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CHAPTER S ; CASE STUDY I_j_ J2 PS( X)SAL POR f PARK

SYSTEM FOR SCOTLA 0

8.1 INTRODUCTION

In this Chapter the development of the Countryside

Commission for Scotland's proposal for a Park System for

Scotland is examined, mainry through review and discussion

of the consultative procedure and the issues which, as

far as could be determined, were raised in those con¬

sultations. It is emphasised that the concern here is

both with the likely structure of the system, i.e., with

the number of different elements and the way in which

they are likely to be arranged and controlled, and with

the goals for the park system, i.e., with the role it

will play in the conservation of natural beauty and the

enhancement of recreational opportunity.

Throughout this Chapter and the next several public

and private organisations are referred to on numerous

occasions. The names of the most common organisations

have been abbreviated by use of initials and a list of

them appears on a fold out sheet at the end of Chapter 9.

In addition the abbrev.... tion is stated at the beginning

of the section dealing with the comments of each organ¬

isation. For example, the Countryside Commission for

Scotland will hereafter be referred to as 'CCS' except

wnere 'the Commission' seems more appropriate. Wherever

such words as 'the Com., asion' or 'the Association* appear

they refer to the organisation la^c mentioned in the text.
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The Commission was established in 1968 under the

Countryside (Scotland) Act, 1967« From a small beginning

it has expanded fairly steadily with increasing attention

being given to strategic planning in the countryside,

advice to the Secretary of State for Scotland and local

authorities on landscape conservation and countryside re¬

creation, the provision of specialist services, e.g., in

countryside interpretation, and research and development.

One of the highest priorities from its inception has been

the identification of areas in Scotland which, on accoiuit

of the quality of their scenery and their national impor¬

tance for both amenity and recreation, justified special

attention under the terms of its Act.

The Commission developed an early commitment to a

park system. Although the actual term did not appear in

Annual Reports until the Sixth (1973, published June, 1974)

it is clear from earlier reports where regional parks were

discussed, that CCS had been considering the matter for

some time. Thus the report for the yeav 1971 included

the following statement

"In reporting on progress during 1971 and in
the futui*e it would be helpful to be able to
do this in accordance with some kind of hier¬
archical recreation system in which, perhaps,
a diminishing scale of areas encompassed by
projects correlated directly with a diminish¬
ing scale of significance, such as national,
regional, local and neighbourhood". 1

In the same report CCS recorded continued receipt, presum¬

ably from local authorities, of

"a remarkable array of area-wide recreation
projects such as 'national park type areas',
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'wilderness ureas.. : , 'heritage sites* and country
p4irks, many of which bore clear evidence of a
desire for some kind of officially recognised
structure for comprehensive recreation develop¬
ment and management whicn does not at present
exist". 2

That CCS also had been considering a systematic approach

for both recreation and conservation is suggested by some

statements in its first report (period April-December 1968,

published July 1969)
"The steadily increasing use of the countryside
will require the construction of a national stra¬
tegy as well as the provision of facilities of
many different kinds 3

"At an early stage the Commission considered ..

the need for a .. national hierarchy of scenic
resources as a guide for planning the conserv¬
ation and use of the countryside .... essential
if the unique scenic qualities of parts of
Scotland are to be conserved ... and ... given
a degree of purpose and use appropriate to
their character.

Such a system would range from the areas of fine
landscape .. through areas of lesser landscape
quality where recreation development to accomm¬
odate large numbers of users could be accepted".4

The Commission had already received proposals for regional

parka in the Bathgate and Renfrewshire hills in its first

year. The proposal for a Park System for Scotland was

developed fx-om this early and basic commitment in which the

"system" was seen as a hierax-chy, a term now rejected by

CCS though the concept has not changed significantly. The

Commission p;spared an initial discussion document which it

px'esented to the Select Committee on Scottish Affairs. ^
This paper was prepared in 1971 some three years before

the proposal was published as a consultative document and

almost eight years before it was given wider publicity

through the medium of a press conference.
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Before rawing attention to p; rticular features of

the earliest available paper, it should be stated that

the procedure for consultation has two aspects which might

reasonably be regarded as undesirable. The first of

these was the subject of some questions by the Select Comm¬

ittee. The Committee asked whether it was the duty of CCS

to be seeking and pressing for access agreements without

waiting for public pressure. The Chairman of CCS stated

that the Scottish Countryside Activities Council (SCAC)
had "gone on record as saying they are not interested in

g
pursuing this matter of access agreements". The reason

was that they were generally satisfied with the position

and felt there was a chance that the agreements would

prove restrictive, i.e., the saute argument that was used in

previous debates about Access and National Parks in Scotland

as early as the 1930s. The Commission expressed surprise

at the SCAC attitude and, in reply to a subsequent question

about the "average Scot" who might not be so aware of his

"rights" ao the members of SCAC, the Secretary (of CCS)
stated "the Act (the Countryside (Scotland) Act 1967) was

z'eally framed with them in mind rather than necessarily

just the present user of the countryside .. we must not

lose sight of the interest of these people; they are not

organised to represent their view in the way that existing

countryside users are organised" phasis added).

Yet, despite being aware of this need, CCS did not find

any more eifective way to bring its proposal for a Park

System to public notice so as to gauge the views of those

otherwise unrepresented. While it might be hoped that
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such views would be expressed by local authorities, it is

a fact that the same shortcomings in staffing and expert¬

ise attributed to them in the planning field also applied

in the recreation field. A more egalitarian viewpoint

appears to have been put forward by one Commissioner

(Mr. Parnell) and the Select Committee drew attention to

this difference of opinion on another matter, namely the
8

constitution of National Park Authorities. in the further

consideration given to the difference, the majority view

seems to have been to limit active consultation to organ¬

ised interest groups and government authoriti -

The second shortcoming of this procedure is that

commitment to the form and function of a proposal can become

very strong before It is made known to the wider public.

This was labelled "multiple clearance" in an article by

Lord Bridges in The Listener (25/6/1964). In the attempt

to obtain approval for, or at least to remove active oppos¬

ition to, a proposal before it becomes widely known, the

number of people who have endorsed the proposal is increased.

Supporters would need to reverse their position in subse¬

quently opposing it or proposing modifications as a result

of public representations.

The final forum for consideration of proj>csals is the

parliamentary debate, at which stage organised groups again

have the advantage over the wider, unorganised public which

has a less definable interest. It is unlikely, however,

that there will again be another outright rejection of some
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nationally significant classification for outstanding

'■park" resources, and that an agreed form of legislation

will probably be obtained* Thus there is a potential

for strong commitment to the form of this proposal from

the landowning, management, and recreational groups con¬

sulted so long as it substantially accounts for the pos¬

ition they have taken during consultations. A review of

the proposal for a Park System for Scotland is followed

by an examination of these positions and a description of

modifications to the proposal, in so far as they can be

gauged in the absence of access to confidential material.

Finally, the implications for the arrangement of the parts

within the system are suggested.

8.2 THE CCS PROPOSALS FOR A PARK SYSTEM FOR SCOTLAND

In its memorandum to the Select Committee on Scottish

Affairs (1971) (see reference 5)> CCS stressed the impor¬

tance of a park system, with or without national parks,

to the future organisation and development of countryside

in Scotland. The memorandum then Included comments on

the International Union for the Conservation of Nature's

definition of national parks and a review of the establish¬

ment of ten national parks in England and Wales and of the

situation in Scotland. The latter has been discussed in

some detail in Chapter 5 of this thesis. The Commission

exxu-essed the opinion that

the present overall situation is unsatisfactory.
The wide variety of designations, not in any way
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It is clear that, though CCS considered that the

provision under Section 9 of the Countryside (Scotland)
Ac!; for the establishment of Areas of Special Planning Con¬

trol (ASPC) would need to he suppler n ted, it was intended

to apply the ASPC designation to are-^s of national and reg¬

ional sign ieance, pending legislation which would permit,

inter ■ ia, the establishment of "national • ks as a

OS.



specific category of protected area" bearing relationship
12

to "the appropriate I.U.C.N, criteria of the day"

(emphasis added).

In Chapter 5 note was taken of the five National Park

Direction Areas (NPDA) notified under Article 5 (5) of the

Town and Country Planning (General Development) (Scotland)
Order 1948 which were, in fact, the five priority areas

identified by the Rainsay Committee. The effect of des¬

ignation as a NPDA is similar to that of designation as an

ASPC. Local planning authorities are required to consult

the Secretary of State before giving planning permission

for development in an NPDA and he consults CCS where any

issue of amenity importance arises. An officer of the

Commission indicated that the Scottish Development Depart¬

ment dislikes the NPDAs partly because of the amount of

consultation involved and partly because it is considered

desirable that local planning authorities should be recog¬

nised as able to make responsible judgments. CCS considers

the NPDA is somewhat out of date, not being consistent with

"the new outlook on planning", and that it is of limited

value because it is a device suitable only for planning

control and not for positive provision and management
11

activities. Designation as an ASPC "requires local

authorities to consult with the Commission on all or selected

classes of development proposals and the Commission makes
14

recommendations on how to dispose of these applications".
The Secretary of State can call in applications for
determination in the event of disagreement. The Commission
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expressed its intention to use its powers to recommend

designation as an ASPC to support its proposals for park

systems in both 1971 ^ and 1974 "L° but only one ASPC has

been declared. This covers the proposed Pentland Hills

Regional Park. CCS clearly had considered the ASPC to

be mainly relevant to the highest category of the 1974
17

proposal, the special park, and it was revealed in an

interview that the Commission was "unhappy" about its use

in the Pentlaad Hills; that it had been applied because

of the perceived urgency of gaining control and affording

some special status to the area; that the Scottish Develop¬

ment Department "disliked" the ASPC provision; and that it

was now considered that some more positive measure was

18
necessary in "special areas".

The main reason for the little use made of the ASPC

is that the Commission was attempting to develop a method

of classifying land of high landscape quality on a national

basis. A study was commissioned and the method suggested
19

in the report was tested and found to be unsatisfactory.

The Commission proceded with a further suudy by its own

staff and in 1973 published a report entitled "Scotlands
20

Scenic Heritage" which identified 40 areas of outstand¬

ing national importance covering about 13 percent of the

land and inland water surface of the country. It is now

proposed that Articles 7 and 11 of the Town and Country

Planning (Scotland) General Development Order should be

applied to the core of scenery in national heritage areas
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because this provides greater freedom to the system of

notification. It is understood however that, in the

amending legislation now being considered, the Commission

is seeking new and more positive powers in relation to
21

national heritage areas.

The 1974 proposal also contained four elements,

but the "linear network" had been deleted and "urban

parks" added. This had the effect of making the prop¬

osal more genuinely a park system. Although it is

not altogether clear why CCS made this change, it is

obvious that links and small roadside areas would be

much more difficult to integrate with a system of areas

with special status, and the 1974 document reveals that

CCS decided that the "system" should relate only to land

designated as "parks" while other areas would "remain

a3 separate entities, related in terms of overall plann¬

ing for recreation but not necessarily subject to inte-
22

grated management". There is no significant

difference between the second and third elements in the

two stages of development of the proposal but there is

some difference in the first element, as shown in

Table 8.1.
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TABLE 8.1

1971 NATIONAL PARKS 1974 SPECIAL PARKS

GOAL

PRIORITY

DISTINGUISHING

CR ITERLi-

SPECIAL FEATURES

PROTECT EXISTING

CHARACTER

CONSERVATION

OUTSTANDING

LANDSCAPE

WILDERNESS

NATIONAL NATURE

RESERVES

SATISFY NATIONAL

DEMAND FOR RECREAT¬

ION OPPORTUNITIES

PROTECT NATIONAL

SCENIC ASSETS

INTEGRATED MANAGEMENT

HIGH RECREATION

PRESSURE

NATIONALLY SIGNIFI¬

CANT LANDSCAPE

LOW INTENSITY RECREATION

MANAGEMENT AGREEMENTS

In the 1971 proposal it was suggested that both

national and regional parks would require authorities

with the powers of local planning authorities. In 1974

it was thought that the new regional authorities would be

able to manage regional parks px'ovided staff were appointed

at senior management level. However, in the local govern¬

ment reox-ganisation of 1975 many of the most important

local authority planning powers (e.g., development control)
were given to the district councils and this apparently

has complicated the establishment of regional parks be¬

cause the regional authorities must refer proposals to

district authorities for planning approval, rather than

to another department at regional level. Since any de¬

velopment for recreation within a regi< rial park is
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expected to be one obtaining regional finance, in part if

not in full, the CCS view is that the division of powers

should not be unnecessarily restrictive. A more likely

problem was thought to be a desire by a district author¬

ity to develop a facility outside a regional park but in
23

competition with it.

While the 1974- proposal for park system indicates

that the Commission does not now regard either the IUCItf

or the English model as a suitable one for national parks

in Scotland, it is clear from the continuing concern to

proclaim "special parks" that some elements of both are

regarded as essential. High priority is given by CCS to

conservation of landscape and special parks are seen as

areas of such high quality of landscape that administrat¬

ion is needed both to control development and to provide

positive management. The latter includes positive pro¬

vision related to the demand for "national park oriented

recreation". ^

In the 1971 proposal CCS suggested that regional and

national park authorities would "also reqeiire powers to

acquire, develop and manage land and water for conservat¬

ion and recreation purposes" and to operate management
25

agreements. Pc er to acquire land was not specifically

referred to in the 1974 proposal, in which the role of

local authorities received much greater emphasis. These

authorities do have some of the necessary pc ere under

various Town and Country Planning and local Government Acts
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and Orders, but the Commission apparently feels that these

powers and the will and finance to exercise them are in¬

adequate, and the fact that the Commission has recently

restated its desire for power to acquire and manage land

of national significance suggests that it is not satis¬

fied that -Local authorities, or special park authorities

if they were dominated by local authorities, would have

the necessary priorities.

The Commission originally considered that substantial

public landholdings would be required to reinforce the

ability of park authorities to provide positive manage¬

ment. Later, because the idea of national parks with

substantial public ownership was discarded in response to

opposition, it was considered that the existing large

tracts of public land in Scotland (for example those

tracts held by the Forestry Commission and the Lepartment

of Agriculture and Fisheries for Scotland) could be inte¬

grated more closely and this would give a wider range of

public ownership interests than could be achieved by nat¬

ional park purposes alone. However, in a press confer¬

ence on 27th June, 1978 the Chairman of CCS made it clear

that the Commission believes that the need for public

ownership of land is increasing, especially in respect to

the conservation of scenic beauty. While it was stated

that the Commission's interest "would be confined to areas

of high scenic quality and usually of low productive pot-
2(3

ential" 0 on other occasions it has been suggested that

acquisition may be necessary in areas under greatest
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pressure """ which are not confined to areas of highest

scenic qual ty, and it seems likely that a basic crit¬

erion for the designation of special parks will be that

they are areas experiencing heavy public use. This

being the case, it will be necessary to take account of

competitive uses and to have the facility to acquire land

so as to be able to provide single-purpose areas where

necessary, though this specific problem has received

little publicity.

It has been the intention, in the discussion to this

point, to show that there were considerable changes in

some important details of the proposal for a park system

for Scotland between the memorandum to the Select Committee

on Scottish Affairs in 1971 and publication in 1974. The

limitation on space prevents a more detailed comparison

of other changes, but emphasis is here placed on the major

change, clearly seen in Table 8.1, nambly the virtual

abandonment of all attempts to acquire national parks

along the general lines recommended by the Ramsay Comm¬

ittee which, apart from the requirement for no material

alteration by human exploitation, would have substantially

satisfied the IUCN criteria for national parks and related

areas, i.e., management by the highest competent authority

and public access for inspirational, educative, cultural

and recreative purposes under special conditions. Con¬

servation was given highest priority in the 1971 proposal

and there appears to have been full recognition firstly,
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that conservation will depend increasingly upon integrated

management of recreation and other land uses and, secondly,

that national park standards for wilderness and nature

conservation are objectives which are either unattainable

or effectively handled by other authorities. The Comm¬

ission therefore gave specific attention to the concept

of a recreation system a3 the most powerful justification

for a park system for which powers gr iter than those

available in the Planning Acts and the Countryside

(Scotland) Act were needed if natural beauty and amenity

of national significance were to be conserved.

The fact that this change in emphasis was made nec¬

essary by the opposition to features of the 1971 proposal

and recognition of some of its weaknesses, ensured that

CCS would seek to reduce uncertainty about the arguments

likely to be raised in opposition and, if possible, to

obtain a consensus before attempting to secure enabling

legislation for a park system for Scotland, The 1974

document provided the basis for this search for under¬

standing and consensus in the environment of the planning

and decision-making system.

The Commission's views about the procedure for con¬

sultation are indicated by a comment in the 1974 document

where it noted that it had

"had the benefit of limited consultation about
some of the ideas firsx set out in our earlier
discussion paper submitted to the Select Comm¬
ittee on Lund Resource Use in Scotland and the
proposals set out in this review take account
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of the advice we have received. We have not,
however, been able to consult as widely as we
would have wished and, particularly, we have
not been able to seek the views of those in¬
volved in local government in Scotland. This
we regard as the essential next step in the
consideration of this issue. We therefore
propose that the Secretary of State should either
consult representatives of local authorities
in Scotland himself on these proposals or should
authorise the Commission so to do. Concurrently
or immediately after this consultation we pro¬
pose that the report be published to allow for
its wider consideration by representative organ¬
isations and by the public at large". 28

A consultative paper had been prepared in mid-1973 and the

"limited consultation" on it was mainly with the Scottish

Office, the Nature Conservancy Council, the Highlands and

Islands Development Board, the National Trust for Scotland
29

and the Scottish Landowners Federation. The author's

information in respect to this consultative paper is

confidential, as is a considerable amount of information

on comments on the 1974 proposal. It can, however, be

stated that the discussion paper was substantially differ¬

ent in some respects to the 1974 document and met with

extremely strong opposition. The 1974 document was widely

circulated by the Scottish Development Department to plann¬

ing agencies, government departments and authorities and

voluntary bodies in January, 1975. There were, in add¬

ition, two television programmes. The Commission consid¬

ered that not a great deal of comment was received and the

strongest reaction came from one of the local authorities

concerned with the Cairngorm area which considered it

should have been consulted prior to publication of the

proposal. Responses to the proposal were received
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and considered throughout 1975 an-- early 1976 and The

Secretary of State for Scotland indicated his response

in a written answer to a question in the House of Commons

on 29th March, 1976 as followsi

"I welcome this Report as a constructive and imagin¬
ative approach to the problems of securing both posi¬
tive development of recreation in the countryside and
the conservation of its beauty and resources for the
future, and I have been impressed by the large meas¬
ure of acceptance of the Commission's proposals which
emerged in the course cf the wide-ranging consultat¬
ions carried out on the Commission's paper. The
Government generally accept the proposals in the
paper and I commend the paper to local authorities
as a basis for their thinking on these matters. It
is however, important to recognise that the imple¬
mentation of proposals requiring additional public
expenditure will depend on their being accommodated
within available resources and the Government's
plans for public expenditure. I have noted with
particular interest the proposals for special and
regional parks which, together with some of the
Commission's other proposals, cannot be given effect
without legislation. Legislation will in due course
be considered but there are a number of matters which
will require further examination and I have arranged
for my Department to examine these in discussions
with the Commission and the Convention of Scottish
Local Authorities".

The "matters requiring further examination" were the sub¬

ject of a report by what is called the "Working Group".

It3 terms of reference and the result of its deliberat¬

ions are noted below.

Before that account is given, it is, however, necess¬

ary to explain firstly, the problem of confidentiality and,

secondly, the method of presentation of non-confidential

informatic on comments.

8.3 THE PROBLEM OP CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

The author sought to obtain from the Countryside
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Commission for Scotland details of the backg: ound to th

proposal for a Park System for Scotland, of progress to-

v. -.rds its implementation, and information as to the source

of comments, the major issues raised, the comparative

emphasis on recreation and conservation, and any other

communications or minutes that might be relevant to the

issue and available for consultation. The Commission

replied that the complicated nature of the adjustment of

different interests in the progress towards legislation

precluded the opening-up of their records, even confident¬

ially, at that time, although verbal discussion of some

of the issues was offered and accepted. The author

subsequently wrote to the organisations listed in Table

8.2 on the assumption that they were most likely to have

been consulted by the Secretary of State. Because the

Working Group report was resubmitted for consultation,

the request for information refexvred to both the Park

System document and the Working Group report and, also

for that reason, the information received is recorded as

a whole, rather than separated into the two stages of the

consultation process.

The confidential information received, both written

and verbal, provides a valuable background to understand¬

ing the adjustments made in the proposal in response to

disagreement and conflict with those consulted, but a

number of issues cannot be discussed in full and some

important points of detail in relation to opinions of the

Countryside Commission for Scotia id, as well as its
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TABLE 8.2 LIST OP CONSULTED ORGANISATIONS

Association of Directors of Recreation and. Leisure

Services

Association for the Preservation of Rural Scotland

British Field Sports Society

British Rail

British Waterways Board

Camping Club of Great Britain

Central Scotland Water Development Board

Council for Nature

Countryside Commission for Scotland

Crofters Commission

Department of Environment, Property Services Agency

East of Scotland College of Agriculture

Forestry Commission

Hill Farming Research Organisation

Highlands and Islands Development Board

Holiday Fellowship

Institute of Foresters of Great Britain

Labour Party

Landscape Institute

Liberal Party

Ministry of Defence

Mountaineering Council for Scotland



TABLE 8.2 (continued)

National Farmers Union of Scotland

National Trust for Scotland

Nature Conservancy Council

North of Scotland Hydro-Electric Board

Ramblers' Association

Red Deer Commission

Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors

Royal Scottish Forestry Society

Royal Society for Protection of Birds

Royal Town Planning Institute

Scottish Anglers Association

Scottish Civic Trust

Scottish Conservative Party

Scottish Countryside Activities Council

Scottish Development Department

Scottish Landowners Federation

Scottish National Party

Scottish Recreational Land Association

Scottish Rights of Way Society

Scottish Sports Council

Scottish Tourist Board

Scottish Wildlife Trust

Scottish Woodland Owners Association

South of Scotland Electricity Board

Standing Consultative Council on Youth and

Community Services



proposal for a Park Sy; tem, have 'l ien entirely omitted

from the discussion. In the author's judgment suffic¬

ient non-confidential material was obtained uo indicate

both the type of objection raised and the intensity of

the opposition, as well as to indicate in most cases the

values of the organisation making the comment, Support¬

ing or alternative information was obtained from sub¬

missions by a number 01 organisations to Parliamentary

Committees of Inquiry.

