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Meeting of Steering Group March 5/6 2008-03-05

Meeting began by explaining who was in attendance at Edinburgh
meeting and what was discussed, He stated that it was not said that output
funding would be stopped but that ITSG money would replace output
funding. It was said that it would be per head not per coutse

It was felt that as e mail from Simon was new re 60/40 split on money
available when he arrived it should be suggested that as nothing could be
organised for April start Output funding showld remain in place for a
further 6 months with figures placed side by side to see if this works.

Bveryone explained in pounds & Pence what output funding actually
meant to them and as the figures available from Seafish were all that
would be available it was important not to underestimate amounts, It was
important to work out how many recipients or regions would need to
benefit from the money,

Seafish stated that they will find £144,000 to manage the new system of
training by 2 years time-why can they not use the account managers they
have and use the money to fund the GTAs. The new people brought in to
manage the new training system are just going to be there to OK any
training GTAs will have, everyone agreed this was a really bad idea
slowing down the process of training already working and in place and
simply complicating the Process.

It was also pointed out that there was some concem regarding the
statement concerning the output funding and the 2 new Séafish people.
People are concerned that if the money for them was coming out of 525k
budget there would be no money left for ITSGs,

Improve was mentioned and as funding is being withdrawn by Seafish
everyone felt that that was one example of a waste of money.

Another question which it was felt needed to be answered was that since
2001 Seafish has withheld £15 per trainee day for admin. Where is this
money is now and where is that being spent?



The meeting split into 2 groups Mike Pili and Adam Whittle to dea) with

onshore and remaining

delegates i.e. Dennis Osborne Jim Williamson

Maritta McLornan & Alan Sandham with Offshore. It should be noted

that the MCA will also

have a view on who does the training Offshore.

The 2 groups decided to split the GTAs into 6 regions: Ireland, Mainland
Scotland Wales Highlands & Islands En gland North and England South.

ITSG accounts are considered not necessary. Application forms to be
submitted in advance therefore separate bank accounts are not necessary.
Sub accounting by individual training providers should give sufficient
fransparency as with FIFG,

The group discussed gaps in national coverage for seagoing sector safety

training. The current G

TA Network is capable of covering demand

throughout the UK. Any gaps should be filled via collaboration within the
network and in negotiation with Seafish,

.
Questions awaiting decisions from Seafish

How do Seafish intend
by March 31%

How do Seafish intend
hygiene?

Also do Seafish intend

to pay for open learning that won'’t be completed

to pay for people taking a refresher leve] 2 in food

fo sell direct to the industry/public?
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Suggest Food safety level 1 scrapped or downgraded.

réourse

Duration | Current | True | ITSG
cost | cost
per
person
Food Safety Level 2 (OL) 1 day 50.00 | 75.00 | 30.00
Health & Safety (OL) 1 day 50.00 | 75.00 | 30.00
Intro to HACCP (taught) 1 day 50.00 | 75.00 | 30.00
Intro to Fishmongering 1 day 100.00 | 190.00 | 100.00
- Knife skills 1 day 190.00 | 190.00 | 100.00
Fish frying skills I day 125.00 | 125.00 [ 100.00
Customer service skills 1 day 125.00 | 125,00 | 100.00
Combined FFS & CSS 1 day 125.00 | 175.00 | 100.00
Quality Assessment fish/shellfish | 1 day 95.00 | 100.00 | 50.00
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Mr Simon Potten

Training and Accreditation Manager
Sea Fish Industry Authority

18 Logie Mill

Logie Green Road

EDINBURGH EH7 4HS

29 February 2008

Dear Simon

Seafish future funding of fisheries training

I refer to your letter of 12 November 2007 outlining the decision made by the Seafish board on the
future funding of fishermen’s training, to the subsequent visit of yourself and John Whitehead to
our board meeting on 13 December 2007 and to the question and answer sheet issucd by Paul
Williams on 19 December 2007.

I am sure you do not need to be reminded that NEFTA has one of the highest concentrations of
fishermen of any GTA in its traditional geographical area which includes some of the UK’s premier
fishing ports. NEFTA also has Banff and Buchan College on its doorstep, with the College
delivering many of the training courses arranged by NEFTA. The strong NEFTA/College
relationship creates a synergy that benefits the fishermen of North east Scotland. NEFTA depends
on the expertise of the College to deliver flexible, high quality training while the College needs
NEFTA to gencrate sufficient numbers of trainees to make courses viable and allow continued
provision of multi-disciplinary courses.

The board of NEFTA feels badly let down by Seafish. NEFTA is a forward looking training
organisation. It has restructured extensively in recent years, was in the advanced stages of merger
talks with its sister organisation SSTA, has co-ordinated a huge number of training days for
fishermen {more than 1,000 on one-day safety courses alone in 2007) and through its parinership
with the College is developing new courses such as net mending and radio refresher in consultation
with industry.
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I cannot speak for any other GTA; however NEFTA has been working hard to provide a service to
the fishing industry and the decision by Seafish to remove the core funding which underpins its
activities without offering a real alternative is of serious concern to the board of directors. The
NEFTA board believes that it is one of the babies that have been thrown out with the bath water in
the apparent attempt by Seafish to deal with certain underperforming GTA’s. If this is the case, then
it is a thoroughly unprofessional way to go about dealing with the problem.

John Whitehead brought our attention to the fact that Seafish will no longer have a role to play in
the promotion of careers in the fishing industry and this is reiterated at question 14 of the question
and answer list, This is extremely disappointing as NEFTA has used Seafish promotional materials
in its programme of school visits in the past and as there is no sign of the high level of dependency
on migrant workers reducing in the short term it is recognised that crewing of fishing vessels in NE
Scotland is going to be one of the biggest challenges {facing us in the next few years. The decision to
retreat from career promotion at such a critical stage does not reflect well on Seafish.

1 am pleased to note in question 8 of the correspondence dated 19 December that GTA's will be
able to claim the grant funding for the individual fishermen directly from Seafish in a similar way to
ihe existing FIFG funding for safety courses. This will help GTA’s generate some income, however
I am not convinced that there will be enough revenue available from this to make up for what
GTA’s will lose on core funding. There are also real concerns that the Seafish decision will result in
competitors entering the market and ‘cherry picking’ the profitable fishermen’s training courses
while leaving NEFTA with the likes of our Skillseekers course for new entrants, which although of
critical importance to the future wellbeing of the industry does not make money.

The uncertainty caused by the Seafish review of funding undoubtedly contributed to the loss of both
NEFTA members of staff in the last quarter of 2007, The past few months have been difficult for
NEFTA, however in recognising the need for NEFTA to continue the board has taken steps to
recruit new staff and is determined not to let the changes in future funding destroy the GTA and the
good work it undertakes.

I hope that the Seafish board will, in light of the considerable industry reaction, reconsider its
actions with regard to the future funding of fishermen’s training and provide realistic opportunities
from within the Seafish training budget to allow those GTA’s which are performing satisfactorily to
survive, NEFTA certainly does not support the Seafish decision as it presently stands.

Yours sincerely

J1

erek Duthit
Chairman
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29 February 2008

John Rutherford _ 9 MAR 7008
Chief Executive

Seafish

18 Logie Mill
Logie Green Road
EDINBURGH
EH7 4HS

Dear John

The Scottish Fishermen’s Federation’s Executive Committee has considered the decision taken by
Seafish to change the way funding is provided for fishermen’s training in future. I must advise you
that the Federation cannot support this decision.

Federation members unanimously agree that, despite Seafish claims to the contrary, there was little
or no discussion with those most involved in training north of the border before the decision was
steered through. The small committee appointed by Seafish to make the proposal did not consult the
industry in any meaningful way. The apparently closed nature of the discussions and finality of the
decision seems to present a poor example of corporate governance. Seafish must not ignore the
views of industry representatives with years of grass roots experience in fishermen’s training if the
objective is to form a sound strategy for the future funding of the process.

The Federation believes that removal of core funding from the Group Training Association (GTA)
network (which presently facilitates nearly all fishermen’s training) and the creation of a system of
paying fishermen directly for training arranged via a helpline will actually reduce the amount and
quality of fishermen’s training in future. It is quite frankly shocking that the Seafish Board is
willing to jeopardise years of development and progress in training, a consequence of which may be
to put the lives of fishermen in danger. Scottish fishermen need the established GTA network fo
organise their training; in turn, training deliverers need the GTAs to gather sufficient numbers of
fishermen together to make courses viable. A centralised system is especially unsuitable for widely-
dispersed Scottish communities. It is worthy of note that in the start-up process of Sector Skills
Councils, the GTA network model was regarded as exemplary practice.

The Federation Executive was also stunned to learn recently that Seafish no longer has
responsibility for assisting in the recruitment of personnel to the fishing industry. The challenges of
crewing our fishing fleet have never been greater as recruiting success in our competitor industries
moves us more and more towards dependence on migrant workers. It is therefore disappointing that
Seafish no longer sees itself as having a role to play in this area, a move which seems at odds with
the declared intention of the Scottish Government to raise the status of fisheries-dependent
communities.
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Given our opposition in principle to the changes being made and the lack of proper consultation
with the industry before the decision was made and publicised, we are not in a position to contribute
to the formulation of the Seafish proposals. If Seafish really wishes to engage with the industry in
this matter then we would urge a rethink of the present approach.

An argument for change that has been deployed is that the existing system of funding breaches
European state aid rules. This causes concern over both the potential for retrospective action and
implications for the future. We request sight of the legal opinion leading to the conclusion that the
rules have been breached.

The SFF will consult with their members and others involved in the provision of fishermen’s
training in Scotland. From these consultations, we hope to come forward with a balanced
programme for the future recruitment and training of fishermen in Scotland.

Yours sincerely

Gk - .

Bertie Armstrong
Chief Executive
Scottish Fishermen’s Federation

VAT Reg. No. 605 096 748
Mombers: Angto Scottish Fisharmen's Association” Clyde Fishermen's Association - Fishsalesmen's Association (Scotland) Limited' Matiaig & Nerth-Wast Fishermen's Association”
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Mr Simon Potten

Training and Accreditation Manager
Sea Fish Industry Authority

St Andrews Dock

Huil

HU3 4QE

Dear Mr Potten
GROUP TRAINING ASSOCIATIONS

At vyesterday's meeting of the Aberdeenshire Council Fisheries Working Group,
there was discussion about the Seafish decision to withdraw funding from the Group
Training Associations (GTA), and as Chalr, | was asked to write to you to highlight
our concerns about this move.

For many fishermen, training was the most obvious display of support to the industry
from Seafish and indeed, in comparison with the system in other countries, the GTA
network was seen as the “jewel in the crown” of Seafish. It is also disappointing to
learn that Seafish have withdrawn from aiding GTA's with recruitment of new
entrants to the industry as we see this as one of the big challenges in the coming
years.

There seems to us {o be a serlous problem with the concept of centralising the
administration of the training schemes. The GTA's were at the coalface encouraging
recruitment and participation in local training, a focus that will be lost with a
centralised voucher scheme. Indeed, we understand that particularly on the
catching side there was a great synergy between the GTA and Banff and Buchan
College at Fraserburgh.

Aberdeenshire Council contributed to the package, which maintained the fishermen’s
training at Banff & Buchan College, while the course was being revamped and
brought in line with Merchant Navy Training. The reason for support being our
awareness of how dependent our area is on fishing. Training is vital if we are to
malintain a highly trained, motivated and safe workforce within our fishing sector.




I am concerned that the loss of locally focused training will have a detrimental effect
on recruitment. As fishing is one of the most dangerous professions, we would like to
underline our concerns about the necessity of ensuring the availability of good safety
training.

| understand that the Chairs of local GTA’s have real concerns, both for the future of
their organisations, and for all training in the North East. Therefore we would seek
to convince Seafish that they must look again at their decision and find some way of
supporting local training in the North East to maintain the high standard of education
and training that has been delivered by the GTA system here in the North-east.

Yours faithfully,

Councillor Pet

Chair, Aberdéefishire Council Fisheries Working Group




NORTHERN IRELAND FISHERMENS FEDERATION
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Secretary: Kilkeel (028) 41762901
Mr. R.H. James BSC Fax (028) 42771696
Simon Potten
Sea Fish Industry Authority
Seafish House
St Andrew’s Dock
Hull
HU3 4QE
28" February 2008

Dear Simon,

Funding for Training
Furiher various letters from Seafish personnel on future funding for training.

We feel further work and in particular direct contact with the GTA’s was needed in order
that a lot of the queries (and worries) would have been avoided before asking for comments on
an industry wide basis. It is difficult to give comment when a lot of the basics stil need to be
worked out for example the voucher system has already be dropped and no one is sure how much
is going to be paid to a trainee to do a particular course. Which has lead to Seafish staff attending
meetings with the GTA’s to answer question and explain the proposals.

Our main points on the proposals are as follows:-

» Tt is distancing Seafish from the GTA’s, but the GTA’s are the only viable option to
deliver training throughout the UK, With the removal of their core funding it is inevitable
that some will have to close removing the local input into training which can only be bad
for fishermen.

e With each trainee having to be registered & be approved by Seafish to receive funding
before starting training the administrative burden of this is going to be heavy which will
tead to the funding actuaily being available to fishermen decreasing as Seafish
administrative costs will be greatly increased.

e It is stated that there will be no dual funding, surely this cannot be. Seafish will not be
covering the total costs of the courses so surely if a focal GTA (or the trainee) can secure
additional funding to further reduce the cost of the course this must be encouraged rather
than being told it will be taken be at the cost of the Seafish allowance.

T am sure a lot of these concerns have been raised by others.

Yours sincerely,
Ton Vel
Ian Kelly

Ce. Maritta Culley — SFITA(NI) Ltd
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Mr Simon Potten 28 February 2008
Training and Accreditation Manager

Sea Fish Industry Authority

18 Logie Mill

Logie Green Road

EDINBURGH EH7 4HS

Dear Simon

Seafish future funding of fisheries training

1 refer to your letter of 12 November 2007 outlining the decision made by the Seafish
board on the future funding of fishermen’s training and to the subsequent question and
answer sheet issued by Paul Williams on 19 December 2007

The Scottish Pelagic Fishermen's Association represents 23 member vessels based in
Fraserburgh, Peterhead and Shetland. The Association discussed the Seafish decision at
its last board meeting. The board recognises that the work on fishermen’s training is one
of a limited number of areas where the pelagic catching sector benefits from the existence
of Seafish. Skippers see a clear link between Seafish and the industry through the support
that Seafish has provided to Group Training Association’s in terms of core funding and
the development of courses and standards. The co-operation between industry and
Seafish in this area has resulted in crews being better equipped for work in a dangerous
environment and the crews of vessels in membership of this Association have signed up
in large numbers to new and refresher safety training co-ordinated by the local GTA’s.

it is extremely disappointing therefore that Seafish, without adequate industry
consultation, has made a decision to cease direct funding to the GTA network which has
proved to be a successful formula in the past. Although we have not seen the relevant
legal opinion, we are not at all convinced by the arguments that core funding of GTA’s
runs against state aid rules. We are sure that if there was an issue with state aid a solution
could have been found if the will was there to do it. We are also surprised that Seafish
continues to trot out the ‘red herring’ of ‘FIFG was coming to an end so things had to
change’, because we are confident that fishermen’s training will not be ignored in the
operational plan for EFF.




The concept of fishermen contacting a Seafish helpline to arrange training and then
claiming back course costs from Seafish is not sensible and runs contrary to the way most
fishermen go about their business. We can sec no ouicome from these changes other than
fewer fishermen signing up to training and, as a conscquence, tives being put in danger. It
is understood that Seafish may now be willing to rethink their approach and allow
funding to be paid to GTA’s where the GTA undertakes the crucial service of gathering
sufficient trainces together to make a course viable. In the geographical arcas where this
Association’s membership is concentrated the close working relationships between the
GTA’s, who co-ordinate the iraining, and Colleges, that deliver the training, are essential
and the option of paying the GTA’s direct for atranging courses for fishermen must
continue to be made available.

