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1. BACKGROUND

This report summarises the comments received during the official consultation period following the publication of the draft Scottish Marine Wildlife Watching Code.  

The draft code resulted from a research review, a series of local meetings, a workshop and many on-line responses solicited through the dedicated website www.marinecode.org. The development of the code was itself therefore a largely consultative process. Over 280 individuals and organisations were then formally approached and asked for their comments on this draft Code, which was also publicly available on the website. 

Twenty-seven official consultation replies were formally received and all are taken into consideration in this report and associated appendices. Other less formal responses and discussion were offered at a meeting of the Dolphin Space Programme. Though the number of responses may be viewed as rather disappointing, we believe it reflects to a large degree the close involvement of all key stakeholders in the development of the code.

We have present the opinions and information offered in 4 sections: 

· Section 2 offers a broad overview of the responses and implications for the overall detail, pitch and structure of the document.

· Section 3 details the broad responses to the consultation questions. Points made which relate to the detail of wording are not included, as these are addressed in section 5.

· Section 4. Many respondents did not stick to the “consultation questions” and their advice is presented in this section, organised under major “issues”. We have also brought into these sections relevant comment from section 2 to make discussion of these issues comprehensive. 

· Section 5 gives a page-by page listing of changes as suggested by our consultees, together with our own comments on the issues raised, and our decision in terms of modifying the text.  

Throughout the report, for the sake of brevity, we have referred to our individual consultees by reference number(s) in square brackets [ ].  The table of reference numbers and list showing to whom they refer is given in Appendix A.  None of our consultees expressed a wish to remain anonymous, but we recommend that their express permission to be quoted is sought before this report be made publicly available in this format.

2. 
OVERALL

The consultation responses were generally positive.  We have received particularly strong support from boat operators and professional wildlife people. In particular, members of the Scottish Marine Wildlife Operators Association expressed approval and support for the Code when it was discussed at a meeting of the Dolphin Space programme shortly after publication, and the response from Wild Scotland is similarly positive. 

The broad structure: codes for different user groups followed by more detailed guidance arranged by species is widely endorsed.

However, many respondents note the lack of a simple summary, or key messages, which can be made widely available to all those who visit the coast, and who may intentionally or incidentally encounter and watch marine wildlife. We think they are right, and that – given the awareness raising objective of this code – this represents a fundamental weakness of the document as it stands. 


Several respondents also note the lack of sufficient guidance on behaviour on the shore for all user groups, and suggest either a restructuring of some kind, or inclusion of more comprehensive advice in all user codes. This problem is related to that noted in the paragraph above, and suggests that a more general restructuring might be appropriate, as follows. 

1. Make the principles shorter and punchier to really hammer in a few key messages

2. Introduce a “general advice to all users” section, including advice on land, and advice on the water. 

3. (Possibly) Add a series of additional short paragraphs relating to specialist users where this is not covered in the code. Eg jet skis, climbers, aviators.

4. Taken together 1 and 2 comprise “the code” and would be made widely available in accessible format

5. Retain the existing guidance sections broadly as they are, with some modifications as requested

Such a restructuring would address the valid concerns raised below in relation to:

· There is currently little difference between user codes. As one respondent put it “would it be possible to highlight the differences?”. Some of the few differences that are present are controversial, and will in any case have to be taken out.

· The lack of key “pull out” messages applicable to all

· The length of the “codes” and of the whole document

· Incidental encounters with wildlife – and the need to target the general public irrespective of whether they are swimming, boating, walking etc

· The need to add more advice into each user code and eliminate cross referencing if it is to be self sufficient. For example a yacht is also a motorboat, and people go ashore in dinghies….

· The need to add very simple but explicit advice to a range of other users (jet skis, surfers, windsurfers, climbers, aviators etc)

· The subtle differences – identified by some as unfair - between the different user codes

· The lack of clarity as to who the advice is aimed at (especially active watchers v incidental encounters)

It would also significantly reduce the problem (so far unresolved, and repeatedly raised at meetings) of the status of existing user codes, and confusion as to which code is the code. Existing user codes could be updated where necessary to be compatible with the general code + special advice (most already are), but retain their special status as the user organisations “own” code. It would also make the whole document far more useful and readable as a general pocket resource guide, rather than as a compilation of codes.

It should be noted that such a re-structuring would not involve any change to the actual guidance, and would therefore in no way undermine or put at risk the positive response to the content of the code.  

If such a restructuring is approved, we suggest very brief discussions with key stakeholders to ensure that they approve, broadly, this change.

In terms of detailed guidance, most but not all of the many suggested changes have been accommodated. Where the suggested change has not been made, we offer an explanation in section 4. 

It has been suggested that compatibility with the “access code” is important. In terms of ensuring that any guidance (such as that relating to footpaths) is compatible we would certainly agree. In terms of style and structure we see no reason for conformity if this in any way undermines the simplicity, accessibility and suitability for purpose of the code. 

3. RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS

Some responses have been re-allocated to another question where they are clearly more relevant to that question and complement other responses to that question.

Several respondents did not directly answer the questions, and their comments and suggestions are summarised in sections 4 and 5. 

Q1  Do you think the principles are applicable to all users?

Those who responded to this question directly broadly agreed. One suggested that they were fine but “imperative that the code actually delivers” on them [24]. One respondent was equivocal about the reference to local codes – these might be “one sided” and would have to be well communicated [21]

Other comments were:

· Do we need to refer to privacy? This is covered by the access code [21]

· What is the meaning of “respect livelihoods”? [21]

Comment: no action

Q 2 Is there anything else that you think should be included (in the principles) that applies to everyone in all situations?

· A statement which makes it clear that it is the responsibility of the individual to be aware of the law, namely the Wildlife and Countryside Act [17]

· All human presence can put wildlife at risk. The objective is to reduce that stress as much as possible[24]

· Danger (to animal, to humans) from collisions, especially at speed, and on jet ski. Basking sharks can weigh as much as a small car, and therefore collisions can be potentially lethal.[22]

· Danger from biting and associated disease (seals, otters, birds in colonies) [22]

· Do not leave litter[21, 24]

Comment: some important messages here, but perhaps not in the principles section. Could be accommodated in a “general” code.

Q3    Do you think that all the relevant users are included? 

· Climbers (seals and cliff nesters) (22). 

