
 
SUBMISSION FROM COAST 

  
 

COAST would like to thank the Environment and Rural Development 
Committee for carrying out this further enquiry following the presentation of 
the COAST Petition No. PE799 to the Scottish Parliament. We recognise that 
the Committee will be aware of the points raised by COAST in their campaign 
so have broadened this response to ensure that the issues we put forward 
here will not all be about the benefits of a No Take Zone for Lamlash Bay but 
about the experiences of a coastal community and the practical management 
issues which have arisen. 
 
CONFLICTING USES 
 
The sea is a publicly owned space.  Many uses of the sea conflict with one 
another. In the past there have been different ways of dealing with conflicting 
uses. When bottom trawling first commenced in the 1970s local anglers were 
up in arms and this resulted in fights taking place in Lamlash and cars being 
towed into the Bay to interfere with the trawls and dredges. Today physical 
conflicts over space are rare but still sporadic.  We hear stories of gear 
conflicts in the Clyde where static gear such as pots and creels are towed 
away by bottom trawlers and dredgers and it is said that there is little love lost 
between commercial static gear fishermen and mobile gear fishermen.  
 
Because there is a fundamental principle of open access to the sea this sort 
of conflict is almost impossible to avoid.  This is why when COAST developed 
its campaign it decided on an area restriction, rather than an effort restriction, 
because we felt that the designation into areas was a more practical solution. 
Indeed, other activities, such as mooring, waste pipes or fish farms etc. have 
the benefit of an area designation as part and parcel of their use. 
 
Scottish Water 
 
A good example of poor implementation was that of Scottish Waters proposed  
sewage system for Lamlash. The original plans on which they started work 
had a pipe connecting up all the existing sewage drains and then depositing 
the waste in the middle of Lamlash Bay.  Lamlash Bay has only two small 
entrances and common sense would seem to show that this approach would 
have the draw back of potentially concentrating the waste rather than 
removing it.  
 
The course of the proposed pipe sent it through the middle of the last 
remaining decent area of maerl in the Bay and probably the whole Clyde.  
Maerl is a coralline species renowned as a good nursery area for commercial 
stocks, such as cod and scallops, but is incredibly fragile and slow growing.   
During the scoping process Scottish Water’s surveyor did not manage to 
identify the maerl and without local involvement, a national press campaign 
and political help it is likely that the outfall pipe would have been built much to 
the detriment of local environmental and commercial fishing interests. 
 

 



 
Fish Farms 
 
An imposed area restriction is that of a fish farm.  There is one such fish farm 
in Lamlash Bay and a proposal for a new one at Clauchlands Point at the 
entrance to the Bay.  By the nature of its physical presence, a fish farm stops 
the activities of fishermen, navigators and other marine users, as well as 
being unsightly, noisy, polluting, damaging to other sea life and damaging to 
the surrounding environment.  In their favour fish farms provide jobs to the 
locality and money to Government by paying their rent to the Crown Estate 
and thus to the Treasury.  In terms of local jobs in Lamlash their employment 
is insignificant. Since we only benefit in the remotest possible way from rent 
paid to the Treasury, [we do not know the level of that rent as we understand 
that this is commercially sensitive information], how “useful” the presence of 
the fish farm is to local people can only be guessed.  In terms of conflict, short 
of some sort of direct action there seems little anyone can do about their 
presence, however that does not mean that there is not a great sense of 
resentment against them.  
 
 
PLANNING 
 
As one of the reasons for delay to our proposals for a No Take Zone we were 
informed that the COAST proposals would have to wait while a mechanism for 
establishing marine spatial planning was established which would then be 
used to set up a network of marine protected areas, in which the COAST 
proposals may not have been included.  Our initial conclusions were very 
unfavourable to marine spatial planning because it seemed to us that this was 
yet another expensive and as yet unfunded obstacle to our objective and 
something that would delay our project considerably.  We are still unsure 
about it.  The sea covers a vast area and it is difficult to see how central plans 
could be drawn up, as most new uses seem to come from an unpredictable 
source. We can see that large offshore wind farms need consultation but we 
are worried that a Zonal plan predicted by bureaucrats may not be possible 
because of the detail involved and inherent unpredictability of uses of the sea.  
Any local experience could inform marine planning to some extent. 
 
Scottish Water 
 
Local people found about the Scottish Water proposals because the shore 
works involved a planning application, which meant details of the scheme 
needed to be lodged.  This process did not extend to the more contentious 
marine works and in rerouting the pipeline we are unsure whether this was in 
line with planning permissions granted to Scottish Water or not.   However, on 
balance, whether we agreed with the outcome or not the shoreward part of 
the work did have a clear method of democratically accountable decision 
making that was absent on the marine part. 
 
The Fish Farm 
 

 



 
While there may be regional controls on the locations of fish farms, amidst the 
many consultations that we have received in recent years we have never 
been consulted as to whether the areas adjacent to the island would be 
appropriate for additional fish farming. 
   
We did succeed, through an appeal, in obtaining a line in the local plan to the 
effect that North Ayrshire Council were supportive of COAST’s proposals for 
the conservation use of the Bay but we understand that the planning process 
for fish farms although managed by North Ayrshire still takes place on a non-
statutory basis, and is muddled.  North Ayrshire Council says they only act as 
an ‘advisory body’ to the Crown Estate and that The Crown Estate make the 
final decisions. This seems rather unconstitutional, where you have an 
unelected body, landlord and thus the main beneficiary from any agreement, 
making the final decisions without any right of appeal. In this instance the 
other beneficiary will be a ‘foreign’ firm [Marine Harvest I believe is Norwegian 
owned] to the detriment of the local community where the fish farm is located.    
 