It seems very much like that in trying to address certain issues Scafish has threatened to
wreck a GTA network which was overall doing a good job for the fishing industry. This
is 2 mistake and the Seafish board should realise that and take corrective action before it
completely alienates itself from industry on this subject. The decision made by Seafish to
radically overhaul the future funding of fishermen’s training in the ways explained in
your aforementioned letters is flawed and, as such, cannot be supported by this
Association,

Yours sincerely

AndreW Tait
Chairman




M AR_ITIME TRAINING Marine Skills Centre, Cumberland Road,
Devonport, Plymouth PL.1 4HX
_ _(PLYMOUTH) Tel; 01752 606633 Fax: 01752 567436
7 Email: mip@pefe.ac.uk
www.plymouthmaritimetraining.co.uk

Mr Simon Potten

Training & Accreditation Managet

Sea Fish Industry Authority

Sea Fish House

St. Andrew’s Dock

Hull HU3 4QE 18™ February 2008

Dear Simon
Changes in Funding Delivery for Sea Fish Training

1t was good to see you again last week. Thank you for making time to visit and discuss
your proposais.

Attached, please find some thoughts on the future of training, and your funding
objectives,

I hope these are helpful, I would be pleased to discuss matters further at a time and venue
convenient fo yourself,

Yours Sincerely

Captain Richard Phillips AFRIN, MNI
Managing Director / Principal
Maritime Training (Plymouth) & (Antigua)

Encl; Future funding doc.
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Changes in Funding Delivery for Sea Fish Training

1 Current situation

in the South West, there have been a number of training initiatives over the last twenty
years. Throughout that period, Western Training Association has been the lead co-
ordinator and provider of Basic Safety Training and a few other short courses.

Until the mid-nineties, Falmouth Marine School also offered training ranging from short
courses to Skipper’s CoC. Since they ceased to deliver these programmes, Maritime
Training (Plymouth) has developed and offered a full prospectus of NVQ programmes,
Ancillary Courses, and short courses in safety, navigation, stability, law etc.

A steady flow of students have attended MT(P), sufficient to make the programmes
viable. However, many more fishermen would, I believe, have accessed training had the
co-ordination processes been simpler.

One of the main problems has been that a number of different organisations have tried to
act as a ‘hub’ for fishermen to get information, access funding, and set up courses in
different locations. This fragmentation has resulted in small groups of prospective
trainees working with WTA, SWFPO, CFPO, Newlyn Fishery Resources Centre etc.
We have even had Job Centres issuing incorrect information to students!

Each organisation has applied for different grants to assist fishermen, but equally to
support the organisation activities, salaries and overheads. The obvious danger is double
funding of organisations and training. From a training provider / outsider’s stance the
overall impression is one of groups trying to establish themselves, build an identity, and
represent fishermen, but with differing viewpoints and objectives, dependant on locality.

Despite many meetings, interviews with fishermen and planned training programmes,
few candidates have been enrolled, compared to the number inquiring to MT(P). The
main reason has been that promises of funding support have never properly materialised.
The other concern has been that information on training programines, passed on by these
groups, is not always accurate. The result is confusion and frustration amongst fishermen.




2 Issues currently affecting fishermen

Talking with potential trainees in various South West ports, a number of issues seem {0
be raised:

a) Current legislation. Fishermen understand the requirements for certification,
safety courses etc. They are confused when it comes to future legislation, t.e. STCW
(Fishing), Inshore craft, changes to vessel size within laws, etc. Despite our advice that
by following current legislation they will be working towards future changes, as well as
enhancing skills / qualifications, there is a reluctance to embark on training in case
everything changes.

b) Funding. All candidates seem to have the idea that if they have to gain
certification, somebody else should pay for it. They also complain that they cannot take
long periods of time out to attend training if it means loss of income. (To minimise this,
MT(P) have made the programmes modular and flexible). As a result, candidates are
seeking financial assistance from the various bodies mentioned earlier, but the system is
not delivering, and thus training is delayed. One group of 12 prospective Class 1 & 2
candidates have been discussing funding sources for over a year, to the point where
available grants will no longer be available.

c) Future training programmes. There is considerable concern over the future
routes to certification, if NVQ is dropped. At present MT(P) cannot give advice on what
alternatives will be put in place. Many candidates are able to achieve NVQ, without prior
academic ability. The focus of NVQ is practical competence, which all seafarers should
be able to demonstrate. Theory and written examinations in college do not necessarily
make for good seagoing officers / skippers. The IMO, through STCW, require assessment
of competence on the job at sea. Thus, if NVQs’ cease, it is suggested that the alternative
should be accessible to all, and be competence based.

3 Suggestions for future funding and coordination of training

a) I believe the most simple, and transparent means to provide funding support for
fishermen would be to have a direct application process to Seafish.

The Marine Socicty operate a scheme, the Slater Fund, for individuals in the Merchant
Navy looking to gain higher qualifications and advance their careers. Substantial sums
are available towards officer certification. Many students receive 100% funding, plus
additional sums towards travel, accommodation etc. Others only get a proportion of
training costs, expenses.

Application for a grant is straightforward, with the individual sourcing the required
training, the provider completing a section of the application form detailing the training
programme, and a decision made in Marine Society office.




If successful, the applicant can either pay for their training and recover grants by
forwarding college invoices, or the training provider invoices the Marine Society direct,
confirming the applicants attendance.

This system is open to inspection / audit, and proved very successful for many students
over the years.

I would suggest that Seafish could bring together all the available sources of funding and
grants, and administer a similar scheme for fishermen. This may appear simplistic, and 1
do not have in-depth knowledge of all the funding available, but the idea has a number of
advantages:

a) one scheme for everyone.

b) funding levels are not reduced to cover costs of administration, staff, offices etc.
in a number of regional / port schemes, meaning training receives the full amount.

c) whole process is subject to quality control in that grant funded students would

only access training providers approved by Seafish.

b) The related concemn to funding, is that fishermen need to be able to access the
correct information on legislation, training and certification,

MT(P) invests considerable time in visiting ports, talking with fishermen and offering
flexible programmes to suit their needs. More and more, we are finding that small
organisations are springing up (as mentioned earlier) to act for fishermen, but the result is
a divided industry, with ‘cliques’ forming here and there. These groups lack the depth of
knowledge of training programmes, legislation etc. and are very parochial in their
services. A lot of talking is done, but no action towards attendance in training results.

The GTAs’ traditionally acted as the central point of contact, and administration, as well
as providing some training. I believe it is right for Seafish to scale down their GTA
funding involvement, particularly in light of reduced numbers of prospective trainees.
GTAs’ could continue as training providers, competing commercially with others. With a
decreasing market, there is a danger that no training provider would be viable if that
market was divided too much. It would make sense therefore to coordinate training in a
way that all programmes are covered, with providers concentrating on different aspects.

This currently works well in the South West, with the GTA running regular short courses,
while MT(P) deliver the NVQ programmes.

However, there still remains a need for a system to provide fishermen with information.
This could be achieved through a number of means:

a) Seafish websile.
b) Producers Organisations
c) Training providers




Each of the above shonld be up to date, and able to offer what is required in terms of
advice, legislation, training programmes, and applications for grants. To take matters a
step further, a network of POs® and training providers could be better organised, and
available to all.

I believe it is time that fishermen were given a clearer understanding of issues of funding,

legislation and training requirements. There is too much confusion and ‘middle men’ in
the system at present.

4 Conclusion

1 believe the Seafish initiative will prove beneficial to many more fishermen seeking
training.

My comments above are brief, but 1 would welcome any opportunity 1o discuss and
develop ideas. MT(P) remains committed to fishermen’s training,

Thank you for your consideration,

Yours Sincerely

'C,LJ\M? ol

aptain Richard Phillips AFRIN, MNI
Managing Director / Principal
Maritime Training (Plymouth)
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Mr C Howeson

Chairman

Sea Fish Industry Authority
18 Logie Mill

Logie Green Road
Edinburgh

EH7 4HS

Dear Sir,

In my capacity as Chair of the Orkney Fisheries Training Assoclation, | have already given my
initial opinion on the proposed changes to the GTA funding to John Rutherford your Chief
Executive. His reply was to the effect that our organisation might change its mind on receipt
and consideration of further information on your proposal. In addition he referred to the further
meeting with GTA’s in February which was so hastily and surreptitiously arranged | was
unable to attend despite the fact that | am the North of Scotland representative.

However to return to your proposals, these show a complete lack of understanding of the
needs of fishermen in the fraining sphere and the difficulties in organising and arranging
fraining to meet their schedules. it also shows a deal of disrespect for the GTA’s and
particularly their coordinators who go to a lot of trouble both to deliver training to this
requiremnent and also market many of the other Seafish tools at no cost to your organisation —
examples are Responsible Fishing, Care of the Catch etc. This will not be easily replaced or
replicated and undoubtedly will be at a greater cost than at present.

Timetabled fishermen’s training with central coordination is a pipedream and will only lead to
tess training. This coupled with your funding arrangements can only have been dreamed up
by some administrator with no practical knowledge of the industry and its componenis. There
area no other organisations out there willing fo arrange training “as and when” nor do so at
weekends and evenings by request. To my knowledge no fishermen’s organisation has
welcomed the proposals and in fact there is almost total opposition from the main bodies.

With regard to the lack of transparency, our Association used to be regularly visited by
Seafish staff and our accounts and records are audited by an independent accountant. On the
other hand the means used by Seafish to reach these decisions have been clandestine,
secretive and based on lack of knowledge and half-truths. Binding members of the Board to
secrecy hardly bodes well for future relationships. Up to that point we had an open negotiation
and those of us appointed to represent the GTA's were awaiting a Seafish response to our




most recent discussions and proposals. We assumed we were making progress but it seems
others were not content fo allow an effective and well-organised group to continue.

In the outer areas like Orkney, fishermen’s training at local level is essential and the flexibility
to adapt to circumstances vital. It is difficult enough to get fishermen’s compliance on some
courses in the present system and the proposals will be a major step back. The local college
plays an essential role in training and with small numbers we are able to combine our courses
with other marine agencies to everyone’s benefit. No central agency will replicate that to the
disadvantage of all — GTA, College, Community and most of all fishermen who may well be
forced to travel to undertake courses under your proposals thus reducing uptake.

A red herring was round over State Aids and the fact that this system may contradict it. This is
open to opinion as is the Seafish use of FIFG for a number of purposes but if there had been
a problem it would have been stopped at source. The GTA structure was set up by Seafish as
almost an internal structure thus being devolved of the many accusations now being thrown in
that direction.

It would appear that there is a desire from within Seafish to dismantle the GTA system
because a very small minority of the groups are under fire. A hard look needs to be taken at
the successful operation of the vast majority at comparatively little cost to Seafish by
comparison with the exira expenditure to be undertaken to put the new provision in place. The
GTA's had agreed some change and modernisation was required — through their
representative’s work with Seafish staff it was thought we were on the verge of achieving this
aim. For some reason that has been torn up without consultation and a badly constructed
alternative offered In its place. Most GTA’s cannot accept it and the losers will be fishermen’s
training and ultimately Seafish. Your credibility with the catching sector has suffered greatly
as a result of this exercise and | would therefore urge you to review the situation.

Yours faithfully

Cistor R
(P. Alan ACoghill
Secretary
Orkney Fisheries Training Assocliation
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20 Tormhor, Carradale Craggiemore Farmhouse,
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lachie.paterson@pbtinternet.com sea.moore@zetnet.co.uk

Dr Paul Williams

Research Director

Seafish Industry Authority

Seafish House,

St Andrews Dock

Hull HU3 4QE 7 February 2008

Dear Paul
Delivery of training

| refer to your letter of 19 December and Simon’s letter of 12 November. These have been
considered by the Board of FITA which has also had the opportunity to discuss the issues
contained therein with both Simon and your Vice Chairman John Whitehead at our recent
Board meeting on 18 January.

I will not reiterate the objections to the new scheme nor the manner in which the decision
was reached as these have been adequately aired. Instead | will provide you with the
Board’s views as communicated to John and Simon and then give additional comments as a
result of further consideration of the documents accompanying both letters and my
attendance at the GTA Steering group meeting on 4 February.

Board's views

1. The trainee payment (no fonger via a training voucher but called Individual Training
Support Grant-ITSG) should be a variable rate. In other words there has to be a
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differential recognising not only the additional cost of courses run in remote areas
but also for different types of courses. Currently we have not put any figures to this
but will do so if the principle is accepted.

2. We also suggest that the new system be piloted and FITA is prepared to undertake
that for an agreed fee. | would welcome your thoughts on this.

3. Approval of Training providers. What objective criteria will be used and who will
asses the applications to be authorised and approved providers. Should there not be
appropriately qualified and independent industry personnel supplementing the
internal Seafish group that undertakes that exercise.

If Seafish move towards a system of approved training providers with no industry
competence, inevitably the fish-industry expertise will be diluted and lost.

This is an important point as food industry issues are not common throughout the
sectors. More and more, food issues are sector specific. Fish companies are
more dynamic and benefit from the specific skills, knowledge, understanding and
flexibility that we can offer to the fish-based sector.

General

Seafish and their staff would benefit by consulting with GTA staff more personally, about
their proposals in many areas of work. Seafish consults regularly with a small number of
large companies, but lose so much information from the large number of smaller
businesses. We interact every week with the industry, on the "factory floor". Seafish staff
can lose the contact with the dynamics of the industry, and they need the close contact with
GTA staff, to stay in touch with the industry at all levels ail over the UK.

FITA aims to support the fishery industry in the most peripheral, rural and remote corners of
the UK (and in EU!) so we need this to be recognised as valuable industry support. These
businesses already have the most difficult constraints, and deserve a little extra support (for
e.g. modest T&S for visits, courses).

We believe that with our experience and knowledge of the industry both at sea and on land
we could help Seafish make many improvements in delivery of training in the next couple of
years. We would wish to engage with you in this respect.

Additional comments

A. Simon’s letter of 12 November and document outlining changes
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Page 1. Support for onshore sector training

« First bullet point; "must be applied for and approved in advance of the training"”...
This would have to be quick and efficient. We respond quickly to training needs and we
would not want the additional requirements to delay training courses.

» Table "level of training and Refund"

This does need some further discussion. it might be argued that this is biased towards
certain providers, which is not your aim, as it will not benefit the industry. it is important that
training capability remains vocational and fully experienced and be out-and-about the fish
industry ( Have Course will travel), not just college or centre-based.

Page 2
o First bullet

| assume but perhaps you would confirm that Seafish will not be paying for training support
for in-house certificates and that only nationally certificated Seafish or joint awards courses
would be paid for.

Re-imbursement on evidenced expenditure can be off-putting for smailer companies as it
does affect cash-flow. However the proposed ITSG amrangements should deal with this

s Third bullet Publication of lists of courses and fraining providers

It has been suggested to me that it is very difficult to find the GTAs via the Seafish website.
While not necessarily agreeing with that | have to point out that Training is contained in 2
menus - On Land and At Sea. Unfortunately FITA’s details are lacking as they do not
contain information about our onshore sector Manager Sally Moore

So a complete overhaul of the website is necessary to enable Navigation to be easier and
the information to be up to date.