8.4 PRESENTATION OP THE REVIEW OP COMMENTS

There were some problems associated with methods of

analysis of data and presentation of information from the

consultations in a suitable form. A simple account of

the comments on a list of issues was hindered by the

confidentiality of some replies and the uneveness of the

data. Some replies indicated general agreement with the

concept with little or no discussion of issues, while others

discussed individual clauses of the document or report in

considerable detail. Several experiments were conducted

with tabulation of the comments by clause and by theme,

but the results required an amount of space at least equal

to the procedure adopted, did not improve the clarity of

the argument, and were of no assistance to the comparison

of different types of interest. In addition a consider¬

able amount of valuable comment both on the proposal and

on some wider issues related to it, can be found in evi¬

dence given to parliamentary committees of inquiry, notably
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the Select Committee on Scottish Affairs inquiry into the

use of land resources in Scotland, and the House of

Commons Expenditure Committee inquiries into national

parks and the countryside and the National Land i'und.

In order to permit the incorporation of this material,

especially where it filled the gaps in information rec¬

eived from the organisations consulted, it was decided

that the most suitable method of presentation was a

descriptive account of the comments based on groups of

organisations of a similar type, although this has the

shortcoming of discursive and uneven treatment. The

points raised on some issues are of more general signif¬

icance to recreational environment and in certain places

it is indicated that the discussion is not limited to

the CCS proposal for a park system.

8.5 THE WORKING GROUP REPORT

The Working Group was established on 5 April 1976 and

met on nine subsequent occasions. It had the following

remit:

"To consider certain matters which would be involved in

giving effect to the Commission's Report "A Park System for

Scotland", including

(a) the criteria for defining ana designating
special and regional parks, including the
need to spread visitor pressures, by whom
these criteria should be applied, and the
machinery for identifying, determining
the boundaries of and setting up such parks;

(b) the nature, functions and powers of such
authorities as may be required to manage
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special par .3, hav. ng regard to the exist¬
ing; functions and cowers of local
authorities;

(c) the relationship t cween such develop¬
ment and land use control powers as are
considered essential for the special park
authorities, as part of their management
function, and the general planning and
other related functions and powers of the
local authorities in whose areas such
parks may be created;

(d) the interests of owners and occupiers of
land in, and of the inhabitants of, the
proposed parks and adjoining area; and

(e) the necessary changes in Scottish country¬
side legislation required to give effect
to the proposals in the Commission's
Report in the light of the above".

The Working Croup's 16-page report covered only points

a - d. It noted, but did not discuss, the need for new

legislation on a number of supporting issues such as

management agreements and ranger services. In regard

to criteria for special parks the Working Group suggested:

that they would be few in number because of the require¬

ment of national significance for both recreation and the

conservation of scenery; that criteria should be only

briefly outlined in legislation and applied mainly by the

Commission; that each park should be managed as an "inte¬

grated recreational concept"; and that the Secretary of

State should publish individual park proposals in "a draft

designation order in respect of which representations

could be made, or if necessary a public local inquiry

held". Special Parks Authorities ./ere accepted as

appropriate, and it was considered that, "wi re the spec¬

ial park was created ..n a district planning authority's
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area the district auth<rity would have to cede its plann¬

ing powers in respect of the park area to the park author¬

ity" and would similarly take over as planning authority

in the relevant part of the area of a general (i.e.,
">p

regional) planning authority or overlapping authorities.

The Convention of Scottish Local Authorities later changed

its initial acceptance of this transfer of powers. ^
The planning powers of park authorities is one of the most

continuously controversial issues in the English and Welsh

national parks and clearly will be the 3ame in Scotland.

It is not known what attempt is being made to resolve this

issue in the legislation being prepared, but the change

in stance by COSLA may have contributed to the Commission's

renewed attempts to secure the ability to "hold land of

national scenic interest" and to "the use of the Nat¬

ional Land Fund to make opportunity purchases to acquire

land of oiitstanding scenic and amenity interest when it
35

came on the open market.."

The composition of Special Park Authorities, a sim¬

ilarly controversial issue throughout the history of park

proposals in Great Britain and no less so now in the nat¬

ional parks in England and Wales, was discussed at length

by the working Group. Flexibility in size (between 15

and 21 members) was recommended, with two-thirds represent¬

ation drawn from all local authorities in the area of the

park, the latter to provide the chairman. It was sugg¬

ested that the Secretary of State's nominees should be
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drawn from .and management, recreational, cor serration

and "other appropriate' interests As will be seen,

this caused some concern to forestry organisations and

it is a continuing source of conflict with amenity groups

whose argument is that resources of national significance

should be under national control, particularly where

finance for their management and development is drawn

mainly from the Exchequer.

Any more substantial discussion of the Working Group

report would greatly increase the length of this Chapter.

It is noted, however, that very little attention was given

to regional parks, and this is consistent with the pre¬

occupation of the Countryside Commission with the desig¬

nation of parks with national (or international) status.

This account now turns to the examination of comments

on the 1974 proposal and the Working Group's report.

8. 6 COMMENTS ON THE PARK SYSTEM PROPOSAL

Particular items of evidence are contained in:

(a) the responses to the letter sent to
interested parties;

(b) evidence to the Select Committee on
Scottish Affairs;

(c) evidence and submissions to the House of
Commons Expenditure Committee, Environ¬
ment Sub-Committee;

(d) annual reports and policy statements; and

(e) correspondence and articles in the Press.
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It is important to note that difference in judgment

on an issue may be based on the motivation of the res¬

ponding organisation or individual. Judgments based

upon the interests of the respondents should be distin¬

guished from judgments based upon uncertainty about the

consequences of a policy because,e.g., of lack of infor¬

mation. It is because the judgment about park declaration

so often is based upon personal interests rather than

impersonal consequences that this is a field 30 ripe for

conflict. That is to say, each party is likely to judge

the arguments of the others according to his own set of

interests, without regard to the relevance of his premises

to the argument in question. On the other hand, there

is a tendency not to accept the premises of other parties

in the judgment of one's own arguments. This makes for

very difficult conflicts in which there is very little

hope for agreement or settlement, i.e., one party is likely

to emerge as the victor and another as the vanquished.

Whilst this may, at times, be necessaiy, it provides a

basis for future intensification of conflict.

Comments on the Park System Proposal : Recreational

Organisations

Tie Association of Directors of Recreation and Leisure

Services supported the proposal without making any points

of detail. The Association wrote to SDR following its

first executive committee meeting in December 1975 (text

below). This association could reasonably be expected to
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reserve detail comments until spec ic Park proposals are

made, in the meantime exercising some influence through

the contributions of their individual Departments to the

COSLA review. The Association advised SDD

"That they welcome the proposals in the (CCS) Report
and the principles on which they are based, in that
they recognise the need for a co-ordinated approach
to recreation in the countryside, and provide a
means for more effective management of countryside
access for recreation and tourism including the
development of funding arrangements".

The Scottish Tourist Board (STB) provided a summary of

their views given during 1975. The proposal was welcomed

as a "worth-while way forward in the proper planning and

provision of recreation facilities" and important to the

conservation of landscape. The landscape conservation

importance of the Park System was supported by STB in

their Preliminary Rational Strategy.^8 STB did not regard

the proposal as being contentious on many parts, except

in regard to the constitution of Special Park Authorities.

Here the Board suggested that the proposed basis for

Regional Parks was more suitable.

The Scottish Sports Council comments were confidential

apart from that they were "pleased ..to be able to give

general support to the proposals ..." While making their

detailed comments the Council

"took me opportunity to draw to the attention of
the Secretary of State the possibility of disparity
developing between the rates of central grant
awarded to local projects for informal countryside
recreation, and the rates of capital grant to local
projects, both urban and rural, for sport and
physical recreation". 39

Tais was a reference to the proposal for grant in excess

of 75$ for special parks as a general principle, while the
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present maximum grant frum the Sports Council is 50$

except in certain cases.

The Standing Consultative Council on Youth and Community

Services generally welcomed the proposal but recommended

that

"the development of urban parks should be given at
least the same degree of encouragement as regional
and special parks since it is urban parks which
are likely to be used most by the poor at and least
mobile sections of the countryside".

The need to ensure that conservation of the countryside

and protection of areas of special interest "does not lead

to undue restrictions on access" was emphasised.

The Scottish Countryside Activities Council (SCAC) was in

broad agreement with the proposal, and supported the

concept of four types of park. II had no comments to

offer on urban and country parks.

In regard to regional parks SCAC apparently assumed

that these would have Management Boards or Committees and,

because CCS had not made any suggestions on the structure

(siae or composition) of such boards, 3CAQ recommended

that appointment of a 25$ "amenity interest" membership

should be made a statutory obligation. They equated

this "amenity interest" with "central government interest",

suggesting that thi3 would provide the Boards with

"specialist experience on recreational/conservat¬
ion:; t aspects which elected Regional or District
Councillors are unlikely to possess".

SCAC suggested that there should be an "ever-riding

precedence (for) conservation vis-a-vis recreation" in

regional parks, a suggestion which seems to have been

based, at least in part, on a misreading of the proposal
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fur a Bark System, to the effect that it ass irned that

recreation would normally he the dominant land-use,

whereas CCS stated that this would be the case only

in parts. SCAC expressed the hope that "the select¬

ion and assignation of regional parks will he done in

such a way as to avoid such conflict of interest" bet¬

ween recreation and conservation, a criterion which this

study suggests is impossible.

SCAC, along with several other bodies, commented on

the increase in visitor pressure following designation

of a Park. Its comment illustrated the view that a

park would be most useful as a measure to control the

intensity of use, and SCAC suggested that designation

should be applied only where there waa existing visitor

pressure or where pressure "can be foreseen to be build¬

ing up to the land's injury within a space of some five

years ahead" and that, otherwise, the area was "better

left as an ASPC"# At the same time SCAO believes there

is a continuing decline in amenity and advocates wide¬

spread and immediate application of A8FC designation to

all Scenic Heritage areas pending new legislation.

With regard to the composition of special park auth¬

orities, SCAC strongly rejected "local control over nat¬

ional assets" and suggested that two-thirds represent¬

ation from local government had been "found wrong" on

English National Park Committees.

In the author's opinion the over-riding priority
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for conservation on the part of SOAC shows a surprising

lack of concern for improvement of access to the country¬

side and is indicative of the way in which many organis¬

ations gave priority to maintenance of the status-quo in

relation to the interests of their present membership.

The fact that SCAC, an organisation ostensibly concerned

with the fostering of countryside activities, so heavily

supported low intensity use suggests that most attention

will continue to be focussed on £ ecial parks, to the

detriment of development of urban and urban fringe open

space, and consequent weakness of the park system as a

whole.

The Scottish Branch, of the British Field Sports Society

was mainly concerned about possible limitations on shoot¬

ing and with attempts to ban certain sports altogether on

grounds of conservation and the prevention of cruelty.

In conversation, the secretary of the Scottish Branch

indicated that the Society most feared the establishment

of parks because the suggested areas contained some of the

highest quality deer forests and grouse moors. There was

concern that the general public sympathy for access could

be "taken-over" by those who wished "to ban what they call

blood-sports". There was little objection to parks in

principle provided that they did not affect land or sport¬

ing rights. When it was suggested that very strict man¬

agement all land use might be necessary, he said that

the Socie would use all its influence to ensure that

the freedom to exercise sporting rights was maintained.

The Society, in its own words, .ms a notably effective
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lobby through its Parliamentary Committee and other
37

channels".

The Scottish Angler's Association had no general comments

on the Park System. The secretary in. eated that con¬

cern was more with "the legal aspect of angling, manage¬

ment, and the promotion of clubs in Scotland." Through

its involvement with the Pentland Hills proposal the

Association realised that Regional Parks could incorp¬

orate angling facilities, and its experience there did not

warrant .ne submission of general proposals in regard to

Parks as a whole.

The Scottish Rights of «Vay Society had no specific views

on the formation of Parks. Its sole indicated concern

was that Park regulations should in no way restrict the

use of pre-existing rights of way.

The Ramblers' Association endorsed the summary recommend¬

ations of the Park System document except for the first

in which CCS eschewed "National Parks in the internation¬

ally accepted sense". The Association did not specific¬

ally call for such parks, but made it clear that it

considered CCS was under-rating the national importance

of "Special Parks". Most of its comments were directed

at special parka. The Ramblers' Association National

Council carried a motion at its 1975 meeting which broadly

summarises its views. The text of the motion was:

"That this National Council of the Ramblers' Assoc¬
iation, while welcoming the Countryside Commission
for Scotland's consultative document "A Park System
for Scotland", deeply regrets:

(a) that the four special categories of re¬
creation land in the countryside are
referred to as "parks";
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(. that the Commission has suggested only
one-third of the special park authority
members;dp should be composed of inde¬
pendent nominated persons; and

(c) that the document apparently lacks any
sense of urgency in coming to grips with
the problems outlined.

This Council calls upon the Secretary of State for
Scotland to treat the problems facing the Scottish
countryside as matters of urgency which can effect¬
ively be dealt with only by much more radical con¬
cepts than those which are recommended in the con¬
sul tat ive do cument".

With respect to point (a) the Association's main

objection was to the term "Special Park" for the familiar

reason that it carries the meaning of freedom for the

public to "do more or less what they want" and it pre¬

ferred the more innocuous title "national conservation

area". The author suggests, however, that there is a

risk of confusion with urban conservation areas, and it

might be argued that nationally important area should not

be given an innocuous title and that the recreational

value of the areas should not be so completely 'played-down'.

With respect to point (b) the Association stated

that it substantially disagreed with CCS that planning

in special parks should remain the responsibility of

local government, and that the chairman of the park auth¬

ority should be selected from local government represent¬

atives rather than from the total membership. The argu¬

ments are related to national demand for recreation

opportunities, conservation of natI ,ial assets of beauty

and amenjty, and a higher than normal national contribution
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to expend! ire. The Association thought tha-t no less

than 50% of members of the authority should be nominated

by the Secretary of State. It suggested that the lesson

of English and Welsh national park experience was "that it

is misguided to implement a national concept within a

local framework". The Association illustrated this point

in its memorandum to the House of Commons Exp. ni ture

Committee (see reference 40).

The Association did not elaborate on the third point,

that of the lack of a sense of urgency. Letters to the

Press by the Chairman of the Commission, and her press

conferences, suggest that the Commission is pressing for

the supporting legislation and that the lack of urgency now

lies with the Secretary of State.

The Ramblers' Association also referred to the reg¬

ional and country park elements. In its view, the reg¬

ional park concept does not ensure attention to landscape

conservation and a supplementary designation parallel to

the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty should be introduced

for this purpose. This shows some lack of knowledge and

understanding of the high degree of attention to land¬

scape in existing regional parks, especially the Pentland

Hills where the Area of Special Planning Control (ASPC)

mechanism applies and of the Commission *s proposal at the

time for wider use of the ASPC, since overtaken by the

Commission's decision to seek a new designation for the

areas identified in its survey "Scotland's Scenic Heritage".
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The R. biers' Association suggested the need for a

national strategy to relate country parks to special

parks as they are established in order to reduce the

impact of public demand for outdoor recreation. The

Association considered that, in order to ensure this,

CCS would need to have a national strategy on which to base

its scrutiny of and advice about structure plan3 and the

projections in them for country park and other facilities

for countryside recreation.

SUMMARY

The recreational organisations and agencies which

supplied information generally supported the proposal for

a Park System, but there was concern on the part of most

about the administrative implications of the composition

of park authorities. Most comments emphasised special

parks although there were some clear differences in prio¬

rity between the Scottish Consultative Council on Youth

?md Community Service support for urban parks on social

grounds and the Ramblers Association support of country

parks as protection for special parks. The overall em¬

phasis on landscape conservation by SCAC and the Ramblers

Association shows that the weight of opposition to develop¬

ment aimed at increasing public access to and enjoyment

of parks is strongly entrenched in those organisations,

particul.sly the latter, which might be expected to most

strongly support improvements and to provide the main

counterbalance to the entrenched opposition to increased
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access on the part of many landowning and farming inter¬

ests. The implication is that CCS will not be able to

argue that there is strong support from recreational

organisations for the development of opportunities for

access to the parks.

COMMENTS ON THE PARK SYSTEM PROPOSAL ; II LAND MANAGEMENT

PROFESSIONS

The Scottish Branch of the Royal Institution of Chartered

Surveyors (RICS), commenting on the Working Group report,

noted that, despite the apparent agreement with its prev¬

ious contention that national parks on English lines would

not be appropriate in Scotland, the outline of legislation

therein suggested "that the same an'mal with all its prob¬

lems will be born, but with a different name". The Inst¬

itution's primary concerns appeared to be with management

structures arid capabilities and it advised that the dis¬

tinction between regional and special parks would prove

unnecessarily bureaucratic. Furthermore, it saw the

prime need to be investment in urban and country parks,

a point also made by the Standing Council of Youth and

Community Services but few other organisations, except

where country parks were seen as safeguards for higher

status paries.

RICS expressed the view also stated by the National

Trust for bcotland, the Forestry Cor tssion and others,

that the proposal gave inadequate recognition to the
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present role played by the private sector. It is not

clear whether this was primarily a reference to individ¬

uals or to voluntary bodies. It was suggested that

parks should not duplicate but rather build upon the
4

work of the latter.

RICS registered alarm at the omission of agricult¬

ural and forestry bodies in the- recommendation that the

Secret ry of State's nominees to park authorities should

represent: (1) land management; (2) recreational use;

(3) conservation; and (4) other interests appropriate to

the circumstances. RICS apparently considered that these

interests were not those referred to under land management.

RICS supported the importance attached to manage¬

ment agreements in the V/orking Group Report, adding the

suggestion that the park authorities tiiould be able to enter

into "partnership agreements", presumably with private and

statutory bodies, and should have a discretionary allocat¬

ion from Central Government funds for> this purpose. It

was suggested that these funds might be channelled through

the STB or CCS but no mention was made of the Sports

Council.

RICS also directed its attention to the financing of

special parks, considering that no f ds should come from

local rates on the grounds that "it would be quite wrong

for ratepayers to be required to contribute to a system

in which the majority may have no interest". Three
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considerati ons arc likely to make this suggestion un¬

acceptable s

(1) The emphasis olaced on control by ."local
authorities, (at the level recommended by
EICS the membership would be dominated by
the interests of the small resident population
of the parks).

(2) The unreasonable suggestion that local rate¬
payers could have no interest in the parks.
Their proximity should ensure that they
obtain the maximum recreational benefit.

(3) The implication that ratepayers would not be
willing to see an allocation made for park
purposes. Considering that priority is to
be given to the areas of highest demand,
notably Loch Lomond, it seems unlikely that
any objection to expenditure in such an area
could be sustained. Strathclyde Region
already spends a substantial portion of its
countryside budget on the Loch Lomond area.

The Scottish Chapter of Landscape Institute (formerly
Institute of Landscape Architects) gave general approval

to the proposal. It was particularly concerned that the

countryside should be considered as a whole and not

prejudiced by the special attention given to nationally

significant parks. While supporting the existance of

the Countryside Commissions, the Institute felt that there

had been a failure in the duty to enhance the countryside

through inadequate understanding of the role of design

in creating beauty and amenity and, by implication, of

the role played by agriculture in the development and

management of the countryside. On the other hand, it

criticised grant aid to agriculture for activities of

questionable agricultural value which we. e damaging to

landscape and conservation and called for closer integrat¬

ion of agriculture and forestry so that landscapes being
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reated unb r current economic pressures ecu d "be

'translated into a satisfying new aesthetic" This is

a rare public recognition of the pote tial for new agri¬

cultural landscapes to have their own high standard of

scenic amenity, and the Landscape Institute's apparent

preference for terms such as "guardianship", "enhance¬

ment" and "creative design" over "preservation" and

"conservation" is here considered to be encouraging in

the light of the discussion in Chapter 2.

The Scottish Branch of the Town and Country Planning

Association (TCPA) also gave general approval to the pro¬

posal. Its more detailed comments were not available at

the time of writing, but the Association's overall view¬

point on countryside recreation planning can be found in

its submission to the Expenditure Committee's Inquiry into

National Park and the Countryside. Although these com¬

ments referred to the park and countryside recreation

planning system in England and Wales, many of the points

therein are directly relevant to Scotland, or would be if

parks were established on the lines proposed. Beoause

these i3sues are of general significance they are commented

upon in the following paragraphs. TCPA emphasised that

countryside policies should be seen in the context of

city/regional planning, and refe ed to the impo tance

of Green Belts not as negative policy tools but as having

creative benefit for agriculture, landscape, recreation
42

and other purposes, The attention to the Green Belts

and commendation of the English Commission's attention to

th, urban fringe raises the point that it wa3 unfortunate
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that a direction similar to that .given to the Commission

in England and Wales by DOS Circular 4/76 was not given

to the Countryside Commission for Scotland. Thus, even

though CCS sponsored a study of "The Countryside Around

Towns in Scotland", it is not possible to measure the

Commission's achievement in provision of country park

and couu-ryside recreation against any statutory require¬

ment. However, the point is worth noting here because of

the TCPA's observation of three significant shortcomings

in the English practice, which clearly would require care¬

ful consideration in implementing a Scottish park system.

TCPA referred to the opportunist nature of provision

"prompted as much by the availability of a particular

resource as by an obvious demand". (This tendency has

been noted in Chapter 4 in regard to Country Pai'ks near

Edinburgh). The subsequent comments on the "three short¬

comings" of the resulting pattern of facilities merit

quota! on at length

"Firstly, in terms of location, the facilities are
almost wholly geared to car owners, ... Secondly,
the facilities in the countryside are almost all
geared to informal recreation, with little admixture
of sport, formal recreation, and events etc. This
emphasis follows from the emphasis of the Country¬
side Act itself and from the resources chosen. By
no means does it always represent the pattern of
facilities to which the public would most respond. ...
Thirdly, the provision of facilities in the country¬
side has not markedly alleviated congestion within
national parks and other places ...." 43

The effect of these shortcomings was seen to be:

(l) "disenfranchising" of those without cars (and who
because of their living con itions could be said
to have greater need?
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(2) difficulties for the peculations of the
destination areas;

(3) poor quality of recreation experience; and

(4-) damage to the places visited.

