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Environment and Rural Development Committee 

37th Meeting, 2006 

Tuesday 19 December 2006 

The Committee will meet at 9.15 am in Committee Room 1. 

1. Scrutiny of sustainable development: The Committee will take evidence by 
video-conference on the scrutiny of sustainable development from— 

Heidi Hautala, Member of the Parliament of Finland and member of the 
Finnish National Commission on Sustainable Development. 

2. Petition PE799: The Committee will consider correspondence from the Minister 
for Environment and Rural Development and the petitioners regarding petition 
PE799 by the Community of Arran Seabed Trust (COAST).  

3. Petitions: The Committee will consider the following petitions— 

PE956 by Mary Douglas calling on the Parliament to urge the Executive to 
ensure the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994, as 
amended, are applied in relation to ship to ship oil transfers in Scotland; and 

PE982 by B Linden Jarvis calling on the Parliament to consider and debate 
the implications of proposed ship to ship transfers of oil at anchor in the Forth 
Estuary, specifically focussing such consideration and debate on the likely 
impact of such operations upon wildlife, tourism, local authority funding of 
clean-up and how it may use its powers within the 12 mile tidal limits to 
protect the local ecology, scenery, environment and areas of special scientific 
interest and habitat within the Estuary.  

4. Subordinate legislation: The Committee will consider the following negative 
instrument— 

the Plant Protection Products (Scotland) Amendment (No. 3) Regulations 
2006, (SSI 2006/576). 

5. Scrutiny of sustainable development (in private): The Committee will consider 
the evidence received to date, and decide how to proceed with this inquiry. 

 

Mark Brough 
Clerk to the Committee 

Direct Tel: 0131-348-5240 
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Environment and Rural Development Committee 
 

PE799 – Proposal for a no take zone and marine protection in Lamlash 
Bay, Arran 

 
Background note 

 
1. The petition, by Tom Vella-Boyle, calls for the Scottish Parliament to urge 

the Scottish Executive to support COAST’s (Community of Arran Seabed 
Trust) proposals for a trial closure of an area of Lamlash Bay to all forms of 
marine life extraction (a no take zone) and the rest of the Bay to mobile 
fishing gear (a marine protected area).   

 
Background 
 
2. COAST is a community group which has been working on its aims of 

protecting and conserving Lamlash Bay for over ten years. It has consulted 
widely on its proposals, both locally and with fishermen, academics, 
politicians, SNH and the Scottish Executive.   

 
3. Under the original proposal, no fishing of any kind would be allowed in the 

no take zone. Fishing with pots and creels for shellfish, and recreational sea 
angling would be allowed in the rest of the protected area, but other types of 
fishing with “mobile” gears which are towed along the bottom of the seabed 
i.e. scallop dredges or trawled nets, would not. The purpose of the trial 
would be to compare the effects on marine life in the no take zone, the rest 
of the protected area and the “status quo” area outside the bay.  

 
4. The aim of COAST’s petition is to allow marine life to regenerate from 

fishing activities in order to benefit the local marine environment, the local 
economy and (through spillover of species from the no take zone) the Clyde 
fishermen.  COAST also wishes to protect a species of maerl in the bay. 

 
5. The petitioners suggested that Lamlash Bay could be the ideal site to test 

whether marine protected areas (including no take zones) could be an 
effective tool for fisheries management in Scotland.  COAST proposed a 10-
year trial period, which could be monitored for its impact. 

