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The Salmonid Fisheries Forum
The Caledonian Club
32 Abercromby Place

Edinburgh
EH3 6QE

Tel: 0131 558 3644
Fax: 0131 557 6269

Mob: 07788 416 788
The Clerk,
The Transport & Environment Committee,
Room 2.01 Committee Chambers,
Scottish Parliament,
Edinburgh,
EH99 1SP

9th Nov 2001

Dear Tracey,

Herewith evidence for the Inquiry on Aquaculture. This represents the consensus view
of the following organisations:

The Salmon and Trout Association (Scotland)

The Scottish Angler’s National Association

The Association of Salmon Fisheries Boards

The Atlantic Salmon Trust

The Association of West Coast Fisheries Trusts
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Regulation of the Aquaculture Industry

Executive Summary of Conclusions:

Conclusion 1: Voluntary Codes of Practice and Area Management Agreements

AMAs have been extremely valuable, not least in highlighting regulatory gaps, but must not
in themselves be seen as a form of regulatory substitute. They have demonstrated what is
needed; they are not a panacea. There is a clear requirement for a new mandatory regulatory
regime to underpin the AMAs; that regime should be based on the principles on which the
TWG/AMA process is founded. It must be integrated, flexible, robust and enforceable.

Conclusion 2: Proposed Transfer of Planning Controls to Local Authorities

The planning system is a highly sophisticated environmental regime, which focuses its
attention on locational issues.  In that context, it would be an important development if the
aquaculture industry were to be brought under its control.  The planning system includes
democratic decision making in a local context, under the overall supervision of the Scottish
Ministers via appeal and call-in.  We consider that the planning system would provide a good
basis for considering initial site applications and assessing the environmental impact
assessment that is likely to accompany the application.  However, in our submission the
planning system does have limitations particularly in relation to the ongoing environmental
regulation of marine aquaculture.  The planning system by its nature focuses on the initial
stages with limited opportunity to monitoring and harmonising the enforcement of control
procedures.  In order for the system to operate effectively it would require to be supported by
a further environmental regime.

Conclusion 3: Locational guidelines for sea cage fish farming

Locational guidelines have already been drawn up with a view to the regulation of marine
cage aquaculture coming within the planning system.  We believe that locational guidelines
will be essential in forming an appropriate framework for the industry in the future.  It is
anticipated that the guidelines would come within National Planning Policy.   However, it
should be noted that the existing guidelines were drawn up on a particular understanding of
the environmental impact of salmon aquaculture and in our view has not taken account of
scientific advances in the last couple of years.  Against that background we submit that the
principle of locational guidelines is essential but that the existing ones require a complete
overhaul.  In this process we consider that bodies such as SEPA and SNH should have a
considerable input into the preparation of the locational guidelines. It is essential that the
situation is fully re-assessed whenever consents come up for renewal or alteration.

Conclusion 4: Harmonisation and extension of current regulatory regime

A new integrated and flexible regulatory regime is required. It is critical that there is co-
ordination between regulatory elements, so that consistency of decision making is achieved.
Planning issues should go to local authorities, as already proposed, but overall harmonisation
of the handling of development applications by all relevant authorities should be achieved by
means of a central co-ordinating unit, perhaps located within SEPA. This unit would also
monitor the in-service regulation of aquaculture operations, which should be founded on the
principle of utilisation of Best Available Techniques (BAT). Such a regime can be brought in
through a simple inclusion in the Water and Environment Bill of enabling legislation that
would allow these issues to be addressed in a subsequent Statutory Instrument.
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1) Voluntary Codes of Practice and Area Management Agreements

There can be no question that the Tripartite Working Group process in which wild fish
interests, fish farmers and Government have come together, has been extremely valuable. All
parties now have a much clearer idea of the nature of each other’s positions and as a result a
number of valuable advances have been made.

The process has highlighted the gap between what the aquaculture industry says it is doing
and what the industry is actually doing, or is able to do, in furthering the quest for
environmental sustainability and minimising its impact on wild fish populations. The clearest
manifestation of this has been the way in which the process has highlighted gaps that exist in
the current regulatory net and it has clearly demonstrated that areas such as Disease Control,
Escapes and particularly Strategic Lice Management are not currently being adequately
addressed.

It was in an attempt to cover these gaps that the Area Management Agreement process was
born. Fish farmers are encouraged to sign agreements with local wild fish interests that seek
to improve matters on an area by area basis through the adoption of various strategic
management practices etc., and through freeing up the transfer of information between parties.

The AMAs are exceedingly valuable. However, a substitute for regulation they are not, nor
must they ever be seen as one. It has been extremely worrying to see how over reliant on
AMAs the Scottish Executive has become. Indeed, in a recent decision taken on a fish farm at
Ardessie, the TWG/AMA process was put forward as a reason for granting the consent! The
AMA process must never be seen as a regulatory substitute for the following reasons:

i) Neither the public, nor parliament, can form a judgement as to whether or not AMAs
are effective. They are not party to the information generated through AMAs, as they
are essentially private, secret deals that are shrouded in commercial confidentiality.

ii)  No one is accountable at such time as the AMA process either appears to be deficient
or is shown to be inadequate.

iii) There is no element that compels the signatories of such agreements to stick to their
end of the bargain. These are unenforceable, toothless, “gentlemen’s” agreements.

iv) The AMAs only cover those areas where agreements have been signed. What about
all the other fish farming areas? Are wild fish and the environment to be entirely
neglected in those places where agreement cannot be reached?

v) Currently the costs of ongoing monitoring of AMAs fall squarely on the shoulders of
local wild fish interests through the West Coast Fisheries Trusts. This is surely wholly
unacceptable. It should be up to the potential polluter to demonstrate that his/her
activities are not impacting on the environment and up to Government to ensure that
the environment is adequately protected in the public interest.

vi) The focus of the AMA process is too narrow in that AMAs are primarily set up to
minimise the impact of aquaculture on wild salmonid fish. Some of the wider
environmental issues are therefore not being addressed.

2) Proposed Transfer of Planning Controls to Local Authorities
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Wild fishery interests believe that the transfer of initial consenting to local authorities via the
planning system, will be an important step forward in the appropriate regulation of salmon
aquaculture.  The planning system provides local democratic decision making within the
national framework provided by the planning system itself and also by National Policy.

An important aspect of this will be the ability of local authorities to properly assess the
potential environmental impact of individual applications and also environmental statements
that are likely to accompany them.  In this context it will be important that appropriate bodies
are consulted as part of the planning application process.

However, it is recognised that the planning system is not best suited to ongoing complex
environmental control.  In most industries in Scotland the planning system is the one which
initially grants locational consent, with the other environmental regimes providing ongoing
environmental regulation.  If the proposed transfer of powers to the planning authority is not
also accompanied by an appropriate environmental regulatory framework to support it, it is
likely that the planning system will become extremely confrontational and there will be a long
running series of objections, inquiries and call-ins.  It is therefore essential that the transfer of
planning powers is also accompanied by the appropriate introduction of harmonised
environmental regulation both in the approval process and in service.

3) Locational Guidelines for Sea Cage Fish Farming

Locational guidelines already exist. These were associated with early plans to transfer the
industry into the planning system and the guidelines were based on the understanding of the
Industry at that time. In the past couple of years the information available as to the impacts of
salmon farming has increased, for which reason, there is a pressing need to reconsider the
guidelines. Specifically, we would highlight the impact of salmon aquaculture on wild fishery
interests, as in particular the “sea lice” issue is now broadly accepted.  This was not the case
at the time when the locational guidelines were initially drawn up.

We consider that national guidelines will be important in considering the full impact of the
industry and will be important in providing the industry with guidance as to where it is likely
or unlikely that they will obtain consent for new farms.  We consider it is particularly
important that such guidelines ensure that farms are not situated in areas that are
environmentally sensitive, such as near the mouths of salmon and sea trout rivers, or in areas
of low tidal exchange or in areas inhabited by rare benthic species.

We consider that locational issues will also be relevant in the context of any new
environmental regime that is introduced to support the transfer into the planning system.  For
example, it is likely that fallowing will form one of the conditional elements of that
environmental regime and this may preclude the operation of certain farms at certain stages of
the production cycle.  Furthermore, we consider that the environmental regime may also
require different sites to co-operate in matters such as sea lice treatment. Therefore, locational
issues must be co-ordinated into any new environmental regime that is provided.

4) Harmonisation and Extension of Current Regulatory Regime

There is no sense in change for change’s sake. In particular, there is much within the thinking
behind AMAs and the TWG process that would serve as an excellent basis for a regulatory
framework. What is needed is firm regulatory underpinning to ameliorate the obvious
weaknesses that are currently inherent in the system, rather than formulating a completely
new set of concepts.
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Our proposal is that this could be achieved by building on the various commitments to which
a proportion of the industry have already signed up on a voluntary basis, and incorporating
them into a mandatory code of industry-wide binding rules. These could for example cover
everything from synchronicity of fallowing and synchronicity of production (i.e. single year
class management), to strategic/synchronised management of lice etc.  Additionally, such a
code can and should include non-lice-related elements such as ISA provisions and escapes.
On one level this could simply be seen as giving mandatory, industry-wide imposition and
enforcement to existing voluntary Scottish Quality Salmon (SQS) codes of practice, though
these might have to be expanded and built on.

In essence the industry should be required to utilise Best Available Techniques/technology
(BAT) to ensure that it has a minimal impact on the environment. This is analogous to the
regulatory regime covering the chicken farming industry where the Integrated Pollution
Prevention and Control (IPPC) regulations apply. The IPPC regulations define pollution and
environmental impacts very broadly and are designed to cover complex industries that cause
various environmental impacts in terms of diffuse pollution etc. Regulations of this kind are
founded on a BAT approach and are far better suited to regulating impacts of this kind than
the Control Of Pollution Act (1974) which was designed to cover point source pollution such
as emissions from a pipe.

A BAT regime would be flexible and would provide an integrated approach that would move
on as technology advances. It would seem that SEPA are the most appropriate body to act as
the regulator, however, it would be critical that they be properly equipped with the
appropriate expertise and resources. If SEPA were to take on this role, it would be necessary
for them to also take on a role in co-ordinating their activities with other regulatory elements
to ensure consistency in decision making, both for initial development/expansion consent, and
for in-service regulation.

A regulatory regime of this kind could be framed in such a way as to overcome existing
deficiencies in the regulatory net. This could be achieved by an enabling inclusion in the
forthcoming Water and Environment Bill, which could place the Industry under a set of
binding rules, the detail of which could be set out in a separate Statutory Instrument. This
would hopefully prevent over complexity on these issues from blighting the passage of other
legislation within the Bill.

For and on behalf of:

Patrick Fothringham (Director) Salmon and Trout Association (Scotland)

Jane Wright (President) Scottish Angler’s National Association

Andrew Wallace (Director) Association of Salmon Fishery Boards

Jeremy Read (Director) Atlantic Salmon Trust

Sarah Bayley (Secretary) Association of West Coast Fisheries Trusts
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Parliamentary Briefing on Aquaculture
Scottish Environment LINK Marine Task Force

Scottish Environment LINK’s Marine Task Force (MTF) welcomes the opportunity to
submit evidence for the Committee’s ‘rolling’ inquiry into aquaculture and the
development of the Scottish Executive’s aquaculture strategy.  As requested, at this
stage our evidence focuses on those issues associated with the regulatory framework for
sea cage fish farming.  While the comments within this submission are brief, the LINK
MTF would value the opportunity to present oral evidence to the Committee.

LINK member bodies have been voicing concerns about the environmental impacts of
sea cage fish farming for well over a decade.  To date the industry has been allowed to
develop extensively without clear understanding of the ability of the environment to
accommodate the developments.  It is essential for the future of the industry, the health
of the environment and the welfare of the communities who depend upon fish farming
that the environmental impacts of aquaculture are addressed and that a strategic
framework is put in place to ensure the industry is managed for a sustainable future.

•  Voluntary codes of practice & AMAs

Voluntary codes of practice and Area Management Agreements (AMAs) are a step in
the right direction.  However, while they may be satisfactory as far as they go, their major
limitation is being only voluntary.  They are not underpinned by statutory requirements
or minimum standards. This means that they are not enforceable and they are not
accountable.  Hence, voluntary codes alone are not a suitable method of regulating
an industry and are certainly not an appropriate means of dealing with the problems of
the magnitude related to the sea cage fish farming industry in Scotland.  For example,
with no accountability there is no means to adopt the principle of polluter pays.

While AMAs have highlighted where regulation is necessary these only have a narrow
focus and are developed through a narrow constituency.  They are not broad enough in
terms of what they do address, dealing only with sea lice rather than the bigger
environmental picture.  In addition, they do not invite broad input or consider the
views of all stakeholders.  AMAs suffer from not operating with transparency.
Currently, a more appropriate way of assisting the aquaculture industry in Scotland to
develop sustainably is through aquaculture framework plans that take on board the
views of local communities and stakeholders as well as the aquaculture industry.
Finally, while there are several areas covered by AMAs, these account for only a small
percentage of the total area of aquaculture production around Scotland.