While TCPA welcomed the emphasis on the urban fringe

they felt that the funding arrangements to match system¬

atic provision were highly unsatisfactory, and this again

is a point of great relevance to the proposed Park System

for Scotland. TCPA identified fundamental weaknesses

in the funding both of national pax'ks and of the areas

outside them, an unfortunate opposition between the two,

and no guidance as to the priorities. The latter is

most important where initiative must be taken by local

government within a budget that has no specific component

within the rate support grant for countryside work. TCPA

observed that:

"local choices for local priorities is a good demo¬
cratic theory where the financial resources are
sufficient to enable choices to be made. But this
particular sector of public money is in most cases
insufficient even for the moat basic of local
authority services such as refuse oolle-jtion or
school furniture. In this situation, therefore,
little choice really exists. As & result> the
countryside outside national park areas, both its
conservation and its use for recreation, must suffer,
and is doing so". 44

These remarks are taken as support for the contention

in this thesis that to recognise urban parks as a component

of the park system but to leave the development of their

role entirely to local authorities, and furthermore to

give little guidance on the location and development

options for country and regional p^rks, while concentrating

on the conservation aspects of 'special' parks to the
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detriment c their ^fcr purposes and values cs ts grave

doubts on the viability of the proposal. Tiis weakness

is exacerbated by the fact that local authorities for

which countryside reci tion is neither a well-established

policy, nor a budget item with reasonable integrity, are

unlikely to develop either the staffing or the strategic

planning ability necessary to carry out their' essential

part of a programme for development of a system of parks.

If the system concept is genuinely applied, then each

part must fulfil its function, and it seems doubtful that

the present administrative and financial structures will

ensure that this is the case.

The same principle applies within the parks them¬

selves. There have been reservations expressed about

the designation of special status (such as Heritage Areas)
within the English national parks, on the grounds that

remaining areas will be treated as of lesser value. The

argument is that the parks were designated as integral

units ~ an assertion of doubtful accuracy - and should

continue to be managed as such - about which there can be

no doubt. The TCPA view is that integrated management

would ensure that each area would receive "that form of

protectic ad creative management which it needs to
45

secure the .urposes which apply to the whole". TCPA

had reservations about the review of boundaries and creat¬

ion of new national parks on groi ds i.e., concern about

the lowering of the standards that are implicit in the

concept; of national parks.
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The Royal 1" .vn Planriln , Institute (B.TPI) No official

account of the views c. this body was obtained, though

a member of the Ins tit-., e indicated that the Working

Group report was severely criticised on the grounds that

the proposed arrangements would introduce a complicated

bureaucracy while adding nothing to, and very likely

detracting from, the scope of existing arrangements for

protection and enhancement of the environment and improve¬

ments to informal recreation. The Institute's submission

to the Expenditure Committee did not indicate any fund¬

amental opposition to parks - it felt that these had safe¬

guarded amenity and recreation interests from adverse short

term decisions - but it seems to have subscribed to the

arguments against the creation of national parks in

Scotland at the time they were agreed as necessary in

England and Wales.

The Institute, in its evidence before the Expenditure

Committee, called for a clarification of national country¬

side policy. ^ Six specific problems were identified,

all actual or potential problems for Scottish parks.

The first was heavy pressure on local, usually outstanding,

sites, leading to various forms of deterioration and high

costs of management. The Institute's solution to this

was an increase in the area available for access and

subject to landscape improvement, partly in or near towns

and partly in more remote areas. Progress in this direct¬

ion would be improved b partnerships between the public
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and private sector, The Institute felt that the Comm¬

unity Land Act provided an adequate legislative frame¬

work for such partnerships, but that radical changes in

administrative procedures would be necessary.

The second problem highlighted by RTPI was conflict

between government policies, particularly in the effect

of agriculture and food policies on changing the land¬

scape. The random nature of the application of grants

is the main problem requiring coordination. Other

bodies have noted the inadequacy of mechanisms to check

whether grants were well spent and whether or not they

had the desired effect and whether that effect was lasting.

The third problem concerned the financing of re¬

creational facilities from public funds by virtue of the

plethora of bodies with such powers and responsibilities

and the inefficiency suggested by the low scale of pro¬

vision actually made* To the atithor, this is part of

the overall problem of lack of coordination and it is

to be expected that, where there are numerous organisat¬

ions with similar responsibilities, the energy devoted

to maintaining the organisations themselves must limit

the achievement of the organisations' other purposes,

iue Institute's suggestion was that powers and finance

are "too widely and thinly spread" and this is a clear

danger in relation to the Scottish P^rk System. The

course the institute's solution would take is indicated
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in their submission. Its concern at the bu reaucracy i:a

"the Park System propos i implies the <ame at itude:-

"The financing of recreational facilities from
public funds should be the responsibility of Local
Authorities through whom all grants from bodies
such as the Tourist Boards, Sports Councils and
Countryside Commissions should be channelled.
National and regional organisations such as the
Forestry Commission and Water Authoriti s (the
latter not applicable in Scotland, but rhe HIDB
may qualify) should retain the powei to nrovide
facilities on their own land only when expenditure
can be met by income; otherwise Local Authorities
should have the power to finance these facilities
on the land held by these organisations, manage¬
ment co be the responsibility of either body". 47

It is hard to see this suggestion proving acceptable

or successful, particularly in the case of the Forestry

Commission, because of the difficulty in obtaining rem¬

uneration from informal recreation facilities. Most

Commission facilities would not be provided under these

terms unless there was a massive increase in Local

Authority funds for the purpose. The author's discuss¬

ions with the Commission indicated that they would reject

the proposal on the grounds that: (a) they axe in the

best position to know what is compatible with other

forestry objectives; (b) they have the staff and manage¬

ment capability and local authoriti - do not; and (c) the

local authorities would be certain to expect that their

financial contribution would be accompanied by powers of

planning control which the Commission resolutely oppose.

RTPI also referred oo the dilemm. that resolution of

the conservation - recreation conflict in favour of con¬

servation may increase its conflict with the interests of

local communities in economic progress.
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SUMMARY

The "Land Management Profession" commentators had

3ome specific criticisms of the proposal, particularly of

the likelihood that park authorities like those already

found wanting in England and Wales would "be established.

The emphasis on special parks that characterised all but

one of the recreational groups was not repeated. All

four main organisations - the Royal Institution of

Chartered Surveyors, the Royal Town Planning Institute,

the Landscape Institute and the Town and Country Planning

Association have, on occasion, referred to the need to

ensure that proper priority is given to urban and country

parks. There was an important recognition, particularly

by the Landscape Institute, of the need to accept the

inevitability of changes in land use which could, if

integrated with good design rather than resisted in an

attempt to preserve a traditional appearance, create a

"satisfying new aesthetic". This is of considerable

relevance because of the bitter opposition from amenity

groups to changes in the landscape which result from

changes in agricultural practice. Most of this conflict

occurs in the English national parks and in lowland areas

where hedges are being removed, and it has been the subject

of several reports, notably the English Commission's "New

Agricultural Landscapes" which has been followed by wide
Aft

public debate. The aesthetic appreciation on which

the opposition is based, however, is common to all parts

of Great Britain.
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In conclusion, it is observe that the ..and. manage¬

ment profession groups placed mos emphasis on the

management of the system as a whole, on the ..ikely pro¬

blems for management and on the supporting or alternative

opportunities by which the same goals could be attained.

Comments on the Park System Proposal : III Conservation

and Amenity Groups

The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) agreed

in principle with the Commission s views on urban, country

and regional parks; supported its conclusion that national

parks are not applicable to Scotland; and suggested that

the special park concept is similarly inappropriate. The

Society was adamant in its view that resource conservation

must be the primary consideration in areas of nationally-

significant heritage and that all other land uses are

secondary considerations. It emphasised its view that

there is a potentially serious conflict between recreation

and nature conservation which would be exacerbated by the

awarding of special park status to nationally significant

areas. RSPB was the most critical of all respondents on

several aspects of the proposal and, for that reason,

some of its points are noted and commented upon below.

The Society was fundamentally opposed to Special

Parks. Its view was that the ASPC designation, if ex¬

tended to include referral of issues to 1 e Nature Con¬

servancy Council as well as CCS, would provide adequate
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protection for nation.; ly significant areas ithin the

existing planning system. On the other :and, RSPB felt

that special parks, apart from accelerating demand., would

be contrary to the national interests; it assumed that

local interests would be fundamentally different to

national interests and intrinsically opposed to nature

conservation which it regards as the prime national int¬

erest. The Society . ueordingly questioned the proposed

componition of special park authorities and recommended

that the majority of local authority appointees be no

greater than one, with a democratically-elected convenor

to have a casting vote. It was not specified whether

such democratic election was local or national, but it is

assumed that realism would imply local, which explains the

fundamental opposition by RSPB. The nominated members

"must be all conservationists" (sic). This suggestion

is unlikely to be acceptable because it would mean that,

while the expert view on nature conservation would be

very strongly represented, the expert view on agriculture,

forestry, recreation, sport, tourism, education, commun¬

ications, social development and numerous other matters,

would not be put except in as much as these views were

available to local authority members through other chann¬

els, or held by those members in their own right. Since

the RSPB strongly asserts thai local authorities do not

have such expertise, but make ad hoc decisions through

expedienc it seems that a constitution such as that

recommended by RSPB would not guarantee balanced decisions,
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and so woulnor effec ively reduce the "potentially

serious conflicts"»

RSPB considered growth of recreation in open country

a major threat to nature conservation, particularly to

breeding birds. Adjustment to such concern would, how¬

ever, require: (1) identification of all breeding areas

of all sensitive species, information which RSPB and the

NOC may have; and (2) strict controls on all land uses,

including the recreational aspects of bird watching.

V/hile RSPB expressed concern about who would define "acc¬

eptable" numbers of visitors to parks, and the basis of

such decisions, no indication was given as to whether

RSPB would support such controls, or what other options

are available to protect breeding birds. The Society

identified expansion of the holiday season as the major

source of the threat, apparently without recognising that,

if satisfactory management is to be ensured, such an

expansion may increasingly be necessary on economic

grounds.

The RSPB comments on both the original proposal arid

the Working Group report exemplify the emotive language

used by many nature conservation interests, and their

tendency to read their own worst fears into the statements

of others, For example, RSPB suggested that the Working

Group's emphasis on the suggestion t t "it should be an

essential feature that each park is created and managed
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as an integrated recrc.tion&l concept" would mean inev¬

itable: "compromise over nature conservation" This

seems an unnecessary fear. An integrated concept would

imply that all recreational values (of which nature con¬

servation is one) would be co-ordinated to make a balanced

whole. As such the localised priority of various values

could be considered unassailable, but the attachment of

priority could be based on a well-developed pattern of

activities. It seems that much of the concern of organ¬

isations such as RSPB is to obtain dominance to such an

extent that they can suppress all competition from other

uses of the land, particularly recreation. This is

contrary to the principle of adaptive systems.

The Scottish Wildlife Trust (SWT) is not directly concer¬

ned with the broader issues of land utilisation, but rather

with, the protection of wildlife. As such, it desires the

reservation of portions of particular habitats of wild¬

life importance, sufficient to ensure th© survival of

those habitats and the wildlife they support. This

priority closely resembles the principles used by Parks

Canada in its programme for acquisition of national parks.

The SWT view may be contrasted with the generalised opp¬

osition to recreation in the open countryside of other

conservation organisations, particularly as SWT stressed

that the need is not to prevent change but rather to main¬

tain a balance between land uses.

The Mah e Conservancy Council (3SFC0) supported the proposal

for a park system in principle against the background of

its concern for wildlife in general, and ±u particular
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for the 41 declared National Nature Reserves (NNR) cove -

ing 80,000 ha., and almost 800 notified Sites of Special

Scientific Interest (SSSI). NCC requested that it be

consulted in advance about any proposals for legislation

and that such legislation should give due regard to its

responsibilities and ensure that any park authorities

established by legislation took account of nature con¬

servation and consulted the NGC where appropriate. This

request was extended to include representation on a park

authority where the park included a substantial NGC

interest, and representation of any other non-NCG con¬

servation interest where that interest was substantial;

the latter obviously referred to organisations such as

SWT and RSPB.

NCC referred to its experience of management agree¬

ments, and offered to share its expertise with park author

ities while appealing for harmony between NCC and park

authority management where these applied to National

Nature Reserves (NNRs). NCC felt it desirable that in

any agreement "intended primarily to conserve the wildlife

interest of an area, it would appear appropriate to use

NCC's powers for NNRs." This might, however, increase

the number of SSSIs being upgraded and there is some doubt

as to whether NCC would wish to pursue such a course as

it could weaken the importance attached to .6 concept

of the NNR. In view of the common argument by conserv-

•■..."tion interests that attaching a special designation to
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an area increase the threat of its overuse by visitors,

this clearly could become a serious dilemma for the

NCC in its relationship with park authorities.

NCC suggested that some arrangements might be made

whereby it would be able to advise the Secretary of State

in regard to the conservation considerations relevant

to directions to local planning authorities (LPAs), and

for CCS to consult NCC when formulating its recommendat¬

ions to LPAs on applications. The NCC suggestions would

mean that it was informed of particular details of all

planning applications which the Secretary of State

directed should be referred to him.

Paragraph 5.10 of the CCS proposal was interpreted by

NCC as suggesting criteria for special parks. This para¬

graph is iri fact very general in its wording, except that

it notes that suitable areas "would almost certainly already

be under considerable (recreation) pressure". because

CCS then referred to specific areas in which NCC has a

substantial interest, discussion about park criteria in

advance of legislation was requested. On this point it is

noted that the RSPB response to the Working Group report

claimed that "no consultation with the NCC has taken

place to define how the relationship between Parks and

any SSSIs or NNRs within their boundaries would work".

In fact, there is close and continuous consultation bet¬

ween CCS and NCC on numerous issues and particular atten¬

tion to management agreements, SSSIs and NNRs is
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inevitable as the nrcpoi develops and legist tion is
49frames.

The obvious role fo- the NCC is to "infu? practical
50

conservation advice into park polic es at all levels".

There is a considerable overlap in responsibil .ties of

NCC and CCS, primarily because the Countryside Act gives

the latter responsibility for conservation and enhancement

of natural beauty. The Countryside (Scotland) Act lays

down that reference to the na.tu. il beauty of en area shall

be construed as including reference to the conservation of

its flora and fauna and character!? ic feature , The

NCC view i3 that, despite this, it mst adopt a more caut¬

ious view of access thar CCS becaue ? of the fragility and

vulnerability of some areas of high Importance for nature

conservation. This author has been unable to fixid any

evidence, either from publications of the Conservancy,

testimony to various committees, or conversation with its

officers, that NCC considers that the Commission has ignored

its responsibility for nature conservation in, its pursuit

of improvements to access, though it has been observed that

particular developments save changed the balance of flora

and fauna arm characteristic featu:: s in area?:, such as the

Cairngorm plateau. NCC does no a gsar to r rard access

as of itself a major threat to wit., life in tht open country¬

side as a whole to the same extent as -toes t: RSPB.

The Scottish Civic Trust did not e .' • offic.. ti comments

or the Park System proposal becau,: concern i. primarily
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with the built environment. It i represented on an ad¬

visory group set up by GG3 to consider buildings in the

countryside -and expects this to be a satisfactory forum

for its views to be expressed. The principle of a co¬

ordinating body to consider major planning proposals in

nationally important areas is supported by the Civic Trust.

Its experience in Scotland is limited because of the absence

of national parks, but local branches have been concerned

with parks in England and Wales.

The Association for Protection of Rural Scotland (APRS).

No information was received from this ox-ganisation. Its

equivalent in England is at the forefront of much of the

most bitter opposition to change in the rural landscape.

It is deduced from unofficial comments by ordinary members

of affiliated groups that APRS takes a similar stance on

most issues related to recreation and conservation in the

countryside.

The National Trust for Scotland (NTS) also gave general

approval to the CCS report but felt strongly that insuff¬

icient appreciation was given to the role of the voluntary

sector in meeting the recreation and conservation aims

expressed by the concept of a Park System. In view of the

weight attached to this point by NTS it is somewhat sur¬

prising that the Working Group did not consider relation¬

ships between the public and voluntaj sector. In fact,

the Workii- g Group included among the "essentials" of the

approach toward an integrated recreational system: (1) the

recreational element of financial plans, structux-e plans
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and local plans; and (2) "continuing and effective consult¬

ation between park authorities, local authorities and the

Commission (CCS) so tha. ... the activities of the various

bodies which have a hand in providing them (recreational

facilities) - central and local government, national agen-

51
cies and the private sector - can be integrated". NTS

was not alone in its alarm that "national agencies and the

private sector" were not included in the "continuing and

effective consultation" clause, even though their activities

were to be integrated.

The Trust's comments on the CCS proposal suggested an

underlying concern that implementation of the park system

might restrict the opportunities for voluntary bodies "to

continue to operate and to expand their activities".

Emphasising the importance of voluntary service in the

community by reference to the House of Lords Debate on the

subject (25/6/75) NTS suggested that "any future prospectus

for a park system in Scotland must embrace the voluntary

sector". The author's opinion is that the lack of rec¬

ognition given in the CCS document and the Working Group's

report to the contribution of NTS, SWT, RSPB and local

groups justifies their alarm, though the actual practice

of both CCS and local authorities in consultation with and

financial support for these oodies should be better ack¬

nowledged. ~t is fair to -5ay that while CCS failed to

acknowledge the contribution of the voluntary sector in its

proposal, those bodies, in their comments on the park

system, failed to acknowledge the support the^ have
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received for the operation and expansion of their activ¬

ities. It should, however, be noted that in reply to a

question from the Select Committee on Scottish Affairs

in 1972, the Trust said that, though there had been no

fundamental change in its role since establishment of

CCS, it had been able to expand its services, particularly

in the fields of information, education, and interpretat¬

ion. The NTS memorandum to the Expenditure Committee

noted that the Countryside (Scotland) Act had been very

beneficial, though expressing concern that much more was

necessary and tnat expenditure cuts would jeopardise what

had already been achieved. It was also concerned at the

costs of management, especially where support for the

amenity and livelihood of the inhabitants of an area (such
as Torridon) was involved (see note on the National Land

Fund below). The essence of the Trust's memorandum was

that, because a very high portion of the costs of country¬

side management are not eligible for grunt, any reduction

in grant would prejudice the Trust's operations and attent¬

ion should therefore be given to support and maintenance

of existing provision before new projects were undertaken.

NTS considers that partnerships between the publice, private

and voluntary sector are the cheapest and most efficient

way of implementing countryside policy and was concerned

that if CCS was to attempt to develop a more direct role

in provision and management, the scarce (and threatened)

funds might be diverted from the voluntary sector.

NTS also considered that wider and better use of the
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ASPC provision might obviate the need for special parks,

but agreed to support the concept cf special parks because

it promised greater Exchequer support than was possible

under the alternative provisions. Nevertheless, NTS

did not favour the term "special parks" because it was

not explicit and the Trust felt the identified areas

required "exclusive rather than universal solutions" be¬

cause the problems and opportunities of each were different.

The Trust submitted observations on the status of

parks which support criticisms made by the author. The

relevant paragraph is as follows:
" 10. While the Trust accepts the concept outlined
in the Report of a system embracing several categor¬
ies of park, we feel strongly that from the outset
the various types of park should be ranked "in line"
rather than in hierarchical association. It is
essential that the urban park, its staff and pro¬
vision, should have the same status and standards
as a larger countryside area, although there may be
differences in landscape qualities.
This is particularly important for the ranger service.
A national ranger service with the Countryside Comm¬
ission for Scotland as the co-ordinator and central
agency for guidelines on standards and international
exohange on techniques should be an objective of
any new system".

Though an officer of CCS stated that the Commission firmly

rejected any connotation in the proposal of a hierarchy,

use of the word "special" gives this meaning even if the

other qualifications do not. Both points made in this

quotation clearly relate to the integration of management

of a high standard throughout the park system as a whole.

Inadequate standards of management, unco-ordinated pro¬

vision and operation, poor placement of, and linkages

369



between, urban parks and parks in the urban fringe, are

the cause of many proolems resulting from recreational

pressure on resources of national importance for con¬

servation.

The Trust supported the CCS view that special parks

should have authorities with planning functions, partic¬

ularly where a park overlapped several jurisdictions.

However, NTS did not at that time suggest how the author¬

ities should be comprised, though it did agree with CGS's

concern that some local authorities might, for valid

reasons, be unable to give adequate attention to heritage

areas and so recommended that provisions for a 100$ grant,

similar to those of the Historic Buildings Council for

Scotland, might also apply to CCS recommendations to the

Secretary of State.

Finally, the Trust expressed apprehension about "sugg¬

estions that a countryside service ought to be made to pay

its way". This was thought to be impossible. The author's

opinion is that it is also impractical; such a rule would

almost certainly prevent adequate development, and the

co-ordination of provision for the widest variety of needs.

The National Trust for Scotland and the National Land Fund

Further comments on the xjroposed park system and related

issues of countryside planning can be seen in evidence to

a recent inquiry by the House of Commons Expenditure Comm¬

ittee into the National Land Fund. Some of these comments
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are referred to in the remainder of this section. As a

background, to the Trust's interest in the fund it is

noted that it has observed on occasion that it fulfils

"a range of functions analogous to that of the U.S. Nat¬

ional Park Service - on an infinitely smaller scale - and

cares for substantial sections of the "national park"

areas which were recommended for statutory designation by
52

the Ramsay Committee in 194-5". The e areas include

the Torridon Estate which the Trust acquired through the

National Land Fund. If nothing else, ohe substantial

role of the NTS in these "National Park Direction Areas",

as they were later designated, demonstrates its importance

to systematic recreation and conservation goals in Scotland.

But the NTS experience with the Torridon estate demon¬

strates the extreme difficulty in achieving anything like

an ideal national park, let alone a functional park system.

As was noted in Chapter 3> the Ramsay Committee

recommended public ownership of the proposed national park

areas and suggested that the purchase should be financed

from the £50 million National Land Fund. The estimated

cost of purchase at the time was £1.3 million. (The cost

of acquisition of other assets and compensation payments,

development, accommodation facility;, housing and other

building costs were estimated to bring this total to £3.25

million. Sir 3 these costs would be spread over many

years, the Committee suggested that £2 million be set

aside from the Land Fund over the first ten years of Scott¬

ish National Parks). The Government rejected public
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ownership and, though use of the Fund for ensuring that

the public had permanent access to National Parks was one

of the purposes recommended in the parliamentary debate
5 ^

on the Fund, very little was allocated for this purpose.

