
From: <redacted>(MARLAB)  
Sent: 28 August 2017 12:33 
To: <redacted>(MARLAB) <redacted>@gov.scot>; <redacted>(MARLAB) <redacted>@gov.scot> 
Subject: FW: Ushenish 

 
<redacted>, 
 
Please see the email below from Scottish Salmon Company in relation to a site first proposed in 2013. At 
the time we received a screening & scoping application, we advised that should they proceed with a 
planning application it would result in an objection from MSS. This was due to the fact that the proposed 
site position would result in the joining of DMA’s 7a and 7b (see image below).  
 
There was some discussion with SSC at the time regarding consideration of site specific data, however our 
final advice was that we would maintain our position and object should they proceed to planning. 
 
As I understand it, the models suggested by <redacted>are hydrodynamic models and would not 
necessarily take into account any other epidemiological factors.  
 
In your view, is there any change in position from 2013 with regard to consideration of site specific 
hydrodynamic modelling that would potentially alter our stance? (current DMA’s attached for reference) 
 
Regards 
<redacted> 

 



 
 

 
From: <redacted>@gov.scot>  
Sent: 04 September 2017 09:12 
To: <redacted>gov.scot>; <redacted>@gov.scot> 
Subject: RE: Ushenish 

 
Yes, this is a good description of the situation.  Any systematic change in calculating boundaries of 
management areas could be very disruptive, potentially leading to new groupings of farms that might be 
subject to control in the event of a notifiable disease outbreak 
 
<redacted> 

 
From: <redacted>(MARLAB)  
Sent: 01 September 2017 16:43 

To: <redacted>(MARLAB); <redacted>(MARLAB) 

Subject: RE: Ushenish 

 
Thanks <redacted>. 
 
I am not aware of any current proposal to review how we implement the DMA boundaries, therefore I 
propose the following response – however please provide comment as appropriate: 
 
It remains Marine Scotland’s policy that new aquaculture sites should not bridge Disease Management 
Areas, and in this regard, the advice provided in 2013 is still relevant if the location of the proposed site is 
unchanged. 
 
As previously stated, where a listed disease, such as infectious salmon anaemia, occurs within a 
management area, all other farms within that management area are put at an increased risk of infection. 
The consequences of infection have a significant impact upon the operation of those sites and the 
businesses which operate those sites. The timescale of those impacts will run to at least two years, and 
may be as long as four years. Further, sites which remain uninfected, but are present within an infected 
management area will still be significantly impacted.   
 
The current arrangement for the application of DMA boundaries is demonstrably effective in controlling 
the spread of notifiable disease, and there are no current plans to implement any change to this. Models 
such as the Scottish Shelf and SAMS west coast models can identify weak connectivity covering very large 



areas, depending on assumptions. The hydrodynamic models you have referenced take no account of non-
hydrodynamic factors, such as the movement of wildlife, which may have a significant effect on the 
control of disease between Disease Management Areas. Any change to the current management structure 
based on detailed hydrodynamic models would require a review of the objectives and assumptions before 
consideration could be given to the application of that on a case by case basis, and as stated, this is not 
currently under review. 
 
Regards 
<redacted> 

 
 
From: <redacted>(MARLAB)  
Sent: 28 August 2017 13:40 

To: <redacted>(MARLAB); <redacted>(MARLAB) 
Subject: RE: Ushenish 

 
This would only be appropriate if we were to develop an entirely new area management structure.  It 
should be noted that the Scottish shelf and SAMS west coast models can identify weak connectivity 
covering very large areas, depending on assumptions.  So any area management structure based on 
detailed hydrodynamic models would have to have its objectives and assumptions considered and 
reviewed before being rolled out on a case-by-case basis.  And also <redacted> is right, other non-
hydrodynamic local factors such as wildlife might be significant.   
<redacted> 

 
 
From: <redacted>@gov.scot>  
Sent: 14 September 2017 10:24 
To: <redacted>@gov.scot>; <redacted>@gov.scot> 
Subject: RE: Ushenish 

 
Minor change suggested, otherwise entirely content with the line proposed. 
 
<redacted> 

Marine Scotland|Marine Laboratory|375 Victoria Road|Aberdeen|AB11 9DB 
 
Tel: +44 (0)131 24<redacted> 

Mobile: <redacted> 

www.gov.scot/marinescotland 
 
 
 
From: <redacted>(MARLAB)  

Sent: 01 September 2017 16:43 
To: <redacted>(MARLAB); <redacted>(MARLAB) 

Subject: RE: Ushenish 

 
Thanks <redacted>. 
 
