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3. Description of works

3.1 Background to the works

3.1.1 The proposal by the applicant is to seek a marine licence for a five year 

period to remove entire seaweed plants including holdfasts from the seabed 

throughout the year, and across a large area of the west coast of Scotland. The 

proposed process to harvest Laminaria hyperborea for the purpose of alginate 
extraction will use specially adapted or (later) purpose built vessels to harvest, and

subsequently transport, the seaweed by boat to the applicant’s proposed processing 

plant at Mallaig. The technique proposed is similar to that used in Norway for 

removal of L. hyperborea.  The Scoping Report states that the method employs a 

3-4 m wide comb-like harvesting head situated within a curved frame, deployed from

a vessel, and trawled through the seaweed at approximately 0.5 m above the rock

substrate at a speed of around three knots.  Trawls are proposed to be made for

approximately two minutes (covering a distance of around 200 m) before the head is

recovered and the kelp removed.

3.1.2 The applicant proposes that this activity could be licensed under a single 

licence across a large licensed area of the west coast of Scotland and proposes 

scaling up to 33,000 tonnes a year. An area approximately covering 20km2 per 

annum (approx. 5000 acres based on 10kg/m2). 

3.1.3 The applicant proposes that harvesting within this proposed single licence

area, once granted, should be governed by the annual production of one or more 
harvesting plans.  

4. Aim of this scoping advice

4.1 The scoping process

4.1.1 The scoping process provides the first identification, and likely significance, 

of the environmental impacts of the proposal and the information needed to enable 

their assessment. The scoping process is designed to identify which impacts will or 

will not need to be addressed in the licensing process.  This includes the scope of 

impacts to be addressed and the method of assessment to be used. The scoping 

process also allows consultees to have early input into the decision making process, 

to specify their concerns and to supply information that could be pertinent to 

licensing process.  In association with any comments herein, full regard has been 

given to the information contained within the documentation submitted with the 

scoping advice request. 

4.1.2 MS-LOT has also used this opportunity to provide advice in relation to the 

licensing requirements, in addition to the assessment requirements (see Appendix 

4).
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matrix of issues. Consideration must be given in the ER to the representations and 

aspects raised during the consultation.  MS-LOT strongly advise that all consultee 

concerns are addressed in the ER report unless otherwise justified and stated. 

6. Contents of the Environmental Report

6.1 Requirements of the 2017 MW Regulations

6.1.1 Whilst not requiring a statutory EIA, best practice is to follow the requirements 

of the EIA Directive and EIA Regulations. Therefore, the ER should be based on this 

scoping advice, and consultation responses in Appendix 1-3 and must include the 

information that may be reasonably required for reaching a reasoned conclusion, 

which is up to date, on the significant effects of the activity on the environment, taking 

into account current knowledge and methods of assessment.   

6.1.2 A gap analysis template is attached at Appendix 5 to record the environmental 

concerns identified during the scoping process.  This template should be completed 

and used to inform the preparation of the ER. The ER should include a completed gap 

analysis table. 

6.1.3 MS-LOT advises that the requirements for inclusion in the ER could follow 

those laid down in schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations at

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2017/115/made/data.pdf and EU guidance on the 

preparation of an EIA Report identifies the qualities of a good EIA report. 

6.2 Mitigation 

6.2.1 Within the ER it is important that all mitigating measures are: 

 clearly stated;

 accurate;

 assessed for their environmental effects;

 assessed for their effectiveness;

 fully described with regards to their implementation and monitoring, and;

 described in relation to any licences or conditions.

6.2.2 The ER should contain a mitigation table providing details of all proposed 

mitigation discussed in the various chapters. Refer to Appendix I - 3 for consultee 

comments on specific baseline assessment and mitigation. 

6.2.3 Where potential environmental impacts have been fully investigated but found 

to be of little or no significance, it is sufficient to validate that part of the assessment 

by detailing in the ER: 
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 the work that has been undertaken;

 what this has shown i.e. what impact, if any, has been identified; and

 why it is not significant.

6.3 Design Envelope 

6.3.1 It is understood, based on the applicant’s description of the proposed activity, 

that some flexibility in the permitted activity is required. The level of flexibility must be 

within parameters that can be assessed in the ER. To address any uncertainty, the ER 

must contain consideration of the potential impacts associated with each of the 

different scenarios, receptors and locations This must be defined within the ER and 

the reasons for requiring such flexibility clearly stated.   

6.3.2 The criteria for selecting the worst case, and the most likely scenario, along 

with the potential impacts arising from these, must also be described. The Scottish 

Ministers will determine the application based on the worst case scenario for which 

has been suitably assessed.  
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7. Interests to be considered within the Environmental Report

7.1 Introduction 

7.1.1 The Scoping Report considered the likely impacts on the environment under 

the headings and topics addressed below.  

7.1.2 This section also contains a summary of the main points raised by 

consultees and MS-LOT’s advice on whether topics should be scoped in or out. The 

consultation responses are contained in Appendix 1-3 and the applicant is advised to 

carefully consider these responses and use the advice and guidance contained 

within them to inform the ER.   

7.2 Temporal and spatial scale of potential application and approach to 

licensing 

7.2.1 The Scoping Report has been submitted to inform a future application for a 

five year marine licence to remove seaweed from the seabed using a vessel within 

an area from Stornoway to, and including, Isle of Mull and identifies a requirement 

for up to 33,000 wet tonnes (equivalent to an approximate area of 5000 acres based 

on 10kg/m2) to be harvested per annum.  

7.2.2 The approach to licensing outlined in the Scoping Report is in line with one of 

the possible approaches to marine licensing in Section 5.3.2 of a report 

commissioned by Highlands and Islands Enterprise into ‘Wild Seaweed Harvesting 

as a Diversification Opportunity for Fishermen’ (the 'Wildweed report') for adaptive 

management. However,  it is clear from consultation responses, and contained within 

previously provided advice to the applicant from MS-LOT, that there is insufficient 

evidence at this stage of the potential effects of the proposed activity upon a 

multitude of receptors for MS-LOT to follow the ‘adaptive management model’ as 

contained within the Wildweed report. 

7.2.3 Advice previously provided to the applicant by MS-LOT (2 Aug 2016 - 

meeting and subsequent correspondence/12 June 2018 - meeting and subsequent 

correspondence), relating to scale is in line with representations made following 

consultation (such as SNH’s response). Such representation advises that the scale 

of the proposed application should be reduced and be scaled at an appropriate 

temporal and spatial scale to gain an understanding of the impacts of the proposed 

activity. Advice also relates to the need to demonstrate the potential to comply with 

all environmental responsibilities of any future marine licence, prior to scaling up to 

full commercial harvesting proposal as described in the scoping document.  

7.2.4 Some respondents questioned the justification behind the application for a 
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licence to cover a five year period. Justification of the temporal scale, in the context 

of environmental sustainability, in addition to business sustainability, should be 

included in the ER. 

7.2.5 The applicant proposes an area of search (“AoS”) stretching from Stornoway 

in the North, to the Mull in the South. Whilst this AoS is suitable for assessments of 

both kelp resource and effects of the activity, it is not currently acceptable as a 

potential marine licence area due to deficiencies raised by consultees and advisers 

regarding the level of assessments proposed. As SNH is unable to provide advice to 

inform a scoping opinion, it is unlikely that SNH would be able to advise that an 

application on the scale proposed and informed by the assessments proposed would 

not have a likely significant effect on one or more of the designated sites in, or 

connected to, the AoS. 

7.2.6 The lack of detail in the proposal relating to location, timing, method and 

scale of activity provide insufficient certainty for MS-LOT and key advisers to provide 

detailed specific scoping advice. The applicant is therefore advised to reconsider the 

scale of the application areas. The process should involve consideration of smaller 

areas for application, re-evaluating the scope of assessments based on the 

environmental and stakeholder characteristics of the location and resubmission of 

the Scoping Report based on the specific characteristics of the area. The applicant 

may find it helpful to review the case study in Section 4 of the Wildweed Report 

relating to a proposed harvest strategy for an area near Gigha.  

7.2.7 The applicant must take forward the steps as outlined in section 5.2 of the 

Wildweed report as this contains detail on the current licensing process. MS-LOT is 

not able to license the activity in line with section 5.3 (future considerations in 

planning and management) until there is more certainty in any proposal, greater 

levels of stakeholder consultation and stronger evidence-based understanding of the 

effects of such proposed removals of seaweed. 

7.2.8  There remains potential for multiple harvesting sites within one application 

area but these should be in close proximity as described in section 5.2.2.2 of the 

Wildweed report and, where locations are distant from one another, multiple 

applications with assessments tailored to the specific characteristics of the area will 

be required in line with section 5.2.2.2 of the Wildweed report and advice previously 

provided by MS-LOT. 

7.2.9 The advice in sections 7.3 to 7.16 is based on the proposals as submitted. 

However, in line with consultation responses from across sectors and advisers (see 

Appendix 1 for details) and advice previously provided to the applicant from MS-LOT, 

the applicant is advised that a single application on the scale of that proposed, and 

informed by the assessments as outlined in the Scoping Report, is unlikely to be 

successful due to the challenges in providing sufficiently detailed assessment to 
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inform decision making. 

7.3 Physical Processes 

7.3.1 The applicant proposes that Physical Processes is scoped into the ER on the 

basis that wild seaweed harvesting has the potential to affect physical processes 

through reduction in wave dampening, increased wave exposure, reduction in beach 

cast seaweed and reduction in flow attenuation. 

7.3.2 The applicant proposes a desk-based assessment of the potential changes 

in local coastal processes taking account of likely worst case changes in wave 

energy reaching the shore and consideration of the potential for changes in sediment 

transport and coastal morphology.   

7.3.3 Indirect effects to be considered in the ER include: Increase in the 

vulnerability of kelp beds to storm damage; the vulnerability of coastal terrestrial

habitats including machair, sand dunes, shingle and vegetated shingle associated 

with changes in sediment transport/morphology; impacts to cultural heritage

features; impacts to coast defences and flood protection structures; and impacts to

other coastal infrastructure.     

7.3.4 The applicant proposes that, where potential concerns are identified in 

relation to physical processes changes, it may be possible to exclude these areas 

from harvesting or to reduce harvesting intensity to a level that does not pose a risk 

of significant change to coastal processes. 

7.3.5 A number of consultees raised the potential for seaweed removal to affect 

physical processes, notably in SNH’s response, where it is highlighted that the 

suitability of the applicants proposal to conduct only desk based assessments should 

be justified. 

7.3.6 MS-LOT agrees that Physical Processes should be scoped into the ER. The 

applicant is advised to review consultee responses relating to the required detail of 

assessments and potential to tailor such assessments to specific locations within 

redefined application areas. Further consideration is also required in relation to the 

effect of disposal of holdfasts on coastal processes in terms of potential damage to 

remaining kelp stands. 

7.4 Water and Sediment Quality 

7.4.1 The applicant proposes that risks to water quality as a result of accidental 

spillages of fuel or oil, changes in water quality associated with suspended sediment 

concentrations and water quality effects due to holdfast disposal are all scoped in for 

further assessment. The applicant also proposes that a separate Water Framework 
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Directive (“WFD”) compliance assessment is carried out. 

7.4.2 MS-LOT agrees that Water and Sediment Quality should be scoped into the 

ER and welcomes the applicant’s intention to conduct a WFD assessment to 

accompany any future application. The applicant is advised to review consultee 

responses relating to the required detail and content of assessments and potential to 

tailor such assessments to specific locations within redefined application areas.  

7.5 Nature conservation and ecology 

7.5.1 The applicant proposes to scope in assessment of Benthic Ecology; Fish and 

Shellfish; Marine Mammals; Ornithology and Coastal Biotopes.  

7.5.2 The applicant has proposed that such assessments will involve a review of 

available sources of information for each potential ‘harvesting area’ and a desk-

based assessment of the effects on the identified impact pathways for the relevant 

receptor groups associated with each potential ‘harvesting area’. 

7.5.3 The bulk of representation made to MS-LOT from the consultation exercise 

related to environmental effects. Key stakeholders and advisers (such as SNH, 

Marine Scotland Science and others) provide detailed advice but advise that, at the 

proposed scale, it is unlikely that sufficiently detailed assessment covering the 

variety of receptors found across the AoS is possible. 

7.5.4  Concerns varied across responses and the applicant is advised to review all 

representations carefully. Broadly, however, issues raised related to the removal of 

Priority Marine Features and the communities they support, the time for recovery of 

both kelps and the communities it supports, recolonization rate and recolonization by 

different communities (and the effects thereof), assumptions relating to the 

proportion of stock removed and removal techniques, the effects of hold fast 

disposal, the effects on European Protected Species and marine mammals, direct 

and in-direct effects on birds species during varying periods throughout the year, 

effects on fish (including commercially targeted and diadromous species) and 

invertebrates as well as the potential to introduce or transport Invasive Non Native 

Species (“INNS”).

7.5.5 MS-LOT agrees that nature conservation and ecology should be scoped into 

the ER. The applicant is advised to review consultee responses relating to the 

acceptability of desk based studies to suitably inform the ER and should consider the 

potential to conduct more tailored assessments to assess specific receptors 

identified as being present and affected at locations within redefined application 

areas. 

7.5.6 A Habitats Regulations Appraisal (“HRA”) screening document should be 
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produced in line with SNH’s advice. 

7.6 Commercial and recreational fisheries 

7.6.1 The applicant proposes that potential effects to fishing and commercial fish 

stock is scoped in for further assessment. The applicant proposes a detailed review 

of existing available information and data, desk-based assessment on the effects of 

wild seaweed harvesting on the identified receptors and consultation with local 

fishermen/local fisheries representatives. 

7.6.2 Responses to the consultation on the Scoping Report were received from 

fisheries representatives and advisers (Appendix 1-3). Aspects raised throughout the 

consultation responses relate to the potential harm to environments used by fish and 

shellfish stocks (including diadromous fish species) at varying life stages and the 

ability for these environments to recover to support future fish stocks and fisheries 

following harvesting activity. Representations also cover the potential for any 

negative impacts upon fish and fisheries to result in lower levels of employment in 

the sectors.  Some responses raise the need for smaller scale trials to evaluated the 

potential impacts before consideration of larger scale commercial proposals. 

7.6.3 MS-LOT supports the scoping in to the ER of commercial and recreational 

fisheries. The applicant is advised to review consultee responses relating to the 

required level of sector engagement and the detail of assessments and potential to 

tailor such engagement and assessments to specific locations within redefined 

application areas. 

7.7 Commercial and recreational navigation 

7.7.1 The Scoping Report recognises that mechanised seaweed harvesting has 

the potential to affect commercial and recreational navigation via vessel accident or 

incident within harvesting area or whilst on passage and commercial and 

recreational navigation is scoped in to the ER. 

7.7.2 Consultation responses were received from the Ministry of Defence, Royal 

Yachting Association, Northern Lighthouse Board, Chamber of Shipping and 

Maritime and Coastguard Agency (“MCA”) relating to navigation, the MCA advised 

that navigation be scoped in to the report. 

7.7.3 MS-LOT advise that commercial and recreational navigation is scoped in to 

the ER and that a full Navigation Risk Assessment is included. 

7.8 Marine archaeology and cultural heritage 

7.8.1 The applicant proposes that impacts to marine archaeology  (including 
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unexploded ordinance (“UXO”)), indirect impacts due to alterations in physical 

processes and impacts to crofters and associated cultural heritage are all scoped in 

for further assessment. 

7.8.2 Historic Environment Scotland (“HES”) advise that marine archaeology and 

cultural heritage should be scoped in and provide advice for the applicant in their 

response. They further advise that impacts to terrestrial archaeology and cultural 

heritage are also scoped in.  

7.8.3 MS-LOT agrees with HES and advises that potential impacts that should be 

considered, as highlighted in HES consultation response. 

7.9 Coast protection and flood defence 

7.9.1 The Scoping Report recognises that mechanised seaweed harvesting has 

the potential to affect coastal protection and flood defences through increased 

coastal flooding and damage/erosion due to increased wave height/exposure, 

particularly during storms.  

7.9.2 A number of consultees raised the potential for seaweed removal to affect 

coast protection and flood defences, notably in SNH’s response, where it is 

highlighted that the suitability of the applicants proposal to conduct only desk based 

assessments should be justified. 

7.9.3 MS-LOT agrees that coast protection and flood defence should be scoped

into the ER. The applicant is advised to review consultee responses relating to the 

required detail of assessments and potential to tailor such assessments to specific 

locations within redefined application areas.  

7.10 Air quality and Greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions 

7.10.1 The applicant proposes that, as there are no Air Quality Management Areas 

(“AQMA”s) or known sensitive receptors to air quality in the vicinity of the AoS,  Air 

quality and GHG emissions can be scoped out of the ER. 

7.10.2 Whilst the Scottish Government’s Strategic Environmental Assessment 

(“SEA”) advises that kelp stores rather than sequesters carbon, the anthropogenic 

addition to that natural process by the proposed activity, coupled with the number of 

respondents concerned with GHG effects from the activity, demonstrate that some 

further consideration should be given to GHG emissions relevant to the proposed 

scale and activity. Such consideration could be scaled back, should the applicant 

reconsider the application area or propose a pilot study. 

7.10.3 MS-LOT advises that some further consideration is given to GHG emissions 

Page | 16 
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from the harvesting of seaweed and therefore advise that the aspect is scoped in to 

the ER. 

7.11 Infrastructure and other marine users 

7.11.1 The Scoping Report recognises the potential of mechanised seaweed 

harvesting to affect other legitimate users of the sea, through direct and indirect

competition for resource, direct interaction causing damage, the effect on water 

quality from holdfasts returned to the sea and disturbance through alteration of 

physical processes. Therefore, indirect marine and land-based infrastructure impacts 

due to changes in physical processes have been scoped in for further assessment  

7.11.2 MS-LOT agrees that Infrastructure and other marine users should be 

scoped in to the ER and that this should cover all parties with an interest in seaweed. 

7.11.3 The applicant is advised to review consultee responses relating to the 

required detail of assessments and potential to tailor such assessments to specific 

locations within redefined application areas.  

7.11.4 The applicant could further consider stakeholder engagement based on the 

locations of proposed harvest and should review consultee responses relating to 

amendments to the proposed mitigation and any assessments should be tailored to 

specific locations within redefined application areas. 

7.12 Human Health 

7.12.1 The Scoping Report recognises that mechanised seaweed harvesting has 

the potential to affect local communities and the economy. 

7.12.2 The pathways for such effects in the Scoping Report include economic 

diversification for coastal communities and increased job opportunities, growth of 

Scottish economy through new industry, possible changes in recreation and amenity 

value of coastal environments and impacts on tourism and concern of the local 

community on perceived environmental impact. 

7.12.3 A significant number of responses were received from members of the 

public and community representative groups questioning the benefit of the proposal

and the potential for negative social impacts. This area will require significant input 

from the applicant in order to garner societal acceptance of the proposal. Further 

issues raised through consultation related to needs for trialling the activity at a 

smaller pilot scale, targeting applications for marine licence areas to areas of low 

constraints and undertaking meaningful pre-application engagement. 

7.12.4 MS-LOT agrees that human health, socio-economic impacts and any 
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combination assessment for wild seaweed harvesting in the proposed marine licence 

application area with Marine Scotland, SNH and SEPA early on in the consultation 

process for the ER.   However, given the advice above relating to the scale of the 

proposed marine licence area applied for, the applicant is advised to consider 

smaller, more well defined areas for application, re-evaluate the scope of 

assessments based on the environmental and stakeholder characteristics of the 

location and resubmit the Scoping Report based on the specific characteristics of the 

area. As part of this process MS, SNH and others will be better able to provide 

details on the activities required to be considered in any assessment of cumulative 

effects and in-combination effects. 

7.16 Additional aspects in EIA Regulations 

7.16.1 Whilst not a statutory EIA process, it should be noted that the applicant has 

not included consideration of natural disasters, major accidents and human 

population.  

7.16.2 Natural Disasters - The activity is not located within an area of significant 

seismic activity nor are tsunamis, hurricanes or floods regularly experienced. Some 

consultation responses received made reference to flood and coastal protection and 

therefore it is sufficient for these aspects to be scoped in as per advice in section  

7.9. 

7.16.3 Major Accidents - Section 4 of the EIA Regulations requires an assessment 

of the risks from major accidents. The Scoping Report submitted by the applicant 

does not consider this risk. On the basis that the MS-LOT has no evidence on which 

to scope major accidents in to the  ER, we have concluded that it can be scoped out. 

7.16.4 Population & Human Health - The applicant has identified some human 

health aspects and this has been scoped in at section 7.1.2 above. Population level 

effects was not referred to in any of the consultation responses and no concerns 

were presented to MS-LOT. MS-LOT advises that population level effects need not 

be scoped into the ER. 

8. Next Steps

8.1.1 The applicant is advised to review the representations made and address the

aspects raised from consultation in the ER. 

8.1.2 The applicant is advised to note the representations raising issues with the 

uncertainty of both the proposal and the effects it may have on the environment and 
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note level of assessment required to advise on the effect of the proposed activity on 

the spatial and temporal scale of the application area and address these. 

8.1.3 The applicant is advised to note the representations raising concerns with 

seabed effects and the method of removal and consider building in small scale trials 

to prove the concept of the proposed methods in any future applications with 

particular reference to the claims made relating to the avoidance of features, leaving 

some stock in situ, how the comb interacts with the seabed or operates above the 

seabed and longer term recoverability of biota. 

8.1.4 The applicant is advised to review consultee responses relating to the 

required detail of assessments and potential to tailor such assessments to specific 

locations within redefined application areas and the potential to re-scope based on 

such areas in line with Section 5.2 of the Wildweed report. 

9. Marine Planning

9.1 Background

9.1.1 The development of such activity should be in accordance with the UK Marine 

Policy Statement and NMP. 

9.2 The UK Marine Policy Statement 2011 

9.2.1 The UK Administrations share a common vision of having clean, healthy, safe, 

productive and biologically diverse oceans and seas. Joint adoption of a UK-wide 

Marine Policy Statement provides a consistent high-level policy context for the 

development of marine plans across the UK to achieve this vision. It also sets out the 

interrelationship between marine and terrestrial planning regimes. It requires that 

when the Scottish Ministers make decisions that affect, or might affect, the marine 

area they must do so in accordance with the Statement. 

9.3 Scotland’s NMP 2015 

9.3.1 Developed in accordance with the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 and the Marine 
and Coastal Access Act 2009 (as amended), the NMP provides a comprehensive 
statutory planning framework for all activities out to 200 nautical miles. This includes 
policies for the sustainable management of a wide range of marine industries. The 
Scottish Ministers must make authorisation and enforcement decisions, or any other 
decision that affects the marine environment, in accordance with the NMP. The NMP 
sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable development and use of the marine 
environment when consistent with the policies and objectives of the Plan. 
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9.4.1 It should be noted that any significant changes to the proposed activity 

arising after the ER is submitted may require further environmental assessment and 

public consultation.

Application and ER 9.4 





Marine Scotland - Licensing Operations Team: Scoping advice 

letter Oct 2018

Page | 23 

Appendix I: Consultee Responses 



Argyll and Bute Council 
Comhairle Earra Gháidheal agus Bhóid 

Development and Infrastructure Services 
Director: Pippa Milne 

Marine and Coastal Development Unit 
Municipal Buildings, Albany Street, Oban, Argyll, PA34 4AW 

www.argyll-bute.gov.uk  

Your Ref: Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland 

4 September 2018 

Marine Biopolymers Ltd - Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland - Consultation - 
Response required by 4 September 2018 (7 day extension agreed) 

Thank you for consulting Argyll and Bute Council on the above marine licence application. The 
proposed development does not require planning permission from Argyll and Bute Council.  The 
Council will however be consulted on any future marine licence application and accompanying 
Environmental Report. 

The Council’s comments and advice on the scoping report for the Environmental Report which will 
be required to accompany any future marine licence application is provided for information below.   

Yours faithfully 

Marine and Coastal Development Officer 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]



Comments and advice from Argyll and Bute Council’s Marine and Coastal Development 
Officer);  re: Marine Biopolymers Ltd - Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland - 
Consultation - Response required by 4 September 2018. 

Proposal 
The applicants are seeking scoping advice on the content of an Environmental Report which will be 
required to inform their proposal to seek a general licence to remove seaweed and then, at a later 
date when target areas are identified, to carry out more detailed survey and local engagement within 
the locality of the target areas. The applicant is seeking to obtain one or more five-year marine 
licences to sustainably harvest L. hyperborea from a range of locations around the west coast of 
Scotland. It is intended that the applicant will require the capacity to harvest up to 30,000 tonnes wet 
weight per annum of L. hyperborea in the fifth year of harvesting. 

Algal Species and harvesting areas in Argyll and Bute 
The applicant has identified that the species of seaweed to be harvested is Laminaria hyperborea (a 
brown kelp in the family Laminariaceae).  

From the Argyll and Bute perspective, key harvesting areas will be targeted from inshore waters 
around the coasts of Tiree, Coll, and Mull. 

Key Issues which Argyll and Bute Council’s Marine and Coastal Development Officer 
considers should be addressed in the Environmental Assessment: 

Section 2.1 Project rationale  

The coastal protection function of the kelp beds in the inshore waters around the coasts of Tiree, 
Coll, and Mull should be conserved. The harvesting of a small percentage of the seaweed resource 
may be possible if it can be demonstrated that such activity does not reduce the level of protection 
provided.  Where kelp beds are extensive, for example to the West of Uist, the harvesting of a small 
percentage of the overall kelp resource, may not adversely affect the coastal protection function, 
and could support significant commercial activity.   

Figure 28 (P 128) of the Wild Seaweed Harvesting - Strategic Environmental Assessment 
Environmental Report (2016) identified the extent of the kelp resource, extent of soft coastline and 
wave exposure, which combined should be able to identify important areas of kelp that are likely to 
provide a key coastal protection function i.e. parts of western coast of Coll, Tiree, and Mull. 

From the Marine Unit’s response to the Consultation on Wild Seaweed Harvesting (November 
2016), it is important to stress that kelp beds west of Tiree, provide significant coastal protection 
benefits, particularly where they are adjacent to soft coastline, as was shown in the Wild Seaweed 
Harvesting: Strategic Environmental Assessment - Environmental Report 2016. It is also important 
to stress that the SEA identified that the volume of seaweed harvested by existing significant 
harvesters was generally no more than 100 wet weight tonnes per year in 2016.   
(https://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/11/6869/335428).  

I and local communities would like to express our concerns that kelp may be over harvested 
throughout the duration of the project. The Environmental Report should therefore demonstrate the 
sustainability of the proposed harvesting regime. How long will Kelp take to regrow? The applicant 
should provide evidence to show what would be the known timescales of regrowth to harvested 
sites? It will therefore be important for the applicant to submit a Management Plan for the harvesting 
of sites, and to include the monitoring of species dependant on the kelp bed habitat. Thereafter, it 
will be important to have in place mitigation measures with appropriate monitoring to facilitate 
adaptive management, especially in the first year of harvesting. 



In terms of economics, the applicant states that the harvested seaweed would be transferred by 
boat to Mallaig for processing. From an economic growth perspective, it would be preferable for the 
harvesting of kelp in Argyll waters, to be landed, processed, and distributed from Argyll. 

2.2 Proposed approach to harvesting 
2.2.5 Disposal of holdfasts 
There is a concern that dumping holdfasts at sea could impact beaches in the locality. What 
tonnage of holdfasts will be disposed at sea? This will be an important factor for beach-cast 
material. Alternative methods of disposal should be assessed in the Environmental Report; including 
the harvesting process, type of machinery, noise levels, type of vessel to be used in this process.   

Disposal of holdfasts at sea may have the potential to translocate Invasive Non-Native Species 
(INNS). It will be important to have in place mitigation measures for INNS. The translocation of 
species and a Biosecurity Management Plan must be considered in the Environmental Report. 
Please refer to legislation relating to non-native species: 
https://www.gov.scot/Topics/Environment/Wildlife-Habitats/InvasiveSpecies/legislation.   

Section 2.6 Marine monitoring 
An Adaptive Management Plan is welcomed; however an Environmental Impact Assessment will be 
required as a form of mitigation. It is agreed that monitoring should be overseen by an 
Environmental Steering Group (ESG) comprising representatives from Marine Scotland - Licensing 
Operations Team (MS-LOT), SNH, SEPA, and CES. 

4.2.2 Main assessment issues (Kelp removal) 
4.2.3 Further work required for Environmental Report 
Given the potential for kelp removal to affect existing physical processes and coastal change, the 
issues identified under Sections 2.1, 2.2, and 4.4 of the scoping report, together with those 
additional issued identified in this response should be subject to further assessment and potential 
impacts addressed in the Environmental Report.  

4.3 Water and sediment quality 
4.3.1 Description of the existing environment 
It is not certain what impacts seaweed harvesting is likely to have on the designated shellfish water 
protected areas in Argyll and Bute. It will therefore be important to consult with SEPA and to 
address these in the Environmental Report. 

4.4 Nature conservation and ecology 
It will be important to note that the seaweed harvesting proposals could have an effect on Priority 
Marine Features (PMFs) outside the Marine Protected Area network; there could be a conflict of 
interest when harvesting seaweed in PMF areas. Under the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010, PMFs are 
protected.  It will therefore be important to identify all PMF areas outside the Marine Protected Area 
network prior to determining the final harvesting areas. 

It is important to note that basking sharks and minke whales use the coastal waters off Tiree, Coll 
and Mull as their migratory route and feeding grounds, and this should be taken into account when 
determining the final harvesting areas. 

The proposed seasonal restrictions to harvesting in areas used by marine mammals (especially 
otter), including seal haul-outs and breeding colonies are noted.  

Sea of the Hebrides MPA 



In relation to the Sea of the Hebrides possible Marine Protected Area (pMPA); whilst this has not yet 
gone to public consultation, and has not yet been afforded policy protection, Marine Scotland has 
advised that it should be taken into account in Environmental Statements (ES) and other licensing 
decisions.   

Coll and Tiree proposed Special Protection Area 
In relation to the Coll and Tiree proposed Special Protection Area (pSPA); the public consultation is 
now closed. It should be noted that when the Scottish Ministers have announced a public 
consultation, the pSPA is given full policy protection and it should be treated like a designated SPA 
while the consultation and decision-making processes are underway. 

Potential disturbance 
In addition to the potential increase in wave exposure to coastlines and reduced abundancy in 
macroinvertebrates, there may also be associated impacts to the kelp habitat for fish nursery areas 
where kelp is removed. It will therefore be important to consult with the West Coast Regional 
Inshore Fishing Group:

4.6 Commercial and recreational navigation 
With regards to commercial and recreational navigation, it will be important to consult with Argyll 
and Bute Council’s Marine Operations Team, the Statutory Harbour Authority, and the RYA 
respectively. 

4.10 Infrastructure and other marine users 
With regards to subsea power and telecommunication cables, it will be important to consult with 
Scottish Hydro Electric Power Distribution plc (SHEPD) and BT respectively. 

5.2 Consultation 
With regards to the consultation, it will be important to include Mull, Coll, and Tiree, Community 
Councils’ in the consultation process.   

General Comments 
Seaweed has diverse commercial uses and supports a multi-billion dollar industry in Southeast 
Asia. The Council’s Economic Growth Team has concluded that seaweed-based industries have 
high potential for growth on the west coast of Scotland.  

The growth of seaweed-based industries will increase the demand for raw seaweed. In preparation, 
Highlands and Islands enterprise recently published its report “Wild Seaweed Harvesting as a 
Diversification Opportunity for Fishermen” and Argyll and Bute Council is commissioning a 
“Feasibility of seaweed farming in Argyll and Bute: a guide for developing the industry”. 

The first report recommends that “lease areas be assigned to single operators, and that exclusive 
use be assigned on the basis of demonstrated and continued effort to assess and report the status 
of the resource and associated biota in the lease area.” 

It is unlikely that wild seaweed stocks will be able to sustain the demand for raw seaweed in the 
long-term, when seaweed-based industries start to steadily grow in Scotland. With this in mind, I 
would expect that the applicant and other future applicants explore seaweed farming as a 
complementary and/or alternative method to source seaweed. 

Community Concerns 
Community members would like to express their concerns to the mechanical dredging 
method that has been proposed. It is felt that this form and scale of seaweed harvesting 

[Redacted]



will have detrimental impacts to marine life and to the ecology of the seabed. There are concerns 
about the sustainability of harvesting on a large scale and the ability for gametophytes to re-sow on 
a potentially scoured seabed. It is not known what damage could be done to fragile kelp root 
systems that support biodiversity in the region. Sustainable hand harvesting methods are continuing 
to be utilised and are growing across Coll and Tiree for manufacturing and industry, and while doing 
so, creating sustainable jobs in the region 

. 

Final Comments 
It is advised that an overall policy on large-scale commercial seaweed harvesting be developed, 
consulted upon, and implemented by Marine Scotland before any harvesting commences.  

It is important to reiterate that small scale (artisanal) activities should continue to only be covered by 
existing processes (i.e. landowner permissions), and not by the marine licensing regime if their 
activities are not commercial in nature.  However, it might be appropriate for those intending to 
undertake small-scale commercial activity to inform Marine Scotland, so that Marine Scotland may 
decide if a Marine Licence is required. This would mean that small scale activity not requiring a 
licence would at least be recorded so that the cumulative level of small scale harvesting could be 
assessed in combination with the commercial harvesting.   

The development of a comprehensive harvesting guide is considered essential to ensure harvesters 
follow best practice which can maximise recovery rates and recruitment.  This guidance should take 
account of differences in growth rates (recovery times) of the same species in different areas with 
different levels of exposure and be reflected in the Management Plan, which the applicant should 
submit in support of the Marine Licence application. 

[Redacted]



Arisaig Community Trust is a community interest organisation operating in the coastal 
village of Arisaig on Scotland’s West Coast.  We are very concerned with the detrimental 
impact of kelp harvesting in our coastal waters and have only recently learned of the 
consultation on the proposed project by Marine Biolpolymers Ltd.   

Having looked at Scottish Environment LINK’s response, detailing a range of environmental 
and scientific factors, we fully concur that further environmental impact assessments must 
be carried out.  The impact of industrial kelp harvesting on the marine ecological 
environment is unknown in Scotland and other countries has shown it to be highly 
detrimental.  We are concerned that a pilot study has not taken place in Scotland to 
examine this impact.   

Kelp provides habitat, shelter and food sources for a range of small marine life and 
invertebrates, thus feeding larger fish, mammals and birds.  Kelp habitats also support larger 
marine predators and sightings around our coast of basking sharks, porpoise, whales and 
otters suggest that these habitats provide direct or indirect foraging and food sources for 
them.  The effects on small, medium and large marine life has not been fully examined or 
assessed. 

Marine tourism is also an area of public interest and brings economic benefit to the villages 
in our area.  The Trust supports the preservation of natural habitat for the benefit and 
enjoyment of humans as well as the animals who inhabit them.  The impact on the already 
struggling fishing industry would also be felt through loss of species habitat. 

Economic benefits to individual communities on the west coast would be minimal and even 
if job creation is taken into account, it would likely be mitigated by loss of work for fishing 
and marine tourism over time as the environment degrades. 

Scotland is committed to climate change goals and kelp is an important carbon store in 
Scottish seas.  The potential for carbon capture, however, is directly related to the size and 
health of the plant which would be inevitable compromised with regular industrial 
harvesting. 

Without a detailed understanding of the recovery of kelp habitats it seems absurd that the 
Scottish Government is considering allowing Marine Biopolymers Ltd unrestricted access to 
our coastal waters. 

The community at large is deeply opposed to this and a well‐publicised community 
consultation would yield even greater evidence in opposition to the proposed project.  In 
line with LINK’s proposal, energy should be directed towards further study of kelp 
regeneration and the marine life living within it, and supporting sustainable marine 
aquaculture that is already underway in Scotland: farming kelp for commercial harvest 
rather than degrading existing wild habitats that are essential to the eco system. 

Arisaig Community Trust 
 

[Redacted]

[Redacted
]



A Response to: Scoping document relating to the Marine Licensing of Commercial Seaweed 

Harvesting for Marine Biopolymers Ltd. 

CFA are pleased to be able to respond to the scoping consultation although we were not included in 

the list of consultees.  

Although we note that the report has been thorough in highlighting the potential impacts such an 

operation would have on the environment and has been detailed in how such issues may be avoided 

and/or mitigated, we have further concerns we believe must be addressed. We also stress the 

importance that the mitigation measures outlined in the scoping document are translated into 

practice and subject to regular checks to ensure they are adequate.    

General observations 

CFA are extremely concerned about the absence of protection that all commercially fished stocks 

have in relation to new industries entering the marine environment. This includes but is not limited 

to artificial barriers, the introduction of harmful chemicals (including hydrogen peroxide and 

ammonia), noise pollution, and habitat loss.  

While kelp forests may not currently be classified as a priority marine feature they play an important 

role in marine ecosystems‐ being recognized by the government as habitat‐forming organisms. 

Current legislation is woefully inadequate when it comes to protecting non‐priority marine features 

and their associated communities and often fails to account for the interactions between inshore 

and offshore habitats, which is more connected than previously believed. Research carried out by 

CFA has demonstrated this with the commercially valuable species Cancer pagurus with individuals 

having been recorded travelling hundreds of miles within a space of months.  

The scoping in of ‘commercial and recreational fisheries’ does not expand sufficiently widely to 

encompass the effects on the developmental stages of all the species currently fished within 

Scotland’s inshore commercial mixed fishery area. 

The developmental stages we have identified as being at risk include: 

1. Egg bearing crabs and lobsters suffering unknown effects that ‘kill’ their eggs before

shedding.

2. Interruption to the ‘moult’ of crab and lobster from chemical inputs

3. Destruction of plankton from hydrogen Peroxide



4. Killing of larval crustaceans from anti‐ sea lice chemical treatments

5. Deformities to the shells of velvet crab

6. ‘Grey’ scallop meat in adults

7. Potential for new predators entering the environment through ballast water discharge

Detailed comments in relation to the report 

 The proposal states a rest period between harvests in any one area will be around 5 years‐ 

while this may be enough for the kelp itself to recover it may not be enough for the

associated community to recover (which includes commercially viable species such as young

cod, pollack and saith).

 A report by Highlands and Islands Enterprise suggests that the seasonal growth pattern of

kelp must be considered when planning harvesting schedules‐ the main growth period is

between February and May for L. hyperborea. This does not appear to be mentioned in the

report‐ the only seasonal controls mentioned are regarding birds and mammals that may be

in harvesting areas. Traditionally seaweed has always been harvested seasonally.

 The report from HIE also mentions that the growth of kelp varies with local conditions and

recommends caution to be exercised when estimating average production values using data

derived from large areas. For the proposal to go ahead CFA would hope that each site was

assessed carefully.

 CFA has concerns about the plan to return the hold‐fasts to the sea post‐harvest. While the

reasoning for doing so CFA is concerned that there may be the potential for this to damage

the kelp that has not been harvested by 'shredding' the leaves from the movement of the

hold fast from strong tidal flows (in addition to the

 Kelp spores are vulnerable to the presence of mercury, copper, zinc, sodium dodecyl

benzoate and mixed detergent. Any vessel the company plans to use should not have copper

sheathing or antifouling or the presence of any other chemicals known to harm kelp or kelp

spores (HIE report).



 In the long‐term CFA would be concerned about the implications this may have.  A study by

HIE looking at the possibility of fishermen expanding into the same industry (attached) has a

diagram showing the biomass of L. hyperborea around Scotland‐

 Precautionary Principal

CFA believe that the man‐made individual and cumulative threats to the developmental stages of all 

commercial stocks have been inadequately researched and quantified. 
The precautionary principal has not been applied to the health and sustainability of commercial fish 

and shellfish species. 

It is CFA’s hypothesis that removal of areas of seaweed will remove commercial species using the 

seaweed habitat as support to attach to, or hide in, on its journey to adulthood and commercial 

subsequent harvesting, thereby removing a biomass from the future fishery. It may also create 

‘desert areas’ available for colonization of species which are detrimental to commercial stocks such 

as starfish. 

The proposal to industrially remove large amounts of kelp from inshore or off shore waters will have 

negative effects on all commercial stocks. 

While research and knowledge remain significantly lacking and developmental activities continue to 

increase within the marine environment with existing threats to commercial species unresolved, 

there should be no further removals from the sea bed of parts of the habitat that support 

commercial fish and shellfish stocks. 

We understand that the potential for employment in fragile areas is of course a benefit of the 

proposal, but we remain unconvinced that the potential harm to wild fisheries would be worth the 

trade off. 

Report into scallop movement in the dive fishery 

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/2a188b_43b00686fd39424398c7bae93682f802.pdf 

HIE seaweed harvesting report 

http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:lkAmAx6ZZesJ:www.hie.co.uk/common/h

andlers/download‐document.ashx%3Fid%3D0336008d‐db41‐4b61‐a9bd‐

6bfcbd31c876+&cd=3&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=uk  

Orkney Sustainable Fisheries Publications 

http://www.orkneysustainablefisheries.co.uk/?page_id=135  

Brown crab tagging report 

http://www.orkneysustainablefisheries.co.uk/?attachment_id=832 



A Response to: Scoping document relating to the Marine Licensing of Commercial Seaweed 

Harvesting for Marine Biopolymers Ltd. 

CIFA are pleased to be able to respond to the scoping consultation although we were not included in 

the list of consultees. As an organization we have been previously approached by commercial 

seaweed enterprises and always welcome the opportunity to contribute in relation to any licensing 

and legislative process. 

Although we note that the report has been thorough in highlighting the potential impacts such an 

operation would have on the environment and has been detailed in how such issues may be avoided 

and/or mitigated, we have further concerns we believe must be addressed. We also stress the 

importance that the mitigation measures outlined in the scoping document are translated into 

practice and subject to regular checks to ensure they are adequate.    

Member Experience 

Many of our members are actively involved in research and development, such as the Western Isles 

and Orkney Fishermen’s Association.  Through our members research they have established 

relationships with academics and environmentalists world‐wide including 

. On his visits to Orkney and the expeditions he undertook with the 

local scallop divers he informed local fishermen of the uniquely plentiful seaweed they were lucky to 

have growing naturally in the marine environment. The loss of seaweed to the Japanese Marine 

ecosystem through voracious predation by sea urchins has meant that there are now no natural 

scallop stocks in Japanese waters and attempts to regrow seaweed are proving very difficult. Japan’s 

loss of seaweed occurred through different means but has shown that without seaweed fish and 

shellfish do not survive and a way to replace lost sea weed has not yet been found. 

General observations 

CIFA are extremely concerned about the absence of protection that all commercially fished stocks 

have in relation to new industries entering the marine environment. This includes but is not limited 

to artificial barriers, the introduction of harmful chemicals (including hydrogen peroxide and 

ammonia), noise pollution, and habitat loss.  

While kelp forests may not currently be classified as a priority marine feature they play an important 

role in marine ecosystems‐ being recognized by the government as habitat‐forming organisms. 

Current legislation is woefully inadequate when it comes to protecting non‐priority marine features 

and their associated communities and often fails to account for the interactions between inshore 

and offshore habitats, which is more connected than previously believed. Research carried out by 

[Redacted]



CIFA has demonstrated this with the commercially valuable species Cancer pagurus with individuals 

having been recorded travelling hundreds of miles within a space of months.  

The scoping in of ‘commercial and recreational fisheries’ does not expand sufficiently widely to 

encompass the effects on the developmental stages of all the species currently fished within 

Scotland’s inshore commercial mixed fishery area. 

The developmental stages we have identified as being at risk include: 

1. Egg bearing crabs and lobsters suffering unknown effects that ‘kill’ their eggs before

shedding.

2. Interruption to the ‘moult’ of crab and lobster from chemical inputs

3. Destruction of plankton from hydrogen Peroxide

4. Killing of larval crustaceans from anti‐ sea lice chemical treatments

5. Deformities to the shells of velvet crab

6. ‘Grey’ scallop meat in adults

7. Potential for new predators entering the environment through ballast water discharge

Detailed comments in relation to the report 

 The proposal states a rest period between harvests in any one area will be around 5 years‐ 

while this may be enough for the kelp itself to recover it may not be enough for the

associated community to recover (which includes commercially viable species such as young

cod, pollack and saith).

 A report by Highlands and Islands Enterprise suggests that the seasonal growth pattern of

kelp must be considered when planning harvesting schedules‐ the main growth period is

between February and May for L. hyperborea. This does not appear to be mentioned in the

report‐ the only seasonal controls mentioned are regarding birds and mammals that may be

in harvesting areas. Traditionally seaweed has always been harvested seasonally.

 The report from HIE also mentions that the growth of kelp varies with local conditions and

recommends caution to be exercised when estimating average production values using data



derived from large areas. For the proposal to go ahead CIFA would hope that each site was 

assessed carefully.   

 CIFA has concerns about the plan to return the hold‐fasts to the sea post‐harvest. While the

reasoning for doing so CIFA is concerned that there may be the potential for this to damage

the kelp that has not been harvested by 'shredding' the leaves from the movement of the

hold fast from strong tidal flows (in addition to the

 Kelp spores are vulnerable to the presence of mercury, copper, zinc, sodium dodecyl

benzoate and mixed detergent. Any vessel the company plans to use should not have copper

sheathing or antifouling or the presence of any other chemicals known to harm kelp or kelp

spores (HIE report).

 In the long‐term CIFA would be concerned about the implications this may have.  A study by

HIE looking at the possibility of fishermen expanding into the same industry (attached) has a

diagram showing the biomass of L. hyperborea around Scotland‐

 Precautionary Principal

CIFA believe that the man‐made individual and cumulative threats to the developmental stages of all 

commercial stocks have been inadequately researched and quantified. 
The precautionary principal has not been applied to the health and sustainability of commercial fish 

and shellfish species. 

It is CIFA’s hypothesis that removal of areas of seaweed will remove commercial species using the 

seaweed habitat as support to attach to, or hide in, on its journey to adulthood and commercial 

subsequent harvesting, thereby removing a biomass from the future fishery. It may also create 

‘desert areas’ available for colonization of species which are detrimental to commercial stocks such 

as starfish. 

If a land‐based equivalent could be conjured up it would that of the destruction of the wild bird’s 

habitat due to ignorance of their dependence on cover and forage in grass fields and their 

destruction through mechanical grass cutting that trapped and killed them. 

The proposal to industrially remove large amounts of kelp from inshore or off shore waters will have 

negative effects on all commercial stocks. 

While research and knowledge remain significantly lacking and developmental activities continue to 

increase within the marine environment with existing threats to commercial species unresolved, 

there should be no further removals from the sea bed of parts of the habitat that support 

commercial fish and shellfish stocks. 

We understand that the potential for employment in fragile areas is of course a benefit of the 

proposal, but we remain unconvinced that the potential harm to wild fisheries would be worth the 

trade off. 



Report into scallop movement in the dive fishery 

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/2a188b_43b00686fd39424398c7bae93682f802.pdf 

HIE seaweed harvesting report 

http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:lkAmAx6ZZesJ:www.hie.co.uk/common/h

andlers/download‐document.ashx%3Fid%3D0336008d‐db41‐4b61‐a9bd‐

6bfcbd31c876+&cd=3&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=uk  

Orkney Sustainable Fisheries Publications 

http://www.orkneysustainablefisheries.co.uk/?page_id=135  

Brown crab tagging report 

http://www.orkneysustainablefisheries.co.uk/?attachment_id=832 
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1. Does the grant of the licence mean that no one will be able to collect
seaweed from any part of the area covered by the licence?
2. Will the grant of the licence as currently detailed include the
foreshore?
3. Will the grant of the licence as currently detailed preclude any other
licence covering part of the area of this licence being granted?
4. Would any licence granted be permanent, i.e. not time limited?
If the answer is in the affirmative to any of these questions the granting of
the licence could be significantly detrimental to the local economy. To
deny access, other than to one company, should not be countenanced. At
the present time we have no knowledge of whether any economic benefit
to our area would arise from the grant of this licence. The applicant should
be ask to detail what benefit would accrue to the local economy.
On my reading of the Scoping Report there appears to be no definitive
statement as to whether this method of gathering seaweed would have a
detrimental effect on the habitat, spawning and nursery areas of both "soft
fish" and shellfish such as lobster, brown crab and velvet crab. If there is
any question of a detrimental effect on these, the licence should not be
granted as they are a vital part of the local economy. It should also be a
condition that a wholly independent report on these questions should be
submitted. This independent report should also consider the effect on fish
breeding and numbers as, again, this is important to the local economy.
The above matters cannot be looked at on a purely ecological basis as
they are vital factors to an extremely fragile local economy.

Cllr.
As a local Councillor for Harris and South Lochs, I would agree with

comments. Allowing control to one company is not acceptable to my 
constituents and the future development of Community land trusts in the 
area.  
I would therefore, back up objections. 

Cllr.
I was at the Scalpay Community Council meeting tonight and objections 
were raised regarding this proposal. The method of harvesting was also 
raised as an area of concern which according to one spokesperson, is 
different to the normal harvesting as it destroys the roots of the seaweed 
that is harvested. I cannot comment whether this is the case or not but to 
note that clear objections were raised to the proposal at the meeting. 

Benbecula 
Community Council 

I am in receipt of your communication of 1st August on above matter, as 
email below, and will place this item on Agenda for next meeting of 
Benbecula Community Council to be held on 6th September. 
I regret therefore that it will not be possible to communicate responses 
from BCC to you by your request date of 17th August. 

Environmental Health There was no response from this consultee at the time of report 
preparation. 

Harbour Master There was no response from this consultee at the time of report 
preparation. 

Assistant Harbour 
Master 

There was no response from this consultee at the time of report 
preparation. 

Comhairle 
Archaeologist 

4.7 Marine Archaeology & Cultural Heritage. 

4.7.1 Protected Sites - paragraph 2, page 44- AMENDMENT- Historic 
Environment  Scotland (HES)is not directly responsible for safeguarding 
the Scottish historic environment.  HES remit covers Marine protected 
areas, Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments, Battlefields, Gardens and 
Designed Landscapes.  All undesignated assets are managed by Local 
Authority Archaeology Services.  (Note- most of the archaeological sites in 
any LA area are undesignated) 
4.7.3 Further work Required for Environmental Report - 7th bullet 
point,  page 47- Amendment-Following data sources to be consulted 

[Redacted]
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should include Local Authority Sites and Monuments Records (SMR / 
HER) as these are the primary data source for the historic environment in 
each local authority area. 

Development 
Planning 

There was no response from this consultee at the time of report 
preparation. 

There was no response from this consultee at the time of report 
preparation. 

Fisheries Officer - 
Economic 
Development Section 

Project Rationale 
MBL propose to harvest up to 30,000 tonnes of Laminaria  by year 5 from 
the licence area. From an Outer Hebrides perspective, from this the 
project is expected to create (assume equal contribution from each East 
Coast Outer Hebrides/West Coast Mainland area) 5fte jobs from 
harvesting and transport and no additional employment from the 
processing/value added activity. This seems minimal economic impact 
from proposed activity compared to potential impact on other existing 
sectors e.g. inshore fisheries sector. 

Harvesting Regime 
Licensed areas will be divided into harvesting areas further divided into 
harvesting blocks with harvesting limited to one of the five blocks in any 
calendar year with annual harvesting plans based on prior survey, 
monitored by an Environmental Steering Group - although the composition 
of the group is indicated, its decision making process is unclear. 

Proposed Harvesting Areas 
Areas of search for potential harvesting areas are defined based on kelp 
density, minimum size of harvestable area, avoidance of 
SACs/MPAs/PMFs containing kelp. The Environmental Report in 
association with the Marine Licence application should identify potential 
harvesting areas which include credible assessment of impacts on e.g. 
physical processes, nature conservation of benthic habitats of fish and 
shellfish, commercial fisheries, navigational issues and coast protection 

Project Mitigation Measures 
MBL propose to exclude areas from harvesting which have particular 
sensitivities - these include ecologically sensitive shorelines that may be 
susceptible to change in local coastal processes. These should be agreed 
based on appropriate regulatory advice and with input from local 
communities from the outset. 