 
Progress of the petition 
 
6. The petition and previous correspondence relating to it were circulated with 

the agenda for the Committee’s meeting on 6 September 2006 and are 
available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/environment/papers-
06/rap06-25.pdf
 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/environment/papers-06/rap06-25.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/environment/papers-06/rap06-25.pdf


 
 

7. The Committee considered the petition at its meeting on 20 September 
2006, taking evidence from representatives of COAST, other fisheries 
interests and the Minister for Environment and Rural Development. Written 
submissions from some of the witnesses are available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/environment/papers-
06/rap06-26.pdf

 
8. The Official Report of that meeting is available at: 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/environment/or-
06/ra06-2602.htm#Col3437
 

9. After taking evidence on 20 September, the Committee agreed to write to 
the Minister. A copy of the Committee’s letter is attached. The Committee: 

 
• recognised the importance of the longer-term goal of a co-ordinated 

and ecologically coherent network of marine protected areas as part of 
a wider system of marine management 

• considered that the COAST proposal could be an ideal candidate for 
some sort of trial or pilot project  

• noted the early stages of an agreement between all key parties which 
would allow COAST’s proposal to go ahead, with the addition of co-
operation on developing the seeding of scallops in a geographically 
adjacent area  

• noted that this would complement other initiatives, such as the 
establishment of inshore fisheries action groups and a scallop strategy 
etc. 

• was not persuaded that a voluntary agreement would be a suitable 
approach and agreed that some form of statutory protection for the 
area is necessary  

• agreed that a properly considered and funded scientific assessment 
and monitoring process should be established for any scheme in 
Lamlash Bay 

• asked the Minister to consider how research and scientific resources 
available to the Executive could be deployed to support such a 
process. 

 
The Committee requested that the Executive used the remainder of 2006 to 
establish urgent negotiations with interested parties to develop the proposal, 
with a view to implementing a scheme in 2007. The Committee agreed to 
keep the petition open until it received the Minister’s response. 

 
10. The Minister’s reply is attached in the annexe. The Minister indicates that 

discussions have recently taken place on a revised proposal to be 
developed by COAST, SNH and the Clyde Fishermen’s Association. He 
states that this is likely to merit statutory underpinning. Further discussions 
are due in January, and will include the Fisheries Research Services. No 
timetable for progress is indicated. 

 
11. Further information from COAST is also attached. COAST describes the 

progress to date on the revised proposal, but also states that a planning 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/environment/papers-06/rap06-26.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/environment/papers-06/rap06-26.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/environment/or-06/ra06-2602.htm#Col3437
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/environment/or-06/ra06-2602.htm#Col3437


 
 

application for a major fish farm development in the area has recently been 
made. COAST states that this application is currently with North Ayrshire 
Council, SEPA and the Crown Estate. 

 
Conclusion 
12. The Committee is invited to note the progress of discussions in relation to 

this petition. The Committee may wish to keep the petition open and monitor 
developments in the new year.  

 



 
 

ANNEXE – Recent correspondence 
 
LETTER FROM THE CONVENER TO THE MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 
AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT (29 SEPTEMBER 2006) 
 
Public petition 799 by the Community of Arran Seabed Trust (COAST) 
 
As you know, the Environment and Rural Development Committee considered 
this petition at its meeting on 20 September. The petition seeks the 
Parliament’s support for COAST’s proposal that Lamlash Bay should be a 
marine protected area.  
 
The Committee has had the opportunity of visiting the area and has been able 
to consider the substantial correspondence relating to this petition, in addition 
to hearing oral evidence from a full range of interested parties on 20 
September. 
 
The Committee is aware that there has been some difficulty in the past in 
securing consensus from all interested parties on the proposal and that this 
may have hindered its progress. However, it appears to the Committee that its 
meeting on 20 September stimulated a mood from all key parties that there is 
scope for early agreement on a way forward which would allow for 
development of COAST’s proposals. 
 
The Committee recognises the concern (particularly expressed by fisheries 
interests) that this proposal should not lead to an unco-ordinated development 
of similar projects around the country. The Committee also recognises the 
importance of the longer-term goal of an ecologically coherent network of 
marine protected areas as part of a wider system of marine management.  
 