The Fund was used in 1967 to transfer the Torridon Estate

to NTS, the property being accepted in lieu of tax at a

cost to the National Land Fund of £22,500. NTS stated

in its evidence to the Inquiry that it had

"unfortunately learnt a bitter lesson - in
financial terms - over its acceptance ...

of the Estate of Torridon ... The T ust
cannot emphasise too strongly that the manage¬
ment of land and of those who work on it is
a difficult and costly business. This cost
increases where communities live on the prop¬
erty or are in any way dependent on it for
the quality of life". 54

The contribution from Trust funds to the upkeep of this

property between acceptance in 1967 arid November 1977 was

£45,200.

Several voluntary organisations recommended "that

the provisions should be made for supporting funds to be

provided for National Land Fund properties and that it

should be possible for income from such properties to be
55

used to maintain them". This was the essence of the

NTS memorandum to the Committee. The mechanism suggested

was an endowment or other lands to pin /ide an endowment,

such lanas being of lower status than that buing trans¬

ferred because of its value as National Heritage.

The Trust considered that the annual sums required for

an area such as Torridon to make up me deficit
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on other grants such as those from CCS and HIDE are "small

when set against the incalculable value to the nation of
c r

such a splendid area". ° Section 4(1) of the Historic

Building and Ancient Monuments Act (1953)> which is very

favourable to the National Trusts, contains provision for

annual maintenance grants but these do not come from the

NLF and apply only to buildings, not to the land upon

whicn they are situated. The point of particular sig¬

nificance is that where free access is provided to the

countryside, the maintenance costs for conservation of the

natural beauty of open country must be supplemented from

public funus. While the original purpose of the National

Land Fund has not achieved this, the Trust's suggestion

indicates that it would be possible with changes in the

legislation, though these would necessitate major changes

in the system of administration of the fund. Changes

such as those suggested would provide a more substantial

basis for the partnership arrangements favoured by the

Trust which would particularly welcome partnerships with
S7

local authorities. Other changes suggested by volun¬

tary bodies and authorities such as NCC and CCS, such as

more opportunity to purchase amenity land by park or local

authorities, the holding and management of land by CCS,

and transfer of land to the NCC withou the requirement for

reimbursement, could do much to ensure conservation of the

national heritage provided there were supporting funds for

management. Such arrangements then might ensure a viable

foundation for the proposed park system. The Government
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has yet to give its reply, and acceptance of many of the

various recommendations must be doubtful; but it seems

that, short of some such allocation of much larger sums

of money to the management as well as acquisition of land,

the recurring problems of the National Parks in England

and Wales will not be overcome, and the Scottish irk

System, if established, would experience the same diffi¬

culties. The matter has a somewhat critical urgency be¬

cause the operation of Capital Transfer Tax is thought

likely to cause a dramatic increase in the number of

properties of high scenic, scientific, amenity or histor¬

ical importance being offered to the Treasury in lieu of

tax and duty,

In his evidence to the NLF inquiry Lord Bute said that

"the Trust (NTS) cannot become the owner and manager of the

bulk of the national heritage" and added that the Trust

"must require an endowment, capital endowment, with prop¬

erties coming through the Land Fund".

"We are not willing or able ... to take a major
property through the Land Fund on the basis of
annual grants. We feel we must be the judge of
our own standards and how we run our properties
and if we become too much dependent on State
grants we feel our independence and our.' inte¬
grity might be damaged .., Once we have accep¬
ted a property .. we are committed in perpet¬
uity for maintaining (it) for the public bene¬
fit and to make them (sic) available for the
public ... that is our job and because we have
these commitments from the past ... we are not
prepared to jeopardise our present position
because of new acquisitions not properly
endowed". 58

In view of this consideration and possible growth in
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the number of proper vies becoming a.. ..able, ..e submiss¬

ions by NCC and CCS take on added portance. NCC has not

yet acquired land through the Fund because lard in which it

might be interested usually went tc another body (in most

cases NTS, in others the Forestry Commission) with which

NCC was able to negotiate acceptable schemes of management.

Only the National Trusts and local authorities are empow¬

ered to accept responsibility for scenic and amenity land.

NCC is concerned that possible recipients

"may not have the necessary special knowledge or
the resources for the recurrent management and
expenditure involved (or) ... be less inclined
to own land where the requirements of nature
conservation restrict their use of the site,
since where the scientific interest is very
high nature conservation should be the primary
objective, other uses being filled in as
appropriate". 59

In its evidence before the inquiry CCS expressed a

similar view that scenic and amenity land, especially

amenity land suitable for public access and enjoyment near

towns, could "go a-begging". The Commission considered

that there was not "an adequate range of public bodies able
('• 0

and willing to accejjt such properties" and that it is

"questionable whether voluntary organisations, answerable

to a limited membership, are appropriate to hold all the

land constituting the national scenic heritage which might

become available in the future". CCS thus sought the

same power to hold and manage land as available for NCC,

and both desired that this should be on the same basis as

transfer o the National Trust, national park authorities

and local authorities, i.e., free of charge to the recipient.

Some such measures do seem necessary to prevent the passing
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of land out of the traditional pattern of ownership which

these and other bodies have acknowledged as normally

sympathetic and responsible, and as having "created" so

many of the features it is their responsibility to conserve.

SUMMARY

'the conservation groups separate into two distinct

classes. The RSPB exemplifies the Nature-oriented res¬

istance to increased recreational use and asserts the

absolute priority of its goals over goals of other users of

the land. In fact, RSPB denied that nature conservation

is a land use and this group was typical of those referred

to in Chapter 2 as being concerned to "save" particular

features from the effects of man's occupancy of the earth.

National control of resources was demanded, with park

authorities to be dominated by nature conservation inter¬

ests having a duty to consider and give priority to goals

for nature conservation. Opposition to local control was

fundamental because local interests were seen to give prio¬

rity to recreation and other forms of development* Other

conservation groups, both public and private, were less

emotive though still critical on some points. These groups

saw that working within the developing system rather than

in opposition to it was likely to be more fruitful. Here

it can be said that RSPB's comments indicated 'reaction'

while others, such as NCG, indicated 'response' and attempts

to reduce uncertainty in their own environment.
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Considerable attention was paic to the National Trust

for Scotland because of its major role in providing equiva¬

lent reservations to those suggested in the proposal for

a Park System. Here the major concern was at the lack

of recognition of the role played by private organisation,

a deficiency shown not only in some failure to consult

about the proposal, but also in the failure of government

to provide adequate funds in support of their important

role in the conservation of national heritage and amenity.

COMMENTS ON THE PARK SYSTEM PROPOSAL; TV STATUTORY BODIES,

GOVERNMENT, AND

REIATED ORGANISATIONS

The Central. Scotland Water Development Board, replied to the

Working Group report to the effect that Loch Lomondside

appeared to meet special park criteria and, should a park

authority be created, the Board would wish to be represented

and to have its special interest in and bye-laws for the

area considered.

The North of Scotland Hydro-Electric Board expressed sympathy

with the proposal in 1975 and, following the Working Group's

report, the Board wrote to 3DD "undertaking to co-operate

so far as it lay within the Board's powers", (letter

25/5/78). The Board drew attention to a number of lochs

connected to its hydro-electric schemes which might be of

significance to the park proposal but on which hydro-electric

operations might inhibit some recreational activity.

Some importance is attached to its statement that
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"for security arsons -curd would generally
not be able tc sell such ground as they owned
in the vicini y of their arks to a parks
authority and again for operational and security
reasons the access of the public to the vicinity
of these works might have to be restricted".

However, sine the Board generally restricts its acquisit¬

ion of land to the immediate area of operational facilit¬

ies, this limitation is not likely to be unduly restrictive.

The South of Scotland Electricity Board (SSEB) was concerned

mainly with the need to maintain distribution systems for

the inhabitants of parks, and felt that the special plann¬

ing procedure under Section 22 of the Electricity (Supply)
Act 1919 would ensure that, where there was sustained

objections on amenity grounds, they would be taken into

account by the Minister. Section 9 of the Hydro-Electric

Development (Scotland) Act 1943 provides a framework for

negotiation with local planning authorities, and CCS and

the Board therefore opposed the setting up of additional

authorities with planning responsibilities specific to

parks. This Section and Section 15 and Part I of the first

Schedule of the Electricity Reorganisation (Scotland) Act

1954 have been used by the Secretary of State to set up

two committees. Proposals for overhead transmission lines

and power stations are referred to the "Amenity Committee"

and proposals for power stations are also referred to the

"Fisheries Committee".

These provisions are supported by the Torn and Country

Planning (Scotland) Acts 1947-69 .d ilj Town and Country

Planning (General Development) (Scotl id) Order 1950, the
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r- levant clauses of wh.. a ap^Iy to other statutory under

takings, as does Sectior 66 t-\ the Countryside (Scotland

Act, 1967.

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT

The Scottish Development Department operates through the

Countryside Branch of the Planning Division. Little

information is available from SDD because of its confid¬

ential approach to the proposal for a Park System but some

conclusions can be drawn from evidence to inquiries. In

its evidence to the Expenditure Committee's inquiry into

National Parks and the Countryside, SDD drew attention to

the fact that access to the countryside was considered to

be satisfactory in 1949 and that this was a major factor

in the decision against establishing national parks. ^
SDD was asked whether access was still satisfactory and

whether there might now be a need to acquii'e land to safe¬

guard landscape. The reply was that only a subjective

view could be taken, but the little use made of the access

provisions of the Act suggested that the position remained

satisfactory. ^3 No mention was made of the various

difficulties that have accompanied attempts to conclude

access agreements, or of the facts that the procedure for

access agreements did not exist until 1967 and that there

had not been the same degree of obligation, on the part of

local authorities, to register footpaths in Scotland, an

obligation which might have increased their commitment
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tc access in general. The most pertinent po: it, however,

is that in Scotland, the need was net so much for area-

wide access as for access from one point to another from

which area-wide access or other recreational opportunities

were available. The footpath provisions under the Act

did not include some of the advantages of access agree¬

ments and, although some linear access agreements were

defined (e.g., in the Clyde-Muirshiels Regional Park)
this was not the use intended. However, this was the

only mutually acceptable way in which ranger services

could be provided and payment of "consideration" made in

cases where access was needed but area-wide access was

not desirable. For this reason one of the major reco¬

mmendations from local authorities to CCS, notably from

Lothian Region arising from its experience in the Pentland

Hills, wa3 that the review of legislation should include

the ability ot make bye-laws and provide ranger services

over footpaths, an ability not conferred under the Local

Government (Scotland) Act 1894, the relevant section of

which would be S2* The relevant clauses of the Country¬

side (Scotland) Act 1967 are in Secti 3 30 and 31, whereby

a local authority can enter into an agreement, or make an

order failing agreement, with any responsible person for

creation of a public path. "The created path (may be)

subject to limitations or conditions affecting public right

of way thereover" but this qualification is not clear and

does not provide powers to make bye-laws. No footpath

agreements have been concluded, no~ because the position
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was satisfactory or- the ground bat ecause the legislation

is unsatisfactory.

In December 1975 CCS submitted a memorandum to SDD

dealing with the subject of public acquisition of land to

safeguard landscape. The SDD view was not given to the

Expenditure Committee because of the procedure of minist¬

erial consultation, though clearly SDD would have offered

its own advice to the Minister. It can only be assumed

that the result of this procedure was not the same flat

rejection of the idea as had been given in tho discussions

of the Ramsay Report and the National Parks aud Access

to the Countryside Act. Both CCS and the HlDB announced

in mid-1978 that they were seeking new or stronger powers

to acquire land to carry out their functions, the one to

ensure preservation of landscape, the other to ensure

proper use of the land. In the meantime the landholding

of bodies such as the Forestry Commission and HIDB and the

activities of the National Trust and NCC 'have become

sufficiently substantial to warrant some review of the

official policy on acquisition.

C"'"HBR STATUTORY BODIES

The Crofters' Commission: Information received from this

Commissi^... was confidential. The following observations

are publicly available from their comments on the Park

System for Scotland made to the Select Committee on Scottish

Affairs and the Expenditure Committee.
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The Crofters Commission observed in evidence to the

Expenditure Committee, that there was a potential for

conflict arising with the spread of tourism into the north

and west where crofts are an important element of land

tenure. There had previously been little conflict but

it was felt that, where controversy had occurred, more

attention was paid to other interests than to those of the

local population. It was seen to be essential that these

interests be given more attention in future to comply with

the Government's intentions in the Crofting Reform (Scot¬

land) Bill; the Commission was clearly worried that

countryside conservation threatened undue constraints on

development, particularly where "national1' cypes of park

were established. However, the Commission's submission
fi A

to the Select Committee on Scottish Affairs noted

that the peculiarities of crofting tenure and lack of

appropriate machinery made coordinated plans for integrated

use very difficult (especially between owners and crofters).
The particular legalities of recovery of Investment "dis¬

courage the exercise by the crofter of his statutory right

to develop the non-agricultural use of his "and". Simil¬

arly, the fact that a crofter has no share in the develop¬

ment value of the land he tenants means he has very little

to gain from external proposals for development and there¬

fore is likely to oppose them. This procedure is discour¬

aging for landlords and, according to the Commission's

evidence, particularly discouraging for developers who

"prefer to avoid this (the complicated legal procedure)
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particularly if they attach imports ice to retaining the

good-will of the community in which the development is

to he set up". The result of this is that developers

prefer other land "even tnough it may not he so suitable

for their purpose and is of better agricultural quality" .

From this perspective the Commission's concern at any

other potential restraints on development is understandable.

An interesting point was made to the effect that the com¬

plexity of Highland administration, which slows decision

making, does not matter so much in situations where the

main objective should be to damp down development for

conservation reasons, but the reverse is the need in the

crofting lands.

The Crofters Commission gave genex*al support to the

proposal for a park system except in so far as they were

concerned at the implications of ASPCs. These were re¬

garded as "fundamentally negative in approach and potent¬

ially retrograde as far as local communities and their
r rj

economic and social welfare are concerned".° The Comm¬

ission also specifically supported the recommendation that

regional parks should be controlleu by the regional authorit¬

ies, and suggested that the 2/3 majority on special park

authorities should be a minimum, particularly if these were

to have the function of local planning authorities.

The Red Deer Commission (RDC) expressed satisfaction with

the proposal. Where the maintenance of a deer population

was contemplated within a park, presumably for tourist
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purposes, the Commission indicated :hat it "would expect

tc be consulted on the selection of a suitable site and

numbers of deer to be maintained" (Correspondence).

The Red Deer is of considerable importance. Stalking

is one of the main, if not the most, important source of

restriction of free movement for recreation in the uplands.

Red Deer range over some 3 million hectares, or apx roxim-

ately 40fo of the land area of Scotland, though only about

825,000 ha. is classified as deer forest and most of that

carries some sheep. The economic value of shootings is

quite high and, though the development potential of an

export market in venison is not yet clear, the market is

already substantial. Shooting by other nationals is a

significant source of foreign currency, probably enough

in itself to ensure the survival of stalking even if public

access were to become a much more important issue.

The Red Deer Commission was established mainly to deal

with the problems of poaching and damage to farming by

marauding deer. While compensation may be claimed for

damage to crops and grants are available for the erection

of protective fencing, RDC considered it "inequitable that

the cost of deer fencing should be borne by one only of

the interested parties and consider that grant should be

made available to deer forest owners fox- the erection of

deer fencing" with certain qualifications, ^
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Such a proposal could be highly controversial, given

the propensity for rambling interests (in particular) and

those concerned with visual amenity, to object to the

erection of fencing in open country. If that fencing

is to be erected partly at the taxpayers expense for an

activity which many regard as privileged, while public

funds are severely limited for the improvement or mainten¬

ance of accessible land through management agreements, the

.intensity of the conflict is likely to be accentuated.

In response to questioning from the Select Committee,

Lord Arbutlmott gave evidence for the RDC that there was

an expansion and democratisation of field sports, though

little reduction in the expensive nature of activities such

as stalking, mainly because it was in short supply. His

comment is illuminating because it relates to the social

carrying capacity argument about the quality of experience.

"I think it must always be (an expensive pastime)
because there is so little of it. It is bound

to be exclusive if you practice it in the way it
is practised in this country, which la different
from any other in that you have one stalking party
in a very large area of hills. If .you have two,
the sport of each is diminished. ..." J (emphasis
added)

The RDC observed that "over the next 30 years there

will almost certainly be a conflict between the use of

land for deer and its use for other purposes such as

forestry and tourist development. The pressure will un-
70

d notedly be against the deer" (emphasis added).
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Competition r-etween rambling and &■ art may have to be

settled by zoning of priority, i.e.. . allocation of an area

to a predominant but not necessarily exclusive use. The

practical management difficulties of this did not go un¬

remarked. The spokesman thought that wardened access and

management agreements could cope with the amount of com¬

petition to be expected in Scotland.

The Highlands and Islands Development Board (HIDB). Com¬

ments received from HIDB were confidential apart from the

fact that it made a submission on the proposal in 1975 in

which it stated that, as most of the special parks were to

be in the Highlands, consultation with the Board in the

early stages and on a continuing basis was desired. This

referred in particular to the working out of the legislation

and to the proposals for parks, particularly their bound¬

aries. HIDB indicated that it desired to be represented

on any park committee set up to control development in its

area.

It is common knowledge that the Board's concern for

wise use and proper development of the resources of the

Highlands, and its commitment to uhe Governments' policy

of rural depopulation in the Highlands, has led it to

support a number of tourist development projects and,

recently, to seek stronger powers to enable it to ensure

that land Is properly developed an managed. As this

includes additional ability to acquire land, it is clear

that, given the development orientation of HIDB, there is
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scope for competition f• v land bet-?een HIDB ard CCS and

for conflict between th?ir objectives.

The Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA) was

involved in the Working Group report (1976) and its det¬

ailed views on specific aspects can oe seen in that report.

COSLA's initial comments in the first round of consultations

in 1974-75 included the following points:

It agreed that national parks in the internationally

accepted sense were not required in Scotland, supported the

document's suggestion of a recreational system and agreed

that this should take the form of a park system. Such

parks should be managed by the appropriate local authority

with Exchequer grant to reflect the national interest.

The need for statutory recognition of Regional Parks

and for special Park Authorities w. v conditionally endorsed.

In the first case the proviso was that expenditure on

management of, and on management agreements in, regional

parks should be eligible for countryside grant, as suggested

in the Park System document. In the second case, the pro¬

viso was that this grant should be at a higher rate without

penalty to the Rate Support Grant.

COSLA felt that designation of an A3PC should improve

the conservation of particularly significant landscapes.

Designation of country parks should be the responsibility
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of regional, general or district planr ng authorities,

and regional parks should be designated by either the

first or second. Designation of spec al parks by the

Secretary of State would be acceptable., provided the local

authorities were consulted.

OOSLA recommended the holding of a wide public de¬

bate on the proposal.

The most controversial clause in COSLA's comments

read as follows:

"On the understanding that the planning author¬
ities would be consulted on any applications
for development within areas occupied by special
parks it can oe accepted that certain planning
functions could be delegated to park authorities".

As noted earlier, COSLA later withdrew this accept¬

ance and the opportunity for planning boards similar to

those in the Peak and Lake District National Parks was

thereby weakened. This may have strengthened the resolve

of GGS to seek powers to acquire land for pu poses of con¬

servation of scenic beauty. Clearly, the argument about

the powers and composition of Park Authorities which has

dogged all proposals since the very first, and which has

grown in intensity since the Sandford Report, will be

repeated in Scotland with equal vigour.

SUMMARY

The statutory water and electricity organisations

were generally concerned with the ov lapping of, and
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likely effect upon, their functions should a park system

be created. There was no sense of opposition, but a spe¬

cific wish to be consulted where they had an interest in

a park or any other area likely to be subject to CCS

intervention in the procedure for planning control. Al¬

though it is clear that the ultimate 'hard bargaining'

over the proposal must be carried out between CCS and the

Scottish Development Department (SDD), and because it is

obvious that SDD is equally as aware as is CCS of the full

range and intensity of objection to, and support for, the

proposal as indicated by the consultation, it is clear

from the Commission's willingness to place on public record

its sense of urgency to obtain legislation in support of

its goals for both a park system and scenic heritage con¬

servation that the Commission does not expect the outright

rejection that the Ramsay Committee's proposals encountered.

Nevertheless, it is SDD which has the ultimate responsi¬

bility to advise the Secretary of State and to exercise

oversight of the local authorities, and there is no in¬

trinsic reason for it to be committed to the proposal. It

has been indicated in discussion with officers of the Comm¬

ission that the delay in implementing the proposal arises

within SDD and that the Chairman's recent news releases are

part of a consistent effort to speed a con fitment to supp¬

orting legislation by the Secretary of State.

The Crofters Commission, the Red Deer Commission and

the Highland and Islands Development Board all had distinct
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reservations about the proposal. Little can be repeated

because of the confidential nature of much of the inform¬

ation supplied but it is clear that the main issues were

fear of restrictions being placed on development and of

conflict over the use of land for the particular purposes

of the organisations concerned, and desire to be consulted

at all stages of development of the proposal. The last

is also a particular concern of the Forestry Commission

and it is suggested that the overlapping responsibilities

of all these agencies moans that the desire for consultat¬

ion and the antagonism that can arise from a perception

that consultation is being neglected can lead to strength¬

ened opposition to proposals to which there may otherwise

have been adaptation.

All the organisations discussed desired representation

on park authorites (committees or boards) where the park

was to include an area relevant to their interests.

COMMENTS ON THE PARK SYSTEM PROPOSAL : V FORESTRY AND FARM¬

ING ORGANISATIONS

The Forestry Commission makes a substantial contribution to

countryside recreation throughout Great Britain. Its

involvement began with the creation of the Argyll Forest

Park in 1935. This development was prompted by a perceived

need to ge,in control of wild-camping which was causing

management problems and damage. The annual budget for

provision for recreation is now £3 million, of which 10$
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is allocated to the provision of cabins at the rate of

about 30-35 per year. This is a form of provision strongly

supported uj other agencies, particularly the Scottish

Tourist Board. The target for return on capital for re¬

creation is 10 percent and income in 1976-77 was <£310,000

(Annual Report and Accounts). The Commission has pioneered

a number of activities, notably wayfaring and pony trekking,

and the success of these ventures should ensure that a

progressive attitude continues. Little difficulty has

been found to date in control of the use of forests for

motor sports, although charges have recently been increased

in accordance with a policy that the cost of repairs to

damaged roads should be borne by the agent.

The Commission welcomed the proposal in general terms.