•  Locational guidelines for sea cage fish farming

The Locational Guidelines for the Authorisation of Marine Fish Farms in Scottish Waters
(SERAD 1999) have been a step in the right direction, introducing the consideration of
sensitivity into the assessment of the location of new fish farm developments.  However,

                                               
1 Scottish Environment LINK is the liaison body for voluntary sector environmental organisations
in Scotland, the member bodies of which are supported by around 500, 000 people.
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the locational guidelines are seen as too little too late and the LINK MTF feels it is
essential that they be strengthened to guide the siting of new and existing
developments to appropriate locations. The guidelines need to have statutory
underpinning.  Also, carrying capacity needs to form the basis for the guidelines.  As
our understanding of carrying capacity develops, the guidelines must be flexible to take
account of the changing evidence. Finally, the guidelines need to apply to fish farms
that are already in place.  There is a need, therefore, to review the siting of existing fish
farms in light of strengthened guidelines and they should, therefore, be able to bring
about the removal or relocation of fish farms where necessary.

•  The proposed transfer of planning controls for fish farming to the local
authorities

There must be progress made in transferring planning powers.  It is essential that a
system through which the planning process takes account of the environmental
implications be established.  Local authorities will need to be supported with additional
resources to deliver this expanded function.  Integration must also take place between
locational planning and environmental assessments, such as the approval of discharge
consent, and this will need co-ordination.

•  The extent to which current regulatory systems can be harmonised and
made more effective

Current regulatory systems are piecemeal, are not based on any assessment of
carrying capacity and are therefore unsatisfactory.  Essentially, these operate
outwith any strategic framework and without a long term vision for a sustainable
aquaculture industry.

We consider that a strategic review of the salmon farming industry is required now, in
order to guide future development.  Without this, it will be very difficult to ensure the
industry is developed and managed sustainably.  In full recognition of the precautionary
principle, therefore, the LINK MTF call for Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of
the industry to be undertaken before further expansion is permitted. In particular, there
must be a fuller understanding of the carrying capacity of Scottish waters, prior to further
expansion of the industry.

The MTF have welcomed the Scottish Executive’s review of the regulations governing
aquaculture in Scotland.  However, provision is yet to be made to bring about the
necessary changes to the regulatory system. LINK members would like to highlight the
opportunity provided by the Water Environment Bill.  The Bill offers the chance to
introduce a regulatory framework that is integrated, flexible and progressive and,
above all, can secure a sustainable fish farming industry in the future.  The
regulatory framework should address the process rather than attempt to resolve
problems by provision of end of pipe solutions, and the Bill provides the most
appropriate means in the near future for introducing these changes.



RSPB Scotland Evidence

Transport and Environment Committee
The Scottish Aquaculture Industry

1. Introduction
RSPB Scotland1 welcomes the chance to provide written evidence to the Transport & Environment
Committee’s rolling inquiry into aquaculture.

The Committee’s inquiry is timely.  The salmon farming industry is predicted to expand rapidly over the next
5-10 years. The inquiry is a clear opportunity for the Scottish Parliament to ensure that the future development
of this important Scottish industry is first & foremost sustainable.

There is also likely to be significant growth in the farming of new fish species in Scotland (eg cod and
haddock).  The mistakes of the past must not be repeated with the development of the whitefish farming
industry.  This inquiry is also an opportunity, therefore, to ensure that this new industry is planned and
developed in a sustainable manner from the outset.

2. Improving the regulatory regime - general comments
The RSPB is not opposed to fish farming.  It is important to the economy of rural coastal areas where there
are few alternative sources of employment.  However, it also causes serious environmental problems and the
sector needs to improve its environmental performance and be regulated effectively.

Salmon farming has become one of the main human uses of, and influences upon, Scotland’s coastal waters,
particularly in the Northern Isles and on the west coast.  The industry has grown very rapidly since its
beginnings during the late 1970s.  This has permitted expansion and development in inappropriate locations
and at an inappropriate scale.  Until recently, this expansion had occurred with minimal strategic guidance or
regulation.  Coupled with a climate of strong international competition, this has resulted in increasingly
intensive practices.

Consequently, salmon farming has had, and continues to have, a wide range of impacts on the coastal
ecosystem.  Of greatest concern are the impacts of:
•  nutrient enrichment of marine waters from fish food and faeces;
•  smothering of seabed habitats by such deposits beneath cages;
•  bioaccumulation in marine species of toxic chemicals applied in therapeutants and antifoulants;
•  spread of diseases and sea lice to wild fish;
•  escapes of farmed fish into wild populations;
•  predator control resulting in the death of protected piscivorous birds and mammals.

RSPB Scotland supports the Committee’s intention to take a first phase of evidence focussed on issues
associated with the regulatory framework for sea cage fish farming.  To address the above impacts, and,
therefore, to achieve a sustainable fish farming industry in Scotland, there are some important changes
required to the regulation of the industry:

•  Establishment of strategic planning for fish farming development to protect sensitive locations and ensure
scale and impact are fully assessed.

•  An understanding of carrying capacity must become central to the regulation and forward planning of
aquaculture developments in Scotland.

                                                
1 The RSPB in Scotland is supported by some 70,000 members and employs 200 staff to promote the conservation of
birds and biodiversity throughout the countryside and seascape.  We have practical experience of managing land and coast
for conservation, farming, forestry and other enterprises.  We undertake biological and economic research to underpin our
policy analysis and advocacy.  We also have experience of environmental education and training for all ages.  The RSPB
is the BirdLife International partner in Scotland.



•  Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of all strategic plans for fish farm development, including the
proposed Aquaculture Strategy.

•  Controls over the siting of new fish farms to protect sensitive areas, designated sites and species.
•  Relocation of existing farms away from sensitive areas, areas where damage to the marine environment is

occurring and areas where carrying capacity has been exceeded.
•  Improvement in the standard of fish farm EIA.
•  Encouragement, by SEPA, of integrated pest control on fish farms and alternatives to toxic and

bioaccumulative chemical use.
•  A simplified and consultative approval process for fish farm developments and discharge consents.

3. Improving the regulatory regime - specific comments
Detailed additional comments on the key issues identified by the Committee for consideration in the first
phase of the inquiry follow.

Locational guidelines for sea cage fish farming
The introduction of the Locational Guidelines for the Authorisation of Marine Fish Farms in Scottish Waters
was a welcome first step in improving control over the siting of new fish farms.  Nevertheless, the guidelines
have no legal standing.  If and when planning controls for fish farm developments are transferred to local
authorities, it would be appropriate for the locational guidelines to be given a formal basis through an NPPG
on aquaculture development.

Planning Policy Guidance on all aspects of fish farming will be needed to support the new role to be given to
local authorities.  Specifically, an NPPG should strengthen the restrictions placed upon Category 1 & 2 areas
through the locational guidelines as follows:
Category 1 - finfish farming development will not be permitted (currently, some new development is                               
permitted).
Category 2 - presumption against new finfish farming developments (currently there is limited potential for                              
new farms, but some expansion of existing farms is acceptable).

There also needs to be a broadening of the criteria for identifying and delimiting Category 1 & 2 areas.  These
areas need to be defined on the basis of the carrying capacity of Scotland’s coastal waters, sea lochs and voes
for fish farm developments.  The assessment of carrying capacity should look at issues such as impact upon
seabed habitats, nutrient release, the accumulation of persistent toxic chemicals and affects on biodiversity.
Areas where carrying capacity is close to, or has been exceeded should be identified as Category 1.  In
addition, for existing farms in these areas, the relocation of farms or outright revocation of licences should be
considered.

Voluntary codes of practice
Recently, there has been some progress in introducing voluntary codes of practice covering important issues
such as fish farm escapes.  There is a continuing role for voluntary measures encouraging, for example,
environmental best practice management of fish farms and less intensive husbandry (eg lower stock density,
site fallowing).

However, the voluntary approach can never fully substitute for mandatory controls and the enforcement of
minimum standards.  There is little advantage for ‘good’ operators if voluntary controls are ignored by others
in the industry.  This has been accepted in the moves to introduce a mandatory requirement to notify Scottish
ministers of escapes from fish farms.  Additional measures need to be taken, including, for instance,
introducing statutory fish farm escape contingency and recovery plans.

Area Management Agreements (AMAs)
 It has been suggested that AMAs provide the basis for a sustainable and planned approach to
managing the industry in the future.  However, although a useful start, they can be criticised on
two grounds.  Firstly, they are single issue, focussing only on addressing sea lice problems.  They
do not tackle the full range of environmental impacts of fish farming.  Secondly, these agreements and
the groups that develop them need to become more transparent and accessible.  There is a perception that
AMAs are agreed behind closed doors and are not open to public scrutiny.  The membership of the groups
needs to give full representation to those with expertise in the environmental impacts and benefits of different
sea-lice treatments and control strategies.



The proposed transfer of planning controls for fish farming to local authorities
RSPB Scotland submitted detailed comments to the Scottish Executive’s consultation on the transfer of
planning controls2.  We were supportive of the proposals and, in particular, the suggestion to retrospectively
bring older fish farm developments under more recent, more rigorous controls as, for example, introduced
through the Environmental Impact Assessment (Fish Farming in Marine Waters) Regulations 1999.

In June 2001, the Executive issued a summary of responses to their consultation.  This report showed a high
level of support for their proposals.  Nevertheless, there have been no moves to bring in the necessary
legislative changes.  The Executive need to show more urgency to change the legislation, remembering that
the Government first announced its intention to transfer fish farming planning powers to local authorities over
four years ago.  The Water Environment Bill presents the only foreseeable legislative opportunity to affect                                                                                                                                   
such changes.                    

In introducing legislation, RSPB Scotland believes that local authorities should be given a duty to maintain a
strategic overview of fish farming development in their areas.  This would allow the consideration of the
cumulative impact of developments.  In legislating for the transfer of planning controls over fish farms to
local authorities, therefore, the Executive need to ensure that local authorities are adequately empowered
through legislation, and resourced in terms of staffing and expertise, to be able to take a strategic overview.

The extent to which current regulatory systems can be harmonised and made more effective
We welcome the Scottish Executive’s initiative in reviewing the regulations governing aquaculture.  This       
review must deliver a regulatory system that can ensure future finfish and shellfish farming development in                                                                                                                                                            
Scotland is sustainable.                                 

It is wrong to suggest that the salmon farming industry is over-regulated.  Rather, regulation needs to be
strengthened and better targeted.  One of the central changes needed is to establish clear and formal processes
for communication/liaison between the development and discharge consenting authorities.  We believe that a
single (joint) application for development and discharge consent is appropriate.  A joint application
considered by SEPA and the development consenting authority would streamline the process.  More
importantly, this would also allow the full environmental impact of a development to be considered together.

Improvement is also needed in the standard of Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) being produced for
fish farm developments.  Specifically, we are concerned that EIA are not fully assessing the likely
environmental effects of developments.  In terms of impacts on birds, for example, the risk of
bioaccumulation of chemical residues in fish and shellfish eating birds feeding adjacent to proposed farms is
not routinely addressed.  We recommend three ways in which the current EIA regime could be improved:

•  Quality control mechanisms should be established to ensure that EIA are of an adequate standard to
enable informed decision-making. We suggest that the Committee could commission as part of this
review the Executive seek an independent assessment of a selection of the EIA for fish farm
developments submitted to date to assess their compliance with the requirements of the EIA Regulations.

•  Introduction of mandatory scoping for EIA.  This will help streamline the EIA process, reduce costs and
increase certainty in the decision-making process.  Scoping ensures that effort is concentrated on the key
issues, and that time is not wasted investigating irrelevant or minor concerns.

•  Finally, it is vital that monitoring become an integral part of the EIA process and any consent given.
Permissions are often given on the basis that mitigation measures will prevent or reduce any potential
negative impacts, thus making the proposal acceptable.  It is crucial, therefore, that projects are monitored
to establish whether these mitigation measures are effective, and to identify any unforeseen impacts.

4. Further information
RSPB Scotland hopes that the Committee find this evidence useful in conducting their inquiry into the
Scottish aquaculture industry.  For further information on this evidence please contact:

Darren Kindleysides, Marine & Coastal Policy Officer
RSPB Scotland, 25 Ravelston Terrace, Edinburgh EH4 3TP
Tel: 0131 311 6500

                                                
2 Letter to John McNairney, Scottish Executive Development Department dated 29th September 2000.



Fax: 0131 311 6569
Email: darren.kindleysides@rspb.org.uk
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Submission by Friends of the Earth Scotland 9/11/01

Introduction

Friends of the Earth welcomes the opportunity to submit views on the future of 
aquaculture to the Transport and the Environment Committee’s inquiry.  We have been 
actively involved in monitoring the aquaculture industry since the mid-1980s and recently 
published ‘The One that Got Away - Marine Salmon Farming in Scotland,’ which has 
already been submitted to the Committee, in addition to a letter to the Public Petitions’ 
Committee in February 2000 and a briefing to both the Transport and the Environment and 
Rural Development Committees in September 2000.  Friends of the Earth also supports the 
numerous submissions made by Scottish Environment Link on this subject.

Friends of the Earth is not against fish farming but is deeply concerned about the impact 
this industry continues to have on the marine environment after a period of five-fold 
expansion over little more than a decade.  This impact - particularly in terms of pollution, 
escapes of farmed fish, demand for feed fish, and potential and actual impacts on wild fish 
- can only increase if the industry is allowed to expand as it wishes.  We wish to see the 
fish farming industry placed in an appropriate context with other forms of aquaculture and 
with other uses of the marine environment.