It might even be a time to change the GTA acronym to something more meaningful

Page 2: Support for catching sector training -- 2" pullet point in Section 1
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"... to ensure lowest cost ...” That is worrying and has been commented on before by others
but because it is so important | must emphasise that it is vital to ensure that you are
comparing like with like. | assume you intend lowest cost of a correct and similar quality

B. Your letter of 19 December -- A new system to fund training delivery FAQs
General.

| appreciate the reasons for training support being more catching sector orientated but is
there not a likelihood of a backlash from the onshore sectors if Seafish does not give them a
better commitment. This was raised at the Steering Group meeting on Monday

Q2 (Answer)"itis difficult for GTA's to audit quality control of trainers":

QOur staff are the trainers for the majority of our courses, because in most cases they are the
best qualified and experienced available and there is no-one else to deliver the courses.
There are some topics we are not qualified/do not deliver e.qg. First Aid, Fork lift, etc.

Trainer Quality could have been be audited at any time if Seafish had introduced a Trainer
Monitoring system.

As for onshore courses all nationally certificated courses are registered in advance and we
are aware that an auditor could call on Sally Moore at any time. All courses are evaluated
and attendees are invited to send their comments directly to Seafish if they prefer, to avoid
them going via her.

Sally undergoes continuous Professional development, new training and qualifications to
keep up with the industry and to improve her own knowledge and skills etc.

If trainers are part of the GTA structure, methods of auditing quality should be in place. We
would recommend the practise of peer group review, also better liaison over course
improvements and updates. FITA are continually updating courses, taking part in new
course development, and trainer Continuous Personal Professional Development.
Feedback and comments (as far as we can tell) are in the main positive, and -as far as we
can tell- show a vast improvement.

Q9 page 2. ."..Our team of account managers will take more responsibility for
promoting training.... "
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In FITA’s experience, such promotion is low key, and our efforts at liaison with the Account
Holding Team have met with some barriers. The Account managers team do not request
the company's permission to pass on their (publicly available) details and request for further
information /help to us; instead they pass on the GTA phone number to the client company.
This is not the same strength of response and help: the company expect us to phone them -
- not to have to contact us. The possible contact is lost.

The account holding team - despite several requests, have never give us any progress
reports upon their work, where they have been active, in our own areas.

We have encountered companies contacting us urgently for help despite the fact that they
had been visited by the Account Manager Team very recently (e.g. same week), but we had
heard nothing from them.

Q22: “Names of trainees in advance"

This would be a bit of a problem for client companies, the staff they wish to attend courses
can only do so if they can leave their work duties, or have completed them. So lists of
course candidates would have to be a bit flexible, allowing for some to drop out and for
others fo join in.

I ook forward to hearing from you

Yours sincerely

R setoly

Roddy
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Whithy Misslon & Seafarers’ Centre
Hagaersgate, Whitby

North Yorkshire

YD21 3PP

Mobile: 077969 43996
Telephone/fax: 01947 825871
Email; info@whitbyfishingschool,co.uik RYASS N st
web: www.whitbyfishingschool.co.uk v Customer First

5 February 2008

Mr. P. Williams

Director

Sea Fish Industry Authority
St Andrews Dock

Hull

HU3 4QE

Dear Pau

RE: FUTURE PLANNING

As you know, we are the only Sea Fish approved training centre within the whole of the United
Kingdom who deliver. the apprenticeship Marine Vessel Support Deckhand (Seafish) and as such
we are unique. ' '

During past years the school has worked tirelessly to implement improvements and during 2007
we were pleased to announce at our annual general meeting that the company’s circumstances
are much improved, This was due to several measures which were planned, delivered and proved
successful.

. A change in management and staff structure

. Achievement of the ‘Customer First’ quality mark and recognition of achieving the Sea
Fish quality standard for training

Revised timetabling to ensure full classes, thus more cost effective delivery

Increased delivery of commercial courses, predominantly via the R.Y.A.

Sponsorship funding sourced

Improved retention and achievement rates

Training of school staff to deliver Sea Fish courses thus gaining valuable extra income and
improved cash flow,

- 4 @ = &

We are pleased to have been verbally advised that we are considered one of Sea Fish's 'preferred
providers’. Also that we will be one of the centres which will pilot the Maritime Skills qualification.

Al this point, as we are aware that Sea Fish are currently deciding on alternative training delivery
models, we feel It will be beneficial if we can put fo you some of the ideas which will best support
the school,

Whithy & Distelct Flshing industry Tralnlng Seheo! suppons Equal Oppodunities

Wiithy & District Fishing Industry Tritieg Scloof Linited is incoporated in England and Yyeias 3z Company Linited by Guaranies o 03 Apnl 2002 under the taglelered numbar 440£626
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W Zonsider there is support from the Sea Fish Industry Authority which can assist us in the short
term:

1. New Entrant Training

Our school has benefited greatly from the payment of £100 per person per day which has been
paid for delivery of the mandatory safety colrses for new entrants, First Aid, Fire Fighting, Sea
Survival and Health & Safety for New Entrants. As the school delivers training predominantly to
new entrants — the apprentices — the continued support of the school by continuing these
payments will indeed ald both our income and our cash flow, as it has during the past year. In
previous years we have not been able to take advantage of these payments and the exira support
from Sea Fish last year has been truly beneficial.

We are given to understand that there may be a move 0 deliver just two safety courses 1o new

“entrants fo the industry, with the remaining two being delivered later. We would also ask that if this
is the case, then by exception, it could be arranged for us 1o continue to deliver all four courses
consecutively. Our reason for this request is that we are training Young Persons at Work —
currently our health and safety record s unblemished, and we are reluctant, as we are audited by
the Learning & Skills Councl and Ofsted, to be seen to be moving ‘hackwards’ with our safety
training. Our apprentices are intentionally glven as much safety training as possible, including
achievement of the ENG1 maritime medical and the GMDSS SRC radio qualification amongst
others. Also, as our classroom timetable covers an eight week periad, we are reluctant to
jeopardise the excellent and unique delivery of the apprenticeship, the quality and suitability of
which we consider is now proven. As these courses are sometimes not completely full, we would
further request that they can be attended by other new entrants to the industry who do not qualify
to undertake the apprenticeship course and that to save administration we be paid at the same rate
to deliver safety training to them,

We recognise that this request does not fit with the new model of training delivery which is under
your consideration but as we are the only centre delivering the niche training of the apprenticeship,
we would like to be considered as an ‘exception’ in order that we can continue and expand.

2. R.Y.A. Radar Course

Our tralning centre Intends to deliver as many short safety courses for industry needs as possible,
Currently the Sea Fish Industry Authority make a payment to those fishermen who complete the
RYA GMDSS SRC — as we are recelving interest from fishermen regarding training for radar,
would Sea Fish give a consideration to a payment for this? Over the past years the use of radar
has become mare distinct and we feel that as safety training, this may be a valuable addition
offered under the Sea Fish banner.

3. Marketing

We would also request consideration of a budget for the school for marketing and advertising. We
know that Sea Fish have only one set of exhibition display and we have borrowed it several times
during the past year to attend careers events and other events in celebration of the sea and
fishing. It would be beneficial for the school to hold its own set of exhibition display equipment,
perhaps with both the school and Sea Fish depicted as delivering the Sea Fish apprenticeship.

Also, to project a more professional image, we would like the use of the Sea Fish logo, especially
the new lago currently being produced to show we are a Sea Fish approved provider. Assistance
with costs of brochures and medla adverlising, as well as update of our web slte, would be
invaluable to us.

We note, and appreciate, that our details have been included on the Sea Fish web site but
perhaps, as the only provider of the Apprenticeship, we can have a more prominent place on your
site?
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We have'proved the quality of our training, having met the requirements of the Sea Fish Industry
Autharity, the M.C.A., the Learning and Skills Council and Ofsted. Our fraining school Is becoming
noted for the quality of the delivery of our training and we are receiving enquiries from many parts
of the U.K. For your Information, we have enclosed monitoring which covers finance and
improvements in learning and achievements.

Our company Is growing from strength to strength and being assured of our skills and that we are
ideally placed within the industry, our Board intends that we can become an exemplar within the
fishing industry and a ‘flagship’ for Sea Fish.

This being the case, we must then discuss our iong term goals and opportunities for expansion.
One the main obstacles which prevents our expansion is the lack of residential accommodation.
Currently the apprentices are housed in ‘homely lodgings’ throughout the town and their care under
this regime is both costly and exiremely time consuming. Our Board considers we will benefit from
the provision of ‘central’ accommodation.

1, Currently there is a large building within Whitby which has become vacant. This building
could be converted to suit our needs, with accommodation provided on the first floor and
teaching rooms on the ground floor. Although it is a Grade | listed building and would need
great care with planning a conversion, it is larger than our current premises and would give
us scope fo take on larger numbers, and thus savings via critical mass will benefit the
school. There is some funding via the North Yorkshire County Council Rural Target Fund
which may provide up to 50% of the conversion costs. Match funding will be needed to
meet these costs, which ara as yet unknown.

We will also require assistance in the first instance with the cost of engaging an architect to
plan the conversion and to undertake the tendering process. You have indicated that it may
be possible for us to utilise up to £10k of Sea Fish funds for this purpose.

2. Our second option Is to find funds to build a custom made training centre, together with
suitable accommodation, This may well be preferable if a suitable site can be found, as
there will not be the Grade | restrictions on the design.

We will be pleased if, on our behalf, you will bring our requests and plans to the notice of your
Board of Directors at your February Board meeting.  Trusting that their considerations will be
positive, we will be pleased to attend a ‘pre meeting’ before your planned March Board meeting, to
give a brief and concise presentation.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require any further information before your next
meeting. | look forward ta hearing from you.

Tl

Anne Hornlgold
Chief Execufive

Encls:

Ref: Seafish.cartsn.2008pisning.Sfcv08
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Financial Monitoring

Year " Yearending . ... Profilloss;

5 Uyl dt uly2007 35,006

AT yiedduyssoe B R P2 S

TR yhe 84 duly2006 T 4388
2 ylestduy2004 ... 2714

17 TPeriad Apri 02t

18,606 .
31 July 2003 | !

Year 1 includes a large amount of funding (grants/sponsorship) to assist the school in
setting up.

Year 4 shows a significant loss and at this stage the staffing and management
structure was completely restructured.

Year 5 shows a much improved picture after changes in management/staff structure,
modified delivery of the apprenticeship and much larger delivery of commercial
et courses,

, Year 6 — (current) to date — August 2007 ~ January 2008

Income £133,158
Expenditure £99,044

Office dosuments/




13-1AR-2008 THU 09:28

SEAFISH HULL FAX NO, 01482223310

LEAVER ANALYSIS YEAR 3

LEARNERS
@

“*Q’q@n"@\'ﬁr\"@r@(\@@

F H P H S E S ey F e
R
MONTHS ON COURSE PRIOR TO LEAVING
LEAVER ANALYSIS YEAR 4
6

LEARNERS

™
W‘Q'b@g:

ST F

P. 06

lil‘s’AVéﬁé l
IMACHIEVERS |

_ ‘iLEﬂ\’iéﬁé’"'l

WACHIEVERS

T T T ? T 4 T

%‘*v\QN"'\""

L A
S $ o w?

F o & “9 “‘o @ S \&\oc-%‘ @0«\@ &
MONTHS ON COURSE PRIOR TO LEAVING




 13-1AR-2008 THU 09:28

SEAFTSH HULL

FAX NO. 01482223310 P, 07
LEAVER ANALYSIS YEAR 1
B e
5 — - - — -_ -
w
i e
'g o _ ) »ILEAVERS :
< |WACHIEVERS
4
N o o NP @«N»@@\v@@\«@@
FFPFeH sy s & & & & 8 & &
\3‘ FF W F W \\‘0{\ \“0 \xS’Q @0 ‘\‘0&9\3\0‘\ \&9{‘ \;99 & @oé\ ‘gF o
MONTHS ON COURSE PRIOR TO LEAVING
LEAVER ANALYSIS YEAR 2
8-
5 . - - - . — —r———
4 . - - - - -
I T . ) ) - miEAVERS |
% llAGHIE\JERS
and
1 I mll IﬂlI ............ l S | e
0 [ T 3 [ 1 "t e [ I i ] [ -1
2 % b ) =) A ] )
& @q, %"b &\b‘ Q@(:’ @b @/\ Q@Q’ 2 3\ <§\(‘ & L \\l\ & P
\x‘o \5 ‘;“D \3\0 & ¥ \&9 @00 ,@ ¢.° QO \50‘} @é‘ o)

MONTHS CN COURSE PRIOR TO LEAVING




- 13-1fAR-2008 THU 08:28  SEAFISH HULL FAX NO. 01482223310 P. 08

e e T et
I Length of Time to Achieve

TIME in MONTHS

4 2 3 4 & 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
LEARNER

| Achal -+~ Plamed — Linear (Aot |~




 13-MAR-2008 THU 09:28  SEAFISH HULL FAX NO, 01482223310

Months to Achieve

% Leavers Achieving Soft

Average Time to Achieve

30.0

26.0 1
20.0 4
150 -

10.0 -

5.0 . . - —

0.0 -

e-‘,\ e.*q' e}% é«b‘ e‘f) e}b
WY& & 0

A\ £
\,?’é\,g"b Q"{a\?&\\/&\f’é\, NNV ¢ L Q
™ NNV Y

Achiever

| Average Time to Achieve |

"Soft" Qualifications Analysis

100% -
a0% |- -
80% -
= 700/0 A P
'.% 60% -
L 50% -
"§ 40%
G 30% 4
20% -
10% - | - . . . SN
0% |- " | o - —e : \
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
m ENG 1 Medical M Safety Courses 4
. Basic & Key Skills Supplementary Courses
I Radio Licence _—Linear (Basic & Key Skills)| |

. 09




13-1AR-2008 THU 09:28  SEAFISH HULL FAX NO. 01482223310

LITERACY BY YEAR - INTERVIEWEES
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Wastside Road, Northside
Alexandra Dock, Grimsby
N. £. Lincoinshire

DN31 37D

@
“l %? Tetephone: 01472 500220

Humber instilute Fax: 01472 500221
ot Food & Fisbataa Email: hiff@grimsby.ac.uk

Simon Potten

Training & Accreditation Manager
Sea Fish Industry Authority

18 Logie Mill

L ogie Green Road

Edinburgh

EH7 4HS

Monday, 4 February 2008
Dear Simon

Thank you for the letter of 12 November 2007 notifying GIFHE of your intentions to make
changes to the future funding by Seafish of Training.

Within the proposed new arrangements GIFHE are well placed to support and make
accessible training to the on-shore sectors, Seafish and GIFHE have alfeady agreed to
lead within the National Skills Academy for Seafood and join forces with Seafish’s Seafood
Training Academy.

in order to support Seafish in this implementation, an outline is provided to show how
GIFHE can assist and offer an opportunity to support the implementation plan.

For GIFHE the focus of work is with on-shore processors. The £525k per annum hudget
from 2010 we believe is quite low, with 30% of this for the on-shore processing sector and
would encourage this to be increased. This would benefit the sector through widening
participation and dedicated provision.

Through the development of the National Skills Academy and developing links with the
Sealfish partners, GIFHE believe that this funding could be quickly utilised and would
therefore need to look at alternative funding streams to meet business and employee
demand.

The enclosed document provides more detail on how GIFHE intend to support Seafish
through these changes and our rationale.

We would encourage working with you in this transitional period and to assist in preparing
for change and to discussing this rationale further in developing a beneficial plan for the
sector. ‘

Yours.sincerely

\(\ GJ\-LQZTWCD\%

Mathe&u Thompson BSc (Hons) MIFST MRIPH

() G
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Proposed GIFHE Support for Seafish Training

The support GIFHE can offer:

Support Seafish in utilising levy funds to assist the take-up of training;

Open and transparent distribution of funds to support the training;

Minimise expenditure on bureaucracy and administration;

Assist Seafish's central role in administration and record-keeping of training and the
quality assurance procedures for conduct and approval of teaching and training.