Although it appears to be widely agreed that Lamlash Bay might eventually 
form part of that network, the Committee notes that the establishment of this 
wider system may be some years in the future. The Committee considers, 
therefore, that the COAST proposal could be an ideal candidate for some sort 
of trial or pilot project – not least because there appears to be relatively little 
fishing with mobile gear in Lamlash Bay at present and because the 
development of COAST’s proposals seems to represent a very successful 
model of community engagement. 
 
At the meeting, the various parties indicated that they are at the early stages 
of an agreement which would allow COAST’s proposal for a statutory no-take 
zone and an area protected from mobile gear to go ahead, with the addition of 
co-operation on developing the seeding of scallops in a geographically 
adjacent area (probably to the North or South end of the Bay). The Committee 
is persuaded by SNH’s evidence that such a set of proposals would be a 
useful scheme and would complement (rather than cut across) other 
initiatives, such as the establishment of inshore fisheries action groups and a 
scallop strategy etc..  
 



 
 

The Committee is persuaded that a voluntary agreement – even if it could 
include all the relevant stakeholders – is not a suitable approach as it always 
allows the potential for the scientific value of any monitoring of the area to be 
undermined by one party or outside interest failing to abide by the agreement 
on even one occasion. 
 
The Committee considers that some form of statutory protection for the area 
is necessary. The Committee acknowledges SNH’s advice that the area does 
not appear to meet criteria for protection as a Natura 2000 site. However, the 
Committee understands that a number of other possible approaches to 
statutory protection exist – for example, under fisheries management 
legislation such as the Inshore Fishing (Scotland) Act 1984 or the Sea 
Fisheries Shellfish Act 1967 - and requests that you consider how this might 
be achieved. 
 
The Committee considers that it is important that a properly considered and 
funded scientific assessment and monitoring should be established for any 
scheme in Lamlash Bay. Evidence was presented that none of the various 
existing marine protected areas around Scotland have been subject to 
coherent ‘before and after’ study, and so whether they fulfil the purposes for 
which they were set up has never been tested. The COAST proposal would 
be an ideal opportunity to rectify this.  
 
SNH confirmed to the Committee that it is “keen both to advise on the nature 
of that monitoring and to fund it, although [it] would have difficulty funding it on 
its own”. Your officials also confirmed that “we would be willing to help and to 
contribute … the FRS would certainly be interested in a project such as that 
under discussion”. The Committee, therefore, requests that you consider how 
the Fisheries Research Service and other research and scientific resources 
available to the Executive could be deployed to support such a study. 
 
In the light of these comments, the Committee requests that you view the 
COAST proposal in a positive light. The Committee requests that the 
Executive uses the remainder of 2006 to establish urgent negotiations with 
interested parties to develop the proposal, with a view to implementing a 
scheme in 2007. The Committee agreed that it would keep the petition open 
until it is able to consider your response.  
 



 
 

LETTER FROM ROSS FINNIE, MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT AND 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT, TO THE COMMITTEE (12 DECEMBER 2006) 

 
Thank you for your letter of 29 September following up the Environment and 
Rural Development Committee meeting on 20 September at which Public 
Petition 799 by the Community of Arran Seabed Trust (COAST) was 
considered.   
 
I am grateful for the Committee’s role in the consideration of the COAST 
proposal.  This usefully supplemented our wider efforts to build a consensual 
way forward. 
 
I am pleased that the Committee acknowledges the a balance that needs to 
be struck in dealing with this case, and in particular that any approach taken 
should, as far as possible, carry stakeholder support, should complement 
other related initiatives and should not lead to un-co-ordinated development of 
similar projects around the country.  The Committee’s views in this respect 
are very much in line with the approach we have been developing.  Likewise, I 
welcome the recognition that Lamlash Bay does not meet the criteria for 
designation as a Natura 2000 site. 
 
As you know, we have for some time been looking at the COAST proposal in 
a positive light, and I am delighted to update the Committee on the very 
positive progress that has been made since 20 September. 
 