I am not aware of any current proposal to review how we implement the DMA boundaries, therefore I 
propose the following response – however please provide comment as appropriate: 
 
It remains Marine Scotland’s policy that new aquaculture sites should not bridge Disease Management 
Areas, and in this regard, the advice provided in 2013 is still relevant if the location of the proposed site is 
unchanged. 
 
As previously stated, where a listed disease, such as infectious salmon anaemia, occurs within a 
management area, all other farms within that management area are put at an increased risk of infection. 

http://www.gov.scot/marinescotland


The consequences of infection have a significant impact upon the operation of those sites and the 
businesses which operate those sites. The timescale of those impacts will run to at least two years, and 
may be as long as four years. Further, sites which remain uninfected, but are present within an infected 
management area will still be significantly impacted.   
 
The current arrangement for the application of DMA boundaries is demonstrably effective in controlling 
the spread of notifiable disease, and there are no current plans to implement any change to this. Models 
such as the Scottish Shelf and SAMS west coast models can identify weak connectivity covering very large 
areas, depending on assumptions. The hydrodynamic models you have referenced take no account of 
other significant epidemiological factors, which may have a significant effect on the control of disease 
between Disease Management Areas. Any change to the current management structure based on detailed 
hydrodynamic models would require a review of the objectives and assumptions before consideration 
could be given to the application of that on a case by case basis, and as stated, this is not currently under 
review. 
 
Regards 
<redacted> 

 
From: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com]  
Sent: 25 August 2017 14:53 

To: <redacted>(MARLAB) 

Cc: <redacted>TSSC recipient 
Subject: Ushenish 

 

Hi <redacted> 

<redacted> 

As you may recall (4 years ago!), we received a SEPA licence for a site called Ushenish (South 
Uist).  However, we did not persue planning because during consultation, there was concern 
raised by Marine Scotland about the site linking ISA disease management areas.  There was 
debate about the bubble areas and the figures used the calculate the areas.  I was wondering if 
Marine Scotland would be willing to consider the use of site specific hydrodynamic modelling 
(using e.g.FVCOM, MIKE, other), to accurately predict site specific tidal excursions and separation 
distances with respect to the Ushenish site? 
Kind regards 
<redacted> 

 
From: <redacted>@scotland.gsi.gov.uk  
Sent: 12 July 2013 15:19 
To: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com> 
Subject: RE: Line measure 

 
Hi <redacted> 
 
If you can get your guy to send through the following information we can check it again: 
 
Please can you confirm what datum your latitude and longitude position is expressed on. For information, 
see this pdf, particularly Figure 1. 
 
http://www.ordnancesurvey.co.uk/oswebsite/gps/docs/A_Guide_to_Coordinate_Systems_in_Great_Britain.
pdf 
 
Thanks 

<redacted> 
 

From: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com]  
Sent: 12 July 2013 12:08 

To: <redacted>(MARLAB) 
Subject: RE: Line measure 

http://www.ordnancesurvey.co.uk/oswebsite/gps/docs/A_Guide_to_Coordinate_Systems_in_Great_Britain.pdf
http://www.ordnancesurvey.co.uk/oswebsite/gps/docs/A_Guide_to_Coordinate_Systems_in_Great_Britain.pdf


 

Hi <redacted> 

<redacted>.  Would it be possible to send through the details (email, phone number) of 
your mapping guy, so I can pass it onto our mapping guy?  There are still differences 
between distances based upon which mapping package is used, so it would be useful to 
have agreement between packages, and I wanted to leave this with the mapping experts. 
Thanks 
<redacted> 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From: <redacted>@scotland.gsi.gov.uk  
Sent: 11 July 2013 16:21 

To: <redacted> TSSC recipient 
Subject: RE: Line measure 

 
Hi <redacted>, 
 
I have attached a couple of screen shots from mapping that was done here to illustrate our findings. As 
mentioned by email previously, the mapping should take account of the shortest distance to the 
management area boundary from the centre point of the site. As you can see from the screenshots this 
does not appear to have been done, and therefore the distance does not meet the minimum distance 
requirement for separation of greater than 7258m. Our measurements give a distance of ~7037m and as 
such, should the centre point remain as given the site would be unacceptable in the proposed location. 
Based upon this, we would therefore ask you to reconsider the submission to take into account the shortest 
distance from any proposed centre point to the management area boundary. 
 
