
   

  

Dear Convener,  
 

On behalf of the eight organisations represented on Scottish Environment LINK’s Marine Task Force, I would 
like to express my gratitude to the committee for finding time within their busy work plan to take evidence on 
Marine Issues. We have found the evidence extremely interesting, useful and pertinent, and I was also grateful 
to be able to provide evidence on behalf of LINK during the stakeholder session. We would like to follow up on 
two points on policy and advice relating to marine protected areas (MPAs), the first relating to a comment 
made by the Cabinet Secretary, and the second to Scottish Renewables’ letter to the committee.  
 

During his evidence the Cabinet Secretary for Rural Affairs and the Environment stated that, in addition to the 
proposed Marine Protected Areas,  
 

“We have 31 special protected areas in the marine environment and 40 special areas of conservation, the latter 
being for dolphins, whales and porpoises and the former being for seabird colonies.” 
 

However, we would like to draw attention to the fact that, although Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) are a 
mechanism required by the EU Habitats Directive to provide area-based protection for these species, there are 
currently no SAC designations for harbour porpoise in Scottish waters. This is despite Scotland containing the 
highest densities of harbour porpoises in Europe and scientific evidence existing to support the designation of 
harbour porpoise SACs. We have also written to the Cabinet Secretary’s office to seek clarification on this 
point.  
 

In their letter to the committee, dated May 9th 2013, Scottish Renewables state  
 

“We stress that any alternative will have been recognised as ecologically equivalent by SNH and JNCC and 
therefore in no way weakens the overall quality or coherence of the MPA network.” 

 

The above pertains only to ‘ecologically equivalent’ options. As set out in SNH and JNCC’s own advice to 
Government (SNH Report No. 547), options have also been put forward that are not ecologically equivalent.  
 
Regarding the Firth of Forth Banks Complex MPA proposal, the advice says: 

 

“At the request of Marine Scotland, JNCC has identified science-based alternatives to the features being 
considered for protection within the Firth of Forth Banks Complex.” 
 

“JNCC concluded from assessment of the evidence that these two proposals do not make equivalent 
contributions to the network to that made by the Firth of Forth Banks Complex.” 
 

Regarding options for mud features in the Fladden Grounds, the advice says: 
 

“At the request of Marine Scotland, JNCC have also identified science-based alternatives to the Central Fladen 
proposal.” 
 
“The Central Fladen proposal represents two component features of the burrowed mud habitat; seapens and 
burrowing megafauna, and the tall seapen (Funiculina quadrangularis). Western Fladen and South-east Fladen 
options have been identified as science-based alternative proposals for the representation of the seapens and 
burrowing megafauna component only.” 
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These sites should not be presented or considered in the consultation as ecologically equivalent substitutes for 
the Firth of Forth Banks Complex. LINK’s Marine Task Force will also be clarifying this distinction in our future 
discussions with Government.  
 

Again, on behalf of LINK’s Marine Task Force, I would like to thank the committee for their consideration of 
this hugely important and timely issue. We look forward to reading the committee’s report and to providing 
our responses to the busy summer consultation package. Should the committee find it in their interest to 
make a visit to any of the MPA proposal areas we would be glad, through our members, to help organise such 
a trip.  
 

Yours sincerely,  

 
 
Calum Duncan 
Chair 
Scottish Environment LINK Marine Task Force 
 
 


