


Good Practice can properly be judged by those wishing to examine the application and
comment upon it.

The S&TAS would also refer the Highland Council to reports produced by the Wester Ross
Fisheries Trust concerning the impact of sea-lice on wild fish in Two Brooms and the strong
link between sea-lice epizootics on wild fish and the second year of production cycles within
fish farms.

There can be no doubt that an expansion of this farm, in this location, will increase the threat
to wild salmonids in Two Brooms.

MIAP

The Marine Scotland-funded Managing Interactions Project (MIAP), carried out by RAFTS,
has shown the area in question to be in a highly sensitive area for wild fish, such that fish
farms should ideally not be sited in the area and from where existing farms should be
considered for relocation.

The S&TAS would like to remind the Council that the impact upon wild fish is not taken into
account by either Marine Scotland Science or the Scottish Environment Protection Agency in
their responses to this or any fish-farm planning application.

The recent debates at the Scottish Parliament during Stage 2 of the Aquaculture and
Fisheries Bill confirmed that it is not the role of the Fish Health Inspectorate or Marine
Scotland to control fish farms in order to protect wild fish (their role being limited to the health
of the farmed fish under the Aquaculture Act 2007). SEPA has also confirmed on many
occasions that sea-lice numbers on farmed fish and the subseguent impact upon wild fish is
NOT taken into account in the Controlled Activities Regulations (CAR) licencing process.

It therefore falls to the Highland Council, acting on the advice of the Wester Ross Area
Salmon Fishery Board and others, to consider how best to use the planning system to
protect wild fisheries from the wider environmental impact of fish-farms in Two Brooms.

The MIAP work is a planning tool specifically and precisely designed to assist local
authorities plug the gaps in their knowledge and understanding of the likely impacts of
aquaculture on wild fish populations which has in the past made local authority decisions on
fish-farms so problematic.

As applied to Loch Kanaird, MIAP would certainly not support an expansion of the existing
farm In Loch Kanaird.

Two Brooms Coastal Plan

Quite apart from what MIAP concludes about Loch Kanaird, the 2006 Coastal Plan for the
Two Brooms Area recommended, some time ago, the relocation of existing fish farms within
Two Brooms to less sensitive areas.

Specifically, page 18 of the Coastal Plan “encourages measures to relocate existing finfish
farms away from inner sea loch areas and the mouths of rivers, where possible, to suitable
more seaward locations identified in this plan”.

Page 46 of the Plan suggests that ‘relocation of finfish production away from the mouth of
the River Kanaird fo sites further out towards the Summer Isles may be possible using more
robust and self-contained installations” and that the finfish farm sites in Loch Kanaird “are
obvious candidates for relocation should alternative sites become available”.



VWyhile the FPlan does, somewhat counter-intuitively given the above statements, reach a
policy of a presumption in favour of aguaculture on the west side of Loch Kanaird, the plan
alzo states that finfish production elsewhere in Loch Kanaird should be relocated if possible
to safeguard and help rebuild the wild salmonid stocks of the nearby Eiver Kanaird .

Attached to this letter is a recent summary of fisheries science proceed by the S&TAS
together with a naturally cautious Manne Scotland Science paper summarising the state of
knowledge with respect to wild salmonids and the impact of aguaculture, both of which
strongly suggest that Loch Kanaird is not a good location for salmon farming.

In the wiew of the S&TAS, massively increased knowliedge, since the FPlan was written in
2006, concerning the impact of sea-lice epizootics on wild sea-trout, and the sheer size of
installation now proposed, would suggest the proposed farm, sited anywhere in Loch
Kanaird, would 1If granted increase unacceptably the threat to the River Kanaird wild
salmonid stocks, and indeed those on other nearby nivers.

In conclusion, the S&TAS urges the Highland Council to reject this application. The S&TAS
will want to examine the decision-making process in relation to this application closely,
particularly in respect of the cumulative impact of fish-farms within Two Brooms upon wild
fish, which is a highly relevant planning matter and how that is taken into account by the
Council.

Yours sincerely,

Guy Linley-Adams
Solicitor to the S&TAS Agquaculture Campaign
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Summary of information relating to impacts of sea lice from fish farms on
Scottish sea trout and salmon.

Sea lice infest both farmed and wild salmonids to the potential detriment of aguaculture
and angling interests. Several reviews have recently considered information concernirg
interactions between salmon farms and wild salmonids {eg. Revie et ql. 2009; Costello
2009; Whelan, 2010}, Here, the evidence available to assess the likelihood and scale of
impact of sea lice from salmon farms on Scottish wild salmonids is summarised. The aim is
not to repeat extensive review but to focus on key issues relevant to locating fish farms in
the Scottish coastal zone.

