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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Marine Inquiry 

Written submission from Forth Ports 

Forth Ports Group consists of 8 strategically positioned ports across the UK to create 
a sophisticated and nationwide network of integrated services.  Our ports facilitate the 
fast and efficient import and export of raw materials and finished products, operate as 
logistical bases for major construction projects across the country, and are considered 
hubs for key established and emerging industries, from oil & gas and agriculture, to 
renewable energy and North Sea decommissioning. Forth Ports is the largest port 
group in Scotland, operating 7 strategically located ports, acting as major industry 
hubs and providing fast and efficient access to 70% of the Scottish population. In 
addition to the commercial ports we also provide an important service as the statutory 
harbour authority for the Firth of Forth and the Firth of Tay.  Our marine department 
(FTNS) manages and operates an area of 280 square miles of navigable waters, 
including two specialised marine terminals for oil and gas exports.  The department 
delivers a consistent high level of service in ships handling, pilotage, navigation, 
conservancy and towage. 

Forth Ports have taken an active part in the management of our seas and coasts over 
the years, whether through the Local Coastal Partnerships (LCPs, also known as Local 
Coastal Fora), Scottish Coastal Forum, Sustainable Seas Task Force or the Marine 
Strategy Forum (amongst others). During the drafting of the Marine (Scotland) Act we 
provided assistance to Marine Scotland staff and we have found that the Act and the 
associated Marine Atlas and National Marine Plan to be excellent and valuable 
documents. Consistently through this process we have said that it is imperative that 
our coasts and seas are managed strategically. We support the concept of Integrated 
Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) and as such have over the years found the 
discussion and debate at the Forth Estuary Forum and Tay Estuary Forum meetings 
to be exceptionally valuable, especially when more of the statutory undertakers were 
present. Sadly, all too many government agencies and local authorities have 
withdrawn from these, leaving the rest of us to pick up the costs, reducing the value of 
the meetings. Part of the reason for this is that the announcement of the Scottish 
Marine Regions is seen by many as Scottish Government agreeing to fund ICZM. Yet, 
to date two Marine Regions have actively started preparing plans. The establishment 
of these legal bodies has been hindered by funding, yet their role is not the same as 
the voluntary partnerships that exist elsewhere. Arguably, these have broader buy-in 
and are more cost effective.  

Are the objectives for the establishment of the Scottish Marine Regions Still 
Appropriate? 

It is not clear to us as to the value of these regions and their associated prospective 
Marine Planning Partnerships (see below). Certainly in the case of the Forth and Tay 
region, at the time of the consultation on boundaries we highlighted the lack of 
connectivity between the Forth and Tay and the wisdom of merging together two 
disparate (albeit adjacent) areas, each that has its own successful Local Coastal 
Partnership.  Whilst one set of meetings gives an efficiency to us, we recognise that 
the area from Montrose to Eyemouth is a significant coastline and if the plan to host 
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joint conferences between the Forth and Tay Estuary Fora is anything to go by, 
potential attendees have voted with their feet. Attendance at the last of the combined 
annual conferences was below that which would have been expected at each 
individual conference. The Coastal Cells of Scotland series of reports aimed to 
delineate the Scottish coast into management units based on natural coastal 
processes, they were produced at great expense by Scottish Natural Heritage and 
other bodies twenty or so years ago. They remain relevant, yet they were ignored in 
relation to the Forth and Tay. It would have been logical to use these as a start point 
for the definition of the regions. 

How effective has the approach to establishing Marine Planning Partnerships 
been in practice? 