 
Hopefully the link below will help with the modelling, however please get back in touch if you require further 
guidance. 
 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/marine/Fish-Shellfish/18716/environmentalimpact/models 
 
 
kind regards 

<redacted> 
 

From: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com]  
Sent: 11 July 2013 08:14 

To: <redacted>(MARLAB) 
Subject: RE: Line measure 

 

Hi <redacted> 

Did your colleagues at Marine Scotland have any joy with this line measurement?  Also 
did you manage to find the guidance on Open Water V Closed loch calculations? 
Many thanks 
<redacted> 

 
 

From: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com]  
Sent: 02 July 2013 15:37 

To: <redacted>(MARLAB) 
Subject: RE: Line measure 

 

Hi <redacted> 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/marine/Fish-Shellfish/18716/environmentalimpact/models


I have received the following from our mapping guy.  If you require any further information 
please let me know 
Regards 
<redacted> 

 
Hi <redacted>, 
 
As discussed, please see line co-ordinates for measure distance of site location. 
 
Ushenish site centre: 57° 18.621 N ; 07° 12.949 W 

        Point 1: 57° 18.436 N ; 07° 11.599 W 
        Point 2: 57° 17.852 N ; 07° 11.315 W 
  MH Bubble: 57° 15.404 N ; 07° 12.168 W 

 
Package used to map out line measures is SeaPro 3000 Series (version 8.203), Livechart 
Version: 35B 
 
I have also measured the distance between points using a web-based Lat/Long calculator 
(but gives slightly different distance calculations- reinforces the issue between different 
packages): 
 
Ushen Centre to  Point 1 =   1.394KM 

Point 1 to Point 2 =   1.119KM 
     Point 2 to MH Bubble =   4.617KM 

 
Line Total =   7.13KM (so about 190m of a difference between SeaPro & 

this package- but at that kind of scale, its expected). 
 
Hope this info helps, let me know if you need anything else. 
 
 
Cheers 
 
 
From: <redacted>@scotland.gsi.gov.uk  
Sent: 02 July 2013 14:24 

To: <redacted> 
Subject: RE: Line measure 

 
Hi <redacted> 
 
Can you please ask your mapping guy to send the co-ordinates for the start / end corners of each line 
segment that was submitted on your map. I would like to take the opportunity to make clear that distances 
should be calculated using the shortest distance to the boundary. With that in mind, you may wish to double 
check the drawing of the lines on the maps submitted to ensure that the shortest distance is what has been 
submitted. When we get the additional co-ordinates, we will review your information and respond as soon 
as possible. 
 
Thanks 

<redacted> 
 

From: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com]  
Sent: 02 July 2013 10:43 

To: <redacted>(MARLAB) 
Subject: FW: Line measure 

 

Hi <redacted> 



Do you know if Marine Scotland Science have considered the line measurement sent on 
17/6 for the proposed Ushenish site? 
Thanks 
<redacted> 

 
 
From: <redacted> TSSC recipient 
Sent: 28 June 2013 09:28 

To: <redacted>@scotland.gsi.gov.uk 
Subject: RE: Line measure 

 

Hi <redacted> 

How did you get on with the distance measurement? 
 
<redacted> 

 
Kind regards 
<redacted> 

 
From: <redacted>@scotland.gsi.gov.uk  
Sent: 18 June 2013 09:07 

To: <redacted> TSSC recipient 
Subject: RE: Line measure 

 
Hi <redacted>, 
 
I’ll pass the document on and get back to you as soon as possible.  
 

<redacted> 
 
Regards 

<redacted> 
 

From: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com]  
Sent: 17 June 2013 08:19 

To: <redacted>(MARLAB) 
Subject: Line measure 

 

Hi <redacted> 

<redacted> Attached is the line measurement received from our mapping guy, following our 
meeting on Wednesday.  Thanks again for your help in arranging the meeting on 
Wednesday, which was a helpful meeting. 
If you require any further information please let me know. 
Regards 
<redacted> 

 
<redacted> 
 

 

 
    Marybank Industrial Estate, Stornoway, Isle of Lewis HS2 0DB 

www.scottishsalmon.com 

              TEL: +44 (0)1499 600 223 DD: +44 <redacted> Mobile: +44 <redacted> 

 

 

www.scottishsalmon.com


From: <redacted>@gov.scot>  
Sent: 14 September 2017 12:24 
To: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com> 
Cc: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com>; MS FFPlanning <MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot> 
Subject: RE: Ushenish 

 
Hi <redacted>, 
 
It remains Marine Scotland’s policy that new aquaculture sites should not bridge Disease 
Management Areas, and in this regard, the advice provided in 2013 is still relevant if the location 
of the proposed site is unchanged. 
 
