community. This creates an additional problem for aspiring fishers, both in terms of 

finding the necessary finance to purchase a boat and license, but also in terms of gaining 

experience through working on boats and 'learning the ropes'. Working as crew is now less 

common, as many inshore fishers have adapted their boats to enable them to fish single-

handedly in order to reduce crew costs and improve their profitability. The result is that aspiring 

fishers must increasingly look to buy their own boat, which involves considerable investment in 

terms of the vessel itself, fishing gear and a fishing license. This is leading to an ever increasing 

average age of fishers, with less than 20% being under the age of 30 and the average age 

approaching 60 (White 2015). Looking to the future of inshore fishing in Cornwall, there are 

clearly concerns that the sector is under pressure: 

"I can see the smaller harbours not having boats working for them... So I can see some of 

the smaller places becoming just tourist harbours... I can't see that being reversed unless 

there is some sort of change in policy to support small-scale fisheries" (Interviewee 1). 
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Focus groups and workshop feedback: drivers, strategies and future performance 

A series of three focus groups (FGs) were held with Cornish inshore fishers over the period 

December 2016 and January 2017, in order to provide an insight into their perspective on the 

issues they face. A workshop with key stakeholders involved in the inshore fishing sector was 

subsequently conducted in March 2017, following reflection on the FG data, with two main aims. 

CƛǊǎǘƭȅΣ ǘƻ ΨƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǘǊǳǘƘΩ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƻ ŘŀǘŜΤ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ 

of scenarios regarding the future viability of the inshore fisheries sector in Cornwall, which are 

inevitably linked to the Brexit negotiations. Analysis of the data revealed that there were six key 

areas that required further examination, each of which is now taken in turn. 

 

First. Reasons for going fishing.  

Discussions at the FGs revealed that fishers are passionate about what they do and do not want 

to do anything else. This is significant, in that they are likely to carry on fishing until the bitter 

end, enduring difficulties that those involved in other livelihoods might find too much. In this 

sense, they are innately highly resilient. 

 

Second. What is distinctive about inshore fishing 

Firstly, that they are highly localised, tending to fish within 6nm of the coastline 

(notwithstanding that those with a larger engine/deck size may venture further out). Because 

they are restricted to a relatively confined geographical area, the smaller inshore boats are 

effectively embedded in their local environment, giving them an incentive to look after the 

fishing grounds in their immediate area. This sentiment was sometimes expressed in relation to 

larger, more nomadic fleets of boats which may have less connection with, and incentive to look 

after, their local area/fishing grounds. 

 

Secondly, due to the fact that they are highly localised and are relatively small-scale in terms of 

their operations, the fishers feel that they are inherently ecologically sustainable. In this respect, 

they are restricted in terms of the distance they can travel from their home port, as well as in 

terms of the fishing gear they can carry; furthermore, in most cases their gear is static gear. This 

perspective is encapsulated in the following:  

"I mean, we're under 10 m boats, we've got a limited distance, a limit to what we can 

carry, gear-wise and catch-wise. Why not say catch whatever you want, your impact on 

ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŦƛǎƘ ǎǘƻŎƪǎ ƛǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳƛƴƛƳŀƭΧ LŦ ǿŜ Ǌǳƛƴ ƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǿŜϥǊŜ ŀƭƭ 

ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŀ Ƨƻōέ όtŀŘǎǘƻǿ CDύΦ 

 

However, for these distinctions to hold good, there is a need to consider re-categorising what is 

meant by inshore fishing. At one level inshore fishing boats can be categorised as those under 

10 m and fishing out of the common pool managed by the MMO; yet this is only part of the 

story. In general, the inshore fleet will fish within 6nm of the shore, although some of the more 

powerful vessels may go out further than that; there is also clearly an issue with what are known 

as 'rule beaters'. The latter are boats that have been specifically designed to be under 10 m in 

order to benefit from fishing as inshore vessels, and in many cases has involved cutting down 

larger vessels to 9.9 m in length. While the difference between a 6.5 m and 10 m boat may not 

sound that significant, it needs to be thought of in terms of the cubic relationship, with the 'rule 

beater' boats often having very much larger deck spaces and engines which allows them to carry 

much more gear. The result is that although they may be under 10 m in length, "they've 
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effectively got the capacity of a 15 or 20 m boat" (Padstow FG), negating the benefits outlined 

above. The result is that U10 m boats vary enormously in terms of the value of fish they land. At 

one end of the spectrum it might be as little as £15,000 a year, whereas others might gross up 

to £200,000. The idea of re-categorisation resulted in considerable debate in the workshop, 

whereby it seems that any re-definition will need to encompass geographical distance, size of 

the boat and the type of gear used. In this respect, the 6nm limit is likely to be significant in 

demarking what might be understood as the inshore sector. 

 

Third. Markets, marketing and institutional arrangements 

In relation to markets and marketing, adding value was the most critical issue discussed, 

inextricably linked with the quality of the fish being sold. In this respect, the catch of inshore 

fishers was recognised as having the potential to be of the very highest quality available (in that 

is it usually landed on a daily basis), although this necessitates that the fishers involved look after 

their fish. Linked with 'looking after your fish' is the establishment of a reputation for providing 

quality fish, as well as the development of personal relationships with individual buyers, such as 

head chefs or fish merchants. This is recognised as enabling better prices, although it is "very 

hard to get yourself a good name, but very easy to get yourself a bad name" (Helston FG). 

 

The majority of fin fish landed in Cornwall goes to the harbour markets in Newlyn, Brixham, 

Plymouth and Looe, whereas Crustacean and Mollusca go either to processors or more usually 

are sold abroad (mainly to France and Spain) via Vivier lorries. Overall, approximately 80% of the 

fish caught in Cornwall are exported. There was a strong sense amongst fishers at the FGs that 

you have to have a strategy in terms of marketing your fish: "otherwise you are at the mercy of 

what the buyer is going to give you" (Newlyn FG). In this respect, that a degree of 

entrepreneurship is critical and it is no longer enough to be simply good at catching fish. 

 

A number of fishermen sell their produce to restaurants or dealers in London, such as Dreckly 

Fish and Kernow Sashimi. In taking this approach, it is possible to get a very considerable mark-

up over local market prices, perhaps in the order of 300-400%. Yet, at the same time this requires 

considerable extra work and know how, which many fishermen are not prepared to do, 

preferring instead simply to catch fish. For example, developing Dreckly Fish involved travelling 

to London to make face-to-face contact with potential customers, as well as continuing to 

develop those personal relationships (based on trust and continued quality) over time.  

 

Selling to local restaurants is another market avenue that adds considerable value to the catch. 

In order to do this, it is important to develop a good relationship with the head chef, to the 

extent of calling them every day to tell them about the catch that is available. In this respect, 

Cornwall is luckier than most in that there are a number of high-end restaurants and foodie 

hotspots, such as Padstow. However, it was pointed out in both the FGs and the workshop that 

in the UK, and even in Cornwall, fish is generally speaking not part of our culinary culture (unlike 

France for example). There is scope therefore to encourage domestic demand with the right 

incentives and policy initiatives. 

 

In terms of developing new institutional arrangements (IAs), it is apparent that there is minimal 

horizontal coordination between the inshore fishers. Indeed, findings from the focus groups 

suggest that in most cases fishers are highly independent, and indeed secretive, both in terms 

of what they catch, but also where they sell it and for how much. Where coordination does take 
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place, it is likely to be within families. Similarly, in terms of vertical coordination where, despite 

some evidence of fishers working with local processors (such as Kernow Sashimi), most of the 

inshore fishers in Cornwall sell their catch directly through the harbour markets. In terms of 

policy incentives to change how fishers sell their catch, the local FLAG have provided both advice 

and money, although a key finding of this research is that fishers need to be encouraged to be 

more entrepreneurial. 

 

Fourth. Quota. 

In all three FGs, discussions around quota were the most vibrant and heated, with access to 

sufficient quota being the single biggest issue, often related to the CFP and the opportunities 

presented by Brexit. There was a strong feeling that there are plenty of fish around and it is just 

a matter of allocating them more fairly and re-ǾƛǎƛǘƛƴƎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ΨƎǊŀƴŘŦŀǘƘŜǊ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ wŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ 

Stability. There were also concerns that the quota system is not managed properly in terms of 

ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǉǳƻǘŀ ƛǎΦ [ƛƪŜǿƛǎŜΣ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άŘƛǎǇǊƻǇƻǊtionate allocation 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊ млǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ млǎέΣ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ άфп҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳƻǘŀ ƎƻŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊ млǎ ŀƴŘ 

ŀ ƳŜŀǎƭȅ с҈ ƛǎ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ƻǳǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǘǎέ όIŜƭŦƻǊŘ CDύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ 

frustration that the U10m boats are only allocated their quota on a monthly basis, rather than 

on an annual basis which would give them much greater flexibility. 

 

The monetisation of licenses and quota was another issue raised in the FGs, as well as the 

workshop. Originally, both licences and quota were distributed by the UK Government for 

nothing, but now you have to buy them and there are brokers who sell both licences and quota. 

U 10 m boats are unable to own quota, which is allocated to them from the U 10m pool by the 

MMO, but the monetisation of licences creates a considerable cost barrier to those wishing to 

ƎŜǘ ƛƴǘƻ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎΦ ά¢ƘŜǊŜϥǎ ƴƻ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǘƻ ŀ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜΣ ōǳǘ L Ŏŀƴϥǘ Ǝƻ ǘƻ ǎŜŀ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ LϥǾŜ Ǝƻǘ 

ǘƻ ōǳȅ ŀ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀōƻǳǘ ϻнул ǇŜǊ ƪƛƭƻǿŀǘǘΧ ¸ƻǳϥǊŜ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ϻмлΣллл Ǉƭǳǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōƻŀǘ ƭƛƪŜ 

mine to have a licence, it's ridiculous" (Padstow FG). Related to the cost of licenses, is the notion 

ƻŦ ϥƭŀǘŜƴǘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΩΣ ŀǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜΦ ²ƘŜǊŜ ŀ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ŎŀǇǇŜŘΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƛǎ ƘǳƎŜƭȅ 

reduced. It effectively devalues the boat as well, in that the license is tied to the boat. It also 

removes a degree of flexibility, as some of the boats clearly like to focus on one particular stock 

-- such as lobster -- but keep others in reserve.  

 

Fifth. Policy, management and representation. 

The key issue discussed in relation to policy and management was that legislation and 

bureaucratic necessities need to be better tailored to the needs of smaller boats, as captured in 

the following:  

άhƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛƴ /ƻǊƴǿŀƭƭ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ mixed fishery in terms of things 

ǘǳǊƴƛƴƎ ǳǇ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƳŜƴΧ ²Ƙŀǘ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƳŜƴ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀōƭŜ Řƻ 

ƛƴǎƘƻǊŜ ƛǎ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƭŜΤ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ 

key to inshore fisheries being successful. TheǊŜΩǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǘȅǇŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ 

to find one rule that fits everybody is incredibly difficult. I mean days at sea would be ideal 

ŦƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŎǊǳŎƛŦȅ ǎƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ŜƭǎŜέ ό²{t мύΦ 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǾƻƛŎŜΩ ƻŦ ƛƴǎƘƻǊŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǊǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘƭȅ ƘŜŀǊŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ 

their access to policymakers is restricted. Even though there is nominal representation on the 

IFCA, other lobbies are felt to have more sway. Similarly, with the Cornish Fish Producers 

Organisation (CFPO), which has 200 members (80 of which are inshore fishers) and the potential 
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to be a significant lobby force. Nevertheless, there was a strong perception amongst the FG 

attendees that the CFPO is predominantly concerned with the interests of the larger scale 

ŦƛǎƘŜǊƳŜƴΥ ά¢ƘŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǘŀƪŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ млǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻƴϥǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴǳǘŜέ 

(Newlyn FG). This perception was endorsed in the workshop, where it was discussed that the PO 

exists principally to manage quotas and that they don't do much for the inshore fishing sector. 

hŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǊǎ ƛǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊǘƘŎƻƳƛƴƎ .ǊŜȄƛǘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎΥ ά¢ƘŜǎŜ 

big players, like CFPO the other North Eastern POs, they are going to be around the table and 

ǿŜ Řƻƴϥǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǘϥǎ ƘƻǇŜƭŜǎǎΣ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ǎŀƭǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƛǾŜǊέ όIŜƭǎǘƻƴ CDύΦ tŀǊǘƭȅ 

as a response to this feeling of under-representation, one of the FG attendees had visited Defra 

to attend the inaugural meeting of a new coastal PO whose remit is to support the interests of 

the inshore fishing sector across the UK. This was felt by those at the FG to be an important step 

forward, especially in relation to the allocation of quota to the U10m sector. 

 

Sixth, resilience, succession and the future 

The innate passion of fishers means that they are likely to be inherently highly resilient and to 

continue in fishing beyond the time that makes economic sense. In order to do this, they exhibit 

a range of different adaptive capacities, such as: carrying extra gear and leaving it to lie for an 

extra day (which means that there is even more gear on the ground, adding to the pressure on 

particular fisheries); putting more and more pots down (which requires more investment and 

adds to the pressure on stocks); going further out to sea (which is inherently more risky); fishing 

single-handed (which reduces the opportunities for new/young fishers to gain experience); 

adding value and developing their markets (which requires new skills and perhaps additional 

investment, such as in IT equipment) and so on. 

 

Although there was optimism about those currently fishing, remaining in fishing, people were 

much less sanguine about the ability of future generations to get into fishing:  

ά¢ƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǘhe game, who have been in it for many years are resilient and 

ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ǎŜŜ ƛǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘΦ .ǳǘ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴΧ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿŜ 

ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǇƻǊǘǎ ǇŜǘŜǊ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ 

attract enough ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ LǘΩǎ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ȅƻǳǊ ŦƻǊǘǳƴŜ ς ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ƭƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ 

ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƴƻǘ ŀǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ŀ ƭƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ŀǎ ƛǘ ǿŀǎέ ό²{t нύΦ 

 

In this respect, cost and opportunity were seen as the two main constraints. Cost in terms of the 

boat itǎŜƭŦΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƎŜŀǊΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜǘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜǎΦ ά²ƘŜƴ ǿŜ ƭŜŦǘ 

ǎŎƘƻƻƭΣ ȅƻǳ ŎƻǳƭŘ Ǝƻ ŀƴŘ ōǳȅ ŀ ōƻŀǘΧ ¢ƘŜ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜ ŘƛŘƴϥǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŜΧ bƻǿ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ōƻǳƎƘǘ ŀ ōƻŀǘ 

for 10 grand, your licence would be 10 or 15 grand on top of it and then the same again for 

ƎŜŀǊΧ {ƻ ǘƘŜ ȅƻǳƴƎǎǘŜǊ Ƙŀǎƴϥǘ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ƘƻǇŜ ƛƴ ƘŜƭƭϦ όIŜƭǎǘƻƴ CDύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ƛƴ 

relation to opportunities, in that there is an increasing tendency for inshore fishermen to go 

single-handed in order to remain viable, which has reduced the opportunities for potential 

fishermen to get into the industry as crew. 

 

Looking to the future, fishers are not looking for handouts, such as being paid for creating 

community or for public good services, but what they do want is: "better legislation, less 

bureaucracy and more quota" (Helston FG). In other words, there is a strong feeling that the 

U10m boats need to have legislation and management that is more specifically tailored to their 

needs. 
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The future: Brexit and beyond 

Any discussions about the future of fishing in the UK inevitably involve looking at what the Brexit 

negotiations will result in. As such, Brexit was discussed at length in both the FGs and the 

workshop. Two of the workshop participants, in particular, were adamant that the CFP was not 

fit for purpose and that Brexit offered the opportunity for change: "We need suitable 

management through fisheries legislation which we haven't got at the moment". Likewise in the 

FGs, Brexit was often mentioned as being pivotal to the future of the inshore fishing sector in 

Cornwall, as well as the fishing sector more generally. 

ά¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎϥǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŜǾŜǊ ƘŀǾŜΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŎƻŎƪ ǘƘƛǎ ǳǇ ǿŜϥƭƭ 

never have a chance like it again. We've got to get EU boats out of our waters. We've got 

ǘƻ ǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƪŜ ōŀŎƪ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳƻǘŀέ όbŜǿƭȅƴ CDύΦ 

 

Apart from access to more quota, the key issue discussed was to try and extend the limit of 

waters that are exclusive to UK fishermen. At the moment, EU vessels with 'grandfather rights' 

are able to fish within the 6-12 nm range (in Cornwall this is mainly French and Belgian boats), 

with many of the participants arguing that the whole notion should be revisited, including that 

the rights should cease once a boat is sold. The main reason for pushing for this change, 

ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ ΨƛƴǎƘƻǊŜ ōƻŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŀȅǎ ǇƻǘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴȅ Ǉƻǘǎ ǘƘŜȅ ƭŀȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ с 

and 12 nm are in danger of being towed out by the trawlers (although not explicitly 

acknowledged in the FGs, there are also UK-based trawlers fishing in this area). Over the years, 

many of the fishers have lost hundreds, if not thousands, of pounds worth of gear to this process. 