Are salmon farms a significant source of lice?
Yes, salmon farms have been shown to be a more important contributor than wild fish to
the total lice in the environment {Penston & Davies, 2009; Revie et al., 2009,

Is there an association between levels of lice an salmon farms and in the surrounding
environment?

Yes, there is a strong correlation between levels of lice on fish farms and in the local
envircnment (Penston et al., 2008},

Is there an association between levels of lice on salmon farms and on sea trout?

Yes, stage of farm cycle relates to level of lice infestation on sea trout with higher levels of
infestation during the second year of production {Butler 2002; Hatton-Ellis et ou. 2006;
Middlemas et ol 2010}, when lice numbers are known o be greater on farms {Revie &t al.
2002; Lees et al. 2008). Examination of data collected throughout the West Coast durirg
2002-2009 showed that the proportion of individual sea trout with louse burdens above a
level known to cause major physiological stress increased with the mean weight of salmon
on the nearest fish farm {a measure of where they are in their production cycle), and
decreased with distance from that farm (Middemas et al. in press).

|sthere an effect of sea lice on wild trout at the individual level?

Yes, individual wild trout sampled on the west coast of Scotland have been shown to have
infestations abowve a level known to cause major physiological stress {Well st qi. 2006;
Middlermas et ol 2010, in press).

|z there evidence of the scale of effect of sea lice on wild trout at the population level?

Mo, It is difficult to extrapeolate from lice levels of the wild sea trout examined as samplirg
may not be representative of the whole population. Therefore, the scale of any impact at a
population level cannot be determined from existing published information.

Rod catches of sea trout on the west coast are currently at historically low levels, This is also
the case for the Moray Firth and North East region of Scotland, while catches in the East and
Morth Regions are both at historically high level. The underlying causes of these regional
differences are not known and the influence of aquaculture, it any, is unclear.

Isthere an association between levels of lice on salmon farms and on wild salmon?
Although this has been shown in Norway no information is available for Scotland.
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Is there an effect of sealice an salmaon at the individual level?
Mo information is available for Scotland.

Is there an effect of sea lice on wild salmen at the population level?

Experiments undertaken in Norway and Ireland have shown that sea lice caused a loss of on
average 399 of adult salmon recruitment {Krkosek et ol in press). No such direct
information exists for Scotland.

Thereis evidence that declines in catches of wild salmon have been stesper on the Scottish
west coast than elsewhere in Scotland and Norway {Vollestad et al. 2009} although the
authors stressed that this did not prove a causative link. Ford & Myers {2008} compared
indices of salmon abundance on the East and West coasts of Scotland together with farm
production data. They found a reduction in the catches and counts of salmon associated
with increased production of farmed salmon. In addition Butler & Watt {2003} showed that
rivers with farms had significantly lower abundances of juvenile salmon than those without
farms.

Over what distance do farms influence lice levels?

Gillibrand & Willis {2007} produced a general sea lice dispersal model that showed that
infective sea lice levels peaked 7 to 12km seawards of the source. However, it is clear that
site specific factors such as prevailing wind and currents, and local topography can have a
large impact on the direction and distance of lice dispersal {(Amundrud & Murray 20093,

Middlemas et al. {in press) found a significant relationship between sea lice infestations on
sea trout and the distance to the nearest salmon farm. Infestation levels were highest when
sea trout were sampled close to a salmon farm and dropped off as the distance to the
nearest farm increased. There is considerable scatter around the general relationship found
by Middlemas et al. which likely reflects unknown site specific factors.

D¢ we understand the dispersal patterns of sea trout and salmon?

Salmon smolts depart rapidly from home rivers but there is no knowledge of their
subsequent distribution in relation to the Ecottish coast. In general sea trout remain near
shore for their first two months at sea and then disperse more widely, although some mowve
further afield after entering the sea. There is no understanding of the scale of dispersal or
whether it is uniform in direction relative to the home river.

SUMMARY

Scientific evidence from Norway and Ireland indicates a detrimental effect of sea lice on sea
trout and salmen populations. There is increasing scientific evidence that this is also the
case for sea trout in Scotland although scientific studies investigating the case for Scottish
salmon are lacking. Salmon aguaculture results in elevated numbers of sea lice in open
water and henceis likely to have an adverse effect on populations of wild salmenids in some
crcurmstances. The magnitude of any such impact in relation to overall mortality levels is
not known, Howewver, concerns that there may be a significant impact of aquaculture have
been raised due to declines in catches of both salmon and sea trout on the Scottish west
coast,
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3) The typical planning response of Marine Scotland Science, the Government's

fisheries scientists recognises the problem with sea lice from fish-farms®

“There is evidence of an effect of lice from fish farms on sea trout, although the extent
to which the fish populations are affected is not clear. It appears that the range of
effect of lice is at least 14km from farm source. This range will depend on both
movements of lice and trout, which are not well understood. There is no published
evidence of an effect of lice on trout at a population level, however, such an effect
would be expected in view of the high infestation intensities observed near farms in
the second years of salmon production cycles....the behaviour of sea trout differs from
salmon in that they remain in the area of origin for considerable time after migrating to sea
leading to increased chance of exposure to infective stages of sea lice....there is evidence
that stage of farm cycle relates to level of lice infestation on sea trout with higher levels of
infestation during the second year of production when lice numbers are known to be greater

on farms.”