In the following paragraphs we address the four points on which the Committee currently 
seeks views.

Locational Guidance for Sea cage fish farming

It is our view that the current locational guidelines, while a step in the right direction, are 
not strong enough, and in danger of failing to be properly integrated into the planning 
regime.  For instance, the original consultation on locational guidance in 1991 proposed to 
ban salmon farms from the mouths of major salmon rivers; this proposal should be 
reinstated.  When the aquaculture industry is brought fully into planning control, the 
current locational guidance should be strengthened and issued as a National Planning 
Policy Guidance document.  A clear mechanism for adapting the Guidance in the light of 
new scientific information is also required.

The logical follow up to the issuing of locational guidance for new aquaculture 
applications is to review the existing sites to see if they also comply with the locational 
criteria.  Our strong view is that an urgent review of the location and impact of 
Scotland’s aquaculture facilities should be undertaken and, where appropriate, farms 
should be relocated, reduced in size or removed entirely.  The renewal date for existing 
leases would provide an opportunity to require existing fish farms to apply for planning 
permission.  We attach as an Appendix a section from our report ‘The One that Got Away’ 
which expands on this issue and suggests one way in which the work of this review might 
be prioritised.

T & E Committee  Rolling Inquiry into Aquaculture 1       Friends of the Earth Scotland



Voluntary Codes of Practice and Area Management Agreements

Few other major industries are managed to any great extent by voluntary codes of practice 
and it is our view that those existing in the aquaculture field, together with the current area 
management agreements, are too limited in scope, are not transparent to the public, are not 
open to all interests and lack any meaningful enforcement.  In addition, the current Area 
Management Agreements cover less than 10% of Scottish production, with no Agreements 
in the Northern Isles, which contain one third of Scottish production.  The progress of the 
current voluntary initiatives is too slow to address the urgent to reduce the impact of fish 
farming on wild fish.

We believe that stronger regulation of the industry is required (see below).  Elements of the 
current voluntary approach might usefully be translated into a statutory system.  It may be 
that, within a tighter regulatory framework, voluntary agreements may have a limited, 
value-adding role in future.

Transfer of Planning Controls

The progress to date on transferring powers from the Crown Estate to local authorities has 
been frustratingly slow, leading to a confusion of roles and a lack of transparency within 
application and objection procedures.  The transfer of powers should be carried 
through urgently.  However it is clear that both local authorities and SEPA are under-
resourced in terms of the necessary expertise to deal with the complex issues raised by 
aquaculture applications, and this lack of resources must be addressed in the transfer of 
powers.

The current strategic guidance on fish farming will need to be revised to become an NPPG, 
helping the public, local authorities and the industry understand the new system. 
 
There is also a need for a co-ordinating group or mechanism so that the planning function 
of the local authority and the discharge consenting function of SEPA can be brought 
together more fully than is usually the case with, for instance, an land-based application for 
an incinerator.  SEPA needs to form views on appropriate discharge consents and carrying 
capacity issues, but SEPA’s role should be expanded to consider regional impacts and to 
coordinate industry use of chemicals and medicine over each local area.  The Water 
Environment Bill presents an ideal opportunity to develop SEPA’s powers to regulate the 
aquaculture industry.

Regulatory Reform

The first key regulatory issue is the lack of overview of what a sustainable aquaculture 
industry might look like.  In this regard the industry should be the subject of a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment, which would help determine the appropriate place for the 
different forms of aquaculture in Scotland’s marine environment. 

In 1999 SEPA urged the new Scottish Parliament “to make the control of cage fish farming 
more efficient and effective than current regulation.”  The lack of effectiveness of the 
current regulatory system is highlighted by the £1 million project called “Post-authorisation 
assessment of the environmental impact of sea-lice treatments used in farmed salmon”. The 
results will only be known after the chemicals have been used for five years yet the project 
outline states that there is “no clear idea as to whether currently used sea-lice treatments 
have had an adverse impact on the environment”.  Similarly a recent survey by SEPA looked 
at contamination of Scottish lochs by PCBs - persistent toxic chemicals - and found that 
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“the highest concentrations were detected close to fish farm cages suggesting that the 
farms were the source of the PCBs.”  On escapes, the official figures show that over 
800,000 fish escaped in 37 separate incidents in the last three years, with escaped farmed 
salmon now outnumbering catches of wild salmon by seven to one.

The current system is inadequate in controlling either the negative impacts of existing fish 
farms or in mapping out a sustainable future for the fish farming industry.  Given this 
inadequacy and the industry’s ambitious expansion and diversification plans, the only 
sensible course is to impose a moratorium on expansion of the industry.  This will also 
prevent a rush to beat new regulations as seen, for example, when 48 licences were issued 
in Highland Region in the three years before 1990 while only 8 have been issued since.

Any reform of the regulatory framework need to address a number of issues, including 
greater testing of farmed fish with public access to the results, labelling of farmed fish to 
aid the consumer, penalties for fish escapes and a public register of existing and proposed 
fish farms.

The forthcoming Water Environment Bill represents the best opportunity to enact enabling 
legislation which will allow reform of the current system.

We would be pleased to expand on any of the above, should the Committee wish us to.

Friends of the Earth Scotland   
72 Newhaven Rd
Edinburgh 
EH6 5QG
Tel: 0131 554 9977, Fax: 0131 554 8656
E-mail: climate@foe-scotland.org.uk
Website: www.foe-scotland.org.uk
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Over in Stronsay, local fishermen, worried that a proposed salmon farm, would threaten their
future livelihoods and pollute the pristine waters of Mill Bay organised a petition and lobbied
local councillors as well as Jim Wallace MSP. In August 2000, the Crown Estate rejected the
application on the grounds that the Environmental Statement submitted was unsatisfactory.

• In October 2000, so many people crammed into Dundonnell Hotel, Wester Ross, for a
public meeting to voice their concerns that the police were called.

• Following a public meeting in Aultbea, Loch Ewe, in February 2000 SEPA received a
record number of objections to a salmon farm (this has since been trebled after the
meeting in Dundonnell).

• The Loch Scridain Action Group, the Eday Shoreline Protection Group and Referred
Action Against Fish Treatment have all been set up since 2000.

• Petitions against salmon farms have been organised in Harris, Mull, Shetland, Orkney,
Wester Ross and Sutherland.

Back to basics: the three R’s
The rapid expansion of salmon farming in Scotland without any strategic planning or proper
statutory guidance has created the current situation where many farms are in unsuitable locations
and the vast majority have not undergone an Environmental Statement. With few new sites being
applied for the underlying problem centres on those farms which are already in place. In order to
look forward we therefore need to look back and question whether farms ought to be where they
presently are. An urgent review of all existing sites is required with a view to fundamental
changes in where the industry currently operates. 

In many ways this process has already begun, albeit in a piecemeal and unstrategic manner, with
SEPA ordering farms in Loch Ewe, Loch Diabeg, Loch Eil, Loch A’Choire and Loch Marvig to cut
production within two to three years. Other farms in Loch Clash, Loch Hourn and Scapa Flow
have had to remove or move their cages as they were operating without a proper licence. In other
areas such as Loch Sunart, Loch Ailort, Loch Fyne, Loch Roag, Loch Glencoul and Loch Nevis
farms have been closed down due to the spread of disease, unacceptable impact under the sea
cages or overstocking.

SEPA were so concerned at the current situation that they published a “Policy Update on
Regulation and Expansion of Caged Fish Farming of Salmon in Scotland” in September 2000. It
stated that: “Where tidal waters are downgraded as a result of pollution from fish farms, SEPA
will negotiate to achieve effective remedial action, and will review consents where necessary to
reduce maximum biomass limits. Revocation of the consent will be considered in cases where the
required remedial measures have not been taken or have proved ineffective.”

In many instances, however, such is the scale of environmental damage that the process of site
relocation, tonnage reduction and the revocation of licences should be prioritised.  There are a
number of reasons why existing farms should reduce existing production, be relocated or be
removed completely. The map overleaf identifies 18 areas which are likely to be the most urgently
in need of review. The key opposite the map explains the selection criteria used, and the
following pages give detail for each highlighted area.  The Crown Estate’s “Guidelines on Siting
Procedures and Principles” (1989) and the Scottish Executive’s “Locational Guidelines for the
Authorisation of Marine Fish Farms in Scottish Waters” (1999) are used as a frame of reference. In
particular the Crown Estate identified 25 Very Sensitive Areas’ and the Scottish Executive
identified a further 11 Category 1 Areas’ “where the development of new or the expansion of
existing marine fish farms will only be acceptable in exceptional circumstances”. 
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Figure 4 Priority areas

Details of numbered areas are given on the following pages.

The selected areas are neither prescriptive nor definitive. Rather we have made a first attempt at
prioritisation to stimulate discussion and highlight where resources need to be focussed if salmon
farming is going to have a long-term future in Scotland. 

It is difficult to put a figure on the number of farms potentially affected since local authorities
have been unable to tell FoE how many farms are in their jurisdiction! And the matter is even
more complicated by the fact that SEPA have issued discharge consent licences for farms which
still have to secure planning permission and there are also leases which have either lapsed or are
currently not in production. However, we estimate that around 100 salmon farms are included in
the areas selected, less than a third of the current total.
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Wild fish: 
Impacts on wild salmon and sea
trout – The decline of wild salmon
and sea trout has been well

documented with a decline in one year alone
(1998-1999) of 39% and 24% respectively. In 1991
the Scottish Office proposed that “in view of the
importance of minimising potential risks to wild
salmon stocks, salmon cages should not be
located in marine waters close to the mouths of
salmon rivers”. Unlike the Irish and Norwegian
government’s this policy has never been
adopted. If such a policy was adopted the farms
identified here would, by definition, have to be
moved or closed down.

Escapes: 
Mass escapes of farmed salmon –
Since 1998 an estimated 800,000 fish
have escaped from farms in

Scotland. Some of the reported incidents are
identified here. Unfortunately commercial
confidentiality’ prevents every farm being
named and many more escapes go unreported.

Shellfish poisoning: 
In 1999 and 2000 the vast majority
of the North and West coasts of
Scotland was closed to scallop and

mussel harvesting due to the spread of algal
blooms and Amnesic Shellfish Poisoning. An
estimated 10,000 square kilometres were closed
and out of 60 areas closed 57 were in the
vicinity of salmon farms. The areas listed here
are mainly enclosed areas which are susceptible
to shellfish poisoning and where salmon farm
wastes are at their highest and most
concentrated. 

Benthic impacts: 
Due to unacceptable environmental
impact under salmon cages many
have had to be moved after several

years in operation. Recovery may take five
years. Benthic impact is more pronounced in
enclosed lochs and sheltered bays.

Chemicals: 
Illegal use of chemicals has been
reported, or the authorised use of
toxic chemicals is cause for

concern, especially in close proximity to
shellfish farms.

Parasites: 
In most areas of the west coast sea
lice infestation around salmon
farms is a threat to wild salmon

and sea trout. 

Disease: 
The first case of Infectious Salmon
Anaemia in Scotland was reported
in May 1998 and spread eventually

to 11 farms with another 26 farms across
Scotland suspected.

Mass mortalities: 
Overstocking of salmon, the spread
of disease and parasites as well as
bad site management can cause

mass kills of fish over and above the industry
average of 10-20% per year.

Freshwater pearl
mussels: 
Pearl mussels are afforded statutory
protection under the EC Habitats

Directive, the Wildlife and Countryside Act and
the Bern Convention. Their numbers are at a
record low with many populations in rivers
across Scotland now extinct and only 7% of
rivers with abundant mussels including
juveniles. Viable populations exist in 47 rivers in
North Scotland with functional populations. A
major threat is the problem posed by the recent
declines in stocks of migratory salmonid fish
because freshwater pearl mussels are dependent
on the presence of juvenile salmonid fish as
hosts for their larvae. A study by the Lochaber
Fisheries Trust in 1999 concluded that there
seems little chance of recovery of mussels in the
short term because of the dramatic decline of
host Atlantic salmon and sea trout reported in
the remaining mussel areas on the west coast of
Scotland. Scottish Natural Heritage stated in
2000 that “pollution is still a threat in most areas
with the influence of fish-farm and sheep-dip
effluent of particular concern in the the
northwest.”

Cetaceans: 
Acoustic devices on salmon farms,
sometimes known as “seal scarers”,
may do a good job in deterring seals

but they also have a negative impact on
cetaceans such as harbour porpoises, common
dolphins, bottlenose dolphins, killer whales and
minke whales. 

Conservation areas: 
There are a several marine areas
afforded some sort of statutory
protection in Scotland under the EU

Habitats Directive as well as other designations.
The Crown Estate and the Scottish Executive
have also identified sensitive areas where
conservation is a priority.