As a result, in order to try and reduce this risk, many of the fishers have decided not to lay their 

pots beyond the 6 nm limit. It was argued that extending the limit to 12 nm would help space 

out where the pots are placed, because at present they are effectively squeezed into the 6 nm 

ȊƻƴŜΦ άhǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ мн ƳƛƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǳǎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ōƻŀǘǎ ƻǳǘside into international 

ǿŀǘŜǊǎΣ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŦǊŜŜ ǳǇ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅϥǎ ŦƛǎƘŜǊȅ ƘŜǊŜέ όtŀŘǎǘƻǿ CDύΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ 

that in terms of negotiation, the UK should start by demanding that the UK reclaim its 200 mile 

EEZ, but more realistically aim to end up with the 12 nm limit. 

 

When asked what would be the impact on the inshore fishing sector in Cornwall should the UK 

Government fail to get the 12 nm limit imposed, the response was: ά5ƛǎŀǎǘǊƻǳǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅΥ ǿŜΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ 

to get that 6 miles back. So from the point of view of the inshore sector it could make the 

difference between surviving in perpetuity and actually going out of business when this 

generation of fishers dies offΚέ ! ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƎǊŜŜǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŎƘƻǊǳǎ ƻŦ ΨȅŜǎΗΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ 

respect, there was a general sense that things are not going to get any worse post-Brexit in 

relation to the inshore fishing sector, and hopefully will get better. 

 

Whatever happens in terms of the negotiations, several of the participants emphasised the 

importance of having accurate science in terms of fish stocks, otherwise it becomes impossible 

to determine whether something is sustainable or not. In this respect, there was recognition 

that there will still need to be coordination with those countries fishing under the CFP, or there 

is a danger that there will be overfishing. This will require negotiation between the UK and the 

EU in terms of what the stocks of a particular species are, as defined by ICES, notwithstanding 

that the advice they give is invariably watered down by political processes. In this respect, that 

there are two separate issues at play in the Brexit negotiations: one is the right to fish within a 

particular area in the sea; the other is the right to catch a share of the fish available in that area. 
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In other words, fishers may have access to fishing grounds, but they may not have quota to catch 

the fish once they get there. 

 

Despite a general sense of optimism (or at least hope) that Brexit will result in positive change 

for the inshore fishing sector, there was also concern expressed at the Helston FG, in particular, 

about the dangers of the Brexit negotiations, especially in relation to the export markets for fish. 

For example, that the EU may impose significant tariffs on UK exports of fish, or perhaps even 

withhold access to certain markets. This could be devastating, in that between 80-85% of fish 

caught in Cornwall is sold to Europe. Similarly, instinctive enthusiasm for Brexit was tempered 

by a concern that nothing much will change in reality, not least because fishers are unconvinced 

ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŦƛƎƘǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻǊƴŜǊΦ άhǳǊ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ 

two hoots about the fishing industry. I think we will be used as a bargaining chip for something 

ŜƭǎŜΣ ƭƛƪŜ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎέ όtŀŘǎǘƻǿ ŎŀŦŞύΦ 

 

Whatever the nature of the Brexit negotiations, there was a perception that change is going to 

take time, perhaps as long as 10 years, not least because government departments in general, 

and Defra in particular, have faced considerable cuts over recent years and are short of staff. 

This perception is captured in the following quote from the workshop: άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ 

be so much chaos in the next 5 years. I think the negotiations over quota will be hostile and 

ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŦŜǿ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜΩll be desperately trying to write our own legislation. We 

will have copy and pasted it by then, but I think we will be looking to change certain parts, but 

ƛǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ Ŧŀǎǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǳƴƘŀǇǇȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ Ƙŀǎ 

not been ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛƴ мл ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǘŀƪŜ ǎƘŀǇŜ ŀƎŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ 

ōŀƭŀƴŎŜŘ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ƻǳǘ ŀƎŀƛƴΦ .ǳǘ р ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǘƛƳŜΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǇƭŀŎŜΦέ 

 

A key aim of the workshop was to develop a range of scenarios regarding the future viability of 

the inshore fishing sector in Cornwall, from the discussion outlined above. In this respect, the 

idea of transition is central: transition in a temporal sense, but also in terms of what is 

ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ΨƛŘŜŀƭΩ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ όƭƛƪŜƭȅΣ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ 99½ ƻǊ aŜŘƛŀƴ 

Line), which will be the subject of a hard negotiation, ending up with something that is more, or 

less, acceptable. On this basis, it is possible to suggest three scenarios for the inshore fishing 

sector in Cornwall.  

 

However, before doing so, it is imperative to consider a number of over-arching factors. First, 

the voice of the sector is in danger of not being heard by those making the decisions regarding 

the future of the fishing industry. Second, ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ ΨƛƴǎƘƻǊŜ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩ ƛǎ 

insufficiently precise and in need of refinement. Third, it is important in policy terms to be clear 

as to the purpose of the inshore sector (howsoever the sector is defined). Is it about catching 

fish or preserving a way of life; making a meaningful contribution to food and nutrition security, 

or simply providing a luxury product; or primarily in terms of its socio-economic contribution to 

rural communities? Fourth, how best to deal with the monetisation of licences and quota. In 

both cases, neither had any monetary value when originally issued, but due to their limited 

availability have been increasingly traded between fishers. One option is for the UK Government 

to buy back this quota and to allocate it to fishers as they see fit. Inevitably this would be very 

expensive, but would allow for a different and more policy-targeted approach to be taken in 

terms of quota allocation. Fifth, the timescale involved for any of the possible scenarios to come 

to fruition may be as long as 10 years. Sixth, the fisheries sector as a whole is very small in terms 
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of its contribution to the overall GDP of the UK, with the inshore sector only contributing a very 

small percentage of that. As such, there are concerns that it may be used as a bargaining chip in 

the wider Brexit negotiations and effectively become marginalised. Bearing these caveats in 

mind, the three scenarios were developed as follows: 

 
Scenario 1: Retention of the Status Quo. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scenario 2: UK regains control of its waters to 12 nm 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Following the Brexit negotiations: 

1. access to fishing areas and the allocation of quota will remain broadly in line with the 

current arrangements under the CFP; 

2. ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǳƴŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƴƻ ǘŀǊƛŦŦǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘΤ 

3. ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ Ŏontinue to be through negotiations with EU 

members in Brussels, rather than at a national or local level; 

4. existing EU environmental designations will be incorporated into UK legislation. 

 

Predicted impact on the inshore fishing sector in Cornwall: 

1. insufficient quota to allow many of them to survive, economically; 

2. often inappropriate and burdensome legislation; 

3. insufficient opportunities for successors; 

4. the decline of the inshore fishing sector in Cornwall. 

 

Following the Brexit negotiations: 

1. the London Convention 1964 will be repealed, ending Relative Stability and 

ΨƎǊŀƴŘŦŀǘƘŜǊ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΩΤ 

2. access to non UK boats will be restricted to beyond 12 nm; 

3. more quota is reserved for UK boats, including for inshore boats; 

4. the EU imposes tariffs of 5-10% on all fish imports from the UK. 

 

Predicted impact on the inshore fishing sector in Cornwall: 

1. able to extend their fishing out to 12 nm with less fear of damage to their gear; 

2. reduces the pressure on inshore stocks - especially beneficial to pot fishermen; 

3. more quota is available to inshore fishers than at present, reducing the impact of 

ΨŎƘƻƪŜΩ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǾƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅΤ 

4. a 5-10% tariff is balanced by the fall in the value of the ϻ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ϵΤ 

5. EU market demand continues, but more incentive to develop domestic markets; 

6. succession opportunities improve and the decline in inshore fisher numbers is halted. 
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Scenario 3: UK regains control of its EEZ/median line 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

tǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ findings to DEFRA 

Although the Sufisa project has been financed by the European commission, and it is to the 

Commission that the results of the research should be reported, it was felt important to also 

present the results to the UK's government department responsible for fisheries - Defra 

(Department for the Environment Food and Rural Affairs) ς not least due to the forthcoming 

Brexit negotiations. A meeting was arranged for 10th May 2017 at Defra's offices in London. 

Some of the key messages presented by the research team, included: 

¶ The inshore sector is desperate for more quota and there are concerns about the 
introduction of licence capping. 

¶ There is a need to consider buying out licences and quota that have been increasingly 
traded over recent years, so that they can then be re-distributed by the state. 

¶ Fishers see Brexit as an opportunity for change, but are sceptical that the UK 
DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎΩ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊŜȄƛǘ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

¶ The research team presented that the feeling from the FGs and workshop was that the 
¦YΩǎ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊŜȄƛǘ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜ 99½ ōŀŎƪ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ 
hopefully end up with the 12 nm zone returned to UK control. 

¶ It was acknowledged by Defra that it would be critical to review, and perhaps repeal, 
the London Fisheries Convention, in that this convention enshrines the notion of 
ΨǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ ŀƴŘ ƘŜƴŎŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ 

¶ The need to give voice to the inshore fishers, not least because neither Fishing for Leave 
nor the CFPO do this sufficiently well. In this respect, that there was support at the local 
level for the development of a Coastal PO. 

¶ Frustration that much of the regulation developed at the Commission is not necessarily 
appropriate at a local level, especially in Cornwall where there is such a diverse fishery. 

Following the Brexit negotiations: 

1. the London Convention 1964 will be repealed, ending Relative Stability and 

ΨƎǊŀƴŘŦŀǘƘŜǊ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΩΤ 

2. the UK will take back control of its 200 nm EEZ, or the median line; 

3. UK fishing will be based on the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea; 

4. the EU imposes tariffs of 30-35% on all fish imports from the UK**; 

5. access to EU waters for UK boats is strictly curtailed. 

 

Predicted impact on the inshore fishing sector in Cornwall: 

1. marine planning of all UK waters is completely under control of the UK authorities; 

2. legislation can be better tailored to local conditions; 

3. a greater share of the quota allocated goes to the inshore sector, reducing the impact 

ƻŦ ΨŎƘƻƪŜΩ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǾƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅΤ 

4. EU markets demand for their catch is reduced by 30%, meaning that it is imperative 

to develop more local markets; 

5. restricted access to EU waters will not affect the inshore sector; 

6. greater opportunities and optimism for the future of the sector, including succession. 

 

** If this were to be the case, then tariffs would be set to WTO levels. These operate on a sliding 

scale, with processed fish having tariffs in the order of 25% and raw fish being lower than this. 
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Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘΣ ǘƘŀǘ ϥƻƴŜ ǎƛȊŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ Ŧƛǘ ŀƭƭΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ 
appropriate bottom-up regulation that has been developed at a local level. 

¶ Concern about the potential loss of EU markets. Related to this, there is recognition that 
fishers need to become more entrepreneurial in terms of how they market their catch, 
and that perhaps there is a need to support this through both policy and monetary 
support. 

¶ While the inshore fishing sector may be marginal in economic terms, it is of critical value 
to the wider economy in Cornwall, especially tourism, as well as to the social fabric of 
many of the communities involved. In this regard, it was discussed that it would be of 
value to conduct an SROI (Social Return on Investment) on the inshore fishing sector in 
Cornwall. This would then provide a clearer idea as to the wider benefits of the inshore 
sector, expressed in monetary terms. 

¶ Ultimately, if change along the lines suggested above does not come about to some 
extent, the research team made the point that the future of the inshore fishing sector 
in Cornwall does not look bright, especially after the current generation of fishers die 
off. In this respect, that existing fishers are inherently highly resilient, but that fishing as 
a vocation/job has much less appeal these days, as well as providing fewer opportunities 
than it did a generation ago. 

 

 

Dairy producers in Somerset 

 

Context: dairy restructuring and dairy farming in Somerset 

The UK is the third-largest milk producer in the EU after Germany and France, and the tenth-

largest producer in the world (Bates 2016). The dairy sector accounts for about 18% of the UKΩǎ 

total agricultural output. In the last ten years the number of dairy farms has declined at an 

average rate of 4% per year. There is a concentration of dairy farms in the mid-west and western 

regions of England, although even these established dairying areas have experienced a decrease 

in the total number of dairy farms. The pattern of structural change on UK dairy farms is thus 

towards fewer, larger farms, a pattern which has been well-observed throughout developed 

market economies. 

 

Various studies have been commissioned to examine the factors driving structural change in the 

UK dairy sector (e.g. DairyCo 2013)Σ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘǿƻ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΥ ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭΩ 

(e.g. lack of succession, age of the farmer, educationύ ŀƴŘ ΨŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΩ όǇǊƻŦƛǘΣ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ 

milk price). Poor milk price is the most significant factor. The milk market, particularly liquid milk, 

is dominated by supermarkets through which as much as 80% of milk produced is sold. In 

2014/2015 dairy farms in the UK had an average Farm Business Income (FBI) of £83,904, which 

is 4.2% lower than the previous year (McHoul et al. 2016). In 2015, there was a SOS Dairy 

Campaign and a number of well-publicised farmer protests at leading supermarkets and 

processors. Farmers argued that the price they were receiving for their milk was not sufficient 

to cover production costs. Milk prices in 2017 have significantly improved, but this may not last 

and the key challenge is how farmers deal with price volatility, particularly when prices are very 

low. The impact and strategies available to manage price volatility will vary too depending on 

the type of dairy farm, which in the UK range from small scale, family, extensive units where 

animals are exclusively grazed, to units where cows are housed and fed for the duration of their 

lactation (Dairy UK 2013). 
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The case study sought to better understand key market and regulatory conditions that 

potentially impact dairy businesses, including price volatility, and the key strategies emerging to 

manage these risks. Somerset was selected as a case study area. Somerset is a rural county 

located in south-west England with a strong tradition of agriculture, especially dairy and 

ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎΦ 5ŀƛǊȅ ŦŀǊƳǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀōƻǳǘ мн҈ ƻŦ {ƻƳŜǊǎŜǘΩǎ ŦŀǊƳǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŘŀƛǊȅ 

farms has remained concentrated over time, although the sector locally has seen some exiting 

the sector. Herd size numbers in the county have increased, but the county retains a profile of 

mostly smaller-scale, family run dairy farms. Somerset is also home to a number of large 

processors and high-quality dairy industries, including Dairy Crest, Müller Wiseman Dairies, 

²ȅƪŜǎΣ .ŀǊōŜǊΩǎΣ ŀƴŘ ¸Ŝƻ ±ŀƭƭŜȅ hǊƎŀƴƛŎΦ !ƳƻƴƎ {ƻƳŜǊǎŜǘΩǎ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŀƛǊȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΣ ²Ŝǎǘ 

Country Farmhouse Cheddar was awarded a Protected Designation of Origin (PDO) label in 1996. 

 

Policy and regulatory conditions 

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has played a fundamental role in shaping UK agriculture 

and regulation of the dairy sector since the UK joined the then European Economic Community 

in 1973. The key policy changes that have had an influence on the UK dairy sector are: the 

introduction of milk quotas in 1984; the 1992 CAP Reform and ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ 

services; the abolition of the Milk Marketing Boards in 1994 (Banks and Marsden 1997); and the 

abolition of milk quotas in 2015. The CAP provides direct financial support to dairy farmers 

through its two pillars: the direct support package (Pillar I) and the rural development 

programme (Pillar II). Interviewees noted that when milk prices are good the reliance on subsidy 

support is not as significant as some other sectors, or for those farmers in more deprived 

regions. However, in periods of poor milk price the basic payment is a lifeline, particularly for 

smaller farms and/or farms exposed to global market fluctuations. 

 

Milk quotas were abolished in March 2015. The decision to remove milk quotas was motivated 

by the increase in demand for dairy products globally, especially in emerging countries like 

China. The quota regime was viewed as a potential barrier to EU producers responding to this 

ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΣ ƘŜƴŎŜ ƭƛƳƛǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŘŀƛǊȅ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǿth. Along 

with opportunities for expansion and intensification of production, the abolition of quota also 

created production and marketing issues that dairy farmers had to face. Abolishing milk quotas 

had several implications, but two main effects were noted in the literature: 

 

¶ Production effect: Predicting the changes in milk production due to the lifting of quotas is 

not straightforward. In theory, removing the quota should result in an increase in output 

and, consequently, in a decrease of milk prices (Kovács 2014). 

¶ Price effect: The dairy market is not a single commodity market, but it is composed of several 

types of products, with different levels of processing (liquid milk, cream, powdered milk, 

butter, fresh cheese, mature cheese, etc.). This implies that each product can suffer from 

specific price effects. 

 

Interviewees argued the abolition of milk quota was not really an issue for UK dairy farmers, 

because reaching quota has not been an issue for several years due to significant restructuring 

and downsizing in terms of dairy farm numbers. In other words, the UK has not been close to 

meeting its quota limit. However, as interviewees also pointed out, the removal of quota 
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impacts the wider milk pool, particularly at a European level. The impact of milk quota on UK 

dairy farmers has thus, so far, been indirect. 

 

A άaƛƭƪ tŀŎƪŀƎŜέ ǿŀǎ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ by the European Commission in March 2012. It consists of a 

series of measures and policy instruments devised to better support the participation of dairy 

producers in the milk chain, in response to the 2009 milk market crisis. It was also designed to 

help ensure the long-term future and sustainability of the dairy sector following the abolition of 

the milk quota system. The milk package measures have been applicable since 3 October 2012 

and will apply until mid-2020. The measures constitute a major amendment to the Common 

Organisation of the Markets in Agricultural Products (Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013 of the 

European Parliament and of the Council) in which the milk sector is integrated. The overall aim 

of the package is to enhance information availability and the transparency of the market. 

According to the Milk Package, written contracts between dairy producers and processors can 

be made compulsory at member state level, and dairy purchasers are obliged to offer minimum 

contract durations to farmers. The contracts should be made in advance of delivery and must 

set specificities such as price, volume, duration, payments, collection and rules for force 

majeure. Contracts are expected to be negotiated and farmers may refuse offers of minimum 

contract duration. An important aspect of the package is the possibility for farmers to 

collectively negotiate contracts. With the abolition of milk marketing boards in 1994, the role of 

producer organisations (PO) has also increased. 