An officer of the Policy Co-ordination: Conservation and

Recreation Branch said that the Commission had made no

points of detail about the proposal but would expect to

do this at the time that discussions about the location

and boundaries of parks took place. The Commission clearly

desired to be involved in such discussions at an early

stage, especially where it was a major land-holder. Its

statement to the Expenditure Committee expressed a desire

for "a significant role in the planning and management of

the Regional and Speci.l Parks, and in the designation of
71

Areas of Special Planning Control". Two points are

significant here: (1) that application of the A3PC pro-

v sion outside parks was foreseen; and (2) tL c Regional
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Parks were included in its concern. In regard to the

first, the changes in CCS attitude towards the ASPC pro¬

vision have been noted. In regard to the second, the

Forestry Commission considered that regional parks, along

with special parks and the aSPC, should be designated by

the Secretary of State rather than by local authorities.

Tnis indicated some lack of understanding of procedures

for designation but an interview suggested that the Comm¬

ission's comment referred to selection of areas. While

CCS took an active role in the promotion of the Pentland's

proposal, it appears to have given little attention to

suggesting the location of other potential regional parks

in its own publications, though such locations have been
7 0

identified in SDD land use summary Sheet no. 4. The

officer agreed that these broadly coincided with forested

areas, and expressed doubt about the wisdom of overlapping

designations. The Commission considers it has the ex¬

perience and manpower to manage recreational use of the

forests and little is to be gained by overlapping control.

The extension of planning control to forestry operations

is also opposed for that reason, and because it would be

likely to make management mox-e complicated. Similarly,

it was thought that a special land use authority would

add little except increased bureaucracy.

The Commission considers it has less difficulty in

satisfying amenity interests in Scotland than it does in

England mainly, it is believed, because conifers are more
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traditionally a part of the Scottish landscape. It is

admitted that "mistakes were made" in the early days

because of the urgency of planting, but it is claimed

that greater diversity in the age of forests, their con¬

tribution to recreation supply, and the involvement of

the Commission's Landscape Architects and consultants,

has done much to reduce the criticism.

The Commission is concerned that encouragement of

recreation should not disrupt forestry and agriculture as

traditional land uses, and that afforestation should not
73

be discouraged. These considerations were emphasised

in discussion with an officer of the Commission, but the

detail of that discussion and of a number of points of

objection made by the Commission during both stages of the

consultation are confidential.

The Scottish Woodland Owners Association Limited (S'iVOA).

The Forestry Commission limited its concern about the park

system to the production side of forestry on the under¬

standing that the industrial considerations would be dealt

with by SYVOA in addition to their own comments on product¬

ion. SY/OA recognised the need for designation of areas

in which recreation would be dominant, and expressed the

hope: (a) that Country Park designation would not prevent

the continuance of forestry activities; and (b) that

forestry would be able to expand, especially in areas with

other designations. SWOA believed that som d forestry

operations in popular areas would have educational value,
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and looked to active collaboratior with park managers and

rangers. There was therefore, general agreement with

the four-part "system", provided there was "balanced

representation" on management authorities. The arrange¬

ments proposed by COS were not regarded as adequate to

ensure this balance and S//OA felt that the Forestry Comm¬

ission's authority would be eroded.

S'rfOA's position on the composition of park authorities

was very similar to that of the Scottish Countryside Act¬

ivity Council, i.e., that there should be at least 50

percent appointed membership on regional and special parks.

This apparently arose from their concern about park manage¬

ment, and specific recommendations were made about extend¬

ing the principle of management agreements -under revised

legislation that allowed the considerations, compensation,

bye-laws and ranger services applying to "open country" to

operate in woodlands through which linear access was pro¬

vided to open country. SWOA agreed that National Parks

were not appropriate to Scotland, not so much because of

fear of an explosion of demand, but because of the concern

that commercial activities would then not be complementary.

In subsequent comment on the Working Group report,

SWOA endorsed the cx*iterion that Special Parks should be

established only where "already much used for recreational

purposes" and recommended its extension to Regional Parks.

Acceptance of the latter could seriously limit the planning
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of the system uecause of the role ,£ the regional park as

an area for ohe development of a broad range of opportunit¬

ies, not necessarily current, but certainly to be antici¬

pated. SWOA also expressed its reservation about the use

of the word "park" because of its connotation of free and

permanent access by right.

Comments from other forestry organisations such as

the Institute of Foresters of Great Britain and the Royal

Scottish Forestry Society were not made at official level,

tnough individual members were involved in other capac¬

ities. Comments were not substantially different to those

of the Forestry Commission and SWOA.

Farming and Landowners' Organisations - an introduction

Any discussion of the relationship between farming and

park system planning - in whatever part of Britain - must

be carried out in the light of the Government's policy,
74

outlined in the White Paper "Food trom our own Resources".

The core of this policy is expansion of home food product¬

ion in the national interest, with emphasis on efficient

use of resources. The sector singled out is the conserv¬

ation and production of grass for grazing animals and,

though the vVhite Paper gave most prominence to increased

dairy production, this priority has considerable implicat¬

ion for the upland which contain the bulk of the English

and Welsh National Parks, and which dominate the Scottish

landscape.
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For this reason the White Paper referred to the

fears of the agricultural industry that investment and

higher output might be prejudiced by pressure for the

preservation of scenery, i.e., the "traditional" appearance

of the countryside and concluded

".. The projected increases in output .. should not
res\iIt in any undesirable changes in the environment;
the continuing improvement of grazing land and of
hill land can contribute to a better looking as well

75
as to a more productive countryside".

A second important control is the Common Agricultural

Policy of the EEC. This too puts emphasis on technolog¬

ical advance, higher productivityj, economies of scale and
greater capitalisation, and continues to support reduction

of the labour force. Decisions made under the Common

Agricultural Policy have potential implications for the

structure of British agriculture, especially where, as with

other development policies, special grants and concessions

are given to "less-favoured" areas. The conflicts between

conservation and recreation and agriculture are deepened

because both the national and the EEC policy guidelines

support not only intensification but also specialisation,

trends that carry the risk of increasing monoculture and

decreasing variety of landscape elements. Since the

farming system is credited with having created much of the

"natural beauty" which is the focus of conservation and

recreation, its ability to effect quite major changes is

very great and recreation and conservation interests show
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no sign of being convinced by the statement from the White

Paper quoted above.

The National Farmers' Union of Scotland (NFUS)was generally

not in favour of the proposal for Park System. Particular

opposition was expressed to the English system of national

parks, and concern expressed lest they be "imported" into

Scotland. The other main concerns of NFUS were: first,

restrictions on farm development as a free right of decis¬

ion by the farmer himself; and second, the likely additional

impact of, and conflict with, town-based recreationists if

parks were declared. Particular aspects of the first were

concern that agriculture and forestry should not be brought

under planning control. Planners are seen to be urban in

viewpoint, with no real appreciation of agricultural

practices or the needs of agricultural communities. It

is believed that any need for planning permission would

discourage investment, cause unneeded delays, and generate

an expanded bureaucracy. It was contended that any ex¬

pense incurred by farmers because of planning restrictions

should be borne by the regional authority, but there is

little confidence in the likelihood of satisfactory arrange-

ments for compensation being universally agreed.

Particular aspects of the second concern again in¬

cluded arrangements for compensation;compensation, in this

case for payments to farmers within the park system in

respect of any damage to their property or business caused

by the public being on their land. While some general
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principle could possibly be agreed on compen ition, two

related demands by NFUS are not lively to be acceptable

to CCS. These were: (1) that provision must be made for

closure of partes to the public during certain times of

year such as the lambing season; and (2) that it may be

necessary to ban people from countryside parks during the

deer stalking season. While arrangements to meet these

difficulties might be concluded under management agree¬

ments, it is hard to believe that legislation with out¬

right provisions for closures and bans would be passed by

parliament.

The farmers' concern about urban attitudes was made

clear in their contention that the paramount need was for

public education on how to use the countryside, and that

all possible effort using all available means should be

directed towards such education. In parallel it would be

essential to have an adequate ranger service for each park.

While few would disagree with the need for rangers, the

value of such an education campaign is open to question.

Some discussion of this subject, particularly in relation

to the "Country Code", is included in Chapter 10.

NPUS' other main points concerned freedom to continue

to pasture bulls on open hill in park areas, as well as on

low ground fields, and two points about consultation and

representation. The first was that there must be full

consultation with agricultural interests before an area
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was brought into the park system, with everything possible

being done to meet farming and landowning requirements and

conditions. The second was that farming interests must

be adequately represented on any park management author-

iti es.

The Scottish Landowners federation (SLF) supplied comments

to both the original proposal and the report of the Working

Group. There were many important similarities between the

SLF's position and that adopted by the conservation groups.

The Federation agreed with the Commission1s assessment that

r. itional parks are not appropriate to Scotland and strongly

opposed both "special" and "park" as names, while agreeing

that the principle of the special park was valid. SLF

supported the conservation priority but mainly from the

perspective of support for traditional rural industries.

There was a strong distrust of dominance of special park

authorities by local planning authorities. The Federation

considered that there should be a majority of nominees by

the Secretary of State who should also appoint the chair¬

man. In addition to its support for national control,

SLF strongly advocated a national ranger service to operate

over the whole area of regional and special parks, sui>port-

ed by suitable by-laws.

The Federation's view on management agreements is

difficult to rationalise. It was insisted that these

should be freely negotiated and that any suggestion of

compulsion would be counter-productive. However, a
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spokesman for SIP accepted that there should be a right

for the owner or occupier to require the park authority to

negotiate an agreement. This raises the issue of compen¬

sation, which 3LP considered should be paid on an annual

basis for any loss of production and for any additional

costs incurred. Clearly this issue will, as in the nat¬

ional parks in England and Wales, provide one of the most

difficult areas for negotiation at both the legislative

stage and the stage of identification and specification

of individual parks.

The other major point made by SLP was that local park

committees should have a majority (special parks) or at

least 50 percent (regional parks) of members who were

owners or occupiers of land within the park.

The SLP position stresses the importance of maintain¬

ing and supporting the full-time productive population of

the Highlands as the first priority. The fact that most

depopulation over the long term has been due to displace¬

ment or migration of agricultural workers is acknowledged

and the first signs that this trend has been arrested are

welcorned. The combination of forestry and agriculture is

seen as the most likely way to revitalise the upland rural

economy and the present financial policies for re-afforest¬

ation as the most serious obstacles to successful divers¬

ification. While satisfactory for institutional and

private investors on a large scale the policies do not
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encourage the small investor, e.g,, the hill farmer who

might desire to put a portion of his land under forest.

A spokesman for the Federation confirmed that, in

addition to ranger services and bye-laws, management

agreements covering the whole of the parks will be essent¬

ial. He did not see a need for any additional compulsory

powers to secure agreements, it being suggested that even

the existing powers are not likely to be needed if patience

and sympathetic negotiation are practised. There is a

dislike for negotiating under pressure, such as the threat

of use of compulsory procedures, as can be seen from the

CLF comments on the NCC paper "Nature Conservation and

Agriculture" where it was observed that

"The bludgeon of legislation could be the worst way

of controlling the finer details of land management...
Legislation only encourages adherence to the letter of
the Law and not the spirit. Since the owner 'would
seek advice as to the minimum required, more strin-

76gent legislation would soon be needed,

The Federation supported the Countryside Commission's

desire for amending legislation to permit rangers to oper¬

ate over public footpaths both within and peripheral to

parks. Considerable attention was paid to the need for

the Countryside Commission, either directly or through the

park authority, to exercise some supervisory role over

development on the fringe of parks, and it was considered

that the staff and ability to operate at this level of res¬

ponsibility would require an imim iate injection of
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national funds.

Among the other comments of the Federation perhaps

the most controversial was the reference to "inevitable

blight" during the negotiation for the establishment of

regional and special parks. Noting the slow progress

made with access agreements, 3LF suggested that financial

compensation should be available, i.e., compensation re¬

lated to the difficulty in selling property or obtaining

permission for development.

1'he Hill Farming Research Organisation (HFRO) had reserv¬

ations about the effects of designation of parks on upland

farming and farming communities. Much of their concern

stemmed from their experience in the Pentland Hills.

The Scottish Association of Young Farmers Club3 (SAYFC)

supported the proposal in principle. Special reference

was made to management agreements because of their relevance

to compensation for loss of production and, by implication,

SAYFG saw major value in these agreements if they contrib¬

uted to a "better partnership and relationship between

agriculture and forestry".

Despite its increasing proportion of urban resident

members, SAYFC, in its evidence to the Expenditure Comm¬

ittee, cast a jaundiced eye on urban residents, labelling

them as increasingly "aggressive", "uneducated" and

"untrained in the use of the countryside". The importance

of education was emphasised and attention drawn to the
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need for greater expenditure on it SAYFC agreed there

must be "planning for a proper provision lor the majority"

given as a matter of urgency, such planning to include

proper consultation, providing "an opportunity to be

represented when decisions of policy and implementation
77

are taken".

Agricultural Advisory Services in Scotland are provided

through the three Agricultural Colleges (which are grant

aided by DAPS) rather than directly through the Ministry

of Agriculture,Fisheries and Food (MAFF) as is the case

in England.

The Colleges' advisory role is not statutory as is

that of the Agricultural Development and Advisory Service

of MAFF and, strictly speaking, it is to advise on tech¬

nical agriculture. The Socio-Economic Advisory Service,

with one advisor for each college region, was set up under

EEC Directive No. 161. The Director of the East of

Scotland College sees socio-economic advice as a growing

role, but the timescale of growth as unpredictable. The

prime needs are to raise the appropriate questions so as

to promote discussion among the farmers, and to sponsor a

wider scientific and public debate on why more access is

necessary and why there is a need for better integration

of agriculture and forestry. The problem is that develop¬

ment along these lines involves many new ideas which have

first to be researched, then developed on a working basis
no

and then demonstrated.
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One of the major problems in improving tue relation ¬

ship between urban and. rural interests is seen to be the

changing economic circumstances of the farming industry,

which have reduced the numbers of farm workers. Two

long-term problems resulting are the ageing of the agric¬

ultural population and the decline in shepherding. Both

reflect comparatively low returns and low wages from agri¬

culture. The first can lead to decline in farm management

in general, the second to loss of ability to carry out

maintenance of farm buildings, walls etc. Hill and up¬

land farmers are generally more conservative about invest¬

ment than lowland farmers, a conservatism which appears to

be accentuated by age. This has three manifestations:

(1) a general shortage of capital for new investment; (2)un-

willingness to incur debts and desire to hold any surplus;

and (3) tendency to use excess capacity if available rather

than to develop new capacity. The advisory services give

general support for the Park System because it could pro¬

vide a vehicle for additional economic benefit, particularly

in more remote farming areas, and supplement the existing

sources of grant or loan. The usual approach for such

funds is first to the Scottish Tourist Board and then to

the Small Industries Division of the Scottish Development

Agency.

SUMMARY

The Forestry and Farming Organisations varied in their

response to the proposal„ The major issue of concern to
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the Forestry Commission was mentioned in the summary to

the section on government organisations, namely, that full

consultation should be carried out at all stages, and that

the Commission should be represented on park committees

where a park contained a forestry interest. S'vVOA's con¬

cerns were very similar to those of the Royal Institution

of Chartered Surveyors and, but for the desire to keep

organisations with a direct concern with primary product¬

ion together, it could have been considered with that

group in which the management of land within parks and

related designations was the major issue.

There was some trenchant opposition to the proposal

from the Rational Farmers Union for Scotland (HFUS), mainly

because of antagonism to national parks and the experiences

of farmers in England and wales. (It can be suggested,

however, that many of the inadequacies of the English

system were a direct result of the objections which deter-
7°

mined the structure of the national park legislation). '

a second major issue addressed by NFUS was also regarded

as important by the Scottish Landowners Federation. This

concerned the arrangements for compensation for loss of

production occasioned by the need, under planning restrict¬

ions or conservation guidelines, to forgo improvement of

the land or other capital investments and, similarly, the

compensation to be paid for damage resulting from recreat¬

ional use of the land. Some clearly unacceptable demands

for restrictions on access were made by HFUS and, in this
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context, the detailed consideration by the 3LF of the

voluntary nature of management agreements and the severe

problems experienced in concluding comparable access

agreements under the existing legislation, do not augur

well for a park system which will so obviously and hea¬

vily depend on management agreements. This dependence

results from the acceptance by CCS of the position forced

upon them in previous consultations, i.e., the presumpt¬

ion against national parks in substantial public owner¬

ship. Because management agreements are seen as so

essential to the successful operation of the system,

particularly in regional and special parks, he next chap¬

ter includes a discussion of some of the issues related to

agreements in the context of the proposed Pentland Hills

Regional Park. Here, however, it is suggested that the

Countryside Commission for Scotland's renewed determination

to obtain powers to purchase amenity land as it becomes

available and to hold add to manage land (as shown in its

submission to the Inquiry into the Rational Band Fund and

in recent news releases) suggests that the Commission is

fully aware of the problem of obtaining management agree¬

ments, is not sanguine that the new legislation will bring

a substantial improvement (because it is a conflict over

rights as much as over responsibilities), and sees the

necessary control as most satisfactorily ob.nned by pub¬

lic ownership of the most valuable areas and of those other

areas necessary to support the Commission's objectives for

recreation aad conservation short of full public control of

all luij d xn tlie parxs.
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6-7 DISCUSSION AND C040LU3I0N

EVALUATION 01' PARK SfUTcM OPTIONS IN VIEN OP COMMENTS

There are three ways in which the establishment of

the proposed park system could be approached. The first

approach is that a recreation system already exists and

the park system is a formalisation oC it. The purpose

under such an approach would be to obtain control of the

system so as to ensure trie minimum disturbance to pre¬

vailing values.

The second approach is to accept that establishment

of parks is a positive means of modifying demand, and to

use the park system to change the structure rind distrib¬

ution of recreation activity. This approach was not much

in evidence in comments on the system, probably because

its proposers gave less emphasis to the potential of the

park system to provide a wide range of benefits in add¬

ition to control, and a majority of commentators desired

low intensity, informal use.

The third approach is to accept that there is a dy¬

namic relationship between parks and recreation and that

not only will parks modify demand, as above, but that parks

will change as demand changes. This is a more realistic

view, but is even less in evidence, probably because most

of those who commented do not like to envisage that the

park system might not provide formal and predictable

patterns of use and management.
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The commentators on the who!*-; appeared to desire that

park authorities should adopt the cirst approach, working

within the pattern of demand already existing to exercise

control of its impact on the 'environment1. This essent¬

ially normative approach allows the creation of a system

with a specifiable degree of internal differentiation

consistent with existing social policy. However, because

social policy tends to find its form around sets of issues,

when new issues arise, as they must, changes in social

policy are inevitable. Since the normative approach tends

to focus on design processes and the making of plans,

there is an increasing danger that conflict will develop

as plans become less relevant to developing issues.

The standard response to increasing conflict has been

to seek greater control, but this simple and coercive

approach, because it attempts to fit the new element into

the existing pattern with minimum disturbance, has the

result that an increasing series of poorly-integrated

provisions may be made until the new force becomes dominant

in the planning process. The growth of access to the

countryside by private car followed this course. Gars have

now been accepted as an integral part of the recreation

system, but the piecemeal provision which resulted .from the

failure to recognise the effect of increasing car ownership,

not only on access but also on the total pattern of use of

leisure, has reduced the options for response to other

unpredicted demands, such as that for wilderness. The
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failure was that the goals of the car-borne visitor have

not been understood and the planners have been unable to

model the system to account for goals rather than iden¬

tifiable behaviour.

The author's view is that the test of a system is

whether the ability to meet goals is increasing. So far

as park systems are concerned, this means whether the

carrying capacity of the countryside as a whole has in¬

creased, as it must do while population and leisure both

increase. An increase in carrying capacity as the prime

goal for a park system is nob synonymous with improving

the opportunities for enjoyment of the countryside.

The difference may not be obvious because the two goals

merge. For the most part, however, improvement of oppor¬

tunities for enjoyment of the countryside is a matter of

providing additional access to supplement existing patt¬

erns of use and facilities for newly-released demand

(either additional people or novel activities). It is

rather mechanistic, the concentration being on adding parts

to the system so as to create sufficient redundancy of

parts to be able to take restrictive action and redirect

demand when necessary. On the other hand, the goal of

carrying capacity involves arrangement of the parts of a

park system so as to increase flexibility while affording

sustained high-quality experience at intensities consistent

with justifiable psychological, sociological and economic
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criteria. Phis is a sore vital approach which is diff¬

icult to st te in simple terms. Essentially, what is

meant is that, rather than supplementing an existing

pattern, an attempt would be made to develop a new pattern

where the maximum flexibility was maintained in as many

parts as possible. "Flexibility" implies opportunity to

change the use being made of an area by either increasing

or decreasing the number of activities that can be per¬

formed. This would enable changes to be made in the

purpose of a site, or even of a whole park, to increase

the capacity of the system as a whole. Changing one part

of a system effectively changes the system itself because

the arrangement of its parts is thereby different.

B. EVALUATION OF COMMENTS OH COMPOSITION OF PARK

AUTHORITIES

Most organisations commented on the composition of

Special Park Authorities, but almost all attention was on

the proportion of local government representatives to

nominees of the Secretary of State, or on their own int¬

erest being represented on authorities. While for the

most part a separate issue, there is n underlying princ¬

iple which was raised as early as the Ramsay Report of 1974

in which the recommendations included park planning comm¬

ittees that would consist of two-thirds representatives

of local planning authorities and one third appointed by

the Rational Parks Commission. This was accompanied by

another recommendation that the Rational Parks Commission
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should appoint a local committee for each par whose main

function would be to advise the Commission on the develop¬

ment of the park, although it would be delegated some

(unspecified) functions related to establishment and

maintenance. The park planning committee was to be

entrusted with all the relevant responsibilities under the

Town and Country Planning Acts, especially in regard to

development control and the preparation of a development

plan for the area of the park, but overall planning res¬

ponsibility was, it appears, expected to be with the Nat¬

ional Parks Commission and the Secretary of State.

The Ramsay Committee was far from specific about how

the National Parks Commission would operate in relation

to the park planning authorities, but clearly thought

that it would have overall direction, would require a

substantial independence, ;uid should have its own staff

for the operation and management of the national parks.