We do not have any dealings with those Marine Planning Partnerships that have been 
established. Though the fact that all these years have now passed, it is clear that there 
is not the finance to fund all of the regions to have such partnerships in the model 
adopted to date. Though we remain to be convinced of the need for such groups when 
there are functioning local coastal partnerships that operate at a lower cost and fulfil 
broader environmental and community engagement/education roles. For us, the value 
of these partnerships has always been the ability to discuss projects and activities with 
all of the parties around the table. With SEPA, Scottish Water and many of the Local 
Authorities having withdrawn for budgetary reasons, the value is eroded. Later 
questions ask about Local Authorities, this issue could be solved through engagement 
in the Local Coastal Partnerships, without the need for additional legal entities to be 
formed at significant ongoing public expense, with dubious responsibilities: how can a 
partnership (of many of the existing statutory consultees, and others) also be a 
statutory consultee who can say anything meaningful – when that risks contradicting 
the response from an individual member that is a consultee in their own right? 

What progress has been made in the development and implementation of 
Regional Marine Plans and what are the objectives and priorities for the next 5-
10 years? 

It would appear that the process has started in the Clyde and Shetland and perhaps 
to some extent in Orkney. Some of the Local Coastal Partnerships (LCPs) have been 
working on preparatory work, albeit with shoestring resources by comparison to at 
least the first two formally established Marine Regions. It could be argued that there 
is no need to further develop regional marine plans as most of the Sectoral Interactions 
Matrices produced by the LCPs struggled to find examples of conflict that were not 
satisfactorily resolved within existing mechanisms. The relevant regulator is Marine 
Scotland, it operates at the National scale and therefore it remains appropriate for the 
National Marine Plan to be the relevant document for them to work from. The National 
Marine Plan is an excellent document, especially when combined with Scotland’s 
Marine Atlas and MNPi, a fantastic on-line resource that provides georeferenced 
information at all scales for the Scottish Coast.  

Is the system of marine planning sufficiently integrated with the terrestrial 
planning system? 

There is not really a system of Marine ‘Planning’, Marine Scotland is a regulator that 
consents various activities taking into account the National Marine Plan, MNPi 
information and the views of stakeholders. Some of these activities take place at the 
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coast, and as such there can be an interaction between the land based ‘planning’ 
system and marine consenting. The dynamism and spatial and temporal variability 
mean that the consenting approach is better suited to the marine environment than 
the terrestrial format of planning. That said there is the potential for clear overlap where 
one regulator is considering activities or development close to the other. If each is a 
statutory consultee, then this should be sufficient, if suitably resourced. 

What is required to deliver an effective Marine Planning system under Part 3 of 
the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010?  

The current approach, as outlined above, should be sufficient. 

What funding and support is available for the development of RMPs? 

Further engagement from Local Authorities, SEPA and others that have disengaged 
from the LCP process under the assumption that Marine Scotland would fully fund 
them should be encouraged to return to these groups; this could spread the funding 
burden and create the alignment that was envisaged with the original Integrated 
Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) initiatives. Giving the regional focus, at a fraction 
of the cost to the Marine Scotland budget. 

What duties/requirements are there on local authorities to develop and 
implement RMPs? 

There should not be duties on local authorities to develop or implement RMPs, 
especially where there are multiple local authorities in a coastal or estuarine area this 
would be inappropriate. Local authorities are not resourced to undertake this task and 
the current approach (if there were full engagement) would be perfectly sufficient and 
more cost effective. 

Is there sufficient marine planning expertise in all Local Authorities for 
development of RMPs? 

No, there is not sufficient expertise in most local authorities for them to develop RMPs. 
But as outlined above, this is not required as there is expertise in place through the 
current LCP process, this can provide the required skills for a fraction of the cost to 
the public purse.  

Conclusion  

For over two decades Forth Ports have supported the Forth Estuary Forum and Tay 
Estuary Forum. We have done so because we believe they fulfil a valuable role in 
drawing together the statutory undertakers (and others) in their regions. All participants 
have benefited from learning about the activities of the others around the table and 
their motivations. This is what ICZM is all about. The marine environment should be 
(and has historically tended to be) managed on a strategic basis, based on National 
Priorities, the creation of an additional layer of regional plans is in most cases 
unnecessary and adding cost, time and resource where it is not required. 

 