· Airborne observers: hang gliders, small aircraft/microlites [17,21,22, 23, 24]  – especially in relation to cliff nesting birds and seabird colonies [17,24]

· Surfers [26]

· Recreational swimmers[20] – advise against deliberately swimming near marine wildlife – which may be startled or become aggressive. 
· Section titling should be more inclusive [18]. Motorboats and jetskis: all craft under power; include fishing boats and Hebridean princess. Kayaks should include any vessel under human propulsion.  Any vessels under sail [23]  including e.g. dinghies

· Need more guidance for incidental encounters – e.g windsurfers [27]

· Special advice for leaders of groups – trampling, cumulative impact [27]

Comment: Impossible to develop separate codes for each of these groups. Reinforces the view that we should have one general code and short paragraphs relating to each specialist activity

Q4     Looking at the user code most relevant to you, would it be straightforward to follow the advice, or do you think that more or less explanation is needed? 

Note that there is substantial overlap between the responses to this question and those for question 9

· Not quite clear which bits apply to whom, since coastal should apply to all, while other sections don’t apply universally [21]  

· Need clearer links between activities on water and impacts on wildlife on shore and more advice re landing to boat users other than kayaks [24]

· Kayaks “selected for more attention”. What about other shallow draft boats? [21]  “If possible, carry your kayak” not needed, or applicable to all. Use “leave it as you find it”

· Perhaps tie in some of the points from the guidance section into the code? [27] including the “why we need to be careful” sections.

· Concern about the length of the document “Would it be possible to highlight the pieces which are different?”. Use diagrams, drawings and photos [27]

· Useful to state a minimum distance from which they are allowed to approach cliffs which support nesting seabirds [17]

· Rafts of seabirds on the water should be avoided [17]. Continual disturbance could be detrimental to preening, bathing and courtship

· There is confusion in the opening two paragraphs of motorboat section [20]

· Jestkis – significant (mutual) collision threat; excessive noise; need for control  [20] – use not recommended for wildlife watching

· Mention nests on pebble beaches

· Evidence for bottlenose dolphins actively avoiding sea kayakers?[23]

Q 5     Is the approach diagram helpful? 
Most respondents thought the diagram helpful, but a significant number did not. This is primarily because the diagram relates mainly to watching cetaceans and basking sharks from motor boats, and does not make much sense for watching seals on land or marine animals from a kayak. Specific comments were as follows:

· Not particularly useful [21].  Only refers to one situation. Does not (easily) cover when an animal is swimming towards you, or on the coast or on rocks. Most people are turned off by graphs. Suggest text: “proceed steadily with the broadest view of the vessel toward the animal. Don’t go too close, keep moving and don’t do anything sudden”.

· Not particularly helpful for kayakers. Simple sentence (oblique approach) better [23] 

· “Maintain a steady parallel course” and approach diagram “cause me some concern….very often don’t know which direction the animals are headed” [25]

· A note explaining diagram would be useful [26]. Also, when dolphins approach you “maintain a steady course and speed allowing the animals to pass you by”. The diagram and current wording implies that you are in the wrong if animals are coming towards you from ahead, and may encourage them to take inappropriate evasive action, including presenting propellers to oncoming animals

· Speed of approach and size of group is as important as distance [24]

· Speed and noise as important as direction [24, 2]]

· Useful, especially for those who do not intend to watch wildlife – would help with a chance encounter. [27]

· Shading the area 30 deg either side of the animal’s direction of movement to indicate a no-go area and removing the crossed out arrows, also shading the area within a 100m radius of the animal [17]. 

Comment: Restrict the approach diagram to the guidance section (cetaceans and basking sharks) and use text elsewhere, taking account of the comments.

Q 6  Is there any other information which you think should be included (in the section on law)? 

Several respondents did not interpret this question as relating to the law section alone. These responses have been allocated to Question 9.

· Note-taking etc for wildlife crime [22] – text offered.
· Law relating to birds contains errors and omissions.[24] Detailed alternative wording offered. 

· More information on the law as it applies to the foreshore [23]

Comment: Advice on note taking for wildlife crime not recommended. Proposed  alternative text needs to be examined carefully.

Q 7  Does the initial section on disturbance help to give you a better understanding? 
Most respondents found this section helpful, but it remains a difficult area with a wide range of views and interpretations.

· When discussed in detail at a Dolphin Space Programme Meeting there were differing views: there is a “common” understanding in any case; and  caution about anything that might be used as a legal definition. The use of case studies to illustrate disturbance was suggested. Better to emphasise the positive: behaviour in line with the principles is responsible behaviour, and that, irrespective of the universal possibility of unintended disturbance, is what we are trying to achieve.

· Any definition of disturbance should have been developed with “users” (not just “wildife operators and scientists”. There should be a formal opportunity to discuss this with recreational organisations [28]

· This section could be expanded to make it more accessible and explanatory [20]. 

· We could give more explanation as to why disturbance is a problem.[19]

· Yes, and state what constitutes unacceptable or damaging interaction [27]

· At what point does awareness (“heads up”) become disturbance?  Is not one head up close enough? [9].. 

· Should also relate this to people encountering wildlife while doing another activity [23]. 

Comment: A wide range of views on this but substantial positive response. Leave as is, but perhaps add comment above or below principles: “adherence to these principles constitutes responsible behaviour, and will greatly reduce the likelihood of damaging disturbance to marine wildlife” 

Q 8;  Have we got the species groupings right?

· Seabirds, waders and waterfowl inadequate – excludes sea eagle [24] Should address specific issues here - e.g. visits can alert thieves to sea-eagle nest-site

· Add cliff-nesting seabird sub-group – special sensitivities of razorbills and guillemots [24]

· Consider waders separate to seabirds [17]

· Consider a section on all the smaller inhabitants of the sea? Plants?[21]

·  “The difference between class 1 and class 1a and class A1 birds is elusive…”  [26]

· Birds at sea – may be moulting in summer and unable to fly. Creches of eiders may have young birds [27]

Comment – sea-eagle – good point. Perhaps we just call the section birds and include a few points.  I think we originally had a cliff nesting seabird sub-group

Q 9:  Looking a the species group of most interest to you, does the advice contained reflect your understanding of current best practice?

There were many comments on this question, and also several responses to other questions which fit more comfortably here.

General

· “In our consultation with members, no-one has yet indicated anything other than positive agreement with the document in relation to best practice guidelines” [26]

· Draw more attention to local codes in earlier sections [19]

· Links to SMWOA, DSP in the species specific sections [19]

· Phrasing relating to minimum approach distances is very vague  and suggest use “minimum recommended distances” but stress that this may be increased or decreased according to species or circumstances [24]

· Need to observe from a distance to establish nature and direction of movement – often not linear [28] 

· Frequency and severity of collisions with cetaceans directly correlated with vessel speed [20]

· Guidance on numbers of people watching wildlife [27] eg groups of 20+ can cause damage and displacement of colonies.