 

Following the aid package, in April 2016, the European Commission published new rules 

providing the opportunity for farmers to jointly plan milk production. This option is provided in 

the context of Article 222 of the CAP Market Regulation (1308/2014), which was introduced for 

the first time in the 2013 CAP Reform. As interviewees explained in 2015, there was no plans at 

that time for the UK dairy sector to take advantage of Article 222, but other countries (e.g. 

France) were in favour of market stabilisation measures, including restrictions on the amount of 

milk produced. 

 

Various regulations and legislation are of significant importance to dairy farmers, including the 

Animal Welfare Act 2006, animal health regulations and nitrogen reduction measures within the 

Water Framework and Nitrates Directives. The points noted in the interviews are as follows: 

 

¶ In terms of animal health, diseases and related regulations fall into two main categories: 
ΨƴƻǘƛŦƛŀōƭŜ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ Ψƴƻƴ-notifiablŜ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǾŜǊȅ ŦŜǿ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ Ƴƻǎǘ 
non-notifiable cattle diseases. For instance, there are no specific regulations for lameness, 
mastitis or fertility, but supermarkets and other retail customers will have certain 
expectations and will require dairy farmers to meet minimum standards in terms of 
lameness, housing, etc. which are often included in milk contracts or via farm assured 
standards. The most significant piece of animal health regulation that impacts dairy farms 
concerns bovine Tuberculosis. Interviewees regarded animal movement restrictions as 
particularly significant and delimiting for dairy farms. 

¶ In terms of the EU Water Framework Directive (Dir. 2000/60/EC), in the UK, one of the major 
challenges for the implementation of the directive is the reduction of diffuse pollution from 
agriculture. In the case of dairy farmers, the main source of pollution comes from nitrates 
from livestock manure. In total, 62% of the land area of England was designated as Nitrate 
Vulnerable Zones in 2010. If a dairy farm is within an NVZ zone the regulations are 
prescriptive regarding allowable nitrate levels and farms must have adequate slurry storage 
(6 months), which has meant significant investment costs for some farms. 
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¶ The UK Food Safety Act of 1990 is an important piece of legislation for the dairy supply chain. 

The Act defines the traceability standards required for food safety. Traceability can benefit 

high-value dairy producers who want to diversify their product from others, monitoring 

where their milk is processed and/or which are the most successful commercial strategies. 

¶ The Red Tractor farm assurance scheme is an important voluntary standard. It was 

developed by the UK dairy industry to ensure benchmark standards of animal welfare and 

product quality at the farm level. 

¶ The EU protection of food names legislation on a geographical or traditional recipe basis, 

introduced in the 1990s, is also of importance, particularly for producers supplying 

customers who produce West Country Farmhouse Cheddar (PDO). 

 

Markets and marketing 

Global, European and UK dairy markets are strongly integrated and changes in production 

volumes, supply and prices in one place can have repercussions on dairy markets at the opposite 

side of the globe. Drops in milk price were linked to the EU Russian trade sanction and 

oversupply of milk on the global market, for example. Despite the loss in market share, both the 

EU as a whole and the UK in particular are still major global dairy producers, and production 

volumes in the UK are relatively stable. Higher production volumes in 2014/2015 were followed 

by an increase in dairy exports, turning the overall UK dairy trade balance from negative to 

positive. The positive trade balance was mainly driven by liquid milk, while imports of cheese 

and butter exceeded UK exports (Bates 2016). 

 

UK dairy farmers operate at higher average production costs than other global and EU 

producers, such as Ireland. The extra cost in the UK is 4 pence per litre (ppl) with respect to the 

global average. However, costs of production vary from farm to farm and they also change from 

year to year (DEFRA 2016). In the last ten years, total dairy production costs followed an upward 

trend, but since 2014 this trend has reversed. UK domestic milk production is not sufficient to 

fulfil demand for dairy products, with milk from UK dairy farms supplemented by imported milk. 

The bulk of available milk, including imports, is almost entirely transferred to dairy industries 

and cooperatives which transform half of the raw milk supplied into manufactured dairy 

products (e.g. cheese, yogurt, desserts), with the remaining raw milk pool treated according to 

different specifications and sold as liquid milk for human consumption. 

 

Overall, the dairy sector concerns mainly fresh and highly perishable products which need 

adequate logistical organisation to be distributed daily throughout the UK. Whilst farmer 

engagement in processing is rising, almost 91% of UK milk is purchased and processed by 

dedicated processing facilities/companies, which process over 100 million litres of milk (Dairy 

UK 2013). There are five major organisations leading the UK dairy industry. Three are UK co-ops: 

Arla Foods, First Milk, and United Dairy Farmers; one is a public UK company: Dairy Crest; and 

one is a German-based private company: Müller Wiseman Dairies.  The UK dairy industry and 

supply chain is therefore characterised by a relatively low level of concentration compared to 

continental counterparts, hence further opportunities for industry rationalisation and merges 

still exist (Dairy UK 2013). UK dairy processors typically have direct links with dairy farmers and 

purchases are often ruled by specific contracts (see below), but not all milk bought from farmers 

is processed by the purchaser; the purchaser can sell the liquid milk to other companies for 

processing. A substantial percentage of UK milk goes into the ingredients sector (as processed 
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milk). This sector is diverse and fragmented but continues to grow as consumers eat more 

processed and prepared foods (Dairy UK 2013). The UK retail market is dominated by four major 

ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ό¢ŜǎŎƻΣ !ǎŘŀΣ {ŀƛƴǎōǳǊȅΩǎ ŀƴŘ aƻǊǊƛǎƻƴǎύΣ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ тс҈ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ŘŀƛǊȅ ǎŀƭŜǎ ƛƴ 

the UK. Only a smŀƭƭ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻǳǘǇǳǘ ƛǎ ǎƻƭŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ Ǿƛŀ 

doorstep delivery service or through local markets. 

 

Milk price is a major and sensitive issue for dairy producers. However, farmers receive different 

prices depending on the buyers and product quality (see contracts section below). There are two 

further issues to consider: asymmetric price transmission and price volatility. In relation to the 

first issue, when discussing dairy prices in the UK it is important to distinguish between three 

price categories: 1) farm gate prices; 2) wholesale prices and; 3) retail prices. The dairy supply 

chain is characterised by asymmetric price transmission ς i.e. prices at different stages of the 

chain do not move up and down in line with each other (Ruslan 2011). Asymmetric price 

transmission is due to: differences in market power between supply chain actors; differences in 

market and cost structures across actors; government intervention; and the value added by 

manufacturing of dairy products with respect to liquid milk. For these reasons, the price received 

by farmers can be disproportionately small when compared to the price of the final product sold 

in supermarkets. Regarding milk price volatility, in the last ten years it has increased in the EU 

and in the global market (Tangermann 2011), which coincided with a progressive reduction of 

ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ-oriented EU agricultural sector (Bardaji 2011). Price 

volatility is often considered a negative issue related to low prices and income instability. 

However, price volatility can also be advantageous to those who can seize opportunities and 

build strategies around it (Assefa et al. 2015). 

 

To understand why UK dairy farmers are particularly exposed to price volatility, it is important 

to understand the peculiarities of the UK dairy market. About 65% of dairy production in the UK 

is sold as liquid milk, with only 25% is turned into cheese and 10% into powders and butter. This 

contrasts with the rest of Europe, where only 30% of dairy production is sold as liquid milk. Since 

liquid milk cannot be easily stored in the same way as milk powder or cheese or butter, UK 

farmers tend to be more affected by volatility and global market changes (DEFRA 2016). When 

ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƻǿΣ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘΣ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ŦŀǊƳǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦ 

Milk demand in the UK is quite inelastic, meaning that the volumes of milk sold do not change 

dramatically if milk prices change, because milk supply in the UK is a staple good (DEFRA 2016). 

¢ƘŜ άǇǊƛŎŜ ǿŀǊέ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ Ƴƛƭƪ ǘƘǳǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ŀǎȅƳƳŜǘǊƛŎ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΦ {ǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ŀǊŜ 

transparent in stating that the retail price is not necessarily related to the farm-gate price. Only 

around 7% of the milk produced in the UK is sold on the basis of a pricing mechanism which 

relates to the cost of production. 

 

The main benefit of production contracts for farmers is achieving a degree of price stability, by 

agreeing in advance the purchase price. This provides a certain degree of protection from price 

volatility. However, contracts can also have disadvantages. For example, producers can face 

penalties if they decide to exit the contract before the signed ending of the agreement. To 

enhance contractual relationships within the supply chain, the industry agreed the Dairy 

Industry Voluntary Code of Best Practice on Contractual Relationships in September 2012. The 

code was developed to improve the equity of contractual relationships and to provide an 

alternative to the government regulation of contracts. Adoption of the code is voluntary, but 

currently involves 85% of UK milk purchasers (Dairy UK 2013). The code provides purchasers 
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with greater flexibility in deciding purchase prices according to developments in the market 

place and farmers can in theory obtain fairer prices, security and continuity with respect to 

market access (Dairy UK 2013). 

 

The story of organic milk is different to conventional milk. Similar to supermarket-aligned 

conventional dairy farmers, the price for organic milk is currently good. The situation was 

different a few years ago when some organic milk producers exited and returned to 

conventional. This is not the case now. The UK is the second largest organic dairy market in the 

EU, involving about 11% of dairy producers (OMSCo 2015). From 2013 to 2014 the organic sector 

experienced 6.4% value growth compared to a decline of 1.6% in the conventional milk sector. 

The UK dairy organic sector is dominated by private label and branded products. The leading 

brand, Yeo Valley, recorded a 13.2% increase in sales value, versus 4.5% for private label organic 

dairy sales (OMSCo 2015). Although organic represents a key strategy in the UK for dairy farmers 

to achieve price premiums at a time of depressed milk prices, supply for UK organic milk is 

currently in balance, and there is little scope for new producers to enter the market (OMSCo 

2015). 

 

Standards such as the Red Tractor play an increasingly important role as a system of private 

governance. Standards are important also for international trade. Some interviewees noted, for 

example, that European standards will need to be reached even if the UK is not in the EU. 

Interviewees also noted farmer frustrations regarding the paperwork required to comply with 

standards and duplication between some standards. 

 

Focus groups, supply chain interviews and workshop feedback  

Three focus groups were held with Somerset/north Devon dairy farmers in March 2017. To 

complement the focus group data, 11 supply chain interviews were completed with dairy 

processors, farmer co-operative representatives or individuals who were in some way involved 

in buying milk from dairy farmers and/or helping to set up milk contract arrangements. This 

helped to deepen the analysis and understanding of different institutional arrangements 

available to dairy farmers. Two members of the research team also meet with Defra in April 2017 

to inform them about the ongoing research work and proposed plans in relation to Brexit. It was 

too early in the research cycle to report concrete findings but some preliminary findings were 

reported in terms of new contractual arrangements. A workshop was subsequently conducted 

in May 2017, following reflection on the focus group and interview data, to firstly present the 

key findings of the research conducted for feedback and comments, and secondly, to discuss a 

range of scenarios regarding the future viability of dairy farming in Somerset, linked to the Brexit 

negotiations. Analysis of the interview and focus group data revealed six key areas, as well as 

Brexit, which are summarised below. 

 

1. Milk price and price volatility. Participants argued that milk price volatility was a key 

characteristic of the dairy industry. Volatility was intensifying, resulting in more dramatic 

highs and lows, as well as becoming more frequent. Participants understood milk price 

volatility as the product of global issues, rather than an isolated national problem. Low milk 

prices in 2015, for example, were linked to lower global demand of milk combined with milk 

oversupply, the ban of dairy exports to the Russian market, and the deregulation of the EU 

milk quotas. As a dairy farmer, low milk price is the key issue and underlying concern, but 
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price volatility is also significant because of the challenges and uncertainty it creates in terms 

of farm management. Participants agreed that issues of oversupply and undersupply were 

the key cause of market volatility and that producers needed to be far more sensitive to the 

ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŀ ǎǘŀōƭŜ Ƴƛƭƪ ǇǊƛŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ΨŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƳƛƭƪΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƳƛƭƪ 

ǿŀǎƘƛƴƎΩ όƛΦŜΦ ƻǾŜǊǎǳǇǇƭȅύ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƳŜǊƎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ŀǎ ŀ ŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ Ƴƛƭk price volatility. 

Price wars between supermarkets, started initially by ΨIcelandΩ, were also blamed for 

triggering price lows. 

 

2. Institutional arrangements for milk. The supply chain interviews identified a number of 

different institutional arrangements for selling milk. These different arrangements 

represent different strategies that potentially help dairy farmers to manage market 

volatility. For dairy, these arrangements are essentially different types of contract. Some 

have been in place for some time but there are developments within these arrangements 

(e.g. new pricing mechanisms) in response to volatility. The analysis suggests contractual 

relationships in the UK dairy industry are highly developed. Dairy farmers can engage with 

the dairy industry through a variety of contract types (see below). In general terms, it is 

possible to distinguish between collective and individual arrangements: 

¶ Collective organisational sales 

(i) Co-operatives (e.g. Arla, OMSCo, First Milk) 

(ii) DPO (Dairy Crest Direct)  

¶ Individual sales  

(i) Supermarket aligned contracts  

(ii) Direct to processor/milk buyer (e.g. Muller non-ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘΣ /ǊŜŘƛǘƻƴ 5ŀƛǊƛŜǎΣ .ŀǊōŜǊΩǎΣ 

Wykes) 

(iii) Informal arrangements (direct to the consumer, such as a milk hut)   

 

In the case of the former, the contact concerns a group of farmers and the members can 

benefit from improved bargaining power. 

 

3. Contractualisation and pricing instruments. Contracts are an increasingly important feature 

of dairy supply chains. The analysis used the following attributes of contract arrangements 

to compare dairy contracts:  

Å Pricing determination 

Å Length of contract in years 

Å Cancellation/notice period 

Å Quantity to supply buyer 

Å Exclusivity 

Å Price change notice period  

 

In terms of price determination, the main pricing mechanisms used are as follows. First, cost 

of production plus, in which the farmer receives a price for their product that covers cost of 

production as a minimum, plus a bit more, ensuring sustainable profitability of their 

business. They applied in supermarket-aligned contracts and account for about 10% of the 

industry. Second, A and B pricing, which is a pricing matrix with a core price and a market 

realisation price. This was used by Dairy Crest Direct and some of the smaller dairies and 
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ŎƘŜŜǎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ /ǊŜŘƛǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ .ŀǊōŜǊΩǎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ! 

and B pricing is the best way forward, or whether it would be better to just have one price. 

Third, formulaic or basket pricing, where dairy farmers are offered one price for their milk 

for a period, which is derived from four or five prices currently offered by processors in the 

market. This pricing mechanism was used, for example, by Muller (non-aligned contracts), 

the Arla co-operative as well as one smaller milk broker.  There is some debate about 

offering future prices for milk but currently only one dairy, Yew Tree Dairies, offer this 

hedging option, although Muller plan to introduce this option for one of their manufacturing 

contracts. Most contracts examined were exclusive and evergreen and producers are usually 

notified 12 months in advance if a contract will be cancelled. In terms of price changes, the 

notice is usually 30 days. The biggest difference in contracts is in terms of the quantity 

supplied. Processors who favoured A and B pricing, including one who was present at the 

workshop, argued it was a good way to control supply. This was critical for smaller cheese 

processors and dairies. Co-operatives like Arla have no limit and guarantee to take whatever 

a farmer produces. Muller require farmers to notify them if they will exceed 10% of their 

previous milk year. There is some debate about what mechanism is best, with some arguing 

no limit contracts were one of the reasons why oversupply happens. 

 

4. Collective action (DPO and co-operative models). The DPO model was closely examined in 

this study because in theory it gives producers greater power in terms of negotiating 

contracts. So far there has been limited uptake of this option. Those farmers participating in 

the Dairy Crest Direct DPO, the only one running in the UK, felt it was beneficial. Some 

argued it was the next best thing to a co-operative. It was recognised that the scheme was 

rather cumbersome (at least as implemented). Stakeholders and farmers recognised the 

need for greater co-operation to sell milk, including joint ventures at a farm level (to share 

capital, expertise, etc.). Although there is only one DPO, a number of milk pools set up by 

other dairies were effectively running as DPOs, but without the formalised governance 

structure. There was some concern that the Dairy Crest Direct DPO did not have any leverage 

over the price the processor is offering. Several farmers surveyed supplied Arla. Farmers in 

the focus groups were passionate advocates of the co-operative model. It was argued that 

a strong co-operative was critical to farmers when it came to negotiating milk prices. 

 

5. Market data and futures. A wealth of market data and statistics exist to support dairy 

farmers and processors in their decision-making. In the literature the high degree of one-

way transparency and information asymmetry in favour of the retailers has been described 

ŀǎ ΨƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǳƴŦŀƛǊΩ ό[ŜƘƳŀƴ et al. 2013), positioning retailers in a stronger position to assert 

price claims against dairy companies. However, with reference to the availability of such 

information, some focus group participants and dairy processors argued farmers can, and 

should, use this information to their advantage. Although this data is widely available, and 

Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ōŀǊƎŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊΣ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ 

ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳŎƘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ŘŀƛǊȅ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ 

simply too busy. Interestingly, some dairies and processors that were interviewed, notably 

.ŀǊōŜǊΩǎ, were making efforts to get farmers to engage with such material. Dairy farming in 

a time characterised by such volatility will require, it was argued, a different set of skills ς 

particularly business skills ς which will require closer engagement with market data and 

futures. Workshop participants and interviewees were positive about the use of futures data 

as a means of controlling milk price volatility. In this regard, futures contracts can help in 



 
34 

planning cash flows, as they help farm business management on the basis of a guaranteed 

income for the milk commodity. This form of contract, which has an element of hedging is 

now being discussed much in the dairy sector. At the moment futures contracts exist for 

butter, skimmed milk powder and whole milk powder. 