Commercial Fishing 
 
Zonal solutions to gear conflicts and other fisheries issues have long been 
developed in consultation with the industry but these tend to be by the direct 
management of SEERAD rather than by broader comprehensible decision 
making bodies, which are more accountable and used to taking decisive 
action.  
 
In terms of planning, the status of fishermen’s rights seems to mean that the 
whole sea is designated as a fishery, using whatever methods are available 
regardless of any kind of environmental and thus long term social 
consequence.  Given the vast areas of waters around Scotland – it does beg 
the question why all of it is necessary to support what is in reality a relatively 
small scale activity. 
 
Ultimately so far as COAST are concerned the attractiveness of planning is as 
much about the planning process in which local communities can be involved 
as it is about having a worked up marine spatial plan. 
 
 
 
REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 
 
As we said at the outset the sea is a publicly owned resource and much of the 
regulatory process fails to accept that. From COAST’s point of view a healthy 
environment is as important to the Scottish people as the commercial fishing 
sector or fish farms.  Under the current regulatory framework the environment 
and broader community interests do not have a strong voice, each sector has 
a tendency to use its own introspective sectoral management and there is no 
decision making process which seems to accountably balance these.  Looking 
at examples again: 
 
Scottish Water 

 



 
 
Here the system worked at its best.  There were planning applications, FEPA 
rules meant that discharges and the pipeline works had to have an 
environmental impact assessment and the power of the local community 
(albeit through the media) did work very effectively. 
 
Fish Farms 
 
We are more concerned with the current fish farm application.  North Ayrshire 
only has one other fish farm within its authority and therefore, they say, do not 
have the training to deal with this type of application, however there has been 
a forum for decisions to be made and there is a firm time table.  (This of 
course benefits the applicant).  What concerns us is that this is a very different 
kind of application than local authorities are used to.  On land people who own 
the property should really be able to do what they like on it as long as it does 
not interfere with other people.  In the sea no-one has that sort of ownership 
and so the Local Authority is really being asked to make a decision as to what 
should be done with that piece of marine land rather than as a regulator.  The 
danger for us is that there would appear to be a presumption using land 
based planning approaches that the applicant should succeed in the absence 
of any “planning policy” stopping it, rather than simply balancing social 
interests, which is what we think needs to be done. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Fisheries are managed by SEERAD exclusively. We are concerned about the 
close relationship between SEERAD fisheries team and the commercial 
sector. Too often, from our point of view, it seems that ‘stakeholder 
involvement’ has been interpreted to mean let’s just ask the fishermen’s 
representatives.  How representative those representatives are does not 
seem to have been called into question and whether SEERAD owe a duty to 
the broader public (after all it is their fish) does not seem to have an inherent 
part of the system either.  
 
The effect is that fisheries management has for a long time been seen to us 
as a closed shop.  As far as COAST are concerned we are now beginning to 
see changes as we become drawn into the process but most communities are 
not so privileged.   We would like to see a management body where decisions 
were made by independent representatives in timely fashion. All parties 
should be free to lobby those representatives but it seems strange that those 
with a vested interest in the outcome are often so close to making decisions 
on what amounts to the distribution of a public resource. 
 
COAST have taken 13 years lobbying for a closure of a small Bay, with 
almost unanimous local support, Marine Harvest can come along and put an 
application in for a fish farm which will be decided in  3 months.  There would 
appear to be a fast track system for those with commercial interests and a 
very slow one for anything which represents the community or the 
environment.  Our government processes seem to us to favour commercial 
exploitation over community and environmental interests. The balance 

 



 
between all stakeholders should be even and a planning policy to reflect this 
should be implemented. 
 
It has been our experience that the Scottish Executive does not lead on any 
of the marine management issues. In COAST’s particular case it was the 
stakeholder’s frustration with the systematic failure to act that brought 
the stakeholders together to lead on the project that is now proposed. It 
was only by the Petition process and the E&RD committee bringing all the 
parties together and holding them to account for their positions, that a 
fundamental breakthrough was possible. This could have been achieved by 
an impartial SEERAD three years earlier. The Clyde Coast Forum and other 
bodies were useful for ‘networking’ but ineffective in any decision making 
process 
 
The population and stakeholders looks for guidance and governance from its 
government institutions like SEERAD, not indifference and rebuttal.  
While government departments must have an overview and a possible ‘Grand 
Plan’ for the future, this should not preclude communities with practical 
solutions actually trailing options that could be scaled up if necessary. 
 
What impedes stakeholder commitment more that anything is fear of a system 
that they do not understand or know will not work or that will exclude them in 
the future. The small demonstration of concept is vital to everyone’s 
participation in any bigger plan. 
 
There must be some new pathway found to enable people on the ground to 
converse in a meaningful way with the people who make policy for the people 
on the ground. 
 
It should be the civil servants who assist the act of change 
when a problem is obvious to all the population. No one solution will ever 
be entirely or uniformly the answer to a very large problem. Many and 
varied trials should be adopted especially when the local community is 
requesting them.  
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