As previously stated, where a listed disease, such as infectious salmon anaemia, occurs within a 
management area, all other farms within that management area are put at an increased risk of 
infection. The consequences of infection have a significant impact upon the operation of those 
sites and the businesses which operate those sites. The timescale of those impacts will run to at 
least two years, and may be as long as four years. Further, sites which remain uninfected, but are 
present within an infected management area will still be significantly impacted.   
 
The current arrangement for the application of DMA boundaries is demonstrably effective in 
controlling the spread of notifiable disease, and there are no current plans to implement any 
change to this. Models such as the Scottish Shelf and SAMS west coast models can identify weak 
connectivity covering very large areas, depending on assumptions. The hydrodynamic models you 
have referenced take no account of other significant epidemiological factors, which may have a 
significant effect on the control of disease between Disease Management Areas. Any change to 
the current management structure based on detailed hydrodynamic models would require a 
review of the objectives and assumptions before consideration could be given to the application 
of that on a case by case basis, and as stated, this is not currently under review. 
 
Regards, 
<redacted> 

 
 
From: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com]  

Sent: 23 February 2018 14:51 

To: <redacted>(MARLAB) 
Subject: New site development options  

 

Hi <redacted>, 
 
To note – we are also re-visiting the concept of a site development at Ushenish 
(~57o18.716’N, 7o12.834’W) – we have discussed this site previously with MSS and will 
be in contact soon regarding this site option separately. 
 
Cheers, 
<redacted> 
Ardkinglas Estate, Cairndow 

Argyll, PA26 8BH 

Tel: +44 (0)131 718 8500 

DD: +44 <redacted> 

Mob: <redacted> 
 

www.scottishsalmon.com 

 

 

mailto:MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot
www.scottishsalmon.com


From: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com>  
Sent: 26 November 2018 08:21 
To: <redacted>@gov.scot> 
Cc: MS FFPlanning <MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot>; <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com> 
Subject: RE: Ushenish 

 
Hi <redacted> 

 
We would still like to go ahead with the proposed meeting. We do however appreciate the 
opportunity to present this new information without conclusions being drawn at this stage. 
We understand the comments made in previous discussion however we do feel there is 
an opportunity to discuss these points further as some aspects have moved on. 
 
I will send out a meeting invite at 09:30 for Monday 03rd December. We would be happy 
to meet at the lab.  
 
We look forward to meeting again next week. 
 
Thanks  
 
From: <redacted>@gov.scot  
Sent: 23 November 2018 17:12 
To: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com> 
Cc: MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot; <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com> 
Subject: RE: Ushenish 

 
Hi <redacted>, 
 
Thank you for your response. 
 
Whilst we appreciate that a more detailed assessment may have been undertaken, 
unless the proposed site lies within an area that maintains a separation between the 
existing Disease Management Areas, the advice previously provided by MSS would still 
be relevant. As it stands, it remains Marine Scotland’s policy that new aquaculture sites 
should not bridge Disease Management Areas, and as previously stated, the 
arrangement for the application of this policy is not currently under review. 
 
We would of course be happy to participate in a meeting should you still wish to discuss 
the matter, however we would advise that consideration should be given to the advice 
previously provided and referred to above.  
 
Assuming you would like to continue with a meeting, the morning of the 3rd may be a 
challenge at this end (assuming you wish to come to the lab?) depending on timing. Due 
to existing commitments 09:30 or after 12:30 would be possible. Alternatively, if you 
would like to suggest another date or would prefer a VC/teleconference, let me know what 
suits you and we can make the necessary arrangements.  
 
Kind regards, 
<redacted> 

 
 
From: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com>  
Sent: 22 November 2018 19:45 
To: <redacted>@gov.scot> 

mailto:MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot
mailto:MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot


Cc: MS FFPlanning <MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot>; <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com> 
Subject: RE: Ushenish 

 
Hi <redacted> 

 
Thanks for your email and the attached docs. We are aware of previous discussions, 
however we have undertaken a more detailed review and assessment of the potential 
risks. We believe there are some material considerations that should further inform these 
discussions.  
 
Therefore we would appreciate the opportunity to discuss our new findings in more detail.  
 
The morning of the 3rd December was discussed, is this still feasible? 
 
I look forward to hearing from you.  
 