Assessment Issues 

Physical processes 
The impact of wild seaweed harvesting on physical processes include 
reduction in wave dampening effect, reduction in beach cast seaweed and 
reduction in flow attenuation. It is proposed that the level of seaweed 
harvesting in one harvesting block will not exceed 15% of the estimated 
biomass in a year representing less than 3% of the kelp resource in the 
harvesting area. Although this may be a small overall change in kelp 
density the importance of any localised effect must not be underestimated 
and must be recognised. 

Commercial and recreational fisheries 
It is identified that the impact of wild seaweed harvesting has the potential 
to impact commercial and recreational fisheries through disruption to 
fishing activities (static gear - lobster and crab) and fish stock impacts. 
Displacement of fishing vessels which rely on harvesting area habitat may 
be significant as is the potential loss of fish stock habitat in the longer 
term. It is essential that full consultation is made with Western Isles 
Fishermen's Association on the number of vessels and fishermen 
potentially affected and any issues or concerns, whether economic, social 
or environmental, reflected fully in the Environmental Report. In addition 
traditional smaller vessel static gear areas which provide valuable 

[Redacted]
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seasonal fishing areas (i.e. both winter and summer periods) should be 
excluded from potential harvesting areas. 

Comhairle nan Eilean Siar Response to Marine Scotland consultation on 
The Regulation of The Developing Wild Seaweed Harvesting Industry in 
Scotland: 

Comhairle nan Eilean Siar feel that at this stage of industry development 
the threshold for marine licensing should be determined at a higher wet 
weight annual harvest tonnage (100 wet weight tonnes) depending on 
area characteristics and commercial proposals. 
In addition a Code of Good Practice should be developed in partnership 
by the industry, environmental and marine management organisations and 
local communities where the activity takes place. It should reflect 
sustainable harvesting principles in local areas and be developed on an 
area by area basis. 
Principles of a Code of Good Practice would include a detailed area 
Management Plan incorporating for example regular stock assessment 
and biomass surveys to establish sustainable harvesting levels given 
existing resource, sustainable harvesting techniques, rotational harvesting 
based on species characteristics, etc. 
It will also be important to include assessment of harvesting impact on the 
overall local ecosystem in relation to potential coastal erosion and 
protection. 
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar seeks to promote the sustainable development 
of economic opportunities in the islands utilising its natural resources. It 
believes that the principle of subsidiarity should be at the heart of policy 
development giving local communities the opportunity and responsibility of 
developing initiatives and strategies which meet the needs of the area and 
ensure sustainable economic growth. 

Economic 
Development 

From an Economic Development perspective it is a shame that there will 
be no jobs or investment here. The harvesting will, in all likelihood, be 
mainland based as the processing facility is to be located in Mallaig. There 
are risks to the fishing grounds and some well documented studies from 
across the world showing the importance of those kelp forests as nursery 
areas for fish. The monitoring and management of any harvesting must be 
robust! I think Marine Scotland are well aware of the risks and hopefully 
will adopt the precautionary principle here.  

Iochdar Community 
Council 

We have concerns about the timing of this consultation and by the limited 
period allowed for response. 
There are complex issues associated with these proposals that require 
further explanation. Questions have been raised in the community about 
the impact of licenced mechanical seaweed harvesting on marine 
ecosystems and on local manual seaweed harvesting.  
There have also been questions raised about how the proposed 
operations would be monitored. 
The proposals will be discussed at the first Community Council meeting of 
the Autumn session which is on 4th September. 

[Redacted]



Community of Arran Seabed Trust Ltd. UK Company No. SC299917. Registered Charity in Scotland No. SCO42088. 

23 August 2018 

Dear Marine Scotland Licensing 

Re: Comments on Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland, Scoping Report by 
Marine Biopolymers Ltd (MBL) 

Kelp forests are among the most biologically diverse and valuable marine habitats on the planet, are 

important blue carbon sinks and are recognised and protected as a Priority Marine Feature.  Scottish 

inshore waters are home to a significant proportion of the UK records of kelp beds and therefore the 

habitat is considered to be nationally important.  The Scottish Government have an obligation to 

ensure that “Development and use of the marine environment must not result in significant impact 

on the national status of Priority Marine Features” under the National Marine Plan. 

The Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 requires that decision makers should act in the way best calculated 

to further the achievement of sustainable development and use, including the protection and, 

where appropriate, enhancement of the health of the Scottish marine area.  MBL’s proposals to 

mechanically harvest wild kelp on the West Coast of Scotland will result in a significant negative 

impact to this habitat, and to the wider ecosystems of the West Coast. 

The benefits that kelp beds bring to the marine ecosystem are many and diverse: 

 Kelp beds provides a canopy under which a wide range of animals and plants thrive.

A rich diversity of red seaweeds may grow among the fronds, while the rocks below

the kelp are often encrusted with coralline algae or support cushion forming fauna,

such as sea anemones, sponges and sea squirts.

 Small crustaceans and worms live among the kelp holdfasts, while sea urchins and

sea snails graze on the seaweeds, and fish find shelter from predators.

 The beds are important nursery grounds for many species of juvenile fish.

The scoping report describes kelp as a “monoculture”, a term usually reserved for agriculture to 

mean fields of a single crop, and we reject this description based on the known diversity in this 

habitat.  Industrial, mechanical removal of kelp will impact upon many different species which rely 

on this habitat, including other Priority Marine Features. 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]



Community of Arran Seabed Trust Ltd. UK Company No. SC299917. Registered Charity in Scotland No. SCO42088. 

Kelp bed are also known to: 

 Be important carbon storage sinks, and protecting blue carbon features is essential for

healthy seas and for action against climate change.

 Act as vital buffers against coastal erosion and the impacts of storm damage through their

absorption of wave action.

The targeted removal of kelp beds together with their holdfasts will substantially reduce the ability 

of the beds to provide these vital, free ecosystem services.  The mechanical removal of stems and 

holdfasts will prevent fast short term regrowth and recovery of this vital habitat and damage the 

provision of their valuable ecosystem services with unknown consequences. The scoping report does 

not adequately take into account these ecosystem services and the risk posed to coastal areas by the 

reduction of these due to mechanical kelp removal. 

There are a large number number of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) and other statutory protected 

areas within this area covered by the scoping report.  Scotland’s MPAs were put in place for the 

purpose of protecting and/or recovering Priority Marine features, with the overall aim of protecting 

and enhancing the marine environment on a national scale, and meeting Scotland’s statutory 

obligations.   

Many of the protected areas included in the scoping report have management measures in place 

which prohibit bottom-contacting mobile fishing gear.  The mechanical harvesting vessels shown in 

the scoping report have the potential to cause an equivalent level of harm to priority marine 

features as that caused by scallop dredging.  This equipment is not appropriate for use within Marine 

Protected Areas and in locations where there are known to be valuable and sensitive habitats.  

COAST call for a ban on this method of damaging, mechanical kelp harvesting and for investment to 

be directed into the development of environmentally sustainable seaweed farming methods, which 

will bring jobs and economic benefits to our coastal communities.  We call for Marine Scotland to 

protect our marine environment to the benefit of all and to listen to the concerns and wishes of 

Scottish coastal communities. 

Yours sincerely, 

COAST 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]









1

MS Marine Licensing

Dear 

Marine Biopolymers Ltd - Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland - Consultation - 
Response required by 25 August 2018 

    I write to you in my capacity as  of North West Mull Community Woodland Company Ltd. We 
are a charitable company in the North West of Mull and our membership area includes a number of 
potential harvesting sites as shown in Figure 2.3.9 Resource Cluster 7 on page 76 of the Scoping Report. In 
particular it includes an area to the south of the island of Ulva which we have recently acquired on behalf of 
the local community via a high profile community right to buy. We have only just taken ownership but in 
our view it is a highly unique and extremely sensitive area that we wish to protect from any form of 
industrial processes such as these proposed. For example on the lower shore there are important native 
oyster beds and the shallow subtidal area contains extensive seagrass meadows. in due course we may seek 
further protection by way of whatever environmental designations may be seen as applicable.   

    Should proposals for mechanical seaweed harvesting proceed we expressly wish this area removed from 
any further consideration. 

    Other areas highlighted in figure 2.3.9 such as the Treshnish Isles and Staffa are covered by numerous 
designations and with this in mind we believe they should also be removed from the maps of 'areas of 
search' as they must be regarded as sensitive to the disturbance caused by such industrial processes and 
aftermath. 

    In more general terms we have grave concerns with regard to the effects of these proposals more widely 
on coastal biodiversity and inshore fisheries, particularly those using static gear and we do not expect to be 
able to support this type of Wild Seaweed Harvesting anywhere within our area. 

    As community owners of the island of Ulva and Ulva Ferry pier on Mull we expect to be added to the list 
of consultees going forward. 

    Regards 

 NWMCWC etc 
--  

www.nwmullwoodland.co.uk 

[Reda
cted]
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Outer Hebrides Regional Inshore Fisheries Group  

MARINE BIOPOLYMERS LTD - WILD SEAWEED HARVESTING, WEST COAST OF 
SCOTLAND – CONSULTATION 

RESPONSE - SCOPING REPORT WILD SEAWEED HARVESTING 

The recent scoping report on wild seaweed harvesting in areas of the Outer Hebrides and 
West Coast of Scotland has been circulated to all Members of the Outer Hebrides Regional 
Inshore Fisheries Group(OHRIFG). 

The OHRIFG has been at the forefront of developing and managing inshore stocks with the 
inshore waters of the Outer Hebrides and has led on a number of management measures 
which has had unanimous industry support with fishermen now seeing the additional 
benefits to stocks and increased returns to fishermen from the sustainable management of 
inshore fisheries. 

The waters which have been identified within the Outer Hebrides search area has provided 
sustainable harvesting of lobster, brown and velvet crab for over 40 years for over 50  
inshore  vessels. A further 10 vessels harvest wrasse within the proposed area on a 
seasonal basis over the last 5 years. Most of those vessels operate single handed and it 
would be impossible for them to shift their gear to other areas and they would be forced to 
take their gear ashore to allow  mechanical kelp  harvesting operations on the grounds they 
have fished.  

The size and scale of displacement of a traditional local selective pot fishery to be replaced 
by what appears to be removal of live kelp that will take many years to grow with no 
guarantee that any shellfish will return to those grounds following large scale mechanical 
harvesting.  

Whilst reference is made to kelp extraction in other regions it’s clear that those regions are 
not dependant on small scale local inshore fisheries on the same grounds as extractions. 

Representatives of Fishing Organisations from areas outwith the Outer Hebrides are 
represented on the OHRIFG and they are similarly opposed to the development of such 
commercial dredged kelp harvesting within their inshore areas as they have identified 
similar devasting negative impacts to those that would be experienced in the Outer 
Hebrides. 

In conclusion, the OHRIFG is totally opposed to the developed of commercial mechanical 
dredged harvesting of wild kelp within the proposed search area as the development would 
have devastating negative economic impacts on the local inshore fleet, resulting in loss of 
employment in a remote fragile community where they are no alternative employment 
opportunities for fishermen who would be displaced from the grounds. 

OHRIFG 
17 08 2018 

[Redacted]



SCOPING REPORT WILD SEAWEED HARVESTING 

The Western Isles Fishermen’s Association represents the majority of 
commercial fishing vessels operating in the inshore waters of the Western 
Isles and feedback from the membership has been unanimous in that a 
licence should not be issued to mechanical dredged kelp harvesting in the 
inshore waters of Scotland. 

The search areas in the Western Isles coincide with the most prolific inshore 
fishing grounds for velvet crab, lobster and wrasse in the North and South 
Minch. The inshore areas at those locations represents very limited 
opportunities for small inshore vessels which have no alternative fishing 
grounds when displaced from their original fishing grounds which have 
provided sustainable returns over the last 40 years. 

Whilst commercial kelp harvesting has been in operation in other countries 
those areas will not have similar commercially viable species on grounds  that 
already sustain fragile coastal communities with no alternative employment 
opportunities for fishermen who would have to remove gear from their 
traditional fishing grounds. The kelp may recover and grow within a 5 year 
period, however,  the loss of kelp to the grounds will make it highly unlikely 
that the shellfish and other young fish will return once the area has been 
dredged of kelp, resulting in severe losses to communities to satisfy the 
commercial activities of such large scale operations. 

The waters which have been identified within the Outer Hebrides search area 
has provided sustainable harvesting of lobster, brown and velvet crab for over 
40 years for over 50  inshore  vessels. A further 10 vessels harvest wrasse 
within the proposed area on a seasonal basis over the last 5 years. Most of 
those vessels operate single handed and it would be impossible for them to 
shift their gear to other areas and they would be forced to take their gear 
ashore to allow  mechanical kelp  harvesting operations on the grounds they 
have fished. Those vessels have already lost valuable fishing grounds to the 
salmon farming industry and due to their size are unable to diversify to any 
other fisheries and would have no alternative but to tie up and sell their 
vessels. This would have devastating negative impacts on the local fishing 
industry which was built over having a diverse fleet that is able to supply a 
wide range of seafood products to an increasing global market. 

Alternative methods of growing kelp should be investigated for the future 
development of the kelp industry rather than the destructive proposal to 
dredge the inshore grounds and the devastating impacts that such an 
operation will have on the seabed and the loss of future fishing opportunities 
to the local communities where the large scale dredging operations would 
occur. 



In conclusion, the Western Isles Fishermen’s Association is totally opposed to 
the licensing of wild kelp operations in Scotland as this destructive method 
does not fit in with our aspirations of having well managed and sustainable 
fisheries in the inshore waters of the Western Isles. The negative impacts of 
such an operation on jobs within fragile area simply to create limited onshore 
employment is certainly not the way forward for the sustainable development 
of the marine environment in the Western Isles.   



Response from the saveseilsound campaign group to the scoping document on 
industrial kelp harvesting. 

We welcome the opportunity to be involved in the consultation but regret that a scoping 
document of 146 pages has been issued in late summer, when many people with 
relevant academic credentials are on holiday and others operating businesses 
dependent on visitors are extremely busy.  

As a member of Communities for Seas saveseilsound has endorsed the submission 
from them. We have also had the benefit of examining the response from our sister 
organisation Friends of the Sound of Jura, with which we agree in all respects. As a 
supplement to what they have contributed we are offering comments on the regulatory 
issues. 

Regulation 

Saveseilsound has recently been heavily involved in a number of consultations, most 
notably the current inquiries that are running before the ECCLR and REC Committees 
of the Scottish Parliament into aquaculture. One matter which has emerged very clearly 
and seems to be accepted on all sides, government, industry and environmentalists 
alike, is that the current system for regulating developments on the seabed is extremely 
complicated and fragmented.  

In relation to aquaculture the governmental bodies concerned in regulation are the 
Crown Estate, Marine Scotland, Scottish Natural Heritage, SEPA and the local 
authorities. There is a culture of passing the buck on decision making, with in the 
background a succession of government ministers keen to promote industry at all costs 
and making encouraging statements, for example about doubling the size of the 
industry by 2030 despite the final committee reports and decisions being months ahead. 

Officers working in these various governmental bodies have different perspectives, 
come from different disciplines and have their own ways of using language. For 
example a scientist within Marine Scotland will naturally give a scientist’s answer, which 
will never be categorical but rather hedged with perfectly proper caveats. On receipt of 
this a planning officer, used to following clear instructions in planning guidance, will feel 
unable to recommend refusal.  

The result of all this has been that since regulation of aquaculture was transferred to the 
local authorities consents have almost invariably been granted, often with disastrous 
consequences for local ecosystems.  



Further, the data shows that the Scottish system of self-regulation simply doesn’t work. 
In the entire history of the CAR Licensing regime SEPA has only referred a couple of 
cases to the Crown Office and not one single case has ever been brought to court. 
“Fixed Penalty Notices” and “Fixed and Variable Monetary Penalties” were introduced in 
2013 as an alternative to prosecution and to date neither has been used in relation to a 
fish farm. This is all despite the self-published data showing countless breaches of the 
regulations. 

Countries such as Norway tend to operate regulatory regimes where companies pay 
realistic fees to obtain consents, those with bad records pay more and in extreme cases 
bad companies lose their licences. This provides funding to enable proper policing and 
enforcement. None of this happens in Scotland, where the taxpayer even finances 
mitigation measures to help industry with research and to deal with the problems it is 
creating. 

In relation to industrial kelp harvesting it seems that regulation would be even lighter 
than for aquaculture. In particular it does not seem that seabed harvesting is within the 
jurisdiction of the local authorities. Further, the report states that the project is outwith 
the EIA Directive, although a voluntary assessment is offered. The result seems to be 
that licensing would be down to the Crown Estate granting permission, and Marine 
Scotland granting a Marine Licence. We look at each of these in turn. 

The Crown Estate 

While the Scoping Report correctly notes that the seabed is vested in the Crown it is 
important to stress that in terms of constitutional law the Crown holds the seabed in 
trust and subject to long-established rights of the public to use the seabed for inter alia 
the purposes of navigation and recreation. The public also have rights to use the 
foreshore for purposes such as hauling up boats, drying nets and gathering kelp. A full 
examination of the position can be found  here:  

https://www.scotlawcom.gov.uk/files/4912/9727/2929/rep190.pdf 

Following the Fairlie Yacht Slip case in 1977, which established the right of the Crown 
to charge fees to the commercial operators of moorings, the Crown Estate started a 
policy of aggressively maximising its income from the seabed, in particular in relation to 
aquaculture. As a result the rights of members of the public to use the environment for 
leisure and recreation have been seriously restricted, with many of the sheltered bays 
along the aquaculture coast effectively out of bounds to kayakers and small boat 



enthusiasts. This is of fundamental importance to the micro-economies in those areas, 
depending as they do on tourism and leisure. 

In essence what MBL are seeking to do is to remove large quantities of material that, 
being attached to the seabed, belongs to the Crown and thus is part of the public good, 
for their private profit. It is only fair that if permission is granted there should be proper 
compensation to the public for the value taken and the public rights to use the seabed 
should be protected.  

Marine Scotland 

Regarding the granting of a Marine Licence we are concerned that large-scale kelp 
harvesting takes Marine Scotland literally into uncharted territory that the existing 
statutory regime and those charged with operating it will have difficulty coping with. 

From what we can see, if a general licence were to be granted the operator, be it MBL 
or some successor company, would then present individual cases for using the 
particular sites already identified and perhaps others, based on studies that might be 
desk-based or based on Googlemaps and perhaps backed by a “voluntary” 
environmental assessment prepared by a consultant paid for by the applicant. 

How would that evidence be assessed within Marine Scotland, given the notorious lack 
of resources available to them? There does not seem to be at present any statutory 
provision that would entitle Marine Scotland to require an applicant to pay for a truly 
independent on-the-ground survey of the seabed, which would be enormously 
expensive.  

We envisage a situation where the operator applies for a licence, local communities 
have concerns but no voice and Marine Scotland fear they have no choice but to grant 
it, as they would otherwise be facing a court action for judicial review.  

Once a licence was granted there would be the issue of ensuring that removal of kelp 
was carried out with the least damage to the environment. MBL claim that by clearing 
the seabed in strips, with full height areas left in between them, the activity can be 
carried on “sustainably”. Sustainability is currently a much-overused term in the 
environmental debate with various different meanings. One suspects that here it may 
mean that MBL will be able to return later and remove the remaining growth, rather than 
that the wild fauna and flora that rely on kelp beds will survive, despite their habitat 
being mechanically ripped apart. 



And there are simply no resources within Marine Scotland to provide independent 
seabed inspection of the effects and testing over a period.  

The Precautionary Principle 

The United Kingdom has signed up to the precautionary principle, although one would 
not know this from the frequency with which consents for aquaculture developments are 
given. In fact saveseilsound is not aware of any case where consent has been refused 
as a result of the principle being applied, even where there is clear evidence of damage, 
for example the virtual extinction of wild salmonids in mid-Argyll. 

In relation to the industrial harvesting of kelp there are issues which must surely bring 
the principle into play. 

From an examination of the responses submitted to the Scottish Government’s 2016 
consultation on kelp harvesting  

https://consult.gov.scot/marine-scotland/wild-seaweed-
harvesting/consultation/published select respondent 

it seems that while respondents were all confident that small scale harvesting of kelp by 
hand, which has gone on for centuries, causes no significant environmental damage 
many, including several among the various statutory consultees had serious concerns 
about doing it on an industrial scale and effectively stripping bare entire sections of 
seabed.  

The inevitable conclusion is that industrial kelp harvesting should not be permitted in 
Scotland unless and until proper independent testing has demonstrated beyond 
reasonable scientific doubt that it can be done without damage to the environment. 
Such testing should be done at the expense of those seeking to use a public good for 
private gain. If it is then allowed there should be a proper system of ongoing monitoring 
and regulation, again paid for by those benefiting from the process. 
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28 August 2018 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Scoping Report: Marine Biopolymers Ltd - Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland 

Fisheries Management Scotland are the representative body for Scotland’s District Salmon Fishery Boards, 
the River Tweed Commission and Rivers and Fisheries Trusts. Collectively, our members are the local 
managers of our native fish and fisheries and make a huge contribution to maintaining and improving our 
freshwater environment. Both Atlantic salmon and sea trout are migratory species and therefore we take a close 
interest in coastal and marine developments with the potential to impact on these iconic species. Thank you for 
the opportunity to comment on the above scoping report. 

Despite the efforts of our members, our migratory fish stocks are under pressure, particularly during the 
marine phase of their life cycle. Marine survival has decreased from a situation where more than 25 adult 
fish returned to Scotland for every 100 juveniles (smolts) leaving our rivers, to the current situation where 
less than 5 adults now return. As a consequence, rod catches in recent years have been depressed, with a 
knock-on effect on fragile rural economies, and reducing the ability of managers to raise money to support 
management and restoration activities.  

We have significant concerns about the proposed development. particularly with regard to the uncertainty 
surrounding the potential negative effects on Atlantic salmon and sea trout and the integrity of a number of 
Special Areas of Conservation for Atlantic salmon. Section 2.5 makes reference to a range of protected areas 
but does not make reference to the SAC rivers for Atlantic salmon and freshwater pearl mussel (which rely 
on migratory fish to complete their life cycle). Whilst these SACs are limited to the freshwater environment, 
it is recognised that the protected features also enjoy protection in the marine environment (e.g. licence 
conditions for marine renewable and offshore wind developments). In addition to Atlantic salmon, District 
Salmon Fishery Boards have a statutory obligation to protect sea trout. The marine phases of both Atlantic 
salmon and sea trout are designated as Priority Marine Features - the habitats and species of greatest 
conservation importance in inshore waters. 

Section 3.5 of the document makes reference to the adopted list of 81 priority marine features, but fails to 

specifically note that kelp beds are a priority marine feature in their own right. Kelp forests have been 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]
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described as one of the most ecologically dynamic and biologically diverse habitats on the planet1, and is 

likely to be an important marine habitat for sea trout (as noted on page 29 of the scoping document) and 

Atlantic salmon. The scoping document describes kelp beds as a monoculture, whilst also making reference 

to the range of species associated with kelp forests. This is clearly not the case, and we are aware of no 

evidence at all to suggest that regular removal of mature plants would be good for the environment. 

Rather, larger mature organisms are vital to the functioning of the ecosystem, and removal would be likely 

to reduce the biological diversity of the kelp beds, with the potential to compromise the organisms that rely 

on them.  

Given these concerns, we expect the following issues to be fully addressed within the scope of the 
Environmental Report: 

• Specific assessment of the impact of mechanical kelp harvesting on Atlantic salmon, sea trout and
freshwater pearl mussel. This should include loss of marine habitat (including food availability), increased
susceptibility to predation, and direct damage during the dredging process on both Atlantic salmon and
sea trout, and should consider such impacts in combination with the existing impacts already arising from
other marine activities, such as commercial fishing, salmon farming, marine renewables etc. How will any
such impacts be mitigated during key life stages, such as immediately following the wild smolt run?

• The specific consequences on wider marine biodiversity. It is stated in the scoping document that the
harvested kelp will be of 5 years of age and over, but we seek assurance that mature kelp will be able to
fully develop on such a 5-year rolling harvest rather than being maintained at a smaller growth size. The
potential greater numbers of smaller plants will not retain the same biological diversity. We also seek
clarification that the ability of the kelp beds to retain their environmental and biological function within
the water body will not be compromised. In particular the kelp forests ability to reduce wave force and
support a wide range of species.

• While the scoping document states that less than 25% of the plants will be harvested we seek clarification
on the resulting impacts on the remaining plants. Previous studies would suggest that there are
cumulative impacts on wider ecology. It is stated within the scoping document that such impacts are less
than the potential loss to natural processes such as storms. However, the cumulative impact of harvesting,
in addition to such natural processes, taking into account the likely increase in such events due to climate
change, should be considered. We seek assurance that kelp harvesting will not compromise the resilience
of these crucial habitats to withstand the effects of climate change.

• The scoping document suggests that the removal of the holdfast will promote regeneration, but little

evidence is provided for this. As stated above, mature holdfasts form an important habitat for

invertebrate species, which in turn are important food sources for a range of commercially and

environmentally important species. When harvesting kelp by hand, operators are required to leave the

holdfast and some fronds to enable regeneration. We are not aware that there is any evidence to

suggest that this practice has been proven wrong or unnecessary. The environmental report should

consider all such alternative mechanisms for harvesting kelp, including kelp farming.

• The full environmental consequences of disposal of kelp stipes in the marine environment should be
considered, including the potential for significant extra material washing up on the shoreline. For
example, the Irish Wildlife Manual referenced above, suggested that the slow decay of kelp stipes can
lead to the secreting toxic compounds being secreted, sometimes over a period of 6 months, which hinder
spore germination or plantlet growth.

We intend to comment on any subsequent license application and environmental report, but one element 

we believe needs further consideration is the means by which such developments should be licensed and 

planned in a strategic manner. The Marine (Scotland) Act 2010, set out proposals for a system of marine 

spatial planning, which has yet to materialise in any meaningful way. We therefore seek further 

information on how the cumulative effects of several operators will be planned and enforced. There would 

1 Kelly, E. (ed.) (2005) The role of kelp in the marine environment. Irish Wildlife Manuals, No. 17. National Parks and 
Wildlife Service, Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government, Dublin, Ireland. 

[Redacted]
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seem little point in the applicant only harvesting a set proportion of kelp within an area, if a second 

operator subsequently compromises this. The very wide area of search set out in the scoping document 

only exacerbates these concerns. Finally, we seek assurance that, should the proposal be consented in its 

current, or altered form, the proposed harvesting strategies are fully monitored and enforced by Marine 

Scotland. 

Having considered the scoping report, we remain concerned that the mechanical harvesting of kelp will 

have a number of currently unknown and unquantified impacts on the marine ecology of the West Coast of 

Scotland. There is little evidence in the scoping document to suggest that the impacts of the Norwegian 

industry have been fully quantified and understood, particularly in relation to salmon and sea trout and we 

consider that it is premature to countenance the mechanical harvesting of kelp on the Scottish west coast.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require any further information. 

Yours faithfully, 

 Fisheries Management Scotland 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]



Friends of the Sound of Jura response to Marine Scotland - Wild Seaweed 

Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland - Scoping opinion request

The Friends of the Sound of Jura represents members of coastal communities in mid-
Argyll who are concerned about harm to the marine environment on which our 
sustainable jobs and quality of life depend. We feel that the plans of Marine Biopolymers 

Ltd to mechanically harvest up to 30,000 tonnes of kelp a year from 20km2

will do irreparable damage to the marine environment and to these jobs, and we object to 
this method of seaweed harvesting.

Kelp forests are one of the most biologically diverse habitats in the ocean.  Many other 
seaweeds, hydroids etc grow on the stipes and holdfasts, and many species burrow into 
these parts of the plant. Kelp forest offers vital shelter for other animals, in particular 
juvenile fish, and are of great importance as hunting grounds for seal and otters, in 
exactly the situations where the company states that the highest kelp densities typically 
occur; close to shore in water depths <20m and on hard substrates. It is illegal to disturb 
otters. The company is right to state that 'effects to protected species such as otter, 
dolphins, porpoise, whale and seals are possible due to wild seaweed harvesting' but it is 
naïve to state that 'To avoid impacts, embedded mitigation will also be employed in the 
form of seasonal restrictions to harvesting in areas used by marine mammals, including 
seal haul outs and breeding colonies.' These animals depend on finding food in the kelp 
forests in their territory all year. This is not a seasonal resource for them. How can the 
consequence of its loss possibly be judged by a 'desk-based assessment'? The otter 
map in the appendix (fig 4.4.15) is absurdly over-simplified and casts doubt on the 
accuracy of the other species distribution maps.

The 'predicted viable resource predictions for Coll, Tiree and Canna, show substantial 
overlaps with areas of vital importance to basking shark, at the heart of the proposed 
MPA for this species. 

A recent study from Norway shows that in harvested areas there are 93% fewer young 
gadoids than in non-harvested areas, and correspondingly there are fewer diving birds. 
We do not accept the argument that small additional percentage losses of these species 
due to this new industry would be insignificant.

MBL refer to the habitat they want to remove as a monoculture. Only cultivated crops are 
monocultures.  A kelp forest could not be less like a monoculture. 
The stipe and holdfast are the area of the kelp that supports the most life, as the base of 
the plant can be up to 17 years old. Even if the fronds are removed by winter storms, the 
stipe often isn't.  MBL say they will throw the holdfasts away.  Mechanical harvesting 
would be the end of this richest of habitats in harvested areas.  

In addition kelp sequesters carbon and protects the coast from erosion by absorbing 
wave energy.

Studies in Maine show that where kelp has been commercially removed, sea urchins take 
over and graze the area, creating 'barrens'.  This is because their natural predators have 
gone with the kelp. These barrens appear to be permanent.  Norwegian study suggests 



that it takes five years for the kelp to recover to its pre-harvest density, but there is no 
evidence that the kelp forest's animal communities have recovered in the same period.

Harvesting method

The proposed method of harvesting L. hyperborea by MBL is at complete odds with the 
current guidelines set by SNH and with the granting of leases by Crown Estate Scotland 
for the wild harvesting of seaweed. Hand harvesting licenses have strict rules about 
where the kelp is cut, leaving the stipe and a large part of the frond. Our communities 
include wild seaweed harvesters.

The Crown Estate Scotland Codes of Conduct include the following:
• ‘All seaweed should be cut by hand and no length to be cut below that which

would inhibit re-growth’.

• ‘Sensitive methods of collection should be used, including avoidance of
mechanical harvesting, avoidance of uprooting any plant, cutting heights as high as
possible and only removing a proportion of the plant, ie one third.’

• ‘Sustainable quantities of biomass to be harvested in relation to standing crop
biomass should be estimated, taking into account the precautionary
principle’ (This is in contrast to the ‘adaptive management’ plan as proposed by
MBL.)

• ‘Community composition should be monitored to ensure no changes (above natural
variation) in assemblage structure.  There should also be no change in habitat
structure. The potential impacts on associated species should be considered, for
example, blue-rayed limpets, hydroids, bryozoans, echinoderms and particularly for
any protected species that may be present.  Invertebrate by-catch should be
quantified and recorded’.

• ‘Coastal erosion should be considered in any method statement as some algal
communities, particularly kelp forests are known to dissipate wave energy and
stabilise coastlines.’

By contrast, mechanical seaweed harvesting is a form of dredging. 
The Scoping Report states that the harvesting head/dredge will be trawled at 3 knots.  
The weight of the head is likely to be considerable.  This high speed and the ‘bouncing’ 
by the dredge on the seabed will cause immediate damage to anything in its way.  MBL 
acknowledge that kelp does not grow on a flat substrate, but on rocks and boulders.  
What technology does the company have that allows their dredge to dodge obstacles?
The potential for haphazard dredging is considerable. 

The comparison in the scoping document of the total area harvested to the ground 
covered by a scallop dredger is too vague.  A ‘single large scallop dredger over the period 
of around one month’ is not a scientific comparison.  There are many variables in the 
number of dredges that a single large scallop dredger can tow.



Loss of habitat and subsequent change to a monoculture

It is evident that mechanical harvesting of kelp has significant negative impacts on the 
marine environment. MBL state that a single L. hyperborea can support over 40 micro-
invertebrate species and 8000 individuals.  The proposal to pull off entire plants will also 
have a severe impact on the seabed’s flora and fauna, which will be exposed to direct 
light, habitat destruction and increased risk of predation.  

This change in population structure and habitat is analogous to the changes that occur 
when terrestrial “old forest” is converted to managed woodland. Mature trees are 
removed, the ground flora is homogenized, and population structure is altered to produce 
younger trees of uniform size. The same would happen in the removal of mature kelp 
plants.  There would be a reduction in biodiversity and a much simplified ecosystem. 

The constant removal of kelp will never allow the macrofaunal community to re-establish 
itself fully and the licensing of mechanical harvesting would effectively sacrifice those 
areas of seabed, preventing them from becoming a natural community again. 

Reduction in wave dampening

MBL state that 34% of the kelp biomass is removed by natural processes such as 
storms.  Their proposal will add to this estimated average by exposing what remains of 
the kelp to more wave action and further damage. Kelp forests would be less effective in 
their important role in wave dampening. How can MBL’s ‘desk-based’ assessment 
accurately monitor the wave energy reaching the shore from intended harvesting areas?

Climate change

The climate change predictions that sea levels will rise in Scotland will significantly alter 
the shape of our coastline and depth distributions near to the shore, and the hydrography 
of the intertidal and subtidal zones.  This will have an impact on the distribution and 
abundance of seaweed species. Seaweeds are also sensitive to temperature increase. 
How kelp and other seaweeds respond to a changing climate is critical in assessing the 
ecological viability of wild seaweed harvesting in the future.

Creel fishing

Creel fishing is integral to our community. The fishermen know that lobsters and velvet 
crabs, in particular, move in and out of kelp beds depending on the time of the year.  They 
use the L. hyperborea for cover when they are casting their shells and berried females 
also seek protection within it. The Scoping study states that 'There is evidence that some 
crab species actively settle in macroalgae as well as mussel beds, rocky shores, and 
seagrass beds (Moksnes, 2002), and that nursery habitats may vary depending on local 
biotic and abiotic factors (Heraghty, 2013). European lobster Homarus gammarus and 
brown crab Cancer pagurus are known to inhabit kelp forests (Smale et al., 2013). 
Juvenile lobster and crab abundance has also been shown to be positively associated 
with kelp habitats (May, 2015).'

Creel fishing for lobsters and velvets takes place within kelp beds and there will be a 
direct conflict of interests with mechanical harvesting.



Monitoring and Surveying methods.

MBL state that the possible ‘monitoring effort may be scaled up or down once the impact 
of harvesting is known’. 

The top 20 meters of the sea is the most diverse and dynamic part of the water column.  
In this ever-changing environment it will be difficult to carry out an impact assessment in 
just five years. If the monitoring was scaled down as well, the cumulative consequences 
of harvesting would be under-represented.

MBL intend to survey the kelp forests in the spring.  This would not be an accurate 
representation of shellfish, eg lobsters, brown crabs and velvets, which will be in deeper 
water at that time.  They move into the kelp forests after the spring, when the sea state is 
calmer and water temperature rises. Surveying in the spring would misrepresent the 
abundance of shellfish in the kelp forests.

Summary

Although the percentage of L. hyperborea to be harvested is small in comparison to the 
overall biomass, research shows that successively harvesting kelp reduces the overall 
size of the plant.  Inevitable increases in demand and market growth would lead to the 
spread of a damaging, harmful practice over a greater area.

The Friends of the Sound of Jura believe that this method of mechanical harvesting would 
result in substantial ecological pressure on natural kelp beds and that this activity is not 
consistent with the Government’s policies to protect biodiversity in the marine 
environment. 

FoSoJ therefore supports research on the cultivation of kelp for harvesting, rather than 
damaging wild populations by mechanical harvesting. Ocean Rainforest are a successful 
kelp farm based in the Faeroes. They can get up to 3 harvests of kelp a year and up to 
20kg per meter of kelp from their cultivation lines.
We suggest that MBL should invest in farming kelp instead. This would create more than 
jobs in remote communities like ours than the 42 in this proposal, all but 10 of which are 
in Mallaig, and would produce a higher quality product with less 'biofouling' than wild 
harvested kelp.  
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MS Marine Licensing

MARINE (SCOTLAND) ACT 2010, PART 4 MARINE LICENSING 
MARINE BIOPOLYMERS LTD ‐ WILD SEAWEED HARVESTING 

Dear Sirs,  

I would refer to the application by Marine Polymers Limited relating to wild seaweed harvesting at multiple 
locations on the west coast of Scotland. 

In general Marine Harvest have no objections in principle to the proposals; we welcome the use of marine resources 
in an environmentally sustainable manner. We also recognise the socio‐economic benefits such activities can bring 
to rural communities and the wider benefits associated with the extraction of high value products from seaweed 
processing.  

We note that MBL proposes to adopt a low intensity harvesting regime as a primary measure to avoid significant 
effects on kelp beds and associated ecological receptors or social or economic interests. We welcome this 
commitment however the scale of the proposed harvesting areas appear significant and cover areas where there are 
existing and established aquaculture enterprises. We agree therefore that further work is required to fully appraise 
the proposals for potential for adverse effects on the environment and existing users of the water environment such 
as aquaculture sites. With this in mind it is disappointing that the scoping report does not contain a spatial overview 
of existing fish farm operations in relation to the proposed harvesting areas as this would have been useful at this 
stage. We would however expect this to be addressed within the Environmental report. 

The scoping report correctly identifies that the proposed activity does carry a risk to established fish farming 
operations, including‐ 

 Damage to moorings infrastructure from the harvesting rake;

 Impacts to aquaculture locations and other marine users from disposal of holdfasts and changes in water
quality;

 Potential impacts of physical processes changes on marine infrastructure.

It is important therefore that the Environmental Report includes a full scientific appraisal of the potential for 
adverse effects, including primary and residual environmental effects that may impact on existing aquaculture 
operations. We agree that there should be a strong focus on developing solutions that avoid or minimise potential 
adverse effects both at an individual site harvesting locations and cumulatively over wider harvesting areas. Where 
adverse effects cannot be effectively managed by reasonable mitigation then there may be the need to consider the 
use of appropriate “buffer zones” at harvesting locations identified as environmentally sensitive or where there is 
potential for adverse interactions with existing adjacent established aquaculture activities. 

There is an opportunity for seaweed harvesting to be carried out in an environmentally sustainable manner without 
causing conflict with existing aquaculture operations and we would welcome the opportunity to comment further in 
due course. 

[Reda
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Your sincerely, 

MARINE HARVEST SCOTLAND LTD 
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 

[Redacted]
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Consultation Response to the Wild Seaweed Harvesting 
Scoping Report by Marine Biopolymers Ltd.  

by the Scottish Environment LINK Marine Group 

August 2018 

Scottish Environment LINK is the forum for Scotland's voluntary environment community, with over 
35 member bodies representing a broad spectrum of environmental interests with the common goal 
of contributing to a more environmentally sustainable society. Its member bodies represent a wide 
community of environmental interests, sharing the common goal of contributing to a more 
sustainable society. LINK provides a forum for these organizations, enabling informed debate, 
assisting co-operation within the voluntary sector, and acting as a strong voice for the environment. 

Acting at local, national and international levels, LINK aims to ensure that the environmental 
community participates in the development of policy and legislation affecting Scotland. LINK works 
mainly through groups of members working together on topics of mutual interest, exploring the 
issues and developing advocacy to promote sustainable development, respecting environmental 
limits.  

LINK members welcome the opportunity to respond to the consultation on the ‘Wild Seaweed 
Harvesting’ scoping report by Marine Biopolymers Ltd.    

Environmental impacts of large-scale seaweed harvesting 

LINK is concerned that Marine Biopolymer Ltd.’s proposal for large-scale harvesting of kelp will have 
a detrimental impact on Scotland’s marine environment, and that the scoping report lacks sufficient 
supporting evidence to ensure these concerns will be adequately mitigated.  

Although large-scale seaweed harvesting does take place in other European countries, such as 
Norway, our current knowledge on the health, abundance, and distribution of seaweed habitats in 
Scottish waters is insufficient to accurately assess whether harvesting can be carried out sustainably. 
In 2013, Smale et al.1 noted that kelp-dominated habitats have been ‘chronically understudied’ in 
the Northeast Atlantic over recent decades, a claim followed up by Burrows et al.2 in 2018 who 
highlighted knowledge gaps in the sustainability of harvests and environmental impacts as concerns 
for the feasibility of large-scale harvesting.     

The mechanical removal of kelp, using the ‘rake’ design proposed by Marine Biopolymers Ltd., will 
result in the total removal of kelp plants (i.e. holdfasts, stipes and blades), which will completely 
alter the structural design of the seafloor. Kelp provide a variety of important habitats for marine 

1 Smale, D.A. et al. (2013) Threats and knowledge gaps for ecosystem services provided by kelp forests: a northeast Atlantic 
perspective. Ecology and Evolution 3(11), pp.4016-4038 
2 Burrows M.T. et al. 2018. Wild Seaweed Harvesting as a Diversification Opportunity for Fishermen. A report by SRSL for 
HIE, pp. 171 
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life3 and direct damage to these habitats, resulting from mechanised harvesting, will have secondary 
knock-on effects on the associated marine community. Indeed, Marine Scotland’s Strategic 
Environmental Assessment on Seaweed Harvesting confirmed that ‘significant adverse effects can 
occur as a result of large scale (i.e. industrial) mechanised harvesting of seaweeds (namely kelps and 
wracks)’. The key issues identified within the SEA include: 

- Loss of habitat and/or shelter for a range of plants and animals, alongside loss of direct and
indirect food sources. This has consequences for detrital grazers and suspension feeders, as
well as higher trophic levels, e.g. mammals, birds and fish;

- Loss of nursery grounds for juvenile invertebrates and fish, with consequences for higher
trophic levels and commercial fish stocks.

Kelp habitats provide important foraging sites for large marine predators, such as otters, seals and 
seabirds, and any damage to these habitats could impact their health, distribution and behaviour.4 
The scoping report proposes seasonal restrictions on seaweed harvesting around seabird breeding 
and moulting sites as well as seal haul-out sites and breeding colonies but makes no mention of 
seasonal restrictions for key foraging sites. Kelp habitats provide important foraging grounds for 
seabirds, otters, and seals all year round and, therefore, seasonal restrictions would not provide the 
necessary level of mitigation.  

Recent footage of basking sharks swimming and gathering in and around kelp beds5 emphasises the 
broad range of marine species that utilise this habitat. This association will be an important 
consideration in the upcoming consultation for the Sea of the Hebrides nature conservation MPA, of 
which basking sharks will be a protected feature. 

The Area of Search falls within the harbour porpoise SAC and proposed ncMPAs, principally for 
mobile species. Most of these mobile species are present year-round so seasonal restrictions will not 
be effective as a mitigation measure. Since kelp beds are difficult areas to survey our knowledge of 
the extent to which marine mammals use these habitats is limited, and this clear knowledge gap 
should be addressed before commercial harvesting is permitted. Further, many of these large mobile 
predators (e.g. birds and mammals) are foraging directly or indirectly on fish and invertebrates that 
themselves rely on kelp beds for shelter and/or food. Loss of these habitats (including as nursery 
grounds) will affect marine mammal prey, including sandeels and herring. In addition, there will 
likely be disturbance impacts, in particular underwater noise, from the kelp harvesting vessels but 
there is not an adequate level of information in the scoping report to assess this. 

In light of the above, it is LINK’s view that a Habitats Regulations Appraisal will be required, including 
a full Appropriate Assessment, to address the potential impacts on SPAs, SACs (including proposed 
sites) and their qualifying features (including reefs).  

LINK is concerned that the impact on otters has not been considered within the scoping report and, 
therefore, neither have impacts on otter SACs. Kelp habitats provide important foraging grounds for 
otters. Additionally, there will be direct and indirect impacts on relevant Special Protection Areas 
(including proposed SPAs) and their qualifying features, which need to be considered.  

3 Smale, D.A & Moore, P.J. 2016. Variability in kelp forest structure along a latitudinal gradient in ocean temperature. 
Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology. 486, pp. 255-264 
4 Lorentsen S. et al. 2010. Multitrophic consequences of kelp harvesting. Biological Conservation 143 
5 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-highlands-islands-45195115 
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LINK is particularly concerned that the cumulative impact of seaweed harvesting and other existing 
marine activities has not been adequately considered within the scoping report. 

Proposed harvesting methods 

Marine Biopolymers Ltd. state that ‘A key means of avoiding significant effects is to obtain marine 
licences over a sufficiently large area of kelp resources that enables MBL to devise a harvesting plan 
that avoids sensitive locations and which requires only very low intensity harvesting of kelp across 
the licensed areas.' This is not a valid justification for requesting permission to harvest kelp over the 
extensive areas proposed.   

The scoping document proposes to manage identified areas for harvesting by dividing them into five 
blocks and harvesting only one of these blocks at a time for a one-year period. After five years, once 
all blocks have been harvested, the cycle would begin again, giving each block a four/five-year period 
to recover. Our current understanding of the recovery rate of harvested kelp habitats is poor. It has 
been estimated that biomass recovery to pre-harvested levels can take approximately four years, 
but this estimate does not consider the recovery rate of the associated community of species 
(estimated to be over five years2,6). 

The harvesting approach proposed by Marine Biopolymers Ltd. focuses purely on the recovery of 
kelp biomass and not on the recovery of the marine ecosystem that these habitats support. If each 
block is harvested every five years, then it is impossible for the marine communities in the harvested 
area to recover from kelp removal, as the area will be in a constant state of flux – of the five blocks, 
one will always be actively harvested while the other four blocks will be in varying states of recovery. 
An equivalent example would be the practice of trawling for Nephrops in deep mud habitats. While 
Nephrops populations have been able to recover from the impact of trawling, to a level where 
trawlers can return to catch more, the impact on non-target species has been significant – for 
example, tall sea pens are now much depleted and the once common fan mussel is now considered 
rare.7  

LINK consider it vital that the Scottish Government establish a clear definition of sustainable 
seaweed harvesting that relates to the whole ecosystem that kelp habitats support and not just the 
kelp itself. If an ecosystem-based management approach is used and ‘sustainability’ refers to the 
whole ecosystem, rather than just kelp recovery, then it is difficult to see how the proposed 
harvesting method can be considered sustainable.   

The scoping report assumes that the harvested kelp habitat will return to a pre-harvested state over 
time, but with varying and emerging environmental stressors (e.g. climate change, ocean 
acidification) full recovery to a pre-harvested state is not certain. Recovery potential is also further 
compounded by the complete removal of the kelp (i.e. including the holdfast), which has been found 
to reduce recovery rates in other species of kelp.8 Burrows et al.2 note that kelp can recolonise and 
regrow within a few years but harvesting leads to a more restricted size and age range in the 
recovering strands compared with unharvested areas. Additionally, by removing the whole plant and 
exposing the seafloor, the risk of other, more opportunistic seaweeds outcompeting kelp recruits for 
space increases, potentially resulting in the loss, or permanently altered state, of harvested kelp 
habitats.  

6 Steen H. et al. 2016. Regrowth after kelp harvesting in Nord-Trøndelag, Norway. ICES Journal of Marine Science 73(10) 
7 Scottish Natural Heritage Commissioned Report No. 406 - Descriptions of Scottish Priority Marine Features (PMFs) 
8 Levitt, G.J. et al. 2002  
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It has been found in North America that the grazing activity of sea urchins in areas where kelp has 
been removed prevented the return of kelp and other macroalgae for long periods of time.9,10 The 
removal of the larger kelp allows for more light to reach the seafloor and other species of algae to 
colonise, including kelp. Sea urchins can graze on these younger juvenile plants, which can prevent 
recolonization.    

The large-scale removal of seaweed habitats can have a lasting environmental impact and any 
irrecoverable damage or loss could lead to harvesters expanding their area of operation – e.g. if the 
kelp biomass does not recover to pre-harvesting levels, the harvester would need to move into other 
areas to meet their desired tonnage of kelp.  

Priority Marine Features 

In the scoping report, Marine Biolpolymers Ltd. highlight the need to ensure that any seaweed 
harvesting activity does not impact any Priority Marine Features (PMFs) and that site surveys are 
needed prior to harvesting to ensure no PMFs are present. The scoping report, however, fails to 
recognise that kelp habitats (‘Kelp beds’ and ‘Kelp and seaweed communities on sublittoral 
sediment’11) are themselves PMFs, and therefore a priority feature of conservation importance in 
Scottish seas.6 Scotland holds a significant proportion of UK kelp beds, which are considered to be 
greater in biomass, height and age than those found in the warmer waters off England and Wales.12 

Threats to the status of kelp beds and kelp and seaweed communities on sublittoral sediment, as 
identified by SNH6, include climate change, coastal development, bottom trawling, and, pertinent to 
this consultation, seaweed harvesting (also identified as a key pressure for ‘kelp and seaweed 
communities in tide-swept sheltered conditions’ in Scotland’s Marine Atlas13). 

LINK would like to highlight that only four of Scotland’s nature conservation MPAs contain kelp as a 
protected feature, and that most kelp habitats lie outside of the MPA network. Policy 9(b) of 
Scotland’s National Marine Plan states that ‘development and use of the marine environment must 
not result in significant impact on the national status of Priority Marine Features’. At present, we 
lack adequate data on the distribution and health of kelp habitats in Scotland to determine what the 
‘national status’ is and it is, therefore, impossible to determine whether the proposed activity will 
not have a significant impact.  

Marine Scotland is currently reviewing 11 PMFs that are particularly sensitive to bottom-towed 
mobile fishing gears and is currently scoping different management proposals that would improve 
protection for these PMFs outside of MPAs. Typically, these result in a substantial percentage of the 
resource (up to 95% in some cases) being protected. We would hope, in the case of kelp habitats, 
which are not only susceptible to, but actively targeted by, mobile harvesting gear, that a similar 
percentage should be selected for protection. Indeed, LINK is also actively responding to the PMF 
consultation including making the case for it to extend to other PMFs, including kelp habitats. 

9 Breen, P.A. & Mann, K.H. 1976. Destructive grazing of kelp by sea urchins in Eastern Canada. Journal of the Fisheries 
Research Board of Canada, 33 
10 Chapman, A.R.O. 1980. Stability of sea urchin dominated barren grounds following destructive grazing of kelp in St. 
Margaret's Bay, Eastern Canada. Marine Biology, 62
11 Priority Marine Feature in Scottish Seas - www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2018-
05/Priority%20Marine%20Features%20in%20Scotlands%20seas.pdf  
12 Smale, D.A. et al. 2016. Linking environmental variables with regional-scale variability in ecological structure and 
standing stock of carbon within UK kelp forests. Marine Ecology Progress Series 542  
13 https://www.gov.scot/Publications/2011/03/16182005/0  

[Redac
ted]



LINK Consultation Response 

LINK is a Scottish Charity (SC000296) and a Scottish Company Limited by guarantee (SC250899). LINK is core funded by Membership 

Subscriptions and by grants from Scottish Natural Heritage, Scottish Government and Charitable Trusts.  

 Page 5 of 7 

Kelp is one of the few major habitat types in the Scottish inshore marine zone that is currently 
largely unaffected by mechanical disturbance. In contrast most areas of deep mud are repeatedly 
trawled by the prawn and finfish sector and most coarser sediments are dredged for scallops, 
resulting in the absence of extensive areas of any pristine examples of these habitats. If this proposal 
goes ahead there is a danger that kelp will suffer the same fate.  

Impact on exposure and currents 

Kelp beds are regularly found in exposed areas with high wave action and strong tidal movement, 
and serve an important function in protecting coastlines from wave action and in moderating 
current flows. The temporary, or potentially permanent, removal of large areas of kelp could have 
major wide-ranging impacts through increasing exposure of the coastline to wave action. The 
Scoping Report concludes that “it is likely that any possible effect from this will be much less than 

natural processes”, which fails to recognise that any removal by mechanical harvesting will be in 
addition to that lost by natural processes. The Report states that the amount removed is ‘a relatively 
minor change in kelp density, and it is unlikely that any significant changes in wave attenuation will 
be realised’, yet there is no evidence to support this claim. The Report highlights two studies that 
found large storms can result in the loss of substantial volumes of kelp (34% and complete removal) 
yet fails to state what impact this had on wave exposure and tidal currents. LINK believe that further 
research is needed on the impact of seaweed harvesting on hydrodynamic systems.  