The funding available:

GIFHE’s key strength has been its ability to provide dedicated training to the seafood
processing sectors. Understanding that 30% of the £525k pa is available to the on shore
sector, it is agreed that this funding should used to meet demand. Hence, GIFHE will:
» Actively encourage Seafish to provide greater funding support;
« Work with companies to encourage fee contribution;
» Utilise existing funding streams to widen participation through the partners i.e.
Billingsgate, Fleetwood, North Shields, etc;
¢ Allocate funds from Seafish and other sources (e.g. ESF, ERDF, LSC) to benefit the
employees and employers, through key initiatives for workforce development;

]

Proposed Arrangements
Support for on-shore sector training

GIFHE would be keen to work with Seafish and to report the assistance we provide to
employees and business. It is through this approach whereby GIFHE would advocate
allocation of funding to the training provider, through which businesses can be notified of
programmes and activities accessible. GIFHE would openly report on the training provided
and allocate monies in accordance with Seafish requirements in advance of the training.

GIFHE has extensive experience in managing projects and activities (e.g. ESF, LSC,
ERDF, Yorkshire Forward) linked to workforce and business development need. So,
GIFHE would:

» Develop a transparent approach and strategy to administer and utilise all possible
funding streams for the benefit of the sector,

« Utilise Seafish funding to encourage employees, employers and prospective
employees to access training provided or designed to meet a specific need;

+ Assist the individuals and companies in applying for Seafish funding;

» Assist management of funding and encourage business to contribute in line with
government guidance;

» Utilise existing and new funding streams to provide consistent supply of funded
training to the sector, even when Seafish funding is not available, so that no “double
funding” issues occur;

» Not rely on a first come first served basis of funding allocation;

» Make funding through National Skills Academy accessible to existing Seafish GTA’s
to deliver programmes and access further funding streams, to focus on existing
specialist craft skills and programmes;

« The amount of support provided to the cost of the training will be determined by the
type and level of course, but also to specific industry demand at NVQ’s, supervisory
management training and higher level programmes including Foundation Degree’s
and further work based HE programmes as relevant;

« Establish an approved fist of courses on Seafish’s website.




Implementation

GIFHE propose that a strategy for the utilisation of the monies be agreed, using the
National Skills Academy opportunity to make training and support accessible through the
development of career pathways and clear progression routes. Of the £130k allocated for
on-shore, we would be prepared to bid for £30k to support the strategic development of
key routes, using the money to create and build upon existing demand led provision and
lead to other funding sources and learning opportunities. This would assist Seafish in
providing opportunities to:

use levy funding appropriately;

ensure openness and transparency of fund distribution;

monitor through regular reporting framework on fund distribution;
minimise bureaucracy and administration in Seafish;

ensure quality of provision.

Obviously GIFHE currently access a range of funding and we would endeavour to use the
monies Seafish make available to widen provision of programmes not normally included.

Administration of Transitional Arrangements '

To administer the changeover GIFHE offers assistance to support the transition and to
work with Seafish. A project proposal should be designed and considered to show how the
relationship will work and assist in the new arrangements.

The National Skills Academy recognition is an element which should be supported and
utifised to assist through the transitional period.




SOUTHERN FISH INDUSTRY
TRAINING ASSOCIATION LIMITED

Please reply fo: Chairman

Mr. C. Howeson 4 - FEB 2008

Chairman

Sea Fish Industry Authority

18, Logie Mill

Logie Green Road

Edinburgh

EH7 4HS 31" January 2008

Dear Mr Howeson,

Further to my November letter to you and our subsequent recent meeting with John Whitehead and Simon
Potten we would like to make this initial formal response to the proposed changes to GTA funding.

Our mecting in Southampton was beneficial in that several contentious points were clarified and we were
able to put the industry and GTA perspective across. Nevertheless our Management Committee remain
firmly of the view that the way information has been given to both the Board and to the GTA network and
press has been mishandled and in some cases incorrect.

Whilst we are able to appreciate that a major motive for carrying out the review was to adjust the way
funding is provided to accord with certain EU provisions, we lament the fact that this issue was confided
to us at such a late stage. Furthermore, we cannot accept that it follows that it is necessary or appropriate
to require GTAs to compete for Seafish funding with third party training providers nor that training
provision would be enhanced by so doing.

. We are also left lamenting the fact that having reached its decision, the Seafish Board rushed to issue a
press release that implied that the new system would correct a situation where, through lack of
transparency and cost-inefficiency, the GTA system had been an obstacle to the effective delivery of
fishermen’s training. I can only hope that you might find it possible to issue a more considered statement
in due course.

We can accept that Seafish has legitimate concerns regarding the inappropriate methods adopted by some
GTAs but we are very disappointed that this has led to proposals that will undermine other well-run
associations. This is clearly a consequence of the reduction in oversight exercised by Seafish and we
would urge the Authority to deal with such issues on a case by case basis by engaging constructively with
the GTAs concerned.

Taken together, the ill feeling gencrated by these issues has caused some volunteer industry members of
long standing to re-consider their involvement with the GTAs. This is particularly damaging and

Chairman: Mr R.K. Stride Secretary & Treasurer: Mrs S.B. Stride
Sunnyside, Waterditch Road, Locksbridge, South Drive,
Bransgore, Christchurch, BH23 8JX Ossemsley, New Milton. BH25 5TL
Tel/Fax: 01425 673034, Mobile: 07970 755753 Tel/Fax: 01425 615058
e-mail: r.stride@btopenworld.com - e-mail; sstride@sfita.co.uk

Cempany registered in England no. 3969020




unfortunate as finding and keeping active and motivated Management Committee Members is quite
challenging.

On a more positive note, I believe that with demonstrable goodwill on the part of Seafish this can be
contained. This GTA is certain it will be able to adapt to the phasing out of core funding and I can see
that provided future funding in the catching sector is sensibly targeted at the correct level to fishermen in
our area we will be able to work with a new system. This system, which is yet to be finalised, does need
to address the points made at our meeting and these are detailed on the attached paper.

We are grateful to John Whitehead and Simon Potten for coming to Southampton and would like to
reiterate our invitation for them, yourse!f or any other Board Members to visit our area to become
acquainted with the local industry.

Yours sincerely, Q (

g
Richard Stride
Chairman.
Copies to C. Venmore, J. Rutherford, J. Whitehead, S. Potten

Chairman: Mr R.K. Stride Secretary & Treasurer: Mrs 8 B. Stride
Sunnyside, Waterditch Road, Locksbridge, South Drive,
Bransgore, Christchurch, BH23 8JX Ossemsley, New Milton. BH25 5TL
Tel/Fax: 01425 673034, Mobile: 07970 755753 Tel/Fax: 01425 615058
e-mail: r.stride@btopenworld.com e-mail: sstride@sfita.co.uk

Company registered in England no. 3969020




SOUTHERN FISH INDUSTRY TRAINING ASSOCIATION

COMMENTS ON SIMON POTTEN’S PROPOSALS FOLLOWING THE
MEETING 7" JANUARY 2008 WITH SIMON POTTEN AND JOHN WHITEHEAD

A. STATEMENTS AND ITEMS NOT AGREED

FEWER FISHERMEN — Not completely true in this area. We still have a large uptake of courses and the
proposals will reduce the mumber of available courses. The real cost to fishermen will increase and not be
underwritten absolutely.

BETTER USE OF LEVY FUNDS — We continue to believe the current use will NOT be improved upon
by the proposed system as the 2 temporary staff will not be able to support the industry adequately.

OPENNESS AND TRANSPARENCY - We simply cannot accept that the GTAs lack openness and
transparency. GTA meetings are open to industry members and Seafish. Staff cutbacks at Scafish have
led to lack of attendance and lack of understanding. Our accounts are audited and financial reports made
to each GTA management committee meeting. We have always operated within the guidelines set by
Seafish. Our instructors are all Seafish approved and in addition we are STCW approved. This implied
criticism undermines our viability and is unfair as it undervalues the tremendous work carried out by our
Training Manager. This GTA serves the industry very well.

MINIMISE BUREAUCRACY - Existing system is both practical and un-bureaucratic giving best value
per £ of Seafish levy spent.

REINFORCE CENTAL ROLE — It seems to us that Seafish relinquished its central role in record keeping
following staff cutbacks and is not prevented from retaking that role by the existing system of funding.
We have often been obliged to correct Seafish errors and our own record-keeping has helped Seafish
many times. The reduction in staff at Hull has resulted in both lack of records and lack of quality control.
(indeed Seafish recently approached us for a list of Seafish approved instructors!) We do not consider that
just two additional staff members is sufficient to deal with the additional work involved under the
proposals.

ONSHORE SECTOR 10% FUNDING — This GTA is not adversely affected by this provision, as most
onshore training is not financially viable for us. The onshore sector does need encouragement and
support, which cannot possibly be given by 2 staff. Our onshore sector members feel it would be unfair to
bias funding towards Responsible Fishing Scheme holders without giving similar treatment to Quality
Award holders as well.

CATCHING SECTOR

1. COURSE AVAILABILITY: We are concerned that there is a SEVERE SAFETY RISK IN
REDUCING CURRENT AVAILABILITY. We will continue to offer courses according to demand to
ensure courses are available and accessible.

2. ENCOURAGING NEW ENTRANTS — We will continue to promote training as before

3 ENCOURAGING VOLUNTARY TRAINING - We will continue as before




B. SUGGESTIONS AND POINTS TO BE AGREED

IMPLEMENTATION

1.

We will be able to adapt to the phasing out of core funding provided the demand for training courses is
not undermined.

The “Approval from Seafish” system needs to be carefully structured so that the GTA can get approval
on behalf of candidates if necessary. It was suggested that candidates should be able to apply fo
Seafish approved training providers, who will then pass on applications for approval directly, before
the training course. However, the main drawback with this is that fishermen often want to aftend a
course with nofice of just a day or so. They are often offered a job subject to weather conditions efc,
and may not have the time to wait for approval.

Details of how and when the training providers get payment needs clarification. Will this be direct
from Seafish or will it be paid in advance by the candidate with subsequent reimbursement to the
candidate? The Seafish statement that it intends “driving the money down to the Quayside” has
created some misconceptions.

The criteria for approval should be discussed and agreed.

There needs to be an agreed system in place so that GTAs are confident that Seafish will give fair
information to potential candidates on training providers to include the GTA. Concerns have been
raised that system could be abused.

The approval of future Seafish approved training providers must be transparent to all. New training
providers should have all of the necessary training equipment and manpower e.g. fire simulators and
minimum of two instructors per practical course, and be seen to be using them. Currently there are
many RYA providers who cut corners in order to make a profit.

The level of individual funding should be set such that Seafish does not run out of money part way
through a financial year. It is clear from the figures provided that in this case fishermen cannot be
funded “absolutely”. It is also clear that the figures quoted need to be adjusted so that training
providers cannot just cherry pick the most profitable courses. We would suggest the following course
grants be graded even if Seafish only fund a percentage of the figures, these include refresher training.

The recent FIFG funding was wasted in some cases as new enlrants were allowed to attend all of the
safety courses with no structure to their learning. Often, a new entrant would attend all of the courses
in one week purely to “get the tickets”, rather than receive a structured balance of instruction. The new
changes will provide an opportunity to introduce a more structured and cost-effective system — and be
in accordance with MCA guidelines as specified in MSN1813(F).

Safety training, with funding is suggested as follows:

Sea Survival £100.00
New Enirant Health & Safety  £60.00

To be provided for those joining the industry for the first time, before going to sea.
Followed by:

Basic Firefighting £100.00
Elementary First Aid £60.00




To be attended in the third month from entry to the industry so that new entrants can meet the statutory
requirements by the end of the 3-month period.

Followed by:

Safety Awareness £60.00

To be attended by the end of the second year after joining the industry.

All of the above would require careful management by training providers and Seafish staff in order

that new entrants are followed-up, and courses are provided where and when needed. We suggest that
a proliferation of training providers would make this difficult.

Enhanced Safety Training

GMDSS Short Range Radio £90.00
Stability Awareness £70.00
Bridge Watchkeeping (2-day) £150.00
Bridge Watchkeeping (5-day) £450.00

Engine Watchkeeping (2-day)  £200.00
Engine Watchkeeping (5-day)  £500.00

Higher (Skipper etc) £500-£2,000 (variable, depending on the level)

8. We would like to see the new funding system phased in so that any teething problems can be ironed out
before core funding ceases.

9. Refund of fees.

History has shown that the vast majority of fishermen will only attend traihing which is mandatory, or
training which will lead to a skipper qualification enabling them to diversify. Asking fishermen to pay for
training is unlikely to stimulate demand for vocational training.

10. We would also like to see any allocation to training from the European Fisheries Fund to be used for
fishermen’s training.




TREVOR LINEHAM (SHELLFISH) LTD

shelil fish merchant
and
fishing vessel owner

25 Pilgrim Road, Boston, Lincs PE21 (i.;w
Phone/Fax: 01205 311007 Mobile: 07836 6621
V.A.T Regisiration No. 128 0165 86

Simon Potten

Fraining & Accreditation Manager
Sea Fish Indusry Awthority

I8 Logic Ml

Logie Green Road

Edinburgh

EH7 4i1s,

Jamnary 21* 2008,

Dear Simon

Re. your letter dated 12™ November 2007 copy enclosed.

Pwould tike to advise you that | and my Crew have aitended a number of training courses avanged by
Clive Monk  of the Enstern Seaflsh Training Association, All the courses have been arranged wel and
it has been a pleasure 10 work with Clive,

I this had not been so.we would probably not have attended a number of the courses on ofler,

I you alter the present siluation I tear that many of the fishermen will not undertake training,

Please teave Eastern Seafish Training Association as it is now,

Yours taithtully
(o=
/

W TREVOR LINEHAM,




Patron; HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN

The Royal National Mission To Deep Sea Fishermen

Head Office: Mather House, 4400 Parkway, Sclent Business Park, Whiteley, Hampshirg. PO15 7F.
Telephone: 01489 566910, Fax: 01489 566928,
Email: enquiries@rnmdsi.org.uk, or fundraising@rmmdsf.org.uk

21* January 2008

Mr. J.A.Rutherford ' \ _
Chief Executive 23 JAN 2008

Sea Fish Industry Authority
18 Logie Mill, Logie Green Road

Edinburgh
¢rs KJL"J

EH7 4HS
FISHERMEN’S TRAINING

Thank you for your letter of the 28" November and we look forward to seeing you in
February.

We have also received your paper “Seafish Future Funding For Training” which we
have studied with interest. Clearly your proposals will make best use of the funding
available by reducing the expenditure upon Group Training Association (GTA)
bureaucracy and administration. Undoubtedly the GTAs will be averse to the
proposals as probably they will incur financial losses. However, your fishermen
focused approach cannot but be an improvement.

As far as the Mission is concerned, our Port Staff stand very much ready to encourage
safety awareness amongst fishermen, particularly the new entrants to the industry. As
before, we are only too willing to make our port centre facilities available for training
and for the promotion of safety literature and material. An extension of this is our
establishment of a safety fund where we will take forward a number of initiatives to
improve the safety consciousness of fishermen. Here we believe that the great trust
most of our staff enjoy within their respective fishing communities will be very
beneficial. This could include the limited provision of personal safety equipment,
Meanwhile I would welcome any proposals you might have which involves the
Mission more with safety training.