 

6. The future (succession and social drivers). There was significant concern that opportunities 

in dairy farming remained limited for young people without familial connections to the 

industry because of the high start-up costs. Whilst participants recognised opportunities to 

be employed as a non-familial employee were abundant, they feared entry into the industry 

in any other way was typically impossible because of the capital required to do so. This 

concern prompted participants to appeal for innovative start up initiatives such as share 

farming schemes developed in New Zealand. Participants recognised an increase in interest 

in and enthusiasm towards agricultural work in contrast to recent years. This positivity ties 

in with wider observations in the academic literature of a renewed interest in agricultural 

careers, attributable to the (re-)emergence of food security in the political agenda in 

developed market economies. Whilst there was significant positivity about interest in the 

industry, others described dairy farming as generally unappealing ς mainly relating to the 

unsociable working hours required, but also relating to the hard work required. Whilst a 

familial connection to the industry had been recognised as often the only way into farming, 

the family structure was also identified as problematic for the progression of young people 

in the industry. This issue ς ŀƭǎƻ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŦŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ ōƻȅ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΩ ς has previously been 

recognised in the family farming literature (Chiswell, 2016) and is considered highly 

debilitating for the younger generation. There is scope here to think about how to facilitate 

ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŀƛǊȅ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ǎƻ ŀǎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ΨȅƻǳƴƎ ōƭƻƻŘΩ ǘƻ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƴŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ 

the industry. 

 

Brexit 

Brexit represented a divisive topic. Participants had a range of views and responses to the Brexit 

vote and cited a range of potential implications for the dairy industry after the UK exits the 

European Union. Some respondents refused to speculate on Brexit impacts because of the 

uncertainties surrounding future trading options. In general terms, focus group discussions 

identified three key concerns: 

ω Trade and a trade deal 

ω The availability of labour 

ω Subsidies and competitiveness  

 

Trade, and specifically whether a trade deal with the EU would be secured, was the biggest post-

Brexit concern amongst participants. Unsurprisingly, groups that were reliant on exports and/or 

the ability to move products across European boundaries were most concerned about the 

impacts of no trade deal.  
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In the participatory workshop four Brexit scenarios (adapted from van Berkum et al. (2016) and 

Buckwell (2016)) were developed relating to trade and policy support: 

 
Scenario 1: Baseline/status quo 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scenario 2: A Free Trade Agreement (FTA) between the UK and the EU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scenario 3: WTO-default position ς Ψƴƻ ŘŜŀƭ ŀƎǊŜŜŘΩ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scenario 4: UK trade liberalisation  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The four scenarios were designed to facilitate a discussion with key stakeholders from the 

industry on the future of the dairy industry and more specifically the potential impacts of Brexit 

(depending on the final outcome) on the dairy industry in Somerset and beyond. 

 

 

Under this scenario the UK leaves the EU, but continues to have free access to the Single 

aŀǊƪŜǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ Ŧǳƭƭ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ 9¦ ΨŦǊŜŜŘƻƳǎΩ όƭŀōƻǳǊΣ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭΣ ƎƻƻŘǎ 

and services). 

 

As part of this scenario, the UK would adopt a British Agricultural Policy (BAP), requiring the 

same budget contributions as the CAP. Direct support would remain the same as current 

levels. 

Under this scenario the UK seeks a FTA with the EU. This option is not as advantageous as 

free access to the Single Market that EU membership confers but inclusion in the EU 

/ǳǎǘƻƳǎ ¦ƴƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ ǇƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΦ ²Ƙƛƭǎǘ ǎƻƳŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘŀǊƛŦŦǎΣ ΨǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΩ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ Ƴƛƭƪ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǎǳōƧect to some form of tariff e.g. Tariff Rate Quotas. 

Agricultural matters are normally the most difficult part of any FTA, so a functioning FTA 

may take many years to be agreed.  

 

As part of this scenario, levels of direct support would be 50% of their current levels. 

If no deal were to be agreed, the UK would revert to the WTO-default position and would 

trade with the EU on the same basis as other WTO members. In other words, UK 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘǎκŜȄǇƻǊǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ Ŧŀƭƭ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ²¢hΩǎ ƴƻƴ-discrimination Most Favoured Nation 

(MFN) rules and would be subject to a 36% tariff. The EU would apply a Common Customs 

Tariff (CCT) to UK imports and border and customs controls would increase. 

 

As part of this scenario, levels of direct support would be 50% of their current levels. 

In this scenario, the UK allows wider access to UK markets by reducing tariff rates by 50% 

across the board (i.e. removes barriers to trade). This scenario is similar to the WTO-default 

scenario, including increased trade facilitation costs, with the only difference that the UK 

and the EU have different border tariffs: the UK applies 50% MFN tariffs to all imports and 

the EU applies CCT to UK exports to the European Union.  

 

As part of this scenario farmers would no longer receive any agricultural support. 
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General reactions to the scenarios:  

¶ As was the case during the interviews and focus groups, workshop participants were 

uncertain about what post-Brexit scenarios were most likely to prevail. There was a 

preference to talk about the implications of Brexit in general terms.  

¶ Overall, it was felt that whatever scenario was adopted, it would be less protectionist 

than the status quo and would expose the dairy industry to more competition, for which 

it would have to be fitter and more competitive.  

¶ Workshop participants perceived one of the biggest challenges associated with Brexit to 

be the infrastructure and manpower required to deal with border control. 

¶ There was a feeling amongst workshop participants that in anticipation of the policy 

change, Brexit was already having an impact on farmers in terms of their business 

decision making and the availability of labour. 

¶ It was noted that reliance on labour extended beyond the availability of seasonal labour 

in the dairy industry, which has relied on European workers to perform skilled work (e.g. 

input via the veterinary profession) for a substantial period of time. 

 

Preference and likelihood of the scenarios 

¶ After the status quo, the FTA was considered the most desirable option (and perhaps 

the most likely option in the long run). However, participants felt it was not going to be 

easy to implement and would likely take some time ς perhaps even a decade. 

¶ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǘǊŀŘŜ ƭƛōŜǊŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ΨŘŀƴƎŜǊƻǳǎΩΦ 

Participants attributed this to the issue of equivalency; liberalisation could mean that 

US products, not made to the same standard as the UK, would be able to undercut the 

¦YΩǎ ǇǊƛŎŜǎΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ΨƘŀǊŘ .ǊŜȄƛǘΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎΦ 

¶ However, participants made a number of references to the success of New Zealand 

compared to protectionist regimes such as Ireland. 

¶ Scenarios one and four were viewed as least likely. Much of the discussion focussed on 

scenarios two (FTA) and three (WTO) ς the middle scenarios.  

¶ Participants saw the WTO as a possible interim option on the way to a FTA, and felt the 

ŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ΨǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜΩ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

¶ Although there was initial enthusiasm for domestic producers under a WTO option, 

there was concern that becoming entirely self-sufficient in dairy would eventually 

thwart both investment and innovation.  

 

Opening the door to competition: implications for dairy 

¶ It was anticipated that dairy farming following Brexit would need to be more 

competitive, regardless of the exact scenario adopted.  

¶ Without the security of unlimited free trade within the EU (the status quo) and direct 

ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŀƛǊȅ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ΨǳǇ ƛǘǎ ƎŀƳŜΩ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜ ƛƴ 

the global market. 

¶ Overall participants took a more positive view on the potential reduction of agricultural 

support; they felt it offered an opportunity to revise the way agricultural support is 

ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ ŜŦŦƛciency and 

resilience in the global market. 



 
37 

¶ Rather than direct support, workshop participants anticipated indirect mechanisms, i.e. 

payments for research, skills development and teaching, tax incentives etc. as a possible 

way of delivering agricultural support for a more efficient dairy industry. 

¶ Some participants recognised the WTO position as an opportunity for domestic 

production. This demonstrates the importance of recognising the different institutional 

arrangements when considering the implications of post-Brexit policy on UK dairy 

farming; different scenarios will have different implications for the different 

arrangements. 

 

Producer survey  
 

The results of the Producer Survey (Task 2.6) are presented in relation to dairy farms in 

Somerset and Devon. The questionnaire was composed of the following sections: 

A. Farm business characteristics 

B. Production and sales channels 

C. Characteristics of the sale agreement and sustainability 

D. Strategies and drivers of farming 

E. Farmer characteristics 

 

For the purposes of this report, data are analysed using descriptive statistics. The sample is 

composed of 88 farms located in Somerset and 112 in Devon. This proportion reflects the 

higher total number of dairy farms in Devon. 

 

The survey highlights the following characteristics in relation to the farm and farmers: 

¶ The majority of farmers were male (89%) 

¶ The majority of farmers were between 41 and 65; young farmers only accounted for 

12.5% of the sample 

¶ Farmers typically had a high school education 

¶ 57% of farmers had an agricultural education 

¶ Family farms (as opposed to private companies) were the dominant organisation (81%) 

¶ Organic farming only accounted for 5.5% of the farms  

¶ More than half of the survey participants expected that one day the farm will be taken 

over by a family member (54.4%) 

 

Interestingly, being a member of at least one farmer organisation was very common in 

{ƻƳŜǊǎŜǘ ŀƴŘ 5ŜǾƻƴΦ !ōƻǳǘ о ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŦƻǳǊ ŦŀǊƳǎ όтп҈ύ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŀ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǳƴƛƻƴΦ 

Membership in cooperatives and/or POs were also quite frequent among dairy farmers.  

 

¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǊƻƭŜǎ ǇƭŀȅŜŘ ōȅ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ 

ǎŀƭŜǎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊƻƭŜ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ōǳȅ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ Ƴƛƭƪ όун҈ύ, but also provided a wide 

range of services beyond purchasing milk, e.g. acting as intermediaries with other buyers and 

supporting the design of contracts between farmers and buyers.  

 

The producer survey reveals the average dairy farm size in Devon and Somerset was 183.7ha, 

which is considerably above the South West and national averages of 70ha and 86ha 

respectively. The average herd size was 237.6 cows, with an average productivity of 7.9 

thousand litres per cow, per year.  
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The survey highlights the importance of farm income to total income for farm households, 

with just under 90% of income coming via agricultural activities. Within farm income, milk was 

unsurprisingly the main source (accounting for 80.7% of this farm income).  

 

Over half the farms in the survey did not diversify and were therefore purely specialised in milk 

production. The main risk management strategy was reported to be insurance, however, 

there were significant differences in the uptake of insurance for livestock, compared to crop 

cover.  

 

The survey revealed significant differences between the types of sales for collective and 

individual organisations. Differences included the duration of contract, moment of payment 

and costs associated with the arrangement/agreement. The attributes and services associated 

with dairy sale agreements also differed between collective and individual organisations.  

 

Milk price and production costs continue to be a controversial topic. The survey revealed how 

production costs are 81.7% of prices but in some circumstances production costs were as 

much as 140% of prices. The analysis considers reasons why the cost of production can differ 

so significantly for different farmers and selling arrangements.  

 

Overall, all farmers were quite satisfied with the agreement they have for their main milk sale, 

with an average answer close to 4 out of 5. Farmers selling to individual businesses were 

particularly satisfied. The reason for such a high level of satisfaction seems to be linked to the 

fact that the agreements guarantee higher prices and, even more important, that prices were 

fairly stable, mitigating the risks of price volatility. 

 

One key objective of the survey was to gather information about how farmers perceive the 

sale agreements they have in place in terms of sustainability. On average, the overall 

sustainability of the arrangements is just above the threshold 3 (on a scale of 1 -5), for both 

arrangements with collective and individual organisations. 

 

¢ƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǿŀǎ ƻƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ǎŀƭŜǎ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛth buyers; however, additional 

questions regarding future farming strategies and the drivers of potential farming changes 

were also asked. On average, all farms blame low market prices and price volatility as key 

drivers of dairy farming production strategies, underlying the importance of market 

uncertainties for this sector and the dominance of market factors in farmer thinking. 

 

In terms of future strategies, the majority of dairy farms (53.5%) do not have particular 

strategies in mind and they expect to maintain their existing scales of operation. Only 6.5% of 

all farms expected to abandon farming altogether.  

 
CSP inventory  
 
The final componement of this report is a summary of the inventory data pertaining to both 

UK dairy and fishing conditions, strategies and performances.  

 

Dairy  
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¶ Key conditions 

o Price levels and volatility as a condition was cited 11 times, representing 37% 

all reported conditions for this commodity 

o Regulation and policy were the second most cited condition (23%) 

o Socio-demographic conditions accounted for 10%; as did market access and 

ecological/environmental conditions  

o Demand conditions (7%) were less discussed compared to other conditions  

o Factor access was the least cited condition (3%) 

¶ Key strategies were diverse, although market orientation emerged as the most 

significant strategy; in the absence of quota, production has increasingly become 

based or oriented towards market demand  

o This variety of strategies reported in the CSP inventory reflects the 

heterogeneous nature of the dairy sector. There cannot be one strategy to 

address all the issues faced by the sector. In fact, just as the removal of quota 

can be viewed either as a business opportunity or a risk factor, Brexit can be 

also be perceived an opportunity or threat, dependent on the farm business 

involved.  

 

Fish  

 

¶ Key conditions 

o Regulation and policy conditions were the most cited, representing 34% all 

reported conditions for this commodity. This is unsurprising given their role in 

the operational aspects of inshore fisheries, particularly in relation to what can 

be caught and when. 

o Market access was another significant issue (19%) 

o As was ecological/environmental conditions (16%) ς this was mainly related to 

marine protection 

¶ Key strategies  

o The inventory strategies data suggests how inshore fishing is not only about 

catching fish and in order to survive the challenges highlighted by the report, 

fishers have to deploy a range of strategies to ensure they can earn a living. 

The most dominant strategy was market orientation (25%), followed by 

training, advice and investment in research and development (13%) and a 

deliberate focus on environmental issues (13%) 

o ¢ƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩǎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƻƴ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎΣ 

and on the long-term availability of marine resources. Some fishers are turning 

to processing as well as investing in direct marketing. Added value is a key 

aspect of many strategies which seek to differentiate fishing businesses from 

each other and thereby earn a better price on their products.  
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1 LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ 

The purpose of this UK report is to investigate the nature of policy requirements, market 

imperfections and their implications for the resilience of inshore fishing in the county of 

Cornwall and dairy farming in the county of Somerset, respectively. It is based on the conceptual 

framework developed in WP 1, and aims to go beyond the relatively fragmented insights 

consolidated in WP 1 to produce a more comprehensive and holistic view of the conditions faced 

by inshore fishers and dairy farmers and the strategies they employ to ensure their 

sustainability, resilience and continuation. The two case studies have their own sections with 

the UK National Report, but it will become clear that many of the issues faced by inshore fishers 

are also faced by milk producers. This is significant and a key benefit of conducting simultaneous 

investigations into these two different primary production sectors. In this report the main 

objective is to identify key market and regulatory conditions as they relate to and impact upon 

the commodities and regions selected for analysis. Regulatory and market conditions are the 

focus but other conditions (e.g. social conditions) that have emerged as important are also 

reported. A comparison between the two sectors is not provided in detail in this report, but in 

the final report similarities will be highlighted where appropriate, as well as the distinctive 

nature of the responses, thereby having the potential to provide a valuable learning experience. 

 

For both inshore fisheries and dairy a media analysis was conducted, as well as a desk-based 

analysis of market conditions and regulations for each case region/commodity, supplemented 

with expert interviews per case study. In more detail, the media analysis examined national, 

regional and specialised media from 2005 to 2016, with a focus on publications reporting on the 

economic and financial sustainability of primary producers. Table 1 summarises the press 

coverage in terms of the types of sources analysed. Specialist media were derived from three 

main sources: 1) industry-related publications and specialised magazines; 2) government-

related publications and 3) public-orientated publications, including material from NGOs, blogs 

and newspaper articles. 

 

Table 1. Summary of media analysis sample  

Source Number of articles analysed % of sample 

National press 112 47% 

Regional press 65 27% 

Specialised media 62 26% 

Total 239  

 

The desk-based review involved analysis of key policies, regulations and market issues that 

impact on fishery and dairy producers in Cornwall and Somerset, respectively. Sources reviewed 

included academic publications (research papers, books and websites related to sectors and/or 

key regulations, policies, market issues, standards or instruments); Government and policy 

documents and websites; market data, market research and consultancy reports; industry 

data/reports and NGO documents. A number of academic articles were reviewed for both 

sectors, with particularly good research coverage in relation to inshore fisheries. The Common 

Fisheries Policy (CFP) and the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) were both reviewed in detail, 

as well as relevant regulations related to each sector, supplemented with analysis of policy 

documents. The key standards for both sectors were also reviewed. Market research and data 
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on each commodity sector was also reviewed, as well as relevant industry data, including 

analysis of secondary data to examine socio-economic changes in both sectors over time. 