W

E

S

B

Ch

P

D

M o

M u

Ct

Cn



Details of Selected Priority Areas

1) SCAPA FLOW
Shellfish poisoning: Regular bans on harvesting of shellfish have occurred in Scapa Flow
throughout the 1990s and in 2000 and 2001 
Disease: A salmon farm in Scapa Flow was suspected of being infected with ISA in 1999
Parasites: The local Orkney Trout Fishing Association have reported sea lice infestation of sea
trout around salmon cages 
Cetaceans: Important for seals, harbour porpoises and other cetaceans 
Conservation areas: Scapa Flow was identified as a Category 2 Area “where the prospects for
further substantial developments are likely to be limited” in 1999 by the Scottish Executive and a
moratorium on salmon farming was established in 1999 by the Scapa Flow Management Plan.

2) LOCH ERIBOLL
Wild fish: Loch Hope as well as the rivers Polla and Hope have significant populations of sea
trout and salmon 
Escapes: In 1988, an escape of 188,000 salmon from a farm in Loch Eriboll is the second largest
escape ever recorded in Scotland 
Freshwater pearl mussels: Area of importance for freshwater pearl mussels 
Conservation areas: In 1999 the Scottish Executive stated that “there should be a pre s u m p t i o n
against further development of marine finfish farming developments on the east and north coasts.”

3) LOCH ROAG
Wild fish: Decline of wild salmon in world-renowned Grimestra, Morsgail and Garynahine rivers
Escapes: Mass escape of 11,393 salmon in West Loch Roag in December 1999 
Shellfish poisoning: ASP in Loch Roag in 1999 and 2000 
Benthic impacts: Survey of Loch Roag conducted by SEPA in 2000 
Chemicals: “Alleged illegal use of Deosan Deosect in Loch Roag” reported by SEPA in 1999 
Disease: Infectious Salmon Anaemia (ISA) suspected at a site in Loch Roag in 1999 
Freshwater pearl mussels: Area of importance for freshwater pearl mussels 
Conservation areas: Loch Roag identified by the Scottish Executive in 1999 as one of only 11
Category 1 Areas. Loch Roag also contains the Loch Roag Lagoons’ Special Area of Conservation
under the EU Habitats Directive.

4) LOCH CLASH/LOCH INCHARD/LOCH LAXFORD/
LOCH A’ CHADH-FI 
Wild fish: The river Laxford is one of the most attractive and most productive salmon streams in
the north of Scotland. However, due to the disastrous decline in sea trout numbers the estate has
banned all sea trout fishing 
Escapes: An escape of 17,000 fish at Kinlochbervie, Loch Clash, was reported in January 2000 
Benthic impacts: In December 1999 Aquascot were fined £2,500 after an investigation by SEPA
concerning a pollution incident in Loch Clash 
Freshwater pearl mussels: Area of importance for freshwater pearl mussels 
Conservation areas: Loch Laxford is a Special Area of Conservation under the EU Habitats
Directive. Loch Laxford/Loch a’ Chadh-Fi was identified as a ‘Very Sensitive Area’ in 1989 by the
Crown Estate.

5) LOCH GLENDHU/LOCH GLENCOUL/LOCH AIRDBHAIR/
LOCH CAIRNBAWN/  EDDRACHILLIS BAY/ENARD BAY
Wild fish: The river Kirkaig and river Inver are significant salmon and sea trout rivers. Numbers
of salmon caught on the Inver have declined from 400 to 100-200 in recent years whilst sea trout
have virtually vanished altogether 
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Escapes: Reported escapes in January 2000 include an escape of 9,000 salmon from an Ardvar
farm in Drumbeg 
Benthic impacts: cages have been moved around due to unacceptable benthic impact 
C h e m i c a l s : In 1993 Wester Ross Salmon fined £500 for the illegal use of ivermectin in Loch Glencoul 
Conservation areas: Loch Glendhu/Loch Glencoul was identified as a ‘Very Sensitive Area’ in
1989 by the Crown Estate. Loch Airdhair was identified by the Scottish Executive in 1999 as one
of only 11 Category 1 Areas.

6) LOCH BROOM/LITTLE LOCH BROOM 
Wild fish: In 2000 Wester Ross Fisheries Trust reported that the adjoining rivers were virtually
devoid of wild salmon and sea trout. The adjoining rivers Canaird, Broom and Ullapool have all
reported declines in sea trout. 
Shellfish poisoning: Bans on harvesting shellfish have plagued Little Loch Broom 
Chemicals: According to two fish farm workers the illegal chemicals ivermectin and
cypermethrin were being used in Little Loch Broom between 1996 and 1999 
Freshwater pearl mussels: Area of importance for freshwater pearl mussels 
Conservation areas: Inner Little Loch Broom and Loch Broom/Loch Kanaird were identified as
‘Very Sensitive Areas’ in 1989 by the Crown Estate.

7) LOCH EWE
Wild fish: Decline of wild salmon and sea trout in Loch Tournaig and Loch Maree 
Escapes: Mass escape of 20,000 salmon in June 1999 from a Marine Harvest farm in Loch Ewe 
Shellfish poisoning: Amnesic Shellfish Poisoning (ASP) bans on the harvesting of mussels and
scallops in Loch Ewe in 1999 and 2000 
Benthic impacts: Marine Harvest ordered to halve production in Loch Ewe by SEPA in June 2000
due to “unacceptable benthic impact” 
Parasites: Sea-lice infestation of salmon and sea trout reported by Wester Ross Fisheries Trust and
local anglers in the Loch Maree Hotel 
Cetaceans: Significant population of harbour porpoises in nearby Gairloch 
Freshwater pearl mussels: Area of importance for freshwater pearl mussels 
Conservation areas: Inner Loch Ewe/Loch Tournaig was identified as one of 25 Very Sensitive
Areas’ in 1989 by the Crown Estate

8) MORAY FIRTH 
Wild fish: The river Beauly is one of Scotland’s finest salmon streams 
Shellfish poisoning: The Moray Firth suffered from ASP in 1999 and 2000 
Chemicals: Impact of cypermethrin on shellfish and the colony of dolphins 
Parasites: A legal action was initiated in 1999 against the Government’s failure to control the
discharge of sea lice at a farm in the Moray Firth 
C e t a c e a n s : Moray Firth bottlenose dolphin population - world renowned & of national importance 
Freshwater pearl mussels: Area of importance for freshwater pearl mussels 
Conservation areas: In 1999 the Scottish Executive stated that “there should be a presumption
against further development of marine finfish farming developments on the east and north
coasts”. Moray Firth is a Special Area of Conservation under the EU Habitats Directive.

9) LOCH SEAFORTH 
Shellfish poisoning: In 1998, Diarrhetic Shellfish Poisoning (DSP), from mussels collected from
salmon cages in Loch Seaforth, led to 40 people in a London restaurant being treated for nausea,
vomiting and diarrhoea 
Parasites: sea lice from salmon cages in the vicinity of Loch Seaforth were reported by SEPA in
1998 to be found on wild fish 
Conservation areas: Loch Seaforth was identified as a Category 2 Area “where the prospects for
further substantial developments are likely to be limited” in 1999 by the Scottish Executive. 
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10) SOUNDS OF SKYE (including Sound of Raasay,
Inner Sound and Sound of Sleat) AND SURROUNDING
LOCHS (Torridon, Kishorn, Carron, Alsh, Duich, Hourn, 
Nevis Ainort and Sligachan)
Wild fish: Catastrophic decline of wild salmon and sea trout in the rivers Applecross, Balgy, Croe,
Inverie and Morar 
Escapes: Mass escape of 51,480 salmon in Loch Shieldaig in August 1997 
Shellfish poisoning: Regular incidence of algal blooms in Sound of Raasay, Inner Sound and
Sound of Sleat with bans on the harvesting of mussels and scallops due to Amnesic Shellfish
Poisoning, Diarrhetic Shellfish Poisoning and Paralytic Shellfish Poisoning 
Benthic impacts: Marine Harvest were ordered by SEPA in January 2001 to halve production in
Loch Diabeg 
Chemicals: Objections from shellfish farmers and fishermen to the use of emamectin benzoate
and teflubenzuron in Loch Sligachan, Loch Torridon and Loch Duich 
Parasites: A wild salmon was caught in Loch Shieldaig infested with 1,054 sea lice and the Inverie
system has reported lethal lice levels in the vicinity of Loch Nevis 
Disease: Loch Nevis was the source of the ISA outbreak in May 1998 spreading to three sites in
Loch Nevis 
Mass mortalities: In May 1999 240,000 salmon (600 tonnes) died at a Marine Harvest farm in
Loch Hourn 
Freshwater pearl mussels: Area of importance for freshwater pearl mussels 
Conservation areas: Inner Loch Torridon/Loch Shieldaig, Loch Carron, Loch na Cairidh/Caolas
Scalpay, Loch na Dal, Loch Alsh/Loch Duich. Inner Loch Hourn and Inner Loch Nevis were all
identified as ‘Very Sensitive Areas’ in 1989 by the Crown Estate. Lochs Duich, Long and Alsh are
listed as a Special Area of Conservation under the EU Habitats Directive 
Cetaceans: important area for harbour porpoises, common dolphins and minke whales.

11) LOCH AILORT
Wild fish: Major declines in the once famous Loch Sheil, Loch Eilt and river Moidart fisheries.
The river Ailort was once a famous sea trout fishery with upwards of 1,000 sea trout taken each
season. Declines in stocks through the 1970s were followed by a total collapse in 1989. The 1989
collapse coincided with Furunculois and sea lice epidemics in nearby lochs. 
Benthic impact: Overstocking has led to unacceptable benthic impacts with cages being relocated
and tonnages reduced 
Parasites: Sea lice infestation in vicinity of the salmon farms 
Freshwater pearl mussels: Area of importance for freshwater pearl mussels.

12) LOCH LINNHE (including Loch Eil, Loch Leven, 
Loch a Choire & Loch Creran) 
Wild fish: The river Coe is now closed to fishing and the rivers Leven and Lochy have seen sharp
declines in recent years. The Lochy has seen a 90% collapse of salmon stocks in what was once
the biggest salmon fishery in the west highlands. Of the 30 salmon caught on the river Leven in
1999 all were escaped farmed salmon 
Escapes: Mass escapes in Loch Eil, Loch Linnhe, Loch Creran, Loch Melfort and Shuna Sound
have been reported since 1998 
Chemicals: In 1991 FoE filmed a salmon farm in Glencoe using ivermectin illegally 
Diseases: Out of 11 farms confirmed with Infectious Salmon Anaemia five were in the Loch
Linnhe area (three cases in Loch Creran, one in Lismore and one in Shuna) 
Conservation areas: Loch A’Choire was identified by the Scottish Executive in 1999 as one of only
11 Category 1 Areas. Inner/Outer Loch Leven, East Lismore, Inner Loch Creran and Loch Etive
were identified as ‘Very Sensitive Areas’ in 1989 by the Crown Estate. Loch Creran is a Special
Area of Conservation under the EU Habitats Directive.
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13) LOCH SUNART
Wild fish: Collapse of salmon and sea trout stocks here and in nearby river Strontian and Loch
Carnoch 
Benthic impacts: Divers and benthic surveys have reported problems in many areas with cages
being removed or moved due to unacceptable environmental impact 
Parasites: Loch Sunart has a history of sea lice infestation with lice larvae also entering from the
Sound of Mull 
Conservation Areas: Loch Sunart is a Special Area of Conservation under the EU Habitats
Directive and Inner Loch Sunart was identified as a ‘Very Sensitive Area’ in 1989 by the Crown
Estate.

14) SOUND OF MULL 
Wild fish: River Aline has seen the collapse of sea trout and salmon. In 1998 only 9 salmon and
48 sea trout were caught compared to upwards of 150 salmon and 300 sea trout prior to the
advent of salmon farming 
Escapes: An escape reportedly occurred in Scallaste Bay in January 2001 
Benthic impacts: Divers have reported pollution problems associated with uneaten feed and the
build up of faeces in the Sound of Mull 
Disease: ISA affected numerous salmon farms in the area from 1998 to 1999 
Mass mortalities: Marine Harvest admitted in January 2001 that 126,000 fish had died in cages in
Scallaste Bay 
Cetaceans: The Hebridean Whale and Dolphin Trust report significant sightings in the Sound of
Mull of numerous cetaceans including the harbour porpoise 
Freshwater pearl mussels: Area of importance for freshwater pearl mussels 
Conservation areas: Tobermory Bay was identified as a ‘Very Sensitive Area’ in 1989 by the
Crown Estate.

15) SOUND OF KERRERA/LOCH FEOCHAN 
Disease: ISA affected area in 1998 to 1999 
Conservation areas: Sound of Kerrera/Loch Feochan was identified as a ‘Very Sensitive Area’ in
1989 by the Crown Estate.

16) LOCH MELFORT/SHUNA SOUND 
Escapes: In November 1998 17,000 salmon (70 tonnes) escaped from an ISA suspected site at Port
na Cro
Disease: ISA suspected sites included the Hydro Seafood farm in Shuna Sound 
Conservation areas: Loch Melfort/Shuna Sound was identified as a ‘Very Sensitive Area’ in 1989
by the Crown Estate.

17) LOCH SWEEN
Chemicals: Local shellfish farmers reported pollution problems in the 1980s associated with the
use of Tributyl-tin (TBT) 
Conservation areas: Loch Sween was identified as one of only 25 ‘Very Sensitive Areas’ in 1989
by the Crown Estate.