Chief Executive /

Supporting those who risk their lives to feed the nation

Chairman: Mr B Mies cecrp

Deputy Chalmman: My D Hards Council Members: The Venerable Simon Goldngcee  Company Limited by Guarantea.
Hon Treasurer; Mr O Young Mag e Mr P F Catchpols Rear Admirat J Lang ma Frat Registered in England No. 24477,
Ghigf Executive: Capt Dan Conley ¢BE MBARN Mr it G Cooke Mr A McCuta Registered in Isle of Man No. 624,
. Director of Fundraising: {ady Campbell MrC Cralg cegataca  hMrJF S Parker oo A Charnity founded in 1881
Mission Chaplain: Rev Andreve Wright 1 Theat Krs J Henderson The Rev W B Wikinson ma e Registered Charity Mo, 232822

www. fishermensmission.org.uk
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Seafish Industry Authority
18 Logie Miil
Logie Green Road
EDINRURGH
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Ref : GENO3/SEAFISH.001 16 January 2008

Tlear Simon

YOUR LETTER DATED 127 NOVEMBER 2087
RE. FUTURE FUNDING OF FISHERIES TRAINING

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the way that Seafish intends to
fund training of fishermen in future. Initially, I would say that you must be very
careful that you do not destabilise a system that is currently working very well for the
fishermen of the north-east of Scotland, The current partnership between the Collegs
and NEFTA leads to a very high volume of quality training being dsiivered, af times
and places all along the east coast of Scotlend to suit the needs of fishermen. Iam
sure that | dc not need to remind you of the importance te the UK fishing indusiry of
the fishermen of this area.

Whilst the College doubted the viability of fishing training in the past, and
indeed moved to close the provision, that short term problem has been overcome and
the strong link with NEFTA has delivered, in partnership, short courses to over 1000
fishermen in the past year. These shoit courses have helped the College derive
income from the Scottish Funding Council to keep alive the Skippers, Mates and
Engineering Officer courses which are of course vital to the industry.

I would also like to make the following specific points:

e The College values the effective marketing work of the GTAs in gathering
together viable groups for training courses. Although, in the main, we work
with NEFTA, we currently have a group of Northern Irish fishermen with us
taking their ENS Certificates, organised through their local GTA. Itis
doubtful if this could have happened without the support of their local GTA.
The presence of GTA staff on the pierhead is invaluable in informing and
recruiting for training opportunities and without this service I doubt whether
fishermen’s training could continue;

v .
=2 scollond’s colleges




o We recognise that the close relationship between the College and NEFTA,
both in contractual and working terms is almost unique in UK terms but we
find that where the two bodies play to their individual strengths the outcome is
greater than the sum of the parts. Indeed, in my previous employment in the
Shetland Isles, I also promoted such an arrangement when there were moves
to close the GTA following the opening of the North Atlantic Fisheties
College. The role which I see for the GTA is that of 2 markerting agent, firmly
placed as an industry body, which determines local training needs and then
sources quality training opportunities to meet those needs. [ also firmly
believe that the College is best placed to meet those needs in Scotland
however, the Service Level Agreements between the College and NEI'TA
(which I drafted) also enables NEFTA to source other providers if the College
does not provide appropriate iraining opportunities or the quality is not of a
reasonable standard, As examples of the wider marketing role of NEFTA, this
year the partnership has developed, and is in the process of delivering, Radio
Refresher and Net Mending courses requested by Skippers as well as the
standard programmes.

o The additional income for fishermen’s training leveraged by the current
system should also be borne in mind. For every fisherman trained, the College
draws down funding from the Scottish Funding Council which enables us to
maintain the infrastructure required for the full range of training which we
offer. However, the value of income derived from the Enterprise Netwaork for
new entrants training is also considerable and without that support it is
doubiful whether that scheme, so essential for the future of the industry, would
exist;

e w.rt. the new entrants scheme, operation of the training would be very
difficult from a practical perspective without an industry body to co-ordinate
the training. By using both the College for the core training and a group of
dedicaied volunteers for assessment and risk management, the industry gets
the best of both worlds. i.e. The cost of the expensive capital aspects of the
courses are met by the College whilst the volunteer assessors undertake their
work at times and places where college staff could not — to suit the trainee and
industry. These visits to the trainee vessels by the assessors also ensures that
trainees are placed on vessels where their health and safety are paramount,
clearly the most important consideration in the management of risk.

e Potentially, the income derived via the new funding methodology may be
satisfactory to support a new industfy body to co-ordinate training. However
that is for the industry to decide and will be for NEFTA to develop a business
case but the College needs an industry body (either NEFTA or a successor) to
effectively market fishermen’s training and we would be willing to work with
them'if there are clear benefits to both parties.

e 1 would also caution care about the implementation of any voucher based
scheme. Apart from the fact that I do not think that the average fisherman will
bother to access the scheme (maybe the cynic would say that is the rationale)
the national TLA scheme was fraught with problems not least issues with

Simon Potten . 20f3 . 16" January 2008




fraudulent providers ete, 1 would commend you to read the National Audit
Office Report on the national scheme to ensure that you avoid the financial
pitfalls that befell it. I can apprise you of the practical difficulties at some
point if required.

¢ One point made by John Whitchead at the December meeting with NEFTA
was that Seafish do not now consider new entrant recruitment as part of their
function. In my view, this is a tragic omission and will contribute to the
further decline of the manning situation. We have in the past (along with
NEFTA) made extensive use of the high quality matesials produced by Seafish
in this respect. Without these materials recruiters on the ground will have to
rely on poor, locally produced, substitutes and this is in stark contrast to the
other industries competing for young people. As an example, our engineering
clients are providing us with £60,000 and our merchant navy clients £16,000
for recruitment purposes this_year alone, And we are only one small college.
Frankly, I think that the current situation is, whether by design or default,
ludicrous and would urge you to use your full endeavours to convince your
Board that this is a hugely valuable role for Seafish.

Finally, I am sorry to have laboured the above points but having been involved
in fishermen’s training in one role or another since 1987, I see the changes proposed
as having the greatest potential to destabilise the system in that time. T would urge
you to ensure that some form of industry led body remains to ensure that we have an
effective, local, method of discussing and marketing training opportunities to ensure
that the UK retains an efficient and effective fishing fleet and which contributes so
much to the economy of Fraserburgh, Peterhead and the other communities of the
north-east, '

o

Y/;s iﬂ@iﬁ
.
; C/

e

Robert-8ing
Principal

Simon Potten 30f3 16" January 2008
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Dr P Williams 18 JAN 2008
Research Director

Sea Fish Industry Authority

Seafish House

St Andrew's Dock

HULL HU3 4QE

Dear Paul

Thank you for your letter of 19" December regarding the proposed changes to the
funding of training. I have a close association with Banff & Buchan College of
Further Education (BBCFE) in Fraserburgh and believe that their Board and Principal,
Dr R Sinclair are better placed than me to respond. They, as you know, are at the
‘coalface’ of delivery and therefore critical to the survival of such training
programmes. There was a point not long ago, which again I know you are familiar
with, whereby we almost lost certain training modules for fishermen in the North
East. I would simply reiterate my support in endorsing BBCFE's position on the
funding and training and encourage Seafish fo extend to. them every assistance
necessary to ensure the status quo is not unduly compromised.

My best regard to you and your colleagues for 2008.

Yours sincerely

/
J EWALLACE
CHIEF EXECUTIVE

HARBOUR OFFICE, WEST PIER, PETERHEAD, SCOTLAND, AB42 1DW
tel: 01779 4834600 fox: 0177% 475715 www.peterhecdpert.co.uk
Chief Executive; J.E, Wallace
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Pauline Cox

From: David Audley [dave@three-cottages.co.uk]

Sent: 12 January 2008 10:17

To: Simon Potten

Cc: clive@esta.wanadoo.co.uk; karentreacher@btconnect.com; turveyspike@aol.com
Subject: Consultation of Seafish support for Training

Dear Simon
Re: Consultation on Future Seafish support for Training
The response below is given on behalf of the Eastern Seafish Training Association

At our December meeting the Seafish proposals were fully discussed and it was unanimously agreed that we
should express our serious concerns that your proposals for future Training delivery in the catching sector are
unworkable and will lead to a serious decline in Training in that sector with potentially serious consequences.

{ am asked to emphasise the committee’s strong belief that without the focal involvement of GTA staff the
take up of Training will fall dramatically. Whilst we understand Seafish are willing to continue to work with
any local GTA wishing to continue operations we feel that the change of funding will require any future GTA
operation to concentrate on delivering easy and profitable Training to the detriment of the Catching Sector.
We do not feel that any Commercial Training Organisation will undertake the necessary costly promotion of
such Training for the same commercial reasons.

We hope to have the opportunity to put our views to you on the 28t January but | feel it may heip if you have
our views in writing prior to this meeting.

Yours sincerely,
David Audley

Chairman
Eastern Seafish Training Association

12/03/2008
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=7 JAN 2008

Dr Paul Williams Gordon Hillan

Seafish Althambra cafe
01698-747790

Hull,

Dear Paul,

With reference to the letter i received from you dated 19" dec 2007, it would appear to me, and i am
not and never wish to be a politician, that the whole concept of training has been missed out.

| believe training within the industry, regardless of what that may be, is vital to the development of that
industry. Therefore the onis of insuring that individuals meet required standards and are abfe to
perform effectively and efficiently for the betterness of their employer and conscequently their industry,
falls on the employer himself.

1 always found seafish training and development department easy to approach and very heipful when
asking advice or arranging training or assessmenis.

Since the change of”dealing direct with seafish” and the introduction of G.T.A. as assessors, i find it a bit
more difficult and futher more i find the standard of service and the ability of the G.T.A. assessors
slightly less professional and exact in comparison to that of the Seafish and appointed personel.

| always feel that i can speak openly and bluntly to the Seafish team on any matters that we discuss and
any time so, if i may Paul,: stuff the beurocrats that suggest The Seafish Authority needs to show more
transperencey in their administration, you guys do a good job for my trade and although i am not
directly involved in the fishing industry, i would imagine that you deliver the same, if not better service
to them regardless of whether or not they realise it.

In my experience with some fishermen, they are opposed to Seafish and regard them as Tax Collectors
because they collect a levy on the fish brought into the U.K

What they seem to be overlooking is the fact that they are receiving services if only they would take
advaniage of them.

()

INVESTOR IN FEQPLE

Proprietor : Gordon & Sandra Hillan
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Itis a fact that well trained staff are more productive, therefore the cast of training them becomes very
slight in comparison to the % rise in profit.

The industry must be made aware of the advantages that Seafish offer in return for their leveys paid in
order that Seafish gain the trust of their industry.

In my opinion there was nothing wrong with the way Seafish delivered their training and the way it was
invoiced.Trades can do no better than to have “skilled tradepersons delivering training and conducting
assessments on modules on behalf of their trade bodies|

In short: Sorry Paul

I do not agree with the big changes and i think Seafish shouid be permitted to continue as they have
been for the past 5 or 6 years.

Regards to all at Seafish,

Az

Yours sincerely

(J

IKVESTOR IN FEOFLE

Proprietor : Gordon & Sandra Hiflan
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Pauline Cox

From: David Audley [dave@three-cottages.co.uk]
Sent: 02 January 2008 10:28

To: Simon Potten

Cc: 'Eileen Gibson'; 'David Tomlinson'
Subject: Consuitation on delivery of Training

Dear Simon
Re: Consultation on Future Seafish support for Training
The response below is given on behalf of the National Federation of Fish Friers.

Our initial response is one of extreme disappointment at the apparent low level of allocation given to our
sector which, we believe, employs more individuals than any of the other three sectors. Whilst accepting the
unigue reguirement of the catching sector for your support we cannot see any justification for the
considerably higher amount per employee allocated to the processing sector. It certainly appears to us that
our sector’s exclusion from the Group considering these proposals has had the expected effect.

Given that it seems unlikely that we can in any way change the decision on the amount alfocated we would
ask that you consider allowing our sector Training Advisory Group or any replacement Group the right to
decide the level of grants for individual training courses. Given that Seafish are determining the total annual
budget and the individual business limits we feel they have sufficient control over the costs and benefits of
their expenditure and our knowledge as to which courses should attract which fevel of funding would at
least allow our sector to get the best possible result from the limited funds available.

Yours sincerely,
David Audley

National President
National Federation of Fish Friers.

12/03/2008
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Drear Mr Potten

Changes to Training of Fishcermen

I refer to your letter of 12" November 2007 in connection with the above. The
terms of your letter will be considered by our Association in its own right as the
largest Association of fishermen in the UK and as also the largest constituent member
of Scottish Fishermen's Federation, 1t is distinctly possible that there will not be a
response to your by your deadline of 31 January 2008 as our Association in
conjunction with other Associations in membership of SFIF will be addressing (a) the
decision taken by your Board on 1% November 2007 (b) your suggestions for
implementation of that decision and (¢) proposals for the future co-ordination/delivery
of fisheries training in Scotland.

Once we have completed these discussions we shall advise you.

Yours i'aiiitf '

Rogistered in Scolland $C022672

Office Bearers: Mike Park - Chairman, fan Gatt - Vice Chair, John Watt - Vice Chair, www.swipa.org.uk




Mr. John Rutherford,

Sea Fish Industry Authority,
18, Logie Mill,

Logie Green Road,
EDINBURGH,

EH7 4HS

Dear Mr Rutherford,

Members of this Committee have expressed their concerns
regarding the proposed new arrangements for funding Group
Training Associations by SEAFISH. They are not convinced
the voucher system and the removal of core funding from
SEAFISH to the GTA will be as effective as the existing
system in ensuring that all fishermen go to sea with all the
training they require to ensure maximum safety at all times.

The Committee understands that the requirements for
training may have declined in recent years and that EU
funding under the FIFIG scheme has also ended, however,
members are anxious that a reduction in the size and
number of Group Training Associations, together with the
implication that more funding may have to come from the
industry, could reduce safety at sea.

The Committee would wish to stress the importance of
training for Fishermen and request that SEAFISH ensure
there is no loss in the quality of training provision under the
new system.

Yours sincerely,
Nt A

Dr STEPHEN ATKINS

Chief Executive i /i

Our Ref/Ein Cyf:

SMA/IVA/F.47
Your Ref/Eich Cyf:

11 December 2007

Lancaster University
Bailrigg, Lancoster LAl 4YY

Prifysgol Caerhirfryn
Bailrigg, Caerhirfryn LA1 4YY

TellFfon: 01524 68745
FaxiFfacs: 01524 844980

E-mailiPost-e:
nwnwsfc@lancaster.ac.uk
www.nwawsfc.org

Chief Executive
Prif Weithredwr
STEPHEN ATKINS BSc, PhD

Inshore Fisheries Management
for 5. Cumbrio, Lancashire,
Blackpool, Sefton, Wirral,
Denbighshire, Flintshire, Convey,
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Wielsh Federation of Fishermen's Associations

The Representative Voice for the Welsh Fishing Industry

John Rutherford

Chief Executive

Seafish Industry Authority
18 Logie Mill

Logie Green Road
Edinburgh

EH7 4HS

4 g DEC 7007

30" November 2007
Dear John,

Thank you for your letter of 19 November 2007 with reference to Seafish future funding
for training.

You will be aware that the Federation also received a similar missive from Simon Potten
for which we are grateful,

You correctly state within your letter that concerns have been expressed regarding
consultation and I would echo other responses that have pointed out that the consultation
would appear not to be to determine whether the final proposals from your organisation
are actually acceptable but only to consider their implementation. You also state that the
Board have done their best to ensure maximum transparency. Openness and
accountability are also prerequisites and I remain less than certain that those aspirations
have been fully met within the process.

Addressing the core message within your communication, the view of this Federation is
that the Seafish aim of moving to a system of providing support to individuals through a
training, or ‘voucher’ subsidy, rather than maintaining support to established GTA’s, set
up specifically for the purpose, is less than helpful and will reduce, rather than enhance
training opportunities, mandatory or otherwise, to fishermen in the future.