<redacted> 

 
8 Melville Crescent, Edinburgh 

Scotland EH3 7JA 

Tel: +44 (0)131 718 8500 
DD: <redacted> 
Mob: <redacted> 
www.scottishsalmon.com 

 

 

From: <redacted>@gov.scot]  
Sent: 22 November 2018 17:02 
To: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com> 
Cc: MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot 
Subject: Ushenish 

 
Good afternoon <redacted>, 
 
Unfortunately I don’t have an email address for <redacted>therefore I would appreciate if 
you could forward this email to him so that he is also aware. 
 
<redacted>mentioned that he had a recent conversation with <redacted>and that you may 
be interested in organising a meeting to discuss the potential development of the site at 
Ushenish. 
 
You may be aware that in 2013 we provided comment to the local authorities regarding a 
screening and scoping consultation for a site in the area, where we expressed our view 
that MSS would object to any subsequent planning application where the site would result 
in the join up of the two existing Disease Management Areas. 
 
In 2017 <redacted>contacted MSS to discuss the possibility of using site specific 
hydrodynamic modelling to support any future planning application for the site. I attach 
both our 2013 response to the local authority and the email response to <redacted> 

for reference. 
 
Whilst we are happy to meet and discuss the potential development of the site, you 
should be aware that our view remains that MSS would object to any proposal in the 
location previously referred to, that would result in the joining of the two existing Disease 
Management Areas. 
 

mailto:MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot
http://www.scottishsalmon.com/
mailto:MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot


Please don’t hesitate to get back in touch should you wish to discuss further or would like 
to organise a meeting. 
 
Kind regards, 
<redacted> 

 
 
PLEASE NOTE THE CHANGE IN TELEPHONE NUMBERS BELOW 

 
<redacted> 
Marine Scotland Science  
Scottish Government | Marine Laboratory | 375, Victoria Road | Aberdeen AB11 9DB  
Tel: +44 (0)131 24<redacted> 
S/B: +44 (0)131 2442500  
e: <redacted>@gov.scot  
w: http://www.gov.scot/Topics/marine 

 Think before you print!  Save energy and paper!  Do you really need to print this email? Can you print it double sided? 

 
 
Project Name: Ushenish 
Location:  Isle of South Uist 
Other identifier: Near Rubha Heallacro and Rubha Roiseal South Uist 
 

Screening & Scoping Checklist 
For each of the numbered potential impacts in the left hand column, consideration should be given to the 
following points: 

A. Will the impact have an effect on any of the receptors or issues identified in sections 4.1 to 4.4  
Have all the receptors/issues/effects been identified.  Explain. 

B. Is the impact covered by other regulation? State your reasons for wishing to discuss it further in 
this document. 

C. Is there potential for cumulative or indirect impact on an identified receptor. Explain. 
D. SCREENING ADVICE. Is the impact on receptor(s) likely to have a significant effect. Explain. 
E. SCOPING ADVICE. If so, what details of additional information required and methodology  

 
Provide concise information, and refer it specifically to elements A to E where appropriate.  

 
 

IMPACT TYPE INSERT YOUR COMMENTS IN THE APPROPRIATE ROW 

1. Benthic 
Impacts 

 

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

MSS 
As a new site, benthic impacts will need to be assessed. We would request that the 
Autodepomod modelling report that has been prepared be submitted for assessment. 

2.  Water Column 
Impacts 

 

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

MSS 
The nutrient enhancement likely to result from the discharge from this site should be 
assessed, taking account of any cumulative impacts. 
 

3. Interaction with 
Predators 

 

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

NA 

4. Interaction with 
Wild Salmonids 

 

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

MSS 

http://www.gov.scot/Topics/marine


The advice provided by Marine Scotland Science to Local Authorities sets out the 
latest scientific knowledge on wild fish issues. It does not object to or support the 
application. 

It is for the Local Authorities to use this information in conjunction other factors such 
as: 

 the importance the local council attaches to the local wild salmon and sea trout 
populations 

 the level of precaution the local authority attaches to factors which may impact 
on local wild salmon and sea trout populations 

 the economic benefit (from aquaculture and wild fisheries) 

 and any other issues they may consider relevant to determine whether or not 
to grant planning permission. 

 
The following should be read in conjunction with the attached file ‘Farm Location 
Evidence Summary’ 
 
This is a screening and scoping request for planning permission for a new site located 
in the north east of South Uist.  The site is to consist of 14 x 100m circular cages with a 
maximum biomass of 2120t.  
  