 

The analysis of market and regulatory conditions was designed to reflect two things: firstly, it 

reviewed what the current market and regulatory conditions are; and secondly, it reflected the 

perceptions and experiences of those who have to work under those market and regulatory 

conditions. In other words, it was not necessary to provide a detailed account of the history of 

specific policies or regulations, but instead gave a sense of policy evolution in order to 

contextualise the current situation. The aim was therefore to review the most recent papers, 

reports, market data etc., although older material was accessed to understand production 

changes. The review of both sectors thus covered: an overview of the key policies / regulations; 

quota or subsidy issues; environmental regulations/legislation or management issues; zoning 

laws; sector specific regulations; analysis of relevant public and private standards (e.g. food 

safety standards set by the EU, government regulations, or private standards set by food 

retailers or processors; analysis of market conditions and finance markets (in the form of 

product markets) (i.e. just buying and selling issues and not factor markets). 

 

The review thus describes the key components that relate to and condition our specific 

commodities studied. Some issues emerged in both the regulation and market analysis sections 

because of their interrelated nature (the trading of fish quota, for example, is both a regulation 

ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƛǎǎǳŜύΦ tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀŎcounted for e.g. differences in 

structure that may result in different strategies. 

 

The stakeholder interviews were intended to supplement the desk-based review. The aim of the 

interviews was therefore to gain further insight into the nature and complexity of market and 

regulatory conditions and emergent CSP issues. Having conducted a desk-based review of the 

literature available on each commodity, the interviews were used to make sure the report 

provides an accurate and up-to-date grasp of the issues by asking those stakeholders who are 

directly involved in the sector for their inputs. In other words, from their perspective what are 

the key issues, especially in relation to regulations and markets, that need to be accounted for 

in order to develop sustainable and resilient systems of production. A total of 30 interviews were 

completed for the UK National Report, 13 for dairy and 17 for fisheries. The interviews 

completed for each sector are listed in Appendix 1 and 7, with a summary of the type of 

stakeholder interviewed in each case. Inshore fishing is a new area of research for the team so 

a few more interviews were necessary. The interviewees provided invaluable insight into 

regulatory and/or market conditions in the two commodity sectors, including also the 

perspectives of three interviewees from the banking sector. Most interviews lasted one hour or 

so, but some were longer than this. As mentioned, the interviews covered regulatory conditions 

and market conditions for each sector, but in some cases the interview focused on a particular 

theme (e.g. the nature of markets for milk, marine regulations for inshore fisheries). Whilst the 

research was being conducted, the UK public voted in a referendum and decided to leave the 

European Union (Brexit). Brexit is likely to provoke major changes in all UK economic sectors, 

particularly agriculture and food. A new section has been added to the report which provides a 

review of how Brexit might impact agriculture and, in particular, the two commodity sectors 

studied for SUFISA. This provides a key piece of regulatory and market change for the UK and 

will be further studied and updated in the final report. 
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The structure for the rest of the report is as follows. The next section of the report provides a 

summary of the key media analysis findings, both in general and in relation to dairy and inshore 

fishing. An overview of the Brexit vote and its potential implications for both sectors is then 

provided. The main part of the report is then made up of the two commodity case studies, which 

firstly reviews key regulatory and market conditions for inshore fisheries and dairy farming 

respectively, including a summary of the key issues/conditions emerging in both sectors. It then 

examines strategies employed by producers and other actors in each commodity chain to 

manage their business, especially in relation to regulatory and market issues. The strategy-level 

analysis also provides further assessment of Brexit using data collected with stakeholders from 

each sector  

 

2 aŜŘƛŀ /ƻƴǘŜƴǘ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ 

2.1 Introduction 

The media analysis presented here is focused primarily on the sustainability of primary 

producers in the dairy and fisheries sectors in the UK. In more detail, this section summarises 

key findings from a media analysis exercise which sought to identify the most debated issues in 

relation to ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŀƛǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎƘƻǊŜ 

fisheries sectors specifically. The media analysis methodology has been described above. Key 

findings from analysis of national, regional and specialised media sources from 2005 to 2016 is 

presented below, starting with analysis of media discourses for UK agriculture. 

2.2 The predominance of price volatility in media discourses about UK 

agriculture 

In terms of the agricultural sector generally, price volatility was found to be a predominant 

theme in the articles sampled. The media analysis suggested that farm businesses are nowadays 

operating in a less stable and more complex global economic environment.  Price volatility in 

media publications is understood to mean excessive price fluctuations and variations in 

agricultural commodity prices over time. As noted in one source, the problem with price 

variations arises when they are not predictable (Farmers Guardian, 18th March 2015). This 

degree of uncertainty combined with low prices received by farmers for their produce 

challenges the capability of farmers to cover their costs and to make a living. 

 

The European Union Committee report on price volatility published in May 2016 states that 

successive CAP reforms, which have gradually reduced price support over time, have 

incrementally resulted in farmers being more exposed to market forces. The position of the 

committee is nuanced in terms of what price volatility is and its impacts on farm business 

ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǇǊƛŎŜ Ǿƻƭŀǘƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀǎ άŀƴ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ 

ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳƻŘƛǘƛŜǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎέ ŀƴŘ άǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ŀǘ ŦŀǊƳ ƭŜǾŜl are caused more 

ōȅ ǳƴŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘ ǇŜǊƛƻŘǎ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŜŘ ƭƻǿ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ǘƘŀƴ ōȅ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ Ǿƻƭŀǘƛƭƛǘȅέ 

(European Union Committee, 2016). 
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Price volatility is not a new topic - it has featured in media discourses for some time and 

particularly since the 2008 credit crunch. In 2008 wheat prices fluctuated from £75 to £170 per 

tonne and back down, all in the space of 24 months. In the same period tractor diesel went from 

35p a litre up to 67p a litre and then dropped back down again. For dairy farmers, the milk price 

also fluctuated significantly during this period and according to some industry sources the price 

has not really recovered since, despite some occasional spikes in price. Such uncertainty is 

reported to pose significant issues for farmers, particularly in terms of profit and cash flow 

(Western Morning News (Plymouth, UK), 22nd December 2008). 

 

CƻǊ tǊƻƳŀǊΩǎ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƻǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦƭǳŎǘǳŀǘƛƴƎ ƻƛƭ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 

impacts of climate change, population growth, changing dietary patterns, and increasingly 

deregulated world markets has created a set of external market conditions that have resulted 

in the current period of market volatility (Farmers Guardian, 8th June 2015). The dairy sector is 

ƴƻǘŜŘ ŀǎ άώŀϐ ǇǊƛƳŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǾƻƭŀǘƛƭƛǘȅΩǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŦŀǊƳƎŀǘŜΧώǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ƭŜŘ 

ǘƻϐΧ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳƻŘƛǘȅ ŘƻǿƴǘǳǊƴΦέ IŜ ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ Ǝƭƻōŀƭƭȅ ŀǘ ǘƘŀǘ 

time implied a well-supplied market. However, falling demand in China combined with the 

Russian import ban on European goods drove UK average dairy prices down, from 33.7ppl to 

25.45ppl in 2014 to March 2015. What this example shows is the increased exposure of some 

commodity sectors to global markets and socio-economic pressures. 

 

Several strategies to curb the negative effect of price volatility were discussed in the media 

sources. It was suggested, for instance, that a variety of forward selling and hedging strategies 

are available in the arable sector (Western Morning News, 22nd December 2008); however, the 

structure of a sector like UK dairy means that farmers often remain reliant on their buyers 

determining farm-gate prices (Farmers Guardian, 8th June 2015). For the European Commission, 

direct income payments are considered as a source of financial stability, which help farmers to 

withstand periods of low commodity prices (European Union Committee, 2016). The NFU shares 

this position and argues that these payments provide a form of security against which farmers 

can invest and leverage additional private investment from banks (NFU Online, 17th May 2016). 

¢ƘŜ ǘŀȄ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ нлмрΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ŀǾŜǊŀƎƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƻǾŜǊ ŀ ŦƛǾŜ-year period, is 

expected to facilitate planning and budgeting and hence help primary producers to manage cash 

flow problems (Famers Guardian, 18th March 2015). Overall, the media analysis suggests that to 

cope with market volatility, government support, including subsidy support, and tools from the 

financial sector are necessary. 

2.3 Inshore fisheries 

The media discourse related to the sustainability of inshore fisheries businesses is mainly 

debated in regional and specialised media sources and much of the discourse is framed in 

relation to the EU-imposed Common Fisheries Policy reforms- i.e., fish stocks and discard bans, 

marine conservation zones and quota allocations. In the following analysis, we summarise the 

main issues debated and reported in the media. 

 

¶ The fishing quota system is reported to carry inequities which are a source of frustration for 

inshore fishers. In 2013, the High Court ruled in favour of reallocating some fishing rights from 

big producers to small-scale fishers. Whilst the judge ruled that the initial distribution of quota 

did not amount to discrimination, £1 million worth of quota was reallocated to small-scale 
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fishers (BBC News, 10th July 2013). The issue is a persistent problem according to surveyed media 

ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦ !ƴ ƛƴǎƘƻǊŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƳŀƴ ƛǎ ǉǳƻǘŜŘ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ΨōŜŀǘŜƴ ŘƻǿƴΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǊƻōōŜŘΩ ŜǾŜǊ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ 

quota system was introduced and it was reported that 5000 small vessels in the UK had access 

to just 4% of  fishing quota (The Independent, 4th November 2014).  The Chief Executive of the 

bŜǿ ¦ƴŘŜǊ ¢Ŝƴ CƛǎƘŜǊƳŜƴΩǎ !ǎǎƻŎiation (NUTFA), Dave Cuthbert, argued that the restricted 

quotas were affecting the livelihoods of many fishers, adding that some could not make a living 

and were turning to work in factories or other forms of alternative employment (The 

Independent, 25th January 2015, Serina Sandhu). 

 

LƴǎƘƻǊŜ ŦƛǎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎŀǎŜ ƛǎ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ¢ƘŜ bŜǿ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 

CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ όb9Cύ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴǇŜŀŎŜ ¦YΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŦƻǊ b9C ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άώǿϐŜƭƭ-resourced 

fishers and other large Producer Organizations have been able to trade and accumulate quota. 

This has resulted in an extreme concentration of quota towards larger organisations over the 

past decades and has come at the expense of smaller fishers. This means that the majority of 

working fishers have few rights to this costly tradeable commodity, even though they are able 

ǘƻ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ŎŀǘŎƘ ƛǘέ όb9C ōƭƻƎΣ нмst October 2015, Chris Williams). Greenpeace and inshore fisheries 

groups were reported to be joining forces in campaigning against trawlers and larger-scale 

fishery enterprises that monopolise quota (Greenpeace, 23rd January 2015). In arguing that case 

it is noted too that larger-scale fishers use trawling and dredging which are highly damaging to 

the environment. While it has been pointed out that the vast majority of inshore fishers use 

selective and sustainable techniques (Greenpeace, 8th August 2012), trawlers and dredgers not 

only drag up the seabed, but they also drag up the crab and lobster pots laid down by inshore 

fishers (BBC Two, February 2012, TƘŜ CƛǎƘŜǊƳŀƴΩs Apprentice with Monty Halls). 

 

However, opinions diverge in the industry regarding the sustainability of larger-scale vessels. 

.ŀǊǊȅ 5ŜŀǎΣ /ƘƛŜŦ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ CŜŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ CƛǎƘŜǊƳŀƴΩǎ hǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

represents the interests of both inshore fishers and larger-scale industrial vessels, argued that 

άƛǘ ǿŀǎ άǎƘŜŜǊ ƴƻƴǎŜƴǎŜέ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ǾŜǎǎŜƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳƴǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜέ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άώƳϐŀƴȅ 

of these vessels fishing large shoaling offshore stocks like mackerel and herring are operating in 

ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǿŜƭƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎΧ ƛŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇŜƭŀƎƛŎ ǉǳƻǘŀǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎƘƻǊŜ 

ŦƭŜŜǘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǳƴŎŀǳƎƘǘέ ό¢ƘŜ LƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘΣ нрth January 2015, Serina Sandhu). 

 

¶ There is a significant regional disparity in terms of fish stocks in the UK. The Centre for 

Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science (CEFAS) advisor Ewen Bell stated, for example, 

ǘƘŀǘ ƭƻōǎǘŜǊ ǎǘƻŎƪǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ²Ŝǎǘ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ΨhY ŀƴŘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŦƛǎƘŜŘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭȅΧ ¢ƘƻǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

bƻǊǘƘ ²Ŝǎǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ Ƙƛǘ ƳǳŎƘ ƘŀǊŘŜǊΩ (Western Morning News, 12th April 2015). There is also 

debate within other sources about the levels of seafood available. The National Lobster Hatchery 

in Cornwall talk, for example, of UK stocks being depleted and this is backed up by Seafish, the 

UK public body that promotes the seafood industry ς they mark all lobster stocks in the UK as 

ΨƘƛƎƘ ǊƛǎƪΩ ό¢ƘŜ 5ŀƛƭȅ ¢ŜƭŜƎǊŀǇƘΣ оrd April 2015). 

 

It is interesting to note the discrepancy in narratives. An important narrative in some media 

reports analysed is the idea that fisheries are extremely important to communities, so local 

reporting in some places may focus less on fish stock problems despite the reality. Generally, 

scientists tend to be quoted and reported when commenting on depleting stocks of fish. Clyde 

fishery has received special attention, with York University conducting research there and 

finding that stocks are at significant threat of collapse (The Scotsman, 27th May 2013). However, 



 
45 

ǘƘŜ /ƭȅŘŜ CƛǎƘŜǊƳŀƴΩǎ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴǘŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǊƎǳed that the situation was not 

as bad as had been reported (Herald Scotland, 23rd November 2015). There is a feeling in fishing 

communities reported in the media that they understand stocks well, and it often takes too long 

for policy to respond to this (BB/ ¢ǿƻΣ CŜōǊǳŀǊȅ нлмнΣ ¢ƘŜ CƛǎƘŜǊƳŀƴΩǎ !ǇǇǊŜƴǘƛŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ aƻƴǘȅ 

Halls).  

 

¶ There is also regional disparity in terms of regulations concerning fish size. Scientists are keen 

to see regulations on fish size tightened to assist in protecting and maintaining fish stocks. CEFAS 

suggested fish size should be altered to protect stocks whilst accepting that this could have 

major implications for inshore fishers (Eastern Daily Press, 18th November 2013; The Telegraph, 

16th November 2014). However, there has also been praise for the authorities for implementing 

regional standards rather than across-the-board regulations (Western Morning News, 12th April 

2015). There is regional disparity among media sources in their reporting on this issue, which 

suggests that the east coast of England is experiencing more problems than the west of the 

country.  

 

¶ The introduction of Marine Protected Areas (MPA) has been reported in media sources. It is 

viewed as posing a threat to inshore fishers in terms of their ability to access fishing grounds and 

it is suggested that this is a major reason why many fishers do not support their introduction 

(Wales Online, 25th April 2013, Graham Henry). That said, there is disparity in the discourse 

regarding the efficiency of MPAs to protect biodiversity and thus achieve their primary purpose. 

From the media analysis, reports suggest that some inshore fishers feel let down by government 

policy on this issue and more generally. They feel a sense of abandonment (The Scotsman, 6th 

July 2015, Alistair Munro) against the scientific lobby who argue for MPA. Of the 127 proposed 

sites for conservation zones, only 27 have been implemented. This represents less than a quarter 

of those originally proposed (The Guardian, 21st November 2013, Damian Carrington). However, 

some are questioning the adequacy of those that have been introduced as they do not ban the 

use of certain fishing equipment, which could be the cause of much of the damage (The 

Ecologist, 18th July 2014, Jason Hall-Spencer).  

 

¶ Land obligations and fish size: how can the inshore fishers benefit? The landing obligation or 

ΨŘƛǎŎŀǊŘ ōŀƴΩ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ /ƻƳƳƻƴ CƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ tƻƭƛŎȅΦ Lǘ ŎŀƳŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŦƻǊŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƭŀƎƛŎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ 

in January 2015 and for demersal species obligations will be applicable and implemented 

between 2016 and 2019. The discard ban applies to all quota species ς both targeted and by-

catch ς and to all UK fishing vessels catching them (Fishing Focus, Autumn 2014, Issue 35). This 

reform has been welcomed by ecologists. For instance, the Fish Fight campaign 

(www.fishfight.net), which was launched in 2010 and fronted by celebrity chef Hugh Fearnley-

Whittingstall, reported that up to 90% of catches were being thrown back into the sea. However, 

the NFFO chief argued that it might be difficult to implement this policy on a practical fishery-

by-fishery basis (The Ecologist, 2013, Rosie Magudia). The onus is now on the fishers to adapt to 

the regulation and to innovate to find new ways of fishing, so as not to fall foul of the new 

discards ban (The Huffington Post, 10th March 2014).  

 

Balancing discard bans and quotas is a key theme identified in the media sources. In a recent 

blog, NEF highlights the benefits of selective fishing, which they view as welcome news for many 

ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŦƛǎƘŜǊǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ Ŏƻast. The reason, they suggest, is related to regulations and 

ǉǳƻǘŀǎΦ {ǳƳƳŀǊƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ b9C ōƭƻƎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ άώƛϐƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ 
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fish are thrown overboard to avoid breaking the law ς not because they are unwanted. This is 

because fishers do not have enough quota (the legal right to catch a particular species in 

allocated amounts) to land the fish and is a particular problem for inshore, small scale fisheries. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ΨǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŘƛǎŎŀǊŘƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ Ǉǳǘǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǉǳƻǘŀ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳέ 

(NEF, 21st October 2015, Chris Williams). The problem was that the majority of inshore fishers 

operate in mixed fisheries and do not have the quota to enable them to fish for the variety of 

species they catch, making the catch illegal if they do not discard. However, the European 

Commission will be increasing quotas to deal with the fact that fish that was previously discarded 

will now have to be counted against quota. The suggested good news for inshore fishers, 

following the FishŜǊƛŜǎ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΣ DŜƻǊƎŜ 9ǳǎǘƛŎŜΩǎ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ 

ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ άƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ŦƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ŦƛǎƘŜǊǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǉǳƻǘŀǎ ŀƴŘ ώΧϐ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ 

ƳƻǊŜ ǉǳƻǘŀ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ мл ƳŜǘǊŜ ŦƭŜŜǘΦΩ όb9CΣ нмst October 2015, Chris Williams) The first 100 

tonnes of any additional quota received, and 10% of anything more obtained, will be allocated 

to the English inshore fleet.  