1 am not equipped to provide comment on GTA’s nationally but can speak with some
knowledge on the performance of the Welsh organisation that has provided an excellent,
robust and flexible service to fishermen within the Principality (and beyond) for some
years.
I stress the word flexible because it is a major benefit that the GTA in Wales can and
does offer, not least because they have chosen to do so, being so close to the industry and
understanding its ways. This will undoubtedly not be the case in the event that fishermen
are provided with a voucher scheme and they will quickly discover that no such
flexibility exists in mainstream training. The GTA is entirely and rightly focussed on the
6 Hill Street, Haverfordwest, Pembrokeshire SA61 1QF
Telephone: 01437 779271 Fax: 01437 779312
E mail: jerry@wffa.org.uk; admin@wifa.org uk
Web:wifa.org.uk




provision of training services to the fishing industry with its particular requirements.
Training organisations in the wider world deal with a range of training services, from
fork lift driving to chainsaw operation and work almost exclusively with customers who
are land based and whose working practices very largely allow them to be at home at
recognised times and permit flexibility in terms of taking advantage of training courses.
This differs markedly with fishermen whose working platform operates night and day,
many miles out to sea and whose working times and practices, as well as their availability
for training courses is almost entirely reliant on the weather. The GTA in Wales accepts
these restrictions and has always sought to take these conditions into account wherever
possible, even when they make planning and implementation more difficult for staff and
trainers.

With some experience of multifaceted training providers, dealing primarily with land
based occupations, it is almost certain in my humble opinion that they will never be able
to match the focus and dedication towards fish related training that the GTA can and does
provide, week in, week out.

In a similar vein, I am aware that the GTA in Wales (and ! assume others) are actively
engaged in developing bids under European Fisheries Funding in relation to both
mandatory and non mandatory training for a plethora of courses including Care of the
Catch, implementation of the Responsible Fishing Scheme and a range of safety and
skills related courses. Not only do we give wholehearted support to these worthy
initiatives but would also stress that in the event that GTA services are effectively
replaced by the voucher system, this kind of proactive approach towards fishermen’s
training will undoubtedly disappear.

I also note that you give ‘fewer UK fishermen, going to sea in more small boats’ as a
reason for the changes stated. I would refer you to my earlier comments regarding
flexibility of service provision. This benefit provided by the GTA’s is even more
important for those fishermen within that category where they are more weather
dependent than their colleagues on larger vessels and rely on snatching any available day
to earn an income.

Equally, ‘the ending of FIFG grant aid to support training and GTA costs’ is irrelevant in
that EFF support will be available, albeit delayed in 2008 and there are specific
references within the EFF Regulation (EU 1198/2006) relating to safety matters and the
necessity for support.

Even if we assume that the GTA’s can garner sufficient financial support through the
replacement subsidy system, I assume that there will be an overall reduction in their
present income as well as a reduction in their ability to plan ahead on the basis of a stable
funding stream and therefore an overall reduction in service provision for what appears to
be no good reason,

Notwithstanding what may be construed by some to be perhaps more of a political, rather
than a practical approach by Seafish in this instance, the real fosers from this flawed
process will be fishermen, individually and collectively.

I'have said to you previously that it is not our role to interfere in corporate matters within
Seafish but where it appears to us that the outcome of a decision will inevitably result in a




diminution of services and especially where said decision has the potential to reduce what
you readily admit is your unique priority, the overall safety of fishermen, we must say so
unequivocally.

[ would therefore urge the Seafish Board to give serious consideration to reviewing their
decisions in this matter, taking into account the responses that you have and will continue

to receive and act accordingly,

Yours sincerely,

Jeremy Percy
Chief Executive

cc: Simon Potten
J. Williamson
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Sea Fish Industry Authority
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' 29 November 2007
Dear John,
SEAFISH FUTURE FUNDING FOR TRAINING

T write further to your letters to members of our Federation concerning the above
matter and apologise for the delay in responding.

My immediate concern is that the decision to reduce funding for training support to a
level of 10% shared between the retailers and fryers has been taken with no prior
consultation with this sector of the industry. A sum of £45,000 after administration
costs shared between the fryers and retailers is derisory and an obvious afterthought,

By withdrawing core funding for GTA’s can there be any certainty that the facilities
for co-ordinating and organising training will remain available and what standard of
training will be offered? Will most of the funding go on policing the providers?

Tt is our opinion that funding through individuals being subsidised will not work. It
will be very difficult to engage an individual if they first have to apply for funding,
then book a course for which the funding outlined will not fully cover the costs, then
not receive reimbursement of the subsidy until after the course. How will this
encourage people from outside the industry to become retailers of fish?

Retail is the face of the industry to the consumer and a lack of training will only result

in poor quality service, the outcome of which can only be fewer skills resulting in
more fish being sold in packets.

Continued/..........

1

Registered Office: Griffin Chapman, 32a Crouch Street, Colchester, Essex, CO3 3HH




We see this decision as very short-sighted, resulting in fewer resources to educate and
promote the health benefits fo students and the general public. Training schools help
to improve standards of skills for caterers and consumers alike as well as high
standards of training for those working within the industry, They also have a knock
on effect by increasing awareness and introducing newcomers to the prospects of
working in the retail fish industry.

I look forward to receiving your comments in due course.

Yours sincerely,

K G WELCH
PRESIDENT
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Sea Fish Industry Tralning Association . Tel 01253 779:

27 November 2007

Mr Simon Potten

Seafish Industry Authority
St Andrew’s Dock

Hull

HU3 4QE

Dear Simon. . . .. .._ . __ . B _

1 have been instructed to write to you by the committee of the North West Seafish
Industry Training Association to inform you that with regret the Association will be
wound up within the next 6:months.

The significant changes in Seafish funding has made it impossible for us to continue
for much longer.

We as a committee are disappointed that the voluntary effosts of people in the fishing
industry working on your behaif to train people in the said industry, have been treated
with such contempt,

Your sincerely

CMEC’

Cath Cardus
Secretary




Lea om  Cornsiullotion Z&brmw
South Devon & Channel Shellfishermen

Hon. Secretary: C, VENMORE, Leyburn, Torcross, Kingsbridge, S. Devon, TQ7 2TJ

R4

Telephone & Fax: {01548) 580446
Mr Charles Howeson Kittiwake
Sea Fish Industry Authority Bolberry Road
18 Logie Mill Inner Hope
Logie Green Kingsbridge

Edinburgh EH7 4HS Devon TQ7 3HT

27 Nov 207
24% November 2007

Dear Mr Howeson
Future Funding For Training

My Committee has expressed very serious reservations about Seafish’s proposals to
discontinue support for the GTAs and to direct your support through a voucher scheme
for fishermen’s training instead.

GTAs have helped all fishermen, many of them through their whole career - they know
the fishermen, they know the industry, they understand our requirements, they have the
expertise and to lose them would be a serious blow to fishermen’s training and safety.

We feel sure that Chris Venmore (our Hon Sec) will have represented the views of
fishermen to you and your Board. As he will now, as he explained, follow the Board’s
decision, I can only make representations directly to you as Chairman to ask you and your
Board to re-consider your decision, Seafish is part of our industry, paid for by the
industry and we feel its actions need to reflect the wishes of that industry.

Yours sin(:@&y //

David Morgan
Chairman
South Devon & Channel Shelllishermen Lid.
Registered Under Induslrial & Provident Socielies Act, 1965 (Reg. No. 18301R) - Corporate Member of Shellfish Asscciation of Great Brilain

Membaers in Channel Islands, CGornwall, Devon and Dorset




WESTERN TRAINING

assogeciation

—a Crawnhill Fors, Crownhlll Fore Road, Plymouth, Devon PL& 58X Tel: 01752 770589 Faxt 01752 774809 e
Friday, 23 November 2007

Response to Seafish Board Decision and S Potten letter dated 12 November 2007;
Phase out of GTA funding over the next fwo years.

Dear \bkﬂ

Following the recent Seafish Authority Board decision to enter info open market
fraining provision as of 2010, we are led to believe that there is now a consultation
process in progress that aims (we presume) to take account of the views of indusiry
and training providers,

We are sure that many of the views expressed here will be similar or duplicated by
others as the proposed changes have national implications, but that no lessens the
importance of the comments herein but rather reinforces them,

Whilst recognising the Authority's duty to review and amend its funding and
expenditure obligations, we feel it would be improper for this Association not to
comment on some aspects of the process that we believe Jed to the Boards decision,

It is our view that an internal debate within the Authority that had far-reaching
consequences, should have included proper debate with its main stakeholder (Group
Training Associations) and this clearly did not happen. Indeed, it is our belief that
members of the Working Group, by their refusal {o enter into meaningful debate, was
a result of restrictions placed upon them by the Authority's Executive, The

decision NOT to include the Stakeholders in this debate can only be described as
manipulative at best,

Members of the Executive have stated on record, that previous attempts at review and
rationalisation of the Group Training Association network had become entangled in
in-fighting and obstruction. This is again not true and misleading. The majority of
Group Training Associations accept the need for change; however the method of
"consultation" employed to achieve this was inappropriate and most ineffective in
terms of result and cost, Irrespective of this, GTAs sought an effective compromise
solution through engaging GTAs contractually with the Authority. A solution that
would have rationalised and effectivised the network to the advantage of both parties
and thereby the training recipient, It is our opinion the Authority Executive paid lip-
service to the discussions and walked away from any further involvement,

1

A Compsay Lndied by Guaraniea having no $hive Caplal, Reghitared I Gngland o, 3780456,
Ragisteyed Offces Offla 7, Fish [ale, Beisham TOS 8AW, Talephons: 01803 854648




It can only be surmised therefore whether the Executive influenced the
Board regarding its vote on Training Provision through informed debate or by design.

Irrespective of the above, there are several aspects of the new training "Voucher
system" that concem us.

1. The Seafish Authority Training Depariment, whilst vocal in its desired
methodology of its proposed new opcration seems fo have entirely missed fhe need to
base such proposals on hard fact; viz a viz proper and independent Training Needs
Analysis, Recipient feedback, Beneficiary request, Industry comment etc. Where are
the external validation resulis that confirm this decision as right and proper and with
strategic long-ferm merit? Where is the proof that GTAs have failed to deliver all that
is required of them?

Tt seems that the accepted option by the Board (and the other options put forward for

consideration) are based on no more than Departmental "ideas”, A knee-jerk response

to pressure to achieve a change in training budget redistribution from levy payers at
the last quinquennial review, As we write the Voucher System implementation seems
to be changing. Hardly a robust endorsement of a system that has or at least should
have had a large amount of focus over time from the Authority's Training
Depattment,

2. Further to expert advice and considered opinion, it should be noted that the
provision of subsidy to individuals though any scheme funded from (in this case)
levy taxation for the subsidy of any mandatory training, may breach the anti-
competitive European legislation. Consequently I suggest that this issue is
investigated with some urgency,

1t is understood that Current "Core" and "Outcome * funding to Group Training
Associations does not breach such legislation as this funding is provided for services
rendered, namely the provision of office space, the promotion of Seafish generally
and its training programmes ete,

3. The removal of "core" funding" and placing GTAs in the open and competitive
market is generally considered (after our consultation) to be potentially harmful to the
regional successful provision of training,

1t is certain that GTA course provision cost will increase to negate the removal of
"Core" funding and to operate more diversely in the proposed new "commercial"
environment. It is likely that the short terin resultant of this will be fo reduce the
actual mohetary value of "Vouchers" and lead to an increase of costs to fishermen and
{rainees within other disciplines. A no win situation for the Authority, GTA and
Beneficiary alike,

It is highly probable that fraining providers will (quite naturally) focus on delivery of
training to acquire payments that are most easily achieved, This will leave "minority"
training requirements marginalised that were previously addressed.

There is a distinct danger of a "feeding frenzy" of activity by providers to ensure that
first come is first served from the training provision budget, leaving potentially long
time-frames of low training provision activity, to the detriment of the fishing industry.




Why are GTAs being asked (from 2010) to "openly and competitively tender"” with
training bodies that are publicly funded? Perhaps this is a new definition of "open and
competitive”,

A critical and moot nexus to the Seafish proposal hinges upon several points, raised in
Simon Potten's open letter dated 08 November 2007 under the heading of Why are we
making these changes?

The issue of openness and transparency and thereby the need to dismantle current
training provision funding mechanisms seems to be extremely weak. The funding
from levy through the Authority to GTA has always been in the public domain and
has been auditable, accountable and traceable though the fraining provider by
requirements already in place between the Authority and GTA. Indeed the issue of
{ransparency and opentiess could have protected the Authority's position still further

had the Authority entered into contractual agreements with GTAs as was suggested by -

GTAs and refused by the Executive as an option,

The GTA network is widely thought of as a cost effective structure that delivers great
benefit to the onshore and offshore fishing sectors by committed, professional and
caring individuals that have in depth local knowledge of geographic and demographic
subtleties respective to each GTA. They are widely respected by
individuals, companies and associated organisations that wish to see the continuance
-of the GTA principle with a secure future, that continues to be able to provide and
invest in fishing training provision, This statement is verifiable an atiributable, but
seem to be at odds with the Authority's view that the proposed changes are to ensure
the continued availability of fisherman training (particularly mandatory safety
training) throughout the UK,
This GTA accepts that it is (and quite rightly) the position of the Authority to
administer and keep records of training, its funding, 1ake up and new training
development; however it is NOT for the Authority to assume that this somehow
allows a quantum leap of faith to propose that a centrally driven "call centre”
will provide a robust and effective fraining organisational service to the regions, For
the reasons above we strongly suggest not,

How much funding is available?

Simon’s information here is not clear. Is this including or excluding the proposed
salaries of additional Seafish Training Advisers, and the associated on-costs? What is
the actual internat costs for administering this support? What is therefore the net
figure for provision? '

Further to the above this GTA questions the recruitment of such Training Co-
ordinators without a clear and publicised remit of operations and expected Outcomes
and achievements. Something that does not presently seem to exist

for Account Managers. GTA feedback informs us that industry does not feel

that Account Managers are needed, give value for money, or bring anything new and
that this money would be better spent in investing fn GTA structure and training
delivery. Will Seafish be repeating and compounding an error by this recruitment?

Proposed new arrangements.

119
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We agree that the “industry" should encourage fishing as a proper and long term
career. Accordingly we endorse the proposal that Sea Survival fraining for NEW
Entrants should be wholly subsidised by the Authority, particularly because it is a
prerequisite before commercially fishing. However we are uncomfortable that (aside
from anti-competition issues) further subsidy is proposed thereon. Training is NOT -
just about skills and certificate requirements, mandatory or otherwise, it is about
education and realignment of an industry towards the individuals within it taking
responsibility for their own and others safety. Subsidy of mandatory training (if legal)
is a double edged sword, whereby it becomes expected as a right and reduces
involvement when unable to be delivered,

Vessels requestiﬁg accreditation under the responsible fishing scheme (re S Potten's
letter previously referred) should have crews fully safety certified before such vessels
" are accredited. Support should not be given for such vessels-or crews for mandatory
courses, :

In summary this GTA does not believe that the proposal accepted by the board and
communicated by Simon Potten's letter is a proposal that is based in anything

but political desire, We warn most loudly that a training network with a proven frack
record with years of expertise is a fragile entity and once gone is gone for good,

Many organisations would be proud fo have such a training network funded by such
a (relatively) small amount, and would continue to invest more in it rather than less to
ensure its success and viability, GTA proposals have previously sought ways as
mentioned to achieve this through rationalisation and contracting. Unfortunately the
accepted Seafish Training Option as voted by the Board is in danger of going some
way to achieving the opposite.

We therefore ask you to revisit this decision and ongbing debate most urgently and to
question the rationale behind it.

Yours Sincerely

For and ont behalf of the Western Group Training Association

Philip Davey .
Executive Director

Western Group Training Assfeiation.