· Kayak user code should address approaching cliffs [24]

· More emphasis on disturbance by dogs [24, ]

· More on dog control in the “on the coast” section.[27]

· Include advice relating to litter in each user code [20]

· Be less equivocal about jet-skis[22]

· Avoid use of flash in general [27] and on sensitive marine animals [22]

· Be aware of where you are surfacing! Perhaps you are surfacing nearer to a seal colony than you anticipated? Whether carrying out a shore or boat dive, be aware of the environment around you – are there nesting birds, seal pups etc? [22]

· Be aware of the fragility of the habitat/species over which you are diving – if they are fragile, perhaps they will be more susceptible to damage than more structurally rigid species? As a general rule, shallow water habitats tend to be more robust than deeper water ones, as they are conditioned to cope with changes in tide, and wave action from the sea.[22]

· More on plants (many of special interest not found inland) and geomorphological features? Damage to sand dunes?? [27]

Cetaceans

· Some guidance on cetaceans inappropriate for general public [20]

· P 32. We recommend 50m for porpoises and dolphins and 100m for whales, and over 200m for adults with juveniles. 200-400m for rare species inconsistent and confusing [22]

· More on how to respond to cetaceans which approach. [20]

· Porpoise appear not to register high speed boats and fail to move away, especially when “logging”– high pitch engine noise above their register? [28]

· Section on how to deal with stranded cetaceans [17]

· Cetaceans- swimming best avoided [1] 

· Hand feeding of cetaceans by humans modifies or distorts the natural feeding habits of marine predators; fed animals often compete for food and become aggressive with each other – bullying smaller and weaker animals [20]

· Stronger statement about swimming [20] – risks to humans and cetaceans are detailed.

· More on signs of disturbance in cetaceans – eg modified diving and surfacing behaviour, relocation of activity/range. Cite research? [20]

· More on why disturbance is a problem (affecting behaviour, distribution, reproduction, health) and reference to recent studies [19]

Basking sharks

· Comment on basking shark distribution whose numbers are increasing in Scottish waters and can be mistaken for cetaceans [26] 

· Use an alternative to the word “fronts” [23]

Seals

· Additional legal protection given to seals under the habitats directive (given)[28]
· With regard to seals, climbers and absailers should check for the presence of seals below them when leaving the tops of cliffs, or embarking upon a climb adjacent to a seal colony. The sight and sound of climbers in this instance may disturb adults and/or pups [22]. 

· Sea users should avoid walking on, and landing at beaches and coves where seal pups are present as this may negatively impact the behaviour between the pups and their mothers, who are often feeding out at sea. The pupping season is September and October.[22]

Birds

· “Many species of seabird do have stable populations or are increasing in numbers” does not reflect catastrophically poor breeding suffered by many species in last few years [24]

· General statements about species sensitivity are “neither appropriate nor helpful” [24]

· Advice on keeping distance, reduced speed and noise should be re-iterated in the section dealing with “birds at sea” [24]

· Need to specify that birds eggs/nests may be on the beach, in the dunes, in neighbouring grasslands [24]

· Many birds do not give warnings or give warnings only seconds before flight. Incorrect to assume that no warning = no disturbance [24]

· Importance of offshore waters for seabirds engaging in maintenance behaviour [17]

· Section on how to deal with sick or injured birds [17]

Q10: Do you think the section on dealing with cumulative impacts provides  useful advice?

Most respondents found this section useful. Specific suggestions were as follows:

· Any agreement on routes and exclusion zones  must include recreational organisations – differing perceptions of when disturbance is or is not significant can become a major issue[29]

· Need to stress all the other impacts on marine wildlife (ie additive as well as cumulative). Marine spatial planning required. [24]

· Add something on how to report wildlife crime [17]

· Need to emphasise the importance of local codes and the role of new marine code to complement rather than replace them [20] and flag this up earlier in the document [20]

· Unfortunate that not able to define who would be best placed to oversee cumulative effects on sites and initiate schemes[27]. However, SNH should be identified as the statutory body with responsibility for designated sites

Q 11: Do you know of any other compatible codes that relate to marine wildlife in Scotland and should be included in the list?  

· Sea kayaking: guide to good environmental practice [21,23]

· HWDT codes for seal and whale watching [26]

· Yes, but these may be less stringent/precautionary and should be updated/superceded by new marine code [24]

Q12:  Other recording schemes?

· Annual beached bird survey. RSPB [24]

· Seawatch (Cetaceans)

· BTO reporting system for ringed birds

4. COMMENTS ORGANISED BY ISSUE

Consultation responses indicated broad agreement with the tenor and content of the draft code, but the issue of distance, speed and how close is too close did recur, as was to be expected.  Key points raised which may lead SNH to wish to subtly modify the guidance given are as follows:

Target Audience

· Several respondents suggested that we should emphasise the need for chance or incidental encounters with wildlife to be included and influenced by the code [23,]. Many respondents feel that we need to target ordinary visitors to the coast [4,5,11,13]. [21] queries just how the code will be used and whether different parts of the code are for different users.

· One respondent [29] notes that the extent to which the advice applies to “recreational access takers”  (who will come across wildlife as part of their outdoors experience), as well as to those actively watching wildlife, is unclear. It is not always clear which advice is addressed to which audience. Specialist groups are very different from individuals. This is addressed in the access code by dividing advice accordingly (land managers, recreation managers, access takers)

Comment: The fist point is addressed in the last para of p 3 (introduction) and seems the appropriate place for it. The second point is important with implications for structure and length.
Geographic/physical scope

· One respondent queried how far the code applies to marine v. coastal watching [29] and also whether it might apply to plants and to physical features

Structure, length and style

· Early section on observations on the coast too cautious? Occasional disturbance from individuals or small groups not really a problem [30]

· One respondent was particularly enthusiastic about the structure [15] and noted that the repetition was useful in minimising the need for cross referencing. Another finds the existing (limited) cross referencing somewhat confusing [21]. 

· Several respondents [21, 23, 24 ] feel that we need to be clearer about impacts on the coast – especially wild coast - by boat users of any kind. Either we need a stronger cross reference to the “on the shore” section, or we need to include more in each user code. At present, kayakers appear to have more guidance than others. 

· User code headings/sections should be more inclusive, eg boats under power; boats under sail (includes dinghies?), boats under human propulsion [18, 21]

· Many respondents comment on the length of the document, which is problematic for getting messages across to ordinary people – visitors to the coast – and these should be prime targets [4,5,11,13,18, 21]. We need a 1 or two page summary [5,18]

Comment. We agree with this view and suggest modest restructuring to make the code more concise,  practical and relevant to key target audience. It should be remembered that dedicated codes for specific user codes are already available and there is an opportunity to update these in line with a more general code. A restructuring would also allow us to add a paragraph in relation to each of the other recommended groups – ie swimmers, aircraft, jet skis, windsurfers, surfers, large commercial vessels, incidental encounters etc – where avoidance rather than interaction is generally recommended

Objective
·  One commentator [14] requests that we re-phrase our objective to read “to minimise the risk to marine wildlife from encounters with people”.