 

Indeed, some opinions reported in the media sampled suggested that in the current context, in 

order to achieve enough income, fishers need to be flexible and to be prepared to catch what 

they can when they can, rather than relying on one or two species (BBC Two, February 2012, 

¢ƘŜ CƛǎƘŜǊƳŀƴΩǎ !ǇǇǊŜƴǘƛŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ aƻƴǘȅ IŀƭƭǎύΦ tǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ŀ 

fisherman in Cornwall who adapted his catches and sales to what he was seeing out in the sea, 

an abundance of sardines, and was able to turn it into a profitable business (Western Morning 

News, 1st April 2014, Simon Parker), suggests that the discard ban combined with a better 

allocation of quota could be of some benefit to inshore fishers.  

2.4 The dairy sector 

The milk price that farmers receive (market condition) and the abolition of the milk quota system 

(regulatory condition) were the two main issues discussed in the media in relation to the dairy 

sector, alongside price volatility already discussed above.  

 

¶ The milk price that farmers receive is often discussed in terms of the costs of production and the 

structure of the milk supply chain. The milk market, particularly liquid milk, is dominated by 

retailers through which as much as 80% of milk produced is sold (The Guardian, Food and Drink 

industry, 11th August 2015). The issue of milk price has been an on-going debate in the regional 

media. It received particular attention in the national media in 2015 when several protests 

organised by dairy farmers outside targeted supermarkets/processors were reported. The 

Guardian (11th August 2015), reported that the protests were in response to an unprecedented 

drop of 25% in the farm-gate price that dairy farmers received between 2014 and 2015. Figures 

from the Department of Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) were used in a BBC news item at the time 

which showed that in June 2015 farmers were receiving on average 23.66p/litre (BBC News 

Business, 11th August 2015). With cost of production at 30p per litre of milk, dairy farmers in 

various reports argued that operational costs were currently unsustainable and were driving 

many farms out of business (The Guardian, 12th, 14th January 2015; Sustainable Food Trust, 

Farming, 9th October 2015; Farmers Weekly, 3rd February 2016). 

 

The media analysis identified two opposing camps in relation to the milk price crisis: dairy 

farmers and supermarkets. Dairy farmers were depicted as victims caught in the midst of a 
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ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘ ΨǇǊƛŎŜ ǿŀǊΩΦ Lƴ !ǳƎǳǎǘ нлмрΣ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ CŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ¦ƴƛƻƴ όbC¦ύ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ../ 

.ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ άŀ ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǿŀǊΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ǎŜŜƴ ŀ нΦо-litre bottle of milk 

sell for 88p, has devalued the product in the eyes of the public, "purely to get customers through 

ǘƘŜ ŘƻƻǊϦέΦό../ bŜǿǎΣ .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΣ ммǘƘ !ǳƎǳǎǘ нлмрύΦ Lƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣ ǎǳǇŜǊƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

low prices were a result of the Russian ban on European dairy products and the consequent 

oversupply in the market. Commercial confidentiality means that access to information about 

retailer and processor profit margins are difficult to access, which adds to the complexity of 

negotiations (BBC News, 11th August 2015). 

 

However, as noted in several media reports, some retailers now buy milk directly from farmers. 

CƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ά²ŀƛǘǊƻǎŜΣ aŀǊƪǎ ϧ {ǇŜƴŎŜǊΣ ¢ŜǎŎƻΣ {ŀƛƴǎōǳǊȅϥǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻ-op have established 

schemes which ensure farmers are paid a price above the average cost of production for fresh 

ƳƛƭƪΦέ ό../ bŜǿs, 11th August 2015; NFU Online, 23rd January 2015). While some farmers benefit 

from these schemes, the majority of farmers are not aligned to supermarket contracts and are 

thus vulnerable to market fluctuations and price volatility. This raises several questions 

regarding strategies that farmers adopt to manage risks related to market uncertainty. Media 

reports suggest two pathways are commonly adopted by farmers who decide to stay in business: 

1) increasingly production to benefit from economies of scale (BBC News, 1st April 2015, Claire 

Marshall); and 2) specialisation into the production of value-added products (Farmers Weekly, 

9th April 2015, Charlie Taverner). 

 

Producer organisations argued (Farmers Guardian, 8th June 2015), however, that these 

strategies, although useful for some, do not directly address the basic problem of price 

fluctuations. Interestingly, contracts, although key to ensure a farmer can secure a stable price 

for their production (Farmers Guardian, 20th February 2016, Olivia Midgley), are not much 

covered in the general media, and are discussed instead more frequently in the specialised 

media. Articles from the farming industry have also started to mention dairy futures market 

(Farmers Weekly, 15th June 2015, Sarah Alderton) as a possiōƭŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ άǎƻƳŜ 

ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅέΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƛǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƴŜǿ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ 

in the public sphere and national media sources. A 2015 article in Farmers Weekly reported a 

range of contrasting views about the possibility of a UK futures milk market. For example, Peter 

Isaac, head of feed sales for Mole Valley Farmers commented at a Total Dairy Seminar event 

ǘƘŀǘ άLŦ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ Ƴƛƭƪ ŀƴŘ ƎƛǾŜ ŀ ƎǳŀǊŀƴǘŜŜŘ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǘƘŜƴ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ 

Lǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŜƭǇ ƎƛǾŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅέΦ Lƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘΣ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƳƛƴŀǊ 

ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά! ŦǳǘǳǊŜǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŦŀŎŜ ƳŀǎǎƛǾŜ ǾƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ LǘΩǎ 

ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊŀƎƳŀǘƛŎ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴΦέ !ƴother participant stated that 

άώǿϐƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀ ώaƛƭƪ aŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ .ƻŀǊŘϐ aa. ǘƘŜ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ Ƴƛƭƪ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŘŀƛǊȅ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ 

ŀǊŜ ŘƻƻƳŜŘέ όCŀǊƳŜǊǎ ²ŜŜƪƭȅΣ мрth June 2015, Sarah Alderton).  

 

¶ The abolition of the European milk quota system in April 2015 has been a primary issue discussed 

in the media. Media sources suggest that the abolition of milk quota, in place for 30 years, has 

propelled the UK dairy sector into a new open market, in which international competitors like 

Australia and the United States have been operating in for two decades or more. While some 

European countries such as Germany the Republic of Ireland and the Netherlands have 

reportedly been preparing for this new era of market deregulation by increasing production, the 

UK dairy sector, some reports suggest, is lagging behind (BBC News, 1st April 2015, Claire 

Marshall). This assessment is understandable but as other articles note UK dairy has been under 
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its quota target in recent years and the industry operates in a very different environment to, for 

example, the Republic of Ireland, which has had strong policy support and encouragement to 

increase production post-milk quota. 

 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ŦƻǊ Ƴƛƭƪ ǉǳƻǘŀ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŜƴŀōƭŜ 9¦ ŘŀƛǊȅ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƻ άŎƻƳǇŜǘŜ ǿƛǘƘ 

international rivals in supplying fast-ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ƛƴ !ǎƛŀ ŀƴŘ !ŦǊƛŎŀέ ό../ bŜǿǎΣ мst April 

2015). Expectations were that demand would grow in parallel with a degree of optimism in the 

EU dairy sector regarding likely growth projections (Farming Life, 20th April 2016, Myles Patton 

and Siyi Feng). However, the Russian ban on imports of European products and the withdrawal 

of China from the powdered milk market were identified as two international events which 

subsequently pushed prices down and have challenged the industry (Farming Life, 20th April 

2016, Myles Patton and Siyi Feng).  

 

It was clear from the media articles analysed that the impacts of changing market and regulatory 

ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ Ƴŀƴȅ 

communications predict further volatility and instability for producers. For example, the 

9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ aƛƭƪ .ƻŀǊŘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘǎ άŎƘǊƻƴƛŎ ǇǊƛŎŜ ŎƻƭƭŀǇǎŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άƴŜȄǘ ŎǊƛǎƛǎ ƛǎ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ 

wayέ ό9ȄǇǊŜǎǎΣ мst April 2015, Batchelor Tom).  

 

There were two diverging sets of opinions in the media regarding the impact of the abolition of 

milk quotas. Media reports suggest that many small dairy farmers fear that only larger 

businesses will benefit from the end of the quota system, given predicted further drops in the 

farm-gate liquid milk due to oversupply in the market. For some the free market reality is difficult 

to accept and some call for more regulation. For example, a BBC News article of 1st April 2015, 

reported comments from Somerset dairy farmer, James Hole, who argued that: "All they are 

ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜƴŘ ǳǇ ŘƻƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ƘǳƎŜ Ƴƛƭƪ Ǉƻƻƭǎ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΧ[ƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ 

probably have to be another form of capping. I can't see how they can just make it a free-for-

all." In the same article, NFU Dairy Board chairman, Rob Harrison, argued that the abolition of 

Ƴƛƭƪ ǉǳƻǘŀ άŎƻǳƭŘ ǇǳǎƘ ŦŀǊƳƎŀǘŜ Ƴƛƭƪ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ Řƻǿƴ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀƭƭ ŀƴȅ recovery in the 

ŘŀƛǊȅ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎέ (BBC News, 1st April 2015, Claire Marshall).  

 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άώŘϐairy farmers often struggle 

ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƛŎŜ Ǿƻƭŀǘƛƭƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ άǉǳƻǘŀǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾŜǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘΦέ ό../ bŜǿǎΣ 

1st April 2015, Claire Marshall) In similar vein, Judith Bryans, Chief Executive of Dairy UK, an 

association that represents milk companies in Britain, argued that quotas have been a barrier to 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŘŀƛǊȅ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΦ !ǎ ǎƘŜ Ǉǳǘ ƛǘΣ άώŀϐƭǘƘƻugh quotas may have been 

considered as an appropriate response at the time of their introduction, they also held back the 

development of a truly efficient and competitive European dairy industry over the last thirty 

ȅŜŀǊǎΦέ ό9ȄǇǊŜǎǎΣ мst April 2015, Batchelor Tom). In the same article, the European Dairy 

Association, which represents the interests of milk processors in the EU, reported in favour of 

ŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǉǳƻǘŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ άǿƛƭƭ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ōǳǊŘŜƴ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎέ 

(Express, 1st April 2015, Batchelor Tom). In fact, as an article in Farmers Forum argued, farmers 

with low production costs who are prepared for the competition have been welcoming this new 

phase of deregulation (Farmers Forum, 11th May 2015, Melanie Epp). 

 

Whether for ƻǊ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŘŜǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǉǳƻǘŀ ŀōƻƭƛǘƛƻƴΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ άǘƘŜ LǊƛǎƘ 

wŜǇǳōƭƛŎΣ ǘƘŜ bŜǘƘŜǊƭŀƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǎƘŀǊǇƭȅέ ό9ȄǇǊŜǎǎΣ мst April 2015, 
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Batchelor Tom) and agree too that such increases will have an impact on the UK milk price and 

ōȅ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŘŀƛǊȅ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƳŀǊ нлнл 5ŀƛǊȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƛƭƪ 

quotas have ended, UK dairy farms will gradually specialise as either high-input or extensive-

grazing systems. Furthermore, it is expected that άŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎέ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘǊȅ ǘƻ ƳŀǘŎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ƴƛƭƪ ōǳȅŜǊǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ άƳƛȄŜŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊΦέ 

(BBC News, 9th !ǇǊƛƭ нлмрΣ /ƘŀǊƭƛŜ ¢ŀǾŜǊƴŜǊύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 

deregulation of milk markets will give rise to further differentiation between those producers 

who are market sensitive, large scale and aligned with producing for the liquid milk commodity 

market and those differentiate and/or specialize to survive. 
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3 .ǊŜȄƛǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀƎǊƛπŦƻƻŘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ 

3.1 Brexit: introduction 

On 23rd June 2016 the British public voted in a referendum to decide whether to remain or leave 

the European Union. The results were narrowly but clearly in favour of leaving the EU (52% / 

48%). In the context of this study, the majority of UK farmers and fishers voted to leave the EU, 

especially older voters from both sectors. The UK government confirmed that the decision will 

lead to the exit of Britain from the EU (Brexit), of which it has been a member since joining in 

1973. Brexit will likely provoke major changes on all sectors of the UK economy and on UK 

ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ƭƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜΦ !griculture and food are likely to be particularly affected by the changes that 

Brexit will introduce (Lang 2016). 

 

Currently, it is difficult to foresee the extent of the impact that Brexit will have on the UK agri-

food sector, in that at the time of writing this report the negotiations are still at a very early 

stage and the UK will officially remain an EU Member State until 29th March 2019. Article 50 of 

the Lisbon Treaty (the official procedure for leaving the EU) was triggered by the UK Government 

on 29th March 2017 initiating a two-year transitional period of intense negotiations and decision 

making about the details and terms on which the UK leaves the EU block. Over 12 thousand EU 

laws, regulations and statutory instruments will need to be replaced or renegotiated (Lang 

2016).  

 

The outcome of the negotiations will significantly shape the future UK agri-food sector. Although 

details of Brexit are continually emerging, it is foreseen that the following five areas are likely 

be affected (AgraFacts 2016b): 

 

¶ policies and income subsidies;  

¶ markets and trade;  

¶ access to migrant labour;  

¶ farm regulations and practices; and 

¶ fisheriesΩ regulations and practices. 

 

Each area is discussed in more detail below. To understand the potential impact that Brexit can 

have in terms of agricultural policies and income subsidies it is important to look first at what 

the UK is renouncing. Agriculture is the sector that receives the most EU public support. The CAP 

is a major component of the EU budget, ranging from 70% of the total budget in the 1980s to 

40% in the 2010s (Helm 2016). The CAP has been designed to achieve both economic and social 

objectives, safeguarding the interests of producers and consumers (Article 39 TFEU). Its specific 

objectives are: 

 

¶ To increase agricultural productivity, promote technical progress and ensure the 

optimum use of production factors, in particular labour; 

¶ To ensure a fair standard of living for farmers; 

¶ To stabilise markets; 

¶ To ensure the availability of supplies; and  

¶ To ensure reasonable prices for consumers. 
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According to these objectives, the current support provided by the CAP is structured as follows 

(Watts et al. 2016): 

 

¶ tƛƭƭŀǊ мΦ 5ƛǊŜŎǘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ŘŜŎƻǳǇƭŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǎŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ 

against volatile markets and unpredictable weather conditions. Direct payments are 

linked to safety, environmental and animal welfare standards; 

¶ Pillar 2. Co-financing of projects on farm investment and modernisation, young 

farmers, agri-environment measures, organic conversion, agri-tourism, village renewal, 

broadband in rural areas; and 

¶ Market support measures against failure of normal markets. 

 

CAP support to UK farmers is significant. In 2015, the Single Farm Payment (SFP) formed 55% of 

ŦŀǊƳ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ όC.{ύΦ ²ƛǘƘ .ǊŜȄƛǘΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ǿƛƭƭ ƭƻǎŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ϵоΦр ōƛƭƭion per year of farm subsidies. 

Removing these subsidies would seriously undermine the competitiveness of British agriculture, 

especially because the countries remaining in the EU will continue to be highly subsidised by the 

CAP (Helm 2016). Moreover, because decoupled payments are unrelated to production but are 

linked to land area, they are capitalised in terms of land prices. Therefore, removing Pillar I 

payments can reduce land prices and rents to tenant farmers, potentially affecting the wealth 

of landowners and ŦŀǊƳǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŘƛǘ (Helm 2016; Watts et al. 2016). 

 

However, in the short term no major changes are expected to subsidies. The current round of 

CAP funding is in place until 2020, and on August 13th 2016 the UK Treasury pledged to honour 

the level of direct subsidies, agri-environment payments, research and rural development grants 

until 2020, covering any funding gap after the UK leaves the EU (AgraFacts 2016b). The issue of 

subsidy will therefore arise more concretely after 2020, as the UK Government has so far not 

made clear their plans for subsidy support beyond this point. By 2020 the British Government 

will likely have put in place a new policy in place of the CAP. Supporters of the leave campaign 

argued that once the UK leaves the EU it will be freed of the constraints of the CAP and with the 

ǊŜǇŀǘǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ ǇƻƭƛŎȅƳŀƪŜǊǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ōƭŀƴƪ ǎƘŜŜǘ of 

paper in terms of designing new food, farm and environmental policies best suited to British 

circumstances (Helm 2016). 

 

Given the current inefficiencies of the CAP (and of the CFP), there are concrete opportunities for 

the UK to improve its agricultural, fisheries and environmental policies. However, it is unlikely 

that policymakers will have the opportunity of designing a new policy from scratch, because 

they will work under constraints, including budget limits and political pressure from former EU 

partners, the devolved administrations (i.e. Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland) and 

stakeholder groups (Swinbank 2016). Moreover, timing is not favourable. The next reform of the 

CAP is due in 2020, as well as the negotiation of the next Multiannual Financial Framework 

(Watts et al. 2016). New British agricultural and food policies will therefore coincide with a 

period of significant change in terms of EU policy, making it even more difficult for policymakers 

to make deals and to predict the potential outcomes of their new policies. 