18) LOCH FYNE
Wild fish: Up until 1989 the rivers Fyne and Kinglass produced 200-250 salmon each season.
However, recent years have seen a catastrophic collapse and the rivers are now closed to fishing 
Shellfish poisoning: Research by the Dunstaffnage Marine Laboratory in 2000 confirmed a link
between salmon farm wastes discharged into Loch Fyne and algal blooms 
Conservation areas: Upper Loch Fyne was identified as a Category 2 Area “where the prospects
for further substantial developments are likely to be limited” in 1999 by the Scottish Executive.
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Research Note RN 01/103
15 November 2001

AQUACULTURE

TOM EDWARDS & GRAEME COOK

This Research Note has been prepared for the Transport and the Environment
Committee prior to its rolling inquiry into the aquaculture (sea cage fish farming)
industry in Scotland. The first part of the inquiry will examine the regulatory regime
of the industry; the second will examine aquaculture in the context of the Water
Framework Directive.

BACKGROUND

Salmon farming represents over 95% of all sea cage fish farming in Scotland.
From experimental beginnings in the 1960s the salmon farming industry has
developed over the past two decades, and is now an important source of
employment in remote areas of Scotland. Scotland has around 350 marine
salmon farms, along with a small but growing number of sites where other marine
species such as halibut, sea trout, turbot and cod are farmed. Production of these
more experimental species may become significant in the future. Norway has
been reported to have a target of producing 400,000 tonnes of farmed cod by
2020 (compared to 23,000 tonnes of wild cod landed by the Scottish fleet in year
2000).1

The graph below shows the production of farmed salmon in Scotland from 1986 to
2000.

1 Intrafish, 10th September 2001, Cod farming could jeopardise wild recovery plans
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Fig 1 – Farmed Salmon Production in Scotland 1986-2000
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Source: Scottish Fish Farms Annual Production Survey (2000 figures are provisional based on
farmer’s estimates)

A study for the Scottish Office conducted in 1997 found that a total of 6,335 FTE2

jobs were dependent on salmon farming, of which they estimated 4,595 were
located in the Highlands and Islands. The table below shows estimates of how this
total breaks down into different sectors of the industry:

Sector Jobs (FTE)
Salmon and smolt production 1623.5
Salmon processing (inc sales and
distribution)

2787.5

Suppliers to producers and processors 1383
Induced jobs 540.5
Total 6334.5

In recent years, there have not been increases in jobs to match the increased
production.  Although the tonnage of salmon produced has quadrupled since
1994, there has not been a corresponding increase in jobs in the production
sector4. This is an indicator of underlying structural change in the industry. Small
salmon farms have become consolidated into large businesses, many of them
multinational. There has been an inversion in the market for raw fish, driven by
scarcity of white fish stocks and increasing availability of farmed salmon. This
means that salmon is now cheaper in the supermarket per kilo, than cod or

2 Full Time Equivalent
3 Based on figures in The Economic impact of salmon farming, Scottish Office Economic Research Paper
No. 7, March 1999
4 Figures from Scottish fish farms: Annual production survey 1999 Fisheries Research Service
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haddock. This fall in price has contributed to the consolidation of the salmon-
producing sector, with salmon farming businesses needing large volumes, and
economies of scale, to survive at lower margins. The Fisheries Research
Service’s most recent annual survey of salmon farms found that:

“overall [farmed salmon] production was dominated by 13 companies in 1999, which, in
combination accounted for 71% of the salmon production in Scotland”

THE PROBLEM

There is a debate about the impact that the development of the sea cage fish
farming industry off the coasts of Scotland has had on the environment. The broad
strands of interest in the debate can be summarised as follows:

Wild salmon and sea trout fishing interests are concerned about the impact
salmon farming has had on wild fish stocks. The main areas of concern are the
transfer of parasites (most notably sea-lice) and diseases from farmed salmon to
wild fish, and of the impact of escaped farmed salmon on wild fish.

Environmentalists are concerned about the impact of salmon farming on the
marine environment, especially the effects of nutrient discharge from salmon
farms on marine ecosystems, and the impact of chemicals used to treat diseases
and pests of farmed salmon.

Shellfish fishermen and farmers are concerned that algal blooms could have
been caused by nutrient enrichment of coastal waters from salmon farming
effluents. The blooms have resulted on bans on the sale of shellfish from affected
areas, because eating the shellfish may cause Amnesic Shellfish Poisoning
(ASP).

The salmon farming industry is concerned to show that it has been taking
several steps to address the concerns mentioned above, such as devising
environmental management systems for salmon farming and working with wild
fishing interests through Area Management Agreements (AMAs) to reduce the
impact on wild fish stocks. The industry is also concerned that the regulation of

The process
Salmon farming mimics the fish’s natural life cycle. Salmon develop through six
distinct phases, for the first four stages (egg, alevin, fry, parr) the young fish live in
freshwater tanks. The transfer from fresh to salt water occurs in the smolt stage (as
it does in wild fish), when they are between 1-2 years old. Once in salt water the
smolts are grown in cages in lochs and inlets around the Scottish coast.  In their
first year in salt water, roughly ¼ of salmon will become sexually mature. These fish
are known as grilse, and they are marketed at between 1-3 kilos. The remainder of
the fish are grown on to become salmon and are sold at a weight of 2-6 kilos or
more.
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salmon farming is over-complicated, and should be simplified, perhaps along the
lines of that of Norway, where regulatory functions of different government
departments are carried out jointly.

The remainder of this note sets out the main elements of the existing regulatory5

framework as it currently stands, and outlines the background to aquaculture in
the context of the Water Framework Directive.

SITING AND PLANNING OF FISH FARMS

At the moment sea cage fish farming is exempt from planning control because it
does not extend below the low-water mark. The Crown owns the seabed under
the waters around Scotland. The Crown Estate Commissioners (CEC) fulfil a
“planning” type role in granting leases for new fish farms. When they receive an
application the CEC consult with local interests and with Scottish Natural Heritage
(SNH), the Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) and the Scottish
Executive, but this is not a statutory requirement.

Leases usually oblige the tenant to obtain the permission of the Scottish Executive
under the Coast Protection Act 1949 to ensure that the salmon cages do not
constitute a hazard to the public right of navigation on the sea6. Scottish ministers
must be notified that a fish farm has been established under the Registration of
Fish Farming and Shellfish Farming Business Order 1985.

The intention to introduce planning controls over marine fish farming was
announced by Lord Sewel in November 1997. This was in response both to the
Scottish Salmon Strategy Task Force (SSSTF) Report7, and to concerns that
there was a conflict of interest between the Crown Estate’s responsibilities as
landlord and its role as regulator of marine fish farming developments.

The SSSTF report recommended:

"Clear planning policy guidance is required for fish farms. An independent regulatory authority
should be established with powers to control the siting of fish farms, inspect fish farms and enforce
the adoption of measures to reduce the impact of fish farming upon wild salmon and sea trout
populations and the marine and freshwater environments. The authority should have powers to
introduce a system of zoning for marine fish farms under which, subject to public consultation, it
could impose a moratorium on the expansion of production in existing fish farming areas [..]

"Pending the establishment of the authority it may be necessary for the Secretary of State to initiate
action along those lines. Fishery boards should be consulted on any fish farming proposals within
their areas."

In November 1998, the then Scottish Office announced an interim arrangement in
advance of new legislation being passed by the Scottish Parliament.  Fish farming
applications are still advertised by the CEC but comments are also sent to Local

5 A summary table of the different organisations involved in the regulation of the industry is at Appendix 1
6 The Laws of Scotland, Stairs Memorial Encyclopaedia, Vol 11 paras 57-63
7 Report of the Scottish Salmon Strategy Task Force, Scottish Office 1997
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Authorities for consideration.  The Local Authority concerned then make
recommendations to the CEC who take the final decision.

The Scottish Executive recently consulted on proposals to bring marine fish
farming within the scope of planning legislation8. In summary the consultation
proposed the following:

•  Shellfish and fish farming developments below the low water mark will require
planning permission;

•  Planning authorities will be empowered to consider the environmental impact
of those developments and determine planning applications for them;

•  The existing works licence regime in Orkney and Shetland as it relates to fish
and shellfish developments will be replaced;

•  It is expected that those seeking to develop fish or shellfish farms will continue
to obtain a lease from the Crown Estate Commissioners (CEC) (for details see
below).

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is also required as part of the process for
considering applications for marine fish farm leases. The EC Directive on EIA
85/337/EC as amended by Directive 97/11/EC seeks to ensure that where a
development is likely to have significant environmental effects, they are addressed
in a formal environmental statement. The Environmental Impact Assessment (Fish
Farming in Marine Waters) Regulations 19999 implement this legislation in the UK,
and apply to proposed fish farm developments in sensitive areas, those designed
to hold a biomass of 100 tonnes or more, or that cover an area in excess of 0.1
hectares8.

The Scottish Executive has also produced Locational Guidelines for Marine Fish
Farms in Scottish Waters10 and an Advice Note on Marine Fish Farming and the
Environment. The locational guidelines identify “category 1” areas where new fish
farming developments will only be acceptable in exceptional circumstances, and
“category 2” areas where limited expansions or redevelopment of existing facilities
is permitted but substantial new developments should not take place.

DISCHARGES TO THE MARINE ENVIRONMENT

There are two main types of discharge from sea cage fish farms:

•  Organic waste from uneaten feed and fish waste;
•  Inorganic chemicals used to treat fish diseases and pests or prevent fouling of

nets.

8 The Extension of Planning Controls To Marine Fish Farming: A Consultation Paper Issued by the Scottish
Executive

9 http://www.legislation.hmso.gov.uk/si/si1999/19990367.htm
10 Locational Guidelines for the Authorisation of Marine Fish Farms in Scottish Waters, Scottish Executive

1999 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/library2/doc06/mff-00.htm
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Discharges from sea-cages are a particular issue because the cages are
effectively open to the marine environment. A very small proportion of salmon are
kept in seawater tanks, from which it is easier to control discharges. The 1999
Fish Farm Production Survey11 found that:

Almost all of the production, 126,492 tonnes (99.8%) was produced in seawater cages, with
a further reduction in the proportion from seawater tanks, 0.2% in 1999. This figure reflects
continued high installation and running costs incurred in operating seawater tank systems.
Forty-eight active seawater tank sites were registered in Scotland. Only three were actively
producing salmon. Most seawater tank capacity has now been re-deployed to the production
of other species.12

 REGULATION OF EFFLUENT DISCHARGES

The Water Act 1989 amended the Control of Pollution Act 1974 (COPA) to
specifically define effluent from fish farming as trade effluent. COPA was further
amended by the Environment Act 1995, which made it an offence to cause or
knowingly permit any trade effluent to be discharged into controlled waters13.

Consents to allow discharges by fish farmers are issued by the Scottish
Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) as part of the functions assigned to it
under the Environment Act 199514. It issues discharge consents for marine farms,
which specify both the type and amount of a particular effluent that may be
discharged, and also carries out monitoring of fish farms to check compliance.
SNH are consulted by SEPA as part of the assessment process. Consent
conditions are site-specific and remain in place for a minimum of four years. SEPA
has powers to require remedial action to be taken by fish farm operators if the
conditions of release consents are not followed. SEPA are required to take socio-
economic considerations into account in taking decisions on discharges, and to
apply the principle of BATNEEC (Best Available Technology Not Entailing
Excessive Cost).

The provisions of COPA are really designed for “point"15 sources of pollution, such
as an outflow pipe, and not “diffuse”16 pollution such as discharges through a
cage. This can result in release consents being very long and complicated to fit
them into the provisions of COPA17.

Legal proceedings instigated by the Scottish Sea Trout Group (a consortium
representing wild fish interests) against SEPA had sought to establish whether
sea-lice (a parasite of salmon and sea trout) are encompassed under the

11 http://www.marlab.ac.uk/PDF/Survey99.pdf
12 Scottish fish farms: Annual production survey 1999 Fisheries Research Service
13 COPA s56 “controlled waters” means the sea within three nautical miles from any point on the coast

measured from low - water mark of ordinary spring tides, such other parts of the territorial sea adjacent to
Great Britain as are prescribed and any other tidal waters in Great Britain

14 Henderson, A & Davies, T – 2000, Review of Aquaculture, its regulation and monitoring in Scotland,
J.Appl.Ichthyol. 16, pp 200-208

15 Pollution which can be identified to a single source
16 Pollution which cannot be attributed to a single source, for example runoff from roads or agricultural land
17 SEPA official, personal communication
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Environments can be categorised
according to their nutrient conditions –
eutrophic (nutrient rich) oligotrophic
(nutrient poor) or mesotrophic
(intermediate). Eutrophication is the
process of increasing the amount of
nutrients in an environment. As the
concentration of nitrogen (N) and
phosphorus (P) are often the nutrients
which limit life, so eutrophication is often
used to  describe an increase in N and P in
aquatic environments which can result in a
change in life.

definition of trade wastes provided under the Control of Pollution Act 1974, but the
case was dropped.