Blue carbon habitat 

Kelp habitats are an important carbon store in Scottish seas, considered one of the main pathways 
for carbon entering long-term storage in sediments (1.8 MtC/yr) and have the highest carbon 
sequestration rate for marine habitats in Scotland (1,732,000 t C yr -1).14 The carbon storage capacity 
of kelp is short-term, due to a high turnover rate. Therefore, carbon storage capacity is directly 
related to standing crop size and health – the larger and healthier the standing crop, the higher the 
carbon storage capacity. Additionally, a larger and healthier habitat will support a larger and more 
diverse range of marine species that also play an important role in sequestering carbon. Therefore, 
seaweed harvesting will directly affect the capacity for seaweed habitats to sequester carbon.  

Legal position 

The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004, amending the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, 
extends to land, including land covered by water, and territorial waters prohibits any person from 
picking, uprooting or destroying wild plants except with permission from the owner or occupier of 
the land on which the plant is growing.  

Crown Estate Scotland, as the owner of the seafloor out to 12nm, is the body responsible for 
granting permission for harvesting kelp. In granting permission to individuals for small-scale seaweed 
collection from the foreshore, Crown Estate Scotland demonstrates stewardship of their asset by 
imposing a code of conduct to ensure sustainability, which includes: 

• ‘All seaweed should be cut by hand and no length to be cut below that which would inhibit
re-growth’

14 Burrows, M.T. 2014. Assessment of carbon budgets and potential blue carbon stores in Scotland’s coastal and marine 
environment. SNH Commissioned Report 761. 
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• ‘Sensitive methods of collection should be used, including avoidance of mechanical
harvesting, avoidance of uprooting any plant, cutting heights as high as possible and only
removing a proportion of the plant, i.e. one third.’

• ‘Sustainable quantities of biomass to be harvested in relation to standing crop biomass
should be estimated, taking into account the precautionary principle’

• ‘Community composition should be monitored to ensure no changes (above natural
variation) in assemblage structure. There should also be no change in habitat structure. The
potential impacts on associated species should be considered, for example, blue-rayed
limpets, hydroids, bryozoans, echinoderms and particularly for any protected species that
may be present. Invertebrate by-catch should be quantified and recorded’.

• ‘Coastal erosion should be considered in any method statement as some algal communities,
particularly kelp forests are known to dissipate wave energy and stabilise coastlines.’

These conditions seem to be both sensible and reasonable in regulating a new industry whose long-
term impacts are unknown. It is difficult to see why they should be applied to small-scale artisanal 
hand-collection of intertidal seaweeds but not to large-scale commercial harvesting, which uses 
destructive collection techniques.  

The need for management 

LINK is concerned that the approval of this proposal would open the door for other companies to 

begin harvesting kelp and for this industry to expand rapidly, without adequate controls and without 

a full understanding of the broader ecological consequences of kelp removal. Without a detailed 

understanding of the distribution, density, health, and recovery rate of Scotland’s kelp habitats it is 

not possible to identify sustainable rates of harvesting.   

Before applications for large-scale, commercial seaweed harvesting can be considered, it is vital that 

the Scottish Government develops a seaweed management plan that ensures any large-scale 

removal of seaweed is carried out sustainably and will not have a long-term, detrimental impact on 

the marine environment. The management plan should identify small areas where seaweed 

harvesting can be trialled, with robust mitigation and monitoring measures, but leave the majority of 

seaweed habitat untouched, which can be used as control sites for future studies to assess the 

environmental impact of seaweed harvesting.   

Alternatives 

LINK believes that further investigation is needed into the potential for seaweed aquaculture to 
meet commercial demand. Studies on the practicalities and economic viability of seaweed 
aquaculture are already taking place in Scotland (e.g. Scottish Association of Marine Science, Oban 
and NAFC Marine Centre, Shetland), which show potential for a seaweed aquaculture industry that 
will have minimal environmental impact and could relieve/remove pressure on natural seaweed 
habitats. 

LINK is aware that, to date, seaweed aquaculture has been successful for some species of kelp (e.g. 

Saccharina latissima), but not yet for Laminaria hyperborea – the species of interest to Marine 

Biopolymers Ltd. The particular value of L. hyperborea, however, has not been explained in the 

Scoping Report and it is not clear why the harvesting of wild L. hyperborea is required when the 

farming of other kelp species is already happening in Scotland.  
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LINK believe that there should be further investment and research into growing different species of 

kelp for commercial purposes rather than meeting that demand by harvesting natural sources that 

have been identified as Priority Marine Features. 

LINK’s overriding concern is that kelp habitats are a fundamental component of marine ecosystems 

and their state of health directly and indirectly affects the functioning of the marine ecosystem. The 

true environmental impact of seaweed harvesting remains unknown, highlighting the need to apply 

a precautionary approach and investigate further the broader, long-term environmental impacts of 

this activity.  

This response was compiled on behalf of LINK Marine Group and is supported by: Hebridean Whale 
and Dolphin Trust, Marine Conservation Society, National Trust for Scotland, Royal Zoological Society 
of Scotland, RSPB Scotland, Scottish Wildlife Trust, Whale and Dolphin Conservation, and WWF 
Scotland 
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MS Marine Licensing

Dear Sir/Madam 

Marine Biopolymers Ltd - Wild Seaweed Harvesting 

The Lochaber DSFB has a statutory responsibility to protect migratory salmonids in this region of the West 
Coast of Scotland, and our response to this scoping report is in that capacity. 

Any Environmental Report should cover the issue of sea trout and salmon. Firstly, sea trout are known to 
use kelp beds extensively as habitat throughout their marine phase. Salmon migrate as post smolts through 
the waters in question as well as almost certainly also utilising kelp beds as cover and protection from 
predators during their returning migration as adult fish. 

On the face of it, it concerns us that there is a proposal to mechanically disturb and remove this important 
habitat used by salmonids in their marine phase. Both salmon and sea trout are in a perilous decline over the 
whole West Coast and any disturbance of habitat could have a significant population effect on these 
vulnerable species. Any Environmental Report would have to fully address this issue and to do so would 
require knowledge of migratory salmonid movements and habitat usage in any area being proposed for 
harvesting. 

regards 

-- 

Lochaber DSFB 

______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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MS Marine Licensing

Good Afternoon

Please accept my apologies for the delayed response by the MCA. We concur that a Marine 
Licence will be needed for these works, when the MCA will be further consulted with by Marine 
Scotland in our capacity as a statutory consultee. 

We agree with the view taken in the Scoping Report that potential impacts to shipping and 
navigation will need to be scoped in, and would request that the applicant includes a full 
Navigation Risk Assessment at the next stage. This should include up to date traffic data and an 
assessment of collision risks, as well as the number and type of vessels being deployed and a 
detailed methodology including risk mitigation measures and compliance with maritime safety 
legislation. We would anticipate that the harvesting operation would be similar to the aggregate 
dredging industry, and would recommend that any best practice and safety advice from that sector 
be considered where applicable. 

We agree that a section covering the risks of encountering unexploded ordnance (UXO) should be 
scoped in with an appropriate action plan suggested. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact us. 

Best Regards, 

Maritime & Coastguard Agency 

Safer Lives, Safer Ships, Cleaner Seas 
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www.mod.uk/DIO 

29 Aug 2018 

  
Dear  

  
Your Reference: Marine Licence-Scoping Report 
Our Reference: 10043888 
  
MOD Safeguarding 
Proposal: Marine Licence-Scoping Report-Marine Biopolymers-Wild Seaweed Harvesting West Coast of 

Scotland 
Location: West Coast of Scotland  

  
  
 

Grid Reference:  
Planning Reference: Marine Licence-Scoping Report 
  

Thank you for consulting DIO Safeguarding in relation to the above referenced consultation.  

The application is for a marine licence to remove seaweed from the seabed by a mechanical vessel in the Scottish 

marine area. 

The agent has submitted a scoping report which identifies cluster sites for seaweed removal and how they intend to 

remove and schedule the activity. 

 Within the Scottish marine area, the MOD has many military exercise and danger areas depicted on the UK 

hydrographic office Practice and Exercise Area charts (UKHO PEXA). On reading the report page 43. 4.6.3 Further 

Information Required for Environmental Report the agent recognises our interests need to be considered and the 

fact they are missing at this stage. 

Considering the above DIO Safeguarding have carried out an initial assessment and on reviewing those sites within the 

Marine Licence Preferred Area wish to raise the following comments: 

Resource Cluster 2 the predicted viable resource on the northern extent of the Isle of Rona and the western coast 

Rubha Chuaig the MOD has concerns. This area occupies the MOD Danger Area D 710 for the BUTEC range whereby 

noise range trials are carried out.  This area of water within Raasay is covered by MOD byelaws and the proposed 

activity has the potential to affect its operational capability.  Therefore, the MOD would like this site to be removed. 

The area within Loch Torridon north of the MOD Danger Area 710 the MOD are amenable to permit the dredging of 

seaweed from this area. However, there is potential for this activity to impact on the noise range and we recommend 

a communication strategy is put in place for the agent to engage the Range operator when activity is scheduled to 

[Redacted]
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[Reda



 

 

occur to ensure it doesn’t conflict with military exercise. 

I can confirm the MOD has no safeguarding concerns regarding the remaining cluster sites for viable seaweed 

resources. 
 

 
 

I trust this is clear however should you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me.  
  
Yours sincerely 
  
  

 Safeguarding Officer 
DIO Estates  
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MS Marine Licensing

Hi

Thanks for passing on the Scoping report for Marine Biopolymers.   

I have included a couple of minor comments here on non-native species as there isn’t a specific 
heading for them on the response form.  It may be that you are not looking for comments on this 
topic but in case they are of interest to you here they are –  

In terms of non-native species issues I don’t have any concerns about the scoping report but note 
that harvested kelp will be transferred from harvesting vessel to transport vessel via nets.  My only 
query here is if the nets will be stored on board the harvesting vessel before transfer or if they will 
be towed until the time of transfer?  Apologies if this seems obvious but I am not familiar with kelp 
harvesting or the processes that take place in Iceland.  In terms of reducing the risk of spreading 
non-native species, towing the nets would not appear to be a very biosecure method.   

However the scoping report acknowledges the potential impact that kelp harvesting could have on 
the establishment of non-native species and mentions that a desk-based study will be undertaken 
to assess this which will be included in the environmental report.  This is a sensible approach and 
demonstrates awareness of the potential risks.   

Hope this is useful, if it’s not what you are looking for then please feel free to ignore.   

Many thanks, 

 

********************************************  

Phytoplankton Biologist and Marine Non-Native Species Advice 
Marine Scotland - Science  

w: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/marinescotland  
**************************************************  
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20 August 2018 
 
 

 
 

Dear  
 
Marine Biopolymers Ltd - Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland – Scoping Report (July 
2018) Consultation as Requested by MS-LOT on 07 August 2018 
 
Marine Scotland Science has reviewed the Wild Seaweed Harvesting Scoping Report, dated July 2018, and 
provides the following comments.  
 
General Comments 
 
The scoping report prepared on behalf of Marine Biopolymers Ltd on Wild Seaweed Harvesting is generally 
comprehensive and well written. However, MSS have some significant concerns over the scale of the proposal 
and the ability of the applicant to complete an environmental assessment that covers all the receptors in 
sufficient detail. Further field surveys would also be required to inform the assessment concerning the 
distribution of kelp species and key receptors in the proposed harvesting area(s). The lack of a small scale trial 
or pilot study to inform assessment of recovery of kelp, associated ecosystem components and the ecosystem 
services they provide is also of concern, given the uncertainties surrounding the impacts of harvesting using the 
proposed methodology in Scottish waters.  
 
These issues of broad spatial scale hindering environmental assessment and the lack of a trial of harvesting 
methodology in Scottish waters apply across much of the scope of our remit as consultee and are raised in 
relation to multiple environmental receptors in the comments below. 
 
MSS welcome the suggested formation of an Environmental Steering Group (ESG) as part of an Adaptive 
Management Plan.  However, the proposed ESG does not currently include scientific representation from 
Marine Scotland Science. In addition, we would recommend inclusion of the local IFGs (Outer Hebrides & West 
Coast) in the development of management plans.  
 
Benthic Ecology 
 
MSS agrees that benthic habitats and species should be scoped in for assessment but has a number of 
comments on the proposed scope and approach. MSS recognises that kelp habitats represent a very important 
ecosystem in coastal waters of the United Kingdom. As is noted in Burrows et al. (2018), they support 
exceptionally high biodiversity, contribute to marine food webs through the production of detritus and provide 
nursery habitats for invertebrates and fish, including commercially important species. They also have a role in 
coastal protection and carbon sequestration. The importance of the kelp ecosystem along Scotland’s coasts 
has led to its biotopes being designated as Priority Marine Features (PMFs), which support many other PMF 
species, such as maerl, horse mussels, blue mussel and flame shells. 
 
The report states that the applicants plan to avoid areas where there are records of PMFs or other protected 
species. They have conducted a thorough desk based study (see Figures in scoping report) in which they have 
identified the recorded locations of protected species, but resources only provide species presence.  
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However PMF habitats and species will occur in many other locations and in order to properly assess the 
impacts of the proposed activity, survey work would be required in order to ascertain whether PMFs are present 
in the proposed harvesting area (such an approach is consistent with the planning and licensing of other much 
smaller scale marine developments and activities eg aquaculture). Kelp ecosystems are spatially variable and 
support a high abundance and diversity of species. Surveys would therefore be difficult to undertake and 
should involve high quality video or preferably diver surveys. This may not be practical for the proposed scale 
of harvesting area(s) proposed.  
 
The examples of kelp regrowth provided in the Scoping Report mostly originate from Norway (image 2.2.3 and 
2.2.4). Only one study was carried out in Scotland and it was only continued for one year. Steen et al. (2016) 
report that L. hyperborea did regain its dominance after four years post-harvest in Norway. However, the age 
range of the plants is reduced to the inter-crop interval. Smale et al. (2013) report that kelp-associated 
communities can take 7 to 10 years to recover. Burrows et al. (2018) suggest that L. hyperborea spores in 
Norway disperse over at least 200 m from the parent plant which indicates that harvested strips would be re-
populated by L. hyperborea. However, MBL propose another method in which larger blocks are harvested. In 
this case, recolonisation by kelp may be more doubtful and very much dependent on the efficiency spatial 
pattern of extraction from the block. This is currently unknown (estimated at 15-20% by Burrows et al 2018 and 
50-70% efficiency from 25% of the area in the Scoping Report) and MSS is of the opinion that extraction 
efficiency will vary considerably between harvesting areas depending on topography, density, maturity and 
diversity of kelp community etc. This factor is critical to any assessment of impact and recovery. 
 
In addition to the significant uncertainties surrounding extraction efficiency, recolonization rates of L. 
hyperborea in Scottish waters will be dependant on the rate at which young plants are left undamaged by 
dredges, growth rates and the influence of local wave action and local grazers on newly settled plants. The site 
specific nature of many of these factors and  the absence of any empirical evidence would lead us to suggest 
that a carefully monitored trial is required to inform environmental assessments of larger scale harvesting. 
 
The scoping report does not state (Section 2.2.3)  the exact time interval between harvesting, but indicates 
approximately 5 years. The review by Burrows et al. (2018) suggests that a fallow period sufficient to allow kelp 
to recover between harvesting (typically 3 to 5 years) may be insufficient to allow the associated communities 
to recover. Rinde et al. (1992) state that the range of associated species and their abundance tends to increase 
with the age of the kelp. Therefore a longer fallow period would be required if recovery of the provision of 
ecosystem services provided by kelp habitats is an objective of the sustainable approach proposed. 
 
The applicant states that it is planning to take only 0.015% of the total standing stock of kelp per annum. This is 
based on a predicted abundance from Burrows et al (2018) which MSS believe to be an overestimation 
(although the best estimate available at the current time). This is because the model on which the prediction is 
based does not account for factors such as local substrate type and losses to weather and will necessarily 
over-predict abundance. This is acknowledged in the (Burrows) report itself, where ground truthing discovered 
lower than predicted abundances. As such the predicted % take is an underestimate. As such the applicant 
would be expected to take a larger proportion of the standing stock. 
 
The harvested proportion would also become a more significant figure over many years of harvesting, if the 
fallow period is insufficient to enable re-growth to its full maturity. Site specific surveys would be be needed to 
assess the accuracy of the spatial distribution and abundance of the kelp resource in the planned harvest areas 
in order to develop a harvesting strategy.  
 
The Scoping Report (Section 2.2.5) suggests that holdfasts will be disposed of at sea. Large amounts of 
decaying seaweed may cause smothering and eutrophication. Further, holdfasts may wash up on the strandline 
where they may likely decay and make beaches less pleasant to the public. This will require further 
consideration in the assessment. 
 
The applicant proposes to avoid harvesting areas coincident with SACs, NCMPAs and areas containing PMFs 
(Section 2.3). MSS is also pleased that the applicant intends to avoid the sensitivities defined in section 2.5 
(Project mitigation measures). MSS also has concerns about potential impacts on other species such as otters. 
Otters (a European Protected Species) forage in the kelp beds. Reduced foraging grounds for otters and a 
decline in species number may affect population dynamics of species such as urchins, which may in turn affect 
the kelp ecosystem.  
 
The marine monitoring section (2.6) is well written. However, MSS would recommend the following additions: 
 
Consideration of use of diver surveys to investigate species within the kelp forest which are hard to record 
using a drop down camera.  
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The use of proper statistical monitoring approaches (eg Before After Control Impact type approaches) put in 
place before commercial harvesting takes place with appropriate controls, to address uncertainties in the 
environmental assessments: 
 

 Repopulation, growth and maturity rates of harvested kelp beds 
 

 Effects on the surrounding ecosystem and its components.  
 

 Effects on ecosystem service provision (fish and shellfish nursery and coastal protection) 
 
 
Section 4.2.2 Main assessment issues. No evidence is provided on effects from “strip harvesting” and it is not 
clear if there are previous eaxmples, with associated studies on kelp recovery and ecosystem changes? In the 
Norwegian studies, they use a block harvesting method.  
 
The section on nature conservation and ecology (4.4) contains a very comprehensive description of kelp 
biotopes in Scottish waters. The plot (Image 4.4.1) illustrates the richness of the kelp habitat and the 
importance of L. hyporborea in that association. This underlines the reason why it is imperative that harvesting 
is carried out sustainably. 
 
There is a detailed list of kelp biotopes. The type of kelp biotope is often dependent on environmental 
conditions, e.g. bathymetry, substrate, depth and exposure. It is not clear from the scoping report, which of 
these environmental conditions or biotopes are being targeted by the applicant for harvesting.  
 
There is no reference to the fact under kelp ecology (Section 4.4.1) that because the kelp will be cut on the 
stipe (or indeed the whole plant will be removed from the holdfast), there is no chance that it will re-grow from 
where it is cut. New growth mostly occurs from the meristem between the stipe and the lamina. This will need 
to be taken into account in the Environmental Assessment. 
 
Palinurus elephas, the spiny lobster, should be included within the assessment (Section 4.4.1 Fish and 
shellfish). This species is prevalent within kelp beds and is a PMF. Populations are thought to have been in 
decline since the 1970s. 
 
The text states that species which rely on L. hyperborea as habitat will also be affected by harvesting, such as 
the blue-rayed limpet Patella pellucida, various epiphytes, and holdfast communities (Jones et al., 2000). It is 
important to emphasise here that there are numerous species that will be affected and not only blue rayed 
limpets and epiphytes. Species even specialise on the area of the kelp plant, the blades, the stipes and the 
holdfasts (see http://www.marlin.ac.uk/species/detail/1309). Moore et al. (1973) lists 389 species from the 
holdfast alone from  L. hyperborea collected from the east coast of the UK.  
 
The report states that it is considered unlikely that the community will shift to a less ecologically valuable climax 
community. Evidence to support this claim is required and could be obtained from trials or pilot studies. The 
possibility of recolonization by different communities is real and has been seen elsewhere in the world. 
 
Little attention has been given to alternative licencing areas and the possible alternative to strip harvesting. 
Could this be explored further? Note, that Tiree is within an MPA and the scoping report stated that MPAs 
would be avoided.  
 
Marine mammals 
 
MSS agrees that marine mammals should be scoped in for assessment and welcome the statement that 
seasonal restrictions are to be included as embedded mitigation for seal haul-out and breeding sites. However, 
moulting should also be included for seal vulnerability.  
 
Figure 4.4.13 shows the breeding colonies and seal haul-outs within the search area. In the Wild Seaweed 
Harvesting Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) document (Available from: 
https://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/11/6869), SNH recommends foraging distances for otters and seals. 
Please ensure that other breeding colonies and seal haul-outs within foraging distance of the area of search 
are also included.  
 
As noted in the scoping report, “there is a wide variety of fish associated with a range of seabed substrates 
providing a productive foraging area for harbour porpoise supporting them in high densities”. The SEA 
document highlights a potential significant adverse effect of large scale harvesting as a loss of habitat and 
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nursery grounds, with consequences for higher trophic levels. Therefore, the potential effects to ecosystem 
impacts and food web dynamics due to seaweed harvesting should also be considered with respect to marine 
predators including marine mammals.  
 
Figure 4.4.14 shows only grey seal distribution points, please include harbour seal distribution also to match the 
figure legend.  
 
General point that the figures would benefit having the area of search included for clarity.  
 
In section 4.4.1 – Marine mammals and turtles, turtles are not discussed in the section. Is this an omission? 
 
The area of search is large and overlaps with several protected areas for marine mammals. Therefore, MSS 
recommend that a pilot study, which incorporates suitable and proportionate marine mammal monitoring, is 
undertaken as an initial step, with the aim of better understanding the potential for any impacts of large scale 
harvesting of seaweed on marine mammals.  
 
Ornithology 
 
The Scoping Report states that there are several potential impacts from kelp harvesting on seabirds, as such 
these are scoped in for the assessment (Section 4.4.2 – Ornithology). We agree with this decision. The role of 
kelp in coastal ecosystems with respect to birds is poorly understood, thus there are large uncertainties of the 
potential impacts of kelp harvesting on bird populations. We therefore welcome that these potential impacts will 
be assessed. 
 
The scoping report identifies potential for impacts on seabirds during breeding and moulting periods but does 
not consider the wintering period. Wintering seabirds and sea ducks should also be considered in the ER, given 
that this is a potentially sensitive period for seabirds and sea ducks. Impacts on birds (mostly waders) using the 
inter-tidal habitat should also be addressed in the ER. It is likely that the primary impacts on birds will be 
indirect, through the potential influence of kelp harvesting on prey levels for birds. 
 
We support the inclusion of a synthesis of previous monitoring and research of potential impacts of kelp 
harvesting as suggested in the scoping report (section 4.4.3). This should include ornithology, including 
seabirds, sea ducks, and wader species. Some useful references can be found in a report from Ireland (Kelly, 
E. (ed.) (2005) The role of kelp in the marine environment. Irish Wildlife. Manuals, No. 17. National Parks and 
Wildlife Service, Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government, Dublin, Ireland), though studies 
done since that was published (2005) should also be included. Earlier studies suggest that there may be further 
impact pathways beyond those identified in the scoping report (section 4.4.2), e.g. the role of ‘drift kelp’ (see: 
Kelly Op. cit.) as roosting sites and prey aggregation areas for seabirds offshore. 
 
It is useful to have a figure with bird colony locations and population sizes, as included (Figure 4.4.17). 
However, the legend to this figure appears to be a different scale to the map, so it is not possible to translate 
symbol sizes to population sizes. Also auks, shearwaters, and petrels are grouped despite having very different 
foraging ecologies. 
 
In general the impacts of regular harvesting on kelp forests appears to be poorly understood. For example, kelp 
(of species Laminaria hyperborea) appears to regrow quite quickly following the first harvesting using the 
planned harvesting method (trawling with a comb-like harvesting head, see section 2.2.2) as stated in the 
scoping report (section 4.9.2). However, some research suggests regeneration may be slower following a 
second harvest when there are fewer young to regrow from (Steen et al. 2016. ICES J. Mar. Sci. 73:2708–
2720, https://doi.org/10.1093/icesjms/fsw130). Thus, the longer term consequences of kelp harvesting for 
coastal ecosystems (including birds) is uncertain. A fuller understanding would not come until several years into 
a kelp harvesting programme when multiple harvesting cycles have occurred. It would thus be useful to initiate 
a smaller scale kelp harvesting pilot project over several years across a variety of sites with effective monitoring 
before larger scale harvesting occurs. 
 
In the absence of a pilot project, it would be important that harvesting plans are reviewed throughout, with these 
being informed by monitoring work of earlier harvested sites and unharvested sites for comparison. Monitoring 
proposals should be question led and be supported by a study design and sufficient data collection to ensure 
results that are sufficiently robust and meaningful to inform future regulation of this new activity. This may be 
best achieved by including stakeholders in the design of the monitoring from an early stage. This is partially 
suggested in the scoping report, with the use of annual harvesting plans linked to a monitoring programme 
(section 2.6) informed by an Environmental Steering Group (ESG)  (section 2.2.3). The monitoring programme 
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(section 2.6) may need to include some bird species too as identified during the ER and in discussion with the 
ESG. 
 
Marine Fish Ecology 
 
MSS note that some of the text in sections relevant to marine fish ecology is copied from the SEA ER which 
has previously been out for consultation.  The SEA has not yet finalised and therefore we do not yet have 
guidance in this format.  However, MSS has reviewed this with fish ecology in mind and presents the following 
comments.   
 
The Equivalent Adult Value Metric (EAV) is presented as a means of assessing population level impacts due to 
loss of, in the presented case, juvenile cod from kelp harvesting.  There seems to be no empirical evidence 
supporting use of this metric to inform assessments in marine waters.  Its use is however commonly seen in 
cooled estuarine power station assessments, where the numbers of juvenile fish removed from the population 
can be quantified by means of screening.   
 
MSS suggest that the concept of the EAV is too simplistic an approach and the reference given in support of it  
(Turnpenny, 1989) is from a report and not a peer-reviewed publication. The relative contribution of juvenile 
gadoids from nursery areas is highly variable (e.g. Wright et al., 2010) and we don’t know to what extent fish 
that use kelp contribute to the stock.  There are also a number of largely independent coastal populations of 
cod (Wright et al. 2006a,b) so the scale of concern is not just the entire West of Scotland. It is important to note 
that West of Scotland cod currently has a zero TAC.   
 
It is also the case that kelp harvesting can lead to a loss or alteration of habitat and thus the associated 
productivity on which particular species depend at various life stages.   
 
The limited available information on Priority Marine Feature (PMF) distributions, local knowledge of kelp 
community and possible impacts to shellfish and fish is currently considered insufficient to evaluate possible 
impacts of a new Scottish industry. Indeed, this problem has been widely acknowledged in reviews such as that 
by Bertocci et al. (2015) who highlighted the paucity of experimental studies suitable to test for unequivocal 
cause–effect relationships. As such granting a 30,000 t harvest without some form of pilot study would not 
appear consistent with a precautionary approach. 
 
MSS therefore suggest that ‘before and after’ surveys of a pilot study, including the use of control sites, would 
help to inform the scale and recovery times of harvesting impacts, followed by surveying and monitoring of any 
larger scale harvesting to allow an adaptive management approach.  
 
Possible survey techniques can be found in the following link: 
https://www.gov.scot/Resource/Doc/295194/0109969.pdf 
 
MSS agree that all identified impact pathways are scoped into an assessment.  Any assessment should also 
give consideration to both direct and indirect potential impacts (e.g. It is noted that the Scoping Report contains 
a map of known herring spawning grounds.  Whilst this consideration is welcomed, herring have recently been 
found to spawn in areas previously unknown, such as near Gairloch in Wester Ross where egg matts were 
found on the seabed.  Given that the West coast herring stocks are not currently in a favourable condition, and 
herring has a preference for particular sediment types, what potential does large scale kelp removal have to 
alter sediments in the surrounding areas, and could this have a bearing on its suitability as herring spawning 
ground?). 
 
It should also be highlighted that local crab and lobster stocks support local fisheries and should be given more 
robust consideration.  
 
The Scoping report identifies a number of species that use Scottish inshore waters as nursery grounds but 
does not present the spatial extent of usage.  Consideration should be made to those species that may utilise 
kelp for spawning or as nursery areas.  Resources such as Coull et al (1998) as well as the identified Ellis et al 
(2012) will provide useful information in this regard.  Aires et al (2014) (presented in figure 4.4.11, fish 
sensitivity maps) can be used in conjunction with each of the above, when considering 0-group fish, but please 
note that this information is based on extrapolation from survey data not necessarily representative of potential 
harvesting locations. Presentation of this information could be strengthened by undertaking baseline surveys.   
 
It would be useful to graphically present species of interest in a map format that overlays the area applied for 
within any marine licence application. 
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Table 1 provides a list of designated species that should be considered in the environmental assessment.  Note 
that not all species in Table 1 are necessarily relevant to the area of interest.  Identification of species would 
come from desk based studies of available literature, and baseline surveys. 
 
 Designation 

Species PMF UKBAP 
priority OSPAR IUCN red 

list Bern W&CA 

Cod  
     

Herring       

Sandeels       

Common 
Skate       

Spiny 
Dogfish       

Basking 
Shark       

Mackerel       

Ling       

Anglerfish       

Whiting 
(juvenile)       

Saithe 
(juvenile)       

Norway 
Pout       

Sand Goby       

 
Table 1: Marine fish species of consideration and respective conservation listings 
 
 
Given the number of potential species within the presented ‘preferred marine licence area’, and their likely 
varied distribution, it is unlikely that a single assessment would be appropriate. Indeed, as cited, “the amounts 
of monitoring will need to be determined on a case by case basis, as some features may be particularly 
important at certain sites”.  Owing to this, it is suggested consideration of more refined harvesting areas be 
given.  This approach would allow meaningful baseline information to be gathered at a manageable scale. 
 
Presented alternatives considered are restricted to 100% harvesting in smaller block areas around Skye and 
Tiree.  MSS agree that 100% harvesting is likely to give rise to significant environmental effects.  Are there 
other alternatives to the strip method that could be given consideration?  Please note here that a blanket 
marine licence to harvest in the whole area would seem inappropriate given knowledge gaps in Scottish kelp 
habitat and it’s usage by marine fish species. 
 
Provision of project mitigation measures is welcome. Statements within the mitigation and monitoring section 
that are of particular note are: “A detailed description of the process by which harvesting plans will be prepared 
and used to control harvesting activity at site level” and “Detailed proposals for site specific environmental 
monitoring”. Inclusion of both within the Environemental Report would allow input at an early stage. The SEA 
Environmental Reporti provides possible mitigation methods and these should be considered. 
 
Commercial Fisheries 
 
The current proposal is to harvest 30,000 tonnes wet by the end of a 5 year marine licence. Section 2.1 
Estimated laminaria quantities over time span years 0 to 6 (total of 7 classes). It is unclear how this links to a 
marine licence of 5 years. 
 
There are concerns over the evidence behind some claims in the methodology around harvesting. The ability of 
the operators to “target” specific areas with the proposed equipment, the extent to which  juvenile plants will be 
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left in situ and to which this will promote recovery are not specified or backed up by reference to previous study 
or experience. The ecological relevance of 5-year plans is not explained and recovery times associated with  
images (2.2.4) are not discussed. There is reference to 'sustainable' harvesting practices in Norway, France, 
and Iceland but no further information on sustainability. 
 
There is still uncertainty around the proposed harvesting regime. It is unclear how stripes, blocks and harvest 
areas will be selected, how long the reharvesting  “embargo period” would be and there is little or no evidence 
base for the throsholds of harvest efficiency and kelp extraction percentage. This will require a precautionary 
approach and will need to be addressed in the proposed annual harvesting plans. Again, a pilot study or trial 
would really be needed with potential to identify multiple small harvesting blocks of different environmental 
conditions and locations to establish recovery rates and ecological effects. 
 
The applicant claims that a marine licence over a sufficiently large area will enable the company to avoid 
sensitive locations. Ironically, an application of this size is expected to be more contentious and encompass a 
number of sensitive areas, and assessment will be very hard. An attempt to specify considerations of avoiding 
sensitive areas is included. However there is no reference to capture spawning and nursery area of commercial 
and protected fish species relying on these seaweed beds. These should be included. 
 
MSS agrees that commercial and recreational fisheries should be scoped in for assessment. There is a key 
National Marine Plan policy to protect other legitimate marine users which should be considered. The Scoping 
report indicates that annual harvesting plans are to list potential conflicts with other human activities, which 
should include commercial fisheries. These should include additional information on the proposed mitigation 
measures in case of overlap between these sectors. The commercial fisheries chapter provides a baseline 
characterisation based on ICES rectangles. Additional sources are available for the assessments (IFISH1 and 
ScotMap datasets) These datasets will also assist with information on seasonal restrictions in areas for potting 
and diving. 
 
Scoping explains that 5 kg/m2 densities are required for effective harvesting, mostly occuring in <20m depth on 
hard substrates. This assumption can help refine the proposed area of search and avoid including areas not 
actually required by the company. Preferred Marine Licence Area (Figure 2.3.1) is excessive for an adequate 
assessment considering the lack of empirical evidence. Using a refined area e.g. full resource area (laminaria 
clusters of over 5km/m2 densities) to limit the area of search as per Figures 2.3.2 and 4.4.5 would help narrow 
down the scope of environmental assessment. 
 
Diadromous Fish 
 
Diadromous fish are not specifically referred to in relation to scope, but we would advise these are scoped in for 
assessment. A large part of the west coast of Scotland is included in the search area and most if not all of the 
many rivers discharging into this area have populations of diadromous fish including salmon, sea trout and eels 
which are of high conservation status and in the case of salmon and sea trout economic importance, which 
migrate between the sea and fresh water, either spending short periods in coastal water as they migrate to and 
from waters remote from the British Isles (salmon and some of the eel population) or longer periods (as with 
sea trout and another component of the eel population). The harvesting of kelp has the potential to directly and 
indirectly impact the diadromous fish and could in some cases to impact on fish populations at substantial 
distances from the harvesting site.   
 
The scoping report provides little information specific to diadromous fish. The environmental assessment 
should identify as far as possible which diadromous fish species are likely to be present in the harvest areas 
and at what times of year; the likely origin / destination of fish using the areas; the extent to which there is 
potential impact for example from disturbance or injury from the harvesting process, changes to available 
shelter and feeding opportunities and changes in food availability, for example; and what can be done to reduce 
the impact.  
 
The scoping report correctly notes (4.4.1) that kelp can provide feeding areas for sea trout and could provide 
migration routes for salmon. It is good that there will be (4.5.3) consultation with Fisheries Management 
Scotland. For close to shore areas there should also be consultation with local Fisheries Trusts and District 
Salmon Fishery Boards which may also be able to provide information identifying particularly sensitive areas.  
 
In the case of salmon, particularly close to the mouths of rivers designated as Special Areas of Conservation 
(SACs) for salmon,  information will be required to assess whether there is likely to be any significant effect of 
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the activity on the salmon interest of the SACs and if there is, information will also be required to allow Marine 
Scotland to carry out an Appropriate Assessment.  
 
In 2010, Marine Scotland Science completed a review of migratory routes and behaviour of Atlantic salmon, 
sea trout and eels in Scotland’s coastal environment. Although this review was carried out in the context of 
marine renewables development, it is a useful starting point in considering other types of development. It is 
available from http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/295194/0111162.pdf. 
   
EIA should consider what can be done to identify disturbance or injury to diadromous fish by the activity and 
how this should be reported.    
 
It is likely that there will be a lack of available information to fully assess the potential for impact on diadromous 
fish in the EIA report. It is not known how important kelp beds are to sea trout for example. As such one option 
may be to consider a staged development with the initial stages producing the information required to more fully 
assess the potential for impact. 
 
Oceanography 
 
This response aims to inform on the proposed scope of the Environmental Assessment after an evaluation of 
the Scoping Report with regard to oceanography (sections 4.2 Physical processes and 4.3 Water and sediment 
quality). 
 
Since there is a potential to indirectly change hydrodynamic processes as stated in the scoping report (“Wild 
seaweed harvesting has the potential to indirectly change marine hydrodynamic processes including currents 
and waves (Scottish Government et al., 2016).”) it is important to investigate those changes.  
 
We agree with the following statement: 
“In order to seek to prevent and reduce potential physical processes impacts, mitigation will be embedded in 
the harvesting plans (Section 2.5). Specifically, this includes arranging harvesting strips broadly parallel to the 
shoreline to prevent wave projection being funnelled along harvested strips to the coastline.” 
 
A critical part is the claim that "kelp removal in one harvesting block will not exceed 15% of the estimated 
biomass in one calendar year, representing less than 3% of the kelp resource in the entire harvesting area".  
This means that a "harvesting block" is a fraction of a "harvesting area".  If this is the case and these 
percentages don't mean that individual areas may be impacted much more intensively either in time or space 
(by concentrating the harvesting effort on subsets of the "harvesting blocks" or specific time periods), it is 
reasonable to accept that “changes in kelp bed density due to harvesting are likely to be much smaller than the 
natural variation of kelp density associated with storms and other natural events. It is estimated that on average 
approximately 34% of kelp biomass is removed from beds each year (Burrows et al, 2014a; MacLeod et al, 
2014) and during large storms entire beds can be removed (Byrnes et al., 2011). Similarly, changes to flow 
attenuation and the amount of beach-cast material are likely to be modest and to have relatively minor effects 
on sediment transport and stabilisation.” It must be pointed out that the cumulative effect of harvesting plus 
storms and other natural events needs to be considered in great detail.  
 
Kelp will grow on hard substrates, where erosion and sediment transport issues are likely to be of minimal 
concern, but this is not to say that changes to currents and waves as a result of kelp removal, unless very 
minor due to a limited removal as postulated above, may impact nearby areas/substrates which may be more 
vulnerable to changes in the hydrodynamics. 
 
Overall we agree that physical processes and water and sediment quality should be scoped in, as suggested. 
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Hopefully these comments are helpful to you.  If you wish to discuss any matters further contact the MSS 
Renewables  
 
Yours sincerely, 
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MS Marine Licensing

 

Dear Sirs 
Further to previous correspondence. 
 
On behalf of the board of Mull and Iona Community Trust I would like to offer the following in response to the 
consultation request.  
 
The scale of threat posed to the ecology of the seabed is in our view such that the prospect of Seaweed Harvesting 
in this way should not even be considered. 
 
A major concern which would need to be fully considered is conflict with fixed gear fishing activities. The economic 
benefit from kreel fishing to the small communities living in the waters being considered in this consultation is vital 
and must be protected against the threat of destruction and loss not just of equipment but more importantly of the 
habitat which supports the sustainable fishing activities. The risk to fixed gear fishing posed by Industrial Scale 
Seaweed Harvesting should be fully considered when determining any licence application. MICT stands alongside 
the response submitted by West Coast Regional Inshore Fisheries Group. 
 
I have reviewed the response from Scottish Environment Link and endorse the comments therein. Of particular 
note is the section regarding the legal position: 
 

Crown Estate Scotland, as the owner of the seafloor out to 12nm, is the body responsible for granting permission 
for harvesting kelp. In granting permission to individuals for small‐scale seaweed collection from the foreshore, 
Crown Estate Scotland demonstrates stewardship of their asset by imposing a code of conduct to ensure 
sustainability, which includes:  

 ‘All seaweed should be cut by hand and no length to be cut below that which would inhibit re‐growth’  

 ‘Sensitive methods of collection should be used, including avoidance of mechanical harvesting, avoidance 
of uprooting any plant, cutting heights as high as possible and only removing a proportion of the plant, 
i.e. one third.’ 

 ‘Sustainable quantities of biomass to be harvested in relation to standing crop biomass should be 
estimated, taking into account the precautionary principle’ 

 ‘Community composition should be monitored to ensure no changes (above natural variation) in 
assemblage structure. There should also be no change in habitat structure. The potential impacts on 
associated species should be considered, for example, blue‐rayed limpets, hydroids, bryozoans, 
echinoderms and particularly for any protected species that may be present. Invertebrate by‐catch 
should be quantified and recorded’. 

 ‘Coastal erosion should be considered in any method statement as some algal communities, particularly 
kelp forests are known to dissipate wave energy and stabilise coastlines.’ 
 

These conditions seem to be both sensible and reasonable in regulating a new industry whose longterm impacts 
are unknown. It is difficult to see why they should be applied to small‐scale artisanal hand‐collection of intertidal 
seaweeds but not to large‐scale commercial harvesting, which uses 
destructive collection techniques.  
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Please can you ensure that I am kept informed of developments and am given the opportunity to respond to any 
further consultations or representations from the applicant. 

Thanks and best regards 

Company Limited by Guarantee without share capital registered in Scotland Reg No. SC172897 
Mull and Iona Community Trust is a charity registered in Scotland, Charity Number SC025995 

The views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the company.

The contents of this e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are protected by Copyright. It is only intended for the recipient at the e-mail 
address to which it has been addressed and it may not be disclosed to or used by anyone other than the addressee, nor may it be reproduced, stored in a 
retrieval system or transmitted in any form or by any means whether electronic, mechanical or otherwise without the prior permission of  MICT. 

Whilst every care has been taken to check this outgoing e-mail for viruses, it is seen as your respons bility to check and sweep it, and any attachments, for 
viruses on receipt. 

Urras Coimhearsnachd Mhuile agus Idhe 
Mull and Iona Community Trust 

www.mict.co.uk 
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Comments from New Wave Foods Ltd. in relation to the Marine Biopolymers Ltd. Wild Seaweed 

Harvesting Scoping Report 

Prepared on 24/08/2018 

Author:  New Wave Foods) 

Approval:  New Wave Foods) 

New Wave Foods Ltd. is a wild seaweed harvesting and farming company based in Scotland. We 

currently have hand harvesting operations in Caithness and farming sites in Argyll. We are a small 

enterprise that employs 8 individuals full time equivalent. Our core production is centred around 

milled dried seaweed and we have targeted food markets through both wholesale and production of 

our own products under the brand SHØRE seaweed (http://www.shoreseaweed.com/). We consider 

ourselves custodians of the seaweed resource and as such take great care in reducing our 

environmental impact. We take pride in our minimal impact harvesting methods and our harvesting 

methods, harvesting sites and impact monitoring regimes are all approved by SNH to have no 

negative effect on the natural environment. 

As seaweed harvesters, we can be considered part of the same industry as Marine Biopolymers and 

indeed  we  are  both  members  of  the  Scottish  Seaweed  Industry  Association.  However,  seaweed 

harvesting  is  carried  out  through  a  variety  of methods:  hand‐harvesting, mechanical  cutting,  and 

mechanical dredging. These methods differ greatly in their ability to mitigate environmental impacts. 

Hand‐harvesting is widely considered sustainable for a combination of two main reasons: it is carried 

out at low intensity and it is selective with the techniques used allowing harvested individuals to both 

regrow and continue to reproduce post‐harvest (EHS, 2007). Mechanical dredging on the other hand 

is widely considered environmentally damaging and this is even the case when management of this 

activity is in operation such as in Norway and France (Frangoudes, 2011; Smale et al., 2013). As an 

indirect result of its environmental damage, this method can also be economically damaging to other 

marine stakeholders such as inshore shellfish fishing industry and to the tourist industry (Frangoudes, 

2011). Mechanical dredging is predominantly used for the harvesting of Laminaria hyperborea and it 

is the proposed method of harvesting in the Marine Biopolymers Ltd scoping report for wild harvesting 

in the west coast of Scotland. 

We have chosen to comment on the scoping report because we believe that there are some 

oversights regarding the predicted environmental impacts. We also vehemently feel these impacts 

need to be understood and properly mitigated against by Marine Scotland and Marine Biopolymers 

before any dredging can take place. Whilst this consultation is not seeking comments on societal and 

economic impacts, if the proposal is delivered in its current form and without wide dissemination of 

proven mitigations for environmental impact, we are of the belief that this will damage our business 

and other businesses in the hand harvesting industry because of a perceived association with 

mechanical harvesting. It could also have wider impacts on Scottish provenance for seaweed and 

food in general. 

Environment impacts overlooked in the scoping report 

 Exploitation of a keystone habitat forming organism

Laminaria hyperborea kelp beds are not a ‘monoculture’ as described in the scoping report;

they provide a habitat for a large array of flora and fauna and it is the cornerstone species in

the north Atlantic kelp  forest ecosystem. The kelp  stipes and  fronds  themselves provide a

physical surface for epiphytic organisms (e.g. red algae and filter feeders: sessile polychaetes,

[Redacted]

[Redacted]



bryozoan, tunicates) and they provide food for grazing organisms (e.g. isopods, gastropods). 

The aforementioned macroinvertebrate and epiphytic algal community residing on kelp,  in 

turn provide a food source for many scavengers and predators (e.g. decapods, echinoderms, 

juvenile  fish, wrasse)  and  these  in  turn  provide  food  for  top marine  predators  (e.g.  seals, 

seabirds). The kelp forest also provides a sheltered habitat for a number of mobile species and 

it is a crucial as nursery ground for many fish species (e.g. lumpsucker and gadoids).  

There is a clear correlation between the density and abundance of kelp with species richness, 

with abundant Laminaria hyperborea beds showing the highest diversity (Image 4.4.1 of the 

scoping  report). We  therefore  consider  that  the proposed harvesting  strategy of  targeting 

areas with dense kelp beds is likely to be more environmentally damaging than if areas were 

harvested that had a lower concentration of Laminaria hyperborea.  

The  bottom up  impacts  of  the  removing  this  cornerstone  species  are  can  be  catastrophic 

(Lorentsen et al., 2010) and we urge these are considered during the environmental impact 

assessment.  

Regarding some of species that have specific regulatory protection in this country we feel the 

scoping  report  falls  short  to acknowledge  the  impacts  that will occur on  the  seabirds  that 

predominantly feed in kelp forests. Many of the areas proposed for harvesting are  inshore 

and in less 20m depth. These areas are the prime foraging habitat for Black guillemots and 

European Shags, but the impacts of this species have not been addressed. In our harvesting 

practices we have conditions in our licences that ensure minimal disturbance to these species 

and  feel  that  removing  the  habitat  in  which  these  birds  feed  must  be  considered  as 

environmental impact and significant mitigations should be put in place. 

 Regeneration of kelp beds 

The mechanical methods used do not allow for regrowth of this perennial species because the 

individuals are removed below the meristem (the area of the alga where growth takes place). 

Therefore, rejuvenation of the kelp bed relies on the growth of juvenile kelps left on the reef 

and  on  the  resettlement  of  new  juveniles.  It  can  take  up  to  4  years  before  this  kind  of 

regeneration (Steen et al., 2016) and even after 4 years the kelp bed will not be fully recovered 

because the community of flora and fauna that are associated with mature kelp beds has not 

completely returned (Smale et al., 2013; Steen et al., 2016).  

 Non‐native and invasive species 

The large‐scale clearance of kelp could facilitate the invasion of non‐native species in areas 

where harvesting is taken place. Both Undaria pinnatifida and Sargassum muticum are now 

present in Scotland and can occupy the same niche to L. hyperborea. If these species were to 

colonise denuded rock reefs left by kelp dredging it could lead to a lasting change to benthic 

communities even if kelp beds were left enough time to mature. 
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NORTH MINCH SHELLFISH ASSOCIATION 
 

Response to Marine Biopolymers Ltd Wild Seaweed Harvesting Scoping Report July 2018 
 

I am writing on behalf of members of NMSA to express our opposition to the proposals outlined in 
the Scoping Report by Marine Biopolymers Ltd to apply for a licence to mechanically harvest 
seaweed on the west coast of Scotland.   
 
Kelp habitat is a crucial habitat for numerous invertebrates, fish, birds and marine mammals.  It is at 
the bottom of the food chain.  To remove or damage it will impact on everything above it including 
the shellfish on which our businesses are based and on which our communities depend.   
 
The kelp forests around our coast are a carbon sink which is important as we grapple to deal with 
the effects of climate change.  They are also a storm barrier damping wave action and reducing 
erosion.  Again these are issues which are increasingly relevant to climate change as we experience 
more stormy weather particularly along the west coast.   
 
The current licensing of hand harvesting has a range of restrictions to safeguard the plants and their 
habitat.  Hand harvesters are required to leave the holdfast, stalk and large part of the frond so the 
plant can regrow.  The Scoping Report outlines why they would not do this and in fact states that to 
leave the holdfast would be detrimental to regeneration which is contradictory to current practices 
required for hand harvesting.  We would like to know why?   Hand harvesting is sustainable.  Large 
scale mechanical harvesting is not.  It would be a new form of mechanical dredging which our 
association, other static gear associations, divers and the Scottish Creel Fishermen's Federation have 
long opposed.  It would be concentrated on inshore grounds where much of the fishing for static 
gear fishermen and divers is prosecuted.  It would be in complete conflict with our fisheries. 
 
It would also appear that some parts of Marine Protected Areas are included in the Scoping Report 
including the Wester Ross MPA where dredgers are specifically excluded from operating.  Included 
in the proposed harvesting sites are those such as Coll, Tiree and Canna where there are areas of 
vital importance to animals such as the basking shark.   
 
The ecological consequences of the industrial harvesting have not been specifically evaluated.  
Evidence is now emerging of the long reaching deleterious impact in places such as Norway.  It is 
too easy for companies such as Marine Biopolymers Ltd to talk about creating sustainable 
employment when the potential for damage to existing businesses is unknown.   
 
At the very least there needs to be a full public consultation.   
 

 
 
 

[Redacted]



 

 

 

 

 

A Response to: Scoping document relating to the Marine Licensing of Commercial Seaweed 

Harvesting for Marine Biopolymers Ltd. 

OFA are pleased to be able to respond to the scoping consultation although we were not included in 

the list of consultees. As an organization we have been previously approached by commercial 

seaweed enterprises and always welcome the opportunity to contribute in relation to any licensing 

and legislative process as these developments may in time seek permissions in our area. 

 

Although we note that the report has been thorough in highlighting the potential impacts such an 

operation would have on the environment and has been detailed in how such issues may be avoided 

and/or mitigated, we have further concerns we believe must be addressed. We also stress the 

importance that the mitigation measures outlined in the scoping document are translated into 

practice and subject to regular checks to ensure they are adequate.    

 

 

Introduction to Orkney Fisheries Association: 
Orkney Fisheries Association represents the interests of over 50 fishing vessels and 2 shellfish 

processing factories. Our members predominantly fish in inshore waters so any potential 

developments in inshore waters are of a concern to us.  

As well as representing Orkney’s fishing industry OFA is involved in scientific research of the fishing 

industry and valuable commercial stocks. Currently we employ two scientists under our Green 

Development Project (funded through the European Maritime Fisheries Fund) who are working on 

analysing the socio- economic value of the fishery, its seasonal nature and ways to derive pathways 

to environmentally improved fishing. Previous studies undertaken by OFA include several studies on 

the commercially valuable shellfish species, including ascertaining the growth rates and larval 

movements of Pecten maximus and identifying the potential sources of deformities in crustaceans. 

We have also carried out research on the importance of environmental structures for scallop 

populations and have found that that prior to falling to the seabed juvenile scallop attach to 

seaweed in transition from their planktonic state and before they drop off to bury in the sediment. 

 



Through our research we have established relationships with academics and environmentalists 

world-wide including  His visits to Orkney 

and the expeditions he undertook with our local scallop divers informed us of the uniquely plentiful 

seaweed we were lucky to have growing naturally in our marine environment. The loss of seaweed 

to the Japanese Marine ecosystem through voracious predation by sea urchins has meant that there 

are now no natural scallop stocks in Japanese waters and attempts to regrow seaweed are proving 

very difficult. Japan’s loss of seaweed occurred through different means but has shown that without 

seaweed fish and shellfish do not survive and a way to replace lost sea weed has not yet been found. 