The Commission was to be involved in both planning and

management, and to have responsibility for the publicly

owned land of the Parks (though this louad would be vested

in the Secretary of State). It was, therefore, recommended

that the Commissioners "should be selected for their

administrative capacity and knowledge or experience of

the matters involved in the development and management of

National Parks and not as representatives of particular

interests". o0 The latter could be represented on the

local committee but these should include not only local

interests but also other users of the park and it was not
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suggested that such 'particular interests' be represented

on the Park Planning Committee.

The Countryside Commission of Ccotland has not been

so specific about these matters in its document on the

Park System. While it seems very likely that CCS does

have specific proposals, these have not been made public.

Thus, in view of the large number of organisations which

have stated a wish to be represented on the planning

committees of special and regional parks, it is likely

that CCS will have some difficulty if it proposes that

these interests be restricted to an advisory role, i.e.,

that the Secretary of State should make his share of app¬

ointments to the Special. Park Committees (which will be the

planning and management committees under the present pro¬

posal) on bhe basis of recommendation by CCS of individuals

selected for their knowledge and experience of park manage¬

ment. The emphasis is placed on the word "park" to dis¬

tinguish this as an important principle, namely, that

whereas a park committee would have no difficulty in going

outside its own membership for specialist advisors on

matters related to other Land uses, it should have in its

own structure the expert knowledge of the matters which

are specifically the goals of the park s<; .tern and no other

system or type of land management. These matters are

countryside recreation and conservation of the recreation

resource. Implied expertise, as interpreted by the author,

includes practitioners in fields which are related to human
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concern - perhaps "soci 1 ecology" is an appropriate

term - which, often seem to be poorly represented on

park authorities. The obvious examples include leisure

sociologists, environmental psychologists, landscape

artists, and specialists in the planning of recreation

systems, as well, perhaps, as recreation geographers if

not represented amongst the latter. It seems futile to

lament the conflict between recreation and conservation,

yet not to incorporate in the first level of decision¬

making those who can contribute most to an understanding

of the causes of conflict in support of those whose expert¬

ise is for example, the ecological effects of recreation,

or legal and administrative basis for the control of conflict.

C. OTHER IMPLICATIONS OF THE CONSULTATION PROCELURS

In Chapter 9 of its proposal for a Park System CCS

noted that it had the benefit of limited consultation on

the earlier paper submitted to the Select Committee on Land

Resource Use in Scotland and that the 1974 proposal took

account of the advice received. It has been shown that

this "taking account", together with adjustments to the

comments on the 1973 discussion paper, resulted in a major

reduction in the emphasis on national parks to the extent

of abandoning the adjective "national" in favour of "spec¬

ial". This may have lowered the objection to the impli¬

cation that the land within the parks would be "national¬

ised", but it accentuated the fears that large numbers of

unsympathetic visitors would be attracted. It is suggested
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. are that, ' "i-.n it wv n>te pos - ' ../id po it.ic.ally

desirable fcr COS to a- r to eschew nations 1 ownershij

of the parks, it was nct possible for them tc devalue

national significance or recreation. This obviously

carried the risk that i the subsequent, and likewise

limited, rounds of con"citation there would be stronger

criticism of the proposal by conservation interests.

As the comments showed, satisfaction of both sides would

have necessitated relinquishment of both "national" and

"park" from the title, something the Commission probably

could not do without renouncing its recreational respon¬

sibilities, and risking defeat on these grounds when the

proposal comes before Parliament.

The effect of the consultations has been to reduce

the uncertainty about the grounds on which tue proposal

would be attacked at the critical legislative stage.

CCS has good reason to believe that some form of the

proposal will eventually go befor Parliamen . It prob¬

ably would be politically inexpedient for the administrut

ion to reject it in the same way < s the Ramsay Report's

proposals. Earlier exposure to ider public comment

may have been a realis ic option, but the Commission has

been able to ensure that most of the likely objections,

and hence most of the uncertainty, has been removed from

the decision making process. This means th t there is

less likelihood that the whole legislative 'package' will

be held up, or even rejected, becau.se of unanticipated

objections against which there are no readily available
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defensive arguments.

The limitation of consultation seems likely, however,

to have two other consequences:

(1) reduction of options; and
(2) postponement of conflict.

In regard to the first point, the risk is that the final

proposal will have been so adjusted to the known object¬

ions that it will offer no significant advantage over

already existing options for the ac ievement of the same

results. In this case the amount of popular support for

more radical concepts (which, e.g., the Ramblers' Assoc¬

iation considered necessary) could not be tested, and the

proposal will be open to the accusation that all it does

is add another element of bureaucracy. In regard to the

second point, if it is accepted that the perceived need

for a Park System results from competition for resources -

an increasing demand for recreational use "threatening"

other uses such as agriculture, conservation and private

shooting - the structural solution to the problem should

aim to satisfy all the components of the problem, of which

the main ones are:

1) conservation of scenery and wildlife;
2) protection of the authority of the

landowner and the livelihood of the
farmer; and

(3) opportunities for activity in the country¬
side by an ever ir> .reasing proportion
of the urban population.

There is a danger that the park system will be so tightly

tied to the first two that inadequate steps will be taken

towards the third. A balance between urban and rural
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interests, based on due consideration of the extent and

continued growth or urbanisation, is required. Short

of much more positive attempts to reverse the process of

urbanisation, which seems totally improbable, increasing

recreational demands on the countryside are inevitable.

Such demands reflect a dependence on natural resources

that is intensive, varied and strongly competitive. It

is suggested here that this already has resulted in revision

of conservation priorities and will continue to do so.

SI
Selznick (1949) has stated that

"whatever the ultimate national implications of
its choices the organisation in action must deal
primarily with those 'who are immediately and
directly affected by its intervention".

In parks in Great Britain the immediate effect is not upon

the wider public for whom a new park or comprehensively

planned park system would provide substantial recreation and

amenity benefits, but on the other agencies and departments

of Government at various levels, and the established and

organised owners and users of the land, i.e., those who

were consisted. It is these groups with which it is nec¬

essary to develop smooth working relationships and avoid

a continuing atmosphere of crisis and conflict. Like¬

wise it is these groups which are most likely to obtain

representation on planning and advisory committees as they

did in the case of the English and vVelsh National Parks

and the Pentland Hills Regional Park. The pressure that

some groups were able to exert to have their own interests
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given priority in development of e regional park in the

Pentland Hills, the con citation procedure, and the

attempts being made by the responsible authority to

reduce the frustration and disorganisation arising from

incessant conflict, are the subject of the following

chapter.
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CHAPTER 9 : THE PROPOSAL FOR A R :SIOHAL PARK IN THE

PENTLAND HILLS

9.1 INTRODUCTION

The Pentland Hills adjoin the built-up area of the

city of Edinburgh and their northern 3lopes lie partly

within the city boundary. Hill sheep farming is the

main agricultural practice, supported by some hill cattle

and, on the lower slopes, dairying and cultivation.

Several other types of land use are important, notably

water supply for the city and surrounding settlements,

agricultural research, military training and field sports

(mainly the shooting of grouse). The land is mainly

clothed in pasture and heather moor, with many belts and

a few larger patches of woodland on the lower slopes.

The hills provide an extremely important landscape and

recreational resource for the population of Lothian Reg¬

ion, forming a spine extending for about twenty miles to

the south-west of Edinburgh. This spine is crossed by

eight rights-of-way running generally north-west to

south-east, several other de-facto routes which either

cross the hills or connect the rights of way, and a very

important path which runs roughly along the line of the

spine over the crests of many of the individual hills.

Most of these routes, together with the places referred

to in the following text, are shown on the p blished map

enclosed at back of this volume. Recreational use of

the area is mainly for hill walking and, r> the lower,

422



more gentle slopes in the vicinity of the reservoirs,

for casual strolling, picnics and similar informal

activities. The amount of use has increased in par¬

allel with both the growth in the population of the

region and the general increase in demand for country¬

side recreation of the past two decades.

As was noted in Chapter 5» the Pentland Hills have

long been an area in which conflicts between recreation

and other uses of the land, and attempts to restrict

public access have occurred, but apart from the rights-

of-way, now almost exclusively used for recreation, little

recreational development has taken place. There are,

however, two public parks at the northern end of tbe

hills, one of which (Hillend) has an artificial ski slope.

Between these parks lie two tracts of land, one of which

is subject to a conservation agreement with the National

Trust for Scotland, the purpose of which is to conserve

its landscape by ensuring that the land is not cultiv¬

ated and is maintained for grazing. The other tract at

Dreghorn is owned by the Ministry of Defence and is used

for training with live ammunition and for "dry" training

exercises, and its future use is probably the single

most critical issue where the future pattern of recreat¬

ional activity in the hills is concerned.

There was considerable controversy over this range

before the second World War, ana a eriod of comparative
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inactivity after 1S45 was terminated by the Army's decis¬

ion in the late 1960s to bring the range back into use.

As the spread of Edinburgh's housing had extended towards

the range there was renewed public concern which was dup¬

licated in the newly-formed Countryside Commission for

Scotland and led to a move to achieve some new arrange¬

ments to ensure that the use of the area was consistent

with its position and with its ability to serve the re¬

creational needs of the population of Edinburgh. The

course taken by these moves is outlined below. The

most important incident has been the proposal to declare

a regional park which, although it was in advance of any

substantial consultation on the Commission's developing

idea of a park system for Scotland, clearly bears an

important relationship to that system as now conceived.

Many of the problems that might be expected to accompany

attempts to establish the components of the system foll¬

owing legislation have already arisen over this proposal

for thePentland Hills.

The author selected the Pentland Hills area as a

case study for several reasons including:

(1) the proposal for a regional park had recently
be^n announced;

(2) the responsible authority was willing to make
information on the proposal available during
the course of its development;

(3) the comprehensive background providea by a

previously completed report on the area, and
the adoption of this report as a basis for
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implementation of the proposal, suggested
that fairly rapid progress would be made;

(4) an advisory committee was established on which
mo3t of the groups likely to have strong views
on the proposal were represented; and

(5) the area was conveniently located.

The responsible authority was the Lothian Regional

Council through the Countryside Division of its Recreation

and Leisure Department; this body hereafter is referred

to as "the Department". An attempt was made to gain

an understanding of the issues which arose, and a par¬

ticular interest was taken in the attempt by the Depart¬

ment to identify the problems for which statements of

policy were, or would become, necessary and for which

plans would need to be developed. The main problems and

issues were:

(1) the structure of the park administration,

particularly the balance of local authority
membership on both the (political) park Comm¬
ittee and the (official) planning committee;

(2) the boundary of the park, particularly (a)
whether, the boundary having been adopted
following designation of the area of a pre¬

liminary study as an Area of Special Planning
Control (ASPC), the bounding roads should be
considered to be within the park; (b) whether
the boundaries should be adjusted to include
otner adjacent recreational resources and to
provide a link to the township of Penicuik,
and (c) whether small parts of the urban areas

of .Edinburgh and Lalerno, or the portions of the
area lying within other local authority regions,
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should be excluded;

the priority to be giver to different uses of
the land in the park, particularly whether
mi3 tary training could be considered con¬

sistent with other purposes for the area;

the appropriateness of various recreational
activities in a regional park setting and
the ability of the park to support them,
particularly in respect to the location of
country parks and other places suitable for
more extensive use;

the availability and possibility of improve¬
ment of access to and within the park, par¬

ticularly (a) the amount of accommodation
to be given to the private motorist, (b)
the effect of development of the proposed

south-city bypass on access to the prop¬

osed country park, (c) the formalisation
of de-facto footpaths and conclusion of access

agreements, and (d) the development of new

paths, particularly "round routes";

the procedure for development control;

the basis and schedule for development of a

management plan, particularly (a) the inform¬
ation needed on the resources of the park
area, the present use for recreation and
the opinions of the visitors, and the
problems, needs and opinions of the "landowners
and their various tenants, and (b) the poss¬

ibility of rationalisation of the extremely
complex pattern of landownership in the
area; and

the procedures to be adopted for public con¬

sultation and the role to be played by
advisor groups.
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There was considerable overlap between many of these

issues.

Although the author investigated at least some as¬

pects of each problem in considerable detail, only one

is discussed at any length here, for two main reasons;

firstly, the lack of the necessary space to give an

adequate account and, secondly, the fact that owing to

slow progress with the proposal, beyond the author's

control, it is not possible to arrive at any substantial

conclusions on most points. It was decided therefore

that the arguments of the preceding Chapters would be

most suitably supported by a discussion of some points

related to?

the conflict with the various interests in

the area covered by the proposal and the
attempts by the Department to consult with,
and adjust to, these interests while main¬
taining its twofold concern to improve
opportunities for public enjoyment of the
area and to conserve its natural beauty.

The method adopted has been to interpolate comment at

what have seemed to be appropriate points in an account

firstly of the origins of the proposal for a regional park

in the Pentland Hills and, secondly of the attempts to

bring it to fruition.

9.2 ORIGINS OP THE PROPOSAL FOR A REGIONAL PARK

The proposal for a regional park in the Pentland

Hills was made fully public by the newly established
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Lothian Regional Council in mid-1975. The Director of

Physical Planning supported the proposal by referring

to the recommendation to this effect in the report en¬

titled "Pentland Hills Conservation and Recreation"

published in September 1972 by the Pentland Hills Tech¬

nical Group. "*■

The meeting (5th March, 1970) from which the Pentland

Hills Technical Group arose was called by the Scottish

Development Department (SDD) and chaired by Mr. R.P.

Butler, (Assistant Secretary, Planning Division) at the

instigation of the (then) Assistant Director of the

Countryside Commission for Scotland, Mr. T. Huxley.

Although the meeting was ostensibly called to discuss the

recreational needs of Edinburgh, Mr. Huxley's purpose

was to obtain some positive project for the Pentland Hills
2

area and to establish a presence for CCS in the area.

SDD had not been in favour because there had not been

overt conflict and it did not want to be involved in

arguments over firing ranges and military training, but

it agreed to the meeting under pressure from Mr. Huxley.

At the meeting, attended by SDD ana CCS and also by

Midlothian County Council and Edinburgh Corporation,

Huxley suggested there had been sufficient conflict to

justify detailed investigation.

Part of the problem in the Pentland Hills was that

there were some unnecessary restrictions to access,
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particularly on the part of water authorities which had

erected signposts threatening penalties on areas which

only affected compensation reservoirs. Also the dec¬

ision by the Army in 1969 to reopen the Dreghorn firing

range while another range at Castlelaw, also in the

Pentland Hills, was reconstructed had focused public

attention on the effects of military training in the

area. The study "Open Space Plan for Edinburgh", ^
prepared by the city's planning department in 1969, had

recommended that a country park be established in the

Pentland Hills, and. it was felt that thorough study of

this suggestion was needed. The representatives of

Edinburgh Corporation pointed out that the Pentland Hills

was only one of the areas referred to in that plan and

that they foresaw no further (i.e., additional) threats

to access. Nor were they sure how facilities for org¬

anised sport would fit into a country park. The latter

was a particular reference to the facilities for dry

skiing at Hillend. Despite these reservations, the

Corporation agreed that a study to determine what needs

existed would be valuable. Midlothian County Council

(hereafter called "Midlothian") agreed that a working

party was necessary and that its task should be to draw

up a conservation and recreation plan for the Pentlands.

Emphasis is given to that definitio of the task

because of its importance to subsequent events. The

addition of conservation to the remit of the working group

was suggested by the Depute County C.,.erk, Mr. Ritchie.
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According to Huxley, I , tchie had - very good feeling for

the attitude of the landowners which moved aim to sugg¬

est that an emphasis on conservation rather than simply

on recreation was important. Ritchie was the driving

force for the work of the Technical Group (see below),

much of which was done by Midlothian. Edinburgh Corp¬

oration took a less active role, judging the Pentlands

to be less a city problem, even though the Northern

Slopes area lies within tne city boundary. Huxley's

opinion is that it is regrettable that Ritchie "disa¬

ppeared from the scene" in the local government re¬

organisation in 1973. He was one of three personalities

who was to play a critical role in the first stages of the

proposal. (The first was Huxley, who worked to get the

Technical Group established, chaired its meetings, and

used his influence to try to have the report implemented;

the second was Ritchie, who, in addition to the above-

mentioned roles, kept the issue alive in the local author¬

ities up until reorganisation; the third was Mr. Tindall

who, as Director of Physical Planning for L 3hian Region

following reorganisation, took the proposal through the

Region's committees and made the public announcement).

Having agreed to set up a vorking party (subsequently
called Tech ileal Group), the meeting suggested that it

should consider the following topics for the northern

half of tae Pentland Hills:

(a) a review of natural history and historical
resources;
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(b) the adequacy of existing facilities (e.g.,
car parks, footpaths, refreshments);

(c) potential conilicts between recreational,
water, grazing and military us~s;

(d) the relevance of ranger services to the
above conflicts; and

(e) consultation with the Ministry of Defence
on future use of firing ranges.

It was suggested that the Planning Departments should

provide the basic information and any necessary surveys

might be conducted by youth organic tions so as not to

require consultants though consultants were in fact

used). Other sources of information such as the

Scottish Wildlife Trust were identified. A decision

was made not to publicise the working party particularly

because it was thought desirable not to prejudice the

investigation of other possible sites for Country Parks.

The target date for the group's report was December 1970,

i.e., nine months from the initial meeting. The

working pax-ly proper first met on 7th April and the

name "Pentland Hills Technical Group" (PHTG) was adopted.

3DD was not represented on the group, though it

provided a secretary and facilities for its meetings

and agreed to provide advice on eligibility for grant

for any facilities it might recommend. After the first

meeting, Midlothian began compilation Ox maps showing

land ownership, geology, topography, climate, drainage,

access roads, and a land use classification. It

produced a base map of the area in time fo^. the second
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meeting on which the study area had been extended to take

xn most of the Pentland Hills, i.e., almost twice the

original area. Because a small part administered by

Lanark County Council was now included it was invited

to participate but only two of the later meetings were

attended by its representative.

At the second meeting note was taken of the Re¬

creation Survey of Greater Edinburgh being carried out

by the Department of Geography at Edinburgh University

and JUL . Duffield was invited to join the group as an

advisor. Subsequently, the group was extended to

include Mr. E. Holdaway, originally in an advisory

capacity from the Department of Urban Design and Regional

Planning, later as a temporary, CCS funded, member of

the Midlothian team. Holdaway prepared the first draft

of the group's report, and Huxley wrote the final version.

The terms of x'eference adopted at the first meeting

were:

"To consider the conservation of the Pentland
Hills and the need for the provision of
facilities in relation to them in the light
of the Countryside (Scotland) Act, 1967, and
to indicate how the many important interests
in their development and nservation can
be intex*related. " 4

The report was not to be binding on t.ie local authorities

or CCS, and it was assumed that it would be given wide

public consideration.

The procedure of uhe Technical Group was to be:
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(a) consul ation with bodies with a part¬
icular interest by inviting represent¬
atives to successr/e meetings to give
information relevant to the terms of
reference.

(b) following this first round of consult¬
ations, to produce (by autumn) an
interim report and preliminary
recommendations.

(c) following receipt of reactions, to
prepare a final report.

and it was to be able to extend its concern beyond the

study area for particular purposes.

That emphasis on consultation from the very start is

significant in view of subsequent persistent claims that

there had been no proper consultation with the landowning

interests in particular. It was decided that the Scott¬

ish Wildlife Trust (SWT) and the Nature Conservancy

Council (NCC) should be invited to the second meeting

(7th May) and the Scottish Landowners Federation (SLF)
and local Agricultural Executive Committee to the third

(2nd June), to which the National Farmers' Union (NFUS)
was subsequently also invited. The fourth meeting

(1st July) was attended by the Lothiane River Purific¬

ation Board (LRPB) and the South East Scotland Water

Board (SESWB).

At the second meeting SWT(w.hicn had been founded six

years previously in 1964, and no- had 700 members in the

Lothian Region) advised that its main aim was to con¬

serve wild life and habitats and its main interest in the

Pentland Hills was Balerno Common where it was negotiating
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a reserve. These negotiations proved to be very com¬

plicated because of the difficulty in identifying and

contacting all those holding common rights, and the

reserve was later to prove a major constraint on plann¬

ing in the Thriepmuir area. SWT presented a report

on the vegetation of the Pentland Hills and undertook

to present information on the fauna, including a list

of birds and their breeding grounds.

The NGG presented a map of Sites of Special Scien¬

tific Interest (4) and areas of wildfowl interest (5)»

There are no areas in the Pentlands of National Nature

Reserve status over which NCC could exercise more strin¬

gent control than offered by identified SSSIs. For

this reason it had been decided not to publicise one

site containing a rare saxifrage (Saxifraga hircuius)

by giving it SSSI status. NGC undertook to provide

further information and later identified areas of bot¬

anical and geological interest. It was considered that

the educational use of the area should lie mainly in the

latter. Consultation with SWT and NGC continued during

the drafting of the report.

At the third meeting the Lothians Agricultural

Executive Committee stated that they f our .a the study

and, drawing attention to the particular problems at

lambing time, asked for measures to control dogs.

NFUS re jated both these remarks, referred to well-
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meaning people moving livestock they thought had strayed

from the flock or hero, and mentioned danger from broken

glass, particularly to working dogs. The need for areas

in which townspeople could exercise their dogs was noted,

as were the practical problems that might arise in them.

SLF also supported the study and the need for more areas

of land with free access, but again with strict control

over dogs.

Other issues raised at that meeting included con¬

straints on grazing in catchment areas of reservoirs

supplying potable water (the group was informed that

livestock grazing in these areas was generally acceptable

and that the main objection was to people); the inte¬

gration of forestry and agriculture; the need for hard¬

woods to be preserved for amenity and wildlife despite

their uneconomic nature; and problems associated with

horse riding.

The emphasis on consultation continued. SLF, NFUS

and the Agricultural Executive Committee agreed to submit

statements about how their interests might be affected

by the Group's terms of reference, and it accepted their

recommendation that contact be made with individual

owners, especially in the Balerno and West Linton areas.

At the subsequent meeting two letters were discussed, the

first to be sent to owners and the second to interested

organisa.. ions.
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Also at that mee ing the Group received represent¬

ation froei water and reservoir interests. The South

East Scotland Water Board approved the terms of refer¬

ence and recognised the need for freer public access,

but it saw possibilities of pollution and damage because

of the number of spring sources protected only by fire¬

clay pots. These sources were not close to existing

rights of way but greater general access might lead to

difficulties. The matter of prohibitive notices and

their wording was raised, in the light of the admission

that the only sustainable restriction was on bathing in

reservoirs. This issue has yet to be resolved, despite

persistent attempts to standardise signs and remove

unnecessary restrictions. The Lothian Rivers Puri¬

fication Board discussed possible restrictions necessary

to ensure "high water quality", and potential problems

of sewage disposal from developments which would require

the Board's approval. The Board agreed to forward a

written statement of its interest. (The issue of water

supply should have become less difficult with local gov¬

ernment reorganisation because it was made a regional

function but many of the difficulties remained).