Comment:  certainly shorter; probably better.

Law

· More on the law relating to the foreshore [23]?. 

· Changes should be made to statutes to give the code greater force (cf Highway code) [24]. 

· Perhaps include information about possible penalties for infringement [13]

Speed
· More than one commentator considered six knots to be too fast under close encounter situations [1], where two knots was considered fast enough.  An expression such as “less than 6 knots and as slow as possible consistent with good seamanship” might be useful, especially as it does allow for various types of vessel, sea conditions and navigational hazards. [1,2,7,9].  

· We may need to re-iterate that a slow speed should be maintained until well clear [2], and emphasise that the risk of a damaging collision increases greatly with vessel speed [19,20].  

· The need to be aware of tide, sea and weather was mentioned [3], reinforcing the need for flexibility. 

Distance and approach
· Some commentators would like us to be more specific about distance in the code itself and are supportive of the suggested distances we use in our approach diagram.   A Minimum Approach Distance is still wanted by some [2,20]. Others request “minimum recommended distances which may be increased according to species or circumstances [24]. There is a view that it would be useful to specify a minimum approach distance from cliffs [17] for all users [17].  Yet others suggest that the recommended 50m from a seabird cliff is too restrictive, and closer is perfectly acceptable so long as associated with other good practice (slow, quiet etc) [1,11]. Commentator [20] recognises that exact distances are a problem but feels that the difference between 100m and 10m is comprehensible and would give some idea. There is support [19,20] for our “rule-of thumb” distances of 100m for whales, 50m for dolphins and 200-400m for mothers and calves or rare species (except [22] – how many observers can recognise rare species?).  These are considered to represent global “best practice” but are only for cetaceans. 

· The problem of animals such as Dolphins approaching boats bow on needs to be taken into account [3,20, 26]. In this case “maintain a steady course and speed” [26].

· Speed of approach and size of group is as important as distance. Moving away slowly and assessing the situation as soon as the animals are seen is recommended, and supported by other commentators [20].

· Those on jetskis would be unlikely to have binoculars and unlikely to be able to view marine wildlife at 100m [18] – perhaps “move steadily away and assess signs of disturbance”. Respondent [18] points out that it is hard to see any animals 100m from a Personal Water Craft as it is so close to the water, and one almost certainly will not have binoculars.  

· Specific guidance on angles of approach very difficult at sea. Often not clear what the animals are doing or where they are going [3, 25]

Weather and safety
· We are asked to make specific mention of the importance of assessing weather, sea-state and tide [11]

Aircraft
· We are asked to include the limitations of both fixed wing and rotary aircraft for wildlife watching, particularly in relation to their potential for disturbing cliff nesting birds. [17, 22, 23, 24].  One commentator [21] was concerned about aircraft landing on or flying low over inshore lochs, a more likely occurrence.

Comment: A restructuring would allow us to add a paragraph on light aircraft as for other leisure users. Advice would include the point that an aircraft disturbing birds is itself in considerable danger.  Fairly small birds can stop an engine if ingested.  A large one will go through the windshield.  

Personal water craft (Jet-skis)

· There is a view that our PWC guidelines are confusing and that we should be firmer in saying that PWC are inappropriate for viewing marine wildlife. [19,20]

Behaviour of observers

· The consultation draft does not specifically mention that observers should keep quiet, avoid sudden movements (though these were in the consultants draft) and perhaps not use flash photography in gloomy conditions. [9] This may be self-evident when watching from the land, but is just as relevant from a boat.

Feeding

· Those commentators who do mention feeding are firmly against it [15,19,20] and feel that we should come down very firmly against feeding cetaceans.

Swimming
· We should perhaps re-iterate our advice on cetaceans and swimming in the basking shark section [2]. Those commentators who mention swimming are not in favour, [19,20] recommending that we firmly advise people against deliberately swimming with marine wildlife, while offering some best practice guidelines for an accidental encounter. [20]

Legal issues
· We might usefully include a list of the penalties that can arise from breaching wildlife legislation, and mention that ignorance is no defence against prosecution.  We need also to be clearer on whether we need to define disturbance or use adherence to  “best practice” or the “principles of the code” as a reasonable attempt to avoid disturbance. [12,13,17]

Local codes
· We mention these in the turtle section but not in others.  It was thought useful [19,20,] to mention and link to specific local codes early on in the document, and in appropriate species sections, and to re-iterate that the codes are complimentary.

Animals in trouble
· One respondent suggested the need to give guidance and contact advice (e.g. Hillswick Wildlife Sanctuary in Shetland)

Monitoring and enforcement. 

· [20,24] both highlight the need for enforcement and monitoring, and the need for more teeth. This can be done through strengthening the law and or through accreditation schemes

Litter
·   needs more emphasis throughout [24, 22]

Keeping to paths

· It is noted [29] that the wording of the current advice in relation to keeping to paths conflicts with that of the access code, except in small areas and at specific times in relation to land management or nature conservation

Other

· Uncontrolled dogs – need more emphasis [24,27,30]

· Information on WISE accreditation?

· Fitting a propeller guard increases fuel use. Need to weight the benefits. Consult propeller designers if this advice to be included.

· Use term “wildlife” rather than “animals” throughout? [23]

· Several respondents note the potential danger to people from marine animals [20,30] 

4. 
FACTUAL CORRECTIONS AND EXTRA INFORMATION

We stand corrected on a few points, some of which were made by more than one person.  These key points are summarised below.

· Basking sharks appear to take no parental responsibility for their young, who are more properly referred to as “pups” rather than “calves”. [2,7,22].

· The white coat of a grey seal pup is correctly described as “hair” rather than “fur” [9], although the term fur may be in more common usage.

· White-haired grey seal pups can and do swim. [9,15].

· Both grey and common seal pups moult on-shore. [9]

· Leatherback turtles will dive rapidly if approached too fast and/or too close.[2]

· We omitted a few potentially useful contact details and received up-to-date telephone numbers for others. [2,10,21]

· The term “Personal Water Craft” (PWC) is the more correct term for what we have called a “jet-ski”. [18]

· We note that the recommendation to turn off an echo-sounder is as relevant to a large powered craft as to a sailing vessel. [18]

Other minor factual corrections are listed in Annex organised by page.

6.
DISSEMINATION AND IMPLEMENTATION

Some of our respondents had clearly, and perhaps understandably, either not read the entire document or had lost track of some of our points. As one commentator [11], succinctly put it, “in its’ present long winded format. it is destined to pass the general public by”.  We may need to bullet-point the “principles” and publish shortened versions of each user code.  This and other key points made are summarised below.