The revised proposition which is emerging is for a new marine management 
project which would have benefits for both the marine environment and for 
fish stocks. The project would involve scallop enhancement which would be 
supported and informed by management measures including those proposed 
by COAST. It is likely that such a project would merit statutory underpinning 
and, therefore, enforcement by the Scottish Fisheries Protection Agency.   
The proposal would, therefore, meet the Committee’s recommendation on 
statutory protection.  
 
This proposal is being developed by COAST SNH and the Clyde Fishermen’s 
Association, and supported by SEERAD officials.  Representatives of these 
organisations met on 22 November, and I am very grateful to Lady Isabel 
Glasgow for agreeing to chair that meeting in her role as convener of the 
Clyde Forum and for agreeing to carry out this role on an ongoing basis. 
 
It is very early days and there remains a lot of analysis and preparation to be 
done. I understand, however, that good progress is being made and that all 
parties showed a willingness to work together on a project which would be 
taken forward in partnership and a spirit of consensus.  I am very encouraged 
by these developments, and, if successful, we will have facilitated an excellent 
example of fisheries and environmental interests working together to achieve 
common goals and with a mutual understanding.   
 
The next step is the preparation of a draft paper by SNH setting out details of 
the project and how it might be taken forward.  This will be discussed at a 



 
 

further meeting in January of the same group together with FRS. Beyond that 
I understand that COAST representatives will want to take the views of the 
Arran community before any practical steps are taken forward. 
 
I will arrange for you to be kept informed of progress on this matter.  
 

 



 
 

LETTER FROM COAST (13 DECEMBER 2006) 
 
This is just a note to update you and the Committee on the progress of the 
negotiations with the Clyde Fisherman’s Association, SNH and SEERAD. 
 
We all met in Glasgow on 22nd November for preliminary discussions on; what 
form the new project would take, what were the fundamental principals of the 
new proposals, what legal framework would be required for the various parts 
of the proposal and what the ‘time frame’ would be for implementation? 
 
The general conclusions from the meeting were as follows: 
 

• SNH will come up with a plan for a Scallop Enhancement Area outside 
Lamlash Bay which will include the COAST proposal [including the 
NTZ], as it stands, within Lamlash Bay. The area would have a 
scientific rationale on the monitoring of the marine habitat and 
harvesting of scallops and could have a range of different restrictions to 
provide a sustainable fishery.  This plan could be circulated to the 
members of the group by Christmas for comment. 

 
• SNH want the project to run as part of the Clyde Coast Forum. 

 
• SNH want the project to be part of the Clyde Pilot Project. 

 
• SEERAD are looking at what the best legal framework will be for the 

COAST proposals and the rest of the project. 
.  

• SEERAD would like to run this proposal through the, as yet to be set 
up, Clyde Inshore Fishery Group. This will not stop the project being 
developed while the IFG’s are being set up. 

 
• The Clyde Fisherman’s Association representative will have talks with 

his members to canvas support for the project and inform them of the 
possible benefits to them.  

   
• COAST suggested the new enlarged project might have a new name 

and we are all looking at possibilities.  
 

• The next meeting is in mid January to discuss the proposal further and 
to ensure an implementation during 2007. 

 
One rather black spot on the horizon is a possible new fish farm which is 
being proposed by Marine Harvest adjacent to Lamlash Bay at Clauchlands 
Point. This planning application [No. XX100/224] will be considered by North 
Ayrshire Council, SEPA and The Crown Estates in December, the final date 
for ‘objections’ to North Ayrshire Council being 4th December and comments 
to SEEPA are due by 15th December 2006. COAST finds the timing of this 
application difficult to believe, especially in view of the review which is at 
present being undertaken in to the role of The Crown Estate in the planning 



 
 

process for fish farms and also in view of the time and effort spent by COAST 
in establishing an area of sea for sustainability purposes.  
 
Both COAST and the CFA are vigorously opposing the sighting of this 
enormous [14 pens 100 meters in diameter] fish farm. SNH and SEERAD 
agreed to look at the possibilities of throwing their weight behind the 
inappropriateness of the location, especially in view of our new combined 
project. 
 