General observations 

OFA are extremely concerned about the absence of protection that all commercially fished stocks 

have in relation to new industries entering the marine environment. This includes but is not limited 

to artificial barriers, the introduction of harmful chemicals (including hydrogen peroxide and 

ammonia), noise pollution, and habitat loss.  

While kelp forests may not currently be classified as a priority marine feature they play an important 

role in marine ecosystems- being recognized by the government as habitat-forming organisms. 

Current legislation is woefully inadequate when it comes to protecting non-priority marine features 

and their associated communities and often fails to account for the interactions between inshore 

and offshore habitats, which is more connected than previously believed. Research carried out by 

OFA has demonstrated this with the commercially valuable species Cancer pagurus with individuals 

having been recorded travelling hundreds of miles within a space of months.  

The scoping in of ‘commercial and recreational fisheries’ does not expand sufficiently widely to 

encompass the effects on the developmental stages of all the species currently fished within 

Scotland’s inshore commercial mixed fishery area. 

The developmental stages we have identified as being at risk include: 

1. Egg bearing crabs and lobsters suffering unknown effects that ‘kill’ their eggs before 

shedding. 

2. Interruption to the ‘moult’ of crab and lobster from chemical inputs 

3. Destruction of plankton from hydrogen Peroxide 

4. Killing of larval crustaceans from anti- sea lice chemical treatments 

5. Deformities to the shells of velvet crab 

6. ‘Grey’ scallop meat in adults 

7. Potential for new predators entering the environment through ballast water discharge 

[Redacted]



 

 

Detailed comments in relation to the report 

• The proposal states a rest period between harvests in any one area will be around 5 years- 

while this may be enough for the kelp itself to recover it may not be enough for the 

associated community to recover (which includes commercially viable species such as young 

cod, pollack and saith).   

•  A report by Highlands and Islands Enterprise suggests that the seasonal growth pattern of 

kelp must be considered when planning harvesting schedules- the main growth period is 

between February and May for L. hyperborea. This does not appear to be mentioned in the 

report- the only seasonal controls mentioned are regarding birds and mammals that may be 

in harvesting areas. Traditionally seaweed has always been harvested seasonally.  

• The report from HIE also mentions that the growth of kelp varies with local conditions and 

recommends caution to be exercised when estimating average production values using data 

derived from large areas. For the proposal to go ahead OFA would hope that each site was 

assessed carefully.   

•  OFA has concerns about the plan to return the hold-fasts to the sea post-harvest. While the 

reasoning for doing so OFA is concerned that there may be the potential for this to damage 

the kelp that has not been harvested by 'shredding' the leaves from the movement of the 

hold fast from strong tidal flows (in addition to the   

• Kelp spores are vulnerable to the presence of mercury, copper, zinc, sodium dodecyl 

benzoate and mixed detergent. Any vessel the company plans to use should not have copper 

sheathing or antifouling or the presence of any other chemicals known to harm kelp or kelp 

spores (HIE report).   

•  In the long-term OFA would be concerned about the implications this may have for Orkney. 

While this study focuses on the west coast its success may lead to an expansion in the 

industry which may cause increased harvesting pressure both in the west coast but also 

around Scotland. A study by HIE looking at the possibility of fishermen expanding into the 

same industry (attached) has a diagram showing the biomass of L. hyperborea around 



Scotland- Orkney and Shetland have some of the highest concentrations after the west 

coast. It is not unreasonable to assume that any future success of this proposal would result 

in a similar proposal for Orkney's waters.  

Precautionary Principal 

Orkney Fisheries Association believe that the man-made individual and cumulative threats to the 

developmental stages of all commercial stocks have been inadequately researched and quantified. 

The precautionary principal has not been applied to the health and sustainability of commercial fish 

and shellfish species. 

It is OFA’s hypothesis that removal of areas of seaweed will remove commercial species using the 

seaweed habitat as support to attach to, or hide in, on its journey to adulthood and commercial 

subsequent harvesting, thereby removing a biomass from the future fishery. It may also create 

‘desert areas’ available for colonization of species which are detrimental to commercial stocks such 

as starfish. 

If a land-based equivalent could be conjured up it would that of the destruction of the wild bird’s 

habitat due to ignorance of their dependence on cover and forage in grass fields and their 

destruction through mechanical grass cutting that trapped and killed them. 

The proposal to industrially remove large amounts of kelp from inshore or off shore waters will have 

negative effects on all commercial stocks. 

While research and knowledge remain significantly lacking and developmental activities continue to 

increase within the marine environment with existing threats to commercial species unresolved, 

there should be no further removals from the sea bed of parts of the habitat that support 

commercial fish and shellfish stocks. 

 

Report into scallop movement in the dive fishery 

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/2a188b_43b00686fd39424398c7bae93682f802.pdf 

HIE seaweed harvesting report 

http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:lkAmAx6ZZesJ:www.hie.co.uk/common/h

andlers/download-document.ashx%3Fid%3D0336008d-db41-4b61-a9bd-

6bfcbd31c876+&cd=3&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=uk  

Orkney Sustainable Fisheries Publications 

http://www.orkneysustainablefisheries.co.uk/?page_id=135  

Brown crab tagging report 

http://www.orkneysustainablefisheries.co.uk/?attachment_id=832  
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Open Seas, 

 

 
 
Dear Scottish Government 
 
Many thanks for the opportunity to engage in this consultation.  
 
Open Seas is a Scottish charity working to promote sustainable seafood and a healthier marine environment. We 

contend that the fishing sector and actors in the seafood supply chain have a key role to play in delivering a 

healthier marine environment. 

We are concerned that this proposal poses significant environmental risks, undermines existing and potential 
sustainable harvesting approaches, and that the scoping paper is poorly developed. We consider that the 
proposal contradicts Government National Marine Policies, and should therefore not be permitted.  
 
With regards to the scoping assessment we have the following comments.  
 

 Kelp as a Priority Marine Feature  
 

The scoping assessment fails to acknowledge that ‘kelp beds’, and ‘Kelp and seaweed communities on 
sublittoral sediment’ are both Priority Marine Features (PMFs), and kelp is a component of the ‘Tide-
swept algal communities’ PMF.  
  
Under General Policy 9 of the Marine National Plan, all development and use of the marine environment 
must not result in significant impact on the national status of Priority Marine 
Features. The significance of this harvesting (29,800 tonnes by year 5; 33,800 tonnes by year 6) on the 
Kelp beds and Kelp and seaweed communities on sublittoral sediment must therefore be considered.  

 
Whilst Burrows et al (2018) estimate Scotland-wide biomass of L. hyperborea is around 20MT (based on 
habitat modelling), the Kelp and seaweed communities on sublittoral sediment PMF is made up of 
several components, some of which are much less abundant and would therefore be much more likely 
to suffer significant impacts if harvested upon. This must be scoped in to any future assessment.  

 
When assessing this significance, it is important that the extent of kelp and overall biomass estimates 
provided by Burrows et al (2018) are treated as estimates, based on modelling data. Burrows et al 
(2018) estimate of L. hyperborea are twice the previous estimate of all kelp species combined and, as 
noted by the authors themselves, are subject to substantial interannual variability. This has not been 
appropriately considered in the scoping report.  

 
Furthermore, when considering recovery of kelp beds it is important to consider that recovery rates vary, 
and can be influenced by i) the rate of harvest (repeat clearing of intervals less than 2 years will result in 
no recovery, canopy should be allowed to mature > 5 years), ii) habitat, iii) the amount of the kelp left 
after harvest. Specifically, SNH recommend that, in marine renewables operations, developers should 
“leav[e] kelp holdfasts intact when clearing”. This point contradicts an assertion made by ABPmer in the 
Scoping Report, which states “Removal of whole plants creates bare rock for colonization by new kelp 
plants and can help to promote recovery of the kelp”.  

 

 PMFs 
 

The scoping report states “Other marine habitats and PMFs may be adjacent to kelp biotopes on both 
hard, soft, and mixed substrata (Figure 4.4.7). However, these are unlikely to be within dense kelp 
forests where wild seaweed harvesting will take place”. This is clearly false.  

 
Whilst the 11 PMFs mentioned in the scoping report as “Sensitive PMFs that may be co-located with 
kelp beds” may be unlikely to be within dense kelp forests where wild seaweed harvesting will take 
place (which is contradictory but appears to be what ABPmer suggest), there are in fact 81 PMFs, and 

[Redacted]
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many are highly likely to be found in the dense kelp forests. Specifically, we would suggest ABPmer 
have overlooked sea trout, cod, saithe, whiting, harbour and grey seal, otter, pink sea fingers and spiny 
lobsters.  

 
As above, General Policy 9 of the National Marine Plan states that all development and use of the 
marine environment must not result in significant impact on the national status of these Priority Marine 
Features. Studies in Norway have shown that gadoid numbers were 92% lower in dredged areas than 
un-dredged, suggesting there is likely to be a significant impact. Other studies exist showing similar 
outcomes for other species. These PMFs clearly need to be scoped in to any future assessment.  

 

 Supported Ecosystem 
 

As well as the other PMFs supported by kelp, kelp ecosystems support more than 1800 different 
species of flora and fauna including other seaweeds, invertebrates, fish, diving birds and otters. We 
welcome the acknowledgement of some of these issues in the report and the intention to scope them 
into any future Environmental Report.  

 
Whilst kelp may recover to full canopy (provided conditions are right) within 6 years. It is important to 
note that recovery of the ecosystem may take much longer, given that some species within it may be 
much slower growing or colonising.  

 
We also note that kelp detritus offers a significant benefit for wider ecosystem and must be considered 
in this aspect also. 

 

 MPA 
 

The Scoping Report states “MBL also proposes to exclude areas from harvesting that have particular 
sensitivities. These include: SACs and NCMPAs which are designated for kelp features. Within the 
marine licence application area this includes (Figure 2.3.17): Loch nam Madadh SAC; Lochs Duich, 
Long and Alsh Reefs SAC; Sound of Barra SAC; and Western Ross NCMPA.” 

 
Clearly, this is a partial representation of the “areas… that have particular sensitivities”. ABPmer have 
overlooked a range of other SACs and NCMPAs which must also be scoped in and fully considered in 
any future environmental assessment. These include Small Isles MPA, designated to conserve black 
guillemots who feed in the kelp; Eileanan agus Sgeiran Lios mor SAC, designated to protect seals; Firth 
of Lorn SAC, designated to protect reefs; etc. We can name others but would expect ABPmer to cover 
this.  

 

 Blue Carbon 
 

Kelp plays a vital role in the carbon cycle, balancing the uptake of CO2 and removing it from the water 
column, sequestering 1.73MtC.yr-1 in part via the natural die off and decaying of the detritus. This is not 
considered in any capacity in the scoping report despite there being a growing knowledge base 
surrounding the issue. This must be scoped in to any future environmental assessment.  

 
 

With regards to the proposal to mechanically dredge kelp more generally we have the following comments.  
 

 Mitigation Measures 
 

The mitigation measures proposed appear weak and under-developed. Clearly there are a range of 
areas where this activity is not sustainable or appropriate, these include MPA and SAC for species other 
than kelp, and other areas which are known to be sensitive. Additionally, the PMFs being considered are 
clearly not the most relevant and are nearly all unlikely to co-locate with kelp (despite ABPmer’s 
statements), and mitigations are not proposed for other species. This is highly concerning.  

 

 Harvest rate 
 

Whilst the report states “by year 5… MBL will require the capacity to harvest up to 30,000 tonnes…” but 
then goes on to show that in year 6 they will have grown beyond this. Given there appears to be no 
ceiling in harvest rate proposed, it is unclear how the proposal will ensure that harvesting is within 
sustainable limits. This is concerning and leads us to consider that the proposal is not for a sustainable 
harvest. Furthermore, there is no discussion of what the maximum sustainable yield of Scotland’s kelp 
forest ‘stock’ is, and no consideration of whether or how to cap extraction at sustainable levels. This 
absence of an adequate regulatory framework again indicates that the proposal does Furthermore, there 
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is no discussion of what the theoretical maximum sustainable yield of Scotland’s kelp forest ‘stock’ is, 
and no consideration of whether or how to cap extraction at sustainable levels. The absence of a 
proposed regulatory and management framework indicates that the proposal does not comply with basic 
principles of sustainability. 

 

 National Marine Plan 
 

We consider that this proposed use of the marine area contradicts the policies set out in the National 
Marine Plan.  

 
Whilst the National Marine Plan states a presumption in favour of sustainable use, we cannot see 
anything in this proposal which sets out a use which is sustainable. Without limits on proposed harvest 
rates after year 6 and without proposed mitigations to ensure there is no detrimental impact on seabirds, 
PMFs or other features within the kelp habitat, the outline appears to propose a use which could easily 
be considered unsustainable.  

 
By progressing with this proposal, it appears the Scottish Government is favouring this use over those 
uses which are already in operation, such as hand harvesting. Given that these are done under licence 
and considered sustainable, Government would appear to be contradicting that policy.  

 
Furthermore, without any assessment of impact on the kelp PMFs themselves, or associated PMFs, this 
proposal appears to contradict general policy 9, parts b) and c).  

 

On the basis of these considerations, we conclude that the proposal should not be permitted. Specifically, due to 
the fact that the proposal is poorly defined with no real limit on harvest or footprint of the activity, and the fact that 
environmental considerations and mitigations are at best partial, and at worst overlook significant impacts to 
PMFs and wider marine health. Clearly progressing licensing in spite of these issues risks contradicting the 
policies set out in the National Marine Plan.  
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This proposal is the first of its kind in Scotland so it is critical that any future license is issued without 
compromising the highly productive and natural environmental role that kelp plays within Scottish 
waters. To support the environmental assessment a summary of our key recommendations includes: 

1. Recovery of kelp versus recovery of biodiversity: the report focuses on how readily kelp would 
recover post harvesting. The environmental assessment must focus on both the recovery of kelp 
and the high numbers of species that it supports. The regrowth of kelp doesn’t in itself 
represent a recovery of the habitat to pre-harvest condition. The implications of this for the 
assessment are fundamental and will effect all the natural heritage aspects, including birds. 
Evidence and data supporting this part of the assessment is required. Examples are expected to 
come from high quality monitoring programmes from the likes of Norway and other countries 
that have seaweed harvesting. Monitoring of associated kelp communities is vital to test 
recovery and we would advise that small scale trials are completed and assessed prior to any 
full-scale application so that there is sufficient data to inform the EIA. 
 

2. Alternatives: There is a need to explore the potential for sourcing kelp via other means, 
especially as alternative methods could offer much reduced environmental risks and be more 
sustainable. Potential alternatives include: 
- Focusing on single or a few, appropriate, sites for harvesting rather than seeking a general 

licence of wide geographic extent which is very difficult to assess; 
- Cultivation of the kelp species at appropriate sites using an aquaculture license, supported 

by appropriate infrastructure to deliver a low-impact process. 
 

3. Climate change and carbon storage: The basis for scoping out the topic of carbon storage is 
insufficient as it simply states that kelp will regrow, without any evidence to suggest the 
likelihood of this happening repeatedly and at a scale that would be required. We would 
recommend it be included in the environmental assessment. In addition, there is a need to 
consider the potential long-term resilience of the kelp beds to the effects of climate change. 
Extraction of kelp may be an additional stressor to that of climate change pressures that the 
species will also be experiencing. This may lead to shifts in its ability to recover and have 
implications that may effect natural ecosystem dynamics and the future commercial interests. 
Climate change and natural carbon storage implications of this proposal need to be considered 
in light of the requirements of General Policy 5 in the Scottish National Marine Plan. 
 

4. Habitats Regulations Appraisal: the seaweed harvesting proposal is likely to have significant 
effects on the Natura network (i.e. Special Protection Areas (SPA), Special Areas of Conservation 
(SAC) and proposed SPAs/SACs). As such it is our view that the competent authority, Marine 
Scotland, must undertake an Appropriate Assessment.  
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5. Other comments:  

- Kelp is a priority marine feature (PMF) – the effects of harvesting a PMF need to be 
considered in the context of General Policy 9 in the Scottish National Marine Plan. 

- On Page 9 it is suggested ‘ecologically sensitive shorelines…’ will be excluded from 
harvesting opportunities. This would include most of the inshore waters around Tiree and 
areas around Coll, where the coast is ecologically sensitive and backed by machair and sand 
dunes, however this island is included as part of the consideration of alternative licence 
areas (see Figure 2.3.16). The scoping document seems incomplete in its assessment of such 
areas. 

- the collection of seaweed for crofting purposes (organic fertiliser) is also known to occur on 
Tiree, not just the Western Isles as stated on page 45.  

- There is a need to consider other marine activities such as lower impact fisheries (e.g. 
creeling) and the potential conflicts and/or cumulative impacts. 

We note the report concludes that seaweed harvesting does not require a formal Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA). Whilst an EIA is being completed on request by Marine Scotland for this proposal, we 
wish to highlight the obvious legislative gap that exists whereby wild seaweed harvesting could, in 
theory, progress without adequate environmental assessment. This issue will likely need to be 
addressed should the industry be set to expand in future. 

We trust our comments and recommendations are helpful. Should MBL wish to discuss any of the issues 
raised in more detail please do get in touch. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
{SENT BY EMAIL} 
 
 

 
Senior Conservation Planner 
 
 

[Redacted]
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MS Marine Licensing

Dear MS‐LOT 
 
Please find below some comments on the recently submitted scoping report from MBL and ABP Mer on 
Wild seaweed Harvesting.  
 

 
 

 
 

1. Overall the language used in the ABP report seems to seek to play down the possible impacts of the 
proposed harvesting ‐ this is seen repeatedly in use of phrases such as 'limited impacts' and 'low 
levels of harvesting' ‐ my main problem with this is that this prejudges the work which will be 
undertaken in the Environmental Assessment. For example ABP Mer have not evaluated properly 
the likely area which will be impacted. Comparisons of the standing stock to the harvest 
requirements make the impacts sound very small ‐ 0.15% of biomass impacted is quoted several 
times ‐ but this ignores (a) seasonality of standing biomass ‐ see p 25 for description of how L. 
hyperborea grows seasonally (b) seasonality of quality of the seaweed (c) variable harvest 
efficiency although this is acknowledged to some extent in section 2.2.4  (c) the need to have a 
harvest rotation ‐ in fact the area impacted needs to be multiplied by 5 assuming a 5 year rotation. 

2. In 2.2.4 the figure shows a partially recovered kelp bed after harvesting but it is described as a kelp 
forest ‐ I find this mis‐leading. 

3. In relation to harvest efficiency (section 2.2.4) it is reported that in Norway experience suggests 
this is between 40‐70% (presumably of area although not very clear) ‐ however ABP Mer then 
assume a lower harvest efficiency of 50% ‐ why not use the lower value quoted from the 
Norwegian experience? 

4. Repeated use of words 'low intensity harvesting' ‐ I guess this is supposed to reassure the reader 
but one needs to balance low intensity extraction over a larger area, versus, high intensity over a 
smaller area ‐ which has the lower environmental impact? As far as I know such a comparison has 
not been made in the scientific literature in relation to kelp extraction, so there is an assumption 
being made that spreading the activity out over larger areas will be less impacting, but this has not 
been tested as far as I know. 

5. P7 mentions 'kelp bark', I assume they are referring to the stipe walls? The processing of the kelp 
needs a bit more description so that readers know what is being referred to and do not get 
confused with the proposed return to sea of the holdfasts. 

[Reda
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6. Section 2.2.5 ‐ refers to disposal of the holdfasts at sea ‐ whilst it is true that this may mitigate to 
some extent the removal of associated organisms what is not clear is when the holdfasts will be 
removed ‐ if this is something which happens in the processing plant and the holdfasts are then 
shipped back out for disposal most of the associated infauna will likely be dead. 

7. Section 2.2.5 ‐ disposal of holdfasts ‐ the movement of holdfast material after disposal appears to 
be ignored ‐ given that kelp typically live in high‐energy environments, dumped holdfasts may not 
remain in the place they are dropped ‐ they will likely be moved and accumulate somewhere else. 
The build‐up of larger amounts of organic material could then lead to problems which are alluded 
to in relation to water quality. The report does not seem to draw on what is known, if anything, of 
the fate of holdfast, or other parts of waste kelp material from Norway, for example do they put it 
back in the sea or is it disposed of in some other manner. Has disposal at sea caused any problems? 

8. P8 ‐ I do not find the comparison with area impacted by scallop dredging very relevant ‐ that is a 
different activity taking place over a different habitat. 

9. Harvesting will be year round as there is a need to keep the factory supplied ‐ the impact of this on 
the area impacted has not been described very well ‐ although Burrows et al. (2018) suggest that 
"the seasonal variation in biomass is likely to be small relative to the total harvestable biomass", 
they also acknowledged that quality will vary seasonally, so presumably the area which will need to 
be harvested to produce a certain amount of product will vary seasonally ‐ the only way to evaluate 
this properly seems to be to have better data on the standing stocks, biomass and quality and 
critically how these change seasonally within the proposed harvest areas ‐ it seems that this 
information may not be collected before prospecting begins unless it forms parts of the baseline 
surveys but these then would need to be conducted over at least a year to inform this aspect. 

10. The abstract says required biomass will be 30,000 tonnes but in year 6 the requirement is for 
33,800 t ‐ this suggests that the business model assumes demands will continue to increase beyond 
what is presented in the Abstract, but to what point? It is therefore hard to evaluate how large the 
impacts of this activity could end up. I think the concern is that once established there may be 
considerable pressure to allow further expansion, whereas the activity might not be licenced in the 
first place if it were clear how large the eventual impacts are expected to become. 

11. Section 3.5 ‐ it is not made clear that Kelp and associated communities and Kelp beds are in fact 
PMFs themselves. 

12. P16 ‐ a comment is made in relation to the MSFD which seems to pre‐judge the result of an 
evaluation of this aspect as part of the proposed Environmental Assessment. 

13. P20 ‐ I found some of the wording used to be rather loose and again seems to be trying to down‐
play any impacts. It is stated that "and allowance for juvenile and shorter individuals to remain in 
situ, will allow kelp density to recover rapidly" but what does this actually mean ‐ in terms of the 
density as expressed as number of kelp plants per unit area this might be true, but this doesn't 
mean the full functionality of the kelp forest has recovered rapidly and that it will resume it full 
physical and ecological role. 

14. P35 ‐ again use of loose and loaded language "It is also unlikely that ecological functioning will alter 
significantly due to the small amount of kelp to be harvested within overall harvesting areas and 
the fact that complete clearance of kelp in harvest blocks will not be undertaken." As discussed 
above it is not entirely clear what the total impacted areas will actually end up being so that it is 
unclear what the word "small" refers to ‐ biomass or area? What is actually being referred to needs 
to be much more carefully written throughout the scoping report, particularly in relation to point 1 
above. 

15. P 36 assumes the impacts on cod will be small but no mention is made of the present poor state of 
the West of Scotland cod stock ‐ indeed it is the state of the commercial whitefish stocks in this 
region which is one of the main issues in relation to the attainment of Good Environmental Status 
under the MSFD. Any activity which might further inhibit recovery of these stocks is likely to be of 
some concern and needs to be evaluated based on solid evidence. 
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16. P36 I am not convinced that the use of EAV will adequately address the issue of impacts on wild 
fish stocks ‐ the EAV as presented assumes that all fish at a certain age have the same probability of 
reaching maturity but earlier on it is stated that complex habitats, such as kelp forests, provide 
additional protection from predators. Therefore, young fish in the kelp beds are expected to have a 
higher probability of survival compared with those in less complex habitats. This habitat differential 
does not appear to be accounted for in the EAV example calculations presented. 

17. Whether kelp beds have important roles as nursery areas for crustacea, some of commercial 
importance, is rather poorly known ‐ this is acknolwedged in the scoping report but I suggest this 
will probably require additional research in order to properly evaluate the likely impacts of 
harvesting in the Environmental Assessment. 

18. P38 It is stated that no marine ecological surveys are planned as part of preparing the 
Environmental Assessment. This is somewhat unusual in relation to normal EIA practice where 
baseline data would be collected and presented as part of the Environmental Statement. It further 
means that the proposed baseline surveys and monitoring within the harvest areas must be 
designed in a rigorous manner as recommended in Burrows et al., (2018) but that initial 
information from these surveys may not be available to MS‐LOT prior to a licence being granted for 
harvesting. I therefore recommend that MS‐LOT pay particular attention to whether present 
available data are adequate to evaluate the licence application and that the proposed baseline and 
monitoring program in any eventual application for harvesting is sufficiently rigorous. Given that 
data are likely to be missing for at least some of the proposed harvest areas, a Rochdale Envelope 
type approach could be adopted by basing the evaluation on a worst‐case scenario in relation to 
the biomass and quality of the seaweed. I would also hope that presentation of adequate annual 
reporting, which ideally needs to be reviewed by external experts, might be a condition within any 
licence granted. 

19. In regard to the non‐statutory stakeholders for consultation I suggest the addition of the Marine 
Conservation Society (Scotland) and British Sub‐aqua Club as they are likely to have views on the 
habitat impacts in particular. 

 
Yours sincerely 

 
 

Scottish Association for Marine Science 

 
 
The Scottish Association for Marine Science (SAMS) is registered in Scotland as a Company Limited by 
Guarantee (SC009292) and is a registered charity (9206). SAMS has two actively trading wholly owned 
subsidiary companies: SAMS Research Services Ltd (SC224404) and SAMS Ltd (SC306912). All 
Companies in the group are registered in Scotland and share a registered office at  

. The content of this message may contain personal views which are not the views 
of SAMS unless specifically stated. Please note that all email traffic is monitored for purposes of security 
and spam filtering. As such individual emails may be examined in more detail.  
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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MS Marine Licensing

 

 
  
24/08/2018 

  
Marine Scotland: Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland, Scoping opinion request 

  
  
The Scottish Islands Federation represents community bodies on several islands included in the search 
area covered by the Scoping opinion report (Tiree, Coll, Rum, Eigg, Canna, Skye, South Uist ) and others such as 
the Lorne Island Parnership, Luing, Seil and Jura which do not fall within the Area of Search and will not be 
consulted although the potential impact for future wild seaweed harvesting should probably be considered on 
these islands as well.  
  
  
We therefore request that the Scottish Islands Federation is included in the list of Key stakeholders in the 
scoping report to ensure that that the opinion of island communities are heard and properly considered, 
especially when those communities include local seaweed harvesting businesses, fishermen and foreshore users 
who will be affected by proposals to grant licences for large scale mechanical seaweed harvesting in the areas 
where they operate.  
  
A case in point is that of the island of Tiree where the creel industry has recently received nearly £1m of 
HIE/SG/MS funding for improvement to its fishing harbours, yet there has been a total lack of involvement or 
consultation of that island despite being listed as key stakeholder, which has led to the Tiree Community Council 
requesting an extension of the consultation period. Indeed as part of the Islands (Scotland) Act’s 
implementation, we consider that such consultations should have been island-proofed, so that all the relevant 
island stakeholders would have be notified within a sufficient time-frame for them to collate their response, 
which certainly does not seem to have been the case. 
  
With regard to wild seaweed harvesting, it is crucial to consider that kelp forests are among the most biologically 
diverse and valuable marine habitats not just around the UK but on the planet (Birkett et. al. 1998), and are 
recognised as a Priority Marine Feature habitat within Scotland’s seas. Scotland holds a significant proportion of 
the UK records of kelp beds and therefore the habitat is considered to be nationally important.   
  
The benefits that kelp beds bring to the marine ecosystem are multi-fold.  Kelp beds provides a canopy under 
which a wide range of animals and plants thrive and reproduce.  As a primary habitat, kelp forests support the 
whole food chain in our seas. Furthermore, kelp forests especially in cold seas such as ours contribute to short-
term carbon storage. Protecting blue carbon features such as Scottish kelp forests should therefore be 
considered essential for healthy seas and for action against climate change.  Our coasts are affected by 
increasingly severe and frequent storms due to climate change. Kelp beds act as vital buffers against coastal 
erosion and the impacts of storm damage through absorption of wave action.  The targeted removal of large, 
old-growth fronds from these kelp beds may substantially reduce the ability of the beds to provide these vital, 
free ecosystem services.  
  
We are further concerned by the area of search shown within the scoping report, with particular reference to the 
number of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) and other statutory designations within this area.  Scotland’s MPAs 
were put in place for the purpose of protecting and/or recovering Priority Marine features, with the overall aim of 
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protecting and enhancing the marine environment on a national scale, and meeting Scotland’s statutory 
obligations.  Many of the designated areas included in the scoping report area of search have management 
orders in place, which prohibit bottom-contacting mobile fishing gear such as scallop dredgers, for the 
protection of the vulnerable and sensitive habitats present. The specially built or repurposed mechanical 
harvesting vessels in the scoping report appear to be akin to scallop dredgers and with the potential to cause an 
equivalent level of harm as is actually admitted in the report.  
  

For all the reasons above, it is especially important that the Scoping report is looking at addressing 
environmental concerns about the exploitation of Scotland’s wild kelp forests as thoroughly as possible since it 
has to be a bench mark exercise: future licences for both mechanical and hand harvesting will use it as a 
precedent and therefore future implications and future proofing should be scoped in.  

  
The following points are of particular concern to us:  
  

     Harvesting: The preferred harvesting method proposed clearly states it will leave strips of between 4m and 
12m wide between harvested strips (which will be 3-4m width) and the harvesting block will be 200m by 200m 
in size. Any one harvest area will be divided into 5 blocks and only one block to be harvested every 5 
years. What is concerning is that BML allows for this frequency to change dependent on recovery time and do 
not seem clear on what the minimum time allowed should be (later on it is stated a minimum of 5 years: clarity 
of minimum recovery time needs to be scoped in.  

  
On page 9, consideration of Alternative Harvesting proposes harvesting an entire block every 5 years, limited 
to the Isle of Skye and Tiree. This needs to be scoped in,  as this does not receive enough attention whether 
this is sustainable or even a viable alternative. 

  
       Holdfast disposal and degradation: More evidence is required to support that the disposal of the 
holdfasts and their degradation won't have a negative impact from compounds released associated with 
degradation e.g. methyl-sulphide and other sulphur based compounds that could be released.   
  
       Standing stock assessment: this is based on a modelled prediction of available biomass, with limited 
field data to back it up. Currently hand harvesters have to provide estimates from actual sample data for 
even small scale hand cutting i.e. no extraction to obtain harvesting permission. Actual field data, even from 
one proposed harvest area, should be used to test whether the assumptions from Burrows et. al. 2018 hold 
and should be scoped in.  

  
       High water mark: the report details that harvesting will take place 50m from mean high water mark: we 
consider it should rather take place 50m from mean low water mark to attempt to minimise the risk 
of excessive habitat damage from dredging gear catching on coastal features and being lost so close to the 
intra-littoral zone; 

  
       Grazing events after harvesting: The possibility of sea urchin grazing is not adequately covered. The 
statement that there have been no significant grazing events suggests that some grazing has been observed 
or recorded. Further details especially on what limits urchin grazing and whether kelp stand removal 
instigates mass grazing events would need to be included and should be scoped in to the Environmental 
report.  

  
       Effect on lessening impact from storms on the coast: The strategy does not detail that it will not remove 
the seaward edge of the kelp beds, yet the seaward edge is most likely to be the one better adjusted to 
taking the brunt of the storm wave energy. Insufficient evidence is provided to say that a 3% removal on top 
of what is normally removed by storms won't have a negative effect.  

  
       Alginate extraction: One method of alginate extraction involves the use of formaldehyde and it is crucial 
to ensure this does not happen, especially at sea or any other risk of chemical spillage from pre-processing 
at sea is possible. Details whether any pre-plant processing will occur on the specially designed transport 
vessels needs to be scoped in. 

  
       Further Work Required: the work to look into the potential impact of kelp harvesting on the Assessment 
Issues looked at in section 4 of the report is stated to be "a desk based exercise" with no field work 
scheduled to be undertaken. Field work should be scoped in at the very least to visit Norway to actually see 
kelp harvesting in operation and to view the sea bed before and after the kelp harvesting, as well as using 
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the opportunity to provide additional evidence that site recovery does occur. This should be scoped into 
be undertaken as part of the environment report exercise.  

  
       Viable alternatives to mechanical harvesting:  alternatives such as hand harvesting and kelp farming are 
not addressed in the report nor is the possibility of collecting the large quantity of kelp brought up by scallop 
dredgers (mainly a mixture of sugar kelp Saccharina latissima (the report incorrectly names 
it Laminaria saccharina) and L. hyperborea);  

  
       Impact to hand harvesters and other seaweed industry users: as mentioned above, hand harvesters, 
local seaweed farmers as a local industries are bringing economic benefits to island and coastal 
communities and impact on their livelihood should also be scoped in. 

  
       Kelp forests as a carbon store. The impact on carbon storage is scoped out because kelp is considered 
to be offering only temporary carbon storage with maximum time that carbon is locked up being circa 15 
years in the oldest thalli in Scotland. However, this does not seem to hold with previous work undertaken by 
Birkett et. al.  1998 when they reported kelp beds account for up to 75% of the UK marine uptake of CO2. 
Furthermore not all of naturally detached kelp ends up as beach cast, a significant amount is transported to 
deeper levels.  What should be scoped in is further evidence to suggest that removal of even a temporary 
carbon sink and one where carbon can be transported to off shore sediments will not have an impact.  

  
       Seaweed as fertiliser: the report does not acknowledge the importance of seaweed as fertiliser in other 
areas apart from Western Isles. This needs to be scoped in more accurately.  

  
       Other seaweed harvested: epiphytic red seaweeds will also be harvested alongside kelp in the BML 
proposal as the harvesting process will not be able to distinguish between the different seaweeds. Will these 
seaweed just go to waste or are other solutions being looked into?  This needs to be also scoped in. 

  
       Monitoring: with Marine Scotland pushed even to monitor existing scallop dredging, creel and razor 
clams at the moment, will there be any resources within Marine Scotland to provide independent seabed 
inspection and testing of the effects of large scale mechanical harvesting? Details of how will the kelp 
harvesting be monitored and who will monitor it should therefore be scoped in.  

  
       Licensing: The changes in Crown estate management of the seabed from the Crown Estate to the 
Scottish Government (with the possibility of devolving responsibility to community groups) should be scoped 
in since communities may be able to get money for licences and may be able to act as independent 
monitoring bodies.  

  
  
Without these points being addressed, it is difficult to see how large scale industrial kelp harvesting should be 
allowed in Scotland.  Considering the status of Kelp forests as a Priority Marine Feature it has to be 
demonstrated beyond reasonable scientific doubt that large scale mechanical harvesting can be done without 
damage to the environment.  
  
  
  

 
 

Scottish Islands Federation 

  
  

  
  
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 

[Redacted]

[Redacte
d]



 
 

Our ref: PCS/160420 
Your ref:  

 
  
Marine Scotland 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

August 2018 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 
Wild Seaweed Harvesting West Coast of Scotland  
 
Thank you for consulting SEPA on the scoping of the Environmental Appraisal for the above 
development proposal by way of your email, which we received on 26 July 2018.   
 
As this is an emerging industry in Scotland we are keen to engage so that we can assist the 
sustainable development of the industry. We wish to develop an understanding of the issues and 
impacts involved and how these will be managed to enable the growth of a sustainable seaweed 
industry whilst protecting our marine resources. As it is a developing industry, we are providing a 
wide range of comments to assist as much as we can but recognise that some of those comments 
may not apply to the particular proposals that may come forward. 
 
We note the reference to shared facilities which would fall under the Town and Country Planning 
(Scotland) Acts. Section 6.4 of Planning Advice Note 1/2013: Environmental Impact Assessment 
states “A small number of projects may require more than one consent which must be subject to 
EIA (a ‘multi-regime consent’), for example an off-shore marine project with associated on-shore 
infrastructure. It is now good practice to carry out a single environmental assessment for multi 
regime developments. In order to assist the developer, we have provided two appendices, one for 
the marine aspects and one for the terrestrial aspects.  
 
We would welcome the opportunity to comment on any draft submissions and would welcome 
engagement with the applicant at an early stage to discuss any of the issues raised in this letter.  
 

 

 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Senior Planning Officer 
Planning Service 
 

 
 
 

[Redacted][Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]



 

Disclaimer 
This advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated by us, as 
such a decision may take into account factors not considered at this time. We prefer all the technical 
information required for any SEPA consents to be submitted at the same time as the planning or similar 
application. However, we consider it to be at the applicant's commercial risk if any significant changes 
required during the regulatory stage necessitate a further planning application or similar application and/or 
neighbour notification or advertising. We have relied on the accuracy and completeness of the information 
supplied to us in providing the above advice and can take no responsibility for incorrect data or 
interpretation, or omissions, in such information. If we have not referred to a particular issue in our response, 
it should not be assumed that there is no impact associated with that issue. For planning applications if you 
did not specifically request advice on flood risk, then advice will not have been provided on this 
issue. Further information on our consultation arrangements generally can be found on our website planning 
pages. 
 

  



 

Appendix 1: Marine scoping 
 
1.1 We consider that the Scoping Report identifies a useful range of potential issues associated 

with the activity of harvesting wild seaweed and generally welcome the proposed scope of 
the Environmental Assessment. 

1.2 In summary we consider that the following key issues must be addressed in the 
Environmental Assessment process. To avoid delay and potential objection, the information 
outlined below must be submitted in support of the application.  

a) Map showing areas to be extracted including details of phasing and timing; 
 
b) Schedule of monitoring including criteria which would result in the cessation of extraction 

any other mitigation; 
 

c) Schedule of mitigation including pollution prevention measures and biosecurity. 
 
1.3 Within our principles of One Planet Prosperity we need to understand that the ecological 

footprint of Scotland is such that approximately three planets are required to sustain our 
current living. We understand that the proposal is for an extraction process that will 
hopefully allow for re-growth and continual harvesting over a recognised return period.  

1.4 The Scoping Report seems to identify the whole of the wild seaweed resource around 
Scotland (19.7 million tonnes wet weight) and sets the expected extraction rates for the 
company at 30,000 tonnes wet weight. The report states that “This amounts to 
approximately 0.15% of the estimated total standing biomass of this species in Scotland.” 
However, it is unclear as to how much of the available biomass could be removed 
sustainably, and if the proposed extraction rate of 30,000 tonnes is the maximum that could 
be extracted by all operators or whether these extraction rates are sustainable with other 
operators operating to the same degree. This needs to be assessed within the 
Environmental Assessment. 

1.5 There is no spatial application of the potential operation within the submitted Scoping 
Report. Different locations will have different environmental risks, which may need 
additional assessment and controls not yet identified via the Scoping Report. This Scoping 
Report has identified generic risks, but the site specific detail will need to identify the local 
risks. For example, Section 3.6 mentions natural flood management, this should consider 
the Dynamic Coast project work to scope out areas where kelp forests have a role in 
attenuating waves for coastal protection of vulnerable coasts. The Environmental 
Assessment needs to identify the proposed areas of operation including the rates and 
timings of extractions. For information, Section 3.10.2 refers to the Water Framework 
Directive surface water body going out to one nautical mile. It should read three nautical 
miles and enclosing water bodies. In this instance, on the west coast this encompasses 
much of the area in this scoping as is illustrated in Figure 4.3.1. 

1.6 The proposal gives a broad-brush area for a proposed marine licence area, however, we 
request that the operator identifies profitable areas with the least environmental impact, in a 
similar manner to the identification of fish harvesting areas. It would be beneficial to have a 
process that allows identification of the harvesting areas with the least environmental 
impact to be harvested first in order to allow the monitoring processes to be embedded. 

1.7 Further information on the harvesting methodology of removing Laminaria sp plants in their 
entirety from the substrate is required and the impacts of this need to be assessed. Kelp 



 

holdfasts and the habitat that they create play an important role in the marine environment, 
for example they are understood to provide refuge for immature crustaceans and juvenile 
fish – the report discusses the presence of such animals. Removing entire Laminaria sp 
plants may therefore have an impact beyond that for the kelp beds themselves. We are 
unclear as to how the disposal of the holdfasts back in the sea post-harvest (presumably 
after some time in the processing plant) will “restock” the animals that may have been 
present in the holdfast into the marine environment. If those animals survived the 
translocation process they would no longer have habitat to live in as their kelp has been 
removed.   

1.8 The issue of re-growth of beds following harvesting is discussed and pictures are included 
in the report showing immature plants left post-harvesting and these plants recovering to fill-
in the harvested strip. This is the ideal scenario. Kelp beds, like many other marine habitats, 
are often a component of a dynamic ecosystem and the consequences of harvesting are 
not necessarily that the bed is subsequently subject to “rapid recovery”. The creation of 
bare areas may indeed allow for recolonisation with kelp but might equally allow 
colonisation by other species which may in the longer term be detrimental to the health of 
the wider kelp bed. Specifically we are considering the potential for grazers such as urchins 
to colonise which would limit the scope for recolonisation by kelp (urchins eat the young 
kelp plants) and may offer the urchins an opportunity to penetrate the wider kelp bed. In 
addition there are risks of non-native invasive species such as Undaria Pinnatifida 
encroaching. This would be very difficult to mitigate if this happened and could affect the 
long term viability of the business as it could impact upon the kelp growth. 

1.9 It might be that cutting the plants off rather than ripping them from the rocks is a better 
scenario or perhaps if the area to be harvested is such a tiny proportion of the asset then 
the impact will be limited. The Environmental Assessment needs to assess this and develop 
a phasing and monitoring programme that will enable mitigation if required. 

1.10 Section 4.3.2 states that waterbody classification is unlikely to be affected the harvesting. At 
present it is the intertidal zone which is monitored in terms of kelp for classification 
purposes, not the sub tidal zone where this development is proposed. It will be important to 
assess impacts upon the kelp forests in the sub tidal area. Advice on the methodology for 
this is best sought from SNH who may have comparable experience from assessing kelp 
forests within Marine Protected Areas. 

1.11 We understand that waste seaweed will be immediately disposed of at the point of 
extraction. The Environmental Assessment should assess what the impact of this will be 
including volumes of material, locations of disposal and likely dispersal and what impacts 
these will have. 

1.12 Section 4.3.3 suggest further work on biosecurity and marine non-native contingency 
planning. The applicant should note Chapter 8 of our current River Basin Management 
Plans which discusses pressures from the spread of non-native species. The Environmental 
Assessment should consider biosecurity and develop plans on how this operation would 
prevent the spread of marine non-natives and a contingency plan should a marine non-
native species be encountered during operations and monitoring of this activity in 
accordance with guidance from Marine Scotland. Section 4.4.1 states that there are no 
species of concern. Unfortunately this is not the case and both Stella and Sargassum are 
known in the scoping area and should be considered in the above assessment.  

1.13 It is encouraging to note the proposal proactively including monitoring plans. Further work 
will be required to identify the relevant monitoring and reporting requirements in order to 



 

ensure that these operations are sustainable. Specifically of note is the lack of any 
intervention criteria relating to the monitoring. What criteria would be used in assessing 
sites that fail to be sustainable and would require additional measures to aid restoration? 
For example a temporal element should be considered so that levels of impact and 
recovery at each site can be understood and provide evidence of the sustainability of this 
method of harvest. In addition Section 2.6 mentions engagement with mariners and 
fishermen; it may also be worth engaging with recreational divers as the areas indicated are 
popular with them and there may be an opportunity for working with this community as 
observers if they dive the areas being harvested. The Environmental Assessment should 
identify a procedure for the establishment of a baseline survey, the appropriate monitoring, 
an intervention criteria, and a restoration plan.  

 
 
 
 



 

Appendix 2: Terrestrial scoping 
 
We understand that a site has yet to be identified for any shore based facilities. In order to assist 
please find below our general scoping requirements for terrestrial projects. Once a site is identified 
we would welcome the opportunity to provide site specific advice. To avoid delay and potential 
objection, it is important to submit the information outlined below in support of any planning 
application. There may be opportunities to scope out some of the issues below depending on the 
site.  
 

a) Flood risk assessment or other relevant information depending on the site location; 
 

b) Map of proposed waste water drainage layout. 
 

c) Map of proposed surface water drainage layout. 
 

d) Map showing assessment of all engineering activities in or impacting on the water 
environment including proposed buffers; 
 

e) Peat depth survey and table detailing re-use proposals. 
 
f) Map showing assessment of all impacts upon Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial 

Ecosystems and buffers. 
 
g) Map showing assessment of all impacts upon groundwater abstractions and buffers. 
 
h) Peat depth survey map and table detailing re-use proposals. 
 
i) Map and table detailing forest removal. 
 
j) Map and site layout of borrow pits. 

 
k) Map of proposed water abstractions including details of the proposed operating regime. 

 
l) Schedule of mitigation including pollution prevention measures. 

 
m) Decommissioning statement. 

 
If there is a delay between scoping and the submission of the application then please refer to our 
website for our latest information requirements as they are regularly updated; current best practice 
must be followed. 
 
We would welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft submission. As we can process files of 
a maximum size of only 25MB the submission must be divided into appropriately named sections 
of less than 25MB each. 
 
1. Site layout 

1.1 All maps must be based on an adequate scale with which to assess the information. This 
could range from OS 1: 10,000 to a more detailed scale in more sensitive locations Each of 
the maps below must detail all proposed upgraded, temporary and permanent site 
infrastructure. This includes all tracks, excavations, buildings, borrow pits, pipelines, 
cabling, site compounds, laydown areas, storage areas and any other built elements. 



 

Existing built infrastructure must be re-used or upgraded wherever possible. The layout 
should be designed to minimise the extent of new works on previously undisturbed ground. 
Cabling must be laid in ground already disturbed such as verges. A comparison of the 
environmental effects of alternative locations of infrastructure elements, such as tracks, 
may be required. 

2. Flood risk 

2.1 The site must be assessed for flood risk from all sources in line with Scottish Planning 
Policy (Paragraphs 254-268). The Flood Maps for Scotland are available to view online and 
further information and advice can be sought from your local authority technical or 
engineering services department and from our website. Please be aware the Flood Maps 
for Scotland are indicative and only map catchments of 3km or greater. Flood risk from 
small water bodies must also be considered. 

2.2 If a flood risk is identified then a Flood Risk Assessment must be carried out following the 
guidance set out in the document Technical flood risk guidance for stakeholders. 

3. Waste water drainage 

3.1 Depending on the scale and location of this proposal it may connect to the public sewer. 
This must be detailed within the planning application and shown on submitted plans. This 
may include the need for treating discharges from kelp processing. It would be useful to 
consult us early in your design process on what discharges, if any, there will be. 

4. Surface water drainage  

4.1 Surface water runoff must be treated by sustainable drainage systems (SUDS) therefore is 
important to ensure that adequate space to accommodate SUDS is incorporated within the 
site layout.  

4.2 Proposals must meet the treatment requirements of CIRIA C753.  A site plan showing the 
proposed SUDS treatment train must be submitted. The Simple Index Approach calculation 
(Section 26.7.1 of the guidance) must be submitted in support of the site plan, and the 
online tool may be used to assist in this. Where the development has a high pollution 
hazard level, a detailed risk assessment (Section 26.7.3 of CIRIA C753) must be submitted. 

4.3 Comments on the acceptability of post-development runoff rates for flood control should be 
sought from the local authority flood prevention unit, and not from SEPA. Comments from 
Scottish Water should be sought where the SUDS proposals would be adopted by them.  
We encourage the design of SUDS to Sewers for Scotland Second Edition standards and 
the adoption of SUDS features by Scottish Water as we are of the view that this leads to 
best standards and maintenance.  

5. Engineering activities which may have adverse effects on the water 
environment 

5.1 The site layout must be designed to avoid impacts upon the water environment. Where 
activities such as watercourse crossings, watercourse diversions or other engineering 
activities in or impacting on the water environment  cannot be avoided then the submission 
must include justification of this and a map showing: 



 

a) All proposed temporary or permanent infrastructure overlain with all lochs and 
watercourses. 

 
b) A minimum buffer of 50m around each loch or watercourse. If this minimum buffer 

cannot be achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated 
photograph of the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse and drawings of 
what is proposed in terms of engineering works.  

 
c) Detailed layout of all proposed mitigation including all cut off drains, location, number 

and size of settlement ponds. 
 
5.2 If water abstractions or dewatering are proposed, a table of volumes and timings of 

groundwater abstractions and related mitigation measures must be provided. 

5.3 Further advice and our best practice guidance are available within the water engineering 
section of our website. Guidance on the design of water crossings can be found in our 
Construction of River Crossings Good Practice Guide. 

5.4 Refer to Appendix 2 of our Standing Advice for advice on flood risk. Watercourse crossings 
must be designed to accommodate the 0.5% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) flows, 
or information provided to justify smaller structures. If it is thought that the development 
could result in an increased risk of flooding to a nearby receptor then a Flood Risk 
Assessment must be submitted in support of the planning application. Our Technical flood 
risk guidance for stakeholders outlines the information we require to be submitted as part of 
a Flood Risk Assessment. Please also refer to Controlled Activities Regulations (CAR) 
Flood Risk Standing Advice for Engineering, Discharge and Impoundment Activities. 

6.  Disturbance and re-use of excavated peat and other carbon rich soils 

6.1 Scottish Planning Policy states (Paragraph 205) that "Where peat and other carbon rich 
soils are present, applicants should assess the likely effects of development on carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions. Where peatland is drained or otherwise disturbed, there is liable 
to be a release of CO2 to the atmosphere. Developments should aim to minimise this 
release."  

6.2 The planning submission must a) demonstrate how the layout has been designed to 
minimise disturbance of peat and consequential release of CO2 and b) outline the 
preventative/mitigation measures to avoid significant drying or oxidation of peat through, for 
example, the construction of access tracks, drainage channels, cable trenches, or the 
storage and re-use of excavated peat. There is often less environmental impact from 
localised temporary storage and reuse rather than movement to large central peat storage 
areas. 

6.3 The submission must include: 

a) A detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey 
requirement of the Scottish Government’s Guidance on Developments on Peatland - 
Peatland Survey (2017)) with all the built elements (including peat storage areas) 
overlain to demonstrate how the development avoids areas of deep peat and other 
sensitive receptors such as Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems. 

b) A table which details the quantities of acrotelmic, catotelmic and amorphous peat 
which will be excavated for each element and where it will be re-used during 



 

reinstatement. Details of the proposed widths and depths of peat to be re-used and 
how it will be kept wet permanently must be included. 

6.4 To avoid delay and potential objection proposals must be in accordance with Guidance on 
the Assessment of Peat Volumes, Reuse of Excavated Peat and Minimisation of Waste and 
our Developments on Peat and Off-Site uses of Waste Peat. 

6.5 Dependent upon the volumes of peat likely to be encountered and the scale of the 
development, applicants must consider whether a full Peat Management Plan (as detailed 
in the above guidance) is required or whether the above information would be best 
submitted as part of the schedule of mitigation. 

6.6 Please note we do not validate carbon balance assessments except where requested to by 
Scottish Government in exceptional circumstances. Our advice on the minimisation of peat 
disturbance and peatland restoration may need to be taken into account when you consider 
such assessments. 

7. Disruption to Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE) 

7.1 GWDTE are protected under the Water Framework Directive and therefore the layout and 
design of the development must avoid impact on such areas. The following information 
must be included in the submission: 

a) A map demonstrating that all GWDTE are outwith a 100m radius of all excavations 
shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations deeper than 1m and proposed 
groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be considered as a mitigation measure 
the distance of survey needs to be extended by the proposed maximum extent of 
micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the site boundary where the 
distances require it.  

b) If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative 
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions 
securing appropriate mitigation for all GWDTE affected. 

7.2 Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on 
Groundwater Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further 
advice and the minimum information we require to be submitted.  

8.  Existing groundwater abstractions 

8.1 Excavations and other construction works can disrupt groundwater flow and impact on 
existing groundwater abstractions. The submission must include: 

a) A map demonstrating that all existing groundwater abstractions are outwith a 100m 
radius of all excavations shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations 
deeper than 1m and proposed groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be 
considered as a mitigation measure the distance of survey needs to be extended by 
the proposed maximum extent of micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the 
site boundary where the distances require it.  

b) If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative 
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions 
securing appropriate mitigation for all existing groundwater abstractions affected. 



