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COMMENT LETTER – 14/02577/FUL 
 
Second Public Consultation, September 2015, 14/02577/FUL | New marine finfish 

farm - Atlantic Salmon - comprising 10 x 120m plastic circular cages, mooring grid 
and 220 tonne capacity feed barge | Eishort 2, Mouth Of Loch Eishort, Broadford. 

 
 

ROV BASELINE SURVEY IS FUNDAMENTALLY FLAWED.  
 

   Although I write here in a purely private capacity, I am a Regional Chairman of Salmon & 
Trout Conservation (Scotland), a charity founded originally in 1903 as the Salmon & Trout 
Association, and acting since that time as a wild fish conservation body. The region I cover for 
S&TC (Scotland) is described as West Highlands, Inner & South Hebrides and covers the 
area this document concerns itself with. However, I have very deliberately avoided any input 
from S&TC(S) for the purposes of this document, and my approach is that of a mariner who 
also has an extensive knowledge of the area and its natural history.  
 
Objections 
     First, I wish to object to the way in which this consultation is headed up. At the end of the 
heading we find -  Eishort 2, Mouth of Loch Eishort, Broadford, giving any casual reader, or 
perhaps even a member of your planning committee, the impression that the development is 
near Broadford. The mouth of Loch Eishort is nowhere near Broadford. By sea the shortest 
route between these points cover a distance of approximately 40 nautical miles, so how 
Broadford could have become tagged on to the mouth of Loch Eishort is far from being 
immediately apparent.    
 
   My considered view is that the heading has been worded deliberately in order to obscure 
the fact that the proposed development lies in the pristine environment of the western side of 
the Sleat peninsula, arguably one of the least spoiled parts of our western seaboard, and not, 
as the heading suggests, in Broadford, adjacent to a built environment.  
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   My second and perhaps most substantive objection is that, under ‘Scope’ in Hjaltland’s 
survey document, it is stated that the SEPA guidance ‘baseline survey, visual – site specific’ 
was followed. Under this guidance, visual footage is required to follow a weighted line with 
clear distance markers, or be labelled with the live GPS coordinates. The submitted footage is 
not labelled with live GPS coordinates, and while it follows a weighted line, the distance tags 
are not labelled, nor has an accompanying table relating times to distance positions been 
supplied. Hjaltland have not, as they stated, followed SEPA’s guidance. None of this footage 
then, has any substance whatsoever, since not a single position can be verified. It cannot be 
used as an ROV baseline survey since it fails fundamentally to satisfy the clearly stated 
requirements for such a survey.  
 
   In examining the footage supplied on Transect 3 of this ill judged survey, at 50 minutes in to 
the transect, there is what appears to me to be unmistakable evidence of an extensive area of 
maerl gravel. How then can the author of this report justify her statement under ‘Summary’, 
that: “Compared with other areas of the loch there was less evidence of burrowing species 
such as Norwegian lobster”,  a plus point for her EIA, when she chooses to ignore the 
evidence she must also have seen with her own eyes of such an important habitat as maerl 
gravel, very definitely a minus? I object in the strongest terms to this omission and would urge 
you to ponder what it might say about the quality of the report as a whole? 
 
   All in all I find this report an insult to the planning process. It is shambolic. It could not have 
been properly planned since it failed to follow SEPA guidelines regarding the information it 
was required to show and, therefore, both its execution and the results produced are 
meaningless and should not be considered as anything other.   
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Niall McKillop. 