ORGANIC WASTE DISCHARGES

Waste fish food and faeces can settle on the seabed underneath the cages. In
areas with strong currents, the waste is dispersed without reaching high
concentrations. In more sheltered sea-lochs deposits of material can build up. This
can change the number and type of species present on the seabed. SEPA sets
limits for the number of fish which can be grown at a particular site. These limits
are designed to match the environment's carrying capacity and prevent the
accumulation of wastes. Where sediments have built up, a policy of fallowing (i.e.
a rotational programme of leaving cages empty) may be introduced to allow
sediments to disperse, and to allow the seabed to recover.

When they break down fish farm wastes release significant quantities of nitrogen
into the water. One view is that this release of nutrients causes the algal blooms

which result in the harmful algae
being ingested by shellfish which
if eaten could cause ASP18.

Other evidence suggests that it is
difficult to make a causal link
between fish farming wastes and
this phenomenon. Research by
the Fisheries Research Service
(FRS) for the Minch indicates that
between 1-7% of the nitrogen
input into these waters may come
from fish farming. There is also
documented evidence that

periodic algal blooms have occurred in the past, before any fish farming occurred
in the seas around Scotland. One interpretation of this is that the blooms are a
natural phenomena occurring because of changes in sea temperature and ocean
currents.

 CHEMICAL DISCHARGES

Chemical (as opposed to organic discharges from faeces and waste food) are of
two main types:

•  Chemicals used to clean the cages;
•  Residues of medicines used to treat fish health problems (mainly for sea-lice

treatment).

18 for further information see: Rural Affairs Committee 2nd Report 1999 Impact of Amnesic Shellfish Poisoning
on the Fisheries Sector  - The causes and effects of ASP
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/official_report/cttee/rural99-00/rar0201b.htm#6
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Antifouling net treatments which are used to clean the nets used in fish farms are
classed as pesticides, and their use has to be licensed under the Control of
Pesticides Regulations 1986. Registration of antifouling products is co-ordinated
by the Health and Safety Executive (HSE)19. The HSE also has responsibilities to
ensure the safe operation of fish farms under the terms of the Health and Safety at
Work Act 1974. It has issued guidance on standards for the construction of
floating fish farm installations used for marine fish farms.

Medicines used to treat fish diseases are licensed by the Veterinary Medicines
Directorate (VMD) under the Marketing Authorisations for Veterinary Medicinal
Products Regulations 1994. One of the more serious health problems for farmed
salmon is caused by sea lice (Lepeoptheirus salmonis). They parasitise both
salmon and sea trout by feeding on their skin. With severe cases lesions on the
head may result in the exposure of the skull or cause death through failure of the
system of water balance. Apart from the obvious problem for selling farmed fish
which have been affected, sea lice can also be passed from salmon in the cages
to wild salmon and sea trout as they migrate past them. The spread of sea-lice
from farmed salmon to wild fish is thought to have been one of the factors behind
the decline of salmon and sea trout on the west coast of Ireland and Scotland.
Scottish Quality Salmon has argued that there are many factors which have
contributed to the decline in wild salmon populations:

"global warming is altering the marine ecology of the mid-Atlantic, on which our wild salmon
depend, through triggering changes in water temperature, salinity and currents; off-shore
and coastal interceptory fishing practices continue to cause concern, as does bird and
mammal predation; freshwater concerns include agricultural run-off and diffuse pollution,
acidification, drainage policies, changing land-use patterns, riparian management and past
angling practices.

Current and historical records, furthermore, demonstrate both the cyclical and volatile nature
of wild salmon populations with dramatic declines noted long before fish farming was started,
past and continuing declines in areas where fish farming has never existed and recoveries in
areas where there is fish farming.

There is clearly no single factor behind the wild salmon problem."20

In sea cages, with large numbers of fish in close proximity, sea-lice can be a
problem requiring medicinal treatment. In the last few years several new
treatments have been licensed, the main ones including Azamephiphos (under
the trade name Salmosan), Cypermethrin (Excis), and Emamectin (Slice).
Treatments are administered in two main ways, as a feed additive (Emamectin),
or as a bath (Azamephiphos, Cypermethrin) where fish are immersed in the
chemicals. SEPA again has the responsibility for authorising the use of these
treatments. Following the licensing of Cypermethrin (Excis) and Azamephiphos
(Salmosan) by the VMD a SEPA news release explained some of the issues
surrounding the use of these two chemicals:

19 The Laws of Scotland, Stairs Memorial Encyclopaedia, Vol 11 paras 57-63
20Lord Lindsay -  from Bringing balance to the Fish farming Debate an article in Landowning in Scotland,

June 2001 also http://www.scottishsalmon.co.uk/mediareleases/010601.html
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"Excis is designed to break down immediately after the one-hour treatment period. Trials
have shown Excis does not accumulate in fish and the withdrawal period before harvesting
is likely to be 24 hours. Extensive field studies in Scotland, Canada and the USA have not
shown any bad effects on non-target animals (eg lobsters, mussels). Excis has a very high
toxicity to crustacea in laboratory tests. However, trials with crustacea deployed around fish
cages have not shown toxic effects except those located within the treated cages. This
difference can be explained by the rapid break-down of the base chemical cypermethrin,
allowing it to bind to particles in the water. This further reduces its toxicity. SEPA’s
permission for use will be dependent on there being a rapid reduction in the toxicity to safe
levels within 3 hours of release.

Another chemical, the organophosphate Dichlorvos (product name Aquagard), has been the
salmon growers’ preferred treatment for the past two decades. Its effectiveness is declining
partly due to pressure from SEPA and partly because sea-lice are gaining resistance to it.
Dichlorvos is a bath treatment and is a substance 'red listed' by the North Sea Conference.
Salmosan, manufactured by the makers of Aquagard, has been developed to take its place.
It is approximately 10 times more toxic than Aquagard but treatment involves only a tenth of
the quantity of Aquagard presently used. There are already signs that sea-lice may go on to
develop a similar resistance to Salmosan as they have for Aquagard."21

CONTROL OF FISH DISEASES

Under the Diseases of Fish Acts 1937 & 1983 areas can be designated where
restrictions may be imposed on fish movements by fish farmers, and in which fish
farmers may be required to take steps to prevent the spread of disease. Certain
diseases of fish are notifiable under the Diseases of Fish Act 1937 and the
Scottish Executive Environment and Rural Affairs Department (SEERAD) must be
informed of any outbreaks. The 1937 Act was introduced to control furunculosis (a
highly infectious salmon disease), but similar controls have been introduced under
the Act for other diseases such as Infectious Salmon Anaemia (ISA). In
conjunction with the fish farming industry SEERAD has established a set of
guidelines for reacting to outbreaks of notifiable diseases22. SEERAD also has
responsibilities under EC fish health legislation to prevent the introduction and
spread of serious diseases of fish that may affect wild and farmed stocks.

ESCAPES

Escapes of fish, sometimes in very high numbers, can occur as a result of winter
storm damage to cages, predator damage to nets, or when fish are being
transferred between cages. Fish farmers are required to notify the Scottish
Executive of any escapes that occur. The Executive was notified of 15 incidents in
1999 involving an estimated  255,000 escaped salmon23. Escaped fish interbreed
with wild salmon, and in 1998 approximately 1% of all salmon caught in Scotland
were of farmed origin.

The North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organisation (NASCO) is a forum for
international co-operation for the management of wild salmon in the North Atlantic.

21  SEPA News Release - Chemical Treatments for Sea-Lice Infestation in Farmed Salmon 11th June 1997
22 Henderson, A & Davies, T – 2000, Review of Aquaculture, its regulation and monitoring in Scotland,

J.Appl.Ichthyol. 16, pp 200-208
23 Written Answers 12th May 2000, S1W-6276
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NASCO members adopted the Oslo Resolution24 on minimising impacts from
salmon aquaculture in 1997. Article 2 of the Resolution, “Measures to Minimise
Genetic and other Biological Interactions” requires signatories to take steps to
minimise escapes of farmed salmon.

 The Scottish Executive established a working group to look at the problem of fish
escapes. Their report recommended:

•  That the working groups proposals should be reviewed in the light of the
findings of NASCO’s working party on fish containment;

•  That the Crown Estate Commissioners (CEC) should consider adopting, as a
condition of granting a lease, the Environment Management System being
developed by Scottish Quality Salmon and the Shetland Salmon Farmers
Association;

•  Environmental assessment under the Environmental Impact Assessment (Fish
Farming in Marine Waters) Regulations 1999 should require the possibility of
farm escapes to be addressed;

•  The process of replacing traditional wooden cages with more robust modern
cages should be continued and accelerated;

•  The requirement for notifying SEERAD and the local DSFB25 in the event of an
escape should become statutory.

REVIEW OF THE REGULATION OF AQUACULTURE

Over summer 2001 the Scottish Executive consulted on some initial proposals for
reforming the regulatory framework. The main areas discussed in the consultation
are:

•  The need for a single regulatory body, or a single application process;
•  Amending the COPA 1974 to give SEPA more flexibility in setting discharge

consents;
•  Making control of sea-lice mandatory;
•  Introducing flexibility in regulation for new species for which aquaculture is

being developed, such as cod and halibut;
•  Making fish health measures designed to prevent the spread of diseases like

ISA (such as fallowing cages between crops of fish) mandatory if there is
evidence of poor voluntary compliance;

•  The need for further measures to prevent fish escapes;

24 Resolution by the parties to the convention for the conservation of salmon in the North Atlantic ocean to
minimise impacts from salmon aquaculture on the wild salmon stocks
http://www.nasco.org.uk/html/the_oslo_resolution.html

25 District Salmon Fishery Board
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•  Gaining an improved understanding of the environmental carrying capacity of
marine environments;

•  The need for an Executive strategy for the industry.

In concluding their proposals, the Executive stated:

"If implemented, the proposals in this paper26 will go some way to addressing the main
concerns expressed to us about the current regulatory framework. In the absence of a
mandatory regime, they will not go as far as many of our consultees would like. They
represent, however, a realistic assessment of what might be achieved through voluntary
means and commit to further review once legislation is in prospect. They offer the possibility
of better controlling the environmental effects of the fish farming industry, with more
streamlined consent procedures and reduced bureaucracy  to provide better focused and
more transparent regulation."

THE WATER FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE AND AQUACULTURE27

The "legislation in prospect" referred to above could be viewed as that which the
Scottish Executive is due to introduce in spring 2002 to implement the European
Water Framework Directive.

The Water Environment and Water Services Bill will bring about a new approach
with regard to protection of the water environment. The Executive’s proposals for
implementation are discussed in the consultation document ’Rivers, Lochs,
Coasts: The Future for Scotland’s Waters’28. Background to the Directive is
available on the European Commission Water Framework Directive web pages29

but the key objectives are:

1. expanding the scope of water protection to all waters, surface waters and
groundwater

2. achieving "good status" for all waters by a set deadline
3. water management based on river basins
4. "combined approach" of emission limit values and quality standards
5. getting the prices right
6. getting the citizen involved more closely
7. streamlining legislation

The Directive is designed to be a framework for all water policy. As such it is
concerned with all real and potential influences on the water environment. It is
important to note that the Directive is not confined to fresh water. In Scotland the
limit is likely to extend to a 3 Nautical Mile Limit30. The legislation will then, apply to
the activities of the aquaculture industry on and offshore.

26 Scottish Executive Environment and Rural Affairs Department: Review of the Regulations governing
aquaculture June 2001

27 Further briefing will be given to the committee on this topic
28 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/consultations/environment/ffsw-00.asp
29 http://europa.eu.int/water/water-framework/index_en.html
30 One nautical mile = 1852 metres
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The Scottish Executive has recognised this in their Water Framework Directive
consultation. Chapter Five, relating to the Control of Point Source Pollution refers
specifically to the ’Environmental Regulation of Fish Farming’. The Executive state
that31:

"We believe that the Water Framework Directive offers the opportunity to develop a more flexible
and effective regulatory regime for fish farming. A combination of sector wide rules and standard
licence conditions may offer a better regulatory approach to this rapidly changing industry. The
licensing of chemical therapeutants is a source of particular controversy".

Some outside organisations agree with this view. Scottish Environment LINK
believe the legislation:

"offers the chance to introduce a regulatory framework that is integrated, flexible and progressive
and above all, can secure a sustainable fish farming industry in the future"32

Much of the detail and interpretation of the Directive (and particularly its technical
annexes) and the Executive’s proposals for implementing it are still open for
debate. This includes the detail of how it will be applied in relation to the
aquaculture industry. One key point about the Directive is that it is not concerned,
as previous European legislation has been (e.g. Bathing Water Directive, Urban
Waste Water Treatment Directive), with a single aspect of the water environment
(indeed the Water Framework Directive replaces many such directives) but takes
a more strategic River Basin Management33 approach. This means that
aquaculture cannot be considered in isolation from other pressures on the
freshwater and inshore marine environment.

The Directive includes provisions that all waters should aim for a status of high or
good (within a five-point scale34) and that deterioration of the status of a water
body is unacceptable. Measurement of water quality will no longer be based on
chemical properties (as is largely the case at the moment), but will require
ecological criteria to be measured as well. What is measured, and what is
considered an effective reference level, i.e. what "good" or "high" actually means
is subject to further debate, but interestingly fish may not be used as one of the
ecological criteria in the marine environment.