 

8.2 Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on 
Groundwater Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further 
advice on the minimum information we require to be submitted. 

9. Forest removal and forest waste 

9.1 If tree felling is proposed the submission must include a map with the boundaries of where 
felling will take place and a description of what is proposed for this timber in accordance 
with Use of Trees Cleared to Facilitate Development on Afforested Land – Joint Guidance 
from SEPA, SNH and FCS.  

10. Borrow pits 

10.1 Scottish Planning Policy states (Paragraph 243) that “Borrow pits should only be permitted 
if there are significant environmental or economic benefits compared to obtaining material 
from local quarries, they are time-limited; tied to a particular project and appropriate 
reclamation measures are in place.” The submission must provide sufficient information to 
address this policy statement. 

10.2 In accordance with Paragraphs 52 to 57 of Planning Advice Note 50 Controlling the 
Environmental Effects of Surface Mineral Workings (PAN 50) a Site Management Plan 
should be submitted in support of any application. The following information should also be 
submitted for each borrow pit:  

a) A map showing the location, size, depths and dimensions.  
 

b) A map showing any stocks of rock, overburden, soils and temporary and permanent 
infrastructure including tracks, buildings, oil storage, pipes and drainage, overlain with 
all lochs and watercourses to a distance of 250 metres. You need to demonstrate that 
a site specific proportionate buffer can be achieved. On this map, a site-specific buffer 
must be drawn around each loch or watercourse proportionate to the depth of 
excavations and at least 10m from access tracks. If this minimum buffer cannot be 
achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated photograph of 
the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse, drawings of what is proposed in 
terms of engineering works.   
 

c) You need to provide a justification for the proposed location of borrow pits and 
evidence of the suitability of the material to be excavated for the proposed use, 
including any risk of pollution caused by degradation of the rock.  

d) A ground investigation report giving existing seasonally highest water table including 
sections showing the maximum area, depth and profile of working in relation to the 
water table. 

 
e) A site map showing cut-off drains, silt management devices and settlement lagoons to 

manage surface water and dewatering discharge. Cut-off drains must be installed to 
maximise diversion of water from entering quarry works. 

 
f) A site map showing proposed water abstractions with details of the volumes and 

timings of abstractions. 
 
g) A site map showing the location of pollution prevention measures such as spill kits, oil 

interceptors, drainage associated with welfare facilities, recycling and bin storage and 



 

vehicle washing areas. The drawing notes should include a commitment to check these 
daily. 

 
h) A site map showing where soils and overburden will be stored including details of the 

heights and dimensions of each store, how long the material will be stored for and how 
soils will be kept fit for restoration purposes. Where the development will result in the 
disturbance of peat or other carbon rich soils then the submission must also include a 
detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey 
requirement of the Scottish Government’s Guidance on Developments on Peatland - 
Peatland Survey (2017)) with all the built elements and excavation areas overlain so it 
can clearly be seen how the development minimises disturbance of peat and the 
consequential release of CO2. 

 
i) Sections and plans detailing how restoration will be progressed including the phasing, 

profiles, depths and types of material to be used. 
 
j) Details of how the rock will be processed in order to produce a grade of rock that will 

not cause siltation problems during its end use on tracks, trenches and other 
hardstanding. 

 
11. Pollution prevention and environmental management  

11.1 One of our key interests in relation to developments is pollution prevention measures during 
the periods of construction, operation, maintenance, demolition and restoration. A schedule 
of mitigation supported by the above site specific maps and plans must be submitted. 
These must include reference to best practice pollution prevention and construction 
techniques (for example, the maximum area to be stripped of soils at any one time) and 
regulatory requirements. They should set out the daily responsibilities of ECOWs, how site 
inspections will be recorded and acted upon and proposals for a planning monitoring 
enforcement officer. Please refer to Guidance for Pollution Prevention (GPPs). 

12. Decommissioning  

12.1 The submission must set out how decommissioning will be achieved should the proposed 
development be discontinued. The submission needs to demonstrate that there will be no 
discarding of materials that are likely to be classified as waste as any such proposals would 
be unacceptable under waste management licensing. Further guidance on this may be 
found in the document Is it waste - Understanding the definition of waste. 

12.2 The layout and the general principles for decommissioning must demonstrate waste 
minimisation and compliance with the above waste regulatory position.  
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        www.sff.co.uk 

Your Ref:   

13th August 2018 

 

  
Dear Sirs 
 
 
The Scottish Fishermen’s Federation (SFF) is pleased to respond to this application on behalf of the 
400  plus  fishing  vessels  in  membership  of  its  constituent  associations,  The  Anglo  Scottish 
Fishermen’s  Association,  Fife  Fishermen’s  Association.  Fishing  Vessel  Agents  and  Owners 
Association, Mallaig & North West Fishermen’s Association, Orkney Fisheries Association, Scottish 
Pelagic  Fishermen’s  Association,  the  Scottish  White  Fish  Producer’s  Association  and  Shetland 
Fishermen’s Association.   
 
The applicant, in the scoping report, seems to have covered all the relevant points to a degree, and 
the  SFF  would  expect  the  mitigating  measures  described  included  as  licence  conditions  with 
meaningful enforcement defined. 
 
The SFF would like to see more attention to some details, especially regarding the fish and shellfish 
sections. With regard to crustaceans, the SFF would expect to see, in the Environmental Assessment, 
work on the value of kelp forests as habitat for crab and lobster. This should include liaison with 
fisheries engaged in that fishery to ensure the extent of their grounds are considered. 
 
On page 36 the report appears to downplay cod mortality, but as the current ICES advice for West 
coast cod is, to achieve MSY there should be zero catches of cod, any loss of cod to the proposal is 
unacceptable. The SFF would expect to see the Environmental Assessment look in detail at any 
impacts on fish nursery and feeding grounds amongst kelp forests. 
 
Finally,  the  SFF would  hope  that  the  Environmental  assessment would  quantify  the  cumulative 
negative impacts on Fishing, from designations (such as MPA), fish farming and these proposals. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

  
Fisheries Policy Officer, Scottish Fishermen’s Federation  

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]



 

         ssen.co.uk 
Scottish  and  Southern  Electricity  Networks  is  a  trading  name  of:  Scottish  and  Southern  Energy  Power  Distribution  Limited  Registered  in  Scotland  No.  SC213459;  
Scottish  Hydro  Electric  Transmission  plc  Registered  in  Scotland  No.  SC213461;  Scottish  Hydro  Electric  Power  Distribution  plc  Registered  in  Scotland  No.  SC213460;  
(all  having  their  Registered  Offices  at  Inveralmond  House  200  Dunkeld  Road  Perth  PH1  3AQ);  and  Southern  Electric  Power  Distribution  plc  Registered  in  England  &  Wales  
No. 04094290 having its Registered Office at 55 Vastern Road Reading Berkshire RG1 8BU which are members of the SSE Group www.ssen.co.uk 
 
SHEPD Response Marine Biopolymers Ltd West Scoping Consultation 

 

 

 
 
 

Scottish & Southern Electricity 
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Submarine Cables Project 

 

 
 
24 August 2018    
 

Our Reference: 14831442 
Your Reference:   
 

Dear   
 
Re:  Marine Biopolymers Ltd ‐ Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland – Scoping 
Consultation 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide a response to the Scoping Report ‘ABPmer (2018). Wild 

Seaweed Harvesting Scoping Report ABPmer Report No. R.3007 (17th July 2018). 

Scottish Hydro Electric Power Distribution plc (SHEPD) holds a licence under the Electricity Act 1989 

for the distribution of electricity in the north of Scotland including the Islands. It has a statutory duty 

to provide an economic and efficient system for the distribution of electricity and to ensure that its 

assets are maintained to ensure security of supply to customers. 

SHEPD manages a number of submarine electricity cables within the proposed marine license area1.  It 
is noted that Figure 4.10.1 Location of Subsea Cables of the Scoping Report is not accurate at least 
with regard to Subsea Power Cables, and reference is made to   
http://news.ssen.co.uk/media/147341/Sub‐Elec‐Cables‐Networks‐Locations‐merged.pdf .  It is 
recommended that the applicant contact the Submarine Cables Project Team to obtain the most up to 
date Route Position List (RPL) (i.e. grid co‐ordinates) of relevant cable.  
 

                                                            
1 Figure 2.3.1 of the Scoping Report 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Reda
cted]

[Redacted]



 

The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) 1982 provides protection to all 

submarine cables and pipelines. The UNCLOS principles relating to submarine cables has been 

summarised by the European Submarine Cable Association (ESCA) as follows, noting that for a 

definitive understanding reference should be made directly to UNCLOS: 

• Freedom to lay, maintain, and repair cables on and off the continental shelf  

• Obligations on nations to impose criminal and civil penalties for intentional or negligent injury 

to cables  

• Special status for ships laying and repairing cables (as defined in Rule 10 of the International 

Rules for the Prevention of Collisions at Sea and more generally in Article 79 of UNCLOS)  

• Indemnification for vessels which sacrifice anchors or fishing gear to avoid damage to cables  

• Obligations on owners with new cables that are laid over existing cables and pipelines to 

indemnify repair costs for any damage caused  

Further specific provisions regarding submarine cables are contained within Articles 58 and Articles 

79. 

Potential Impacts 
 

The location of existing seabed infrastructure in close proximity to proposed marine operations could 

have a significant impact upon the layout or location of the application. Conversely, the location of 

any proposed marine licence could have a significant impact on the precise routing of a new cable 

installation, as well as potential for interference in essential maintenance and repair operations, when 

required.  

The proposed wild seaweed harvesting operation therefore poses potential risks to the management 

of submarine power cables and electricity supply due to; 

1 damage to cables caused by the harvesting operations itself;  

2 damage to cables caused by accidental drift/loss of control of the harvesting vessel 

and drop of the harvesting head in the event of malfunction; 

3 the potential to uncover buried cables and/or increase scouring of exposed cables due 

to changes to physical process (currents and sediment transport) caused by loss of 

areas of kelp; 

4 interference from harvesting vessels (or monitoring vessels) operating at the same 

time, within the minimum sea room required for emergency cable repair operations, 

if required; and 

5 the potential for constraints on the routing of new cables, if required 



 

Comments on the Scoping Report 

Section 4.10 of the Scoping Report addresses the potential impacts on Major Infrastructure and Other 

Marine Users (including subsea cables), the proposed mitigation, and the work to be undertaken in 

finalising the EIA Report. 

Impacts 

The Scoping Report acknowledges the potential impact pathways of both physical damage to the 

cables, as well as the implications to infrastructure from changes to physical processes.  Both 

potential impacts are Scoped In for further assessment during the EIA process. 

However, in addition to addressing impacts on subsea infrastructure, it is important that the impact 

assessment also acknowledges the potential impacts of the proposal on the operational 

responsibilities of SHEPD, including the need for specific setback distances that may be required for 

emergency cable repair, and the potential constraints imposed by the operational license area to 

SHEDP should there be a requirement to install new cables. 

Mitigation 

SHEPD welcome the commitment to early consultation and the planning of harvesting regimes which 

would be restricted within a specified distance of infrastructure/activities.  

1 The standard approach to mitigation of potential impacts of marine operations on subsea 

cables, is through consultation and the development of proximity agreements.  

2 SHEPD agree that this approach can be considered as ‘embedded’ mitigation, provided the 

required risk assessments and at least DRAFT proximity agreements are in place prior to 

determination of the EIA application.  

3 SHEPD would require that these proximity agreements and any associated method 

statements are finalised prior to the commencement of operations.  

4 In the absence of guidelines specifically addressing Wild Seaweed Harvesting, the proximity 

agreements should apply the general principles and risk assessment methodology provided in 

ESCA Guideline 19: Marine Aggregate Extraction Proximity Guidelines2.  The general principles 

derived from these guidelines relevant to this application are: 

                                                            

2 European Submarine Cable Association (ESCA) Guideline No.19:  Marine Aggregate Extraction Proximity 
Guidelines https://www.escaeu.org/download/?Id=349&source=guidelines  

 



 

a) Consultation with SHEPD, and a potential proximity agreement, should be required 

for any operations (including monitoring) which occurs within 1nM of a submarine 

power cable; 

b) The risk assessments and subsequent proximity agreements should be undertaken on 

a case‐by‐case basis; 

c) It is noted that many of the power cables in the proposed area of search provide the 

only supply of electricity to the islands. The high consequence of total loss of 

electricity to these islands will need to be considered in any risk assessment; 

d) The risk assessments should include the need for appropriate set‐ back for cable 

repair vessels; and  

e) The risk assessments should include the outcome of the EIA studies on physical 

processes, and include a Cable Stability Risk Assessment, where required. 

 

NOTES ON PROXIMITY AGREEMENT GUIDELINES 

The Guidelines address installation and maintenance constraints to 
submarine cables and constraints to other marine operations where both 
interests will occupy proximate areas of seabed.  

The Guidelines discuss some of the key factors determining proximity limits 
to be taken into account in reaching a proximity agreement. The importance 
of early stakeholder consultation should be appreciated at the outset and it is 
recommended this is undertaken as early as possible for all marine license 
applications or cables.  

The Guidelines are not intended to provide a prescriptive solution on 
proximity. The Guidelines identify factors to consider within risk assessments 
that may be used to help inform proximity discussions and agreements. The 
Guidelines also propose some basic principles to form the foundation of 
discussions on safe and appropriate solutions on a case by case basis, 
including potential mitigation measures. 

Once the parties have agreed site‐specific proximity limits, the final step in 
the process is the drafting of a proximity agreement with accompanying 
method statement, where this is considered to be required and appropriate.  

It is expected that the Guidelines will provide the underlying basis upon 
which all stakeholders can reach a mutually acceptable proximity agreement.  

In the event that proximity discussions falter, an ultimate recourse in the 
form of a dispute resolution process is outlined.  

 

5 In the absence of a mutually agreed proximity agreement, the following should apply: 

a. Minimum set back distance of 500m from any marine subsea power cable; 

b. Total exclusion of harvesting in the high‐risk areas between 

• Coll and Tiree 



 

• Mull and Iona 

• Barra and Vatersay 
6 On the basis that risk assessments are undertaken, and at least draft proximity agreements 

and method statements are agreed prior to determination of the EIA, SHEPD consider: 

a. There is no further additional information required for the EIA;  

b. That the mitigation proposed is adequate; 

c. Monitoring of the impacts of changes to physical processes, with regard to sediment 

transport, may be required if significant effects on cables are identified. 

Alternatives 

Section 2.4 of the Scoping Report references alternative options for wild harvesting on the west coast 

of Scotland based on a more intensive approach to harvesting. This approach would limit the Area of 

Search for harvesting areas to two areas around the Isle of Skye and Tiree as shown in Figure 2.3.16 of 

the Report. 

It is currently unclear whether there is an intention to pursue this Alternative ‘block harvesting’ 

approach and to include an impact assessment within the EIA Report.  Nevertheless, the above risk 

assessment methodology and proximity agreement process would still apply. 

Consultation 

Although consultation is implicit within the proposed mitigation process outlined above, SHEPD 

wishes to be included in the EIA consultee list (Section 5.2 Consultation)  

Contact with SHEPD on any aspect of this consultation response can be made in the first instance to 

Yours sincerely 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]
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Letter by email  

 

          24th August 2019 

 

 

RE: Application to MS-LOT by Marine Biopolymers Limited seeking a marine licence to remove 

seaweed (kelp) from the seabed by mechanical vessel based methods in the Scottish marine area. 

Introduction 

The Sustainable Inshore Fisheries Trust is a Scottish charity, founded in 2011, to promote the 

sustainable management of Scotland’s inshore waters so that they provide the maximum long term 

socio-economic benefits to all Scotland’s coastal communities. 

With regard to this pre-application, SIFT wishes to make the following comments: 

 

1. The Requirement for a Robust Environmental Assessment  

SIFT acknowledges that an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is not legally required, given the 

activity is not listed in either Schedule 1 or Schedule 2 of the Marine Works (Environmental Impact 

Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017.  We appreciate that the applicant has agreed that they will 

voluntarily carry out an equivalent EIA, although we are concerned that this is a result of their free 

choice and future applicants may not be willing to do so.  To us, this presents a clear lacuna in the law, 

which we would like to see filled. Our position is also supported by the recent study by Burrows et. 

al.,2018 1, which states that; 

‘A full constraints analysis should be completed for any potential harvesting area to ensure that no 

protected conservation features are compromised by the planned activity, and that the harvesting does 

not unduly interfere with existing use of the environment for other purposes. Such analysis is a normal 

part of conducting an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and it is recommended that this 

approach be broadly followed even if a full EIA is not required by the appropriate licencing authority 

for a kelp harvesting proposal.’ 

A similar lacuna arises in relation to public consultations on the licence application.  The applicant has 

again voluntarily agreed to subject itself to the requirements of the  Marine Licencing (Pre-Application 

Consultation) (Scotland) Regulations 2013, which require certain information to be made publicly 

available, the organization of at least one public consultation event, and the possibility to submit 

written observations, as well as an obligation to report on how any representations were taken into 

account before making an application. Yet, without this decision made by the applicant, it is perfectly 

possible that no public consultation would have been held, as the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 only 

                                                           
1 Burrows M.T., Fox, C.J., Moore, P., Smale, D., Sotheran, I., Benson, A., Greenhill, L., Martino, S., Parker, A., 
Thompson, E., Allen, C.J. (2018) Wild Seaweed Harvesting as a Diversification Opportunity for Fishermen. A 
report by SRSL for HIE, pp. 171 

[Redacted]



 

2 
 

mandates consultation with statutory consultees under section 27(4)(a) of the Act, with broader 

consultation being at the discretion of Ministers. SIFT believes that the emergence of new uses of the 

marine environment, such as the one anticipated in this application, should require public 

consultation.  For this reason, SIFT is strongly of the opinion that seaweed harvesting (by any 

mechanical methods) should be added to the list of activities (by amendment of the 2013 

Regulations) for which a pre-application consultation must be carried out. Such consultation 

processes would ensure both rigorous debate and it would promote fairness between applicants by 

ensuring that all future applications go through an equivalent procedure.  Mandatory consultation 

would also be in line with General Policy 18 of the National Marine Plan, which calls for; 

 ‘…early and effective engagement ... with the general public and all interested stakeholders…’  

We also call for a commitment from Marine Scotland that a further consultation will be carried out 

under section 27(4)(b) of the Act after the application has been made in order to allow comment on 

the final version of the application.   

Even without the change to the law relating to EIA or public consultation recommended above, it is 

possible for MS-LOT to demand some form of assessment from applicants for a marine licence. Indeed, 

in deciding applications for a licence, MS-LOT; 

 ‘…must have regard to the need to protect the environment’ (Marine (Scotland) Act 2010, s. 27(1))  

The requirement for some form of assessment (through the development of guidance for applicants) 

would be one way of satisfying this obligation. There is currently no specific guidance on seaweed 

harvesting, despite the fact that Marine Scotland’s own Wild Seaweed Harvesting- Strategic 

Environmental Assessment- Environmental Report (SEA), (2016) explicitly states that: 

 ‘…..following on from this SEA, Marine Scotland intends to prepare a guidance note for regulators and 

applicants…’ 

SIFT is not aware of any such guidance having been published. 

 

2. The Requirement to implement the Precautionary Approach 

A precautionary approach is required in accordance with; 

1) The UK High Level Marine Objectives (incorporated into Annex B of the National Marine Plan 

as Strategic Objectives), and 

2)  The National Marine Plan, which states that; 

‘Where evidence is inconclusive and impacts of development or use on marine resources are uncertain, 

reasonable efforts should be made to fill evidence gaps and decision makers should apply precaution 

within an overall risk-based approach.’ (para. 4.81) 

MS-LOT is under a statutory obligation to ‘take any authorisation or enforcement decision in 

accordance with the appropriate marine plans, unless relevant considerations indicate otherwise’ 

(Marine (Scotland) Act 2010, s. 15(1)). This is in addition to their obligation under s. 3 of the same Act 

to exercise their functions ‘in the way best calculated to further the achievement of sustainable 

development, including the protection and, where appropriate, enhancement of the health of that 

area, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of that function.’  
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SIFT is of the opinion that the potential impacts of this proposed activity cannot currently be 

satisfactorily quantified, an opinion supported by Burrows et. al.,2018 2 which states that; 

‘Lessons regarding the impacts of harvesting of kelp are drawn mainly from studies in Norway and 

France.’ 

The applicants refer to a single study conducted in Norway3 which concluded that kelp populations 

require at least 5 years to recovery, and associated communities of flora and fauna require even longer 

to recover. Critically, the ecosystem in Norway (and France) is not directly comparable to the Scottish 

system (due to many ecologically significant factors, such as temperature, ice disturbance and sea 

urchin grazing) and research conducted within other systems cannot be assumed to be translatable. 4 

Furthermore, the proposed frequency of harvesting must consider the age/size distributions of the 

kelp plants themselves. Research conducted in Scotland has shown that the average age of kelp plants 

on wave-exposed coasts is 7-8 years5 while maximum age may reach 14 years in favourable conditions. 

Intuitively then, populations require at least this time to fully recover, which far exceeds the 5 years 

frequently mentioned in the SR.  

As such, there is not yet enough ecological information available on Scottish kelp populations to 

reliably predict the impacts of harvesting. Recent research conducted by The Marine Biological 

Association of the UK (MBA), which established cleared areas in 2014 and has been monitoring 

populations and associated species since, has shown that kelp populations have not recovered (in 

terms of size and biomass) within 4 years and that associated species are still lower in diversity and 

abundance  ers. Com.)6  

Burrows et. al., 2018 also states that; 

‘Harvesting temporarily removes the kelp habitat and results in measurable reductions in associated 

biota. The kelp itself recolonises and regrows within a few years, but harvesting leads to a more 

restricted size and age range in the recovering stands compared with unharvested areas. Re-

colonisation of the harvested areas is possible, providing there are sufficient source populations 

nearby. However, full recovery may not be seen within the inter-harvest periods typically applied in 

Norway.’ [Emphasis SIFT’s]. 

Kelp is listed as a priority marine feature and thus additional caution is needed in making decisions in 

order to promote General Policy 9 of the National Marine Plan. SIFT is strongly of the opinion that 

Licences to harvest should not be granted until the ecology and recolonisation characteristics of the 

Scottish kelp resource (growth rates, recovery rates, population structure etc) are better understood.  

 

 

                                                           
2 Burrows M.T., Fox, C.J., Moore, P., Smale, D., Sotheran, I., Benson, A., Greenhill, L., Martino, S., Parker, A., 
Thompson, E., Allen, C.J. (2018) Wild Seaweed Harvesting as a Diversification Opportunity for Fishermen. A 
report by SRSL for HIE, pp. 171 
3 Christie, H., S. Fredriksen and E. Rinde (1998). "Regrowth of kelp and colonization of epiphyte and fauna 
community after kelp trawling at the coast of Norway." Hydrobiologia 375-376(0): 49-58. 
4 Christie, H., S. Fredriksen and E. Rinde (1998). "Regrowth of kelp and colonization of epiphyte and fauna 
community after kelp trawling at the coast of Norway." Hydrobiologia 375-376(0): 49-58. 
5 Smale, D. A., M. T. Burrows, A. J. Evans, N. King, M. D. J. Sayer, A. L. E. Yunnie and P. J. Moore (2016). "Linking 
environmental variables with regional-scale variability in ecological structure and standing stock of carbon within 
kelp forests in the United Kingdom." Marine Ecology Progress Series 542: 79-95. 
6 Dr Dan Smale, Marine Biological Association of the UK  

[Redacte
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Kelp is listed as a priority marine feature and thus additional caution is needed in making decisions 

in order to promote General Policy 9 of the National Marine Plan.7 SIFT is strongly of the opinion 

that licences to harvest should not be granted until the ecology and recolonisation characteristics 

of the Scottish kelp resource (growth rates, recovery rates, population structure etc) are better 

understood.  

Furthermore, the applicants justify large scale extraction by stating that ‘approximately 34% of kelp 

biomass is removed from beds each year (Burrows et al 2014, Mcleod et al 2014) and during large 

storms entire beds can be removed (Byrnes et al 2011)’.  However, the effects of storm disturbance 

on kelp populations are poorly understood, and the amount of biomass removed naturally varies 

considerably between sites and years. Some kelp populations are extremely resilient to storm 

disturbance and very few individuals are removed. For example, a study in southwest England 8 

showed that dislodgment rates following the 2013/2014 winter storm season (one of the worst on 

record) were very low. Also, during natural storm events, ‘weaker’ kelp plants are selectively removed 

from the kelp stand, whereas during non-selective mechanical harvesting this is not the case. Clearly, 

natural dislodgment from storm disturbance is a very different process to mechanical harvesting and 

cannot be used as an analogue.  

SIFT believes that a non-commercial scientific trial should be undertaken to provide the necessary 

data required to satisfactorily complete an EIA and notes that the need for such a trial is supported 

by the requirement to follow the precautionary approach. 

 

3. Setting a Precedent for Future Applications 

This is the first licence application to Marine Scotland Licencing Operations Team (MS-LOT) to 

mechanically extract seaweed from Scottish inshore waters. However, a number of other maritime 

activities have expanded substantially in recent years, and it is conceivable that this industry might 

follow suit. SIFT believes there is a significant risk that if this application is approved despite the 

regulatory and scientific shortcomings of this proposal, it will be difficult for Marine Scotland to 

conduct even basic due diligence on subsequent applications, which could be on an even larger scale, 

or have more marked negative consequences for key ecosystems and other economic activity in 

Scottish waters. 

 

4.  Impacts on Ecosystem Services provided by Kelp Forests 

Kelp forests provide critical ecosystem services including biogenic storm defence and carbon storage 

and transfer9. The impacts of kelp harvesting on ecosystem services is entirely unknown, and further 

research is needed to develop a robust evidence base. For example, extensive kelp canopies dampen 

wave energy, influence hydrodynamic forces and reduce coastal erosion10. Additionally, kelp 

populations capture, store and transfer a significant amount of carbon, which is vital for inshore food 

                                                           
7 https://www.gov.scot/Publications/2015/03/6517/5 (accessed 23/08/2018) 
8 Smale, D. A. and T. Vance (2015). "Climate-driven shifts in species distributions may exacerbate the impacts of 
storm disturbances on northeast Atlantic kelp forests." Mar Freshwater Res 67: 65-74. 
9 Smale, D. A., M. T. Burrows, P. J. Moore, N. O' Connor and S. J. Hawkins (2013). "Threats and knowledge gaps 
for ecosystem services provided by kelp forests: a northeast Atlantic perspective." Ecology and Evolution 3: 
4016–4038. 
10 Løvås, S. M. and A. Tørum (2001). "Effect of the kelp Laminaria hyperborea upon sand dune erosion and water 
particle velocities." Coastal Engineering 44(1): 37-63 
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webs and natural carbon sequestration11, an important aspect of climate change mitigation. Large-

scale kelp extraction will potentially have a substantial negative impact upon these important services, 

which must be the subject of proper research prior to any commercial mechanical extraction licences 

being granted.  

 

5. Additional Inadequacies of the Applicant’s proposed Environmental Assessment 

In addition to the fundamental concerns highlighted above, SIFT wishes to highlight the following 

inadequacies of the Applicant’s Scoping Report (SR) and proposed Environmental Assessment (EA): 

a. Impacts on Fish & Shellfish Species 

Burrows et. al., 2018 states that 

‘Impacts of harvesting kelp on commercial fish populations are currently difficult to evaluate.’ 

The SR does not adequately explain the methodology for identifying the species it believes will be 

impacted (and consequently those species which will be considered within the ER). In particular, on 

fin fish, the Scoping Report only details whiting, plaice and cod. SIFT believes the impacts on all finfish 

species associated with kelp habitats need to be considered. 

In addition to fin fish, kelp forests are important nursery habitats for crabs and lobsters. Recent 

research conducted in Scotland recorded many juvenile crabs (including the brown crab, Cancer 

pagurus, a highly valuable commercial species) inhabiting kelp holdfasts12.  The authors reported a 

total of 261 faunal taxa within kelp holdfasts and it is therefore highly likely that widespread removal 

of these structures will have wider impacts upon the marine ecosystem.  

b. Extraction Areas 

We are further concerned by the area of search shown within the scoping report, with particular 

reference to the number of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) and other statutory designations within 

this area.  Scotland’s MPAs were put in place for the purpose of protecting and/or recovering Priority 

Marine features, with the overall aim of protecting and enhancing the marine environment on a 

national scale, and meeting Scotland’s statutory obligations.  Many of the designated areas included 

in the scoping report area of search have management orders in place which prohibit bottom-

contacting mobile fishing gear, for the protection of the vulnerable and sensitive habitats present. The 

mechanical harvesting vessels shown in the scoping report are functionally similar to scallop dredgers 

and have the potential to cause an equivalent level of disruption. This equipment is not appropriate 

for use within Marine Protected Areas and in locations where there are known to be valuable and 

sensitive habitat features. 

The ER must explicitly specify which areas of the search area will be subject to mechanical kelp 

harvesting.  

c. Extraction process 

Outwith the MPA areas, a number of regions of the search area have fisheries management 

prohibitions, protecting benthic habitats from the impacts of dredging. The proposed extraction 

process can be expected to have an impact on these sensitive habitats at least as significant as scallop 

                                                           
11 Smale, D. A., P. J. Moore, A. M. Queirós, N. D. Higgs and M. T. Burrows (2018). "Appreciating interconnectivity 
between habitats is key to blue carbon management." Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 16(2): 71-73. 
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dredging activity, essentially extending industrial physical disruption of the seabed to new areas which 

have previously only seen manual harvesting of kelp. 

Additionally, SIFT believes the extraction process, as described in the SR, is unrealistically precise. In 

particular, SIFT is not convinced that in levels of high wave exposure as those experienced on the west 

coast of Scotland, the extraction process will be undertaken with the level of precision the applicant 

has outlined, such as the stated intention that the ‘comb head’ will be kept off the seabed at a uniform 

0.5 metres off the seabed. SIFT is strongly of the opinion that this is simply not practicable.  

The SR is imprecise with regard to the quantity of kelp to be removed from any harvesting block in any 

calendar year, nor does it set out practical criteria on the size, frequency and spacing of harvesting 

blocks, cells and strips. 

d. Adaptive Management & Monitoring 

The SR outlines the applicant’s proposal to monitor the fishery by means of ‘adaptive management’. 

Given the potential impacts on both the target and associated species as outlined above, SIFT does 

not believe such an approach is in line with Scottish Government’s commitment to the Precautionary 

Principle.  

e. Stakeholder engagement & Reporting  

The SR proposes the formation of an Environmental Steering Group (ESG), but with very limited 

membership. Any such body should as a matter of course include representatives from all relevant 

fishing organisations, environmental NGOs, and community groups, as well as from MS-LOT, SNH, 

SEPA, CES, relevant councils and the applicant company itself.  

Additionally, the SG states that; 

‘All operations will be recorded and will be available for inspection by the statutory authorities.’ [Para 

2.2.4]. 

Kelp beds are a public resource, and manual harvesting of kelp requires far more detailed reporting 

on all bycatch. There is no reason a much more intrusive harvesting approach should be exempt from 

that requirement, and all data should be publicly available as a matter of course. 

 

6. Conclusion 

SIFT remains sceptical that any industrial mechanical harvesting of kelp on anything like this scale can 

be demonstrated not to have unacceptable economic and environmental consequences. However, as 

a minimum a full non-commercial scientific trial must be undertaken and seaweed harvesting (by any 

mechanical methods) must be added to the list of activities (by amendment of the 2013 Regulations) 

for which a pre-application consultation must be undertaken. That work may demonstrate that some 

larger-scale harvesting can be appropriate, but in the mean time this application and any other 

applications to mechanically harvest kelp in Scottish waters should not be supported. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 SIFT 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]



 

 
 

 

 

www.nature.scot 

 
 

 
 

 
                        

 
   

 

Our ref: NAT/MAR/SH/BP/Seaweed 
harvesting/CLC151677 
 
Your ref: MBL scoping 
 
 
Date: 24 August 2018 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
MARINE BIOPOLYMERS LTD - MECHANICAL KELP HARVESTING, WEST COAST OF 
SCOTLAND  
SCOPING REPORT - SNH COMMENTS 
 
Thank you for seeking our advice in scoping the requirements for a marine licence application 
to remove seaweed (kelp) from the seabed by mechanical vessel based methods in the 
Scottish marine area.  You sought our comments on the scoping report “Marine Biopolymers 
Ltd, Wild Seaweed Harvesting Scoping Report, July 2018 R.3007, Version 2”. This document 
has been prepared by consultants ABPmer on behalf of the applicant, Marine Biopolymers Ltd 
(MBL). 
 
SNH supports the sustainable harvesting of wild seaweed, provided that this can be carried 
out without significant damage to our marine environment.  
 
Background 
 
MBL is seeking a general licence for mechanical harvesting of kelp over a wide area of 
coastal waters in western Scotland. The area covered by this consultation extends across the 
Minch from Lochinver in the north, down to and including the coast around the Isle of Mull at 
its southern boundary. At a later unspecified date when target areas are identified, MBL 
proposes to carry out more detailed survey and local engagement to inform individual marine 
licence applications for harvesting within the target areas. By year 5 of the licence(s) MBL 
propose to mechanically harvest up to 30,000 tonnes wet weight per annum of the kelp 
species Laminaria hyperborea. Harvested seaweed is proposed to be transported by boat to 
Mallaig for processing. MBL propose to submit a separate planning application to the 
Highland Council for the construction and operation of a processing plant. 
 
SNH has been involved in early pre-application dialogue with MBL about proposals to 
mechanically harvest kelp since 2012.  We fully engaged in these early discussions, which 
were focused on developing mechanical harvesting operations on the west coast, including 
the Outer Hebrides and Argyll.  At this stage, we provided advice to MBL on the general 
principles required to ensure the sustainability of harvesting operations. Since 2016 we have 
had no invitation to engage in pre-scoping discussions with MBL. 
 
 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]
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Summary of SNH Advice 
 
We recognise and understand the applicant’s desire to seek a general licence ‘in principle’ for 
a wide area, and then to refine this through subsequent more detailed licence applications, 
supported by site-specific survey and assessment. However, this approach has led to a 
scoping report which contains little detail on baseline data and proposed impact assessment 
methods1. There is also insufficient information to allow us to advise on Habitats Regulations 
Appraisal. Due to these deficiencies, in many areas of the report, we are currently 
unable to provide advice to inform a scoping opinion.  
 
We provide suggestions below on how the report could be re-scoped and the proposals 
amended in order to allow the sector to develop in a sustainable way.  The scope and nature 
of our response reflects the fact that kelp habitats are very important for marine biodiversity 
and the provision of ecosystem services; that wild seaweed harvesting is a new and emerging 
sector where policy for its management and regulation is still under development2; and that 
this is the first consultation for large scale mechanical kelp harvesting in Scottish waters.  
 
Proposals for re-scoping 
 
Small scale harvesting of seaweeds, including kelp has taken place around Scotland’s coasts 
for hundreds of years using non-mechanical approaches. However, industrial scale 
mechanical harvesting of kelp is a new sector in Scotland.  Experience obtained from advising 
on other new and emerging marine sectors in Scottish waters (e.g. aquaculture, marine 
renewables) and the evidence base on which these sectors have grown indicates that to 
enable the sector to sustainably grow, consideration should be given to: 
 

 Managing the scale and duration of initial projects; 

 Clear analysis and assessment for both pre-application and post consent monitoring to 
recognise and understand environmental impacts (positive and negative), predicted 
and actual. 

 
As such, we recommend that the scale of initial harvesting operations should be appropriate 
to gain an understanding of the impacts of mechanical harvesting and to demonstrate 
compliance with all environmental responsibilities of any licence granted, prior to any scaling 
up to full commercial harvesting aspirations as outlined in the scoping report.   
 
MBL has aspirations to harvest up to 30,000 tonnes wet weight per annum of L. hyperborea 
by year 5 of a marine licence(s). We suggest that it is unlikely to be possible to evaluate the 
impacts and recovery of kelps while simultaneously harvesting at such scale within a 5 year 
time frame. A precautionary approach is appropriate for an important living resource such as 
kelp. There are significant gaps in understanding of the potential impacts of harvesting on the 
ecological function and ecosystem services that kelp forests provide.  
 
Due to these issues, we recommend that the scoping report and approach to the assessment 
of the proposal is reconsidered to provide clarity on impact pathways and assessment 
approaches, and to inform the location, scale and duration of detailed harvesting applications.  
For any new sector, we advise that it is important for an agreed set of baseline studies and 
impact assessment methods to be discussed and approved to support any subsequent 
applications.  In this way there will be a transparent, audited process that takes account of the 
importance of kelp habitats and the currently limited evidence base for the impacts of 
mechanical kelp harvesting in Scottish waters. 
 
 

                                            
1
 As recommended in the CIEEM Guidelines on Ecological Impact Assessment (Marine) 

https://www.cieem.net/ecia-guidelines-marine- 
2
 The Scottish Government’s Wild Seaweed harvesting SEA process is not yet concluded 
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I. Trial / demonstration scale mechanical kelp harvesting  
 
The area proposed for the general licence application covers a significant proportion of the 
west coast of Scotland and includes multiple protected sites.  Providing sufficient assessment 
for the environmental report (ER) and data confidence to reach conclusions about likely 
significant effect for Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) over this geographic extent will 
be very challenging for the applicant.   
 
The report suggests MBL will submit marine licence application(s) for a subset of the potential 
harvesting areas that are considered to pose the lowest level of constraint (scoping report 
section 2.3). We recommend that trial / demonstration site(s) are identified from this subset, 
taking into account impact assessments, which could be re-scoped and progressed to 
application stage, following agreement with Marine Scotland and relevant stakeholders.  
 

II. Adaptive management plan and a phased approach 
 
We welcome MBL’s commitment to establish a robust monitoring programme to assess the 
sustainability of kelp harvesting and we agree that this programme should inform an Adaptive 
Management Plan.  The plan could form part of a phased approach to harvesting expansion, 
with reporting and review of monitoring prior to progressing the next harvesting expansion 
phase.  This is a similar approach used for other new marine sectors, for example, in 
renewables for the deployment of the MeyGen tidal array. With this approach, the initial 
demonstration harvesting plan will allow MBL to test an agreed harvesting regime, provide 
information on the impacts of harvesting and increase knowledge about recovery prior to 
progressing to subsequent phases. 
 
Marine Scotland should give consideration to consenting each phase as a separate licence. 
This would allow evaluation of monitoring of each phase to confirm harvesting does not 
exceed impacts predicted in the Environmental Report (ER) and that kelp communities are 
recovering to an agreed level following harvesting prior to issuing further licences.  
 
III. Marine licence duration  

 
The proposed 5 year duration for marine licences is not clearly explained. We would note that 
some evidence suggests that 5 years is insufficient for recovery of ecosystem function. The 
scoping report identifies an initial Area of Search (AoS) for potential harvesting areas (Figure 
2.3.1) based on the modelled distribution of L. hyperborea in Burrows et al. (2018).  This is the 
proposed extent of the area for the general licence application; however, the duration of the 
general licence is not explicitly stated in the report and also needs to be clarified. We note 
Section 2.4 of the report considers alternative options for harvesting in a reduced AoS. The 
rationale for selecting these alternative areas is unclear. Comments on these alternative 
locations are provided at various points in our detailed advice below (see Appendix A - advice 
for physical processes, marine mammals and birds).  
 
IV. Cumulative and in-combination effects 

 
Cumulative and in-combination assessment will be required for this proposal. Other projects 
and plans to be included should be agreed in consultation with Marine Scotland. 
  
Appendix A contains our detailed advice, including for key receptors and a reference list that 
is the evidence base which informs our response. 
 
Further support 
 
We hope this response is helpful. If you wish to clarify any of the points raised then please 
contact  
 

[Redacted]
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Yours sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[Redacted]
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APPENDIX A 
 
ADVICE ON NATURAL HERITAGE INTERESTS TO BE SCOPED INTO ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 
Our detailed scoping advice is provided, including advice specific to key receptors. 
 

i. Importance of kelp 
ii. Consultation process going forward 
iii. Habitats Regulations Appraisal  
iv. Nature Conservation Marine Protected Areas 
v. Priority marine Features 
vi. Harvesting regime and implications for kelp 
vii. Benthic 
viii. Physical processes 
ix. Fish, including basking sharks 
x. Marine mammals including EPS 
xi. Birds 
xii. Invasive non-native species and biosecurity plan 
xiii. References 
 

 
 

i. Importance of kelp 
 
Kelp-dominated habitats are highly productive and very important for marine biodiversity, 
providing critical habitats for many marine species. They deliver other important ecosystem 
services, including creating nursery habitat for commercial fish species and may reduce 
coastal erosion and alleviate damage caused by flooding and storm events (Mork, 1996; 
Lovas and Torum, 2001, Smale et al, 2013). Kelp habitats also contribute to marine 
ecosystem carbon storage.  
 
Kelp habitats can support species at higher trophic levels including larger fish, cetaceans, 
seals, otters and birds. These may include interests of protected sites such as Natura sites 
and there may be connectivity with these sites considerable distances from harvesting areas. 
Kelp habitats are also listed as Priority Marine Features (PMFs) for Scottish waters and have 
been proposed as threatened / declining species or habitats under OSPAR for the NE 
Atlantic. 
 
Whilst many of these characteristics are correctly identified in the scoping report, we would 
strongly challenge the description of kelp as a ‘monoculture’, and would highlight the 
importance of properly assessing the impacts on the ecosystem services provided by kelp 
habitats within the environmental report (ER). 
 

ii. Consultation process going forward 
 
We recommend this scoping is reconsidered to take into account the detailed advice provided 
in our response.  Potential impacts should be sufficiently considered to clearly justify scoping 
in or out and then justifying detailed assessment methods for each relevant receptor. 
 
We would be happy to meet with the applicant and their consultants to discuss the scoping 
approach and to offer advice to assist in developing baseline surveys and monitoring 
methodologies.  
 
We welcome the proposed review of monitoring overseen by an Environmental Steering 
Group (ESG) comprising representatives from key stakeholders.   
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Cumulative and in-combination effects 
For cumulative and in-combination assessment, other projects and plans to be included 
should be agreed in consultation with Marine Scotland. These should include other relevant 
seaweed harvesting operations within the proposed licensing area. 
 
iii. Habitats Regulations Appraisal (HRA) 

 
The proposal has potential impacts on the interests of a number of Natura sites - Special 
Areas of Conservation (SACs) for species and habitats and Special Protection Areas (SPAs) 
for Birds (including proposed SPAs (pSPAs)). The proposed general licence area has overlap 
with Natura sites and also may have connectivity with sites at considerable distances from 
proposed harvesting areas. Detail on the legislative requirements for European sites is 
available from our website3. 
 
On the basis of the scoping report, we are unable to provide focused advice for relevant 
interests of Natura sites due to the extent of the proposed general licence area and range of 
potential interests and impact pathways.  Our initial view is that the proposal has the potential 
to have likely significant effects on Natura interests. 
 
We strongly recommend the production of an HRA screening report to accompany any future 
proposals. This will form an initial long list of Natura interests and sites to assist the applicant 
at the start of an iterative HRA process. We suggest this indicative list is compiled in 
conjunction with a thorough review of relevant Natura sites and interests to insure inclusion of 
all relevant sites and species. We would be happy to provide ongoing advice as the HRA 
progresses and further information about the detail of the proposal becomes available. 
Cumulative and in-combination assessment with other projects and plans will be a key 
consideration for HRA. 
 
The scoping report states that no new survey data is intended to be collected for the ER but 
will be for the proposed subsequent marine licence applications. There is still a requirement to 
include appropriate data from other sources in the ER to present sufficient evidence for SNH 
and Marine Scotland to enable assessment of likely significant effect on the qualifying 
interests of relevant Natura sites.  
 
iv. Nature Conservation Marine Protected Areas (NC MPAs) 

 
Scotland’s network of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) helps to protect nationally important 
marine wildlife, habitats, geology and undersea landforms.  The key objective of the network 
is to safeguard natural features in Scottish waters based on the principle of sustainable use. 
 
More detail is required on the specific locations proposed for harvesting to fully inform our 
benthic advice. There is currently insufficient evidence to demonstrate that harvesting 
activities proposed will not have an impact on MPA benthic features. 
 
Unless a clear evidence base is provided in the ER to demonstrate there will be no or 
negligible impacts on MPA features as a result of harvesting activities, then we advise that 
harvesting should not take place within NC MPAs designated for benthic marine features.  
 

v. Priority Marine Features (PMFs) 
 
In July 2014, Scottish Ministers adopted a list of 81 PMFs, which are marine habitats and 
species that are identified as being of conservation importance to Scotland, and receive policy 
protection through the National Marine Plan.  

                                            
3
 https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/environmental-assessment/habitats-

regulations-appraisal-hra  



7  

 

Due to the scale and lack of site-specific information within the proposal, there is insufficient 
information to inform our advice for the potential impacts of the proposal on PMFs. 
 
PMFs outwith protected sites need to be considered at scoping and for surveys and 
monitoring. Kelp habitats themselves are a PMF and would be directly targeted by harvesting 
activities.  
 
Once harvesting areas are more clearly defined, more detail should be included to show 
where PMFs are known to occur, which PMFs are likely to be sensitive and also what will 
happen if sensitive PMFs are discovered during harvesting. The assessment should consider 
whether any impacts on PMFs would constitute an impact on the national status of the feature 
(in line with the policy protection within the National Marine Plan). 
 
Information on the presence, abundance and / or extent of PMFs may be drawn from various 
publicly accessible sources including PMF list4 and a report with descriptions of Scottish 
PMFs5. PMFs may also be protected under legislation or by other designations6. Our website 
provides links to further information sources for PMFs7. 
 
vi. Harvesting regime and implications for kelp recovery  

 
Key advice  
 
We recommend that the scale of the proposed harvesting operations should be appropriate to 
gain an understanding of the impacts of mechanical harvesting prior to any scaling up to the 
full commercial harvesting aspirations as outlined in the scoping report. 
 
Detailed advice 
 
General licence area and kelp abundance  
The application area for the general licence is the Area of Search (AoS) for potential 
harvesting areas based on the predictive modelled distribution of L. hyperborea in Burrows et 
al. (2018).  The applicant has identified this large AoS to provide the desired supply of 30,000 
tonnes wet weight per annum. The applicant states that they propose to adopt a “low intensity 
harvesting regime as a primary measure to avoid significant effects on kelp beds.” However, 
while a larger licensed area results in a smaller percentage of harvesting overall, this does not 
necessarily lessen the potential effects on those harvested areas. 
 
The scoping report (section 2.5) states that “This will represent less than 3% of the standing 
biomass within the marine licence area as a whole as harvesting excludes areas with low 
resource density (<5 kg/m²) or small areas of higher resource density.” Ground truthing within 
the identified AoS would be required to establish the actual in situ levels of kelp abundance 
and percent cover and to sample representative kelp plants to generate data on canopy 
height and biomass.  This could then be used to establish kelp stock biomass and a 
monitoring plan to inform future marine licence applications of an appropriate scale within an 
AoS. 
 
 
 

                                            
4
 PMF list: https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2018-

05/Priority%20Marine%20Features%20in%20Scotlands%20seas.pdf  
5
 Descriptions of Scottish PMFs SNH commissioned report 406: https://www.nature.scot/snh-commissioned-report-

406-descriptions-scottish-priority-marine-features-pmfs  
6
 https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2017-07/A1007918%20- 

%20Recommended%20PMFs%20and%20existing%20designations.%20Summary%20table%20for%20consultatio
n.%20FINAL.%20July%202013.pdf    
7
 https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/safeguarding-protected-areas-and-species/priority-marine-features-

scotlands-seas  
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Licence term and harvesting rotations 
The proposed 5 year licence term appears to be aligned with the kelp harvesting regime in 
Norway where blocks of kelp are harvested on the basis of a 5 year rotation.  The scoping 
report (section 2.4) states that “This approach was also endorsed by Burrows et al (2018)”, 
however, in recommending a similar rotation for harvesting of kelp in Scottish waters, we 
highlight that Burrows et al (2018) also states that “It should be noted that the five-year 
harvesting cycle may not allow for full recovery of associated biota found on kelp beds. 
Monitoring of the associated biota will be required to demonstrate recovery of associated 
communities to a level agreed with the licencing authority.”  
 
Indications from available studies are that associated biota may not recover to the original 
level. Recovery of epiphytes, amphipods and isopods was incomplete after five years (Christie 
et al. 2009) and overall biota in Norway had not fully recovered after 10 years (Birkett et al. 
1998b). Norderhaug et al. (2014) determined that in Norway biodiversity was strongly related 
to the morphology and biomass of kelp epiphytes, while Steen et al. (2016) (also in Norway) 
found that four years after harvesting, epiphyte biomass had only regained a third of its pre-
harvest biomass. There are also concerns that post-harvest recovery will mean that most of 
the plants are of similar age, again potentially impacting associated biodiversity (Burrows et 
al, 2018). For higher trophic levels, there is some evidence from Norway that kelp harvesting 
affects fish abundance and diminishes bird foraging efficiency (Lorentsen et al, 2010). 
 
The criteria for what constitutes an agreed level of recovery will require careful consideration 
and should be in part informed by monitoring, reporting and review during a kelp harvesting 
trial to assess the localised and wider effects of the kelp harvesting in Scottish waters.   
 
Most of these studies on post-harvest recovery of kelp population density and plant size 
structure have been commissioned from Norwegian kelp researchers to guide kelp harvesting 
practices in Norway. There is currently a lack of data exploring the potential impacts of kelp 
harvesting in Scottish waters and precaution should be used when inferring impacts on kelp 
from studies from elsewhere. 
 
Impact assessment 
 
Holdfast disposal 
MBL intends to remove the holdfast of harvested kelp and dispose to sea within the harvest 
block they were taken from.  
 
We recommend the applicant fully evaluates the implications of this holdfast removal and 
disposal, both in practical terms and to provide evidence of the benefits for the marine 
environment postulated in sections 2.2.5. and 4.3.2. of the scoping report, including the fate of 
holdfasts after disposal.  
 
Considerations include: How will holdfasts be detached from plants on the harvesting vessel 
and how quickly will these be returned to the harvesting block? Is this a practical option for the 
vessel crew? Is there any evidence that any of the epifaunal community does survive and 
recolonise? If not, how will this be evaluated? Will holdfasts be washed up on beaches in 
large volumes? 
 
Comparison with scallop dredging 
The scoping report makes a comparison of area size for kelp harvesting in one year with what 
one scallop dredger covers in a month.  This is not a valid comparison as different parts of the 
seabed are harvested using alternative methods and with different ecological implications in 
each case. Both activities have implications for the ecology of the seabed and surrounding 
waters, and the potential impacts of kelp harvesting would be additional to scallop dredging.   
Whilst the impacts of the Norwegian rake-type dredge on the substrate are likely to be lower 
than for other forms of dredging, such as for scallops, some disturbance of the substratum 
may occur as plant material is dragged to the surface (Scottish Government, 2016). 
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Additional comments  
It is proposed that no harvest takes place within 50 of MHWM (Mean High Water Mark). On a 
low gradient shore this could actually be intertidal (where L. hyperborea would not normally 
grow) as discussed (see Physical processes), for such a measure to be meaningful it has to 
be re-defined on a functional basis, rather than an arbitrary distance. 
 
The scoping report describes the harvesting activity as targeting dense beds of L. hyperborea 
and describes these beds as “effectively a monoculture. This will avoid any significant 
harvesting of non-target species” (section 2.2.4.). Kelp forests are not analogous to a 
monoculture. The biodiversity associated with kelp habitat is high and the associated 
community of epiphytes growing on kelp stipes and fronds and biota within the holdfast 
community will be unavoidably disturbed and removed along with kelp plants during 
harvesting.  
 
Monitoring 
A fully justified monitoring framework should be included in the ER. The only monitoring 
specified (section 2.6) is of the kelp seabed.   
 
vii. Benthic 

 
Key advice 

 
More detail is required on the specific locations proposed for harvesting to fully inform our 
benthic advice. There is insufficient evidence to demonstrate that harvesting activities 
proposed will not have an impact on MPA benthic features. 
 