It would seem such a pity to come so near to establishing a working example 
of a sustainable marine environment in which commercial fishermen, the 
island community, SNH and SEERAD are in a joint project, to have these 
hopes dashed by a massive fish farm that almost no one on the island wants 
or will benefit from. 
 
Is there any way that the Environment Committee can help with this situation? 
 
The Environment and Rural Development Committee has played a vital role in 
moving the whole project forward and has bought a focus and determination 
which has encouraged all parties to work together in a completely new way. 
We must emphasise that the new project is still in its embryonic stages and 
we still need the support and guidance that the E & RDC has generously 
given so far. We at COAST feel that it is vital that the Committee keeps the 
Petition open and the pressure on all parties to see this new way forward to a 
time sensitive completion. 
 
COAST is heartened by the Minister’s letter and welcomes his new 
determination to see all parties work together. 



 

 

 
 
 
 

Environment and Rural Development Committee 

UAgenda Item 3 

Environment and Rural 
Development Committee 

1  9 December 2006
ERD/S2/06/37/3a 

 
Petitions PE956 and PE982 – SHIP TO SHIP TRANSFER OF OIL IN THE FIRTH 

OF FORTH 
 

Note by the Clerk 
 

1. The Public Petitions Committee (PPC) has referred petitions PE956 and PE982 
regarding ship to ship transfer of oil in the Firth of Forth to the Environment and 

ural Development Committee. R
 

2. PE956 by Mary Douglas calls on the Parliament to urge the Executive to ensure 
the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994, as amended, are 
applied in relation to ship to ship oil transfers in Scotland.  

 
3. PE982 by B Linden Jarvis calls on the Parliament to consider and debate the 

implications of proposed ship to ship transfers of oil at anchor in the Forth 
Estuary, specifically focussing such consideration and debate on the likely impact 
of such operations upon wildlife, tourism, local authority funding of clean-up and 
how it may use its powers within the 12-mile tidal limits to protect the local 
ecology, scenery, environment and areas of special scientific interest and habitat 
within the Estuary.  

 
rogress of the petitionsP  

 
4. Petition PE956 was lodged with the PPC in April 2006. At its meeting on 3 May, 

the PPC heard from the petitioner and agreed to seek views on the petition from: 
Forth Ports PLC, the Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Melbourne Marine 
Services, Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH), the UK Offshore Operators 
Association, Friends of the Earth Scotland, Fife Council, the City of Edinburgh 
Council, East Lothian Council, West Lothian Council, the Marine Conservation 
Society, Greenpeace, RSPB, the North Sea Commission, Lloyd’s and the Scottish 

xecutive.  E
 

5. Petition PE982 was lodged with the PPC in June 2006. At its meeting on 4 
October, the PPC agreed to link consideration of it with petition PE956 and to 
await the responses to petition PE956 before deciding what further action to take. 
The Committee also agreed to invite the petitioner to comment on the responses 
eceived in relation to petition PE956. r

 
6. At its meeting on 13 December 2006, the PPC agreed to refer both petitions to 

the Environment and Rural Development Committee. It also agreed to copy the 
petitions for information to the European Parliament and the UK Government. The 



 

 

ffshore Operators Association, Friends of the Earth 

7. 
aper 

p oil transfer is also attached as paper 3c. 

PPC also noted that it has had no response from Forth Ports PLC, Melbourne 
arine Services, the UK OM

Scotland and Greenpeace. 
 
Copies of the petitions, responses from some of the interested parties identified in 
aragraph 4, and an analysis by SPICe of the responses, are attached as pp

3b. A SPICe briefing on ship to shi
 
Ship to ship transfer proposals 
 
Melbourne Marine Services Ltd of Sunderland is seeking approval from the 
Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) and Forth Ports Plc 

8. 
to carry out ship to 

9. 

 transfers. It has the power to regulate and, if 

10.

aintain the plan, or implement it in the event of an incident, 

11.

es in this process. In August 2006 the MCA 

12.

ship transfer of Russian crude oil off Methil on the Fife coast.  
 