31 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/consultations/environment/ffsw-09.asp
32 Scottish Environment LINK Marine Task Force, Parliamentary Briefing on Aquaculture
33 The Executive has proposed 3 river basins in Scotland. A "river basin" includes the actual river

watercourse, and the land which that watercourse drains.
34 High, Good, Moderate, Poor, Bad
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Appendix 1 – Regulators of the sea cage fish farming industry in Scotland

Organisation Responsibility Legislation
Scottish Executive
Environment and Rural
Affairs Department
(SEERAD)

Fish health Diseases of Fish Act
1937, and EC Fish health
legislation

Crown Estate
Commission (CEC)

Deciding on applications
for lease for fish farms

EIA required under
Environmental Impact
Assessment (Fish
farming in marine waters)
Regulations 1999

Local Authorities Advise CEC on lease
applications

Scottish Environment
Protection Agency
(SEPA)

Issues consents to fish
farmers for discharge of
effluents to marine
environments

Control of Pollution Act
1974 (as amended)

Scottish Natural
Heritage

Consulted on fish farm
applications by CEC, and
on discharge consents by
SEPA

Scottish Executive
Development
Department – Transport
Division

Ensuring fish farm
developments do not
impede navigation

Coast Protection Act
1949

Health and Safety
Executive (HSE)

Inspecting and ensuring
the safe operation of fish
farms

Health and Safety at
Work Act 1974

Veterinary Medicines
Directorate (VMD)

Issues marketing
authorisations for
medicines in compliance
with Maximum Residue
Limits (MRL)

Marketing Authorisations
for Veterinary Medicinal
Products Regulations
1994

If you have any comments or questions about this Research Note, please contact Tom Edwards on
extension 85198 or tom.edwards@scottish.parliament.uk or Graeme Cook on extension 85086 or
graeme.cook@scottish.parliament.uk.

Research Notes are compiled for the benefit of Members of Parliament and their personal staff.
Authors are available to discuss the contents of these papers with Members and their staff but
cannot advise members of the general public.



���������

��������	
	���������
�	��
��
�������������������
�
���
�����
�	
����

Andy Kerr Esq MSP
Convener
Transport and the Environment Committee
The Scottish Parliament
EDINBURGH
EH99 1SP

��
���
�������
������� ��!��

��	
���"����#��#$%

$������
�&�'#(#)**+�,�''
�-���	��.�	
	�����/�-����
�."�	."��.��
����&00111.�-����
�."��.��

���2��������3''#

___ ____

I am writing further to the meeting you chaired recently with my officials about the appointment of a
“research co-ordinator”, and also replying to your letter of 1 November about the Committee's
inquiry into aquaculture.

I understand that you agreed in discussion that the term “research co-ordinator” was something of a
misnomer and that what is now envisaged is the letting of a contract to an independent person who
will review the research which the Executive is undertaking into the environmental effects of
aquaculture and point up any gaps in its coverage. I can see the potential benefit of such work, both
to the Executive and to your Committee, and would therefore be willing to offer a proportion of the
funding required. At this stage, we could commit £15,000, although it may be possible to increase
that, depending on the process of other research contracts, up to a limit of £25,000. I hope that the
Committee will be prepared to match this.

The contract will need to be carefully specified and I understand that is something which Maureen
McMillan and Robin Harper will assist with.  My officials will be glad to discuss the details of the
contract further with them in due course.

In your letter of 1 November, you asked whether I would be able to attend the Committee's meeting
on 5 December to give evidence on the review of regulation.  As you will know, following
discussions between my officials and your Clerk, this has now been rescheduled for 12 December. I
expect shortly to be in a position to consider the outcome of the review and would hope to be able to
announce my conclusions, by means of a letter to your Committee, in advance of that date.

RHONA BRANKIN
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WATER INDUSTRY (SCOTLAND) BILL: STAGE 1 EVIDENCE

When I appeared before you and your colleagues on 14 November, I undertook to write with detailed
comments on a number of issues on the Water Industry Bill that were raised during our discussions.
My comments are set out below.

Scottish Water: debt funding

I think that some of the debate on the appropriate level of debt funding, which Bruce Crawford
raised, arises from a misconception.  This a time of heavy investment to meet specific objectives.
However, this level of investment is unlikely to fall sharply and the level of capital expenditure in the
next four years will probably have to be maintained thereafter.  The balance of this expenditure may
shift from the current pressure on specific environmental and water quality goals to the much needed
renovation and replacement of parts of the network, but the total level is unlikely to decline
substantially.

It is important to remember that we are not buying a water and sewerage infrastructure today that we
can then use and pay for over the next 40 years. We already have a water and sewerage
infrastructure, although not one that fully meets modern standards for water quality and protection of
the environment.  And we are not building a new asset that will bring with it a new stream of
revenues; we are renovating and repairing an existing asset.  We already hold debt that approaches
the value of the assets.  The industry has been built through long term debt finance.  We are now in
the expensive process of improving and renovating the industry.
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It is artificial to focus on the proportion of capital funding that will be met from resources generated
within the business.  The cost of all capital expenditure will fall on customers; the only question is
when.  If we fund capital investment through borrowing, the overall cost rises because of the need to
meet interest payments.  There would be an illusion of a short term gain, but since there is already a
body of debt to be funded by interest and capital repayment, this would be short lived.  We cannot
escape the fact that we have to meet a continuing annual cost of at least £400m to provide for the
renewal of the water and sewerage system in Scotland.  And it is better to face up to this today, rather
than delay until the £400m has swollen to £500m or £600m with interest costs.

I am aware of the suggestion that job losses in the industry could be avoided through increased
borrowing.  I have to say that such a course would be extremely misguided and would serve
customers, the industry and those working in it very badly indeed.  There is a general recognition
that job losses inevitably will form part of a larger strategy to deliver significant efficiency
improvements.  Borrowing to avoid these would mean entrenching inefficiency, the costs of which
current and future customers would have to bear.  That would just not make sense.  The only sensible
way forward - in terms of charges to customers and long-term job prospects for staff - is to build a
sustainable industry for the future and that depends on significantly improved efficiency.

Finally on this issue, I would recommend chapter 16 of the Water Industry Commissioner's report,
where the Commissioner “explains in detail why it is in the customer’s interest that we begin to limit
borrowing now in order to ensure that we have a financially sustainable industry.”

Water Customer Consultation Panels

In discussion with Fiona McLeod, I undertook to provide more information about the procedures and
criteria for appointing the Convener and members of the water customer consultation panels.

Paragraph 5 of schedule 1 to the Bill provides for Ministers to appoint an individual to be the
Convener.  The Convener will be a member of each panel and will be responsible for appointing the
other panel members and for chairing each panel.

The Executive intends that the appointment of the Convener will be made on the basis of the
principles laid down by the Commissioner for Public Appointments.  That is to say it will be an open
competition run on the basis of published criteria, with the involvement of at least one independent
assessor and with the appointment made on merit.  The criteria for the appointment will be based
upon an ability to give effective voice to customer interests and concerns in public and with Scottish
Water and the Water Industry Commissioner.

Paragraph 6 of schedule 1 provides for the Convener to appoint the panel members in accordance
with procedures approved by Ministers.  This provision gives the Convener a measure of discretion
in the appointments process, but within a framework set by Ministers.  My intention would be to give
the Convener a steer in the matter by specifying a number of basic requirements to be covered in the
procedures.  These would include:

• A common appointments procedures across the panels
• Common criteria - based on ability to represent customers - in all cases
• Open competition - with advertisements for the posts receiving suitable local coverage and also

proper coverage among ethnic and other minority groups

The paragraph also requires the Convener to consult the Water Industry Commissioner and any
bodies that Ministers specify before making appointments to the panels.  My intention is that bodies
such as the Scottish Consumer Council should be among those to be consulted by the Convener.
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I am aware of suggestions that representative bodies for particular customer groups might play a role
in the panels, and am willing to consider this further. But it must be underlined that the role of the
panels is to give customers a voice, so any suggestions would need to strengthen the effectiveness of
customer representation.  As far as the number of panels to be established is concerned, my view is
that we need more panels than the 3 consultative committees that they will be replacing if we are to
get reasonable representation of local interests and concerns.  But like others, I recognise that if we
have too many panels, we run the risk of diluting their effectiveness.

I would very much welcome any views that the Committee has on which other bodies it might be
appropriate for the Convener to consult and also on the number of panels and the mix of members on
the panels that it considers appropriate.

Information from local authorities etc.

Bristow Muldoon asked me about the type of information that Scottish Water might require from the
local authorities and assessors under section 54 of the Bill.

Section 54 is a restatement of section 123 of the Local Government etc. (Scotland) Act 1994.  Its
effect is to transfer to Scottish Water the powers under section 123 that the existing water authorities
have to obtain from local authorities and assessors information that would help them set and recover
charges under a charges scheme.

The existing water authorities already use this provision to obtain the information they need to
ensure that charges to each category of customer are set at levels that will deliver the total planned
level of revenue in the proportions agreed with the Water Industry Commissioner in charges
schemes.  This includes high level information (i.e. in aggregate) on matters such as non-payment
levels, numbers eligible for discounts, the mix of council tax bands among the domestic property
base, the rateable value of the non-domestic sector.  In the first instance, the intention is that Scottish
Water will require much the same information so that it too can set charge levels for the various
categories of its customers.

Depending on how Scottish Water’s policy on longer term billing and collection arrangements
develop, the provisions at section 54 could also be used by Scottish Water to obtain the information
necessary to establish its own customer database.  In addition to the information identified above it
could cover basic information on individual domestic customers such as names and addresses, which
any utility provider would expect to hold on its customers.  As only the local authorities hold this
information, they alone would be in a position to make it available to Scottish Water.

Conclusion

I am sending copies of this letter to your colleagues on the Committee and to the Clerk to the
Committee.

ROSS FINNIE
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Report to the Transport and Environment Committee 21 November 01

Scotland Week 2001: Reporter Bristow Muldoon MSP

1. As part of Scotland Week 2001, I attended two events in Brussels on behalf of the
Transport & Environment Committee, these being seminars on, Increasing
Awareness and Changing Attitudes to the Environment, and a Workshop on
Diffuse Pollution. This report aims to summarise the main issues that came from the
events, which will be of interest and relevance to the work of the Committee.

2. Increasing Awareness and Changing Attitudes to the Environment 11 October
2001. This seminar recognised the key role that legislation and economic instruments
have to play in improving our environment and promoting sustainable development.
It also recognised that changes in public attitudes and in the way that we live our lives
are also vital if Europe in to develop on a sustainable basis. The seminar further
discussed the challenges to government, at all levels, in seeking to bring about such
changes. The seminar was chaired by Ken Collins (Chair of SEPA), and was
addressed by Ross Finnie MSP (Minister for Environment and Rural Development),
Kristina Jonang (Minister for the Environment, Vastra Gotaland Region, Sweden),
and Grant Lawrence (Director, DG Environment, European Commission). In addition
two MEP’s, Catherine Stihler and Riita Myller gave a response to the contributions,
and participated in a question and answer session. Delegates at the seminar included
representatives of the European Commission, Scottish Executive, several other
European Union member states or regions, as well as public and private sector
delegates from Scotland.

3. Ross Finnie MSP gave the key note speech, a copy of which is included as Appendix
A. In this speech the Minister emphasised the need not only for Government to act,
but for peoples attitudes to the environment to change. He identified that in the past
environmental policy in Government was largely targeted at dealing with obvious
polluters, such as industry, however the strategy now needed to involve educating
individuals on the impact of their actions, and persuading people to change. The
recent Scottish Executive publicity campaign was showcased. The Minister also
indicated that the Executive wished to learn lessons from other European countries
who had already addressed environmental problems that currently exist in Scotland,
and he also indicated that the Executive needed to work in partnership with other
European countries to address pan European or Global environmental problems.

4. Kristina Jonang outlined some of the ways in which Sweden had been developing
environmental policy over recent decades. She stated that environmental awareness is
Sweden was far more highly developed in Sweden than in many other countries, and
that the move towards legislation and building awareness in Sweden had been
ongoing since the 1960’s. This had been successful in a number of measurable ways,
during the 70’s and 80’s sulphur emissions had been reduced by 80%, and overall
energy consumption had remained static since the 70’s in spite of both population and
economic growth. She recognised that even in Sweden many difficult environmental
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challenges remained, however similar to Scotland she felt that recently introduced
regional government in Sweden allowed Government to address localised
environmental issues. She explained that in Sweden the approach towards addressing
environmental issues was based on partnership between government, industry, and
individuals, pointing to successful partnerships such as one involving Ericsson which
promoted car sharing, public transport and cycling in order to reduce reliance on the
car.

5. Grant Lawrence outlined some of the ways in which he saw the European
Commission contributing to increased environmental awareness. He highlighted
initiatives such as European Car Free City Day, welcoming that Scotland was going
to become involved from 2002. He talked about the ability of public procurement
policies to influence the environmental output from industry, highlighting that public
procurement across the EU represented 12% of the GDP of the member states, and
that by ensuring that full life cycle planning were an integral part of a green public
procurement policy could have a major impact on the achievement of environmental
targets. He recognised that much more had to be done to ensure the greening of the
private sector. In building awareness there was ongoing action within the
Commission including the introduction of energy efficiency labels for white goods,
whilst the introduction of some form of self declaration label on a wider range of
goods was under consideration. In emphasising the need to use education to build
awareness Mr Lawrence indicated that there was considerable educational material
available through the Commission which the UK currently didn’t utilise in schools.