Detailed advice 
 

Protected sites – MPAs for benthic features 
As stated under section iv) MPAs designated for benthic marine features should not be 
targeted for harvesting unless a clear evidence base is provided in the ER to demonstrate 
there will be no or negligible impacts on MPA features as a result of harvesting activities.  
 
Connectivity issues need consideration, for example flame shell beds often bind drift algae and 
may be affected if nearby kelp beds were reduced / removed. This potential impact needs 
further consideration.  
 
The potential importance of the contribution of the kelp (through detritus) to the marine food 
webs of the protected features needs to be considered as an impact and needs to be scoped 
into assessments. 
 
Harvesting near maerl beds may affect maerl by altering water flow and nutrient levels; 
disposal of holdfasts may also have an impact on the maerl. Northern sea fans and sponge 
communities often exist below the kelp zone and may be affected by loss of biodiversity 
associated with the kelp, disposal of holdfasts and accidental dropping of quantities of kelp.  
 
The scoping report states that MPAs with features that incorporate kelp have been excluded, 
yet some reef sites have not been excluded, including Treshnish SAC and Loch Sunart to the 
Sound of Jura NC MPA. The Small Isles NC MPA should also have been excluded on the 
basis of their designation for white cluster anemone and northern sea fan and sponge 
communities.  
 
MPAs for mobile features are much more extensive and the ER needs to consider the key 
areas for these features and whether there could be an impact upon them. 
 

Priority Marine Features   
PMFs outwith protected sites need to be considered at scoping and for surveys and 
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monitoring. Kelp beds themselves are a PMF and would be directly targeted by this activity.  
 
European Spiny lobster is a PMF that may be affected by this activity. This species has not 
been considered and should be scoped into the Environmental Report (ER).   
 
The scoping report mentions the avoidance of “Burrows et al. (2018a) model grid cells 
containing sensitive Priority Marine Features”, it is not clear what this means. The embedded 
mitigation to avoid areas where PMFs are present needs to be more detailed, for example, how 
will PMFs be avoided and how big will the buffer be?  
 
There also needs to be some consideration of other PMFs that might be sensitive to 
mechanical kelp harvesting rather than just those listed in section 2.5; kelp and seaweed 
communities on sublittoral sediment, tide-swept algal communities and the low and limited 
mobility species – pink sea fingers and white cluster anemone.  
 
viii. Physical processes 
 
Key advice 
 
At this stage, due to the lack of detailed information and uncertainty over the geographic extent 
and location of the harvesting proposed, we are unable to provide detailed advice for physical 
processes, including which protected sites may be relevant for impacts associated with 
harvesting operations. We seek to understand more about how the harvesting operations will 
assess and exclude shorelines ‘at risk’ of change to physical processes. 
 
Detailed advice 
 

The Report scopes in three impact pathways for physical processes: reduced wave 
attenuation, reduced attenuation of currents and reduced beach-cast seaweed. We agree it is 
appropriate to scope these in.   
 
The ER also asserts that changes as a result of the proposal are unlikely to be significant and 
repeats this regarding potential impacts on coastal biotopes (Section 4.4.2.). We question the 
argument made in the scoping report that the effect of harvesting on kelp density is “likely to be 
much smaller” than the effect of storms.  Two factors must be considered in detail before wave 
/ current energy impacts can be assessed.  First, that loss to harvesting is likely to be 
additional to loss during storms.  Second, storm loss may be increased at harvested ‘edges’ 
newly exposed to wave action. This is mentioned in the scoping report (Page 35, benthic 
ecology), but is not discussed further. 
 
No justification is given for the statement that changes to beach-cast material are likely to have 
only minor effects.  The stabilising role of kelp is mentioned in terms of promoting dune grass 
growth, but its more direct roles in trapping wind-blown sand and absorbing wave energy need 
to be considered too, otherwise the potential influence of this factor in erosion risk might be 
under-estimated. 
 
In the scoping report (Section 4.3.2.) it is argued that although changes to suspended sediment 
concentrations are scoped-in, they are unlikely to occur because kelp doesn’t colonise soft 
sediments.  There needs to be detailed consideration of the occurrence of sand patches within 
and marginal to kelp stands and to what extent harvesting might disturb these. 
 
The proposed “embedded mitigation” of avoiding harvesting within 50m of MHWM is presented 
as part of the argument against significant impacts.  Intertidal zones can easily exceed 50m 
wide.  Therefore for such a measure to be meaningful it has to be re-defined on a functional 
basis, rather than an arbitrary distance. 
 
 



11  

 

Impact assessment methods 
A desk-based assessment is proposed of potential worst-case hydrodynamic change (Section 
4.2.3) and associated change in sediment transport and coastal morphology. In section 4.4.3. 
of the report, a desk-based assessment is proposed of “effects on the impact pathways”, 
including the three physical-process pathways listed above.  These tasks need to be 
disentangled and re-framed as a two-stage assessment.  We recommend changes in physical 
processes are assessed purely in terms of magnitude, and only assess resulting significance 
when dealing with the relevant receptors. 
 
Further detail is required to justify and explain the assessment methods: 
 

 If desk-based only, involving expert reasoning, this is unlikely to be sufficient. 

 Will it include the use of straightforward calculations, application of observed change 
elsewhere and/or application of modelled change elsewhere? 

 New numerical modelling may be required. If modelling is required, it is probably for 
harvest areas with more sensitive coastal receptors. Key areas for consideration within 
the general licence area include Tiree and Coll, Arisaig coast and Sanna Bay.   

 Regardless of assessment method, it is crucial at scoping to define and fully justify the 
geographic scope (e.g. modelling domain), range of metocean conditions to be 
considered (storm magnitude, etc), and kelp ‘recovery time’ (worst-case scenario). 

 
Sensitive shorelines and potential risks of reduced wave attenuation 
The intention to avoid shorelines ‘at risk’ from any change to physical processes is welcome, 
but in this regard the applicant should complete the following before assessment is undertaken.  
We would be happy to offer further advice to develop an appropriate methodology: 
 

 In section 2.5 it is proposed to avoid harvesting adjacent to “ecologically sensitive 
shorelines that may be susceptible to changes in local coastal processes”. In section 
4.4.2 (page 38) this is “shorelines at proven or agreed high risk”.  To agree on the 
criteria for avoidance would require distinguishing in detail between the magnitude of 
effect (i.e. risk that the result of changed wave energy would be enhancement of 
erosion) and the sensitivity of receptors.  This sensitivity might be ecological (habitat 
loss to erosion), geomorphic (knock-on disruption to landforms), socio-economic, or a 
combination of these.  Lastly, a robust and defendable definition of “adjacent” is 
essential. 

 Source and test the use of information that could identify ‘risk of erosion being 
enhanced’.  For example, mapping in DynamicCoast.com has identified future erosion 
areas based on erosion seen over the recent 3 - 4 decades.  Further expert input 
factoring in geomorphology and the likely effects of sea-level rise would be essential in 
order to fully scope at-risk areas. 

 Modify the proposed harvest areas accordingly, in order that assessment then focuses 
only on those locations being taken forward. 

 
Monitoring 
It is not the role of scoping to set out details of monitoring, but it should provide a fully justified 
framework.  The only monitoring specified (section 2.6) is of the kelp seabed.  The aim is to 
gauge all relevant impacts of the works, especially important given that the large-scale 
proposals are novel in Scotland.  Therefore consideration must also be given to hydrodynamic 
monitoring linked to observations of coastal change.  For example is it possible to monitor 
marine energy inshore of harvest areas before and after harvesting?  Monitoring of a control 
area may be appropriate. 
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ix. Fish and shellfish 
 
Key advice 
 

More detail is required on the specific locations proposed for harvesting to fully inform our 
advice for fish and shellfish. While some important impacts pathways between fish and kelp 
harvesting have been identified, Impact assessments for fish require further development.  
 
Detailed advice 
 
Impact assessment  
There are important ecological interactions between fish species and the use of kelp as 1) a 
nursery ground, 2) protective habitat from predators and 3) source of food (invertebrates for 
fish, small fish for bigger fish and fish for birds). 
 
The following impact pathways need to be considered or developed further in the ER relating to 
fish and shellfish species: 
 

 Habitat loss / biological diversity (richness) loss – relates to both the removal of habitat 
creating bare ground and the period of regrowth where there will be less species 
diversity/richness. 

 Displacement – ability for the area to retain the same number and diversity of species, 
competition for food source and shelter. 

 Food web – interactions between invertebrates, fish and birds. 
 
Fish species to consider  
Advice here is primarily, but not exclusively, given regarding fish and shellfish species on the 
recommended PMF list.  Marine Scotland Science (MSS) are likely to advise further regarding 
any non-PMF fish and shellfish that should be given detailed consideration in the ER.  Note 
that there are species of conservation importance that do not appear on the PMF list, such as 
most other elasmobranch species, and these should not necessarily be excluded from 
consideration..  Within Chapter 4.4 of the scoping report (Nature conservation and ecology) the 
section on fish and shellfish should have a greater focus on PMFs than it does at present.  
 
Future monitoring needs to include recording of fish and shellfish species not just benthic 
habitat as indicated. 
 
Basking sharks 
Potential impacts on basking sharks should be scoped in. These include potential disturbance, 
collision with vessels and indirect impacts as a result of potentially reduced or altered feeding 
areas. The scoping report states “Protected species, such as shark, seahorse, and ray species 
will not be present in dense kelp beds and therefore will not be affected by harvesting 
activities” Recent observations off Tiree indicate a significant overlap between basking shark 
hot spots and the proposed harvest area around Coll and Tiree. While temporal restrictions on 
harvesting in proximity to basking shark hotspots during the key summer period may provide 
useful mitigation, there is limited understanding about the distribution of basking sharks and 
how important areas off the west coast of Scotland are for this species all year round.  
 
Should pre-harvesting surveys include acoustic surveys, a basking shark licence may be 
required.  For detail on the legislative requirements for basking sharks, please refer to our 
website.8 We can provide further advice for licensing requirements as any applications 
progress. 
 
 

                                            
8
 https://www.nature.scot/plants-animals-and-fungi/fish/sea-fish/basking-shark 
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x. Marine mammals including European Protected Species (EPS) 
 
Key advice 
 

The large geographic scale of the harvest area encompasses and has connectivity with 
numerous protected sites and has connectivity with marine mammal interests of protected sites 
including cetaceans, seals and otters. There is insufficient detail about how the applicant will 
assess the impacts on marine mammals for a proposal of this scale.   
 
Detailed advice 
 
EPS 
For detail on the legislative requirements for EPS, please refer to our website9. 
  
Should pre-harvesting surveys include acoustic surveys, an EPS licence may be required.  We 
can provide further advice for EPS as any applications progress. 
 
Protected sites for inclusion 
Annex A of the scoping report provides a list of protected sites within the AoS for the general 
licence but does not include sites outside the AoS with connectivity that may result in potential 
impacts on marine mammals resulting from these proposals.  
 
Impact assessments 
Key impacts require further consideration in terms of impacts assessments for marine 
mammals, including for harbour porpoise SAC interests. Harbour porpoise need to forage 
small fish regularly and may experience impact from: 
 

 Loss of habitat and / or shelter for a range of plants and animals, alongside loss of 
direct and indirect food sources.  

 Loss of nursery grounds for juvenile invertebrates and fish, with consequences for 
higher trophic levels, including cetaceans, seals and otters.  

 Disturbance as a result of vessel activities associated with harvesting is also a 
consideration.  

 
Seasonal harvesting restrictions 
Restrictions for areas that have seasonal ecological sensitivities are proposed as mitigation. 
There is overlap or connectivity with SACs and NC MPAs with marine mammal interests and 
designated seal haul outs. For many species, for example, harbour porpoise and otters that are 
present year round, seasonal restrictions will not be an option for mitigation. Potential 
mitigation for vessel disturbance may be mitigated by application of the guidance within the 
Scottish Marine Wildlife Watching Code (SMWWC)10, depending on the detail of vessel activity 
noise levels, vessel types, vessel routes number of transits, etc. 
 
Seals 
Sensitive times for seals include the pupping and moult periods for both harbour and grey 
seals. 
 
The Protection of Seals (Designated Sea Haul-out Sites) (Scotland) Order 2014 introduced 
additional protection for seals at designated haul-out sites11, locations on land where seals 
come ashore to rest, moult or breed.Protection of seals at designated seal haul outs is valid 
year round.  

                                            
9
 https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/safeguarding-protected-areas-and-species/protected-species/legal-

framework/habitats-directive-and-habitats-regulations/european  
10

 https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/land-and-sea-management/managing-coasts-and-seas/scottish-

marine-wildlife-watching-code  
11

 http://marine.gov.scot/information/seal-haul-out-sites  
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Otters 
Otters are interests of SACs and EPS. The proposed harvesting areas are likely to have 
overlap with otter territories.  Most otter foraging dives are in waters less than 10m deep and 
within 100m from shore (Kruuk, 2006). Potential impacts listed above should therefore also be 
considered for otters.  
 
Data sources  
The Wild Seaweed Harvesting SEA ER shows ICES management areas and the known 
spawning grounds for herring and highlights Coll and Tiree as important areas. Herring are an 
important component of harbour porpoise, minke whale and other cetacean diets.  
 
References should be updated to include those that are most current, for example, SCANS-III12 
data now supersedes SCANS-II. 
 
xi. Birds 

 
General advice 
 
The proposal currently encompasses a large area off the west coast of Scotland, within which 
there are numerous designated sites for ornithological interests. There is a lack of clarity about 
how the applicant will assess impacts on birds, notably for protected sites such as Special 
Protection Areas (SPAs) using existing datasets. No additional data collection is proposed for 
the ER. We advise that the ER for the current proposal may not contain enough scientific data 
for SNH and Marine Scotland to be able to fully assess if there are going to be likely significant 
effects on any of the designated site qualifying features. 
 
Detailed advice 
 

Kelps such as L. hyperborea are habitat forming species that exert control over entire 
communities.  As such, there are likely to be effects on the ornithological interests using the 
kelp forests for foraging and resting habitats.  
 
Bird species to be considered 
Breeding birds as well as migratory birds during the winter and wintering waterbirds (waders 
and waterfowl) all need to be considered. The Scottish Government’s Wild Seaweed 
Harvesting (2016) Appendix D provides a useful starting point for identifying potentially 
sensitive bird species associated with protected sites.  Wader species that may rely on 
foraging along the beach-cast kelp such as purple sandpiper, sanderling and ringed plover 
should be considered. The qualifying species of the associated SPAs, pSPAs and SSSIs will 
need to be considered in the ER; as well as any additional birds listed as red on the Bird of 
Conservation Concern list; those birds which are Annex 1 species (e.g. Arctic terns); or those 
on the Priority Marine Features list (e.g. black guillemot). 
 
Impact pathways 
It is acknowledged that there is limited data available on the interactions between birds and 
kelp forests. However, it is clear that there is an important ecological interaction, primarily due 
to food web dynamics. As the harvesting is proposed in shallow (<20m) coastal areas, there is 
likely to be considerable overlap between the harvesting and areas utilised by birds, including 
connectivity with bird species that are interests of protected sites. There are three different 
types of habitat associated with kelp that should be taken into consideration when assessing 
the impact pathways for ornithological interests, as defined by Kelly (2005):  
 

1. Kelp forests themselves, i.e. the living plants which provide a foraging habitat for many 
marine bird species due to invertebrates and fish living within the kelp; 

                                            
12

 https://synergy.st-andrews.ac.uk/scans3/2017/05/01/first-results-are-in/  
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2. Drift kelp, which occurs seasonally (predominantly in winter during storms, and in spring 
when the old fronds break free). Drift kelp floats in the open sea and can provide 
shelter for birds during rough seas as well as a foraging habitat;  

3. Beach cast kelp, detached kelp which washes up on the shore and provides foraging 
habitat for shoreline birds (Orr 2013) and potential nesting material for breeding birds. 
As there is lack of evidence for how harvesting of live kelp beds affects the quantity of 
beach kelp washed up, it is difficult to assess the relative importance of this. However, it 
should still be considered within the assessment.  

 
The impact pathways identified within the scoping report need to be expanded. The following 
impact pathways should be considered in the assessment related to the ornithological 
receptors: 
 

 Habitat loss: relates to both kelp as a foraging habitat within the water column for 
marine birds, as well as a reduction of beach cast for shoreline foragers; and loss of kelp 
as a sheltered roosting habitat, particularly during storms. 

 Disturbance from harvesting activity itself: this includes vessel disturbance, noise and 
light pollution, visual presence. 

 Displacement from foraging area due to the harvesting activity, which can lead to 
increased energetic costs of having to forage in an alternative environment. 

 Indirect effects on prey species: due to the loss of habitat, shelter, and nursery areas for 
prey species, invertebrates living on and within the kelp beds, as well as a loss of 
biodiversity from the area due to the kelp removal.  

 Indirect effects of the loss of organic matter (both particulate and dissolved) from 
kelp removal which contributes to coastal secondary production (for example, less beach 
cast leading to less kelp detritus for invertebrate prey populations on shorelines, or less 
nutrients going into dune habitats which indirectly can effect bird populations within the 
dune systems). 

 Loss of/damage to coastal habitats (for breeding and non-breeding birds) due to changes 
in coastal processes affecting existing sediment transport processes. 

 Changes to water quality: as a result of changes in sediment transport regime leading to 
indirect effects on birds.  

 
In order to be able to assess the above potential effects it must be demonstrated that enough 
relevant data has been used within the assessment on spatial and seasonal distribution of 
birds using the kelp forests and shorelines. It is difficult to see how this can be achieved using 
available datasets alone.  
 
Designated sites and species 
The impacts on conservation objectives of designated sites which could be affected by the 
proposal include: 
 

 Deterioration of habitats that support the qualifying species; and 

 Significant disturbance of qualifying species 
 
MBL produced a comprehensive list of designated sites in Appendix A. For further assessment 
within the ER, it is key to specifically consider the sites with connectivity to each of the 
proposed harvesting areas. This means taking into consideration the foraging range and 
foraging ecology of each of the qualifying species of interest. It is also worth noting that those 
SPAs with marine extensions require particular consideration within the ER as the marine 
extensions have been designated as important near-colony areas for resting and maintenance 
activities. From an initial look at the list of qualifying features there are likely to be several 
species which will experience a likely significant effect as a result of the proposal. 
 
There are bird interests of protected sites list that are sensitive to disturbance (particularly 
vessel disturbance), such as the diver species, as well as those known to use kelp extensively 
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for their foraging on prey items on or within the kelp, such as black guillemots, eiders, gulls, 
and shags. It has previously been demonstrated that kelp harvesting can have multi-trophic 
consequences, with a study recording a reduction of small gadoid fish by 92% within the 
harvested areas of kelp versus the un-forested areas, an effect which was still present one 
year later. The decrease in fish led to a subsequent decrease in the amount of food available 
for marine birds in that area, which in turn led to reduced foraging activity a top predator 
(Lorentsen et al. 2010). This proposal has the same potential for fundamentally changing the 
areas where fish shelter and reside; therefore this may result in an impact on piscivorous birds 
in particular.   
 
Those birds in moult will also have a reduced ability to avoid vessel movements when 
flightless. It should also be noted that responding to a disturbance or displacement event can 
be an energetically costly activity for the birds which can have implications for their breeding 
success or over-winter survival.   
 
Wintering wader and waterfowl species reliant on foraging along the beach-cast kelp will also 
be potentially affected by a reduction on foraging resource. This includes but is not limited to 
turnstones, sandpipers, sanderling, oystercatchers, curlew, godwits and gull species. The ER 
would need to clearly identify birds included or excluded within their assessment with 
justification provided. A strong correlation has been found between west coast Scotland 
shorebird abundances and the amount of beach cast seaweed on the shoreline (Orr, 2013). 
Therefore, if the proposed seaweed harvesting results in less beach cast seaweed, there are 
likely to be significant effects for some species. 
 
Proposed monitoring 
The proposed monitoring programme is welcomed and will be crucial to informing the adaptive 
management plan to ensure that any impacts on the qualifying interests are identified early, 
and before the harvesting activity starts having an adverse effect on site integrity for any of the 
protected sites.  
 
However, there is not enough information provided on what monitoring would take place for the 
ornithological interests. The framework for proposed monitoring should be included in the ER. 
Kelly (2005) suggests a before-and-after-control-impact (BACI) approach to get a baseline of 
use of kelp area before harvesting and then assess the numbers and diversity of bird species 
following the harvesting. We would be happy to provide further advice to assist with the 
development of appropriate monitoring methodologies.  
 
Mitigation - time of harvesting 
It is welcomed that MBL have taken into consideration at this early stage that seasonal and 
area restrictions will take place in order to protect the nature conservation interests. The ER 
should clearly identify the areas that will be excluded from harvesting. However, it should be 
noted that harvesting has the potential to significantly affect birds during both the breeding and 
non-breeding seasons, so it is unlikely temporal exclusions alone will be able to mitigate 
against potential significant effects of the harvesting regime. Guidance on seasonal timings for 
several bird species available on the SNH website and will help inform this aspect of the 
assessment1314 
 
As well as seasonal and area restrictions, any other mitigation measures should be stated in 
terms of bird interests. The Scottish Marine Wildlife Watching Code (SMWWC) may usefully 
inform mitigation related to vessel disturbance. 
 

                                            
13

 https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2017-07/A303080%20-

%20Bird%20Breeding%20Season%20Dates%20in%20Scotland.pdf 
14

 https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2017-07/A2332152%20-

%20Suggested%20seasonal%20definitions%20for%20birds%20in%20the%20Scottish%20Marine%20Environmen
t%20-%203rd%20February%202017.pdf 
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For foraging ranges of key seabird species see Thaxter et al. (2012) as a starting point and 
Furness et al. (2012) - Supplementary files for summaries of diving depths, foraging ranges, 
and disturbance distances for some key marine species.  
 
Additional data sources  
The scoping report states that “no dedicated marine ecology surveys are proposed” but that 
“ecological surveys and baseline ecological monitoring will be carried out for each harvesting 
area”. There is a lack of clarity as to what existing data sources will be utilised as none are 
mentioned. It is not clear where data for Figure 4.4.17 is from, for example. Data sources such 
as the Seabird Monitoring Programme15, SiteLink16, ESAS17, and WeBS18 counts should be 
included as part of the proposed data sources review. There needs to be sufficient data 
included within the ER to inform our advice and for Marine Scotland to be able to make their 
assessment.  
 
While we acknowledge that there is currently a lack of data regarding what bird species are 
utilising kelp and the relative importance for the kelp ecosystem for these species, distribution 
and foraging behaviour data would help assess the bird species likely to be affected by the 
mechanical seaweed harvesting.  
 
Use of the term ‘seabird’ 
For the consideration of effects on birds using the marine environment and foraging within the 
kelp itself, the term ‘marine bird’ is more appropriate as this incorporates seabirds, divers, and 
sea ducks. Other bird groups for consideration include: waders, grebes, ducks and geese, as 
well as coastal and terrestrial breeding birds which may use the shoreline or dune systems in 
proximity to the harvesting area(s).  
 
xii. Invasive non-native species and biosecurity 
 
Limited reference is made to invasive non-native species and biosecurity planning with the 
scoping report. Section 4.4.1. incorrectly states that there are no species of concern within the 
general licence area. Wireweed (Sargassum muticum) and leathery sea squirt (Styela clava) 
have been recorded in the general licence area. The carpet sea squirt (Didemnum vexillum) 
has been recorded in close proximity to the licence area at Loch Creran. 
 
The ER should consider biosecurity further including development of a biosecurity plan to 
prevent the spread of marine non-natives. A contingency plan should be developed to detail 
action required if marine non-native species are encountered during harvesting and monitoring. 
Biosecurity planning guidance is available from our website19. The Non-native Species 
Secretariat website20 is also a useful reference to help develop appropriate plans. The plan 
should also be in accordance with Marine Scotland guidance for invasive non-native species21 
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Mechanical harvesting of wild seaweed 

Comments submitted on behalf of  

The National Trust for Scotland 

 

 

The National Trust for Scotland is pleased to be able to comment on the proposal for the mechanical 

harvesting of wild seaweed.   We are supportive in principle of the proposal to use seaweed for 

commercial purposes and pleased to see this preliminary attempt to identify the major 

environmental issues involved and the limited measures to avoid some of the potentially affected 

Marine Protected Areas. However it is essential that any harvest is sustainable both for the 

seaweeds themselves and for the associated ecosystems. 

The harvesting of kelp has a long history in western Scotland but this was almost exclusively based 

on the collection of detached fronds cast up on the shore. This utilises natural removal of kelp by 

wave action and appears to have had little long‐term detrimental impact on the kelp beds on which 

it depended.  The current proposal, however, relies on the harvesting of large quantities of live kelp 

by ripping it up from its attachment to the seabed. It therefore has the potential to cause very much 

more damage, possibly longer term. 

Kelp is a very important habitat in the infra‐littoral environment of western Scotland and is home to 

a huge variety of biodiversity.  Not only does it harbour significant quantities of organisms living 

directly on its stems, but the shelter given by its fronds provides an extensive area for larger animals 

to live and feed. Many fish make it their home and seabirds and otters use this habitat for fishing. 

Recent studies indicate that it may also be used by aggregations of basking shark. 

As well as being important for biodiversity, the physical effect of kelp is to break up and dissipate 

wave power and to form a barrier to marine currents, having a profound effect on inshore hydrology 

and exposure. 

Although it is widespread in western Scotland, it is almost unique amongst inshore marine 

environments in being almost completely free from physical disturbance by human activities. This 

proposal would cross a precedent threshold, if it were accepted, and would result in the immediate 

loss of this unique status and a substantial disruption to the status quo. 

The proposal assesses the longevity of kelp and foresees a 5‐year harvesting regime that would 

allow the kelp plants to recover over the cycle. While this may be sustainable from the narrow 

perspective of the kelp plant itself, it takes no account of other components of the kelp ecosystem 

some of which may be considerably longer lived than kelp. Trawling for Nephrops in deep mud 

environments may be sustainable from the perspective of the prawns, but it has resulted in the 

destruction of other species living in the same habitat such as tall sea pens and fan mussels. It is 

essential that the same fate is not permitted to befall the kelp habitat which is currently in a near 

pristine state. 



Kelp is a keystone species in a particularly important habitat. While it has survived relatively intact in 

Scotland, there is a long history of disruption of the kelp ecosystem in the western USA and Canada 

resulting initially from the over‐harvest of sea otters and the removal of predation of sea urchins. 

The result has been a dramatic disruption of the kelp ecosystem over very wide areas with very far 

reaching ecological effects. While the kelp ecosystem is undoubtedly different in western Scotland, 

the experience from the Pacific north‐west indicates that the harvest of kelp should be approached 

with extreme caution to ensure that ecosystem tipping points are not breached. 

The Scottish Government is currently consulting on proposals to protect a range of Priority Marine 

Features from damage from extractive harvesting processes with a view to seeing what percentage 

of the remaining resource should be protected. Kelp is also a Priority Marine Feature, though this is 

not acknowledged in the proposal, but only a small percentage of kelp habitats are currently 

protected in Marine Protected Areas is tiny. Before embarking on a large scale programme of kelp 

harvesting and potential damage to pristine habitats it is essential that the Scottish Government 

decides on what proportion of the Kelp PMF needs to be protected and what this decision is to be 

based on.  In so doing it is essential that a precautionary approach is adopted. 

The wildlife and Countryside Act makes it illegal to uproot wild plants without the permission of the 

landowner. The Crown Estate, as owner of the seabed would therefore need to give permission to 

uproot kelp by its holdfasts. The Crown Estate already issues permits for the artisanal harvesting of 

seaweed from intertidal areas but imposes a number of conditions in order to ensure that the 

harvest is sustainable and that the associated habitat is not damaged. The conditions imposed 

typically include: 

 ‘All seaweed should be cut by hand and no length to be cut below that which would inhibit 

re‐growth’. 

 ‘Sensitive methods of collection should be used, including avoidance of mechanical 

harvesting, avoidance of uprooting any plant, cutting heights as high as possible and only 

removing a proportion of the plant, ie one third.’ 

 ‘Sustainable quantities of biomass to be harvested in relation to standing crop biomass 

should be estimated, taking into account the precautionary principle’ (This is in contrast to 

the ‘adaptive management’ plan as proposed by MBL.) 

 ‘Community composition should be monitored to ensure no changes (above natural 

variation) in assemblage structure.  There should also be no change in habitat structure. The 

potential impacts on associated species should be considered, for example, blue‐rayed 

limpets, hydroids, bryozoans, echinoderms and particularly for any protected species that 

may be present.  Invertebrate by‐catch should be quantified and recorded’. 

 ‘Coastal erosion should be considered in any method statement as some algal communities, 

particularly kelp forests are known to dissipate wave energy and stabilise coastlines.’ 

This is commendable and demonstrates that the Crown Estate is taking its responsibilities for the 

protection of the habitats in its care responsibility. It is very important that the same or greater care 

should be taken over the large‐scale commercial harvesting of kelp and that similar conditions 

should be imposed. If this were the case the current proposals would have to be discarded in their 

entirety. 



The proposal has been submitted by a single company which plans to appropriate a significant 

percentage of the natural kelp resource, but there is no guarantee that other commercial ventures 

will not also seek to cash in on the resource. It is essential that any industry of this type operates 

within a holistic licensing framework that limits the overall offtake and that is framed within a 

strongly precautionary  approach. 

As there is currently insufficient information to design such a regime, we would suggest that before 

any such proposal is accepted there should be a small pilot programme, involving community and 

environmental stakeholders,  that would allow for a range of harvesting methods, including the one 

proposed, to be tested. This should be accompanied with a full range of environmental monitoring 

methods over an appropriate length of time ‐ at least two harvesting cycles.  

While the management of fisheries has always been bedevilled by the issue of common access to the 

resource with the beneficiaries bearing none of the costs of the damage that they cause, the 

harvesting of kelp is governed by a completely different legal framework. Harvesting, involving 

uprooting the plants, is clearly within the control of a single landowner – the Crown Estate – and this 

allows the design of an appropriate regulatory framework provided that the Crown Estate takes 

responsibility for damage to the resource from which it stands to profit. 
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MS Marine Licensing

Dear , 

Thank you very much for your mail and the relevant information and documents regarding the application for a 
marine licence to remove seaweed (kelp) from the seabed by mechanical vessel based methods in the Scottish 
marine area. 

The Chamber has reviewed the application and the supporting document for this proposal which could in theory 
support a significant new industry for Scotland and create new jobs and investment in coastal areas as specified in 
policy GEN 02  Economic Benefit of the Scottish National Marine Plan. 

The Chamber’s main concern is to highlight the importance of maintaining safe navigational channels and the 
avoidance of any obstacles to navigation and safe anchorage which may affect safety. The Chamber has some 
concerns around some of the resource areas which are placed to overlap with navigation routes and anchoring 
areas. The chamber would strongly oppose any restriction to these activities and would appreciate greater clarity 
and reassurances that these will not be impacted by an of the processes derived from this application. 

Additionally the area covered in this project application is serviced by a large lifeline of ferry service and it is 
specified in the Scottish National Marine Plan in Chapter 13 Shipping, Ports, Harbours and Ferries, that one of the 
Objectives (3) is to “ Safeguard essential maritime transport links to island and remote mainland communities.” This 
is reinforced by Transport Policy 3 that “Ferry routes and maritime transport to island and remote mainland areas 
provide essential connections and should be safeguarded from inappropriate marine development and use that 
would significantly interfere with their operation. Developments will not be consented where they will unacceptably 
interfere with lifeline ferry services.” 

If you would like any further information from the Chamber, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Kind regards, 

Robert 

Policy Advisor 

UK Chamber of Shipping 

www.ukchamberofshipping.com 
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MS Marine Licensing

A response to the Scoping report on Wild seaweed Harvesting for Marine Biopolymers Ltd 2018 

 Waternish Community Council are concerned about the plans to mechanically harvest Kelp species in the Hebrides 

and the North Skye area in particular. It objects to the plans for harvest as set out in the Scoping study by ABPmer 

(2017). 

Kelp beds are a complex,  biologically important habitat whose ecological processes and interactions are still poorly 

understood. This is especially true of their recovery rate after harvest with respect to the whole system 

replacement, and their biological and commercial importance to the Minch area. This is not made clear in the 

report. 

The Community Council feel that as planned, mechanical harvesting will adversely affect the seabed around the 

Waternish area, have an adverse effect on wildlife, reduce the sustainable harvesting of shellfish and fish in the 

area, and potentially expose some parts of the peninsula to increased erosion. 

We wish to be included in future planning and consultation processes prior to any licensing assessment. We would 

also suggest the a wider assessment of the sustainability and adverse impact of the harvesting of other marine 

species is carried out in the area. 

 
 

  
Waternish Community Council, 
Waternish, Isle of Skye 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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MS Marine Licensing

 

Dear 
 
MARINE (SCOTLAND) ACT 2010, PART 4 MARINE LICENSING 
Marine Biopolymers Ltd - Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland - Consultation 
 
I refer to the proposals to seek a marine licence to remove seaweed (kelp) from the seabed by mechanical 
vessel based methods in the Scottish marine area including inshore waters covered by the West Coast 
Regional Inshore Fisheries Group (WCRIFG). 
 
A number of RIFG members have raised concerns about the proposals particularly in relation to likely 
damage to the environment caused by the physical impact of harvesting together with the risk to marine 
fauna. 
 
Members are also extremely concerned and indeed some totally against proposed seaweed harvesting by the 
method suggested because they believe it will adversely impact directly on the inshore fishing sector. There 
will be a risk to deployed fishing gears whilst there are likely to be negative impacts on certain species such 
as velvet crab and wrasse, by way of examples. 
 
Members understand that to be commercially viable, harvesting requires the removal of wild sea weeds over 
extensive areas of inshore waters thereby exacerbating risks of negative impacts on the marine environment 
and commercial inshore fisheries. 
 
Harvesting could mean the loss of fishing grounds to the commercial sector leading to displacement and 
thus pressures on other commercial fishing areas. Moreover, proposed harvesting in WCRIFG waters is in 
relatively close proximity to recently designated MPAs where some commercial fishing activities are no 
longer permitted. Thus proposed seaweed harvesting presents a further pressure on inshore fishing in terms 
of loss of access to fisheries in addition to the effects of environmental designations, probable further 
designations, potential offshore renewable energy and other developments. All of these creeping 
developments prove burdensome and have the potential to impact negatively on inshore fishing in the 
absence of a long term marine development and management strategy. 
 
In summation, WCRIFG members are extremely concerned about seaweed harvesting proposals and the 
effects they might have on marine environments and inshore fisheries. If the developers seek to take their 
proposals forwards, measures must be taken to demonstrate that harvesting will not be undertaken in areas 
where inshore fishing takes place and  it will not impact on fishing or wider marine ecology. Given this is 
the first wild seaweed harvesting proposal in Scotland, if there is an intention to move forwards with it, a 
preliminary trial, in collaboration with inshore fishermen and other relevant parties, should be undertaken to 
establish potential short and long term negative or indeed positive impacts of the activity. WCRIFG 
members would contribute to any trials that may ensue. 
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Regards 
 

 
 WCRIFG 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
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Good day  
Regarding our earlier communication on this subject, I can confirm that this was discussed at meeting of 
Benbecula Community Council last night, and grave reservations were expressed about planning permission 
being granted for machine harvesting of seaweed in the many designated areas. Concerns are based on 
following: 
1. Harm to the seabed and ecology of wild life sea creatures ... this could have longer term “devastating
consequences” for our marine environment;
2. Concern about regeneration if depletion is on the scale as reported;
3. Manual harvesting by hand has been the long-standing traditional way of harvesting kelp on our islands.
Machine harvesting will inevitably lead to job losses and increased unemployment;
4. It is noted that the proposed harvesting by machine will require transport of seaweed to the mainland for
processing ... to Mallaig, as we understand. This is to be deplored, and is considered as yet another issue

[Redacted]
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compounding our ferry capacity for transport of commercial traffic, already at a premium, and ferries not 
coping with existing capacity demands.  

Although the deadline for responses has expired on 17th August, you did indicate to me that comments from 
our meeting last night could still be forwarded. 
Your cooperation in this matter is much appreciated. 
Kind regards 

 
 Benbecula Community Council  

 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]



Marine Scotland Licensing 
MS.MarineLicensing@gov.scot 

12/09/2018 

Marine Scotland: Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland, Scoping 
opinion request 

Thank you for confirming that local community councils have been included as a 
valued stakeholder for the Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland - 
Scoping opinion request, which is currently taking place to seek stakeholder’s 
views on the scope of an Environmental Report to accompany an application for 
one or more 5-year marine licences to harvest wild kelp on the west coast of 
Scotland.   

The Small Isles Community Council which represents the islands of Eigg, Rum, 
Muck and Canna is therefore one of the community councils in the area concerned 
by the Scoping opinion request and would like to take this opportunity to express 
some deep concerns over the principle of mechanical kelp extraction.  

Kelp forests are among the most biologically diverse and valuable marine habitats 
on the planet, and are recognised as a Priority Marine Feature habitat within 
Scotland’s seas.  Scotland holds a significant proportion of the UK records of kelp 
beds and therefore the habitat is considered to be nationally important.  The 
benefits that kelp beds bring to the marine ecosystem are multi-fold.  Kelp beds 
provides a canopy under which a wide range of animals and plants thrive and 
reproduce.  As a primary habitat, kelp forests support the whole food chain in our 
seas.  

Furthermore, kelp forests especially in cold seas such as ours contribute to short-
term carbon storage. Protecting blue carbon features such as Scottish kelp forests 
should therefore be considered essential for healthy seas and for action against 
climate change.   

Our coasts are affected by increasingly severe and frequent storms due to climate 
change. Kelp beds act as vital buffers against coastal erosion and the impacts of 
storm damage through absorption of wave action.  The targeted removal of large, 
old-growth fronds from these kelp beds will substantially reduce the ability of the 
beds to provide these vital, free ecosystem services.  We feel that the scoping 
report is not adequately taking into account these ecosystem services and the risk 
posed to coastal areas by the reduction of these due to kelp removal.  

We are further concerned by the area of search shown within the scoping report, 
with particular reference to the number of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) one of 
which is situated in the Small Isles - and other statutory designations within this 
area.  Scotland’s MPAs were put in place for the purpose of protecting and/or 
recovering Priority Marine features, with the overall aim of protecting and 



enhancing the marine environment on a national scale, and meeting Scotland’s 
statutory obligations.  Many of the designated areas included in the scoping report 
area of search have management orders in place, which prohibit bottom-
contacting mobile fishing gear, for the protection of the vulnerable and sensitive 
habitats present.  
 
For all the reasons above, the following points in the scoping report are therefore 
of particular concern to us:  

 The recovery period of 5 years is only the referenced figure for minimum 
recovery time and may not be long enough, especially in view of studies 
showing that some species such sea urchins can inhibit kelp regeneration. 
Extraction on the proposed scale may therefore adversely affect this 
important primary habitat.  

 Some of the figures are based on a projected not actual model of potential 
standing stock.  

 Harvesting would take place 50m from mean high water spring tides 
rather than 50m from mean low water spring tides, therefore making the 
likehood of damage to the intertidal zone very real.   

 The strategy does not detail that it will not remove the seaward edge of 
the kelp beds, yet the seaward edge is most likely to be the one better 
adjusted to taking the brunt of the storm wave energy.  

 It does not address adequately the effect of removing kelp on carbon 
storage.  

 The specially built or repurposed mechanical harvesting vessels in the 
scoping report appear to be akin to scallop dredgers and with the 
potential to cause an equivalent level of harm.  

 With Marine Scotland pushed even to monitor existing scallop dredging, 
creel and razor clams at the moment, how will the kelp harvesting be 
monitored and who will monitor it? As the demand for alginate and other 
seaweed derived products grow, there a real danger of over exploitation if 
not adequately monitored.  

 What will happen to the epiphytic red seaweeds which will also be 
harvested as the harvesting process will not be able to distinguish between 
the different sea-weeds. Their destruction will contribute to the 
devastation of the kelp forests. 

 Viable alternatives to mechanical harvesting are not addressed in the 
report, nor is the impact such methods would have on local harvesters and 
sea-weed users.  
 

In view of the issues highlighted above, we feel that mechanical harvesting on the 
scale proposed by MBL is not acceptable. 
 
It would be far better to the environment and for our communities if licences 
were granted for a number of smaller areas, rather than the huge blocks 
currently proposed. Such licences should be granted on a local basis by 
communities in control of their own seabeds, rather than by 
CrownEstateScotland.  
  



This would mean a much greater potential for economic benefits in our coastal 
communities with harvesting done on a much smaller scale, by hand preferably, 
or with small local boats, through investing in the local communities capacity to 
use this important marine resource.  
 

 
  

Small Isles Community Council  
 
 

[Redacted]



                                                               
 

 
TIREE COMMUNITY COUNCIL 

 
WILD SEAWEED HARVESTING: SCOPING REPORT 

 

We welcome this opportunity to respond to this request for a Scoping Opinion on 

'Wild Seaweed Harvesting'.  

 

1. On a matter of process, although "relevant community councils" are identified as 

"key stakeholders" (page 55), Tiree Community Council (TCC) was only alerted to this 

report by a third party on 22 August, two working days before the final submission 

date for responses to Marine Scotland. We were left to negotiate an extension until 

15 September. Since the waters around Tiree have been identified as having the 

some of the most extensive kelp beds on the west coast of Scotland (see section 2.4, 

and alternative marine licence proposal, page 83); since Tiree has a particularly 

fragile shoreline; and since creel fishing and tourism (with an emphasis on 

watersports and, increasingly, sea life) are so fundamental to the island's economy, 

TCC submits that the council should be identified as a key stakeholder in its own 

right if this project is allowed to continue. 

 

2. It is our view that 'harvesting' is a misleading description, implying a cycle of algal 

cultivation and farming. In reality, this proposal is nothing more than seaweed 

extraction, trawling the kelp beds around Tiree using the Norwegian method of 

Taretråling with a rake-type dredge. TCC believes that the effect of swell on the 

ability of the trawl to operate "approximately 0.5 m above the rock substrate" at all 

times (page 4) in the unprotected waters around Tiree should not be accepted at 

face value. Studies of the environmental effects of kelp harvesting from other, more 

sheltered, coastlines must not be 'read across' into the Tiree context without due 

caution. 

 

3. Creel fishing is a fundamental primary industry on Tiree. In 2014, seven vessels 

brought home a catch valued at £450,000. The Tiree Community Development Trust 

recently began a £1.2 million investment in harbour infrastructure at Milton. The 

rich biosystems sustained by the kelp beds are fundamental to the regeneration of 

fish stocks, and trawling around the island is likely to adversely affect this. TCC 



believes that the effect of kelp trawling on Tiree's fishing industry should be 

examined in detail. 

 

4. Low-lying Tiree has proportionately more machair (one third of the island's area) 

than any other island. Erosion of its numerous shell-sand beaches is already a matter 

of concern and subject to monitoring by Argyll and Bute Council. The Tiree shoreline, 

particularly its western aspect, has a Wave Exposure Index of 4.3-4.2 (page 86), and 

a Wave Draft Plan Option sits to the west of the island (page 120). Although 

"physical processes" are "scoped in" (page 19), the loss of a proportion of the 

energy-absorbing kelp beds around Tiree has a particular relevance to much of the 

island's coastline.  TCC believes that the risk of increasing beach erosion on Tiree 

needs to be the focus of particular attention. 

 

5. Tourism is a growing primary industry on Tiree, with an estimated 26,000 visitors 

in 2015. The numerous unspoilt beaches are a key resource; watersports and, more 

recently, sea life tourism have given Tiree an international reputation. Kelp trawling 

seems likely to adversely affect this sector, and any Environmental Report must 

investigate the effect of kelp trawling on Tiree visitor numbers in detail. "Airborne 

noise and vibration" have been "scoped out" (page 52). As the proposal for dredgers 

to come within 50 m of the shore, TCC believes airborne noise and vibration must 

be scoped in. "Landscape and viewscape" have also been scoped out" (page 52). TCC 

believes that the discharge of large, locally concentrated volumes of discarded 

holdfasts and stipes, which would wash ashore, could lead to the periodic 

degradation of the island's beach assets. TCC is of the view that landscape and 

viewscape must also be scoped in. The Tiree and Coll MPA was designated because 

of the high numbers of wintering great northern divers and eider duck. The latter 

depend heavily on shore crab that shelter in kelp. Tiree's rich bird life attracts many 

people to the island, and kelp extraction is likely to put many bird populations under 

threat. 

 

6. Beach cast kelp is still an important resource as a top dressing for many Tiree 

crofters. The possible reduction in this resource must be scoped in to the 

Environmental Report. 

 

7. TCC understands how the prospect of a kelp extraction industry might be 

attractive to the Scottish Government, Highland Council, and development agencies. 

The report raises the prospect of "many other jobs in local communities supported 

by this investment" (page 3). There is absolutely no indication of any economic 

benefit to Tiree in this report. At the same time, the island would be asked to absorb 

considerable environmental cost and risk. TCC believes that the "socio-economic 

effects" of kelp trawling on Tiree needs to be scoped in. 



 

Conclusion 

After discussions with some of the Tiree fishermen, and after kelp trawling was an 

agenda item at our September public meeting, TCC regards this proposal with great 

concern. There is a substantial risk that trawling the kelp beds around Tiree will 

affect local fishery landings, increase erosion, and degrade the island's beach and 

ocean environment on which much of our economy depends.  

 

Very little is known about the kelp beds around Tiree, and we support other groups, 

for example SNH, in demanding a precautionary approach with more research on 

the kelp beds of Scotland, and a small-scale trial over at least five years in an area 

agreed with relevant stakeholders, before this new extractive industry is allowed 

to develop further on the west coast of Scotland.  

 

In fact, our analysis is that the waters around Tiree should be entirely excluded from 

this proposal. 

 

 

Tiree Community Council 

 

 

11 September 2018 

 

 

[Redacted]



App A : Analaysis of MBL's Scoping Request 

1.1 Project  Background

Please identify  the funding partners. HIE was an invester (£5m) in MBL's s  aborted plans for a similar processing plant in 
S,Uist. Is there any commercial relationship with with FMC (DuPONT ) the major seaweed extractor in Norway ( 150-
180000mt pa) whose Scottish operation is in Girvan ?? Is MBL a trojan horse for overseas investors?

'Specially designed harvesting vsls' . This is not the case . With the exception of this FMC kelp trawler , Norwegian  
kelp trawlers are conventional work boats.

                         
                        
The only specifically designed kelp trawler in operation is FMC's kelp trawler(above). FMC has an option on 3 similar kelp 

trawler newbuildings from Hellesøy Verft . 

Nutrimar AS, a subsidiary of Kverva , an investment company focusing on the marine sector, has two kelp trawlers on 
order for dely 1Q2019 from Fosen Yards  

http://skipsfarts-forum.net/index.php?threads/nutrimar-as-bygg-nr-278-279-ved-fosen-yards-machotrawl-15-tbn.636/                                      

The proposed  Norwegian technology, as described in this scoping request, cannot maintain a kelp trawl trawl @ 0.5m

There is no evidence that the required technology is fitted in these Norwegian vessels..

Single plant processing contradicts HIE's report (May2018) on sea weed harvesting and it being a diversification 
opportunity for fishermen. It  negates any wider economic benefit. 

1.2 Scoping Methods:

             MS-Lot was was negligent in its distribution of this Scoping request thereby compromising key stakeholder input.

2   Project Description and Need 

 2.1           Project rationale : The development programme makes no sense . Kelp trawling hardware ie 
trawlers are available in the spot market. Lead-time to deliver newbuilding  kelp trawlers is max 2 years . 
Building the processing plant max 2 years. So why this  gradualist  approach?. A detailed project plan, up to 
production, has to be scoped -in . 



Employment Creation:-  HIE 's Report “ Wild Seaweed Harvesting as a
                   Diversification Opportunity for Fishermen' (May2018 ) The last  para contradicts this scoping requests 
                   assertion ' opportunities for local fishing vessels'.  A detailed  analysis  of the potential for local 
                   employment  has  to be scoped-in 

2.2.1 Harvesting vsls .  Needs to be more specific re kelp trawlers vessel's trawling methodology 
/kelp transfer etc .The report refers to two vessels  but elsewhere refers to three (4.3.2) . GPS  has 
nothing to do with positioning and maintaining the rake @ 0.5m.  To do so requires the 
application of sonar depth control technology similar to bottom trawling (below) ,and DPS( dynamic 
positioning).

              
 
 https://www.simrad.com/www/01/NOKBG0397.nsf/AllWeb/C69B7378FDC38854C12573F600292CB1/$file/340165aa_iti_data_sheet_english.pdf

2.2.2 Harvesting equipment . Images from Norway contradicts the developers image .  Reference 
to 'bounce' (p6) confirms there is no control of the rake head . Hence TCC's  demand for a small 
scale trial.

2.2.5 Disposal of holdfast. This is naive presentation. Where is this conducted? .There is no 
evidence that it is conducted at sea on the kelp trawlers . If offshore Tiree, it will add to the current kelp 
on Tiree beaches following storms. From such storms ,dumped kelp 'walls'  4-6 ft high are common . The
leaching of  seaweed, left above the HW mark, stains beach sand for a considerable period. The water  
quality, as any water-sports enthusiast will confirm is seriously impacted, with the presence of  'black 
spores', in suspension for several days. These 'black  spores 'are similar to those in a congested soak- 
away-pit from a septic tank. 

. 
2.2.4 Consideration of alternatives:: References to Tiree make no reference to the extent of Tiree

                          exclusion zones which MBL agrees in their scoping request not to 'harvest  in 2.5 Project Mitigation      
                          Measures .Tiree's pSPA status has to be scoped-in to any consideration of this alternative  . 

3     Legislative Framework and Requirement for Environmental Report 

                     3.3  EIA :Stakeholder Consultation . See intro. Abysmal to date. Requires to be formally addressed 

                     3.4  Appropriate Assessment for Habitats Regulations Appraisal : No reference Tiree p Spa status

3.5 Protected Habitats and Species . Note one of the 3 primary reasons for SPR to drop the
                   development of the Tiree-Argyll Array was basking sharks .  No reference is made to SPR's report , now with 
                   the Crown Estates Library  

4      Assessment Issues 

4.1 Key issues to be considered:  * Disposal of holdfasts : Not  ' may '  but 'will' increase beach cast
material. This must be assessed



4.2 Physical processes

4.2.1 Description of the existing environment :  This para sustains the case for excluding Tiree 
from the  proposed harvest area. The developer must be required to sustain the case that Tiree is to be  
retained in the proposed harvesting area. This has to be scoped -in

4.2.2 Main assessment issues. The three bullet  points are Tiree-specific . A Tiree-specific survey 
needs to be scoped in to assess these impacts.

4.2.3 Further work required for Environmental Report . A Tiree–specific assessment is required 
to be scoped in . The  prime facie evidence from this Scoping Request indicates thet 'potential concerns'
will be 'identified'  to exclude Tiree from any proposed harvesting area(s).

4.3   Water and sediment quality

4.3.2 Main assessment issues : Disposal of holds fast will be a major issue for Tiree's beaches and 
requires further assessment . This para makes reference to three vessels , whereas 2.2.1 refers to two 
vessels . For sake of clarity will be there be 2 harvesting vsls plus a 3rd vessel which will be a 
sophisticated transport vessel? But the latter in 2.2.1 is referred to in the plural. The developer must 
clarify the number of vessels to be deployed. 

Such a modus operandi indicates ship-to-ship transhipment.

                         

This requires further examination as to its feasibility and location ,and may may require a separate MS 
Licence .

                         Tiree-specific effects of water quality due to hold  fast diisposal have to be scoped-in.