 

In terms of trade, large impacts on prices, costs, production and consumption are expected from 

changes in trade-related policy (Buckwell 2016). The consequences of the Brexit vote will largely 

depend on the outcome of future trade agreements. Brexit has already had an immediate trade 
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impact due to the change in exchange rates with the rest of the world. The current drop in value 

of the sterling means that the UK, which imports 30% of its food, is paying more for the same 

amount of food imported (Lang 2016). The UK government has repeatedly stressed that it will 

seek to maintain full access to ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΣ ōǳǘ is also insisting on limiting the free 

movement of EU citizens. From an EU point of view, access to the single market goes hand in 

hand with the free movement of people. Therefore, trade restrictions are likely to be imposed 

on the UK if it does not agree to the free movement of people (AgraFacts 2016b). If the UK 

succeeds in negotiating a free trade agreement with the EU, which avoids the reintroduction of 

tariffs on agri-food trade, trade costs are still likely to rise. Additional trade costs are likely due 

to: greater administrative paperwork; requirements to prove the UK origin of products with duty 

exemption; sanitary and phytosanitary inspections; greater delays at cross-channel ports; 

different labelling, packaging, food additive and food composition standards (Matthews 2016). 

 

Increases in trade costs can lower producer prices but increase consumer prices, creating a price 

wedge and social inequalities (Buckwell 2016). Abreau (2013) estimated that the total amount 

of costs in preferential trade agreements can be equivalent to a 5% ad valorem tariff on trade 

flows in both directions (Matthews 2016). In other words, it is unlikely that any future UK-EU 

trade agreement will be as profitable as being a member of the EU. As well as the EU, the UK 

will also have to start trade talks with other countries around the world. As well as tariff levels, 

British farmers will need to be protected from lower animal welfare and transparency rules in 

the rest of the world (Helm 2016). In this respect, it is assumed that the UK will seek to join the 

World Trade Organisation (WTO) and keep its international obligations. This means that any 

support from a future British agricultural policy must ensure compliance with WTO rules, adding 

a further constraint to the decisions of UK policy makers (Watts et al. 2016). 

 

A third major issue brought up by Brexit concerns free movement of migrant labour from the 

EU and access to skilled labour. A number of sectors of UK agriculture and food processing rely 

heavily on foreign-born labour. Horticulture is probably the most reliant, but other sectors will 

also be impacted (e.g. dairy). In 2013, 15% of the UK farm labour force was seasonal and 38% of 

labour in the UK food manufacturing sector was foreign-born (Lang 2016). Preventing the free 

movement of labour ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ food system. 

 

In terms of farm regulations and practices, exit campaigners argued that once outside the EU 

the UK could relax its farming rules, increase access to new technologies, such as genetically 

modified crops, and avoid the ban on key agrochemicals like glyphosate, azoles and 

neonicotinoids (AgraFacts 2016b; Matthews 2016). However, the level of access to the single 

market will determine how much the UK will have to continue to meet EU farming and 

environmental rules (AgraFacts 2016b). For example, the type and quantity of agrochemicals 

allowed on apples and pears by the EU can affect pesticide use decisions of British producers; if 

the UK decides to authorise the cultivation of GM crops farmers need to adopt segregation and 

coexistence rules for those GM varieties that are not authorised in the EU. The availability of 

innovative technologies to the UK agri-food system may also be limited by a reduction in 

research funds. The UK has been a significant beneficiary of European research funds, 

particularly agri-food research programmes, such as Horizon 2020. The UK is the second highest 

recipient of EU research funds after Germany. The EU research funding system is the richest in 

ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ϵул ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ the current 7 years research programme. Any 
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reduction in tƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ EU research funds can potentially affect domestic agri-food 

research and the sector more generally. 

 

The discussion so far has related to the agri-food sector generally. Some specific comments are 

now provided in relation to the two sectors analysed in the UK: inshore fisheries (section 3.2) 

and dairy farming (section 3.3); see also section 4.7 and section 5.6. 

 

3.2 Brexit: fisheries, including inshore fisheries 

Fisheries are quite distinctive when compared with the rest of the agri-food sector and in the EU 

are governed by the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP), rather than the CAP. As with so many of the 

issues surrounding Brexit there is a great deal of uncertainty in relation to fisheries, but the 

following issues are some of the main ones that need to be borne in mind. They are taken from 

two key publications. The first is a House of Commons Library Briefing paper entitled Brexit: 

What next for UK fisheries? (House of Commons Library 2017); the second is a publication by 

the House of Lords European Union Committee entitled Brexit: fisheries (House of Lords 2016). 

In addition to these insights into how Brexit might affect fisheries, generally, section 4.7 of this 

report provides the perspective of those inshore fishers in Cornwall who were engaged as part 

of the Sufisa research project. This includes the development of a number of different scenarios, 

dependent on the Brexit approach taken.  

 

By and large, most fishers voted for Brexit, seeing it as an opportunity to take back control of UK 

waters. The following quotations are taken from a BBC radio four programme which was looking 

into fishing futures, and typify many of the comments made by fishers. 

'A one in a 150 year opportunity'; 'A very mixed fishery' that makes a one size fit all 

ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΩΤ ϥ¢ƘŜ /Ct Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ŘƛǎŀǎǘŜǊϥΤ ϥhǳǊ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ŦƛǎƘ ǿŀǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ 

ŀǿŀȅϥΤ ΨL ǿŀƴǘ ǳǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ǎŜŀǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ ǿƛǘƘ ¦b/[h{Σ ōǳǘ ŀǘ the same 

ǘƛƳŜ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ ōƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩΤ ΨLǘ 

ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƛǎƘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎŀǳƎƘǘΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜΩΤ ΨCƛǎƘƛƴƎ 

around the UK is one of the most difficult places in the world to manage fisheries, in that 

ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘΩΤ ΨBrexit provides an opportunity to better manage our 

waters and marine environmentΩ; 'How hard will the government really fight?'; 'We can't 

afford to miss this opportunity'. (BBC Radio 4 2017). 
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Figure 1. ΨCƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƭŜŀǾŜΩ  

  
Source: These images have been taken from: http://ffl.org.uk/material/  Accessed 17.01.2017 

 

¢ƘŜ IƻǳǎŜ ƻŦ [ƻǊŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ .ǊŜȄƛǘ Ŏŀǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘΥ άThe fishing industry represents a very small 

ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ D5tΦ ¸Ŝt it is of great importance to many coŀǎǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YέΦ 

¢Ƙƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƴŜǊǾƻǳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƛǎƘŜǊǎΩ ǾƻƛŎŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ƎŜǘ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

negotiations, an accusation that was also made at the time the UK originally joined the EU. This 

point is strongly made ƛƴ ǘƘŜ IƻǳǎŜ ƻŦ [ƻǊŘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΥ άNotwithstanding the comparatively small 

contribution of fisheries to the UK economy, the voices of the industry, the coastal communities 

that support, and thrive on, the industry, and its supply chains must be heard in the wider Brexit 

negotiationsέ. (House of Lords 2016, p. 4) 

 

The CFP covers four main policy areas, each of which is likely to be affected by the Brexit 

negotiations. These four areas are: fisheries management; funding; market organisation; and 

environmental regulation. Each of these is now discussed in turn. 

 

3.2.1 Fisheries management 

άWithdrawing from the European Union will mean withdrawing from the CFP. But fish know 

nothing of political borders and most commercial fish stocks are shared between UK waters and 

those of other EU or European coastal states. Species of fish may spend different stages of their 

ƭƛŦŜ ŎȅŎƭŜǎ ƛƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs), and their spawning grounds may 

be in a different region from that in which they are caught when mature.έ (House of Lords 2016, 

p.3) 

 

Fisheries management is highly complex within the European environment. The Brexit 

negotiations will need to cover a range of different issues, as follows. 

 

http://ffl.org.uk/material/


 
55 

3.2.1.1 Control over a greater area of sea 

Countries such as Norway and Iceland are responsible for fishing in their EEZ, up to 200 nautical 

miles from the coast. This is the norm under international law. This contrasts with the EU, where 

Member States share access to fishing grounds between 12-200 nautical miles from their coasts. 

In addition, the London Convention 1964 established rights for the vessels of certain countries 

to fish in the 6-12 nautical mile region, if they had 'habitually finished' in the same region 

between 1953 and 1962. Similarly, article 17 of the CFP framework regulation, EC No. 2371/2002 

granted so-called 'grandfather rights', allowing access for certain member states to fish for 

certain species of fish in UK waters; in turn, the UK was granted access to the inshore waters of 

a number of other Member States. In 1983, the principle of Relative Stability was established, 

whereby it was agreed that fisheries and quotas in the EU EEZ would be shared on the basis of 

who was already fishing in those areas. The intention was to prevent any dramatic consequences 

for particular fisheries when the EU EEZ was introduced at that time. In retrospect, it has been 

argued that this disadvantaged the UK fishing sector, but a reluctance by Member States since 

them to renegotiate Relative Stability would suggest that negotiations in this area will be 

difficult. 

In the event that the UK declares an EEZ independent from EU waters, the UK would be able to 

control access that all foreign vessels have to fish in UK waters. Should this happen, as an 

independent coastal state the UK would then be required under the UN Convention on the Law 

of the Sea to manage the living resources and fishing activities within its EEZ in a sustainable 

way; furthermore, they will be required to cooperate with adjacent coastal states to manage 

those stocks which are being shared with neighbours, as well as any 'straddling stocks' in order 

to minimise the risk of overfishing. (House of Lords 2016, p. 55). 

 

3.2.1.2 Renegotiating the UK's share of fish quotas 

Those campaigning for Brexit argued that the UK government would be able to represent itself 

in quota negotiations and achieve higher quotas for UK fishermen. However, others question 

the loss of the collective bargaining power of the EU in relation to countries such as Norway, 

Iceland and Russia. 

Some argue that the ability to walk away from negotiations if the UK is not happy with its share 

of the quota is a strong bargaining position. Others argue that if the UK walks away from 

negotiations and unilaterally sets higher quotas for its fishers, the EU could respond harshly. 

Ultimately there appears to be significant uncertainty as to the implications of Brexit in relation 

to how much bargaining power the UK will have in fish quota negotiations. 

In reality, the UK will need to co-operate with the EU after Brexit on quota settings, in that most 

of the commercial species are migratory and therefore cross EEZ boundaries. Indeed, such 

cooperation is enshrined in international law. The UN Agreement on Straddling Fish Stocks and 

Highly Migratory Fish Stocks and the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea in 1996, both of which 

the UK has ratified, require cooperation on both the conservation and management of fish 

stocks that straddle national jurisdictions. 

The extent to which Brexit will lead to higher quotas for UK fishers of stocks that are shared with 

other countries will be a matter of negotiation. At present, the allocation of quotas to Member 

States is via the notion of Total Allowable Catches, which are ultimately political decisions, albeit 

informed by scientific advice. In this regard, the House of Lords (2016, p. 56) report cautions that 
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the UK government should resist the temptation to raise quotas above scientific 

recommendations, even if it has more autonomy to do so post-Brexit.  

 

3.2.1.3 A new UK fisheries policy and management system 

One of the potential benefits of Brexit, and something that is strongly endorsed in the case study 

specific data discussed under section 4.7, is the UK's ability to take more locally appropriate 

fisheries management decisions, rather than relying on a top-down, 'one size fits all' approach 

that has been decided in Brussels. 

However, the House of Lords (2016, p. 56) ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǳǊƎŜǎ ŎŀǳǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΥ άA new fisheries 

management regime within the UK will only be effective if there is a degree of alignment to, and 

co-operation with, neighbouring states. Such regional co-operation will necessitate co-

ordinated objectives and similar management practices, without which the sustainability of 

shared stocks may be undermined. The UK should not discard the positive elements of the CFP 

that successive Governments have worked hard to achieve, such as sustainability and regional 

co-operationέ. In other words, in practice it is likely that the UK will develop a system that in 

large part reproduces what already happens under the CFP. 

 

3.2.2 Funding 

¢ƘŜ ¦Y ǿŀǎ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ϵнпоΦм Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ нлмп-2020. These funds are then 

matched by the UK government and can be used to help support sustainable fishing and coastal 

communities. These funds have been very important in a Cornish context, implemented by the 

Fisheries Local Action Group (FLAG). There is concern that these funds will not continue after 

Brexit. The EU also provides extensive scientific funding in relation to fisheries (and other areas 

of agri-food research), of which the UK is a major net beneficiary. Again there are questions as 

to whether this will continue post-Brexit. 

 

3.2.3 Market organisation 

As noted above, market access may well be negotiated in tandem with access to fisheries and 

quota allocation. In the absence of any kind of agreement, the UK may no longer have tariff-free 

access to the EU market. Tariffs are already applied on fish imports from non-EU countries such 

as Norway. This may also apply to the UK, or the UK may become dependent upon WTO tariff 

rules. 

 

¢ƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŦƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ 

fishing grounds should be linked to British access to EU markets in the forthcoming Brexit 

negotiations, saying that they are inseparable. While the EU Parliament will not actually be 

involved in the Brexit talks, the Parliament must eventually pass the agreed deal by a simple 

majority vote. Boats from other EU countries on average caught 58% of the fish and shellfish 

landed from UK waters between 2012-2014, worth more than £400 million a year. By contrast, 

UK Fishing boats fishing elsewhere in the EU waters caught fish worth about £100 million 

(Johnson 2017). It is important to acknowledge these tensions in that 80% of wild caught 

seafood is exported, with four of the top five destinations being in the EU. Indeed, the House of 



 
57 

Lords (2016, p. 56) ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀǊƎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘΥ άTrade in fish and seafood is essential to the wider 

seafood industry, which relies heavily on importing raw goods at reduced or zero tariffs for 

domestic consumption, and on exporting domestic catches and production. Any disruptions to 

the current trading patterns could have profound effects on both the catching and processing 

sectorsέ. 

 

3.2.4 Interaction with EU environmental laws 

Protection of the marine environment in the UK is already significantly dependent upon EU 

legislation, such as the Birds and Habitats Directives, which have made an important 

contribution to the creation of a network of marine protected areas around the UK. 50% of the 

UK's MPA network was set up under EU laws. European Marine Sites currently cover 12% of UK 

seas. The UK government has designated 50 Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) since 2013 

under the Marine and Coastal Access Act. The laws governing MCZs are weaker than those for 

EMS, in terms of protection from damaging activities such as developers, fishers or heavy 

industries. Protection of the conservation features within EMS has so far been upheld by the EU 

Court of Justice. After the UK leaves the EU, this will no longer be the case. The designation of a 

third and final tranche of domestic MCZs within UK waters (up to a further 50 sites) has been 

put on hold until the implications of Brexit are fully thought through (MPA News 2017). 

 

3.2.5 In conclusion 

άThe vote to leave the European Union, and with it the Common Fisheries Policy, has raised 

expectations for the future of fisheries policy that may be hard to deliver. In withdrawing from 

the EU, the UK will be able to develop a domestic fisheries policy and control fishing activity 

within its EEZ. However, the majority of commercial fish stocks in UK waters are shared with 

other states, rendering continued co-operation with the EU and other neighbouring states 

crucial to the sustainability of those stocks.έ (House of Lords 2016, p. 58) 

 

Fishing for Leave (FFL) is a pressure group that was set up in 2016 with the express aim of 

ensuring that the UK voted for Brexit, fervently believing that it was in the best interests of the 

UK fishing industry to do so. Their response to the report of House of Lords, quoted above, is 

typified by the following:  

"If the EU were allowed unlimited access to our farmland, could take 58% of the animals, 

of which half were discarded dead at the side of the road and then sell them back to us, 

there would be national rage of biblical proportions but that is what is happening at sea". 

FFL are adamant that the UK should be allowed to take back exclusive access to its EEZ; 

furthermore that market access should not override reclaiming fisheries resources within 

the EEZ. FFL were furious that the House of Lords joined together trade and access, which 

FFL claim are two entirely separate things. FFL argue that British fishing was seen as 

'expendable' during the UK's accession to the EEC, but that it should be given a higher 

consideration during the current/forthcoming Brexit negotiatiƻƴǎέ (Fishing for Leave 

2016) 
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3.3 Brexit: dairy farming 

Regarding the potential impacts of Brexit on the UK dairy sector, it is important to note that 

about 7% of UK dairy farm income comes from EU subsidies (Bellamy 2016), although this can 

vary and be much higher at times of poor milk price. Any reduction in subsidies can reduce the 

profitability of dairy farms and, as a consequence, can potentially affect UK milk production 

levels. The UK is 77% self-sufficient regarding milk, but over 85% of cheddar imports are from 

other EU countries, especially from Ireland. Any reduction of free access into the UK dairy 

market may allow UK producers to increase their domestic market share (Bellamy 2016). The 

lower value of the sterling may also stimulate exports, but the impact can be negative in terms 

of imports and the cost of acquisitions of UK companies by foreign investors can be lower 

(Bellamy 2016). Currently, UK companies already meet EU standards, but the UK dairy industry 

benefits from the free movement of foreign-born workers, and access to a skilled workforce is 

crucial (Dairy UK 2016). 