Consultation continued with the distribution of 55

letters go owners, of whom 22 replied. Six of these

replies required detailed responses from PHTG, though

the Group declined to discuss questions about proposals

it might have in mind to make. Such proposals were
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discussed at the fifti meeting btt it was net thought

possible to suggest specific developments until survey

work was completed and the draft report prepared. A

similar letter was sent to 27 groups, 9 of which res¬

ponded. Later another was sent to the Ministry of Defence

because the firing ranges were still an important issue.

The appointment of the Nugent Committee on Defence Lands

was publicised at the third conference on "The Country¬

side in 1970" in October of that year, and members of

the Technical Group were aware that this Committee, which

was appointed on 14th January, 1971 would necessarily

consider the Pentland ranges.

Suggestions that the area should be a regional park

and that the Dreghorn range should be included in a fut¬

ure Country Park were well entrenched by August 1970.

At its next meeting the group decided that detailed

action plans for parts of the area might facilitate the

discussion of planning proposals. Midlothian agreed to

submit suggestions. Meanwhile, a draft report on the

information already gathered was prepared and this was

discussed at a meeting in November 1970. Huxley had

begun editing, and the committee lid not meet again until

February 1971. The second draft was discussed in detail

in March and the cost and circulation of the report became

an issue from the meeting in April. It was decided that

all owners would receive a free copy from CCS and that

approximately 100 copies would be re erved for consulted
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interest groups, C er copies ould be available for

sale.

In view of the claims from 1975 on that there was

not adequate consultation, it is noted that at the

April meeting Hewitson (Edinburgh Corporation) suggested

that local amenity groups should soon be consulted.

Huxley advised that he had been doing this informally

for some time. The Group also sent a further letter of

information to the landowners.

By December 1971, the draft report was complete

and amended. Although this was one year after the

original target, good progress had nevertheless been made

considering the resources available for its compilation.

Eighteen copies were made available for consultation and

selected bodies were invited to submit observations,

except on Chapter 9 which contained the proposals. This

chapter was to receive further consideration by the Group.

At a meeting in February 1972 the comments on the first

eight chapters were noted for incorporation, along with

the amended Chapter 9, in a final draft to be drawn up

by CCS and used for consultation. The work of the

Technical Group was now virtually complete. The final

report was published in September, 1972 It was widely

circulated and received considerable publicity. The

next task was to have it adopted by the local authorities

which, as the introduction to the report s ted,were not

committed by it.
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This account of the work of the Pentlard Hills

Technical Group has been included to set the scene for

subsequent events. The three points to make are that

the group arose because of concern about tne need to

safeguard recreational opportunities in the Pentland

Hills area; that it immediately increased the scope of

its inquiry to include the conservation of the Pentland

Hills; and that it carried out comprehensive consultation

with landowners and farmers, with other users of the

resources of the hills and with amenity interests.

Furthermore, although this was not mentioned in the

account above, Duffield and an associate undertook for

the Group a study of the recreational resources of the

hills and their use, including a survey of traffic and

parking, which complemented studies in adjacent Lanark¬

shire and Edinburgh. The results of these studies were

incorporated in the Group's report which provided a sub¬

stantial background to its recommendations. These

recommendations included consideration of the area for

designation as a regional park because of the need for

integrated resource and recreation management; the

designation of a country park on the northern slopes

overlooking Edinburgh; and special attention to four

other localities already experiencing significant recreat¬

ion pressures, namely, the Flotterstone-Glencorse,

Thriepmuir-Harlawj West Linton-Badirsgill, and Harperrig

areas. It is necessary to consider now the delay between

completion of the report in 1972 and its adoption in 1975.
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9-3 ADOPT;. ON OP THE - ;PORT OP TIP PENTLAND HILLS

TECHNICAL GROUP

Several factors made it difficult for the local

authorities to become committed to the Technical Group's

report:

(1) delay while further consultation was

undertaken;

(2) the impending reorganisation of local
government;

(3) the announcement of the proposal for a

Park System for Scotland; and

(4) problems in securing a country park on

the northern slopes of the hills.

A certain amount of time was essential for consultation

before Midlothian County Council and Edinburgh Corporation

could press on with the report's recommendations. Des¬

pite later claims to the contrary, there were several

meetings with farmers, and Huxley addressee, meetings of

NPUS and SLF. The initiative mainly had to come from

the counties, and local government reorganisation was

approaching. There was in fact an overlap before the

regional and district councils took effect, during which

time both they and the old counties were meeting.

During this period the counties were not permitted to

undertake new capital commitments without the approval

of the new authorities, though continuing programmes

were expected to be implemented. Ritchie was to retire

from Midlothian at the changeover and there was nobody

with a com, rable interest in the rwo new arstricts,
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Midlothian and West Lothian, Thus, althou.. ■ CCS did

much to get Midlothian County to accept commitment before

changeover. and Tindal~.,the Director of Physical Planning

for the incoming Regional Authority, had pu the report

and its proposal for a regional park before his own

committee before changeover, the counties did not

commit themselves and there was no running programme

when the regional authority took over. The main achieve¬

ment was the approval of the park proposal by appropriate

committees of Lothian Region, and the acceptance by the

Secretary of State for Scotland of the recommendation

that the Pentland Hills area be declared an Area of

Special Planning Control.

The local authorities would have been aware of the

suggestions made in the proposal for a Park System for

Scotland, including the fact that legal support was

required for regional parks. The lack of legal status

was used as an argument by those opposed to the proposal

to support their claim that the term "park" should not be

used, though this argument was more forcefully made

after the proposal was taken up, and most of the delay

seems to have been due to reorganisation.

Although there was no general adoption of the report

before reorganisation, there was son progress towards an

application for country park status for the northern

slopes. This was, however, immeasurably complicated by
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the Army's firing range. The subject of the Pentland

ranges came before the Defence Lands Committee (the

Nugent inquiry) which met in Edinburgh, inspected the

ranges, received written evidence and subsequently

heard oral evidence, notably from Edinburgh Corporation,

SDD and CCS as representing government interests, from

the Cockburn Association and the Pentlands Action Group

representing amenity interests, and the Scottish Nat¬

ional Rifle Association and East of Scotland Rifle Club

representing the interest of public use of range facil¬

ities. This committee noted the ambitions for a country

park on the northern slopes, but recommended that the

Dreghorn range be retained, though live firing should

cease and the range area should be used only for "dry

training". There was some conflict here with the

Countryside Commission for Scotland's criterion that

country parks should be in unified management, but the

committee clearly felt that the use of its area for

military training and public recreation could co-exist

and recommended that

"the Ministry of Defence 3hould negotiate a formal
agreement with Edinburgh Corporation to enable the
latter to develop Dreghorn, on a long-term basis,
for public recreational purposes, compatible with

5
the military dry training requirements".
(Report of the Defence Lands Commit tee, 1973)

Edinburgh Corporation, together with Midlothian and

CCS subs quently agreed to invite selected consultants
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to prepare a report and plans for a country park. A

design brief was prepared by CCS in August 1974 and dis¬

cussed at a meeting on 20th September. In December

Tindall advised the incoming Planning and Development

Committee that, on the City Planning Officer's recomm¬

endation, three firms of Landscape Architects would be

commissioned for an "Ideas Study" at an agreed fee.

While he thought that it would not materialise until

after May (official changeover was to be in May 1975)
the study was never undertaken. By November 1975 the

difficulty in achieving any progress until all firing

ceased at Dreghorn had led the Director of Recreation

and Leisure to suggest that, as an interim measure,

the Council should establish smaller country parks, in

two heavily-used areas, Hillend and Bonaly, which could

be united eventually.

The long delay in achieving clearance of Dreghorn -

the Nugent Committee understood that "the project could

be completed by 1974/75" - has many causes. Not the

least of these was the small but vocal opposition to

reactivation of the Castlelaw Range, and by mid-1978 the

matter was so far from resolution that the Secretary of

State agreed to a study by an independent consultant and

to a local public inquiry. The reference to this cont¬

roversy is included here to demonstrate how other issues

have delayed implementation of the proposal for a

regional park. There can be little doubt that both
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a regional and a country park will eventually be

established, but the very long delay is indicative of

the problems associated with the complicated, land use

and tenure pattern in the Pentland Hills area.

9.4 THE PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT AND THE BEGINNINGS OP

CONFLICTS

Hollowing the changeover to the new system of

local government, Tindall called a press conference,

followed by a meeting of the farmers and landowners,

at both of which he announced that the Pentland Hills

would become a regional park. He had assumed that con¬

sultations had been undertaken and, as staff were'" soon

to be employed within the Recreation and Leisure Depart¬

ment and the backing had oeen given by proclamation of

the ASPC, no doubt it was reasonable to assume that the

recommendations of the report had been accepted. The

farmers and landowners thought otherwise and much of

their opposition has been intransigent since that meeting.

Several have stated that no co-operation will be offered

while the word 'park' is current, their reaction being

based on fear of loss of control and authority and the

suspicion that they will be told how to manage their

land. They use words such as "take-over" and the

much-dreaded term "nationalisation". They form a

powerful group of opponents to the proposal, and are

sometimes joined by others. Most important of these

are some of the conservation groups, of whom the most
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vocal are the Pen.tlan.d3 Action Group, whose original

reason for existence was to mount opposition, to the

proposals for the Castlelaw Firing Range at the time of

the hearings by the Nugent Committee. This group has

remained in existence because the ranges are still a

major issue in the Pentlands and has extended its concern

to general opposition to any change within the Pentlands.

Some of its most outspoken members are also members of

a local amenity group called the A7G2 Society which,

like the Pentlands Action Group, is represented on the

Pent land Hills Advisory Committee (see below).

Following the public announcement of the proposal

there was a meeting between some councillors and

Directors of Departments of Lothian Regional Council and

representatives of the Scottish Landowners Federation and

the National Farmers Union of Scotland. One result of

this meeting was the sending of a letter to all the

affected landowners in the area of the proposed park.

This letter contained further information about the

proposal and notice of meetings at which it would be

discussed. These meetings were marked by a hostility

which continues to the present. In a complementary move

to counteract the claims that there had been no consult¬

ation the Department established the Pentland Hills

Advisory Committee.

9.5 THE PENTLAND HIL^S ADVISORY COMMITTEE
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TABLE 9.1 MEMBERSHIP OP THE PENTLAND HIL^S

ADVISORY COMMITTEE

ORGANISATION No. of Members

Lothian Regional Council 4
Borders Regional Council 1

Edinburgh District Council 3
Lanark District Council 2

Midlothian District Council 4

West Lothian District Council 3

Countryside Commission for Scotland 1
Scottish Sports Council 1
Nature Conservancy Council 1
Forestry Commission 1
Scottish Landowners Federation 2

National Farmers Union of Scotland 2

Sporting Tenants Association 1
Other Landowner interests 2

Defence Land Agents 1
Edinburgh Centre for Rural Economy 2
National Trust for Scotland 1

Edinburgh University, Tourism and Recreation
Research Unit 2

Scottish Rights-of-Way Society 1
Pentland Action Group 1
A702 Society 1
Girl Guides Association 1

British Horse Society 1
Local residents associations and community

councils 3

Scottish Wildlife Trust 1

Outdoor education advisor 1

Scottish Anglers Association 1



The establishmer of this e;nmittee is in fact,

consistent with the Department's policy of forming

consultative committees. The Pentland Hills project

is the responsibility of the Countryside Division (one
of four within the Department), although the ski slope

at Hillend is the responsibility of the Sport and Phys¬

ical Recreation Division. There is a general advisory

committee for the Countryside Division in addition to

the special committee for the Pentland Hills, and a

considerable overlap in membership of agricultural,

conservation, amenity and activity interests, together

with representation from the Forestry Commission and the

Countryside Commission for Scotland nd all the local

authorities in the Region. The Department has sought

the views of as many established groups as possible

(see Table 9«1). The terms of reference of the committee

are to advise on developments, to consider the best way

to implement the Technical Group's proposals and to

recommend measures for the conservation of the hills and

integration of the various interests. It has, however,

tried to operate as the controller of the whole planning

and development process, something which is the role of

the elected Recreation and Leisure Committee of the

Regional Council. In effect, the Advisory Committee

is unwieldy and obstructive. The Region's staff feel

they have gone out of their way to accomoda e the

desires of its most vocal members and that be Committee

has delayed them in the performance of their duties.
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One of the most protracted arguments has centred on the

demand by some members of the committee - the most

influential interest groups - that the Department should

produce a management plan before undertaking any action

at all in the area. This is not possible because the

Region has a statutory duty to ensure adequate provision

for recreation and it is not in a position to ignore

deficiencies and problems until a management plan is

produced; nor is it possible to have a management plan

until negotiations have been completed with the various

interests about purchase or management agreements over

areas of land. The Department's response was to prepare

a "concept plan" and, subsequently, a set of management

proposals based on the recommendations in the Report

of the Technical Group, which it accepted as a basis

for planning in the area, continually asserting that

the Advisory Committee had done the same.

The term "concept plan" has been used by Beaman

and Lehtiniemi to describe a plan which "outlines in

general terms where the park will be located, something

about its size, the features to be highlighted, and
7

the type of development to be undertaken". Because

the Committee was demanding what is in effect a "master"

plan, its request was not well received. The Depart¬

ment's next response, as mentioned above, was to

attempt to obtain acceptance in principle by the Comm¬

ittee of its proposal to concentrate on the publicly-
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owned area in which it proposed to develop a country

park, and the areas identified in the Pentland Hills

Technical Group report as 'Areas for Special Consider¬

ation', with the addition of one other (the Water of

Leith). The Department proposed to the Committee that

it would develop more detailed "Locality Schemes" for

two of these areas, in co-operation with the owners and

tenants of the land. The "locality schemes" were

related firstly to a broad classification of the area

into three zones on the basis of intensity of use and

possible development and, secondly, to a number of

nodes around which activity was based. This led to a

set of general management guidelines by which, for each

zone, there was specification of which activities would

be either (a) promoted, (b) not promoted, (c) discouraged,

or (d) banned from those areas, together with a restate¬

ment of the management principles on which the park

would operate. These were: maintenance of agricult¬

ure as the dominant land use over most of the park;

conservation of landscape, flora and fauna, and natural

amenity; and control over recreational impact by system¬

atic provision of appropriate facilities in appropriate

locations. The Department obtained an acceptance in

principle of this set of guidelines from the Committee

and has since attempted to counter criticism by the

claim that it is working within these guidelines.

The demand by members of the Pentland Hills Advisory
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Committee for the production of a detailed management

plan before any action was taken to provide facilities

or in any other way to change the pattern of recreat¬

ional opportunities, showed a lack of appreciation

of the purpose of a management plan. The attitude

of regional officers was that it is not possible to

conceive a management plan to relate to an area over

which no substantial management control is possible

and/or in the absence of formal agreements (or at least

agreements in principle) with the owners of the land.

As has been shown in previous chapters, public owner¬

ship of regional or national parks has proven unobtain¬

able. The completion of management agreements has been

almost as difficult. After three years of concerted

effort by the Department substantial progress has been

made towards only one such agreement and the opposition

of farmers and landowners remains, on the whole, as int¬

ransigent as when the first public announcement of the

proposal for the park was made.

9.6 PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSULTATIVE PROCEDURES

Because of the intransigence on the part of the

landowners and farmers with support from the sporting

interests, and because some of the amenity groups,

(particularly the Pentlands Action Group) are regarded

as obstructionist and disruptive, the staff of the Depart¬

ment consider that the Committee is not performing its

proper advisory role. This has led to a critical
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review of future procedures for consultation and public

participation, and to new proposals for the structure of

planning and management authorities for the park area

between now and designation, and subsequent to desig¬

nation.

These discussions have included consideration,

almost from the inception of the proposal, of the approp¬

riate composition of a Regional Park Committee. The

consensus of opinion is that this Committee should be

political and comprise representatives of each of the

local authorities affected (Lothian, Borders and Strath-

clyde Regions and Midlothian, West Lothian and Edinburgh

Districts), with the chairmanship and casting vote lying

with Lothian Region. This Committee would be directly

responsible to the Recreation and Leisure Committee of

Lothian Region. The detail of park planning would be

the responsibility of a Park Planning Committee consist¬

ing of officials of each of the local authorities.

One interesting issue related to this Committee structure

concerns the reluctance of the Recreation and Leisure

Department to approve representation from both the Plann¬

ing and Recreation Departments of the other authorities

because of the size of the Committee that would result.

The present proposal is that the Director of Administrat¬

ion of each District Council be asked to make this deli¬

cate decision between Departments.

The operation of the park would be the responsibility
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of a working committee comprising staff of the Recreation

and Leisure Department of Lothian Region, with the abil¬

ity to seek advice from other local or national authorit¬

ies as necessary. The consultative committee would be

substantially curtailed on the grounds that it has

attempted to exercise control. This process has al¬

ready begun with two measures: firstly, the setting up

of a "Rural Land Management Group", consisting of rep¬

resentatives of farming, forestry and landowning inter¬

ests, including (in various capacities) the Army, Edin¬

burgh Centre for Rural Economy and the Countryside Comm¬

ission for Scotland; and, secondly, the transfer of

regular discussion of Pentland Hills affairs to the

Countryside Advisory Committee, with reduction in the

frequency of meetings of the Pentland Hills Advisory

Committee to twice yearly. It is proposed that, follow¬

ing designation when supporting legislation is enacted,

one of these meetings will be a full public forum.

Pending this legislation, establishment of the Regional

Park Committee of politicians seems unlikely.

The Technical Group had noted that there would be

misgivings about the concept of a Pentland Hills Regional

Park, particularly by landowners (including public land¬

owners), and it singled out the fears raised by use of
8

the word 'park'. In the event both the amenity and

landed interests demanded that all reference to the

"regional park" cease and that the area be referred to
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simply as "The Pentlaad Hills". The Department made

considerable concessions but refused to abandon the

term completely, mainly because of the effect on morale

and its determination that recreational interests should

be supported.

9.7 THE DETERMINATION OP RECREATIONAL INTEREST

This support for recreational interests, and the

need for a factual basis for the "locality schemes" that

would assist in their justification to the Advisory Comm¬

ittee, led to some surveys of visits and activity patterns

in the two localities for which schemes were being pre¬

pared. These surveys were supervised and, in the case

of activity patterns, conducted by the author, who also

processed the results. Because considerable interest

was attached to the type of information the Department

would seek in order to assist in planning and in support

of its goals, the author did not determine the content

of the questionnaire, although he gave assistance in

its design. The results which the Department chose to

report to the Advisory Committee are included in an

appendix to this chapter. That report was prepared by

the author for the Department and presented, with minor

editing, by the park director.

It is not proposed to discuss the results presented,

or the additional information available, except to record,

firstly, that the latter showed that the places of origin
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of visitors to the park were very unevenly distributed,

with areas of Edinburgh of lower 'social status' being

almost totally -unrepresented and, secondly, that the

pattern of activities and the balance of preferences

were not identical with those that had been assumed

by the members of the Advisory Committee and on which

they based their objections to development. These

points are considered by the author to have considerable

significance to the argument that interest groups have

attempted to force changes in the proposal that are

not in the wider public interest.

With regard to the first point, the uneven distrib¬

ution of visitors, it is suggested that the results of

the survey did not indicate recreational need but rather

the opinions and behaviour of those able to gain access

to the countryside. Even so, there was little to

suggest that a substantial majority of these visitors

acted upon motivation towards experiences consistent

with the higher levels of need of the Maslow hierarchy,

and this is supported by consideration of the second of

the above points.

The opponents of the proposal asserted that the

Pentland Hills area was one in =vhich, through hillwalking

and rambling, the visitor would find ecreation as an

observer of a different way of life, of natural history

and scenery, and as a recipient of peace. For this
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reason all change other than a possible increase in the

number of footpaths was to be resisted, particularly if

it appeared likely to lead to an increase in the number

of visitors to the area. In fact, as the surveys

showed, there was a very low proportion of active hill-

walking and most visitors confined their activities to

quite short routes along roads where the terrain required

no particular exertion on the part of the walker, surfaces

were hard and dry, and density of use often quite high.

In response to questions about their desire for changes

more than 50 percent referred to some desirable improve¬

ment mainly associated with car parking (19$), or

improvements to the footpath network (13$), and this was

not seen by them to be inconsistent with the general

attraction of the area due to its peace and quiet,

scenery, countryside atmosphere and convenience or prox¬

imity to their homes.

The conclusion to be drawn from these points is that

the Advisory Committee failed not only to give consider¬

ation to the potential contribution of the Pentland Hills

to the recreational needs of the region as a whole but

also to fully represent the opinions and needs of the

existing users.

One further issue was studied in considerable detail

because of its critical role for the whole pattern of

recreational development in the park. This was the
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issue of the military firing ranges and its importance

is that removal of the range from Dreghorn is essential

to the plan for the Northern Slopes Country Park on

which the present policy hinges. The problem is not

to convince the Army to move for this has long been its

intention, but rather it is to obtain agreement about

the site for an alternative range. Because the Army

owns such a site, at Castlelaw, it has proposed redevelop¬

ment there, but this site is very close to Flotterstone-

Glencorse, one of the areas selected for locality plan

studies because of its existing hea\ r use. There has,

as a result, been very strong objection to the proposal

for Castlelaw and, responding to public pressure and a

request from the relevant local planning authority, the

Secretary of State has commissioned a consultant to

investigate alternative sites and has ordered a local

public inquiry to follow submission of the report.

Alternative sites already have been investigated, on

two occasions (during the Nugent Committee hearings and

again in 1976/7) but none proved satisfactory to the Anny.

The continuation of this issue is of particular interest

because it places the Department in the invidious sit¬

uation of having to support the proposal for Castlelaw

if a choice must be made between it and Dreghorn, while

the majority of Advisory Committee members representing

conservation and amenity groups (but not all community

groups) are opposed to this order of priorities. This

is another of the many issues in which the Advisory

Committee took a very local and sectional view rather
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than a systematic view of the park as a whole. Un¬

fortunately, like so many other issues, it has not yet

been resolved and only limited discussion is possible.

The public inquiry in this case would have given much

additional and valuable insight on the views of the

different parties to the conflict.