4.4    Nature conservation and ecology
             

4.4.1 Fish and shellfish . The presence of basking sharks was one of the 3 primary reasons for 
SPR to drop the Tiree-Argyll Array . MBL must be required to analyse SPR's findings and their impact on 
their harvesting proposal. Such a report must be scoped -in

                  
4.4.2 Ornithology . Tiree is designated  pSPA. MBL must be required to analyse Tiree's pSPA and its 

relevance  to their harvesting proposal  Such a Tiree-specific analysis must be scoped -in.
            

4.4.3 Further work required for Environmental Report. Repeat 3.5 re SPR basking shark report  

          



           4.5   Commercial and recreational fisheries
                

4.5.1 Description of the existing environment; Nephrops entanglement . Speculative and can only
be 'assessed'  following further discussion .This scoping request implies such discussion will confirm the 
developer's  speculation. Such assessment must be scoped-in. 

4.5.3 Further work required for Environmental Report :  A Stakeholder Consultation along with
                              Tiree Fishermen must be scoped-in 

4.6    Commercial and recreational navigation

4.6.1 Description of the existing environment. Ten moorings  for visiting boats are in place in 
Gott Bay .  These have been financed by Tiree's own resources  

4.6.2 Main Assessment issues As ship-to- ship trans-shipments are  the proposed modus operandi 
and  may take place in deeper a/o more sheltered waters then this modus operandi must be considered 
an impact pathway and be scoped-in  for further assessment

          4.7      Marine archaeology and culture heritage

 4.7.1          Description of the existing environment 

                           Bizarrely  there is no assessment of Cultural Heritage :- Crofting is a fundamental pillar to the
                               socio economic fabric of Tiree . Beach cast kelp is widely applied . 

4.7.2 Main assessment issues  . The kelp rake-head cannot be maintained at
                              0.5m  without sophisticated sonar depth control technology .This  scoping request make no mention 
                              of such technology . The merits of its application to the impact pathways itemised on this para has to 
                              be scoped -in for further  assessment  

4.8        Coast protection and flood defence

4.8.1 Description of the existing environment; The absence of any reference to Tiree's
                                     natural beaches is a stark omission . This raises a significant doubt as to the quality of this    
                                     scoping request. 

4.8.2 Main assessment issues . A Tiree –specific assessment of increased flooding and    
                                      damage /erosion due to increased wave height / exposure  particularly during storms must be   
                                     scoped -in for further assessment.

           4.11       Human Health
 

4.11.2 Main Assessment issues . The HIE report Wild Seaweed Harvesting as a
     Diversification Opportunity  for Fishermen' (May2018 ) contradicts  the assertions

                              stated in this scoping request . A micro study of sociology – economic  impacts   must be scoped-in. 
                              It has to be a joint study with impacted key stakeholders. MBL commitment  to in depth -engagement
                              with local communities has to be questioned. There has been none to date .        

 References: 

HIE :Wild Seaweed Harvesting as a Diversification Opportunity  for Fishermen' (May2018 )

MS -BASKING SHARK (CETORHINUS MAXIMUS) LITERATURE REVIEW, CURRENT RESEARCH AND NEW 
RESEARCH IDEAS 









 
 

13th September 2018 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
Reference: 

Community response to the Scoping Report prepared on behalf of Marine Biopolymers 
Limited (MBL), to inform the scope of an Environmental Report to accompany an 
application for one or more 5-year marine licences under the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 to 
sustainably harvest wild kelp (Laminaria hyperborea) on the west coast of Scotland.  

 
On a matter of process, although "relevant community councils" are identified as "key 
stakeholders" (page 55), Coll Community Council (CCC) was only alerted to this report by a 
third party on 22 August, two working days before the final submission date for responses to 
Marine Scotland. Since the waters around Coll and neighbouring island Tiree have been 
identified as having the some of the most extensive kelp beds on the west coast of Scotland 
(see section 2.4, and alternative marine licence proposal, page 83); since, like Tiree, Coll has a 
particularly fragile shoreline; and since creel fishing and tourism (with an emphasis on 
watersports and, increasingly, sea life) are so fundamental to the island's economy, like Tiree 
Community Council, CCC submits that the council should also be identified as a key stakeholder 
in its own right if this project is allowed to continue. 
 
Coll Community Council concurs with the points raised by Tiree Community Council [  

dated 11 September 2018] 
 
CCC note the following extract from Marine Conservation Scotland article:  

  
Date posted: 24 August 2018 

 
 

“Marine Biopolymers (Limited) want a licence to be granted, allowing them to pull kelp 
plants from the sea bed. 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redact
ed]

[Redacted]



The dredging proposal is ill-judged according to MCS Head of Conservation in Scotland, 
: “We are extremely concerned about this flawed proposal. Kelp habitats 

are vital ecosystems that absorb the power of waves along stormy coasts, lock up 
millions of tonnes of carbon every year and provide shelter for hundreds of species, 
including crabs, lobsters and the young of commercial fish. Kelp habitats are a priority 
marine feature in Scotland’s seas and it is a requirement of the National Marine Plan 
that their national status must not be significantly impacted, which this proposal would 
risk doing.” 

The island of Coll, like many islands of the Scottish Hebrides has a struggling and fragile 
economy.  The island community would welcome and consider projects that could provide 
material benefit to this fragile economy on the proviso that the collective advantage would 
outweigh any potential detrimental impacts on either inhabitants or on the local 
ecology/environment.   The scoping document does not appear to adequately address these 
concerns.  

Kelp forests surrounding the island provide a rich habitat for life, from microbial to large 
mammalian.  Crofters rely on hand harvested shoreline kelp for fertiliser and creel fishermen 
for lobster and crab.  Increasingly, tourism – one of the few remaining sources of income for 
resident islanders – relies on pristine clean beaches. Marine tourism, a fast growing part of the 
tourism economy, relies on the rich, unique and diverse sea life around it’s coast.  The scoping 
document barely touches on these factors and this in and of itself has caused alarm amongst 
our community. As with Tiree Community Council; the CCC believes that the socio-economic 
effects of kelp trawling on Coll needs to be scoped in. 

For reference:  Source: The Marine Life Information Network 

Kelps provide a unique habitat and substratum for many organisms and kelp forests are 
species rich habitats (Birkett et al., 1998b). Laminaria hyperborea provide three 
separate habitats, the blade (or frond), the stipe and the holdfast. The blades 
support Patella pellucida, the bryozoan Membranipora membranacea and the 
hydroid Obelia geniculata (Erwin et al., 1990; Birkett et al., 1998b) as well as 
endophytes and epiphytes, e.g. Myrionema corunnae (only found 
on Laminaria blades), and Pogotrichum filiforme and Chilionema sp., which are mainly 
restricted to kelp blades (Birkett et al., 1998b). 
 
The stipes support a diverse flora and fauna, especially foliose algae, depending on the 
age of the stipe, density of the kelp plants, and depth (Norton et al., 1977; Birkett et al. 
1998b,). Hiscock & Mitchell (1980) list 15 species of algae associated with kelp stipes 
including, Palmaria palmata, Membranoptera alata, and Phycodrys rubens which are 
found mainly or solely on kelp stipes in the sublittoral. 
Kelp holdfasts support a diverse fauna that represents a sample of the surrounding 
mobile fauna and crevice dwelling organisms, e.g. cnidaria, polychaetes, nematodes, 
gastropods, bivalves, cirripedes, amphipods, isopods, copepods (mainly harpacticoids), 

[Redacted]



and small crabs (Hoare & Hiscock, 1974; Jones, 1971; Moore, 1973a & b; Sheppard et 
al., 1980). Moore (1973a) lists 389 species from holdfasts collected from the north east 
coast of Britain. A useful account of holdfast fauna is given by Hayward (1988). 

 

The UK Hydrographic Office INSPIRE Portal & Bathymetry DAC mapping resource shows that 
the proposed extraction methodology is deeply flawed.  The depths at which extraction would 
be carried out and the tolerance of the proposed trawl depth are incompatible with the 
bathymetry around the island of Coll.  The exposed Atlantic west coast is under continued 
attack from wave action and there is a great deal of evidential documentation stating that 
damaging storms are becoming more frequent and larger in scale due to climate change.  It is 
accepted that kelp forests provide a natural barrier to wave action and help mitigate these 
episodes.  On initial examination of the bathymetry of the east coast of the island, the area 
falling within the proposed dredge depth is extremely limited and a fraction of the mile-wide 
dredge strips proposed. 

CCC asks of Marine Scotland to consider the above concerns along with a detailed history of 
both the originating company of the scoping document (MBL) and the potential socio-
economic, environmental and ecological impact that kelp dredging would have on such a 
fragile part of the United Kingdom. 

From a moral perspective, never have we mistreated our common home as much as we have 
over the last two hundred years, those who will have to suffer the consequences will not forget 
this failure of conscience and responsibility solely for greed 

 

As a footnote CCC would also like to note that the Scottish Government website containing the 
document:(https://beta.gov.scot/publications/wild-seaweed-harvesting-strategic 
environmental-assessment-environmental-report/pages/4/) has not been accessible for over 
a week prior to the date of this letter, further hindering our ability to respond in detail to many 
of the point raised. 

 

In conclusion Coll Community Council believe that the waters around Coll should be entirely 
excluded from this proposal. 

 

Copy to – All Msps, Marine Scotland, Argyll & Bute Council, Ward Councillors, Local and 
National Media 



Marine Scotland - Licensing Operations Team: Scoping advice 

letter Oct 2018

Page | 246 

Appendix 2: Stakeholder Representations
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MS Marine Licensing

To whom it may concern, 

I write as Arisaig Community Trust and speak on behalf of the whole Board. It has just 
come to our notice that the deadline for objections is today. We would have expected to have 
been involved in the consultation on a project which has a potentially huge impact on our waters. 

The Board refute claims that in depth research has been done on industrial scale dredging for 
kelp. The practice has been done for years in Norway and Ireland and in both cases has shown it 
is extremely damaging to marine life.  

We agree with the response from the Scottish Environment LINK Marine Group that this will have 
a significant impact on the diverse and abundant marine population around our coasts. 

As such, we are totally against this proposal. 

 Arisaig Community Trust. 

______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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[Redacted]
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MS Marine Licensing

Dear Sir/ Madam, 

I strongly object to any request to dredge for kelp along the coastlines of the Inner and Outer 
Hebrides.  It would remove important ecosystems which house some of the wildlife our islands are 
known for while interrupting our food-chain and consequently damaging our local economy. The 
cutting of kelp forests will have irreversible effect on coastal erosion on fragile coastlines. 

I quote from  SNH. 
“There are ecological advantages in harvesting smaller areas of kelp on a shorter rotation (4–5 
years) over harvesting larger areas on a long rotation (10 years or thereabouts), in that a smaller 
overall area is reduced in biodiversity. This harvest interval meets the needs of the industry in 
terms of alginate yield while minimising the geographical extent of biodiversity impact. This poses 
problems, however, if the areas thus safeguarded become attractive as additional harvesting 
resource, and a mechanism of assigning protection to areas equivalent to those harvested should 
be explored.” 
“Though the kelp beds west of the Uists are believed to provide a vital coast protection function, 
there is a lack of information on other areas where this might apply, such as Tiree and Orkney, 
and it important to research this matter further. 
Monitoring is particularly important for any mechanised kelp harvesting, always with a recognition 
that the feedback from this monitoring should be used to modify and/or restrict harvesting if this 
seems appropriate. There are clear advantages in phasing the development of this industry, 
initially targeting non-sensitive areas”(

Le gach deagh dhùrachd. 

Cllr 

[https://www.cne-siar.gov.uk/media/11143/yoypsupporting_logo_rgb_m.jpg] 
________________________________ 

This email and any attachments may contain privileged/confidential information. If you are not the 
intended recipient, please inform the sender and delete this message immediately. Any views or 
other information in this message which do not relate to the business of the Comhairle are not 
authorised by the Comhairle nor does this message form part of any contract unless so stated. 
The Comhairle's email system is subject to random monitoring and recording. This e-mail 
message and any attached files have been scanned for the presence of computer viruses by 
MailCritical. However, you are advised that you open any attachments at your own risk. 
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[Redacted]
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MS Marine Licensing

18/08/2018 

CROMACH response to Marine Scotland - Wild Seaweed Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland - Scoping 
opinion request  

Craignish Restoration of Marine & Coastal Habitats (CROMACH) is a community group established to give voice to 
local people to help bring about effective marine management. We aim to encourage and promote sustainable use of 
local waters.  

We do not think that the proposed plan for Marine Biopolymers Ltd (MBL) to mechanically harvest up to 30,000 
tones of kelp a year from 20 sq.km. is sustainable in a meaningful way.  

Kelp forests are one the of the most biologically diverse habitats in the ocean. In their current undisturbed state they 
provide shelter for juvenile fish and thereby food for bigger fish, and marine mammals such as otters and seals. 
Diving seabirds and sea ducks also feed in the kelp forests. Coralline algae, sponges and sea squirts grow on the rocks 
below the kelp. The kelp itself hosts other seaweeds and hydroids which grow on the stipes and holdfasts (which 
MBL plans to pull up and discard). Under current SNH guidelines for wild harvesting of seaweeds only the top third 
of the blade is allowed to be harvested. MBL says their harvesting is comparable to the kelp being torn off by storms 
and cast onto the shore. However the storm damaged kelp often leaves the stipe and holdfast in place.  

According to the MBL scoping report, data from Norway shows an average kelp plant supporting approximately 40 
macrovertibrate species of almost 8,000 individuals (mostly gastropods, crustaceans and enchinoderms). In the same 
report kelp forest habitat is referred to as a ‘monoculture’ which it clearly is not. The kelp that re-grows after 
mechanical harvesting would be a drastically impoverished ecosystem. The animal communities that exist in the 
undisturbed kelp forest would not recover in the time scale proposed between harvests. Studies from Maine show sea 
urchins taking over where kelp has been commercially harvested and creating ‘barrens’ through uncontrolled grazing 
because their natural predators have been destroyed during harvesting.  

It is illegal to disturb otters and the suggestion that the impact of mechanical harvesting can mitigated by seasonal 
restrictions to allow for breeding and seal ‘haul outs’ ignores the fact that marine mammals depend on finding food in 
the kelp forests all year round.  

Creel fishing is an important sustainable industry these waters. Lobsters and velvet crabs inhabit kelp forest. Creel 
fishermen would be in conflict with mechanical harvesting.  

MBL intends to survey kelp forests in the spring however this would misrepresent the abundance of shellfish in the 
kelp because lobsters and crabs move to deeper waters in the winter and would not have returned by spring.  

We understand that MBL sees its proposed harvesting as impacting on only a small area of the existing kelp biomass. 
Also that the mechanical dredging will be done in strips - 3-4 metres wide for the harvested strip and 4-12 metres for 
the adjacent strip which will be left alone. However history suggests that, once industrial management of a resource 
such as forest (on land or sea) starts, the pressure to maximize returns and market growth leads to expansion and 
indeed monoculture - something which is not found in nature. Moreover it is unclear from the scoping report whether 

[Reda
cted]
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the unharvested strips will remain untouched indefinitely with harvesting returning only to the previously dredged 
areas.  

An analogy with the felling of ‘old forest’ is apt. Mature trees are removed, the ground flora is homogenized, and 
population structure is altered to produce trees of uniform size. A reduction in biodiversity and loss of the complex 
interdependent natural community follows.  

To take a marine example - where prawn trawling has occurred on deep mud habitats, the target species (prawns) 
recover before the next trawl but the collateral damage to non-target species such as tall sea pens and fan mussels is 
disastrous.  

In order to properly judge the impact of mechanical dredging there would need to be substantial ‘no-take zones’ (At 
least 50%). This would give us a reliable baseline for judging the effects over the next 20 years.  

It would be preferable to develop sustainable seaweed farming. This could create jobs in remote communities with the 
benefit spread wider than the proposed concentration in Mallaig. The farmed kelp has the advantage of less ‘bio-
fouling’ than that from the wild.  

It is particularly concerning that the area of search shown in the scoping report includes a number of Marine Protected 
Areas (MPAs) which were created for the protection of Priority Marine Features. Kelp forest is recognised as a 
Priority Marine Feature within Scotland’s seas. 
Many of the designated area included in the scoping report area of search have management orders in place which 
prohibit bottom-contacting mobile fishing gear, for the protection of the vulnerable and sensitive habitats present. 
MBL says their harvesting head will operate 0.5m above the surface but they also refer to ‘bounce’ and as kelp 
typically grows on uneven rocky substrate the probability of damage comparable to scallop dredging is alarming.  

CROMACH strongly feels that MBL’s proposal to mechanically harvest wild kelp on the West Coast of Scotland will 
be destructive of this complex and vital habitat.  

______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
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Dive and Sea the Hebrides, 

OBJECTION TO THE APPLICATION BY 

Marine Biopolymers Ltd - Wild Seaweed Harvesting – July 2018 

Document Ref: R3007, Project number R/4635/1 

Date: 24.08.18 

Dear Marine Scotland, 

Given the insufficient time we have been allowed to comment on this consultation, 

cynically conducted at the peak of the tourist season when everyone is too busy to 

respond, as fully, informatively and professionally as they would wish to, we submit 

this insightful book by SNH, “ Kelp Forests, Scotland’s living Landscape”  as the 

prelude to our objection.  Dr David Bellamy puts it perfectly in his summary “Kelp 

forests - living cathedrals at the edge of Scotland’s own inner space” and we couldn’t 

agree more!  You can find it at the following link and there is so much to be learnt in 

it! (http://www.visitsmallisles.com/site_data/Rum/kelpforests.pdf )  

However we would specifically wish to respond, questioning some of the following 

points and raising questions on those we don’t have time to address properly today. 

 The report includes significant scoping and mapping inaccuracies and

omissions.

 It offers insufficient consideration and provision for key objectives of Scottish

Government Policies and International Environmental Protection Laws.

 It demonstrates a very clear and general failure to adopt The Precautionary

Principle as defined in law.

 It offers no representation of recreational activity, its visitors and business

providers.

 It demonstrates no consultation with key stakeholders for coastal tourism

activities – specifically divers.

 A failure to consider Blue Carbon, Coastal Erosion, Ongoing loss of weather

impact after harvest.

 No detailing of management of licensing, scientific survey evidence in target

areas, method of monitoring of harvest activity, methodology of impact

assessments in harvest areas..

 Unacceptable lack of accurate survey of species present and lost.

 Failure to assess disruption of European protected species habitat eg. otters,

common seals, cetaceans etc.

[Redacted]
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There are many inaccuracies in the scoping report, too many to cover in this response 

at his time. In our opinion it includes many colourful inaccurate diagrams that add 

intimidating volume while failing to acknowledge, assess and accurately represent the 

facts of what exists, the needs of other users’ non damaging, small local industry and 

the true impact on the environment and other users of it. 

OMMISIONS & INACCURACIES 

1. RECREATIONAL USERS NOT FULLY CONSIDERED

We operate a recreational scuba dive centre and have for 30+ years with no impact

on the underwater environment. We have also operated a wildlife boat tour

business for the last 15+ years also once again with no impact on the environment.

Nowhere in the scoping document is there reference to coastal tourism –

scuba diving, snorkelling, open water swimming or wildlife watching.

2. NO STAKEHOLDERS LISTED FOR RECREATIONAL USERS

No stakeholders or statutory body have been listed as having been consulted or to

be consulted in the future to represent coastal tourism business or recreational

users, in our case specifically coastal scuba diving. This therefore means the

applicant has neglected its responsibilities with respect to the principles of

the following policy objectives:

2.1 The objectives of Scotland’s National Marine Plan (2015) which “... seeks to

protect and enhance the unique natural resources of Scotland which attract visitors

and which are relied upon for recreational activities. It also supports continued and

improved access to marine and coastal resources for tourism activities and

recreational use.”

2.2 The Highland Coastal Development Strategy 2010 “Supports the development

of aquaculture which is compatible with other coastal interests, tailored to the

potential and sensitivities of respective sites.” Assuming aquaculture and

harvesting of kelp or any other activity at sea seeks to uphold the same principles

then the HDCS 2010 objective cannot be achieved at this location if our business is

damaged, as we believe it will be.

2.3 Scottish Planning Policy (2014) “SPP states that the emphasis should be on

maintaining and growing communities by encouraging development which provides

suitable sustainable economic activity, while preserving important environmental

assets such as landscape and wildlife habitats that underpin continuing tourism

visits and quality of place”.

3. MONOCULTURE REFERENCE IS INACCURATE

The Applicants scoping report page 7, Section 2.2.4, describes kelp forests as follows

“these beds are effectively a monoculture”. That statement is grossly misleading

and therefore the species that the kelp forest shelters and nurtures are grossly under-

represented. The SNH book referred to above clearly indicates visually and in written

detail that this is not true. That is not our assessment of the situation, but that of

eminent scientific contributors’. It is a description with which we would fully concur. If

a licence was to be granted to the applicant this would inevitably lead to the

destruction of this habitat and its rich marine biodiversity, and as such,
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would be permitting a direct contravention of the objectives outlined in 2 

above. 

4. INAPPROPRIATE MODEL COMPARISON

Page 2.2.2 “the harvesting technique being proposed by MBL is similar to that used in

Norway”. It is fundamentally and scientifically negligent to assess the impact of

commercial marine activity between 2 countries with different climates and coastal

currents.

Due to its more southerly latitude and the warming effect of the gulf-stream, kelp in 

North-west Scotland grows to a depth of 20m. This is due to clear water, long daylight 

and good sunlight penetration resulting in effective photosynthesis to greater depths 

than in usual in other countries, likely including Norway. Even the difference between 

west coast Scotland of kelp growth to a depth of 20m and East Coast Scotland where 

kelp grows to a depth of 10m is dramatic, and that is at  similar latitudes. 

Images included in the applicants scoping report represent a habitat at a depth of 

around 6-7m where kelp starts at low-water, in a tidal zone that the non-diving public 

will recognise. Nowhere do they visualise kelp in deep water, up to 20m. Neither does 

it represent kelp growing on rocky substrate of boulders, cliffs and gullies where the 

habitat and species that inhabit the kelp forest is very different and far richer in 

diversity than is stated. As you descend in depth, a multitude of new species inhabit 

and colonise the kelp. Bryozoans, Tunicates, and Algae, grow all over it’s frond and 

stipes. Molluscs, Cnidarea, Crustacean, Fish, and Echinoderm species live in it for 

shelter and protection. Porifera and cnidarian grow around its holdfast.  It is a nursery 

area, where a rich symbiosis has been established. There is a failure to recognise any 

of these facts. 

In Norway with days of shorter daylight and cooler waters photosynthesis is less 

effective. Kelp does not extend to the same depth underwater, therefor the diversity 

of species that inhabitants the kelp are fewer, less vigorous, and less prolific. To 

compare the harvesting impact on kelp habitat in Norway and Scotland cannot 

possibly measure it or assess it with any scientific accuracy.  

To include images of kelp taken from above it are not representative of the habitat, so 

they have offer little information value. Maybe the applicant intends to mislead us! 

Just as someone flying over the rainforest canopy does not see the rich diversity of 

life within, showing a kelp forest from above communicates nothing of the diversity or 

proliferation of life within it. 

5. ASSESSMENT OF HABITAT IMPACT AND SPECIES LOSS

How has the applicant scoped the diversity and proliferation of underwater species at

the enormous number of sites identified with a sweeping red line that identifies the

target harvest areas? It is very unlikely they have surveyed the species distribution

throughout the west coast of Scotland. To our knowledge very little underwater

survey work has been undertaken at most of these sites and most of what is on

record has been undertaken by volunteers . You

might find that photographic articles in the 5 or so, monthly diving publications will

have gathered a huge volume of evidence over the last 30 years that is not reflected

scientifically anywhere in Scotland. This insincere insouciance by commercial industry

is unforgivable.

[Redacted]
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6. METHOD OF HARVEST & SUSTAINABLE LEVELS OF HARVETING

Mechanical harvesting of kelp by pulling up the frond, stipe and holdfast from the

seabed or underwater reef will destroy the habitat. It will unavoidably harvest other

species as a bycatch, those that colonise and grow in it. It will destabilise colonies

around the base of the holdfast. It will dislocate those species that live in it. It will

cause habitat loss. It will upset the symbiosis in the marine ecosystem.

To throw back the holdfast as a by catch as described in the scoping report, in large 

volumes in a single area, will not feed the environment and species in it, as stated in 

the document, it will result in a rotting mass that will change the chemical 

composition of the water column and the ability to support life in that vicinity. In some 

locations that will encourage growth of harmful bacteria, like Beggiatoa. 

In addition it is likely that harvesting of a section of kelp forest, may inadvertently 

destabilise the neighbouring section causing its collapse in stormy weather or due to 

tidal currents. There is a high risk of additional, unexpected and unmeasured habitat 

loss as a result of ‘licensed’ commercial harvesting activity.  

It is also unlikely that we have any accurate understanding on the seasonal variation 

on the recovery of a site. For example if you cut before stormy season, it is likely that 

this will lead to increased natural destruction of neighbouring area in the kelp forest at 

the site. We know that when trees are felled in a forest, that neighbouring tress often 

fall due to lack of shelter in later storms. The same will happen underwater. 

7. IMPACT ON THE UNDERWATER ENVIRONEMNT & OUR DEPENDANT  BUSINSESS

So if we lose kelp forest, we lose an entire underwater biotope with inevitable and

immediate loss of species biodiversity. For recreational divers that means a total loss

of amenity, for us as a business which means loss of viability and investment worth

and for us as a family that means loss of livelihood. On the applicant’s map of target

sites, we have overlaid a representation of the area of our diving activity. This is

longstanding activity over 30+years as evidenced by the numerous reviews on our

website by visiting journalist. Considerable conflict is clear.  Loss of amenity has

already been severely impacted by exclusion from site by the installation of finfish

farms and loss of other areas due to loss of habitat and environmental degradation by

fish farms. This conflict between recreation, tourism activity and industrial production

must end? Failure to ensure this means failure to uphold both the precautionary

principle and the objectives of the marine plan as outlined above.

We have included below an overlay demonstrating how Marine BioPolymer Ltd target 

harvest areas. Would impart and conflict with our areas of diving activity. There is the 

likelihood of considerable conflict with our activities, our business and our families 

livelihood. 



5 

.  

BUT ITS NOT JUST ABOUT US AND RECREATION USE! 
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GLOBAL WARMING & BLUE CARBON Looking at the bigger picture we are only just 

beginning to discover the vital part that kelp forests play in carbon capture 

Just as forest on land absorb CO2 in the photosynthesis process it is now widely 

recognised that kelp forest play exactly the same role underwater. It is vital that the 

impact of industrial harvesting of kelp must be fully understood before this high 

impact activity is licenses to take place. 

FOOD SECURITY 

We are always hearing about food security, in the justification of industrialised food 

production processes. So we should apply that same principle to loss of food security 

too. By licensing the harvest of kelp we will be taking away nursery protection for a 

vast range of commercially fished species, habitat for other commercial shellfish 

species along with the wider ecosystem that it sustains. That is irresponsible and 

unjustifiable. This habitat loss will also affect the sustainability of the livelihood of 

small scale coastal fisherman. It’s time we thought beyond the multinationals greed 

and started to evolve and enforce existing Scottish Government policies that support 

those living in coastal communities and their lifetime investment in responsibly 

managing their local resource. We endorse Fairtrade food and practises for 

communities worldwide – but yet we practise the opposite here at home! 

OCEAN ACIDIFCIATION 

It is widely predicted by scientists that by the actions of humans on our planet, rising 

temperatures, that there may be no kelp around Scottish coast within 100 years! We 

can’t afford to cut this down. Simply, we cannot afford to get this wrong! 

HABITAT & COASTAL EROSION  

Harvesting kelp by pulling up the frond, stipe and holdfast from the seabed or 

underwater reef will destroy the habitat. It will unavoidably harvest other species as a 

bycatch, those that colonise and grow in it. It will destabilise colonies around the base 

of the holdfasts. It will dislocate those species that live in it. It may result in additional 

loss. By removing a section of kelp forest at the shore we have removed the storm 

shock absorber to the shore and coastal erosion and land loss may result. Do we fully 

understand what we are doing? I doubt it! 

LICENISNG AND MONITOIRNG – TOO MANY UNANSWERED QUESTIONS 

What is the purpose of this scoping document? If a licence is granted are all those 

target areas open to immediate harvest? Will an application for harvest at each site be 

required? Who will monitor what they harvest? Will they harvest where they have said 

they would? How much can they harvest? Who will measure that? How will the kelp 

harvests provenance be recorded, and if it is from a licensed area or somewhere else? 

Who will measure the impact? Who will assess the scientific impact of the harvest? 

Who will measure the species loss? Who will measure the loss to local business? Will a 

kelp protection officer be aboard? Who and how? There are too many unanswered 

questions in this ill-conceived scoping report. 
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CREATIVE THINKING 

Scotland is known and promoted for its clean environment. It’s environmental 

stewardship, it’s quality food production, its valued iconic rural and coastal 

communities, its high values, where life is equal and fair. It is time we backed that up 

with action! We should develop and promote a Fairtrade Scottish shellfish fishery, 

Fairtrade Scottish pelagic fishery, Fairtrade Scottish kelp harvest by hand! All existing 

of course in symbiosis with the pristine coastal environment that tourists value. 

Nurture the natural environment, protect it and it will protect you. When will we learn? 

We apologies for the hurried nature of this response, we have only been aware of it 

for 2 for 3 days! That is not really acceptable and it has not allowed us the time for us 

to consider this fully and to respond appropriately. 

PLEASE STOP THIS NOW, it is ill conceived and needs a radical rethink! 

Yours Sincerely 

Dive & Sea the Hebrides 

[Redacted]



1

Hi, 

I was at the Scalpay Community Council meeting tonight and objections were raised regarding this proposal. The 

method of harvesting was also raised as an area of concern which according to one spokesperson, is different to the 

normal harvesting as it destroys the roots of the seaweed that is harvested. I cannot comment whether this is the 

case or not but to note that clear objections were raised to the proposal at the meeting. 

Le gach deagh dhùrachd, 

Na Hearadh Agus Ceann A Deas Nan Loch 

On 14 Aug 2018, at 20:57, Cllr.   wrote: 

Evening 

As a local Councillor for Harris and South Lochs, I would agree with   comments. Allowing 

control to one company is not acceptable to my constituents and the future development of 

Community land trusts in the area. 

I would therefore, back up objections. 

Thanks, 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redac
t d] [Redact

ed]

[Redact
d]



2

On 14 Aug 2018, at 12:34,   wrote: 

Dear

Re Marine Biopolymers Ltd Consultation‐18/00306/MLCON 

The first point we would make is that, given the complexity of the Scoping Report, 

the time allowed for the consultation, namely 16 days, is very limited. The Report is 

highly scientific and full of items that require additional research. 

SHCC is very much aware of the past and current socio‐economic benefit of 

sustainable MANUAL foreshore alginate harvesting throughout the Western Isles 

over many years.   We are seriously concerned that if this licence is granted, one 

company  will control a vast area of the seabed, potentially denying similar access to 

all others, including local individuals or organisations currently sustainably 

harvesting this resource. Commercial harvesting would also have a significant effect 

on the amount of seaweed which is currently wash on shore, particularly during the 

winter months, and which is gathered and used locally as a fertiliser. 

Four questions are raised:‐ 

1. Does the grant of the licence mean that no one will be able to collect seaweed

from any part of the area covered by the licence?

2. Will the grant of the licence as currently detailed include the foreshore?

3. Will the grant of the licence as currently detailed preclude any other licence

covering part of the area of this licence being granted?

4. Would any licence granted be permanent, i.e. not time limited?

If the answer is in the affirmative to any of these questions the granting of the 

licence could be significantly detrimental to the local economy. To deny access, 

other than to one company, should not be countenanced. At the present time we 

have no knowledge of whether any economic benefit to our area would arise from 

the grant of this licence. The applicant should be ask to detail what benefit would 

accrue to the local economy. 

On my reading of the Scoping Report there appears to be no definitive statement as 

to whether this method of gathering seaweed would have a detrimental effect on 

the habitat, spawning and nursery areas of both “soft fish” and shellfish such as 

lobster, brown crab and velvet crab. If there is any question of a detrimental effect 

on these, the licence should not be granted as they are a vital part of the local 

economy. It should also be a condition that a wholly independent report on these 

questions should be submitted. This independent report should also consider the 

effect on fish breeding and numbers as, again, this is important to the local 

economy. 

[Re
dact
ed]

[Redacted]

[Redac
ted]
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The above matters cannot be looked at on a purely ecological basis as they are vital 

factors to an extremely fragile local economy. 

Yours sincerely, 

 SHCC 

for and on behalf of South Harris Community Council 

This email and any attachments may contain privileged/confidential information. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please inform the sender and delete this message immediately. Any views or other information in 
this message which do not relate to the business of the Comhairle are not authorised by the Comhairle nor 
does this message form part of any contract unless so stated. The Comhairle's email system is subject to 
random monitoring and recording. This e-mail message and any attached files have been scanned for the 
presence of computer viruses by MailCritical. However, you are advised that you open any attachments at 
your own risk. 

Dh’fhaodadh gum bi fiosrachadh sochairichte/dìomhair an lùib a’ phuist-dealain seo no ceangalachain sam 
bith. Ma chaidh a chur thugaibh ann am mearachd, cuiribh fios chun neach a chur thugaibh e agus dubh às 
an teachdaireachd-sa sa bhad. Chan eil beachdan no fiosrachadh sam bith eile nach eil ceangailte ri 
gnothachas na Comhairle ùghdarraichte leis a’ Chomhairle agus chan eil an teachdaireachd seo na phàirt de 
chunnradh sam bith mur a h-eil seo ainmichte sa phost-dealain. Tha siostam post-dealain na Comhairle ga 
mheasadh agus ga chlàradh gu tuaireamach. Tha an teachdaireachd post-dealain seo agus ceangalachain sam 
bith air a bhith gan sganadh airson bhìorasan le MailCritical. Gidheadh, thathar a’ comhairleachadh gu bheil 
sibh a’ fosgladh cheangalachain sam bith aig ur cunnart fhèin. 

**************************************************************************************
******* 
This email has been received from an external party and has been swept for the presence of computer 
viruses. 
**************************************************************************************
****** 

[Redacted]
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MS Marine Licensing

Dear Sir/Madam 

Marine Biopolymers Ltd - Wild Seaweed Harvesting 

I refer to Marine Scotland’s consultation on the above report. 

The Scottish Green Party is totally opposed to plans to dredge for kelp off the West Coast. 

Dredging is a very destructive process and mechanical harvesting of kelp on the industrial scale 
proposed cannot ever be considered ‘sustainable.’ 

We would wholeheartedly endorse the detailed submission you have received from Scottish 
Environmental Link. 

Kind regards 

JF 

John Finnie MSP         John Finnie BPA 
Scottish Green Party   Pàrtaidh Uaine na h-Alba 
Highlands and Islands A' Ghàidhealtachd agus na h-Eileanan 

**********************************************************************  

The Scottish Parliament: Making a positive difference to the lives of the people of Scotland  
Pàrlamaid na h-Alba: A’ toirt deagh bhuaidh air beatha sluagh na h-Alba 

www.parliament.scot : facebook.com/scottishparliament : twitter.com/scotparl 

The information in this email may be confidential. If you think you have received this email in error please 
delete it and do not share its contents. 

**********************************************************************  
______________________________________________________________________ 

[Reda
cted]

[Redacted]
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MS Marine Licensing

Sent from my Huawei Mobile  
I have just, today, received notification of Marine Biopolymers proposal for mechanical kelp dredging in 
coastal areas abutting onto the Knoydart Peninsula where I live. I note that today is also the deadline for a 
response. The scoping document, only written in July, runs to 146 detailed pages and I have not had 
previous sight of it 

 I therefore 
question what consultation or involvement with local communities there has been and for that reason alone 
oppose the proposal. I also consider the turn-round time expected for such a long, but interestingly short on 
scientific evidence to back a range of assertions, woefully and unacceptably short. The scoping report is 
just not a good enough piece of work to proceed on the basis of and although there is a described intention 
to move to a full ecological report, I think that this proposal fails to take into account the lack of baseline 
ecological information or show any understanding of how kelp beds, a vital part of the coastal ecosystem, 
actually work in Scotland. It is also questionable just how applicable non evidence based assertions, using 
Norway as an example, actually are. My unaddressed concerns are legion: kelp beds are vital habitats that 
absorb the power of waves along stormy coasts and provide shelter and breeding habitants for hundreds of 
species of vertebrate and invertebrate marine organisms that are also a vital part of the coastal food chain 
supporting sea birds (already under great pressure). I cannot see how the industrial dredging and wholesale 
mechanical stripping of swaths of kelp forest from our Loch sea-beds at the scale proposed can be 
considered sustainable and I therefore once again express my opposition to this proposal and the narrow 
window permitted for comment.  

(  Knoydart Foundation, Member of Knoydart Community Association).  

Sent from my Huawei Mobile 

______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 

[Reda
cted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted] [Redacted]
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MS Marine Licensing

We have concerns about the timing of this consultation and by the limited period allowed for response. 

There are complex issues associated with these proposals that require further explanation. Questions have been 

raised in the community about the impact of licenced mechanical seaweed harvesting on marine ecosystems and on 

local manual seaweed harvesting.  

There have also been questions raised about how the proposed operations would be monitored. 

The proposals will be discussed at the first Community Council meeting of the Autumn session which is on 4th 

September. 

Iochdar Community Council 

______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 

[Reda
cted]



Marine Conservation International 
Heriot-Watt University, Edinburgh 

Your ref: MBL scoping 

Date: 3rd September 2018 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
MARINE BIOPOLYMERS LTD ‐ MECHANICAL KELP HARVESTING, WEST COAST OF SCOTLAND 

We are writing to comment on the scoping report “Marine Biopolymers Ltd, Wild Seaweed Harvesting Scoping 
Report, July 2018 R.3007, Version 2”, prepared by consultants ABPmer on behalf of the applicant, Marine 
Biopolymers Ltd (MBL). 

I and our partners at MCI have worked on aspects of marine ecology and environmental management both in 
Scotland (mostly on the west coast) and around the world for over 40 years. We wish to emphasise that while in 
principle the renewable use of marine resources is to be supported, and indeed small‐scale harvesting of 
seaweeds, including kelp, has taken place around Scotland’s coasts for hundreds of years, nevertheless 
unrestrained harvesting of kelp even on a sustainable basis may be expected to have widespread negative 
effects on the marine environment, with knock‐on effects on both fisheries and coastal tourism. 

To appreciate our concern, we would like to emphasize that kelp and associated seaweeds, even though 
consumed directly by relative few organisms, form the highly productive basis of a key detritovorous marine 
food chain.  The detritus resulting from the breakdown of the seaweed constitutes a main food source for 
numerous invertebrates, and in turn indirectly for many demersal fish species. The species likely to be affected 
would include valuable commercial species including crabs, lobster and scallops, and flatfish such as sole and 
plaice.   

In addition, kelp forests are a high diversity habitat the structures of which provide shelter as well as food for 
the juveniles of many fish. The mechanical harvesting system proposed may be expected to be considerably 
more destructive than traditional harvesting by hand and result in widespread destruction of this critical habitat. 
This ecosystem also supports species on which in particular depend the coastal populations of otter which are 
one of the key species attracting increasing numbers of visitors to the Scottish west coast. 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]





1

MS Marine Licensing

Dear Sirs, 

Today I have read with dismay the proposals for kelp dredging on the west coast of Scotland. 

The pictures within the scoping report by Marine Biopolymers showing what is left following a dredge and 
which reportedly takes a year to regenerate, is nothing short of catastrophic for the marine life which 
populates kelp beds and does nothing to reassure me that this is a sustainable industry. 

Kelp beds are nursery grounds for many species of fish and other marine life. 

Our seas are under threat as never before and as divers we see at close quarters the effects on marine life. 

Here is yet another example of human activity which will disrupt the marine ecosystem and as such this 
should not be allowed. 

**************************************************************************************
******* 
This email has been received from an external party and has been swept for the presence of computer 
viruses. 
**************************************************************************************
****** 

[Reda
cted]

[Redacted]



Seachange Wester Ross’s response to Marine Biopolymers Ltd Wild Seaweed Harvesting 
Scoping Report July 2018.

Sea Change Wester Ross is a community marine thinktank which includes scientists, 
fishermen, anglers, teachers and artists, as well as many other ordinary members of the 
community living around the shores of Wester Ross Marine Protected Area. There has been an 
enormous outcry against the idea of kelp dredging in Scottish waters (and particularly 
the possibility that this might include dredging within the MPA network) from amongst our 
members and supporters. It is an established fact that kelp is a key habitat which supports 
other fisheries and is biologically very diverse. We have consulted with and read the research 
of several other experts regarding the Marine Biopolymers Ltd  scoping report.  We have also 
read several of their responses, therefore we know our opposition is backed by peer reviewed 
research explaining why the proposal to harvest kelp by dredging should be rejected. We 
could respond in a similar manner with references, yet that seems unnecessary when the 
information you need has already been provided. Instead we use plain words.
The kelp forest that rings the coast is a carbon sink. The first part of a geological carbon sink. 
It protects the coast from erosion and provides habitat for a large number of species. 
Mechanically dredging it is akin to driving a bulldozer blindfold through a rainforest. 
That there is even a possibility that some parts of the marine protected area network is 
included is dumbfounding.  We would like clarity on this fact as the wording is a little 
ambiguous and we would want reassurance. 
Professor Calum Robert’s was interviewed for radio four’s Life Scientific (Callum Roberts on 
the urgent need for marine conservation. Tuesday 1 May 2018, 21:30) He stated that ‘real’ 
marine protected areas are needed and will, when fish stocks and the environment recover, 
provide both more fish and work. We would like to see the jobs that have been lost through 
decades of mismanagement return. We would like to see an increase in the use of low impact 
fishing. We would like to see a return to more sustainable practices such as ring netting and 
line fishing. Kelp dredging anywhere in the sea is incompatible with the restoration of 
biodiversity we need to limit climate change and restore fisheries. 
It is possible to harvest kelp sustainably by hand but only with care and an understanding of 
its ecology. The proposed mechanical dredging shows an ignorance of ecology and a contempt 
for the livelihoods of the other users and beneficiaries of the marine environment.  
There are no easy answers to the problem of making a planned transition to a sustainable 
economy. We understand the need to create jobs but not at any cost and certainly not when 
the consequences of short term job creation are a continuation of long term loss. We have 
been receiving a worrying number of emails and reports from scientific advisors who are being 
ignored because their knowledge is in conflict with the advice given by, what looks to be 
people with only short term commercial interests in their minds.
Ecologists and experts have been trying to warn us of the dangers of climate change, 
pollution and resource scarcity for fifty years. WE REALLY MUST LISTEN! 

on behalf of Sea Change[Redacted]



South Skye Seas Initiative response to Marine Scotland Licensing Scoping Opinion Request, 

Wild Kelp Harvesting, West Coast of Scotland 

As part of Skye & Lochalsh Environment Forum, South Skye Seas Initiative is a community group 

based in South Skye and committed to marine conservation.  We also believe in promoting 

ecologically sustainable aquaculture activity thus bringing together conservation and employment 

opportunities for local communities. 

SNH state that Scotland holds a significant proportion of the UK records of kelp beds and therefore 

the habitat is considered to be nationally important and is included in their list of 81 Priority Marine 

Features.  

Natural heritage importance Information sources include EC Habitats Directive Annex I (Reefs) 

Scottish Biodiversity List (IR.MIR.KR.LhypT & IR.MIR.KR.LhypTX only) UK BAP (IR.MIR.KR.LhypT & 

IR.MIR.KR.LhypTX only) 

The PMF list was formally adopted by Scottish Ministers in July 2014 and has a policy requirement to 

conserve PMFs as ‘wider seas’ biodiversity as established through: 

 The Scottish Government Strategy for Marine Nature Conservation

 The Scottish Biodiversity Strategy 2020 Challenge
 Scotland’s National Marine Plan Policy GEN 9 Natural heritage:

Development and use of the marine environment must:  

(a) Comply with legal requirements for protected areas and protected species.

(b) Not result in significant impact on the national status of Priority Marine Features.

(c) Protect and, where appropriate, enhance the health of the marine area.

The proposal by Marine Biopolymers Ltd (MBL) to mechanically harvest wild kelp along the west 

coast of Scotland is, in our opinion, contrary to the Scottish Government’s marine protection 

measures and we would object to any industrial‐scale harvesting of kelp.   

Contrary to what MBL refer to as monoculture, the kelp forests provide nursery areas for many fish 

species and hunting grounds for otters and seals, significantly both protected species.   

A safe haven is provided for lobsters and crabs and the kelp beds provide good areas for laying down 

creels.  Any reduction of these fishing grounds will have a direct effect on the already fragile creel 

fishing fleets.   



Current guidelines for hand harvesting wild seaweeds are very strict and it would be impossible to 

implement and monitor industrial‐scale activities along similar lines. 

Kelp plays a part in the fight against climate change by damping wave energy and protecting 

shorelines.  It acts as a carbon sink by absorbing and sequestering atmospheric CO2 during 

photosynthesis.  It elevates pH and supplies oxygen to the water, thereby locally reducing the effects 

of ocean acidification and de‐oxygenation.  This is particularly important along Scotland’s west coast 

where pollutant‐generating open‐net fish farms are located where kelps help absorb dissolved 

nitrogen and phosphorus compounds elevated by the release of large quantities of fish excrement. 

Kelp plays a vitally important role in the health of our seas and marine species and should not be 

extracted, no matter how small a percentage of overall areas.  Indeed, the practice of seaweed 

aquaculture should be encouraged.  Is this not a good opportunity for a Government strategy to 

develop seaweed farms?  Growing kelp from seeded ropes is now a common practice globally and as 

there is a commercial demand. Should the focus not be turned from harvesting wild kelp to 

developing seaweed farms along Scotland’s west coast providing employment opportunities for our 

fragile coastal communities by encouraging environmentally sustainable aquaculture projects?   

23 August 2018 

[Redacted]



WEST SUTHERLAND FISHERIES TRUST 

Charity Reg. No SC24426 

Web site: www.wsft.co.uk 

23 August 2018 

Dear Sir/Madam 

The scoping study on the mechanical harvesting of kelp, L. hyperborea, has come to our attention and we 

welcome the opportunity to respond to this development. We would like to express my reservations on this 

development and raise the following points for consideration.  

While there is talk within the document of a 5 year licence, the proposed harvesting scheme covers a total of 

7 years (year 0 to year 6) and aims to exceed the target of 30000 tonnes in the final year of the plan. In 

addition, it is stated that the kelp harvested will be of 5 years of age and over, given known growth rates, 

which on this plan would indicate that mature kelp will not be able to develop on a 5 year rolling harvest but 

will be maintained at a smaller growth size. While this may maintain the biomass of the kelp species as 

stated, with greater numbers of smaller plants, it will not retain the diversity of the stands. This is likely, in 

addition, to alter the ability of the plant to retain its environmental and biological potential within the water 

body. In particular the kelp forests ability to reduce wave force and support a wide range of species.  

Further, while less than 25% of the plants are proposed for harvest it is unclear as to the effect of strip 

harvesting on the plants left. The Norwegian situation would suggest that there are cumulative impacts on 

the ecology of the water body. In addition to this it is stated within the scoping document that this is less 

than the potential loss to natural processes such as storms. It must be noted that these natural processes will 

continue, indeed may be exacerbated as a result of a compromised upper layer, and therefore the harvested 

materials are in addition to this loss and not a part of it. This will have the potential to lead to an additional 

25% loss of materials during storm events, something that we are being told is likely to increase with time 

as a result of climate change. 

The document describes the kelp as a monoculture. This is disingenuous at the least, where monoculture 

evokes visions of man-made fields of cereals or plantation forestry where organisms are a similar age and 

size and the biodiversity particularly low. However, later in the document we are told of the range of species 

associated with the kelp forests and the understory of algae and weeds present. This would indicate that the 

kelp forest is not a monoculture but rather a naturally occurring environment where the kelp forms the 

climax vegetation. I would suggest therefore that it can be viewed similarly to oak trees in an oak forest. 

There is no evidence that consistent removal of mature individuals is good for the environment, but rather 

[Redacted]
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all evidence is to the fact that larger mature organisms are vital to the functioning of the ecosystem. 

When harvesting by hand, the operators are required, by the terms of their licence, to leave the holdfast and 

some fronds to enable regeneration, indeed to leave 2/3 of the plant and to cut at a height above which 

regrowth is not inhibited. I assume that this requirement has been developed for environmental purposes and 

can see no evidence that this practice has been proven wrong or unnecessary. Indeed kelp routinely 

regenerates fronds from the stipe and this is viewed as a primary source of production. Other requirements 

within a licence to hand harvest kelp include the need to take no more than 20% of the production, not 25% 

as suggested in this scoping study. It would therefore seem strange that the current proposal to remove a 

greater amount of the entire plant, contrary to this approach, is deemed environmentally friendly. 

The removal of the holdfast will leave bare material. It is suggested that this will promote regeneration but 

there is little evidence given for this scenario. What is known, however, is that mature holdfasts form an 

important habitat for invertebrate species, which in turn are important food sources for a range of 

commercially and environmentally important fish and shellfish. Many of these are listed within the 

document, but include cod, skate and sea trout. While even a 25% loss of habitat is significant, it is noted 

that the associated diversity increases with age of the holdfast and therefore the impact will be greater than 

that. Further to the impact on the fish species is the subsequent impact higher up the food chain on 

mammals, such as the otter, and some bird species. 

In addition, the proposal to return the holdfasts to the sea is unlikely to have the stated effect. It is the 

attached holdfast that creates the habitat and therefore the invertebrates will perish. It is stated that the 

holdfasts naturally rot. While this is true, they are retained in location and form a part of the natural 

environmental process, providing nutrients and materials to the food chain. When discarded from a boat 

they will move around with the currents and can be deposited anywhere to rot, including Maerl beds and 

other protected habitats. The nutrient deposition will not be part of a naturally functioning ecosystem.  

Further, there is the likelihood that they will be deposited on the strandline. While it is recognised that the 

natural deposit of kelp on the shoreline is beneficial to a number of organisms and plants, the impact of kelp 

deposited during storm events in terms of smell and reduced usage of beaches is well known. Currently this 

occurs primarily in the winter months when tourism is limited. Should this happen in the summer months as 

a result of mechanical extraction and disposal there is likely to be a negative impact on tourism within the 

area. Tourism forms one of the main economic industries of the Highlands and negative impacts will be 

economically wide ranging.  

In a separate consultation within the Scottish Government there is a ‘draft vision for “one planet 

prosperity”, meaning protecting nature and living within the Earth’s sustainable limits, while building a 

more prosperous, innovative and successful nation’. The current proposition, where an economically and 

environmentally important habitat will be altered, would not appear to meet this vision. Other methods exist 

to meet these requirements through kelp farming or hand harvesting, also creating employment and 

economic growth, and this should be explored within the scoping study. Indeed farming may have 

additional benefits in terms of employment potential, carbon storage and coastal protection. 

For these reasons, it would appear that the mechanical harvesting of kelp will have a number of currently 

unknown and unquantified impacts on the marine ecology. There is little evidence in the scoping document 

to suggest that the impacts of the Norwegian industry have been fully quantified and understood, with 

increasing evidence coming forward as to the negative effects of this industry. The Scottish west coast, with 

its high energy processes and ecological diversity is ill-suited to this activity. Further, the economy of the 

west coast has a high dependence on the marine environment, through tourism and fishing, and this 

economic diversity is unlikely to be fully replaced by this proposal. 

Yours sincerely 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]



SCOPING REPORT WILD SEAWEED HARVESTING 

Kilbride Shellfish Ltd is a fisherman’s cooperative operating since 1985, looking after 
the interests of 20 static gear fishermen in the Uists and Barra, 

We are very alarmed at the proposals to trial kelp harvesting in our area, and any 
area, that would be detrimental to the sustainable fishing methods that we have 
practised over many decades. 

The kelp areas in our area provide an important environmental protection to our 
fragile machair shoreline and are obviously of huge importance to the breeding 
cycles of our targeted species i.e. brown crab, lobster, velvet crab and crawfish. 