The process for granting approval for such activity is complex. The SPICe briefing 
states that final approval for ship to ship transfer is a reserved matter for the 
Secretary of State for Transport. The MCA (an executive agency of the 
Department for Transport) states that the Habitats Regulations do apply in 
respect of ship to ship oil transfers in Scotland. Forth Ports plc is the competent 
authority in respect of the Habitats Regulations, and must have regard to them 
insofar as they may be affected by the exercise of Forth Ports plc’s functions. The 
MCA states that it is the role of Forth Ports plc, as the harbour authority, to decide 
whether to permit ship to ship
necessary, prevent, transfers.  

 
 The MCA is the competent authority for responding to pollution from shipping and 
offshore installations. Scottish Port Authorities, in this case Forth Ports, require oil 
spill contingency plans (OSCP) to be approved and licensed by the MCA before 
ship to ship transfers can take place. Forth Ports is the competent authority for 
implementing the OSCP. The MCA is not permitted to reject an OSCP. It must 
approve it, or direct that it be altered to make it appropriate for the relevant activity 
and area. Failure to m
is a criminal offence.  

 
 Forth Ports plc submitted a Plan to the MCA. A public consultation took place in 
February-May 2006 on whether the OSCP would adversely affect the integrity of 
nature conservation sites in the area. SEERAD, SNH, SEPA and local authorities 
in the area were statutory consulte
approved the Plan, with revisions.  

 
 The MCA emphasises that Forth Ports plc has a continuing duty to discharge its 
responsibilities under the Habitats Regulations in respect of any transfer activity 
which takes place. It (and SNH) also point out that any activities which could 
disturb a European Protected Species require a licence. It is the responsibility of 
the Scottish Executive to determine whether a licence would be required for ship 
to ship transfers in the Forth. SNH states that the only such Protected Species 
which may be disturbed by oil transfers in the Forth are cetaceans (whales, 



 

 

 
13.

’ proposal. Forth Ports plc stated in a letter dated 29 June to the PPC 
hip transfer operations in the Firth of 

dolphins and porpoises) and it is seeking information to assess whether a licence 
is required. 

 It is understood that no final decision has yet been taken on Melbourne Marine 
Services
that it was still assessing potential ship to s

orth.  F
 

Options for consideration of the petition 
 

14. The Committee is invited to consider how it wishes to deal with petitions 
PE956 and PE982. 

 The petitioner in PE982 requ
 
5. ested that the Parliament debate the implications of 

 
16.

nto account in the decision-

 
17.

the Session. The 

 
18.

arine environment, and the regulatory framework for 
 these. A summary of the programme for the inquiry is attached as 
e to this paper.  

19.

of the inquiry. If so, the Committee may wish to agree that, following 
sion of the inquiry, it will consider what, if any, further action to take on 

1
the proposed oil transfer. A Members’ Business debate on ship to ship transfer 
was held on 9 March 2006.  

 The petitioner in PE956 requested that the Parliament ensure that the Habitats 
Regulations are applied to the proposal. The summary above indicates that the 
various authorities have taken these Regulations i
making process, although it is not clear whether any need for a licence in respect 
of European Protected Species has been resolved.  

 The Committee is invited to consider whether it wishes to take evidence on 
the petitions. If so, the Committee is invited to consider how this should be 
managed within its work programme in the remainder of 
Committee may wish to consider whether any evidence relating to the petitions 
can be incorporated as part of its marine environment inquiry.  