4) There is a marked decline in Scottish wild Atlantic salmon stocks confirmed in

salmon farming areas’

A comprehensive new analysis by the Rivers and Fisheries Trusts of Scotland (RAFTS) of
official catch statistics demonstrates definitively that wild salmon catches in the salmon
farming areas of the West Highlands and Islands have declined significantly compared with
catches on the east coast, where there are no salmon farms. Despite the issues with marine
survival, the east coast rod catches have in fact increased by over 20% between 1970 and
2009. In the same period, the rod catch on the aquaculture coast has decreased by over
40%......a clear trend of declining wild salmon catches in areas where the Scottish

salmon farming industry operates, compared with catches on the East coast.

3 Orkney Council Planning and Protective Services Committee, Report by Director of Development and
Environmental Services - proposed fish farm at South Cava, Scapa Flow, Orkney, & July 2011

* Rivers and Fisheries Trusts of Scotland (RAFTS) (2012) Marked decline in Scottish wild Atlantic salmon stocks
confirmed in salmon farming areas. June 2011



5) One quarter of wild salmon sampled in Scotland’s aguaculture zone have Norwegian

genes”

This RAFTS study, funded by the Scottish Government, looked for Norwegian genes in wild
salmonid populations in the "aguaculture zone' of the west coast of Scotland, the 'signature’
of hybridization found was significantly higher than expected by chance. Across all sites, 369

out of 1472 (25.1%) individuals were identified as hybrids, which is significantly higher than

that seen for the east coast 'wild’ baseline, where there is no aquaculture.

The data - which was reviewed by Marine Scotland Science, the Scottish Government's
fisheries scientists - shows that over % of west coast wild salmon are in fact Norwegian
hybrids. In the last ten years over 2 million farmed fish, overwhelmingly of Norwegian origin,

have been reported as escaped from Scottish salmon farms. It is generally accepted many

more unreported escapes oceur.

® RAFTS Managing Interactions Aguaculture Project (2013) Report on Genetic Tool Development for
Distinguishing Farmed vs. Wild Fish in Scotland, February 2013









Mr James Bromham

Planning and Development Services

Highland Council
Glenurguhart Road

Inverness
INN/2 ENIV

Dear Mr Bromham,

Wester Ross Fisheries Trust
Harbour Centre, Gairloch,
Wester Ross, IV21 2BQ

tel: 01445 712 899

fax: 01445 712899

e-mail: admin@wrft.org.uk
web site: www.wrft.org.uk

Re: Application for alteration of existing fish farm to 46 square steel pens at Loch Kanaird, eastern

side of Isle of Martin — Reference 13/01494/FUL

Wester Ross Fisheries Trust (WRFT) supplied the majority of the data used in the Wester Ross Area
Salmon Fishery Board’s response to this planning application and wishes, therefore, to record its
support of the board’s objection and their suggested conditions.

Yours sincerely,

Peter Jarosz
WRFT Administrator

Board of Trustees

Mr John Mackenzie (Chairman)
Professor Dave Barclay (Vice Chairman)
Mr Richard Greene

Mr Richard Wilson

Mr Bob Kindness

Biologist Peter Cunningham
Biologist Peter Minting
Administrator Peter Jarosz (part-time)

Telephone

01349 861 101
01445 731 620
01445 712 048
01520 766 222
01520 733 300

Tel: 01445 712 899
Tel. 01520 722 882
Tel: 01445 712 899

Board of Trustees
Dr Melanie Smith
Mr Nigel Pearson
Mr Mark Williams
Mr Henry Dalgety

Telephone
01463 273 080
01954 719 351
01244 408 777
01520 722 965

Fax: 01445 712 899 Email: info@wrft.org.uk
Email: westerrossbiologist@gmail.com

Fax: 01445712 899 Email: admin@wrft.org.uk

WRFT Registered Charity No. SCO24787



Mr Callum Sinclair (RAFTS Response Letter)