· A waterproof version – 2 sides 3X72 - is recommended [5].

· The code should be readily available to download in A4 format [6,16]. Note, we could put a read-only .pdf file on line, which would be relatively tamper-proof and could be printed out as required.

· A concise summary is needed [3,5,13,18], with separate leaflets for each user group.

· Available on-line via VisitScotland, local area tourist boards, SNH, RYA and all other available links.  WildScotland? Boat operators? 

· Importance of a link with RYA training and the RYA Green Blue initiative. [18]

· Possibility of linkage with WiSe training scheme. [2]

· Inclusion of a list of contact points for assisting animals in trouble e.g. wildlife sanctuaries [10]

· Inclusion of a list of contact numbers for reporting possible wildlife crime. [12,17]

· Paragraph on how the code will be monitored and enforced [20]

· Frequent user groups must be able to “sign up” to the code and thus become accountable to it [24]

APPENDIX A  - Detail of possible modifications to draft code.

This Appendix contains a detailed run-through of the draft code, linking the comments of our consultees to specific sections.  Page numbers refer to the layout of the draft code as submitted. Our own comments and suggestions on the issues raised are shown in italics.  Specific wording changes and other ideas suggested by our consultees are shown in red, with reference number in [brackets].

	Page  
	Consultee suggestion
	Contractors comments

	1
	Marine? What does it mean/scope? [23]
	No action. Marine wildlife means, to most people,  wildlife mainly associated with the sea, and seen close to it. We don’t want detailed definitions in the code.

	3
	End para 1: “occasionally loggerhead and leatherback turtles are also seen in our waters” [22]


	Accepted

	3
	Para 4. Explain why it is important to minimise disturbance. [19]


	Not accepted. Covered in disturbance section

	3
	What exactly is meant by marine, and what therefore is the physical/geographic scope [23]
	No action

	3
	Last para and perhaps elsewhere: “this code applies to people watching marine wildlife oe encountering it during other activities” [23]
	No action, but should be considered. Such clear wording was avoided because of the problem of professional users (eg fishermen)

	4
	Box. 1st objective. Reword as “to minimise the risk to marine wildlife from encounters with people”. [14]


	Accepted.



	4
	Add “swimming” to the list of circumstances. [19]
	No action. Consider dependent on any restructuring.

	6
	Principles; Add more, brief, detail. Guideline distances, signs of disturbance. [19]


	At minimum reinstate summary bullets. If we restructure all these big messages can go in the general guidance for all users section



	6
	Last para. “Don’t leave litter” and “respect..” are two different points.  Privacy should be covered in the Access Code. To live “by the sea” has two different meanings. [21]
	Avoid this by bulleting the main points.  Privacy is covered in the Access Code but is important and can be restated here.

	6
	Section on local management, bye-laws etc considered a bit “one-sided” and dependent on effective communication of said requirements. [21]
	No action

	6
	A statement which makes it clear that it is the responsibility of the individual to be aware of the law, namely the Wildlife and Countryside Act [17]


	Accepted provisionally

	6
	All human presence can put wildlife at risk. The objective is to reduce that stress as much as possible[24]


	This really is a restatement of introduction and objectives rather than principle

	6
	Danger (to animal, to humans) from collisions, especially at speed, and on jet ski. Basking sharks can weigh as much as a small car, and therefore collisions can be potentially lethal.[22]


	Not a principle – but it is a key message

	6
	Danger from biting and associated disease (seals, otters, birds in colonies) [22]

Do not leave litter[21, 24]


	Not a principle, key message. Strengthens the case for a key messages to all section 

	7
	Assuming that this “coast” section is freestanding, it has to be aimed at walkers, campers, dog-walkers and casual visitors.  Consultee not convinced that this should be in the code at all. Considers broader information needed, similar to a countryside Code for the seashore. [21]
	Scope and target issues again. Restructure would address..

	7
	Include basking sharks in first para [22]
	Accept (though makes it a bit “listy”)

	7
	Keep to paths or routes aimed at avoiding disturbance to wildlife”.  A Code restricting access to paths is considered unacceptable [21]
	Minor re-wording. This is guidance in relation to sites where there is sufficient nature conservation interest to warrant special paths. To recommend sticking to these is common sense. If necessary discuss with access group.”

	7 and 8 
	Delete. [19]
	No action. Possibly addressed to our largest user group.

	8
	Rocks should be put back in the same place and in the same position as light sensitive and other species often encrust the base of rocks on the shore. [7]
	Shorten to “put rocks back the same way up, and in the same place”. Additional explanation in guidance section?

	8
	Include reference to MCS Seashore Code
	No action. This is self sufficient and other codes referred to in reference sections

	8
	Delete other from “do not feed or touch birds or other…
	Accepted

	9
	5th paragraph. Use “Aim for less than 6 knots” instead of “Aim for 6 knots or less”[7,9]
	Accepted


	9
	Use “Personal Water Craft” (PWC) instead of jet-ski.  [18]


	Accepted with (commonly known as jet-ski)



	9
	First paragraph is confusing. PWC believed inappropriate. Reword. [19,20]


	Accepted. Introductory paragraphs deleted.

	9
	Add distance guidance (19)
	Not accepted. Refer to guidance section

	
	Add “do not cut across the path of the animals, A slow, calm parallel approach is best. [19]
	Accepted

	9
	Difficult to see anything from 100m on a jet ski, and will not generally have binoculars.  Suggest moving steadily away and assessing situation.[18]
	accepted.



	10
	1st bullet point. Is it possible to flush seals into the sea from a boat? [7]
	No action 

	10
	Suggest a Minimum Approach Distance of 100m [2]


	Reference to guidance section adequate



	10
	Move para on cutting across to previous page. [19]
	accepted

	10
	“maintain a parallel steady course” difficult if don’t know where they are consistently headed (common) [25]
	Accepted.  “If animals are moving in a consistent direction…” added

	11,17
	Re-iterate the need to reduce speed [2]


	Reasonable

	11,17
	Phrase “Approach slightly behind and at an acute angle” is thought..impractical and our consultee questions whether any of us have ever been to sea [3].


	Approach diagram relegated to cetacean guidance section

	11,17
	Shade 30 deg each side of animals direction of movement to indicate no-go area and remove crossed-out arrows. Shade the area within 100m. [17]
	In guidance section – accept shading recommendation, but retain crosses

	12
	1st sentence.  Expand on “sailing yachts” to include dinghies and other small sailing vessels. [21]
	Boats under sail

	13
	1st bullet point. Is it possible to flush seals into the sea from a boat? [7]
	Yes, it is.