T
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SOUTHERN FISH INDUSTRY
TRAINING ASSOCIATION LIMITED

Please reply fo; Chairman

Mr, C. Howeson

Chairman

Sea Fish Industry Authority
18, Logie Mill

Logie Green Road
Edinburgh

EH7 4HS

22 November 2007
Dear Mr Howeson,

I feel it necessary to write to you regarding the proposals for the future funding of training ouflined in
John Rutherford’s letter of 1 November and set out in greater detail by Simon Potten.

Int general, the decision to effectively dismantle the GTA network is a high risk strategy for Seafish and
the fishing industry and cannot be justified in terms of any of the arguments put forward or inferred in the
correspondence. The reaction I have received from fishermen to the announcement in Fishing News is
predominantly one of puzzlement, not helped by statements from Mr Rutherford such as “this decision
will deliver training, ...directly to those being trained”.

You will have received responses from other GTAs in the network and it is not my intention to go over
the same ground at this stage. However I do have a major concern with the review process and in
particular with the way in which the Seafish board has been briefed by the Seafish Executive in order to
come to their latest conclusions.

1 refer to the minutes of your Scptember board meeting where Mr Whitehead made two statements to the
board by way of clarifying the need for change as he perceives it,

In the first, he stated that the GTA network “is in place to co-ordinate training not to deliver training. In
many instances the GTAs conduct the training themselves which can lead to a lack of transparency”. This
statement is completely untrue.

The GTA network began to evolve in 1981, with funding support from the then White Fish Authority.
Training delivery equipment was provided throughout the eighties and our GTA was helped by a Seafish
grant to buy our first trailer in order to take the training to the fishermen in-port. This assistance has
continued as recently as 2001, when FIFG funding was used by Seafish to purchase multimedia projectors
and laptops for use by the GTAs in delivering the FIFG funded safety courses.

Chairman: Mr R.K. Stride Secretary & Treasurer: Mrs 8.B, Stride
Sunnyside, Waterditch Road, Locksbridge, South Drive,
Bransgore, Christchurch, BH23 8JX Ossemsley, New Milton. BH25 5TL
Tel/Fax: 01425 673034, Mobile: 07970 755753 Tel/Fax: 01425 615058
e-mail: r.stride@btopenworld.com e-mail: sstride@sfita.co.uk

Company registered in England no. 3969020




I would also refer you to the GTA Operations Manual, which states that the aim of the GTAs is “to
promote, develop and, where appropriate, deliver training and training opportunities to the sea fish
industry”.

In his second statement, Mr Whitehead made the point that “the MCA has criticised Seafish for
weaknesses in the auditing of training delivery”. This is true, but it is misleading to suggest that this has a
bearing on the GTA network or the way in which it is funded. Rather it is a consequence of Mr
Rutherford’s staff cuts in Hull, which led to the disbanding of the team of four Regional Training
Advisers. The loss of this valuable asset to Seafish Training has damaged the training team to the point

where it seems barely able to carry out the department’s basic duties.

It is not at ail clear what led Mr Whitehead to make these incorrect and misleading briefings to the board.
However, we do feel that, given his interest as a director of Improve Ltd, it would have been more
appropriate for Mr Whitehead to have withheld from taking any part in the training review. I do think
that the answets to these concerns should be sought at your next board meeting on 1 1" December,

It is my view that the most sensible way ahead for the network — and the industry, is to take forward the
previous (2006) proposal under which Seafish would contract with the GTAs in order to get the best out
of the network in support of the industry. For reasons that were never shared with the GTAs, this proposal
has been sidelined.

Finally, I would like to remind you that Seafish set up the GTA network in partnership with the fishing
industry and much was done to promote a sense of ownership within the industry. Volunteer industry
representatives have worked to develop it over the years to the point where today it is widely regarded to
be serving the industry very well. Having embarked on that partnership approach all those years ago it
would clearly be a disservice and a slight to the industry for Seafish to pull the rug out from under the feet
of the network as this review decision threatens to do.

1 took forward to hearing from you in due course. In the meantime we look forward to our meeting with
Mr Whitehead to discuss the proposals for change contained in Simon Potten’s letter. I hope we will have

some constructive comments to make on this after our GTA management commitice meeting on 10®
December. "

Yours sincerely,

/)

Richard Stride
Chairman.

Copies to C. Venmore,
J. Rutherford

I. Whitchead
Chairman: Mr R.K. Stride Secretary & Treasurer: Mrs S.B. Stride
Sunnyside, Waterditch Road, Locksbridge, South Drive,
Bransgore, Christchurch, BH23 8JX Ossemsley, New Milton. BH25 5TL
Tel/Fax: 01425 673034, Mobile: 07970 755753 Tel/Fax: 01425 615058
e-mail: r.stride@btopenworld.com e-mail: sstride@sfita.co.uk

Company registered in England no, 3969020




SOUTH COAST FISHERMEN’S COUNCIL

LOCKSBRIDGE
SOUTH DRIVE
OSSEMSLEY
NEW MILTON
BH25 5TL
TEL/FAX 01425 615058
J. Rutherford Esq.,
Sea Fish Indusiry Authority,
18 Logie Mill,
Logie Green Road,
EDINBURGH
EH7 4 HS 22" November, 2007
Dear John,

SEAFISH FUTURE FUNDING FOR TRAINING

The Fishermen’s Council covers an area from Lyme Regis to Langstone Harbour and
fishermen’s associations along the coast send representatives to its 8 meetings a year
to discuss all matters relevant to the fishing industry. Alan Sandham attends most
meetings and we circulate details of courses with our minutes, The Fishermen’s
Council set up the first training association in February 1981 which organised all
training until the new Association was formed in 1992 to include the onshore sector.

The Council has instructed me to write to you and to Neil Parish MEP to voice their
concerns at the plans to destroy a system that has served the industry so well for over
25 years. The main concern is safety at sea and reading your recent article in Fishing
News fishermen were horrified to see that they may have to contact Seafish direct to
enrol on courses and that the frequency and locations would be reduced. Currenily
local fishermen have a very good working relationship with Alan Sandham who
arranges courses throughout the district on a regular basis - as and when needed. Sea
Survival courses for instance are held at least once a month, Any reduction in this
service will put lives at risk as it is imperative that a sea survival certificate is
obtained before going to sea. Four courses a year and two in remote areas is totally
unrealistic. In our area the GTA is very well supported and has a very close working
relationship which would be lost if the proposed changes take place.

Yours sincerely, %

Stella Stride — Secretary to South Coast Fishermen’s Couneil
Copies to N. Parish MEP, C. Howeson Chairman SFIA, J. Whitehead SFIA




The Shellfish Association
of Great Britain

Telephone: 0207 283 8305

Fax; 0207 929 1389

E-mail: SAGB@shellfish.org.uk Fishmongers® Hall, London Bridge, London, EC4R 9EL
http://www.shelifish.org.uk

Director; Dr. P.C Hunt

21 November 2007
Mr John Rutherford
Sea Fish Industry Authority ]
18 Logic Mill, Logic Green Road 23 Nov 2007
Edinburgh EH7 4HS
Dear John

SEAFISH FUTURE FUNDING FOR TRAINING

Thank you for your letter of 1 November 2007. My response to the ‘Seafish Three Year
Plan’ of 8 May 2007 (copy attached) made clear the views of this Association, -

I did not wish to pursue this matter further but strong views from Members throughout
England, Scotland and Wales make it my duty to respond. There is widespread feeling that
the Seafish decision does not reflect the whole industry view and that the process has been
neither consultative nor transparent. [ found myself in an exiremely embarrassing position
when Mr Venmore declined to discuss training options with me such that I could not advise
Members. Seafish should never forget that it represents and is wholly funded by industry.

My Members view is that the service offered by some/most Group Training Associations
(GTAs) is outstanding in relation to the resources available to them. It is acknowledged that a
few GTAs, particularly in areas of lower fishing activity, do not meet the required standards,
and that rationalisation with possible consolidation is desirable. Such rationalisation would
provide cach region with a GTA one stop shop centre of excellence for all training
requirements. The Industry training requirement is just too small to be subjected to
competitive bidding and will result in dilution of competence. Comparative cost benefit
analysis has no relevance to safety at sea and Seafish is urged to reconsider its decision.

()Sours sincerely

i

Dr Peter Hunt
Director

cc. Mr Charles Howeson, Chairman, Sea Fish Industry Authority
TN e
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' The Shellfish Association
of Great Britain

Telephone: 0207 283 8305

Fax: 0207 929 1389

E-mail: SAGB@shellfish.org.uk Fishmongers’ Hall, London Bridge, London, EC4R 9EL
hitp://www .shellfish.org.uk

Director: Dr. P.C Hunt

8 May 2007

Mr J Rutherford

Chief Executive

Sea Fish Industry Authority

18 Logie Mill

Logie Green Road 23 Nov 2007
Edinburgh EH7 4HG

Dear John

Seafish Three Year Plan

There can be no doubt that the Plan better reflects what industry believes Seafish
should be doing.

Shellfish represents nearly 40% of British landings and I still feel that more
resources should be allocated to this sector. Stocks are generally robust but
exploitation is mostly small scale rural businesses which need greater assistance
in meeting the challenges of demonstrating sustainability and optimum
utilisation of the resource. The large scale processing and marketing sectors
(retail and catering) have the resources to undertake their own marketing.

There is confusion as to the distribution of assistance to regional marketing
bodies. Seafood Scotland is clearly doing very well and showing what can be
achieved. Seafood Cornwall generates preferential FIFG/EFF funding and it is
difficult to see why Sussex, Devon, Norfolk, Kent, Wales or indeed many other
areas do not receive at least the same funding as Cornwall, and as Scotland?
These bodies perhaps arose from past Seafish failings and although there is total
sympathy to regional branding, the distribution of levy must be equitable,




The Industry fund is an excellent initiative. Care must be taken to ensure that
the benefits are industry wide and not Company specific, and that work is not
duplicated in different areas. Where common themes exist in requests eg water
quality issues, squid development, processing opportunities, the projects should
either be undertaken corporately by Seafish or delegated to a trade/industry
body. The fund is currently restricted to £1 million per year and could be the
optimum route for utilisation of all levy funds, minimising burcaucracy and
central overhead costs. A target would perhaps be 50% of levy funds to industry
projects within five years, thereby deflecting pressures for a significant
reduction in levy rates.

Concerning training, the Group Training Associations need to be strengthened
and diversified so that each region has a one stop shop centre of excellence for
all training requirements, not just fishing safety but processing fraining
including HACCP. Competition with other training opportunities is all very
well but the industry is just too small to support this; Seafish should put all its
eggs into the GTA’s and make sure they work well.

The Seafish Three Year Plan has addressed many of the issues raised by the
Shellfish Association of Great Britain at the last Review. With the above
reservations, the SAGB is committed to supporting Seafish to achieve the Plan
objectives.

Yours sincerely

Dr Peter Hunt
Director
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Pauline Cox

From: Mike Berthet
Sent: 19 November 2007 09:54
To! Simon Potten

Subject: TRAINING

Dear Simon

Thank you for your letter of 12th November. | have read through your notes on why the changes are being
made and the proposed new arrangements and | believe this to be a sound proposal and have no further
comments {o make at this stage.

Please keep me informed of any developments.

Very best regards

Mike Berthet

Group Fish and Seafood Director
M&J Seafoods

Information in this message is confidential and may be privileged. It is for the exclusive use of the
intended recipient(s). If you are not the intended recipient(s) please notify the sender, delete the
message immediately and do not act upon it contents. Unauthorised disclosure, distribution and
copying of this email is strictly prohibited. The opinions expressed within this message are those of
the individual author. Whilst Brakes takes reasonable steps to scan this email it does not accept
liability for any virus that may be contained in it,

Emails sent to and by our staff are monitored by Brakes for lawful business purposes including
assessing compliance with Company policies and system performance.

10/12/2007
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Pauline Cox

From: Paul Bell [paul@bellservices.co.uk]
Sent: 18 November 2007 12:00

To: Simon Potten

Subject: GTA's, funding and other,

Hi Simon, frust you are keeping well

Just a brief email to confirm I received your letter regarding the future of GTA’s and sector specific
funding streams.

I will follow up this email with a more detailed response at a later date; as I mentioned at the
previous meeting at Grimsby 1 am currently contracted to GIFHE and as such I must stress that any
comments or suggestions made by me will be independent of GIFHE and should not be viewed with
any association. It should be noted that I have declared a conflict of interest to key person at GIFHE.

However, and I think I did mention to you at the meeting my direct contractual obligations with the

Institute will be discharged on or before the 31% December 2007; which is convoluted way of letting
you know that in parinership with an existing development company we are launching a Training
and Consultancy Division; an element of the new business will be the use of BIS Ltd to ‘shop front’
the delivery of seafood sector specific training etc,

I would like to garner your thoughts and opinions as to a suggestion made to the other board
members of this new company, namely to apply to yourself to reintroduce the (YHP) GTA (or
similar) as a brand incorporated within the portfolio of this new business venture.

Whilst T am not suggesting legal incorporation, the situation would be able to provide a formal GTA
regional point of contact supported by a robust management and administration infrastructure, also
a facility for the distribution of Seafish training products could be easily integrated into such an
operation,

Whilst at this juncture it is not felt appropriate to discus in any detail this new venture, we would like
to give you some insight into the scope and depth of this new company; it will be an independent
business unit which is over-arched by a current company that is delivering distance learning, NVQ’s,
e-learning etc. at regional, national and International levels.

The new division which will be sifuated on the Humber North Bank, most likely Hull will add the
dimension of further enhancing blended learning, and will have its own training room/s admin efc,

Hope I have wetted the Seafish appetite with the proceeding details; look forward to touching base
again with you soon, I would appreciate a level of professional confidence regarding the points in
this email

Best regards

&z

PM éf geﬁ(f M.C.M.L,, GradL.O.S.H,MLO.M,M.SF.H.T, Dip RSA.

Bell Independent Services Limited
Office Tel: 02071 932617

Mobile Tel: 07706 368730

email: paul@bellservices.co.uk

10/12/2007




MANX FISH PRODUCERS %
ORGANISATION LIMITED

The Heritage Centre < The Quay -« Peel - {sie of Man TMS 1TA
Teh 1624 812144 - Fax: 01624 811395 « Email: manx. fi@lincone.nat

Simon Potten
Seafish

18 Logie Mill Road
Edinburgh

EH7 4HS

November 16" 2007.

Dear Simon,
Training Consultation

Thank you for your lelter dated November 12" in which you have outlined the ways
in which training might be co-ordinated in the future.

Even though the Isle of Man is not within the Seafish fold you will no doubt be aware
that we coordinate our training in tandem with the Welsh GTA. This certainly works
very well for us and I suspect that the Jim Williamson is happy enough with the
arrangement for his organisation.

Though change is inevitable especially with the changing nature of the fleet, we fee
that the GTASs still have an importani role even if, as a last resort, it is only to give out
information,

We have recently tried to find out information about marine courses outside the remit
of Seafish and the information that we received has been confusing and vatied
depending on who we talk to. The information that we receive from the GTAs is, on
the whole, concise and to the point. We feel that without the GTAS that a great dcal
will therefore be lost, |

If you are to move away from these valuable bodies we would hope that what was lefl
would be, at the very least, a more stream lined organisation that basically did the
same as what the GTAs currently do.