6. Catherine Stihler MEP and Riitta Myller MEP, both members of the Environment
Committee of the European Parliament then gave their responses to the various
presentations. In particular they stressed that as a large percentage of environmental
legislation was initiated in Europe it was essential that the Scottish Parliament engage
in the process of discussing and influencing such legislation upstream. Catherine
Stihler expressed her disappointment that much of the Scottish media were not
represented in Brussels, and as such many important issues were not fully debated in
the Scottish media. They agreed with previous speakers that to improve the
Environment it was necessary to work on several levels, locally, regionally, on a pan
European basis and globally.

7. Workshop on Diffuse Pollution 12 October. I attended a day long seminar on the
subject of Diffuse Pollution, at which presentations of papers were made by: Prof.
David Kay, Centre for Research into Environment and Health, University of Wales
into Ayrshire Bathing Waters; Henri-Claude Le Gallic, Manager of Bretagne Eau
Pure, on Fram Nitrate Reduction Measures; Hans Lann, Project Manager, Vastra
Gotaland, on the use of wetlands to reduce nitrogen and phosphorous pollution; and
papers from Brian Darcy and David Harley of SEPA on Sustainable Urban Drainage
systems. For all of these presentations with the exception of Professor Kay I attach a
copy of the papers in Appendix B. The main points from Professor Kay I have
summarised in the following paragraph.
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8. Professor Kay in his presentation concentrated on the need for the effects of diffuse
pollution to be taken into account when considering any measures aimed at improving
bathing water standards. In the past measures to achieve compliance with European
Standards for bathing water has usually concentrated on expensive sewage treatment
plants, however whilst important in themselves Prof. Kay highlighted several case
studies where due to the impact of diffuse pollution beaches where such engineering
solutions had been implemented sometimes still failed to comply. He highlighted an
example from Jersey, where in 1992/3 a new sewage works had been built to treat
sewage entering St. Aubins bay, however after implementation of the works the beach
still failed to reach the appropriate standard, and after investigation it was identified
that diffuse pollution from surrounding agricultural land was responsible for a high
percentage of the bacteriological pollution.

9. Another case study highlighted was a Staithes, North Yorkshire, where in 1995 there
was still raw sewage discharge into the sea. At times of low rainfall almost all of the
coliform measured at the beach was due to sewage discharge, however at times of
significant rainfall the contribution from diffuse sources reached figures as high as
67%.

10. Professor Kay then moved on to discuss his findings for Irvine, where he identified
that following improved treatment of sewage the beach now passes the required
standards for streptococci in dry periods, however if measurements are taken after
significant rainfall then the beach fails. Therefore for Irvine it is essential that for the
beach to reach existing European standards requires modelling the impact of diffuse
pollution, and then introducing measures to address this.

11. Conclusions             
Attendance at the seminars was a worthwhile exercise, and it seems very clear that it
would be important for the Transport and Environment Committee to discuss with
colleagues on the European Committee and in the Executive protocols and methods
by which we engage with the European Parliament and European Commission on
relevant issues within our remit. The papers on diffuse pollution clearly indicate on a
broad front that it is important that is considering issues of pollution of waterways
and the sea that we do not only concentrate upon human sewage emission, but that
account is also taking of diffuse sources of pollution. Many of the ideas that can
address the problem are already being used or developed in other areas, and so it
would seem that there is a significant opportunity to benefit from others experience. I
would strongly recommend to colleagues that they spend time studying the papers in
Appendix B, as I am sure they will expand your knowledge of the subject of diffuse
pollution, as well as indicating potential ways in which we can address this particular
environmental problem.

Bristow Muldoon MSP
Member of the Transport and Environment Committee
The Scottish Parliament
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APPENDIX A

SCOTLAND WEEK

SEMINAR ON INCREASING AWARENESS AND CHANGING ATTITUDES ON
THE ENVIRONMENT: 11OCTOBER 2001

SPEECH BY ROSS FINNIE MSP

Many thanks Ken.

It is a pleasure to be here today and a particular pleasure to welcome our friends
from the Vastra Gotaland region of Sweden.  I strongly believe that co-operation
between the regions of Europe is vital in making progress on environmental
protection and sustainable development.

We chose today’s subject –increasing awareness and changing attitudes to the
environment- partly because it is a vital issue for us in Scotland

And partly because our discussions with contacts across Europe have revealed
that it is a vital issue for many others too.

We arranged the seminar not because we are experts.

Quite the contrary.

We have much to learn, although I hope you will also feel we have something to
contribute.  We arranged today’s event because we feel Europe can make
greater progress on this issue if there is co-operation between its member states
and also between its regions.

In this contribution I want to address 3 main issues

Firstly, the importance of public attitudes.

Secondly, what we have been doing in Scotland.

Thirdly, I want to look at some of the challenges ahead.

First then, the importance of public attitudes.

Let me try and place the issue clearly within the context of the environment policy
I am setting for Scotland
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For many years environment policy was a response to clear and identifiable
sources of pollution.  The image of the factory belching smoke and toxic
materials may now be something of a faded memory but it was accurate.

Government’s main response was laws backed up by strengthened regulation.
This approach has been partly successful.

However we have increasingly seen that laws and regulation are not enough.
The problem of diffuse pollution remains.  For example we have had laws against
dropping litter for many years but it is still a problem in our towns and cities.  We
need to change the attitudes of the public.

But now there is a further challenge.  The challenge of sustainable development.
The problem we face here is not simply one of environmental pollution.  It is
much greater and more challenging.

The heart of the problem is the way we live our daily lives.

We use too many resources.

Our ecological system cannot cope with the pressures we are placing upon it.
The most important sign of this is climate change.  That creates the requirement
to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases.

Another sign to which I attach particularly importance is the amount of waste we
produce and the amount we send to landfill.  That is a sign of the inefficient use
of scarce resources.

I am determined that we should make dramatic improvements to our record on
waste in Scotland.

For example here are some of the changes we need to make if we are to
become more sustainable.

• Rely less on our private cars

• Decide to insulate our homes better

• Use products with less packaging

• Re-use materials.

The Scottish Executive’s response to these challenges has been to place
sustainable development at the heart of our work.  I chair the powerful Ministerial
Group on Sustainable Development, which includes seven Ministers to drive
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forward sustainable development in a co-ordinated way.  I believe we have made
a good start.  We have improved our own housekeeping.
For example all the Executive’s electricity now comes from renewable sources.
We have held discussions with senior Ministers to seek to influence their
spending programmes- health, transport, support for business- in a more
sustainable direction.

This week I announced some new initiatives on sustainable development to our
make work more focussed and more action orientated

We shall

• Further strengthen the Group by widening its Ministerial membership and
appointing a third external member in addition to Kevin Dunion of Friends
of the Earth and Mark Hope of Shell

• Develop and publish a clear statement of what sustainable development
means to the Executive and how we will work towards greater
sustainability

• Develop ways to measure progress towards sustainability in the light of
our consultation on sustainable development indicators which ended on
28 September

• Set up a Sustainable Development Forum to build broad partnerships to
work towards a sustainable Scotland.  The forum will bring together the
Scottish members of the UK Sustainable Development Commission, trade
unions, business, government agencies and the NGOs.

I have been giving considerable thought to the powers, which Government has to
make progress on sustainable development

Law and regulation may still have a part to play.  For example buildings
standards and planning laws can be used to obtain sustainable solutions.  We
also include in every new piece of legislation before the Scottish Parliament a
statement of the effect of that law on sustainable development

Economic instruments also have a role. The UK Government has made progress
here with the Landfill Tax and is now proceeding with a tax on the extraction of
aggregates.
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However I am also clear that sustainable development cannot and must not be a
role for government alone.  We cannot force the public through laws, taxes and
charges alone to take the sustainable development road.

We need a radical change in the way the public choose to live their daily lives.

That is why we have embarked on our work to change public attitudes

Our first step in planning our campaign was to have an opinion survey. We
wanted firm quantitative and qualitative information on which to base our work.

The results showed Scots were concerned about major environmental and
sustainable development issues

84% thought air pollution from traffic was a serious or fairly serious problem

Climate change scored 80%

Pollution from industrial sites 76%

Our own focus group work, which followed our opinion survey, revealed that
young people had a more active interest in these issues than the rest of the
population.

The finding that there was concern about environmental issues only told half the
story.

Worryingly, less than half of respondents thought about the effect that their
lifestyles were having on the environment.  Over half were not sure which
changes in their lifestyle would help the environment.  Most felt that industry was
more to blame for problems than the public.

Crucially, however, 75% thought they could do more to protect the environment.

In Scotland, however, the public that professes to be concerned about the
environment is the same public that continues to drop litter and has a poor record
on recycling.

That suggests to me that the task of really changing behaviour is a major and
difficult challenge.

Subject to that significant caveat we found a public which is willing to play its part
but which does not know what to do.
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An opportunity, perhaps even a demand that Government should take the lead in
increasing awareness and raising the level of understanding about what we all
can and should do.

This lead us to two major conclusions

Firstly, we were clear that any awareness campaign had to be robust.  It was
essential that the public felt able to carry out the actions we were asking them to
take.

For example there would be no point in asking people to recycle waste if no
recycling facilities were available in their area.

Nor of siting recycling facilities conveniently only for car owners.  This would
rightly attract criticism from the 40% of Scots adults who do not have access to
private cars.

The public have to feel that their efforts to respond positively to government
encouragement results in useful outcomes.

Secondly, we took the view that our campaign should try to do more than list
specific actions which individuals can take.  We need to encourage the public to
think for themselves.  Not an easy task given the low level of awareness of the
steps they can take.

We decided that our campaign had to make the link between the environment
problems we were tackling and the action we were asking the public to make.  In
this way we responded to the public’s concern about the environment shown in
our opinion surveys.

We have embarked on a public awareness campaign with the slogan “Do a Little,
Change a Lot.”

The TV advertising campaign has two adverts have been made on the theme of
climate change

The first encourages energy efficiency in the home.

The second suggests giving up the car for short journeys

Obviously these seek relatively modest changes by the public

Let us now have a look at the TV adverts. [TV Adverts – pause to view]

You will have noticed that both adverts encourage actions, friendly to the
environment, which do not require investment in infrastructure by Government.
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Unlike for example a message to use public transport for commuting which might
require considerable investment to be a convincing message.

We also had to recognise that the money available was limited.  To ensure we
gained best value for money we are doing several things to “add value”.

We are trying to turn our advertising initiative into a fully-fledged campaign.  A
campaign is seen in as many places as possible.

The TV adverts are being supplemented by a press campaign which focuses
more on the practical actions which the public can take

The new slogan and logo were launched by Scotland’s First Minister Henry
McLeish.  Senior political buy-in is highly important.

I shall also be including the “Do a Little, Change a Lot” slogan into my speeches
and press releases and encourage fellow Ministers to do the same

We discussed our plans with environmental NGOs before the launch.  They have
given supportive comments to the press and are promoting the campaign to their
500,000 members.

We are also working with business, especially the power companies.  They are
providing additional promotional opportunities.  For example the electricity
companies plan to place our energy efficiency leaflets in all communications they
send to customers.  One of the major oil companies is considering whether to
produce car stickers like this one here.

We are doing a good deal but I think we are still learning especially about how to
maximise the value of our investment

We are very conscious that our first campaign is as Neil Armstrong said “One
small step”

We have asked the public to take small fairly obvious actions.  We recognise the
next stage will be more difficult.

Our next challenge will probably be waste.  As I have said, Scotland has a poor
record on waste.

We need a radical change in public attitudes.  That will only work if it is
accompanied by new infrastructure to allow the public to participate in the new
more sustainable waste practices.
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Transport is another challenge on the sustainability agenda.  My colleague Sarah
Boyack, Minister of Transport is trying to reverse the long trends towards
increased car use.
To make public transport more acceptable

To make public transport the first choice

Changing behaviour on waste and attitudes to public transport will be more
difficult tasks than those required in our first, tentative steps to change public
attitudes.  They will need to change more major daily decisions than our first
campaign. The love of the car and the way we treat waste are deeply ingrained.
They will be difficult to change.

Finally, I want to finish with some comments on co-operation within Europe on
these issues.

When we started our links with Vastra Gotland, one of my officials said to his
Swedish counterpart that we knew that Sweden had much more progressive
public attitudes towards the environment.

We were keen to learn from their experience.

The Vastra Gotaland reply was that they felt they also had much to learn.

In short raising public awareness is a concern of all in Europe trying to promote
sustainable development.  Two weeks ago I attended the European Regional
Environment Ministers Conference in Austria.  Public awareness was a theme of
many of the speeches and of the informal discussions as well.

We need to find a way of sharing best practice on this issue- between member
states and between the regions of Europe

I am convinced that this is an issue at the cutting edge of sustainable
development.  The whole of Europe needs to make progress.

To make their own efforts

To spread best practice

To learn from each others mistakes

That is why I am so keen to hear the contributions from Kristina and Grant.

I also look forward to contribution from you all in the discussion section