As stated in the application there are no significant individual sea run salmonid fisheries 
in the area. However, when taken together, the many burns and rivers of the Howmore 
statistical district, which covers Benbecula and South Uist, do provide significant runs 
of wild salmon and sea trout that support an active sport fishery. The graphs below are 
provided to give an indication of numbers of fish caught and trends in catches from 1952 
until 2011 
 

 
 

 
 
Scientific evidence from Norway and Ireland indicates a detrimental effect of sea lice on 
sea trout and salmon 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 aquaculture results in elevated numbers of sea 
lice in open water and hence is likely to have an adverse effect on populations of wild 
salmonids in some circumstances. The magnitude of any such impact in relation to 
overall mortality levels is not known. However, 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. The appended summary document contains a 
more detailed summary of the latest scientific knowledge in this area. 
 
The applicants state that they intend to work the site within management area 7a 
however it should be noted that it will bridge the gap between areas 7a and 7b. They 

Howmore Statistical District Salmon and Grilse Catches
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state that they will operate to a target of zero ovigerous lice during the wild smolt run 
(approximately February to June) as per AMA/FMA objectives although they do not 
state what the trigger level for treatment will be.  

 
The applicants intend to follow the recommendations within the industry CoGP in regard 
to disease and containment and state that they will include a lice treatment strategy with 
the final planning submission. If we assume that the applicant intends to follow the 
CoGP in regards the control of sea lice, it should be borne in mind that sea trout are 
present in these inshore waters all year, not just at the spring smolt migration we would 
therefore emphasise that the highest level of control of lice build-up should be practiced 
throughout the year. 

 
In order to assess the potential impact on wild fish, it is necessary to assess the likely 
efficacy of sea lice chemotherapeutants. We require to see details of 
chemotherapeutant modelling to demonstrate the likely licensable quantities of 
treatments for this site without breaching EQS. Please also provide details of the time it 
will take to treat the site at maximum biomass with all bath treatments to be applied for 
and the maximum treatable biomass for in-feed treatments.  

 

Farm location 
evidence summary_ v2.pdf

 
 

5. Impacts upon 
species or 
habitats of 
conservation 
importance, 
including 
Sensitive Sites 

 

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

NA 

6. Navigation, 
Anchorage, 
Commercial 
Fisheries, other 
non-recreational 
maritime uses 
(MOD) 
 

 

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

NA 

7. Landscape and 
Visual Impacts 

 

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

NA 

8. Noise  

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

NA 

9. Marine Cultural 
Heritage 

 

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

NA 

10. Waste 
Management 
(non-fish) 

 

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

NA 

11. 
Socioeconomic, 
Access and 
Recreation 

 

DEVELOPER       



STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

NA 

12. Traffic and 
Transport 

 

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

NA 

13. Any other 
issue 

 

DEVELOPER       

STATUTORY 
CONSULTEE 

MSS 
 
The location of the proposed site Ushenish would bridge the break between the 
existing management areas 7a and 7b as currently defined in Marine Scotland 
management area maps, available on the Marine Scotland website 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/topics/marine/fish-
shellfish/FHI/managementagreement/maps. Therefore, it would have an impact on 
and be impacted upon all sites within both of the existing management areas, causing 
an increased risk of the spread of any occurrence of disease in these areas.  From a 
fish health perspective, it is important to maintain firebreaks between management 
areas to reduce the risk of disease spread. 
 
Where a listed disease, such as infectious salmon anaemia, occurs within a 
management area, all other farms within that management area are put at an increased 
risk of infection. The consequences of infection have a significant impact upon the 
operation of those sites and the businesses which operate those sites. The timescale 
of those impacts will run to at least two years, and may be as long as four years. Further, 
sites which remain uninfected, but are present within an infected management area will 
still be significantly impacted.   
 
From this perspective, it is important to maintain firebreaks between management areas 
to reduce the risk of disease spread and minimise the number of farms exposed where 
disease does occur. 
 
Based upon this perspective, we would object to the application at its current 
proposed location. 
 
 

 
 

Scotland%20website%20http:/www.scotland.gov.uk/topics/marine/fish-shellfish/FHI/managementagreement/maps
Scotland%20website%20http:/www.scotland.gov.uk/topics/marine/fish-shellfish/FHI/managementagreement/maps
Scotland%20website%20http:/www.scotland.gov.uk/topics/marine/fish-shellfish/FHI/managementagreement/maps


   

TEMPLATE TRANSFER GUIDANCE – 1 

After the developer has completed the Proposal box and Sections 2, 3, 4 and the relevant rows 
of Section 5, the current version of the master template, should be emailed or posted on CD-
ROM to the relevant authority (local authority planning department). 
 