Please record our outright objection to this project and keep us advised of any 
further developments. 

Kilbride Shellfish Ltd 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]
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24 August 2018 
 

 
 
Dear Sir 

RESPONSE TO SEAWEED HARVESTING SCOPING REPORTS JULY 2018 
 
When British naturalist Charles Darwin travelled to the Galapagos Islands in 1835, he 
took notice of the giant kelp forests ringing the islands. He believed that if those 
forests were destroyed, a significant number of species would be lost. These 
underwater ecosystems, Darwin believed, could be even more important than forests 
on land. Recent research in California over 15 years has proved Darwin was right. 

Much scientific research has focused on the presence of giant kelp and the range of 
biodiversity it supports. Many believe this giant alga is the keystone species of its ecosystem, 
not only in terms of its structure -- a huge forest-like environment under the sea -- but also in 
terms of its tremendous productivity in supplying food for the near-shore ecosystem. 

New analysis at University of California has found that the kelp's structure may be more 
important than the food it provides. Using a long-term Ecological Research project over 15 
years, the effects of kelp on groups of organisms in the kelp forest ecosystem were examined. 
Their results (Miller R.J. et al. 2018) show that the hypothesis was that giant kelp fed 
herbivores in the system and provided structure and habitat for predators; that it was grazed 
by sea urchins and affected understory communities of algae and sessile invertebrates in the 
kelp forest was found to be only partially correct. The giant kelp affected some of these groups 
more than others. Predator diversity was increased by it, but understory algae decreased as 
expected because the giant seaweed shaded the bottom and prevents other algal species 
from doing well. In turn, kelp positively affected the sessile invertebrates -- sponges and sea 
squirts –and juveniles of fish and shellfish that live on the bottom but can often be 
outcompeted for space by algae. 

The researchers built a structural equation model to examine the association between 
different variables in a dynamic system.  Path analysis created a more powerful interpretation 
tool. The data output showed that although sea urchins negatively affected giant kelp by 
grazing on it, no direct link between kelp and other herbivores existed. In reality, herbivores 
eat varied diets, which means they aren't necessarily affected when giant kelp abundance 
declines. In fact, the majority of kelp production is exported out of the forest rather than 
consumed by animals living there. The modelling results suggest that the physical aspects 
of the kelp -- its size and its presence, the shade that it casts, its effect on flow and the habitat 
it provides for predators -- affect the reef ecosystem more than its productivity; although kelp 
is clearly important as a food resource to some organisms on the reef, its structural effects 
are important and far reaching. 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]

[Redacted]
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Reference: Robert J. Miller, Kevin D. Lafferty, Thomas Lamy, Li Kui, Andrew Rassweiler, 
Daniel C. Reed. (2018) Giant kelp, Macrocystis pyrifera, increases faunal diversity through 
physical engineering. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 285 

In Scotland Ayr-based Marine Biopolymers Ltd has proposed harvesting a large tonnage of 
wild kelp in commercial operations on Scotland's west coast. It would extract natural polymers 
from the seaweed for uses in foods and pharmaceuticals. It published in July 2018 a scoping 
report by SRSL, Wild Seaweed Harvesting as part of its work towards applying for one or 
more five-year licences. This lengthy report, published so recently this last month, put forward 
arguments for a range of business built on seaweed products. Under the plan, the amount 
harvested would rise over the years from about 1,300 to 30,000 tonnes wet weight. The kelp 
would be processed at a plant in Mallaig in the west Highlands. The report is part of the work 
applying for one or more five-year licences. In addition another scoping report has been 
produced for Marine Biopolymers Ltd by ABPmer in July 2018 on Seaweed Harvesting again 
issued very recently to support 5-year licences.   

 “Securing	the	investment	to	proceed	with	this	new	enterprise	can	only	proceed	in	Scotland	if	an	adequate	supply	
of	 raw	material	 can	 be	 assured.	 As	 such,	 in	 order	 to	 establish	 this	 business,	MBL	 needs	 to	 obtain	 access	 to	 a	
sustainable	supply	of	L	hyperborea.	This	is	an	abundant	kelp	species	in	Scotland,	with	a	resource	estimated	to	be	
19.7	million	tonnes	wet	weight	(Burrows	et	al.,	2018).	By	year	5	of	the	licence(s),	MBL	will	require	harvests	of	
approximately	30,000	tonnes	wet	weight	of	L.	hyperborea	per	annum	for	a	commercially	viable	operation.	“	

Ref: Burrows	M.T.,	 Fox,	 C.J.,	 Moore,	 P.,	 Smale,	 D.,	 Sotheran,	 I.,	 Benson,	 A.,	 Greenhill,	 L.,	 Martino,	 S.,	 Parker,	 A.,	
Thompson,	E.,	Allen,	C.J.	(2018)	Wild	Seaweed	Harvesting	as	a	Diversification	Opportunity	for	Fishermen.	A	report	
by	SRSL	for	HIE,	pp.	171		

“The	scoping	 study	has	also	 drawn	upon	 information	 contained	 in	 the	Wild	 Seaweed	Harvesting	 SEA	 (Scottish	
Government	et	al.,	2016)	and	a	recent	report	commissioned	by	Highlands	&	Islands	Enterprise	(HIE)	which	included	
advice	on	environmental	information	requirements	for	marine	licence	applications	for	wild	seaweed	harvesting	as	
well	as	guidance	on	potential	monitoring	requirements	(Burrows	et	al,	2018).	“	

“The	project	is	expected	to	create	up	to	32	full	time	equivalent	jobs	at	the	processing	plant	in	Mallaig	and	around	a	
further	10	full	time	equivalent	jobs	on	the	harvesting	and	transport	vessels.	In	addition	there	will	be	many	other	
jobs	in	local	communities	supported	by	this	investment.	There	are	also	expected	to	be	opportunities	for	local	fishing	
vessels	and	Scottish	marine	research	organisations	to	be	involved	in	the	proposed	monitoring	programmes.	“ 

Inshore sustainable fisheries, such as those supported by the Scottish Creel Fishermen’s 
Federation, and many environmental NGOs have been involved in a number of consultations, 
most notably this year’s inquiries which were heard before the ECCLR and REC Committees 
of the Scottish Parliament into aquaculture and the environment. One matter which has 
emerged very clearly is that the current system for regulating developments on the seabed 
is extremely complicated and fragmented. The five agencies involved in aquaculture are the 
Crown Estate, Marine Scotland, Scottish Natural Heritage, SEPA and the local authorities. 
There appears to have been a consistent culture of passing the buck on decision making, 
and lack of courage and independence, presumably anticipating that another government 
party might halt the progress of an application where appropriate to do so. The Local 
Authorities, especially Argyll and Bute and Highland have in my judgement been remiss in 
their decision-making. The Precautionary Principle has not been used where it should have 
been as its application is misunderstood and runs counter to more powerful implementation 
drivers. This is despite the final Holyrood committee reports on environment and potential 
harm to Scotland’s natural resources in the marine environment that is patently occurring. 
The act of attributing to another group, one's own responsibility is very clear in salmon 
aquaculture. It is a strategy in power politics whereby one Scottish statutory consultee on the 
marine environment tries to get another Scottish statutory adviser group to defer or possibly 

[Redacted]
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refuse permission to a powerful lobby such as aquaculture and Scottish ministers whilst it 
remains on the side-lines. 
 
Now it is kelp harvesting, the next challenge for the Scottish Marine Environment, its 
ecosystems, its creeling fishermen and its coastal communities, especially on the north west 
coast and islands. Many, such as Coll and Tiree, potentially to be severely affected by any 
licence according to maps in the scoping reports, have only this week even learned of these 
2 scoping reports. 
 
Many of our small communities are involved in a variety of endeavours to secure their 
economic viability, survival and growth. The sea provides livelihoods and a magnet for 
tourism. The complex pattern of relationships between land and sea must be considered: 
 

• creeling and diving 
• inshore mobile fisheries 
• tourism, hotels, shops, cafes, bed and breakfast, gardens,  
• wildlife watching, migratory birds,  
• sealife watching by inshore boats, basking sharks, dolphins and whales, small offshore 

islands for puffins, kittiwakes 
• yachting, often with paying visitors 
• craft, art, knitting, pottery, sculpture development for sale locally and also on the net  
• whisky, gin, beer production, for visitors and export 
• transport including ferries 
 

The prospect of 32 FTE jobs in Mallaig and “other jobs in communities” is unsupported by 
any evidence and additionally there is no attempt to reconcile the very real possibility of 
subsequent losses in any areas listed above.  
 
The Regulation of Scottish Seas: 
 
The Crown Estate holds the seabed in trust and is subject to long established rights of the 
public to use for navigation and recreation. Sadly, the rapid increase in salmon aquaculture 
which has brought income to Crown Estate has compromised the public right, and now the 
potential loss of right over new licencing for kelp extraction is of serious concern to many 
groups who utilise their public right at present. The microeconomies listed above need to be 
properly consulted and protected, as they are the life-blood of the smaller communities in NW 
Scotland. Basically, this scheme, once licenced, allows a private company to remove kelp for 
its own, private profit despite that the kelp is the property of the Crown, that is the public good, 
that is us. There would need to be public compensation for that loss, and public rights to use 
the seabed must be protected in perpetuity. 
 
The Precautionary Principle: 
 
If any department of the Scottish Government can recognise the importance of this Principle, 
then surely scientists in Marine Scotland can? It is clear from the SNH response to the 
scoping reports, published today, 24th August, that the organisation recognises the 
importance of the ecosystem. What research has been carried out that has demonstrated 
over 10 years the effects of large-scale kelp removal? There is plenty of research that shows 
the importance of kelp beds for ecosystems, nursery beds and protection of vulnerable shore-
lines. Year round the kelp beds and sea bed beneath host different ecosystems, be it 
migrating diving birds, basking sharks for the high productivity of plankton, nursery beds for 
shellfish, mobile species of fish and marine mammals for feeding, breeding and “meeting”. 

[Redacted]
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Ideally a small pilot area should be designated and researched. But no, there is a demand in 
these scoping papers for up to 33,800 tonnes by year 6 to facilitate development and 
upscaling of the processing plant in Mallaig, which will make the industry financially viable. 
The marine licences will need to provide for the following quantities (wet wt.) of L. hyperborea 
over time (based on current projections of estimated demand or MBL products from its 
customers):  

• Year 0 – 1,300 tonnes     
• Year 1 – 5,700 tonnes;  
• Year 2 – 11,400 tonnes: 
• Year 3 – 18,700 tonnes;  
• Year 4 – 25,000 tonnes;  
• Year 5 – 29,800 tonnes;  
• Year 6 – 33,800 tonnes.  

This ramp up of production is being proposed ahead of any sea bed demonstration or even 
more appropriate a series of demonstrations that ecosystems are secure and the 
sustainability of exploited kelp is a demonstrated fact rather than an item on a wish list 

REGULATION: 

Data from the salmon aquaculture industry has clearly shown that the Scottish system of self-
regulation simply does not work. The CAR Licensing regime of SEPA has only referred a 
couple of cases to the Crown Office and not one single case has ever been brought to court. 
“Fixed Penalty Notices” and “Fixed and Variable Monetary Penalties” were introduced in 2013 
as an alternative to prosecution and to date neither has been used in relation to a fish farm. 
Yet the breaches of regulation on fish farms is well known throughout the west of Scotland 
as is shown by the self-published data showing countless breaches. Will this new industry be 
similarly regulated by “out of sight, out of compliance” regulation? Will the company be 
required to pay for regular monitoring by independent companies, or independent local 
communities? 

MARINE SCOTLAND: 

The granting of a Marine Licence for large-scale kelp harvesting takes Marine Scotland and 
those charged with operating it into difficulty in exercising their legal duty. If a general licence 
were to be granted the operator, be it to MBL or some successor company, it would then 
present individual cases for using the particular sites already identified and perhaps others; 
these based on studies that might be desk-based or based on Google maps or Scotland 
Marine Atlas and perhaps backed by a “voluntary” environmental assessment prepared by a 
consultant paid for by the applicant. The assessment of that evidence within Marine 
Scotland will be problematic, as due to cutbacks they are short of resources, and manpower. 
In place should there be a statutory provision that would entitle Marine Scotland to require an 
applicant to pay for a truly independent on-the-ground survey of the seabed, recognising this 
will be enormously expensive? It is the only way to ensure compliance. 
 
At present, the operator obtains a licence, the local communities have concerns but no voice 
and often not even consulted adequately. Marine Scotland may fear that it has no choice but 
to grant it, as it would otherwise be facing a court action for judicial review. This has to change. 
Communities have had enough of being foisted with industrial developments in the marine 
environment, or close by, ignored by the statutory authorities and their local government and 
having a sense that the Scottish Government through the Cabinet Secretary for Rural 
Economy and Connectivity is pushing the agenda and communities and environment are way 
down the list. Further, seductive payments, a mini-bus here, shinty kit there, £50,000 towards 

[Redacted]
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something, should be banned so that planning decisions are not influenced by such payments 
to entice communities not to object. 
 
Once a licence was granted how could the exploitation of the resource be completed with the 
least damage to the environment? Marine Biopolymers Ltd (MBL) confirm in the report that 
by clearing the seabed in strips, with full height areas left in between them, this is sustainable. 
What does that mean? When will the whole ecosystem be as before? As an ecologist and 
scientist, I have the suspicion that what this really means for this company is “until just the 
kelp is tall enough to cut again”, which is rather like using the same field with no rotation or 
really fallow periods of that field. That is not sustainability in my definition. The first piece of 
discussion is what does sustainability really mean in this context? Who will be responsible 
for conducting, between cropping, ecosystem surveys of flora and fauna to check that 
sustainability? Or will the areas for cutting, within a short time frame, result in one crop, the 
kelp re-growing and a few grazing sea urchin predators on the kelp? Rather like the Clyde 
after the removal of the 3-mile limit and resulting over-fishing of demersal species with the 
main “crops” now left being dredged scallop and bottom trawled Nephrops?   A result too late 
to restore the Firth of Clyde to good ecosystem health in even the mid-term. 
 
The Consultation on Kelp Harvesting in 2016 
  
Scotland over time has always harvested kelp locally, a few kilos of hand-harvested 
seaweed to inshore collection. Good as a garden or croft fertiliser. Burning kelp converted 
the seaweed into ash - which was used in many things - particularly the production of soda 
and iodine. Kelp on burning produces an alkali which was used in the manufacture of soap 
and other commodities and even today kelp is still used extensively in the production of soap 
and glass. Alginate which is derived from the seaweed is also used as a thickening agent in 
ice-cream, jelly and even toothpaste. 
 
The Scottish government consultation on kelp harvesting in 2016 showed that while 
respondents were all confident that small scale harvesting of kelp by hand, which has gone 
on for centuries, causes no significant environmental damage many, including several among 
the various statutory consultees had serious concerns about harvesting on an industrial scale 
and effectively stripping bare entire sections of seabed. The inevitable conclusion is that 
industrial kelp harvesting should not be permitted in Scotland unless and until proper 
independent testing has demonstrated beyond reasonable scientific doubt that it can be done 
without damage to the environment and in a sustainable fashion without irreparable damage 
to ecosystems  
 
Any development of industrial scale kelp collection can only develop after testing done at the 
expense of those seeking to use a public good for private gain. If it is then licenced it must 
be on condition there should be a proper system of ongoing monitoring and regulation, again 
paid for by those benefiting from the process. And perhaps read Charles Darwin. 
 
Yours  
 

 
 

 
 

 

[Redacted]
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Dear Sir 

RESPONSE TO SEAWEED HARVESTING SCOPING REPORTS JULY 2018 
ADDENDUM: THE ECONOMIC DEBATE FOR THIS DEVELOPMENT 

 
Much scientific research has focused on the presence of giant kelp and the range of 
biodiversity it supports. Many believe this giant alga is the keystone species of its ecosystem, 
not only in terms of its structure -- a huge forest-like environment under the sea -- but also in 
terms of its tremendous productivity in supplying food for the near-shore ecosystem. But in 
addition the financial case for such an industrial development must be analysed and 
considered in conjunction with The Precautionary Principle as applied to the safeguarding of 
ecosystem services currently supplied by this species.  
 
THE ECONOMIC CASE FOR THIS INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 
At current prices, and given various risk factors, the harvesting of kelp is not economically 
viable. The SRSL report argues that processors would undertake harvesting (probably at a 
loss) because they need the raw material. A CEO of the processing company would find it 
hard to justify the use of more expensive local supplies when imported supplies are cheaper. 
Indeed, the Report states that imports from China and the far east resulted in the decline in 
US production. Also, seasonally the French use imported supplies. Perhaps the quality of 
Scottish kelp is better, or security of supply is perceived to be potentially better.  
 
Given the possibility of using imported dry supplies, there is then the question of the logic of 
siting processing activity in Mallaig. One advantage might be the availability of public subsidy, 
and on-going political influence associated with being a big fish in a small pond. Ayr might be 
a better location if using imported supplies. 
 
Essentially, the Scottish supply is not a high value resource and never will be, given the 
locational disadvantage. The value of kelp to Scotland as a supplier of "other environment 
service flows"  is probably much greater than the economic benefits from removing it through 
harvesting. The loss of these service flows would be a cost to harvesting. The key point is 
that these costs whatever they turn out to be MUST be included in an economic analysis 
seeking to assess the consequences for Scotland as a whole. These costs have been 
ignored. This Report is therefore not particularly helpful to the Scottish Government or other 
public policy body evaluating the merits of this development.   It would be madness to allow 
an activity which would reduce Scotland's overall capital wealth comprising of both 
environmental and man-made capital. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 

[Redacted]
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Consultation Response to the Wild Seaweed Harvesting Scoping Report by Marine Biopolymers Ltd.  
 

 
 
August 2018 
 
The ecological impact of harvesting of wild kelp has been covered by other responses, notable by LINK.  I 
will restrict my comments to considerations of the business and strategic case for such harvesting.  It is my 
opinion that the case is at best weak, and more importantly goes counter to the direction of travel in this 
sector in Scotland, which is towards the sustainable, low-impact cultivation and exploitation of seaweed. 
 
As noted in the Scoping Report, there is significant expertise in the production of seaweed-derived products 
in Norway.  This is a highly sophisticated area of activity, with alginates being modified for specialised use in 
(for example) biomedicine.  I am familiar with this area and have in recent years served both as a Panel 
member and ultimately the Chair of the FRIMEDBIO funding Panel of the Norwegian Research Council [1].  
My Panel covered, amongst other topics, funding proposals in the area the enzymology and medical 
applications of seaweed-derived alginates.  Examples of such funding support include HAVBRUK2 [2]. 
 
Scotland has a leading role in the research and development of sustainable seaweed cultivation for use in 
both high-value pharmaceutical products [3] through to biofuel generation [4].   Colleagues at SAMS lead in 
this field [5], with Professor  (SAMS) leading the task 'Best practices for seaweed farming' on the 
socio-environmental benefits of seaweed farming in [3].  Many £millions of public and private money have 
been spent on this area, with the aim of developing low-impact, sustainable seaweed culture - the GENIALG 
project at SAMS is €12m [3] and SEAGAS receives £2.78m from UK government sources (Innovate UK and 
BBSRC) [4].  
 
The core purpose of such public-funded R&D has been to avoid the ecological and habitat destruction that 
would inevitably occur with anything more than artisanal, shoreline seaweed collection.   It thus beggars 
belief that, in light of such support, the Scottish Government would countenance industrial-scale harvesting 
of natural seaweed when the focus of the industry has been in the completely opposite direction. 
 
Looking more closely at Marine Biopolymers Ltd (http://www.marinebiopolymers.co.uk/natural-resource/) I 
note that their focus is on Laminaria hyperborea.  No business case is given for the focus on this species, 
and given the scope of their proposed harvesting my suspicion is that the end product will be a bulk, low 
added-value product (eg a bulking agent), with this species chosen simply because "it is there".    
 
In light of my experiences of the Norwegian field, and the work at SAMS, my opinion is that the way forward 
for Scotland is low-impact seaweed cultivation, feeding into its nascent alginate biomedical and biofuel 
sector.   The proposed industrial-scale harvesting of Laminaria seems utterly at odds with the established 
direction of travel in this sector (as evidenced by the strategic funding for sustainable seaweed cultivation 
and exploitation that has been deployed).  In particular, I see little justification for the harvesting of wild 
Laminaria hyperborea when the low-impact cultivation of other kelp species is already established in 
Scotland in support of the sector. 
 
In summary, there seems little strategic or business logic in (destructive) wild harvesting when low-impact 
alternatives are available, driven by leading Scottish expertise in this area.   The algal sector in Scotland 
does not need wild harvested kelp, and will continue to grow and thrive without it.    
 
 
 
REFERENCES 
 
[1] Norwegian Research Council 
https://www.forskningsradet.no/en/The Research Council/1138785832539 
 
 
[2] HAVBRUK2: "NOK 34 million for processing, biorefining and utilisation of seaweed" 
https://www.forskningsradet.no/en/Funding/HAVBRUK2/1254035633801/p1184150364108?visAktive=true 
 
 
[3] GENIALG 
https://www.sams.ac.uk/science/projects/genialg/ 
http://genialgproject.eu 
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"GENIALG aims to increase the production and sustainable exploitation of two high biomass yielding 
species of European seaweed: the brown alga Saccharina latissima (also known as sugar kelp) and 
the green seaweed Ulva rigida (often-called sea lettuce). 
 
It is the first industry-driven project bringing together pioneering companies in large-scale integrated 
European biorefineries and experts in seaweed cultivation, genetics and metabolomics to boost the 
seaweed industry. 
 
GENIALG combines available knowledge in seaweed biotechnology with reliable eco-friendly tools 
and methods to scale up current small cultivation seaweed operations. 
The technical and economic feasibility of producing large and sustainable volumes of high-quality S. 
latissima and U. rigida seaweed biomass is being demonstrated in several European regions, to 
capitalise on the commercial potential of nutrient rich seaweed compounds. 
 
Two pilot pre-industrial seaweed biorefinery plants provide vital seaweed compounds for a wide 
range of products such as cosmetics, pharmaceuticals, food and feed ingredients, fine and specialty 
chemicals, additives and blends such as gels, as well as precursors for biodegradable plastics. 
 
GENIALG closely monitors the environmental conditions and their associated biodiversity at the 
seaweed farms to measure the impact of the crop species and their provision of additional services 
to these ecosystems." 

 
 
 
[4] SEAGAS 
https://www.sams.ac.uk/science/projects/seagas/ 
http://seagas.co.uk/ 
 

"Using seaweed for the generation of sustainable energy 
 

The SeaGas project assessed the technical and financial viability of farming sugar kelp for the 
production of bioenergy through anaerobic digestion. The project also aims to deliver a strategy how 
to meet the growing energy need of an expanding human population. 
 
AD processes traditionally use crops such as maize and beet as well as agricultural and food 
wastes. However, over the coming years these resources will become increasingly scarce and better 
used to produce food for human consumption. Seaweed could be a suitable feedstock replacement 
as it is a sustainable source of biomass that does not require fertiliser, fresh water or agricultural 
land for production. Furthermore, seaweeds have high productivity, fast growth rates and high 
polysaccharide content, all of which are important qualities for biofuel biomass. Despite these 
benefits, only one per cent of the world’s seaweed is farmed in Europe, with Asia responsible for 
96.6% of the global seaweed production. The partners of the SeaGas project are collaborating to 
build a viable supply chain for farming and storage of seaweed in the UK, initially for the production 
of biomethane from seaweed through AD, but ultimately to stimulate the market and for higher value 
products from this sustainable feedstock. 
 
The three-year project brings together expertise in AD process development, seaweed growth and 
storage, economic modelling, environmental and social impact, and the supply chain – from seabed 
access for seaweed farming through to biogas injection into the national grid. 
 
The technical focus of the project is divided into three key areas: seaweed storage to ensure year-
round supply, the potential for biomethane production and AD operational factors, and the 
environmental and socio-economic effects. The financial impact is also being assessed through a 
financial model created for SeaGas to include the specifics of seaweed cultivation, harvesting and 
storage. A novel storage system is being developed that will support 12-month AD operation and to 
counter seaweed availability and variability. The project has progressed from operating a series of 5-
litre reactors, investigating the operating parameters, to now running two 800-litre AD reactor 
vessels on a pilot scale. The project has recently reached a significant milestone, producing and 
harvesting the largest batch of farmed seaweed from UK shores to date. This gives promise that 
bioenergy could be produced from seaweed using AD at a commercial scale." 

 
[5] https://www.sams.ac.uk/science/blue-economy/farming-aquaculture/ 



 
"SAMS research has two areas of particular expertise: the farming of seaweed and the interaction 
between aquaculture and the environment from both perspectives: the services and impacts the 
environment provides to the aquaculture industry and a sea farm's impacts on the environment. 
Seaweed cultivation is undergoing rapid global expansion and is a commercial activity ideally suited 
to the sheltered, nutrient-rich waters of the west coast of Scotland. Exploiting expertise developed at 
SAMS, we work with the industry to provide seeded line technologies as well as expertise on farm 
location and disease management." 

 
 
 



       24th August 2018 

Dear Sir or Madam 

WILD SEAWEED HARVESTING – SCOPING DOCUMENT 

I am writing to object to proposals to harvest seaweed on an industrial scale on the west coast of 

Scotland. 

Impact on the marine environment 

Industrial scale kelp harvesting will have a major impact on our marine environment.  Kelp beds are 

underwater natural forests, supporting a very rich & inter-dependent diversity of marine life.  Kelp 

beds are especially important as nursery areas for crustacean and fish species.   The Scoping 

Document describes dense kelp beds as a monoculture.  This could not be further from the truth.  

Our marine environment is already under great pressure through especially overfishing.  Certain 

fishing techniques also directly damage the sea bed, notably scallop dredging.  Lessons learnt from 

this should preclude any marine exploitative industries involving similar techniques. 

Our seas are also under increasing pressure from developing climate change impacts.  Kelp beds 

have a key role in moderating wave impacts along our coasts, and at a time when storm severity and 

frequency in increasing here along the west coast of Scotland, undoubtedly because of climate 

change.   

Such kelp harvesting would be in conflict with a range of Scottish Government Polices designed to 

protect our marine environment.   

Adverse Economic Impacts 

The Scoping Document is unconvincing in terms of mitigation measures to protect the interests of 

other existing marine enterprises, especially fish & crustacean harvesting, with such sea life 

dependent on kelp beds.  

I am not opposed to small scale seaweed harvesting, where this has minimum biodiversity impacts.   

However, appropriately sited seaweed farming should be the way forward to scale up production.   

Please acknowledge receipt of my representation. 

Yours sincerely 

[Redacted]

[Redacted]





2

I've experimented growing kelp over the years with great results and am willing to talk to 
people at Marine Scotland regarding this. 
 
Please excuse the slightly disjointed notes but major points have been noted. 
 
All the best. 
 

  
Wrasse fisherman. 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 

[Redacted]
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 Response to Marine Biopolymers Ltd Wild Seaweed Harvesting Scoping Report 
July 2018. 

I have a background in Environmental Management.  I currently run sea kayaking business in Wester 

Ross.  I have concerns about the scoping report by Marine Polymers.  

Any damage to the seabed will damage my business which relies on the reputation of a pristine 

marine environment for tourism and related jobs.  

Marine Biopolymers describe the habitat that they want to dredge up as a ‘monoculture’, it is more 
commonly thought of as one of the most ecologically dynamic and biologically diverse habitats on 
the planet (Birkett et al., 1998), and Laminaria hyperborea – the kelp that Marine Biopolymers want 
to target - supports more life than the other kelp species in our waters (Schultze et al., 1990).  Kelp is 
a’ Key stone species’ and the very bottom of the food chain.  To remove it is ‘fishing down the food 
chain’ at its very worst.  

The importance of this habitat is so great that I believe allowing dredging at ANY level is to set a 
dangerous precedent where profit comes above a healthy coastal environment.  The kelp forests 
and the life that they support belong to ALL of us and should never be dredged up for a fast profit 
for one company at the expense of the long term health of our coastal waters. 

ABPmer scoping report. 
The report from ABPmer appears to show a complete lack of understanding or respect for one of the 
most life supporting habitats in our waters, calling it a “monoculture”.  

Hand harvesting seaweed is licensed from the crown estate comes with strict guidelines from SNH.  
The hand harvester must cut the kelp above the ‘meristem’, a good distance up the frond, leaving 
holdfast, stipe, and a large part of the frond intact to allow the kelp to live on.  Kelp can live for well 
over 17 years and the holdfast and stipe are a vital part of the habitat.  Marine Biopolymers want to 
rip the kelp up by the holdfast, then they say they will throw the holdfast over the side to ‘facilitate 
survival’ of invertebrates.  Assuming these invertebrates survive the dredging (have they studied 
this?), where are they meant to go when chucked back over the side?   

Much of this report and the assumed viability is based on Mike Burrows report which he presented 
at the SSIA conference last year, this was based on modelled distribution of kelp.  They don’t even 
know what’s really there. 

Marine Biopolymers say they want to adopt an ‘adaptive management process for preparing its 
harvesting plans linked to a tailored monitoring programme’.  What does this mean?  That they will 
just bash on, without having any idea what the outcome will be (because nobody does), with what 
would effectively be a new, open, legal, ongoing, highly destructive ‘fishery’?  This would only work 
if they started on a TINY scale with YEARS to monitor the long term impacts before making decisions, 
and even then self-monitoring isn’t a great idea for obvious reasons, so who will do it 
independently?   

The Scottish Governments ‘Wild Seaweed Harvesting Consultation’ from November 2017 

(https://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/11/6869/335422) makes the following points; 

[Redacted
]

[Redacted]
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 In an assessment of benthic species' sensitivity to fishing disturbance, MacDonald et al.
(1996) classified the kelp species L. hyperborea (mature) as having 'moderate' recovery
potential.

 On the Isle of Man, studies by Hawkins & Harkin (1985) and Smith (1985) observed the
effects of the removal of L. digitata and L. hyperborea. It was found that L. digitata re-grew
whereas L. hyperborea did not (Kelly, 2005).

 Experimental work in Nova Scotia where Laminaria longicruris and L. digitata are harvested
has shown that if kelp beds are destroyed and/or partially destroyed, grazing sea urchins
may prevent regeneration and recruitment of climax kelp communities. It is thought that
kelp harvesting removes the cover and protection of urchin predators (e.g. lobsters, crabs
and fish) and this consequent reduction in predator pressure enables increases in urchin
populations which then graze destructively on Laminaria, resulting in areas devoid of kelps
(Bernstein et al., 1981; reviewed in Birkett et al., 1998). In Scotland, urchins do not tend to
eat adult kelps but hinder re-establishment on cleared areas by grazing sporelings
(Wilkinson, 1995). In addition, following harvesting in areas where there is an established
population of urchins, the urchins can function as detritus feeders and remain at a sufficient
level to inhibit kelp regeneration (Warner, 1984 cited in Wilkinson, 1995).

Work has been done looking at kelp regeneration, and some on species recovery, but there are 

many more unknowns that knowns, how can this be allowed to precede when no one has any idea 

of what will happen? 

Existing industries 

Creel fishermen. 

I have worked intensively with the inshore fishermen in the North West for many years.  Their living 

is often marginal given the pressure on wild stocks.  Gear conflict can be a problem between prawn 

creelers and trawlers – the dominant fisheries in the areas that Marine Biopolymers want to dredge.  

Lobsters and wrasse (an increasingly economically important fishery supplying the aquaculture 

industry) are creeled in the same areas as Marine Biopolymers want to dredge.  This will result in 

more gear conflict, and will also result in a reduction of these species as their habitat and the 

invertebrates that they feed on are reduced and destroyed.  Kelp is an essential habitat for wrasse 

and lobsters. 

Fin fish. 

There is no question that removing kelp will remove many invertebrates and the myriad species of 

birds and fish that rely on them. Both coastal and mobile pelagic species of fish rely on kelp as a 

nursery ground, feeding area, work in Norway has suggested that harvesting of Laminaria 

hyperborea beds might negatively affect fish recruitment. They found that juvenile gadoids such as 

Saithe and Pollack, (Pollachius virens and P. pollachius) disappeared from newly harvested areas 

[Redacted
]
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(Sjøtun and Lorentsen (2003)).  Sea trout are ‘coastal explorers’, the kelp is a vital feeding ground for 

these fish that are already pushed to the edge.   

Tourisim 

Many people come to Scotland because if its beauty and wildlife, it would dampen the ardour of any 

nature lover to know that the country they visit treats its natural resources in this way. Red and 

Black throat, and great northern divers fishing on the margins of the kelp, along with more common 

species such as gulls, eider ducks and cormorants.  There are often tourists on the beach bird 

watching or fishing for seatrout and salmon where the river runs into the sea. ALL OF THIS would be 

impacted by kelp dredging. 

Will the kelp grow back?  Will the communities ever recover? 

Virgin kelp beds can be looked on in the same way as virgin terrestrial forest, and this is a 
comparison that is often made in research done on kelp dredging.  Even if the L. hyperborea does 
return to harvestable size within 5 years (which is not a given) the habitat would be more 
homogeneous than before, and homogeneity is the enemy of biodiversity. 

There seems to be a dearth of work on how long if ever it would take for the original kelp 
community to re-establish, and of course it never will if the area is dredged every time it gets big 
enough to make it worth the dredgers time.  Marine Biopolymers say that they will leave it up to 5 
years before returning to harvest areas of kelp, but a review of studies found that the biodiversity of 
a kelp forest is not regained even 6 years after trawling (Wilkinson, 1995).  Biodiversity supports 
business! They are not two separate things.  Any reduction of it is unacceptable. 

UV intensity and sand abrasion also impact upon kelp sporelings resettling, both of these factors are 

increased when strips of kelp are harvested. 

Fractured communities. 

Where kelp dredging already takes place or is planned, coastal communities are riven by it.  Plans to 

kelp dredge in Bantry Bay have been met by dismay by a large part of the community, there, and in 

Norway there are active groups trying to prevent it as they see the damage it is causing.  

Alternative 

There is a growing demand for seaweed products, but it doesn’t need to be from dredged kelp.  
Scottish waters are an ideal environment for farming kelp which could create sustainable 
employment in coastal communities without jeopardising the ecosystem, the Scottish Association 
for Marine Science have proven how easy it is to farm kelp at their test sites near Oban, there are 
successful kelp farms in the Faeros (Ocean Rainforest)  and at Rathlin Island.  There are an increasing 
numbers of successful businesses in Scotland doing well selling seaweed as a food stuff such as 
Mara, where the emphasis is on sustainability.   Companies with a big budget like marine 
Biopolymers could be looking to farm the kelp they need, they would still need their big processing 
plants at Mallaig or wherever, and they would still need people to man the boats, so this would not 
create less job opportunities than dredging. The Scottish Governments web site says ‘younger plants 

[Redacted
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have a higher percentage of alginic acid and are of a better end-use quality than older kelps’, they 
are also less ‘biofouled’ (aka covered in other life forms) so it makes more sense to use farmed kelp, 
than to dredge up older plants.     

Marine Biopolymers may say that they can get more alginate more quickly by ripping up wild 
L.hyperborea, but so what?  Quick and dirty is not best in this case. They should take a long term
view and get less alginate a bit more slowly without reducing such an important habitat.  Marine
Biopolymers did nothing to put that kelp there, it is not theirs to take.

Scottish Government’s National Marine Plan states that it “puts the marine environment at the heart 
of the planning process”, under General Policy 4 it establishes a priority for proposals which enable 
coexistence, under General Policy 5 it requires decision makers act in the way best calculated to 
mitigate climate change, and under General Policy 9 requires that all development and use of the 
marine environment must not result in significant impact on the national status of Priority Marine 
Features. This proposal goes against each of these proposals. In fact, kelp is itself a Priority Marine 
Feature.  

This will be a destructive, retrograde activity as kelp dredging could take place in our waters. 
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 Response to Marine Biopolymers Ltd Wild Seaweed Harvesting Scoping Report 
July 2018. 

I have a background in Marine Science and over 18 years of experience working in inshore fisheries 

management.  I currently run an oyster farm with my husband, and have been diversifying into 

seaweed.  I have a hand harvesting license for many species of seaweed including kelp and a license 

to farm kelp.  I am a member of the Scottish Seaweed Industry Association.  

Firstly, I think that this ‘consultation’ has been under advertised and taken place at the time of year 

that will attract least attention. I assume this is because marine Biopolymers know that most people 

would be strongly opposed to their plans. 

Marine Biopolymers describe the habitat that they want to dredge up as a ‘monoculture’, it is more 
commonly thought of as one of the most ecologically dynamic and biologically diverse habitats on 
the planet (Birkett et al., 1998), and Laminaria hyperborea – the kelp that Marine Biopolymers want 
to target - supports more life than the other kelp species in our waters (Schultze et al., 1990).  Kelp is 
a’ Key stone species’ and the very bottom of the food chain.  To remove it is ‘fishing down the food 
chain’ at its very worst.   

Climate change is happening.  Its effects, such as increasing acidity and rougher seas are already 
being measured in the sea.  Kelp sequesters SIGNIFICANT amounts of carbon, buffers acidity, and 
acts as a storm barrier for coasts.   We should be farming MORE of it, not taking away what is there. 

The importance of this habitat is so great that I believe allowing dredging at ANY level is to set a 
dangerous precedent where short term profit comes above a healthy coastal environment.  The kelp 
forests and the life that they support belong to ALL of us and should never be dredged up for a fast 
profit for one company at the expense of the long term health of our coastal waters and 
communities.  To chink the door to dredging open even just a little bit will normalise dredging, and 
for this horrible practice to expand, it would be impossible to close the door again. 

ABPmer scoping report. 
The report from ABPmer appears to show a complete lack of understanding or respect for one of the 
most life supporting habitats in our waters, calling it a “monoculture”.  

As a hand harvester, my license from the crown estate came with strict guidelines from SNH.  The 
hand harvester must cut the kelp above the ‘meristem’, a good distance up the frond, leaving 
holdfast, stipe, and a large part of the frond intact to allow the kelp to live on.  Kelp can live for well 
over 17 years and the holdfast and stipe are a vital part of the habitat.  Marine Biopolymers want to 
rip the kelp up by the holdfast, then they say they will throw the holdfast over the side to ‘facilitate 
survival’ of invertebrates.  Assuming these invertebrates survive the dredging (have they studied 
this?), where are they meant to go when chucked back over the side?  Their habitat has been 
removed, the other invertebrates are not going to ‘budge up’ and make room for them, that’s not 
how biology works. 

ABPmer say in one sentence that their dredge is going to ‘hover’ above the seabed at 0.5m, yet go 
on to say that not all of the kelp will be harvested along a strip as the dredge will bounce.  Of course 
it will bounce.  Kelp does not grow on a flat bottom, it grows on rocky substrate.  Given this fact, 
along with the almost constant and significant west coast wave action, what technology do Marine 
Biopolymers have in place to keep the dredge at a steady 0.5m above the seabed? 

[Redacted]
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Much of this report and the assumed viability is based on Mike Burrows report which he presented 
at the SSIA conference last year, this was based on modelled distribution of kelp.  They don’t even 
know what’s really there. 

Marine Biopolymers say they want to adopt an ‘adaptive management process for preparing its 
harvesting plans linked to a tailored monitoring programme’.  What does this mean?  That they will 
just bash on, without having any idea what the outcome will be (because nobody does), with what 
would effectively be a new, open, legal, ongoing, highly destructive ‘fishery’?  This would only work 
if they started on a TINY scale with YEARS to monitor the long term impacts before making decisions, 
and even then self-monitoring isn’t a great idea for obvious reasons, so who could monitor them 
independently?   

The Scottish Governments ‘Wild Seaweed Harvesting Consultation’ from November 2017 makes the 

following points; 

 In an assessment of benthic species' sensitivity to fishing disturbance, MacDonald et al.
(1996) classified the kelp species L. hyperborea (mature) as having 'moderate' recovery
potential.

 On the Isle of Man, studies by Hawkins & Harkin (1985) and Smith (1985) observed the
effects of the removal of L. digitata and L. hyperborea. It was found that L. digitata re-grew
whereas L. hyperborea did not (Kelly, 2005).

 Experimental work in Nova Scotia where Laminaria longicruris and L. digitata are harvested
has shown that if kelp beds are destroyed and/or partially destroyed, grazing sea urchins
may prevent regeneration and recruitment of climax kelp communities. It is thought that
kelp harvesting removes the cover and protection of urchin predators (e.g. lobsters, crabs
and fish) and this consequent reduction in predator pressure enables increases in urchin
populations which then graze destructively on Laminaria, resulting in areas devoid of kelps
(Bernstein et al., 1981; reviewed in Birkett et al., 1998). In Scotland, urchins do not tend to
eat adult kelps but hinder re-establishment on cleared areas by grazing sporelings
(Wilkinson, 1995). In addition, following harvesting in areas where there is an established
population of urchins, the urchins can function as detritus feeders and remain at a sufficient
level to inhibit kelp regeneration (Warner, 1984 cited in Wilkinson, 1995).

Work has been done looking at kelp regeneration, and on species recovery, but there are many 

more unknowns that knowns, how can this be allowed to precede when no one has any idea of what 

will happen?  The only thing we KNOW FOR A FACT is that removing the kelp is reducing habitat and 

everything that relies on it, and removing one of the few barriers to increased ocean acidification. 

Existing industries 

Creel fishermen. 

I have worked intensively with the inshore fishermen in the North West for many years.  Their living 

is often marginal given the pressure on wild stocks.  Gear conflict can be a problem between prawn 

creelers and trawlers – the dominant fisheries in the areas that Marine Biopolymers want to dredge.  
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Lobsters and wrasse (an increasingly economically important fishery supplying the aquaculture 

industry) are creeled in the same areas as Marine Biopolymers want to dredge.  This will result in 

more gear conflict, and will also result in a reduction of these species as their habitat and the 

invertebrates that they feed on are reduced and destroyed.  Kelp is an essential habitat for wrasse 

and lobsters. 

Fin fish. 

There is no question that removing kelp will remove many invertebrates and the myriad species of 

birds, fish and mammals that rely on them. Both coastal and mobile pelagic species of fish rely on 

kelp as a nursery ground, feeding area, and breeding ground.  Work in Norway has suggested that 

harvesting of Laminaria hyperborea beds might negatively affect fish recruitment. They found that 

juvenile gadoids such as Saithe and Pollack, (Pollachius virens and P. pollachius) disappeared from 

newly harvested areas (Sjøtun and Lorentsen (2003)).  Sea trout are ‘coastal explorers’, the kelp is a 

vital feeding ground for these fish that are already pushed to the edge.   

Tourisim 

Many people come to Scotland because if its beauty and wildlife, this is how it is marketed.  It would 

dampen the ardour of any nature lover to know that the country they visit treats its natural 

resources in this way.  One of my areas for hand harvesting is Garvie Bay, a very kelpy spot that 

marine biopolymers probabally have their eye on.  I often sea Red and Black throat, and great 

northern divers fishing on the margins of the kelp, along with more common species such as gulls, 

eider ducks and cormorants, seals and otters.  There are often tourists on the beach bird watching or 

fishing for seatrout and salmon where the river runs into the sea. ALL OF THIS would be impacted by 

kelp dredging. 

Will the kelp grow back?  Will the communities ever recover? 

Virgin kelp beds can be looked on in the same way as virgin terrestrial forest, and this is a 
comparison that is often made in research done on kelp dredging.  Even if the L. hyperborea does 
return to harvestable size within 5 years (which is not a given) the habitat would be more 
homogeneous than before, and homogeneity is the enemy of biodiversity. 

There seems to be a dearth of work on how long if ever it would take for the original kelp 
community to re-establish, and of course it never will if the area is dredged every time it gets big 
enough to make it worth the dredgers time.  Marine Biopolymers say that they will leave it up to 5 
years before returning to harvest areas of kelp, but a review of studies found that the biodiversity of 
a kelp forest is not regained even 6 years after trawling (Wilkinson, 1995).  Biodiversity might seem 
such a wooly greeny word, but this is what’s supporting our coastal fisheries and life. Biodiversity 
supports business! They are not two separate things.  Any reduction of it is unacceptable. 

In some areas with a similar latitude to us urchin barrens have been created as their predators 

vanish when the kelp does, they ‘over graze’ and inhibit the kelp from recolonising (Steneck et al., 

op. cit.). 

UV intensity and sand abrasion also impact upon kelp sporelings resettling, both of these factors are 

increased when strips of kelp are harvested. 
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Fractured communities. 

Where kelp dredging already takes place or is planned, coastal communities are riven by it.  Plans to 

kelp dredge in Bantry Bay have been met by dismay by a large part of the community, there, and in 

Norway there are active groups trying to prevent it as they see the damage it is causing.  

Alternative 

There is a growing demand for seaweed products, but it doesn’t need to be from dredged kelp.  
Scottish waters are an ideal environment for farming kelp which could create sustainable 
employment in coastal communities without jeopardising the ecosystem, the Scottish Association 
for Marine Science have proven how easy it is to farm kelp at their test sites near Oban, there are 
successful kelp farms in the Faeros (Ocean Rainforest)  and at Rathlin Island.  There are an increasing 
numbers of successful businesses in Scotland doing well selling seaweed as food such as Mara, 
where the emphasis is on sustainability.   Companies with a big budget like marine Biopolymers 
could be looking to farm the kelp they need, they would still need their big processing plants at 
Mallaig or wherever, and they would still need people to man the boats, so this would not create 
less job opportunities than dredging. The Scottish Governments web site says ‘younger plants have a 
higher percentage of alginic acid and are of a better end-use quality than older kelps’, they are also 
less ‘biofouled’ (aka covered in other life forms) so it makes more sense to use farmed kelp, than to 
dredge up older plants.     

Marine Biopolymers may say that they can get more alginate more quickly by ripping up wild 
L.hyperborea, SO WHAT?  Quick and dirty is not best in this case. They should take a long term view
and get less alginate a bit more slowly without reducing such an important habitat.  Marine
Biopolymers did nothing to put that kelp there, it is not theirs to take.

Scottish Government’s National Marine Plan states that it “puts the marine environment at the heart 
of the planning process”, under General Policy 4 it establishes a priority for proposals which enable 
coexistence, under General Policy 5 it requires decision makers act in the way best calculated to 
mitigate climate change, and under General Policy 9 requires that all development and use of the 
marine environment must not result in significant impact on the national status of Priority Marine 
Features. This proposal goes against each of these proposals. In fact, kelp is itself a Priority Marine 
Feature.  

I wish I could express how sick this has made me feel, knowing there is a potential that such a 
destructive, retrograde activity as kelp dredging could take place in our waters. I love Scotland, and 
its natural heritage, and the people, I am proud of some of the progressive steps our government 
has taken with respect to renewable energy and banning fracking.  Allowing dredging to take place is 
not the kind of thing a progressive, environmental, fair country would allow, it is ecocide and will 
wreck habitats and communities. Something has to come above money. 

References. 

Birkett D. A.,, Dring, J. & Savidge, G. (1998). Primary production estimates for 

phytoplankton, macroalgae and microphytobenthos in a coastal ecosystem. Abstract 

of talk given at annual meeting of British Phycological Society 



August the 21th 2018   

Schultze, K., Janke, K., Kruess, A. and Weidermann, W. (1990). The macrofauna and 

macroflora associated with Laminaria digitata and L. hyperborea at the island of 

Helgoland (German Bight, North Sea). Helgolander Meeresuntersuchungen, 44: 39- 

51. 

Sjøtun, K. and Lorentsen, S-H. (2003). Kelp forest (Laminaria hyperborea) as habitat 

for juvenile gadoids. Poster presented at the 3rd European Phycological Congress, 

Belfast, North-Ireland, 21-26 July, 2003. 

Steneck, R. S., Graham, M. H., Bourque, B. J., Corbett, D., Erlandson, J. M., Estes, J. 

A. & Tegner, M. J. (2002). Kelp forest ecosystems: biodiversity, stability, resilience

and future. Environmental Conservation, 29, 436-459.

Wilkinson, M. (1995). Information review on the impact of kelp harvesting. Scottish 

Natural Heritage Review No. 34. 54 pp. 



Marine Scotland - Licensing Operations Team: Scoping advice 

letter Oct 2018

Page | 242 

Appendix 3: Public representations 



Appendix 3

A total of 2275 representations were received from members of the public. The aspects raised in the representations are listed in the table below.

Outer 
Hebrides 

Inner 
Hebrides 

West 
Coast* 

Rest of 
Scotland 

Rest of 
UK 

Overseas Unknown TOTAL 

Impact on ecology & the environment 38 139 94 292 138 28 1155 1884 

Impact on local economy 15 32 26 28 20 7 139 267 

Impact on fisheries 12 32 20 42 16 10 111 243 

Suggest hand harvesting as an alternative 
method 

8 39 12 46 15 5 169 294 

Suggest farming as an alternative method 5 19 9 56 33 10 200 332 

Large corporate business/one business 
having monopoly over a large area 

5 22 8 26 11 1 98 171 

Seascape/visual impact 0 15 8 9 9 3 41 85 

Impact on tourism 4 22 14 32 27 4 108 211 

Impact on erosion & coastal processes 5 22 17 67 43 10 230 394 

Impact on climate change 4 19 14 83 52 13 298 483 

Sustainability of the proposals, short term 
gains at long term cost 

16 68 36 131 47 10 437 745 

Citing similar operations elsewhere 6 11 5 29 13 2 59 125 

Explicitly objecting to the method 6 39 26 70 30 8 256 435 

Impact on navigation 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Too large an area or propose small trials 7 18 10 30 5 0 81 151 

Errors in scoping report 3 9 10 14 1 1 23 61 

Potential to cause algal blooms 0 1 1 3 0 0 6 11 

No specific reason given 0 12 4 19 11 4 148 201 

TOTAL 47 173 265 334 160 36 1419 
* West Coast mainland within the area of search outlined in the scoping report.

Of the public responses, 25 were from fishermen, 43 from academics and 31 from local businesses. 
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Application 

The application letter must detail how many licences are being sought, what marine 
licensable activities are proposed and what legislation the application is being made 
under.  

The applicant must take forward the steps as outlined in section 5.2 of the Wildweed 
report as this contains detail on the current licensing process. MS-LOT is not able to 
license the activity  in line with section 5.3 (future considerations in planning and 
management) until there is more certainty in any proposal, greater levels of 
stakeholder consultation and stronger evidence-based understanding of the effects of 
such proposed removals of seaweed. 

Applicants are required to submit an electronic copy of the ER in a user-friendly PDF 
format which will be placed on the Scottish Government website.  If requested to do 
so by the Scottish Ministers, the applicant must send to the Scottish Ministers such 
further hard copies of the ER as requested. Applicants may be asked to issue the ER
directly to consultees and in which case consultee address lists should be obtained 
from the Scottish Ministers.  

Requirement for Public Pre-Application Consultation (“PAC”) 

From 6th April 2014, applications received for certain activities are subject to a public 
pre-application consultation requirement. Activities affected will be large projects with 
the potential for significant impacts on the environment, local communities and other 
legitimate uses of the sea. This requirement allows local communities, environmental 
groups and other interested parties to comment on proposed works in their early 
stages and before an application for a marine licence is submitted. Whilst seaweed 
removal is not a prescribed class of activity for pre-application consultation, MS-LOT 
continues to advise that the process is followed as a minimum to suitably engage with 
stakeholders and interested parties. 

The Marine Licensing (Pre-application Consultation) (Scotland) Regulations 2013 can 
be accessed via: 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2013/286/made 

In line with Article 9(d) of The Marine Licensing (Register of Licensing 
Information)(Scotland) Regulations 2011 the application should include details of any 
alternative methods of removal considered by the applicant and the reason for seeking 
to remove the substance or object from the sea bed. 

Guidance on marine licensable activities subject to Pre-application Consultation can 
be obtained at: 

http://www.gov.scot/Topics/marine/Licensing/marine/guidance/preappconsult 

The licensing authority reserves the right not to accept an application in the absence 
of an acceptable PAC report. 
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Applicant to complete: 

Consultee No. Point for inclusion EIA report Section Justification 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 