	13
	Include broad-scale information on breeding seasons [2] 
	Consider – if concise.

	13
	Last para. “Recommend” rather than “consider” switching off the echo sounder.[7]


	Accept but add “if safe to do so”.

	13
	Avoid rafts of seabirds whenever possible. [17,22]


	I suggest we leave out this paragraph altogether. We cannot expect boats to routinely avoid rafts of seabirds. Inclusion will lead to loss of credibility.



	13
	Suggest a minimum distance for cliff approach. [17]


	No action. Guidance section.

	13
	Explain, define “fronts”. Footnote/glossary definition [22]. 

“Eddy line” more correct? Or “where two (opposing) different flows of water meet” [23]
	No action. Glossary or footnotes to be avoided at all costs.

Cosider re-wording

	15
	Kayak sections mention camping and landing but none of the others do. This is inconsistent. [21]
	Consider restructure or cross reference to on the coast

	15
	1st bullet point – consider adding “whilst ashore” to the end of the sentence. [7]
	Accepted, though restructure would clarify this

	15
	Second para make point “getting too close to marine animals could put the kayaker at risk” [22]
	recommended

	16
	2nd bullet point – consider adding “whilst ashore” to the end of the sentence. [7]
	Fairly obvious – possibly not required

	16
	Miss out the kayak dragging reference or explain why not. [4]
	Kayakers will not drag (and so damage) their craft unless they have no other option. Good advice, cut or expand. 

	16
	Kayaks come in for more attention than other users.  Comments apply of shallow draft motor and sailing boats also. “Carry rather than drag the kayak” presumably applies equally to any small vessel.  Presumed to apply to avoidance of damage to grassland rather than dragging up the sand?  Particularly important on pebble beaches concealing near-invisible nests and young birds. [21]
	In the on the coast section mention dragging and physical damage more generally 

	18
	Title – Add “and swimming”
	Consider.

	19
	Add “avoid use of flash on sensitive animals”. [22]


	Accept. 



	19
	Refer to MCS code?[22]
	Do not accept. In guidance section. This code should be self sufficient

	19
	Be aware of where you are surfacing! Perhaps you are surfacing nearer to a seal colony than you anticipated? Whether carrying out a shore or boat dive, be aware of the environment around you – are there nesting birds, seal pups etc? [22]


	accepted

	19
	Be aware of the fragility of the habitat/species over which you are diving – if they are fragile, perhaps they will be more susceptible to damage than more structurally rigid species? As a general rule, shallow water habitats tend to be more robust than deeper water ones, as they are conditioned to cope with changes in tide, and wave action from the sea [22]
	Shortened version accepted

	22
	Last but one para. Add “and ask to speak to a Wildlife Crime Officer” after “local police force”.
	Not necessary – they will refer you to one if available

	26
	First bullet point list. Add: “impacts on health, reproduction and distribution of populations”. [19]
	Impacts on distribution added. Others implicit in other bullets.



	26
	Add “alert responses – heads up, looking around, freezing, moving away” to Indicators of disturbance. [19]


	Heads up and freezing included)



	26
	Mention the serious impacts of disturbance, protection for future generations etc.
	No action

	28
	Opening para. Reword “five species are relatively common”. It gives the impression that some species are more numerous than they really are. Some are declining. [20]


	Consider?



	28
	Modify the statement on whale watching in Scotland to read “”one of the finest locations in Europe”. [20]


	Reworded



	28
	Take out “West”. East gets whales too.[19]


	Accepted

	28
	Minke whale sightings – not strictly true that they have increased; very variable and have been poor for some recent seasons. [20]


	Consider. Overall there has been a pretty dramatic increase?



	28
	Direct boat impacts – link frequency and severity with vessel speed, perhaps by amalgamating with speed paragraph. [20]


	Accepted

	28
	3rd para. Anecdotally, dolphins and whales avoid boats and swimmers as well as kayaks. [19]
	Consider with next comment

	28
	What is the evidence for bottlenose dolphins avoiding sea kayaks? Sustantiate or remove.
	Consider as above. Welsh study. Could qualify with studies in Wales

	29
	Word more strongly against feeding; and add to bullet-point list that fed animals often become aggressive with each other, competing for handouts and bullying smaller or weaker animals. [20]
	Stronger wording problematic because of consistency problems across species.

Bullet added.

	29
	Add that dolphins may stop teaching their calves to forage if they get fed themselves. [19]


	Recommend this change. Sensible point.   Big link to human behaviour.



	29
	Add potential for disease transmission. [19]
	Where is the evidence of this?     

	30
	Make a stronger statement against swimming. Refer to WDCS swim policy. [19,20]


	Consider. 

	30
	Signs of disturbance – expand and make more accessible to non-experts. E.g. add bunching, tail slapping, changed respiration and changes of direction [19,20]
	Consider.

	31
	Establish “commonsense” baselines. 100m OK, 10m not OK. This will then tally with the approach diagram. [19,20]


	This is dealt with in the section below on distance



	31
	Emphasise local codes. [19]
	Accept

	31
	Add guidance on what to do when animals approach boat. (text suggested) [20]
	Accept

	32
	The word “movements” is missing from the last para.[20]


	The word is “actions” and it is on the next page, but is not obvious. Formatting issue.



	32
	Text box – Reword to make accessible to the public. Most people will not be able to recognise species or identify their behaviour. [20]
	Re-ordered. This is perfectly accessible for those who may read the more detailed guidance section



	32
	How close? Define ‘bigger’ vessel, “further away”
	Not recommended. This is not law, regulation

	32
	200-400m for rare species problematic. Who recognises rare species [22]
	Accepted

	33
	Be predictable. Reword last sentence to:” as they may be startled by the sudden increase in propeller noise or come too close to the propellers”. 
	Accepted.



	34
	Stress minimal speed until well clear [2]


	No action. This is stated pretty clearly, though may be worth separating as a separate bullet

	34
	Propeller guards greatly increase fuel consumption. Consult hull & propeller designers?
	Wording modified slightly

	34
	The Law. Add sections on “why we need to be careful, sick and stranded cetaceans (Link to British Divers Marine Life Rescue), Other codes and relevant guidance? DSP, WiSe, Navigate with nature etc.[19]
	Sick and stranded link added.

Not sure about codes which are listed together in Annex 2

	34
	Reword confusing final para on aircraft [20]
	

	35 – 54
	Delete [19]
	Presumably this refers to the fact that much of the basking shark material is the same as that for cetaceans (which were originally classed together.for this reason. Ourpreference is to revert to such a structure.