Comment submitted Fri 14 Jun 2013

Formed in 2005, Rivers and Fisheries Trusts of Scotland (RAFTS) is an independent freshwater
conservation charity representing Scotland's national network of 25 rivers and fisheries Trusts and
Foundations. Our members work across over 90% of Scotland's freshwaters to protect and develop our
native fish stocks and populations by undertaking a range of activities including freshwater and river
habitat restoration, fish and fisheries monitoring, research and education programmes. RAFTS is the
membership organisation of the fisheries and rivers trusts operating in Scotland and is, itself, a charity
and company limited by guarantee. In recent years RAFTS and members have worked closely with
Government and its agencies and advisors, particularly Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH), Scottish
Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) and Marine Scotland Science (MSS), on a number of
freshwater, marine, fishery, aquaculture and biodiversity issues. This has allowed fishery and river
trusts, with RAFTS, to make a positive contribution to the conservation and management of Scotland's
native fish populations and fisheries through work on fishery and biosecurity planning, invasive non-
native species management, education, salmon genetics, habitat restoration, work on non-salmonid fish
species and in aquaculture in particular through the Managing Interactions Aquaculture Project (MIAP)
which it has managed and led in partnership with six participating fishery trusts and Marine Scotland
since April 2011. In respect of the above application for alterations to the current farm at Loch Kaniard
RAFTS would wish to object to the proposal lodged by Wester Ross Fisheries Limited and to endorse
the response submitted by the Wester Ross District Salmon Fishery Board confirming its own objection
to the proposals made and including input from Wester Ross Fisheries Trust and using outputs from the
RAFTS led MIAP activities. Within the MIAP, RAFTS has developed a Locational Guidance mapping
output which has sought to identify areas across the West coast of Scotland which are most sensitive to
aquaculture development by aquaculture from the perspective of wild fish and fisheries. The location
of the current farm and proposed revised development is in a zone of the highest sensitivity derived
from this model. As such we are of the view that aquaculture production in this area is inappropriate
and should be avoided. Clearly, in this situation at this site there is already an operational farm active
and in place. In such circumstances it would seem reasonable to consider the recent or current
performance of the farm within the context of this sensitivity analysis. We are particularly concerned as
to the performance of the site in respect of control of sea lice numbers and with the proposition by the
applicant that no change from the currently employed treatment techniques would be required and that
the Wester Ross Fisheries Limited would be bound by the requirements of the Industry Code of Good
Practice (COGP). When lice counts reported by the Scottish Salmon Producers Organisation (SSPO)
are considered over the period December 2010 to December 2012 (see Table 1, below) it is clear that
lice counts in the region of the site location have significantly and consistently exceeded the thresholds
required to comply with the industry CoGP. As data is not reported on a farm by farm basis it is not
possible to confirm lice counts for the site itself and so the average figures reported must be assumed to
apply in the absence of any contrary information being available publicly or being offered by Wester
Ross Fisheries Limited. Within this context it is not clear how it can be reasonable for the applicant to
confirm that no change to current practice is required or that they would be bound to the CoGP
standards as neither would seem to be the case at present. Table 1: Aggregated sea lice data for 'North
Mainland' region (published on SSPO website) North Mainland* Dec-Feb 11 Below / 9% Mar-May 11
32% Jun-Aug 11 138% / 149% Sep-Nov 11 284% Dec-Feb 12 Data no longer available from SSPO
Mar-May 12 152% Jun-Aug 12 458% / 233% Sep Dec 12 263% * Where two values are presented,
these represent the percentage above the 0.5 lice per fish and 1.0 lice per fish thresholds, as set out by
the Industry Code of Good Practice. We also note that the site at Ardmair is due to be subject to
consideration within the Audit and Review process being undertaken by the Scottish Government /
Marine Scotland of sites previously consented for use by the Crown Estate. Within that process there is
the opportunity to consider the need for a full Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of the site
before permanent planning consent is provided. RAFTS is of the view, given the sensitivity of the
location and the poor environmental performance of the site at present, that an EIA should be required
to determine whether this site is appropriate for continued aquaculture use. We are aware that the
application before Highland Council seeks to secure alterations to the current operations and note that
the production tonnage presented in the application is proposed to be reduced from current levels.
However, the new cage layout and capacity proposed would seem to secure and provide significant
additional opportunity to expand the biomass of production at the site outwith the current planning
process and through application to SEPA for such increases. As SEPA do not consider the potential



negative effects of sea lice within their decision making processes we are concerned that such increases
are possible without any further screening or consideration of the need for EIA by Highland Council or
of due consideration of the consequences of such an increase to wild fish and fisheries. If Highland
Council are not minded to require an EIA of the site at this stage then we would contend that; - The
application should be rejected so as to allow the opportunity for an EIA to be undertaken as part of the
Scottish Government / Marine Scotland Audit and Review process; OR - If the application is approved
that planning conditions are attached to that decision that do not permit an increase in biomass
production on the site without a planning variation being sought and which allows Highland Council to
reconsider the necessity for an EIA following an appropriate screening and scoping process. Should
you require clarification or further information on any aspect of this submission please do not hesitate
to contact me.
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