The template should have a unique file name, which might usefully include the date at which this 
version is emailed/posted to the relevant authority.  
 

 
 

TEMPLATE TRANSFER GUIDANCE – 2 

After the relevant authority (local authority planning department) has completed Section 1, the 
current version of the master template, should be emailed or posted on CD-ROM to the 
statutory consultees. 
 
The template should have a unique file name, which might usefully include the date at which this 
version is emailed/posted to the statutory consultees.  
 

 
 
 

 
 

6.1. Organisation: Marine Scotland Science  
 

Contact name:    <redacted> 

Directorate/Division/Agency:  Marine Scotland Science  
Telephone number:  01224 29<redacted> 

   
Email:       <redacted>@scotland.gsi.gov.uk 

We have considered this proposed development in terms of formal EIA Screening and Scoping, 
and have completed our assessment of the significance of potential environmental impacts. 
 
Check or complete the following fields as required. 

 
We obtained supplementary information from the developer during our consideration  
 
We consulted with other Statutory Consultees during our consideration    
 
Our advice as to your Screening opinion is summarised as: 
 
An EIA is required, however should a full planning application be made for the site at the 
current proposed location, MSS would object on the following grounds:  
Where a listed disease, such as infectious salmon anaemia, occurs within a management area, all other 
farms within that management area are put at an increased risk of infection. The consequences of infection 
have a significant impact upon the operation of those sites and the businesses which operate those sites. 
The timescale of those impacts will run to at least two years, and may be as long as four years. Further, sites 
which remain uninfected, but are present within an infected management area will still be significantly 
impacted.   
 
From this perspective, it is important to maintain firebreaks between management areas to reduce the risk 
of disease spread and minimise the number of farms exposed where disease does occur. 
 
Based upon this perspective, MSS would object to a planning application being submitted for a site 
at this location. 

 

6      STATUTORY CONSULTEE RESPONSE 
 



   

 
 
Our advice as to your Scoping opinion/advice, relating to environmental information that should be 
included in an Environmental Statement, is summarised as: 

 AUTODepomod modelling to assess benthic impacts at the proposed site. 
 

 Nutrient enhancement modelling to predict the impacts of nutrient discharge on the receiving 
waters, taking account of any cumulative impacts (if relevant). 

 

 A statement on the efficacy of sea lice chemotherapeutants, including the maximum treatable 
biomass of fish with in-feed treatments and the length of time required to treat maximum 
biomass with bath treatments without breaching EQS for the site in question.  

 
 
Our advice on additional information that should submitted in support of any future planning 
application for the proposed development is summarised as: 
      
 

Electronic signature: <redacted> 

Date: 10/05/2013 

 
 
 
From: <redacted>@gov.scot]  
Sent: 15 February 2019 11:34 
To: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com> 

Cc: <redacted>@scottishsalmon.com>; MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot 
Subject: FW: SSC_MSS Meeting_Ushenish Minutes_DRAFT_181210 

 
Hi <redacted>, 
Please accept my apologies for the delay in providing comment on the attached draft minutes. 
 
We have no specific amendments to make, although in relation to point 2, SSC may feel that 
there was no resolution reached, however the advice provided by MSS was consistent with SG 
policy. You may wish to be aware that discussions have been initiated with regard to the review 
of existing DMA’s and the associated policy, however until such time as a decision is made on 
if/how this matter is progressed, the current policy remains and will form the basis for advice 
provided. 
 

 

mailto:MS.FFPlanning@gov.scot


   

Kind regards, 
<redacted> 

 

 

Meeting Min 

Meeting Minutes & Actions 

utes & Actions 

Meeting SSC & MSS Liaison -Ushenish Monday 10th  December 2018 

Attendees 
<redacted> SSC  
<redacted>SSC  
<redacted>MSS  
<redacted> MSS 

<redacted>MSS  
<redacted>MSS  
<redacted>DHI  
<redacted>SSC 

Location Scottish Government buildings, Victoria Quay, Edinburgh 

Date & Time 10th  December 2018, 09:30  - 11:00 

Aims: To discuss the proposed Ushenish development, historical context regarding Disease 
Management Area (DMA) and new data demonstrating no connectivity. 