	35
	End of first paragraph. Insert? “Basking sharks often aggregate at the surface in a number of small-scale sites. Particular care should be taken at these sites, as they may represent areas in which the sharks gather to reproduce as well as feed.” Possibly include this with the last paragraph on the page. [2]
	Not sure if this is true. As I understand it little if anything is known about reproduction

	36
	Para. 2. “and at other times when it may be best to move away or keep your distance, such as when breaching is observed or groups are present.”[2}
	Accepted

	36
	In “how close” box. Remove “are there mothers and calves in the group?”[2,7]
	No evidence of parental care in basking sharks. Suggest “Are young present?” (see below).

	36
	Baby shark is pup not calf [22]
	Sounds weird. Recommend “young”

	36
	When groups are in sight, beware of others close by under water
	This was included in consultants draft. Re-instate?

	36
	Include guidance on swimming with basking sharks
	Reference to advice from shark trust offered. To reproduce this advice would be tantamount to encouraging swimming. 

	37
	Mothers and young together does not apply, but mention youngsters being more easily disturbed.[2,7]
	accepted 

	38
	Include points made regarding swimming with cetaceans, also valid for basking sharks.[2]
	Accepted, but text modified appropriately

	40
	Add harbour seals are born without a white coat. [7]


	accepted



	40
	Para 2, last sentence. Grey seal pups have white hair, not fur, that thins throughout the period of maternal care (i.e. <19 days) they may enter the sea on the first day of life, at need. [9,15]


	Accepted.



	40
	Para. 3.  Grey seal pups show range fidelity. Rework last sentence as the phrase about grey seal pups is wrong. [9]


	Accepted 

	40
	Last para. Sentence 1. Wrong. Remove.[9]


	accepted



	40
	Last para. Sentence 3.  Susceptibility to disturbance is site-specific.[9]
	Accepted as per respondents suggested wording

	41
	Para 4. More correctly when ‘alarmed’, not ‘frightened’.

They ‘stampede’ into the sea; scramble is a poor description. The last 2 words of the following sentence are meaningless. It is clearer to conclude “should be avoided”.

Para 7. ( All ) seals come ashore to pup, moult and rest.[9]
	accepted.



	42
	Para 1. Last 6 words are wrong. Hunger or wave action call them to the sea, often once the first moult is completed post-weaning. 


	Accepted



	42
	Last para, sentences 2 & 3. When the first head comes up…is time to stop. [9,15] Other seals will soon be aware of alertness in a neighbour.  If one enters the water, that is too close.  A gap at haul out site allows movement by assembled seals which may lead to aggressive interactions..triggered by the original disturbance.


	Compromise wording used



	42
	Box. If “agitation” occurs, that is too late. People need to learn to stop before, not after, the event. 


	Looking for signsof agitation ispart of the learning process



	42
	Consider also behaviour of observers; noise and movement on board, use of flash photography in dim light. [9]
	accept

	43
	1st para. Emphasis the need not to feed seals in the wild. [15]
	Consider. This was not included because of current practice in harbours etc where seals may feed on waste fish. We could put it in the earlier sections as for cetaceans.

	43
	SSPCA number to use: 0131 339 0111
	accept

	45
	2nd para does not reflect catastrophic poor breeding of many seabird species in recent years [24]
	Consider. I understand the overall balance is positive (SNH trends) despite serious declines in some places. I think the existing wording is a fair reflection of this. Is this now out of date?

	45
	4th paragraph. Needs reworking. Currently gives no indication as to whether the majority of species are increasing or decreasing in number. [7]
	No action. Current wording reflects state of knowledge 

	46
	3rd para after bullet points.  Reword to “Larger birds such as gannets feed their chicks around twice per day whilst terns are fed as often as every hour.  Disruption of feeding patterns will have more serious effects on birds that are fed more frequently” [7]
	accepted

	47
	Para 2. Clarify that this is about birds BREEDING on land. [17]
	Why? Not accepted.

	47
	Bullet 5 “could be read..approach nests to establish if there are chicks or eggs”  
	No action

	47
	Check with local RSPB, SNH or other conservation groups” [24]
	Consider. This should go in the “how to watch responsibly sections, and perhaps in all species sections

	47
	“Puffins are apparently more tolerant…..”  General statements like this are neither appropriate nor helpful [24]
	No action. This seems to contradict the view that recommended minimum distances should be flexible according to species. To me, knowing which species are most sensitive is vital information

	48
	Collapsing burrows by walking over them might constitute the offence of recklessly destroying the nest of a wild bird (W&C Act 1981 Section 1 (1)(b) as amended) [24]
	Consider. I personally think that this kind of cross reference to the law would make the code unpalatable and be counterproductive

	49
	“Dogs can cause alarm to nesting birds” – understatement. Applies to non nesting birds, e.g high tide roosts [24]
	Accept. Modest re-wording

	49
	Nests and eggs may be on shore, in dunes, on grassland. [24]


	Accept

	49
	Incorrect to say that no warnings = no disturbance [24]
	No action - we don’t say this

	49
	Statement “most parents will show signs of alarm” is incorrect [24]
	Accept. Wording modified

	49
	Add more about speed, distance, noise etc. Reiterate need to allow birds to rest and forage
	Consider. Relatively simple to add this, but danger of expanding and repeating

	49
	“under normal circumstances do not approach closer than 50m” will confuse…endanger loafing birds at cliff base”. “We suggest..minimum recommended distances but stress this may be increased according to species or circumstance [24]
	Broadly accepted

	51
	3rd para. Remove “constantly when swimming” from the end of the second sentence. [7]


	Accept



	51
	Last para. Current wording suggests that fish and crabs fall under a vegetarian diet, not true![7]
	Accept

	54
	First two paragraphs would be better placed before the bullet points . [7]
	Accept

	55
	1st sentence “Five of the worlds seven species of marine turtle have been found in UK and Irish waters, but they are rarely seen” [22]
	accept

	55
	3rd para “….cooler waters as it has some endothermic capacity (ability to control its body temperature) [22]
	Recommend simpler ie “as it is better able to control its body temperature”

	55
	Last sentence 3rd para, delete regularly [22]
	accept

	55
	5th para last sentence incorrect? Reference? [22]
	check

	56
	1st para, 1st sentence: has been recorded off southern Ireland [22]
	recommend

	56
	2nd para. (Précis of comment, much turtular confusion)  Can we please just give Scottish turtle numbers? [7]
	Accept. Paragraph shortened and most numbers removed!

	56
	2nd para – text to numbers [22]
	No longer applicable (see above)

	56
	Add first bullet: Marine turtles occasionally entangle and drown in fishing gear in Scottish waters, in particular the ropes attached to marker buoys of bottom-set static gear such as prawn creels. [22]


	No action. We excluded this because not watching code. Consider?