 

In conclusion, the impact of Brexit on the UK agri-food sector will depend on future agreements 

between the UK and the EU and between the UK and other countries across the world. It will 

depend also on the details of a future British agricultural policy, especially in terms of farm 

income support. Details on these elements will not be finalised or available for 2-5 years and 

possibly even longer. The UK agri-food sector is currently in a period of transition. Farmers and 

fishers are operating in uncertain policy and market environments, with doubts around the 

security of their future income. 
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4 ¦Y /ŀǎŜ {ǘǳŘȅ !Υ LƴǎƘƻǊŜ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΣ /ƻǊƴǿŀƭƭΣ 

9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ 

4.1 Case study introduction and context 

The purpose of this case study is to investigate the nature of policy requirements, market 

imperfections and their implications for the resilience of the inshore fishing sector in Cornwall, 

England. It is based on the conceptual framework developed in WP 1, and aims to go beyond 

the relatively fragmented insights consolidated in WP 1 to produce a more comprehensive and 

holistic view of the conditions faced by inshore fishers and the strategies they employ to ensure 

their sustainability, resilience and continuation. It is one of two case studies being conducted 

within the UK, with the second case study examining milk producers in the county of Somerset. 

This second case study has its own section within the UK National report, but it will become clear 

that many of the issues faced by inshore fishers are also faced by milk producers. This is 

significant and a key benefit of conducting simultaneous investigations into these two different 

primary production sectors. The similarities will be highlighted where appropriate, as well as the 

distinctive nature of the responses, thereby having the potential to provide a valuable learning 

experience. 

 

4.1.1 Fishing in the UK 

In 2014, Greece had the highest number of fishing vessels in the EU (15,704), while the UK fleet 

was seventh with 6383 vessels, down 26% since 19961. Of these 6383 vessels, 5026 were under 

10 m and 1357 were over 10 m. There were an estimated 11,845 fishermen in 2014, down 12 

per cent since 2004. Of these, 5,367 were based in England, 850 in Wales, 4,796 in Scotland and 

832 in Northern Ireland. Part-time fishermen accounted for 18 per cent of the total, the same 

proportion as a decade ago. In total, in 2014, UK vessels landed 756,000 tonnes of sea fish 

(including shellfish), 60% of which was landed in the UK and 40% abroad, with a total value of 

£861 million. In 2014, the UK imported 721,000 tonnes of fish, while exporting 499,000 tonnes, 

leaving a trade gap of 222,000 tonnes. Imports were highest for cod, tuna, shrimps, prawns and 

salmon; while the main exports were salmon, mackerel and herring. Imports into the UK were 

highest from China, Iceland, Denmark, Germany and Norway; while in terms of exports the 

largest amounts went to France, the Netherlands, Nigeria and the USA. In 2014, fishing 

accounted for 4.1 per cent of gross value added for the agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing 

sector (at £426 million), down from 4.5 per cent in 2013, but up from 3.9 per cent in 2004. 

Consumer expenditure on fish rose in 2013 to £4.3 billion compared with £4.0 billion in 2012; 

while household expenditure on fish as a proportion of overall expenditure on food increased 

to 5.3 per cent (MMO 2015). 

 

87% of all landings by the UK fleet in 2014 were by vessels which were members of a producer 

organisation. Over one third of UK vessels over 10 m in length were not members of a producer 

                                                           
1 In large part, the reduction in vessel numbers is the result of a series of decommissioning exercises in 

2001-2002, 2003, 2007 and 2008-2009, designed to reduce the capacity of UK fisheries and help ensure a 

sustainable future (MMO 2015). 
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organisation in 2014, meaning they had limited access to fishing quota and primarily targeted 

shellfish species which are not subject to quotas. Vessels under 10 m without producer 

organisation membership are part of what is known as the '10 metre and under pool'. They are 

responsible for relatively small quantities of demersal and pelagic species landings, with around 

80% of their catch being shellfish, which typically gain higher than average prices (MMO 2015). 

 

Figure 2 shows the distribution of the UK fishing fleet by administration port; Figure 3 shows the 

capacity of the fishing fleet by administration port; Figure 4 shows the landings into the top 20 

UK ports by UK vessels by species type; and Figure 5 the distribution of the UK fishing fleet by 

administration port. In 2014 Newlyn had the largest number (614) of vessels in its 

administration, 87 per cent of which were of 10 metres and under in length. This high percentage 

of smaller boats is reflected in the relatively smaller gross tonnage of the boats involved, as well 

as the relatively larger number of fishermen involved. 

 

Figure 2.  Number of vessels by 

administration port, 2014  

Figure 3. Capacity (gross tonnage) of 

fleet by administration port, 2014 

  
Source: MMO (2015, p.34 & 17) (MMO 2015, p. 34) (MMO 2015, p. 17) 

 

Lƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜΥ άIn 2014, Brixham was the port with the largest quantity of 

landings in England (12 thousand tonnes), followed very closely by Newlyn and Plymouth with 

11 thousand tonnes each. The value of landings in Newlyn (£22 million) and Brixham (£21 

million) were much higher than in Plymouth (£14 million). This is largely due to the different 

species landed in each port; Newlyn and Brixham receive much greater proportions of demersal 

fish and shellfish, which typically sell at higher prices per tonne than pelagic species, which 

constitute the majority of landings in Plymouthέ (MMO 2015, p. 60). 
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Figure 4. Landings into the top 20 UK 

ports by UK vessels by species type, 2016 

Figure 5. Number of fishers by 

administration port, 2014 

  

Source: MMMO (2016, p.10 & p.44) (MMO 2016, p. 10) (MMO 2015, p. 44) 

 

The focus of this case study is inshore fishing which involves boats that are less than 10 m long. 

Inshore boats in the UK are classified as follows (Seafish 2015): 

ω Under 10 m demersal trawl/seine: the number of these vessels has fallen by about 

18% since 2005, reaching 195 units in 2014. More than 60% of their landing value 

consists of nephorps (53% of total catches) and sole (13% of total catches), but they 

also catch scallops, squid, shrimp, bass and whiting. Over the last ten years, the 

average annual operating profit per vessel of this kind was £12,800. Over the same 

period, the average annual operating profit per vessel increased by about 80%. 

ω Under 10 m drift fixed net: the number of these vessels has increased by about 720% 

since 2005, reaching 245 units in 2014. The majority of their landing value is 

represented by sole (25% of total catches) and bass (19% of total catches), but they 

also catch pollack, anglerfish and brown crab. Over the last ten years the average 

annual operating profit per vessel was about £12,300. Over the same period, the 

average annual operating profit per vessel increased by about 43%. 

ω Under 10 m pots and traps: the number of these vessels has increased by about 

126% since 2005, reaching 1,020 units in 2014. These vessels are specialized in 

catching shellfish. The majority of their landing value is represented by lobsters (34% 

of total catches), brown crab (22% of total catches) and nephorps (16% of total 

catches), but they also catch whelks and velvet crab. Over the last ten years the 

average annual operating profit per vessel was about £11,600. Over the same 

period, the average annual operating profit per vessel increased by about 69%. 
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ω Under 10 m using hooks: the number of these vessels has increased by about 326% 

since 2005, reaching 150 units in 2014. The majority of their landing value is 

represented by razor clam (31% of total catches), bass (22% of total catches) and 

scallops (17% of total catches), but they also catch whelks and velvet crab. Over the 

last ten years the average annual operating profit per vessel was about £9,800. Over 

the same period the average annual operating profit per vessel decreased by about 

7%, suggesting that this method of inshore fishing is the least successful. 

 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴǎƘƻǊŜ ǾŜǎǎŜƭǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άƛƴŀŎǘƛǾŜέ ƻǊ άƭƻǿ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅέ ǳƴŘŜǊ мл ƳŜǘŜǊǎΣ ŀǎ 

they have average landings of less than £10,000 per year, which means they often operate at 

negative profit margin (Figure 6).  

 

Figure 6. Percentage of vessels Ψ10m & underΩ & Ψ>10mΩ sectors by country, 2014  

 
Source: MMO (2015, p.11) 

(MMO 2015 p. 11) 

Although some issues are common to all fishers within the UK, the inshore fleet faces particular 

issues, not least in terms of its continued existence and contribution to the socio-economic 

contexts/communities within which it operates. Specifically, the focus within this case study is 

on inshore fishing within the county of Cornwall, in that Cornwall represents one of the key areas 

where inshore fishing remains a key part of the rural community both economically and 

culturally. It is also facing a range of issues that are typically faced by primary producers across 

Europe, including climate change, globalisation and responding to a 'post-productivist society' 

in which there are a wide range of user groups with an interest in coastal areas. Symes et al. 

(2015, p. 247) describe these as 'wicked problems' that can best be examined and understood 

in terms of resilience theory. 

 

4.1.2 An introduction to Cornwall 

Cornwall forms the westernmost part of the south-west peninsula of the UK (see Figure 7). The 

population of the county is just over 530,000 people, with the city of Truro as its administrative 

centre. The county is noted for its long and varied coastline, extensive stretches of which are 

protected as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The north coast is exposed to the storms of 

the Atlantic Ocean and is typified by a rugged coastline, although there are also extensive sandy 

beaches that are important tourist destinations. By contrast, the south coast is more sheltered 

and there are a number of protected estuaries that have grown up as ports, such as Falmouth, 

which is the most important port in Cornwall and one of the largest natural harbours in the 

world. 
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Figure 7. Cornwall location map  

 
Source: https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/a/a3/Cornwall_outline_map_with_UK.png 

 

Cornwall is one of the poorest parts of the UK in terms of per capita GDP. It has relatively low 

average earnings compared to the rest of the UK, as well as relatively high unemployment. A key 

factor in Cornwall's relatively low economic performance is that 88% of its businesses are micro-

businesses, very often one or two man bands, that have proved very difficult to develop further 

(IF: Interviewee 4). At the same time, an influx of relatively wealthy retired people and second 

home owners has driven up house prices, whereby many local people struggle to live near their 

place of employment. The combination of these factors has led to a gradually increasing, but 

ageing, population as younger people have tended to leave the county in search of employment 

and further education, and older people have come to retire there.  

 

Historically, both tin and china clay have been important to the local economy, as well as fishing 

and farming. Today, tourism is the most important industry, with 4.5 million visitors to the 

county every year. This represents about 25% of the county's GDP, despite Cornwall's 

geographical disadvantage of being relatively isolated from the main centres of population, 

industry and commerce. In 2011, Cornwall's wealth was a little over 60% of the EU average per 

capita. As such, the county is a European Convergence area, meaning that it has access to both 

ERDF and ESF funds2.  

 

Of particular interest to this case study are coastal communities that support the fishing 

industry. Phillipson and Symes (2015, p. 349) highlight that such communities show relatively 

high levels of economic deprivation as well as inactive people of working age. They go on to 

quote the Cornwall FLAG strategy, in demonstrating that "one in three people in the county as 

being touched in some way by the fishing industry, whether through ancillary, processing and 

tourism activities or through living in a coastal location that supports fishing"; furthermore, that 

the presence of a fishing industry is an important part of the tourism appeal of the Cornish 

coastal towns. As such, the continuation of the fishing industry within Cornwall is important to 

the county's future prosperity. 

                                                           
2 Previously it had been an Objective 5b (1994-1999) and Objective 1 (2000-2006) area. 
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Phillipson and Symes (2015, pp. 349-350) ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ Ƙƻǿ ά/ƻǊƴǿŀƭƭΩǎ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŘƛǎǇŜǊǎŜŘ 

among some 50 or so ports, harbours and small coves along its long indented coastline with 

Newlyn hosting the largest concentration ŀƴŘ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŜƛƎƘǘƘ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǇƻǊt by volume 

of landings in 2010. With a fleet of 619 registered fishing vessels, of which almost 90 per cent 

are under 10 m in length, and 898 active fishermen of whom a quarter work part-time, the sector 

is diverse and versatile. Fishing activity ranges from beam trawling, scallop dredging, drift 

netting and long lining, to hand lining, crab and lobster potting. There are two official markets 

at Newlyn and Looe, though landings at many of the smaller harbours are usually handled by 

travelling merchants for onward sale, or sold direct to local outlets. A high proportion of the 

Cornish catch is exported to mainland Europe (mainly France and Spain), with little value added 

locally. Some development of domestic markets has taken place, including several added value 

initiatives (e.g., hand line caught mackerel, bass and pollack) as well as the supply of high quality 

fresh fish to high-end restaurants in Cornwall and beyondέ.  

 

There are three main auction markets for Cornish landed fish: Newlyn and Looe (both of which 

are within the county of Cornwall), and Plymouth which is just across the border in Devon. As 

Table 2 shows, both Newlyn and Plymouth are of significant importance within a UK context. 

 

Table 2. Landing by UK vessels 2014 

 
Source: MMO (2015, p.6) (MMO 2015, p. 6) 

 

Crucially, the Cornish fishing industry is integral to the county's cultural and social fabric. It is 

estimated that the Cornish fishing industry employs approximately 3300 people, based on 900 

active fishermen, plus an estimated 2.75 jobs on shore for every fisherman (when tourist jobs 

created as the direct result of fishing are also considered, it is suggested that the multiplier is 

4:1 όaƻǊǊƛǎǎŜȅ ŀƴŘ hΩ5ƻƴƻƎƘǳŜ нлмнύ). While it is difficult to get hold of accurate figures, it is 

estimated that the total value of the seafood sector in Cornwall is in excess of £100 million. 

Perhaps more importantly, it also ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ /ƻǊƴǿŀƭƭΩǎ ϻмΦуōƴ ǘƻǳǊƛǎƳ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ 

(Duchy Fish Quota Co 2016). 

άhōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƛǘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀōǊƛc of Cornwall basically. 

Cornwall wouldn't be Cornwall if it didn't have fishing harbours and there wouldn't be 

ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ƘŀǊōƻǳǊǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŦƭŜŜǘΦ L ǎŀǿ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƻǳǊƛǎǘ 

publication about three or four years ago and it really surprised me. They were obviously 

canvassing opinions of visitors and the major reason people came to visit Cornwall was to 

visit the fishing harbours, not the beaches, not surfing, it was to visit the great fishing 

harbours. The top reason they visited, you know, I would bare my boots, that it was they'd 

ŎƻƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ōŜŀŎƘŜǎΤ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘƭȅΦέ όLCΥ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ мύ 
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Most of the UK-registered fishing vessels in Cornwall are registered either with the South 

²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ CƛǎƘ tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ hǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ό{WFPO) or the Cornish Fish tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ hǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ 

(CFPO). The principal landing port for SWFPO vessels is Brixham in Devon and for CFPO vessels 

Newlyn in Cornwall. There are just over 200 vessels in the CFPO, of which 80 are 10m or under 

in length (i.e. inshore vessels); the SWFPO has about 70 vessels, of which eight are 10m or under. 

The inclusion of 80 inshore vessels in the membership of CFPO is unique within the UK (Phillipson 

and Symes 2015). The boats within the CFPO range from a 5 m single-handed cove boat, up to a 

38 m beam trawler, and they use a diverse range of fishing techniques that include: trawling, 

beam trawling, crab/lobster potting, gill-netting, long lining, drift-netting, scallop dredging, ring-

netting and hand lining. The CFPO aims to manage quota on behalf of its members (only those 

boats in the over 10 m sector; quota in the under 10 m sector is managed by the Marine 

Management Organisation); to increase the unit value of its members' catches; and to represent 

the views and opinions of their members (CFPO 2016). 

 

4.1.2.1 Inshore fishing in Cornwall 

This case study is based on ǘƘŜ Ψinshore fishing sector in Cornwall'; however, it is important to 

clarify what is understood by 'inshore fishing'. In the first instance, it can be defined as boats 

that are under 10 m in length and managed by the Marine Management Organisation (MMO). 

But that is only part of the story. In general, the inshore fleet will fish within six miles of the 

shore, although some of the more powerful vessels may go out further than that. Indeed there 

is legislation that limits the size of boats that can fish within six miles of the shore, although 

some boats that are larger than 10 m have historic rights to fish inside the six mile limit. Within 

Cornwall and the CFPO membership larger beam trawlers are unable to fish inside the six mile 

limit, but smaller beam trawlers are allowed if they are using four meter beams. Scallop dredging 

within the six mile limit is also heavily constrained (IF: Interviewee 1). No foreign vessels are 

allowed to fish within the six mile limit, although some EU countries can fish between 6-12 n 

miles as a result of negotiations at the time the UK joined the EU in the early 1970s3. There is 

something called the Rainbow Chart which itemises which Member States have access to the 

¦YΩǎ 6 n mile limit, which changes around the coast. In the North Sea it is predominantly German 

and Dutch boats; whereas in Cornwall it is French and Belgian boats, which can be quite large 

trawlers. There is no access for Spanish boats, in that they were not members of the EU at the 

time the negotiations on access were held (IF: Interviewee 3). The following quote gives an 

indication of the range of boats that are classified as under 10 m, and hence form the focus of 

this case study. 

"You get different sorts of under 10 m boat. You get the 'rule beaters' which are quite 

powerful, they have plenty of gear, they have a lot more options, and then you get your 

older, smaller type that aren't a particular threat to any individual fishery. The beauty of 

those is their versatility. Because they can't travel very far, one day they might be fishing 

for herring, then they might do a bit of spider crab, then they will go and do something 

else, and they can make use of what is there and available. In other words, flexibility has 

always been key to their survival. Part of this is being able to respond to what fish are 

available ŀǘ ŀƴȅ ƻƴŜ ǘƛƳŜέ όLCΥ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ моύΦ  

                                                           
3 ¢ƘŜ [ƻƴŘƻƴ CƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ /ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ мфсп ǿŀǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎΣ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨwŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ {ǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩΦ 




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