 

  
Action By Date 

1 Introduction 

Introductions were made and <redacted>welcomed all parties to 
the meeting. The main focus of the meeting was to discuss the 
proposed development at Ushenish and for SSC to present new 
information on the potential connectivity of DMAs. <redacted> 

 

<redacted>noted that the meeting would be structured around a 
Powerpoint presentation, which contained confidential data and 
information. 

  



   

2 Ushenish – Context/ History 

<redacted>gave a summary of the Ushenish proposal. The scoping 
exercise was undertaken for the site in 2013, and an application 
prepared but not submitted. At the time, MSS stated that they 
would object to any application, based on the risk associated with 
bridging the firebreak between Disease Management Areas 
(DMAs). There were discussions between SSC and MSS at the 
time, but no resolution reached. SSC have since contracted DHI 
to investigate the concerns previously raised by MSS. 

  

 
 



   

 

  
Action By Date 

3 New Investigations/ Update 

<redacted>gave an overview of the work undertaken by DHI, 
using the MIKE21 particle tracking model and DHI’s existing 
North Atlantic hydrodynamic (HD) model. The model is 2D and 
forced by tides, winds and air pressure. <redacted>asked if it 
was depth averaged, <redacted>confirmed that it used the full 
depth to work out an average. <redacted>and <redacteddiscussed 
what ‘neutrally buoyant’ should mean in the context of particles 
in the model. <redacted>stated that if particles were at a 
particular depth, they were not neutrally buoyant. 
<redacted>explained that the statement should be positively 
buoyant and therefore the model takes into account how wind 
at the surface can affect behaviour, in order to ensure that 
particles were always exposed to the strongest current. 
<redacted>confirmed that there was no decay applied to particles, 
but a 12.5 hour life cycle was applied, relating to tidal 
excursion. Particles had been continually released over a period 
of 2 weeks. <redacted>highlighted that when the model was 
operated under normal conditions, DHI could not get 
particles to leave the bay (including wind forcing from 
the south-west). 
 

<redacted>then described how DHI determined what would 
happen to the particles in the low likelihood that they could 
leave the bay and confirmed that they would likely be 
transported north and not breach the firebreak to the south. 
 

<redacted>confirmed that this additional modelling had been 
done to address MSS’s previous concerns and asked MSS for 
their thoughts. <redacted>also noted that SSC and DHI can 
follow up with more detailed information as requested. 
 

<redacted>noted that to breach existing DMAs would be 
against Marine Scotland policies (detailed in the National 
Marine Plan). <redacted>commented that some DMA boundaries 
appeared arbitrary and that there are other elements that 
should be considered e.g. topographical constraints and the 
length around headlands rather than direct distance. 
 

<redacted>enquired where the release point was in the context 
of the proposed site. <redacted>confirmed that this was slightly 
further out (north eastwards) of the bay than the site centre 
due to the resolution of the existing model. 
 

<redacted>commented that this was not a straightforward issue 
as, regardless of the model outputs, it was the Scottish 
Ministers who set policies and MSS would have to consider the 
wider-scale implications of supporting something that went 
against existing policy e.g. the outcome would have implications 
for other companies as well. DC commented that SSC were not 
looking for a complete set-aside from policy, rather that it 
should be recognised that there are other specific factors to 
consider e.g. headlands. 

  

 
 



   

 

  
Action By Date 

 given to sites in the Northern Isles and the Western Isles/ mainland. 
The southern DMAs have a greater radius, therefore are more 
precautionary. 

  

4 Next Steps 

<redacted>confirmed that the only way MSS could take this 
forward would be to step away from policy set by Scottish 
Ministers and this would be a very significant step. 
<redacted>noted that he would follow this up, however was not 
hopeful of a positive outcome. <redacted>and 
<redacted>discussed and agreed that this was an opportunity to 
challenge the status quo, but <redacted>noted that he had 
concerns about the consequences as there have been similar 
situations with other projects that had not been permitted. 
<redacted>stated that MSS wanted to avoid risking one, 
interlinked Management Area on the west coast of Scotland and 
were keen to preserve the existing structure. 
 

Action: SSC to provide further information to MSS on HD 
model outputs, as required. 

Action: <redacted>to follow up query with Scottish 
Ministers. 

  

5 <redacted> 

 
  

 
 



   

 

  
Action By Date 

 <redacted> 

 
  

Next Meeting 

Date and location to be confirmed 

 

Reviewed and Approved 

<redacted> 

 
17/12/2018 

<redacted> 

 
15/01/2019 

Marine Scotland Science (<redacted>) 
15/02/2019 

 
 