	57
	URL in last sentence www.euroturtle.org/turtlecode  [22]
	accept

	57
	Leatherbacks will dive rapidly if approached too close or at speed – include some advice to this effect. [2]
	Include in “signs of disturbance” section?



	Page  
	Consultee suggestion
	Contractors comments

	58
	Cumulative Impacts.  Give greater emphasis to local codes and include under each species section. [20]


	Brief rewording required.



	58
	3rd paragraph. Consider rewording as suggested by [19]
	See submission [19]. Good suggestions.

	59
	Revise the statement that “Commercial wildlife operators are often best placed to monitor and assess the need for local measures”  Other factors at play.  Suggest that “as stakeholders they may make a useful contribution to the process of assessing necessary local measures”. [20]
	Partial rewording but less radical.Operators are key! “Best” placed changed to “well” placed.

”.

	58
	Marine spatial planning will help address additive and cumulative impacts [24]
	A short section on local marine planning by local authorities has been included

	60
	Brokering role for Firths Partnerships? [22)
	Accepted

	61
	“and to Dr Martin Gaywood at SNH 01463 248000” and www.euroturtle.org/turtlecode [22]
	SNH number added but individual names not appropriate?URL accepted.

	61
	Reporting dead turtles correction  0131 339 0111
	accepted

	62
	Delete [19]
	Retain.

	62
	The Shark Trust phone number is 01752 672020.[2]
	accept

	62
	Jellyfish: Marine Conservation Society at www.mcsuk.org or request jellyfish ID guide and recording form on 01989 566017 [22]
	Tested!

	62
	Seashore wildlife – MarLIN (www.marlin.ac.uk) [22]
	accept

	62
	Seawatch database

BTO reporting system for ringed birds [26]

Wild Scotland: Scotlands wildlife and nature tourism association. www.wild-scotland.co.uk
	accept

	62
	The Great Egg case Hunt. Shark Trust phone number is 01752 672020  www.sharktrust.org/eggcase [2]
	accept



	63-end
	After DSP details, delete remainder of document.[19]
	Do not delete.

	63
	The Basking Shark Code of Conduct is available from the Shark Trust on 01752 672020 and will shortly be on their website – details to follow.[2]

 Wise scheme phone number (correct) 01326 310313
	Include



	63/4
	Include Scottish canoe Association “Sea Kayaking: a guide to good environmental practice”
	accept

	64
	Correction www.euroturtle.org/turtlecode [22] 
	

	65
	Langton T E S, Beckett C L, King G L & Gaywood MJ (1996). Distribution and status of marine turtles in Scottish waters. Research, survey & monitoring report No. 8, Scottish Natural Heritage

Pierpoint, C (2000). Bycatch of marine turtles in UK and Irish waters. JNCC report no. 301, JNCC, Peterborough.
Turtle Implementation Group (2002). Advisory Note: marine turtles in the United Kingdom. Public information document published by the Turtle Implementation Group, UK.
Doyle, J.I., Solandt, J-L, Fanshawe, S., Richardson, P. & Duncan, C. (2005). Marine Conservation Society Basking Shark Watch Report 1987-2004.[22]


	Tricky – where do we stop?

	Annex
	Update Dolphin  Space Programme contact information. [19]
	accept]

	Annex
	WiSe Scheme phone number 01326 310313
	accept

	Annex
	Hillswick Wildlife Sanctuary
	Include somewhere, together with other wildlife sanctuaries.

	Annex
	Add details on British Divers Marine Life Rescue.
	accept

	Annex
	Add Scottish Canoe Association “Sea Kayaking -  a Guide to Good Environmental Practice” [21]
	accept

	Extras
	Include a section of dealing with stranded cetaceans. [17]

Include bullet point in each User Code emphasising NO DUMPING [20]
	Basically the same as litter? Not sure its fits in this code

	User groups
	Include fixed wing aircraft and helicopters, esp. in regard to cliff nesting birds. [17]
	Suggest a paragraph in a restructured code

	Species groups
	Consider waders and seabirds separately. [17]
	Thin edge of the wedge. Would need to come up with four or five sections

	Legal
	Perhaps better to emphasis “best practice” rather than define disturbance. [12]
	Most respondents found the section useful and this was requested at meetings

	Legal
	List penalties and emphasise that ignorance is no defence. [13,17]
	Not accepted. Too negative

	Publishing
	Should be printable in A4 [6,16]
	Absolutely  ?? .pdf file??

	
	Waterproof cover [5]
	Yes

	
	Pocket code 3” x 7”, plastic [5]
	Yes

	
	
	


APPENDIX B – Individuals and organisations submitting official responses.

	Ref.
	Contact Name
	Company, organisation or specific interest

	1
	Jonathan W. G. Wills
	Seabirds and Seals, Bressay, Shetland

	2
	Colin Speedie
	WiSe Scheme, The Shark Trust

	3
	Norman Smith
	Boat user, Burntisland, Fife

	4
	Sally Ward
	Marine Canoeist/SNH Area Officer

	5
	David Woodhouse
	Isle of Mull Wildlife Expeditions

	6
	Bill Taylor
	Natural Heritage Manager, Highlands & Islands Enterprise

	7
	Dr. Eunice Pinn
	Cetacean and Fisheries Advisor, JNCC

	8
	Ian H. White
	Elgin & Lossiemouth Harbour Company

	9
	Stephen Westcott
	Observer of seals

	10
	Pete Bevington
	Hillswick Wildlife Sanctuary, Shetland

	11
	Tom Colville
	Watcher of wildlife

	12
	Various
	Dolphin Space Programme Meeting

	13
	John Warneford
	Water Ranger, MHPA

	14
	Sarah Moore
	The Hebridean Trust

	15
	Sue Sayer
	Cornwall Seal Group

	16
	Tony Hill
	Seafari Adventures, Easdale

	17
	Dr. Liz Humphries
	British Trust for Ornithology

	18
	Dr. Graham Russell
	RYA – Scotland

	19
	Deborah Benham
	Dolphin Space Programme

	20
	Vanessa Williams
	Whale & Dolphin Conservation Society

	21
	Sue Pringle
	Sea kayaker, West Coast 

	22
	Peter Richardson
	Marine Conservation Society

	23
	Ron Mather
	Scottish Canoeing Association?

	24
	Kara Brydson
	RSPB

	25
	David Ainsley
	Sealife Adventures

	26
	Tony Archer/Caroline Warburton
	Wild Scotland – Scottish Wildlife and Nature Tourism Operators Association

	27
	Annabel Drysdale
	Forvie National Nature Reserve Advisory Panel

	28
	Mark Carter
	Hebridean Partnership

	29
	Helen Todd
	Ramblers Association, Scotland

	30
	John Dye
	John Dye Expeditions, Acharacle
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