 To accommodate the Committee’s other work, the Committee agreed to take oral 
evidence for the marine environment inquiry over three meetings in January 2007. 
Given the constraints on its time, the Committee agreed a general remit for the 
inquiry, and has not focused the evidence programme on any specific sector, 
activity or geographical area. One of the aims is to consider the competing 
emands placed on the md

managing
n annexa

 
Options 
 
Option A 
 The Committee may consider that the agreed evidence programme outlined in the 
annexe gives adequate opportunity to examine the issues raised by the petitions 
in the context 
the conclu
the petitions. 

 



 

 

20.

er witnesses should be invited. Given other demands on the 
’s agenda, 17 January would be the most appropriate day on which to 

 

21.
ted that the 

Committee’s programme could accommodate an evidence session in late 
February. If the Committee is minded to adopt this option, it is invited to agree 
which witnesses should be invited. Possible witnesses could include: 

 

urne Marine Services 
orts plc 

stguard Agency 

ies 

e

22. The Committee is invited to consider how it wishes to deal with petitions 
PE956 and PE982. 

 

Option B 
 The Committee may wish to consider whether additional witnesses need to be 
added to the agreed programme in order to allow it to examine this issue fully in 
the context of the marine environment inquiry. If so, the Committee is invited to 
agree which oth
Committee
add selected other witnesses. The Committee may have time to add one further 
panel that day. 

Option C 
 The Committee may consider that the issues raised in the petitions require a 
separate evidence session to be examined fully. If so, it is sugges

The petitioners 
 
Melbo
Forth P
Maritime and Coa
 
SNH 
RSPB 
Local authorit

 
Minister for Environment and Rural Development 

 
commendation R

 



 

 

Annexe 
 

arine Environment Inquiry - evidence programme M
 

ry 9 Janua
  
The first session is a round table discussion with witnesses who can give a broad 
range of general perspectives on the marine environment, the main challenges 
(particularly from a Scottish perspective) and the regulatory framework. Witnesses 
invited include SNH. 

 
17 January 
 
The second session will hear from two panels of witnesses representing some of 
the main regulatory bodies which might be expected to co-operate in managing 
the competing demands on the marine environment. Witnesses invited include 
he Maritime and Coastguard Agency, SEPA and Forth Ports plc. t
 
24 January 

 
The third session will hear from coastal forum projects and from marine spatial 
planning pilot projects in the Clyde, at St Abbs and Shetland, as well as from the 

inister for Environment and Rural Development.  M
 

































































































































































ERD/S2/06/37/4a 
 

SSI DESIGNATION FORM 
 

SSI Title & 
No: The Plant Protection Products (Scotland) Amendment (No. 3) Regulations 2006, 

(SSI 2006/576) 

Responsible 
Minister Ross Finnie, Minister for Environment and Rural Development 

10.6.1(a)  10.4  

10.6.1(b)  

Negative 

10.5  

Standing 
Order 

Affirmative 

10.6.1(c)  Other NL  NP  

Lead 
Committee 

Environment and Rural 
Development 

Other 
Committee  

 
Purpose of 
Instrument 

The Plant Protection Products (Scotland) Regulations 2005 implemented Council 
Directive 91/414/EEC (as amended) to establish a system whereby plant 
protection products may not be placed on the market or used unless they have 
been authorised and added to Annex 1 of the Directive. The purpose of this 
instrument is to implement 4 Commission Directives which add new products to 
Annex 1. 

 

Laid Date 30th November 2006 20 day date  20th December 2006 

1st SLC Meeting 12th December 2006 40 day date 24th January 2007 

Lead Committee 
Report Due 15th January 2007 Other Committee 

Report Due  

 

SE Contact Mary Lourie, 44403 

Committee 
Contact Mark Brough, 85240 

 
For SLC use: 
 

Article 10 
Compliance 

Breaks 10(1) 
rule 

 Breaks 
10(2) rule 

 PO 
Letter 
dated 

 PO Letter 
received 

 

Revocations Revokes See Purpose of 
Instrument 

Partially Revokes  

Executive 
Note 

 
 Regulatory 

Impact 
Assessment 
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