Yours sincerely -

Registered No, 126 Isle of Man
I)ircclm)@u Combier (Chalrman), M Moore, W, Caley, A. lronside, D. Lecce, B. Home, R Quirk, A. Read

Y
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BILLINGSGATE SEAFOOD
TRAINING SCHOOL

Office 28, Billingsgate Market, Trafalgar Way, London, E14 53T
Tel: 020 - 7517 3548 Fax: 020 - 7517 3544

Charity Registration No. 1088809 Company Registration No. 3567811

Mr. C. Howeson

Chairman

Sea Fish Industry Authority
18, Logie Mill

Logie Green Road
Edinburgh

EH7 4HS

16 Nov 2007
15™ November 2007

Dear Chatles,

I feel it is necessary to write to you with regard to the letter sent out by John
Rutherford informing all GTA co-ordinators and their Chairmen of the recent Board
decision taken by Seafish to phase out the GTA funding over the next two years.

As you are probably aware the Greater London GTA was amalgamated into the
Billingsgate Seafood training School a couple of years ago and now forms the {raining
sub committee of the Seafood School. In this capacity our GTA co-ordinator has been
able to identify the various areas of training need in the London area and the school
has been well placed to deliver that training. This is an arrangement that works
exceedingly well and has been very successful in not only delivering training needs
but, has also resulted in several small businesses starting up as a result of attending
COUrses.

The letter refers to extensive consultation with the GTA’s and the need to use the
Seafish training budget wisely to ensure the maximum benefit. However, I strongly
object to the suggestion that the GT'A’s and/or the industry were consulted prior to
this decision. In fact if anything the reverse is true.

In November 2006 there was a GTA conference in Edinburgh at which discussions
took place regarding the training provision by the GTA’s and the other services
provided by the GTA’s on behalf of Seafish. This was a useful exercise that sought to
identify matters other than just training in which the GTA’s were involved. Also at
that meeting the idea of a contract between the GTA’s and Seafish was floated.
Following this conference a draft contract was prepared by Seafish and presented to a
meeting of the steering committee of the GTA’s. All concerned reviewed the draft

Fnaining for a Fealthy future
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contract and returned the same to Seafish for formal ratification, subject to certain
amendments. The timescale involved in the consultation was exceedingly short as
John Rutherford wanted to get it through the next Board meeting. However, not
surprisingly it missed that Board meeting and it was then decided that it would be put
back to a further date to be signed at some time during 2007. This was the last I heard
of the contracts and unless I subsequently had been left out of the correspondence
loop that was the last any other member of the steering group heard.

It then appears that John Rutherford had decided that Seafish no longer wanted to
contract with the GTA’s but wanted to disband them completely. This decision was
taken without any further consultation with the industry, the levy payers or the
GTA’s. It is understood that various papers were prepared by the training division
within Seafish and presented to the Board, but even these papers had not been
discussed outside of Seafish. I then understand the Seafish Board Members were
formally instructed not to discuss the matter with anyone outside of the Board. This
process could hardly be described as transparent, and certainly not the extensive
consultation with the very people who would be affected by this decision that could
reasonably have been expected.

From a personal point of view it was understood that there was a degree of
dissatisfaction with the performance of some of the GTA’s within Seafish. With this
in mind it would have come as no great surprise had there been a proposal to
rationalise the GTA network making it more streamlined and in doing so more
effective. Whilst this would have been a bitter pill to swallow for the GTA’s that
disappeared as a result of such rationalisation, the majority would have recognised the
necessity of such a decision and were expecting something of this nature to be
proposed.

The Board members who agreed to the complete dismantling of the GTA’s would ali
seem to represent fairly large organisations that would by their very nature not
necessarily be affected by this decision. However, most of the training work
undertaken by the GTA’s is often directed towards the SME’s that require cost
effective training and have not the resources or facilities to undertake it themselves.

As the Chairman of one of the most productive GTA’s I can only express my
disappointment at the decision in the strongest possible terms. However, what
concerns me even more than this is the lack of consultation and transparency that
Seafish exercised at officer and Board level whilst making this decision. This was an
underhand decision that [ believe Seafish will come to regret in the fullness of time.
Through the GTA network, Seafish was for many years recognised as a NTO, a
position they enjoyed until the new learning skills councils came into being. The
elimination of the GTA’s will further reduce the effectiveness of Seafish as a fraining
body and will certainly diminish the standing and reputation it currently enjoys with
the SME’s, many of who represent the face of the industry to the public.

I have since had the opportunity to discuss this decision with some of the Board
members who have indicated that they were influenced by the advisory group of




board members set up to review the situation with regard to training. However, when 1
have gone through the chain of events as outlined above and also pointed out that no
consultation had taken place with the GTA’s or industry prior to the decision being
made they were quite taken aback. | would even go as far to say that they felt they had
been misled.

I appreciate that the Board has made a decision on this issue but I see no reason why
that decision cannot be overturned. I would therefore ask you fo re-visit this matter
and consult with those most affected by the decision before making the decision
permanent.,

I look forward to receiving your reply in due course.

Yours Sincerely

QA«”lm

C.P.Leftwich
Chairman of the Greater London GTA
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Pauline Cox

From: GTA West of Scotland

Sent: 13 November 2007 15:36

To: Simon Potten; Paul Williams; John Rutherford
Cc: GTA Distribution List

Subject: Seafish Future Funding for Training

Dear All,

It is my view that the proposed method of delivering training for fishermen is fataly flawed and will
not work. Until 200072001 there was no GTA in this area of Scotland, although other areas were covered by
GTA's meaning training was available. Very few fishermen in this area undertook training as it was not
available locally unless the fishermen contacted a GTA from a neighbouring area and arranged it
themselves. Even mandatory training had a very low uptake as can be verified by the MAIB report into the
loss of the Solway Harvester with all her crew. Fishermen will not phone a freephone number in Hull where
they would more than likely get an answerphone to speak to and arrange for vouchers to be exchanged for
training, Fishermen like to speak to real people, preferably people they know, such as the GTA Training
Managers they have spent years getting to know. Many of the phonecalls fishermen make to training
managers are in the evening and they want to chat about various things before actually mentioning the
training they require. If it is not to be an answerphone they speak to does this mean more salaries out of the
training budget to provide telephonists ? It already appears as if the equivalent of current core funding
for one part time and five full time GTA's is to be spent on salaries for 'regional staff. Why re-invent the
wheel ? The GTA network works and has done for many years, while there may be a case for some
rationalisation of the netrwork as was previously being discussed before Seafish suddenly went quiet, it
appears foolish to make changes purely for changes sake. As everyone will no doubt be aware, 1 only
recently started as training manager for WOSSTA but this does not mean 1 know little about GTA's or
fishermen. | have been involved in fishing since 1975 and was one of a group of fishermen who
campaigned for the establishment of a GTA in this area in the late 1990's because training was not
available locally. | was a founder board member of WOSSTA and remained so until | resigned in august to
take up this job. | would hate to see the return of the dark days when there was nobody locally to arrange
and provide training. It is worth pointing out that every GTA in the UK is industry led and their boards
consist of people who care about the industry and give freely of their time to ensure training for fishermen
and processors is available locally in each area.

These are my personal views as the WOSSTA board has not met to discuss the proposals yet.
cheers,
Shaun McGuire

Training Manager, WOSSTA

10/12/20607
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Pauline Cox

From: Alan Coghill [Alan@orkney-fisheries.freeserve.co.uk]

Sent: 08 November 2007 12:35

To: John Rutherford

Cc: Bertie Armstrong; GTA Orkney; George MacRae (E-mail}; GTA Anglo Scottish; Simon
Potten; Paul Williams

Subject: RE

Importance; High
Dear John

From your uninformative letter of 1st November and a subsequent report on the Seafish Ad'VIsor'y.Tramln.g
Committee meeting it would appear that you have taken the decision to centralise fishermen's tra:q:pg_. T§1|§
ignores the unanimous views of the GTA's and the fisherman they represent and the old adage "if it ain't
broke don't fix it" and will do nothing to address the current problems in the industry.

The idea of a centralised system with vouchers will only increase bureaucracy not reduce it and will move
Seafish further away from the heart of the industry. It ignores the fact that the major part of the industry is in
small boats located in small towns, villages and settlements round the UK and needs training tailored to their
location and avallabifity - they do not work a 9-5 day. To give an example our coordinator, Jeff Temple,
provides training at short notice, at weekends and in the islands to meet our local industry's r_eqwrements and
he is indicative of alf the others and | know Lachie Paterson has even more demands on his time.

Your new proposal cannot replicate that provision and the need to refer to a central location is more likely to
reduce the amount of training undertaken which is contrary to the efforts of the GTA's at present. The
likelthood of a set fee offered to training providers is also likely to be unattractive to small colleges in the area
where many fishermen are located and this too will drive down the training provision.

Overall, | must suggest you are out of touch with the realities of the catching sector and this will o_nEy drive a
further wedge between industry and Seafish. Decisions such as this do nothing to further the image that
Seafish is a listening, caring partner. The secretive nature of the method of the decision certainly does nothing
to ensure transparency in these issues.

Yours sincerely

Alan

10/12/2007
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Pauline Cox

From: Derek Duthie [spfa@btconnect.com]

Sent: 09 November 2007 1418

To: Paul Wiliams

Cc: Simon Potlen; David Lovie; Alex West; Michael Park
Subject: Seafish board decision on future funding for training

Dear Paul

The North East Fishermen's Training Association (NEFTA) board met yesterday and | reported to them what |
knew of the decision taken by the Seafish board on future funding for training.

I can tell you that, based on the detalils released to date, my board has expressed serious reservations about
the route Seafish has chosen to follow and there is real concern from experienced fishermen on the NEFTA
board for the future of fishermen's training in the geographical area presently covered by NEFTA. The Seafish
decision will undoubtedly have a destabilising influence on the entire GTA network and in the view of the
NEFTA board, fishermen's lives may well be placed at risk if, as expected, fishermen do not take to the type
of voucher system proposed.

Although several senior Seafish figures, including yourself, have expressed appreciation for the work
of volunteers, such as the board of NEFTA, for the part they play in GTA's, there is no evidence of this in the
decision that the Seafish board has made. The Seafish decision is viewed as nothing short of a "kick in the
teeth” for NEFTA and | am personally disgusted with not only the decision but by the process by which it was
reached. Whatever John Rutherford says in the Fishing News, industry was not properly consulted on these
proposals and if you do not win industry support for them they will surely fail.

I would like to invite you to attend a special meeting of the NEFTA board on Thursday, 13 December at
9.30am at Banff & Buchan College to explain fully the Seafish decision. We will then be able to comment
more fully on your proposals.

Yours sincerely

Derek Duthie
Chalrman
North East Fishermen's Training Association Limited

Tel 01346 510714
Fax: 01346 510614
E-mail: spfa@btconnect.com

R e T L T T T e T P ey ]

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are intended solely for the use of the individuat or entity to whom
they are addressed.

10/12/2007




SCOTTISH FISHERMEN’S FEDERATION
24 Rubislaw Terrace ' ABERDEEN " AB10 1XE
Telephone: 01224 646944 * Fax: 01224 847058

e-mail: sff@sff.co.uk
Website: www.sff.co.uk

Our Ref: BA/FLo/L07-092
9™ November 2007 1 2 NOV 2007

John Rutherford
Chief Executive
18 Logie Mill
Logie Green Road
Edinburgh

EH7 4HS

Do S,

Thank you for your letter of 1 November concerning Seafish future funding for training.

The Federation looks forward to receiving the detail of your proposals, however I must say
that initial reaction from individual Associations has highlighted major concerns over the
appropriateness of the schemes suggested.

Strong concerns remain within the Federation membership, that the process by which the Seafish
decision was arrived at was deeply flawed and exclusive. I must make it clear at this juncture that
the Federation will take the time necessary to consider fully the proposals and their implications
before responding; training and its provision is viewed widely as an issue of crucial importance to
the catching sector of the fishing industry,

P oy
M&L%

BERTIE ARMSTRONG
CHIEF EXECUTIVE
SCOTTISH FISHERMEN’S FEDERATION

V.A.T Reg. No, 605 096 748
Members: Anglo Scoftish Fishermen's Association' Clyde Fishermen's Association " Fishsalesmen's Association {Scolland) Limited ' Mallalg & North-West Fishermen's Association”
Orknay Fisheries Association” Scoltish Pelagic Fisherman's Association Limited " The Scotlish White Fish Producers Association Limited* Shetland Fishermen's Association




SOUTHERN FISH INDUSTRY
TRAINING ASSOCIATION LIMITED

J. A, Rutherford, Esq.,

Chief Executive, g -~ NOV 2607
Seafish Industry Authority |

18 Logie Mill

Logie Green Road,

Edinburgh EH7 4HG

78 Noyember 2007
Dear John,
SEAFISH FUTURE FUNDING FOR TRAINING

I refer to your letter of 1% November which was sent to Alan Lander who was our
Chairman for 13 years. In September of this year at our AGM Mr, Richard Stride of
Sunnyside, Waterditch, Bransgore, Dorset, BH23 8JX was elected Chairman. This
was of course recorded in our minutes a copy of which was sent to Hull but
regretfully you were not advised of the change. This change was not picked up for
inclusion in the Seafish diary either, Richard who has beena Management
Committee Member for over 10 years is an experienced skipper who has also worked
in many other countries on fisheries projects,

The Management Committee hope to receive written information on how the direct
subsidy will work so that they may properly consider the new proposals and then
make helpful and constructive comments. We wish to give any ideas a fair hearing
and are keen to engage change if it is of benefit to the industry. We are concerned that
the indirect information that we have received appears very unhelpful and unlikely to
be workable. The sooner we get substantive details the better we can comment.

We look forward to meeting John Whitehead to discuss matters.

Yours sincerely,

g « L

Stella Stride

Company Seccretary

Copy to John Whitehead
Secretary & Treasurer: Mrs S.B. Stride Training Co-ordinator: Mr A. Sandham
registered address: Locksbridge, South Drive, 81 Old Farm Lane, Stubbington,

Ossemstey, New Milton. BH25 5TL Farcham, PO14 2BY
Tel/Fax: 01425 615038 Tel/Fax: 01329 311371 Mobile: 07802 647531
e-mail: sstride@sfita.co.uk e-mail: asandham@sfita.co.uk

company registered in England no. 3969020




YOUNG’S SEAFTOOD LIMITED

5% November 2007. 9 - Nov 2007

Mr J A Rutherford

Chief Executive

Sea Fish Industry Authority
18 Logie Mill

Logie Green Road
Edinburgh

EH7 4HS.

Dear John,
SEAFISH FUTURE FUNDING FOR TRAINING
Thank you for your recent letter outlining the future funding for training.

I have noted your proposal that future training support will be split approximately
60% to the catching sector, 30% to processors and 10% to retailers and fryers.

I am asking our HR Director, Ellen Cockburn, to co-ordinate the Young's Group
response to your letter. '

As a major stakeholder, we appreciate the opportunity to put forward our views on
the direction of training within the seafood industry.

With kind regards.

Yonsiy/rely,

Wvynne Griffiths
Chief Executive

S

ROSS HOUSE WICKHAM ROAD GRIMSBY DN31 3SW  TELEPHONE: 01472 585858 FACSIMILE: 01472 585859
REGISTERED NUMBER 3628503 ENGLAND
www,youngsbluecrest.com . Yoooo1at




 Course Cost ITSG
Sea Survival 115.00
New entrant Health & Safety 115,00
Both of the above for new entrants
Below dependant on external
funding :
| Fire fighting 115.00
| First Aid 115.00
Safety Awareness 115.00
Short Range Radio 115.00
Refresher Training (to be reviewed
annually)
Enhanced Safety Training (Bridge 115.00 per day
watch, Engineering, stability, Risk
| assessment)
Skippers Tickets
<12m to be decided with new
Seafish/MCA tickets
Level 3 VQ 1000.00 |1000.00
| Level 4 VO 4000.00 |2000.00
Skipper Limited 4000.00 {2000.00
Skipper Unlimited ¢.500 250.00
No double funding in case of multiple
funding partners.

_