9.8 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The Pentland Hills Advisory Committee has very broad

terms of reference which permit it to advise and comment

on almost any aspect of local government activity con¬

cerned with countryside in the area of the Pentland Hills.

It has, however, attempted throughout (with a few except¬

ions) to take an issue-oriented stance and so has prov¬

oked the resistance of council officials because of its

obstructive rather than co-operatively advisory role.

The most common complaint of the Department's officials

was that the Committee sought to vote on matters of detail

rather than advise on matters of subject. The detail

of proposals is the proper sphere of the district plann¬

ing authorities, which are themselves represented on the

Advisory Committee, and district planning procedures prov¬

ide opportunities for objections. Many problems arose

because representatives of more powerful bodies on the

Committee, particularly the Scottish Landowners Federat¬

ion and sporting tenants, had personal interests in the

area which they perceived to be threatened by the whole

concept of what the Committee was set up to advise upon.
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They therefore adopted an antagonistic role which con¬

travened the purpose of the committee, disrupted its

procedings and has led to a set of proposals for re¬

organisation of consultation procedures which effectiv¬

ely reduces the ability of some other members of the

committee to provide regular advice. This is unlikely

to cause much concern to the Department because those

members rarely offered advice under the old arrangements

and most are in any event represented on the Countryside

Advisory Committee which also received reports related

to the Pontland Hills. The interests whose advisory role

has declined through this reorganisation are mainly those

associated with recreation and local residential matters.

The major bodies which might be expected to carry forward

their interests, namely the Sports Council on the one

hand and District Councils on the other, are not involved

in the small consultative groups designed to meet if

necessary on a more frequent basis, though the local

authorities will be involved if the current proposal to

develop a local plan to cover the Pentland Hilda Regional

Park area - however redefined - is implemented, i.e.,

when planning at this level of detail begins. It is

unlikely that much progress will be made towards the local

plan until the Regional Authority considers that the

country park and locality schemes are making satisfactory

progress.

It proved very difficult to relate decisions reached
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in Advise: -y Committee meetings to coherent goals of the

member organisations, a problem recognised by the

Assistant Director (Countryside Division) of the Depart¬

ment of Recreation and Leisure (Mr. Langmuir)o The

size of the Committees and their domination by the most

vocal opponents of the Regional Council and/or its park

proposal, meant that other members tended to speak only

on particular issues which affected them directly,

and not on the broader issue of recreation policy.

This increased the emphasis on protection in committee

proceedings, whereas the Council and its officials wished

it to adopt a real advisory role on how to make progress.

Langmuir attempted to bring the goals of each body out

into the open by having them give statements of inter¬

est as the first item of general business at each meeting.

In fact, almost all reported on their actions rather than

on the values that underlay those actions and on the way

those values influenced their decisions in, or contribut¬

ions to, the Advisory Committee. This meant that the

committee very often agreed in its "advice" on the next

step to be taken by the Department without the underlying

reasons being examined. This became a problem when the

result of the action was examined in the light of those

concealed values, because it was then that the issues

became most specific. Under these circumstances there

was tendency fcr some committee members to deny that

they had agreed to the action at all because the effect

was not what the,y imagined it would be.
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The most outstanding example of this was the

adoption of the Pentland Hills Technical Group's Report.

As previously recorded, initial hostility arose from the

assumption by the Director of Physical Planning on his

accession that, because the report had been widely

circulated and discussed during its compilation, it was

accepted as a basis on which to proceed. Thereafter

the Council, and the Director Designate of the park in

particular, were most anxious that progress should be

based on some fundamental agreed principles. ur this

purpose the report was analysed carefully by the staff

of the Countryside Division and recommended by them to

the Pentland Hills Advisory Committee as providing a

reasonable basis. The Committee was asked to approve

the principle of attention being concentrated on the

northern slopes and the four other main pressure points

identified (Thriepmuir-Harlaw, Harperrig, Plotterstone-

Glencorse, and West Linton-Baddinsgill), with the addition

of one other (the Water of leith). The Committee agreed

and the staff proceeded to develop policies and to plan

action to improve and control recreation at these locat¬

ions, When the staff presented a related set of object¬

ives and strategies, several members of the Committee

first objected that the Department was moving too fast

and then, when it was suggested they had agreed to the

basis for the planning, denied that this was the sort

of measure they had expected. It became cleux that

these groups wanted recreation co be controlled but were
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unprepared for the developments necessary to exercise that

control because their real values were that there should

be no change in the landscape and land surface. This

negative approach was frustrating for the Department which

had set up the Committee to provide advice on the best

way of exercising its responsibility to provide for the

recreational needs of the residents of the Region.

This responsibility so patently involved planning for use

of the Pentland Hills that the fundamental opposition was

never accepted as representing anything but sectional

interest. It was felt txiat if the goals of other comm¬

ittee members were better known, the opponents might take

them into account and modify their opposition, but this

did not prove to be the case. At this point further

reference is made to the matter of the "Concept Plan",

(see p. 447) in order to argue that some of the most ser¬

ious conflicts over the proposals for a regional park have

occurred, and will continue to occur, because of misconcept¬

ions held and errors of judgment made at this early stage.

The most serious misconception in the Pentland Hills case

was the assumption by members of the Advisory Committee

that designation of a Park should be based on detailed

criteria of design and management rather than on general

principles and negotiable options. The most serious error

of judgment was made by the Region, firstly in establishing

such a ..urge committee with such a heavy representation of

narrow vested interests, and secondly in not limiting the

Committee to the giving of specialist adv ce, thereby
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permitting it to demand detail planning before agreement

had been reached on general principles. Th best option

available to the Region once it was caught in this sit¬

uation was probably the one it took, i.e., to bypass the

Committee for advice and reduce the frequency of its meet¬

ings while preparing to have it reconstituted with its

terms of reference redefined.

As noted on p. 447 Beaman and Lehtiniemi referred to

a concept plan as one which outlines in general terms the

location, size, features to be highlighted and the type

of development to be undertaken in a park. In their

discussion of Federal - Provincial negotiations for acquis¬

ition of parkland in Canada, they observed that an economic

impact study to evaluate the viability of implementing a

proposal for a new park is normally commissioned only when

the concej. plan is well advanced. Formal negotiations

continue, using the economic impact study "to determine if,

or on what basis, a park proposal should move beyond the

concept plan stage". ' They drew attention to the likeli

hood that decisions and compromises made during these

negotiations will modify some aspects of the original

concept plan."1'^ If, as a result of these negotiations,

agreement is obtained and the park is established, the

process of detailed planning can begin, and Beaman and

Lehtiniemi noted that there is "no mechani m to ensure that

the final design of a park adheres closely to the concept

plan on the basis of which the park was juuged to be viable
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There are some important principles ar, objec+ lessons,

relevant to Advisory Committees such as that for the

Pentland Hills, which may he drawn from these observations.

The point was made earlier that the concept plan

should be limited to considerations such as location,

size, purpose and type of development to be undertaken

in the park. If the comments of Beaman and lehtiniemi

are applied to the Advisory Committee process as it has

developed in Lothian Region and the scope of an impact

study is broadened to include 'environmental' as well as

economic criteria, suggestions can be made for more

effective operation in the planning system.

The role of an Advisory Committee could then be syst¬

ematically developed by stages in parallel with the evol¬

ution of the park proposal. Its first role would be to

give advice related to the concept of the park. At this

stage amendments to the concept plan are not inappropriate,

but advice should be related to issues and not to detail

more appropriate to master planning. At the next stage

the general economic and environmental impact study may

be commissioned, but again not at the level of detail

needed for master planning. It cannot be too strongly

enphasised that it was in its premature concern with de¬

tail that the Pentland Hills Advisory Committee failed.

The need lor objectivity is particularly important at this

stage and, given it, an Advisory Committee should prove
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a highly appropriate body to assist with:

(1) identification of the economic and en¬

vironmental criteria requiring analysis;

(2) expert advice on tho estimati on or IH63.S—

urement of potential impacts; and

(3) evaluation of the impact study.

As was noted (p.461) Beaman and Lehtiniemi identified

a weakness in the procedure in Canada in that, during

the bilateral negotiations between the Provincial and

Federal Governments which follow an impact study, there is

a tendency to make modifications which depart from the

original concept plan. They suggest that evaluation of

the development of a park is difficult if the concept plan

has been 'extensively transformed' at this stage. They

recommend the identification of 'critical indicators' by

which to evaluate modifications to the concept plan.

Where significant departures were revealed by these

indicators pressure could be applied to keep the develop¬

ment on the right 'trajectory', i.e., to ensure that the

expectations for the park that had been expressed in the

concept plan were realised. Attention is drawn to the

similarity between these 'critical indicators' and the

'thresholds' of conflict which were identified in Chapter

6 as being levels beyond which remedial action would be

necessary because carrying capacity was exceeded. In the

present case, the critical indicator could identify the

extent of change in a plan which would prompt conflict

over goals.
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The implication ic:< ihe planning of components of

the Park System for Sco, rand is not hard to see. In the

first place, the objectives of a park, both as an entity

in itself and as an element of the developing system,

should be clearly and categorically stated. If as seems

likely, all parks with national or regional status have

an advisory committee, it should be a primary duty of

each committee to question any modifications to the con¬

cept plan that depart from these fundamental objectives.

In the second place, assuming that the planning in the

early stages does in fact consider the proposed park as

part of a system, there must automatically be an evalu¬

ation of the probable impact of the park. It would not

be surprising if such an evaluation led to changes in the

concept plan. It would, however, be a fundamental error

if these changes were not specified. Given that this

is done and the decision is made to proceed with the pro¬

posed park, an advisory committee is an appropriate body

to ensure that the results of the negotiations which take

place between the park authority and other agencies,

groups and individuals, are consistent with the concept

plan as finally conceived.

Following agreement and the subsequent dedication

or registration of a park, the processes of design and

development proceed and the role of advi ry committees

should change. If, as might be expected, a master plan

(or "management" plan) is now undertaken, an advisory

committee should:
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(a provide chnical advice in the construct¬
ion of A at;

(h consider how closeI\ the final design of
the park adheres to the concept plan;

(c) advise on priority and staging of develop¬
ments set out in the plan; and

(d) review the development procedure for its

conformity with the master plan and the

original cor apt plan.

It is suggested that it is at this stage of a park

development programme, i.e., planning in detail aud

implementation, that an Advisory Committee has a proper

concern with detail of the type the Pentland Hills

Advisory Committee sought to consider in the early stages

of the proposal.

In conclusion, it appears that the conflict engendered

by the circumstances of the announcement of the proposal

for a regional park in the Pentland Hills, and the polar¬

isation of opinion which extended throughout the subsequent

consultation procedure, had some immediate if not permanent

effects on the recreational environment of the Lothian

region and on the carrying capacity of the Pentland Hills.

The most important factor may have been that the Advisory

Committee provided those hostile to designat n of the

park with a forum for heir protests and with some ability

to delay the implementation of the proposal :

(1) requiring the collection of d tailed
information irrelevant to the mmediate
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purpose 3»g.s a surrey of the plant
communi s of the whole area) ;

(2) continually denying that points had
previously been agreed, or adding rew

conditions; and

(3) questioning points of detail that v;ere

the proper responsibility of other parts
of the planning system.

This conflict of interests, by delaying the implementation

of proposals, has meant, firstly, that the recreation-

related problems which gave rise to the Pentland Hills

Technical Group are, after ten years, little nearer to

control, let alone elimination; secondly, that the improve¬

ment to recreation opportunities for the population of the

region which is the goal of the regional authority has not

been possible; and, thirdly, that a critically important

element of the proposed Park System for Scotland has been

so delayed in its development that reasonable doubts can

be expressed about the designation of other elements and

the synthesis of the complete system.
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APPENDIX TO CHAPTER 9

Included in this appendix are a transcript of the
survey and questionnaire form, and the report of the
results in the form in which they appeared in the annual
report to the Pentland Hills Advisory Committee.

When asking the question at item 9 on the questionnaire,
the interviewers showed a map on which 79 key points were
identified. The route taken was recorded by listing any
of there points in the order in which they were passed.
The questions at items 10 and 11 were not prompted (e.g.,
no suggestions were made as to what types of improvement
were being contemplated).

SURVEY AND QUESTIONAIRB
INTERVIEWER

DAY OP WEEK DATE WEATHER

1. CROUP SIZE MALE FEMALE

0-14
15-29
30-45
45+

2. WHERE HAVE YOU COME
PROM TODAY? (SUBURB)

3. HOW DID YOU GET HERE? CAR BICYCLE WALK
OTHER (SPECIFY)

4. AT WHAT TIME DID YOU ARRIVE
IN THE PENTLANDS TODAY?

5. (NOTE TIME OP DEPARTURE)
6. (CALCULATE LENGTH OP STAY)
7. ARE YOU A LOCAL RESIDENT OR

ON HOLIDAY IN THE REGION?

8 o HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU 0 1 2-5 5 +
BEEN HERE (SINCE JAN. 1)
THIS YEAR?

9. COULD YOU TELL(SHOW)ME (LIST)
WHERE YOU HAVE BEEN?

10. WHAT IS IT THAT YOU
LIKE ABOUT THIS PLACE? (LIST)

11. ARE THERE ANY THINGS THAT
YOU DON'T LIKE ABOUT THIS
AREA OR CHANGES THAT
WOULD IMPROVE IT FOR YOU?
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LOTHIAN REGIONAL COUNCIL

DEPARTMENT OF RKCKEATlON AND LEISURE

PENTLAND HILLS PROJECT

The Visitor Survey - Summer 1977

A survey of visitors was conducted in the summer of 1977. The Department of
Recreation and Leisure sought to establish the levels of use at Flotterstone/
Glencorse and Threipmuir.

In the framing and administration of the questionnaire, every attempt was
made to avoid leading questions. No prompts were given in regard either to
the attributes of the localities or improvements which might be under
consideration. The survey was limited to the Flotterstone and Threipmuir
locality plan areas. No interviews were conducted at the proposed Country
Park area. It was not possible to assess the opinions of those who do not
visit Flotterstone and Threipmuir.

The questionnaire was kept as simple as possible. It was designed to provide
the following prime items of information:

A. VISITOR PROFILE

1. The size, age and sex composition of visitor groups.

2. Group origin and method of travel to the Pentland Hills

3. Proportion of visitors who are residents of Lothian Region.

B• RECREATION PATTERNS

1. Time of arrival and departure and length of stay.

2. Crude frequency of visits.

3. Locations within the area visited on the trip.

C. VISITOR ATTITUDES

1. Main attractive features of the area.

2. Main unattractive features of the area.

3. Main improvements desired by the visitors.

This information serves two important and continuing purposes - (1) as a

supplement to the findings of the Pentland Hills Technical Group and
improvement of the data base for park and locality plans; (2) as a datum
against which any changes in use or attitudes following the implementation
of locality plans can be assessed.

Methods

A pilot survey of 25 groups was conducted at Flotterston.
of/

After modification
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of the two final questions, the survey was conducted at four sites -

Flotterstone, Kirk Road, Threipmuir and Harlaw. A total of 772 complete
interviews was obtained.

The interviewers approached groups of visitors as they left the sites.
Interview points were:

Flotterstone - at the roadside beyond the entrance to the Flotterstone
Inn car park;

Kirk Road - at the gated entry into the field;

Harlaw - at the gate adjacent to the Water Keeper's cottage;

Threipmuir - at the car parking area east of the Scottish Wildlife
Trust reserve and, when possible, at the road junction to
the west.

Results

1. Details of Group and Individual Numbers Interviewed - Table 1

2. Proportion of Visitors in Four Age Groups (%age) - Table 2

3. Size of Groups (%age) - Table 3

4. Method of Travel - Table 4

5. Length of Stay (%age of Groups) - Table 5

6. Frequency of Previous Visits (%age) - Table 6

7. Distance Walked (Kilometres) - Table 7

8. Pattern of Walking Routes (%age of Groups) - Table 8

These tables form the appendix to this report.

Discussion

1. Nature of the Groups

Four age groups were selected and the members of each interviewed group
allocated to them by estimation. There is a remarkable uniformity in the
number in each group at both Flotterstone and Threipmuir. At Kirk Road
and Harlaw the number in the 45 and over age group was much reduced. This
may be explained by the nature of the terrain at Kirk Road, but no explanation
is readily apparent for Harlaw. Females over 45 outnumbered males at
Flotterstone and Threipmuir, but not at the other two sites. If there are
deterrent factors at Kirk Road and Harlaw, it is possible that they cause a

greater reduction in female than in male participation. At Harlaw there was
a slightly higher demand for car access to be improved. The larger number
of visitors who walk in to Harlaw suggests that car access may be the problem
which deters the older group and women over 45 in particular.

There was no significant difference in the total number of males compared
wi ih/
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with females except at the Kiri ad where groups consisted of 20% more
males than females. Because the highest proportion of groups which included
children visited Kirk Road, it is suggested that this area may be more
attractive for father + children groups.

2. Duration and Frequency of Visits

Approximate! three quarters of all groups stayed at the sites for a period
of two hours or less. Only 6 - 7% of visits lasted four hours or more.
Most groups stayed from 1 to 2 hours at all sites except Threipmuir where
41% stayed one hour or less and only 27% between 1 and 2 hours. This
compares with 20 - 30% for shorter and 42 - 50% for longer stays at the three
other sites and correlates with the higher number of short walks at Threipmuir
than at Flotterstone and Harlaw. The high proportion of short walks at Kirk
Road is due to its greater use for general access compared with the use of
footpaths at other sites.

At Harlaw the greatest majority of groups appear to be regular visitors.
Here much more use is made of round walks. Round walks are well used when,
as at Harlaw, their availability is obvious. Studies at Flotterstone have
shown that very few visitors are aware of any round walks suitable for the
preferred distance and time of 3 - 4 km and 1-2 hours respectively. These
results suggest a high potential use for round walks of this type at all sites,
but particularly at Flotterstone and Threipmuir.

3. Access and Car Parking

Between 80 and 87% of visitors reached the four localities by private car.
The restricted amount of parking clearly limits the use of Harlaw and the
Kirk Road. However, fifteen or more vehicles were counted at the latter site
on numerous occasions. At peak use time (usually Sunday afternoon) car
numbers several times reached as high as 70 at Flotterstone and 60 at
Threipmuir. This is approximately 75% higher than Duffield and Owen's 1970
counts at Flotterstone and 100% increase at Threipmuir. On one extreme
occasion there were 97 cars parked in the Threipmuir area. Recreation
activity in the Threipmuir area appears to have increased more rapidly than
at Flotterstone.

4. Attitudes Towards Management and Development

Responses to the two final questions were grouped under a number of general
headings. The most common responses to the question, "What is it you like
about this place?" are listed below:

peace and quiet
scenery

convenience/proximity
fresh air/pollution-free
pleasant countryside
nice and easy walking

Despite the high proportion of visitors fror, nearby residential areas,
"convenience" or "proximity" h latively low scores. This is particularly
evident at Threipmuir where this response ranked seventh behind those shown
in the list and "interest in natural history", which covers such practices
as bird-watching. This response also ranked sixth at Harlaw and was

moderately/
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moderately important at Flotterstone as was "freedom from traffic". The
responses grouped under "pleasant countryside" were distinguished from those
under "scenery" because the former related to the "atmosphere" of the area,
the satisfaction obtained from being in a "nice place" and "enjoying the
countryside", in contrast to simple appreciation of the visual landscape.
Freedom from traffic was most important at Flotterstone (15% of respondents)
where there also is most opposition to the existing use of access roads.

Very few respondents raised specific points of objection other than to cars
on the roads, as mentioned, and to the presence of obtrusive signs indicating
restrictions - notably Water Supply and Army Firing Range notices. Many
groups indicated desire for improvements in car parking, route marking and in the
surface, variety and extent of the network of footpaths. There was a demand
for toilets, seats and benches and picnic sites. The size of this response
does not indicate the extent of potential use of such facilities, because nothing
is known about the effect of their absence as a deterrent to regular visits.

The responses, coupled with observations of such factors as congestion at car
parks and wear and tear on footpaths, pointed to the need to improve facilities
and ranger-operated services at the access points , particularly Flotterstone
and Threipmuir. The additional observations and informal interviews carried
out over the past two years further support the proposal to provide
opportunities for informal activities such as picnicking as well as more short
round routes at the access points. Diversification at these places should
improve visitor satisfaction, enable better management and control of damaging
activities and have some potential to protect the remainder of the area from
indiscriminate use.

5. Problems Arising from Recreation Activity

The single most frequently voiced problem, on the part of those who live and
work in the hills, concerns the activities of uncontrolled dogs, particularly
at lambing. This problem arises from a very small percentage of users.
Opportunities for the exercising of dogs were we]coined by 6% of visitors to
the Kirk Road, 4% at Flotterstone and Harlaw and 2% at Threipmuir, but not all
of these allowed dogs off the leash. The highest number of dogs recorded in
any area was 33 in the period 12.30 to 18.00 at Flotterstone on 18.9.77.
Only five of these dogs were observed off the road between the Hotel and the
Water Keeper's cottage.

A number of observations also were made of the distribution of visitors at

regular times throughout the day. The heaviest period of use, as might be
expected, is between 14.30 and 17.30. However, the heaviest use of the
"ridge path" between the Kips and Turnhouse seems to be in the mornings and
about equal on both days of the weekend. Most of these users are confined
to the "accepted" tracks, apart from an apparently growing number who walk
from the summit of Carnethy in a roughly easterly direction towards Fala Knowe
and the A702 junction with the Kirk Road, and a relatively small, but consistent,
access to Harbour Hill at Bonaly and to Black and Hare Hills in the vicinity of
Threipmuir. Those who climb Black Hill frequently descend by the White Cleugh.
The only other ^recognised line of access on wJ.ch groups regularly were
observed is from the Knolls at Glencorse Burn around the south side of

Glencorse Reservoir to near Logan Cottage, but the number involved is very small.

Other/
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Other problems, such as littering, do not seem to be significantly on the
increase, and are best countered with effective information and Ranger
services.

Little of the damage done to stone walls seems attributable to recreational
use. Apart from isolated cases of deliberate vandalism, some damage is
attributable to livestock, but the overwheliaing majority appears to result
from natural causes.

RL/C/PH.l/RB/ASR
31 March 1978
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PENTLAND HILLS PROJECT

The Visitor Survey - Appendix

Table 1 - Details of Group and Individual Numbers Interviewed

Place

Flotterstone

Day and Date Period

Kirk Road

Threipmuir

Harl aw

Sunday 12.6.77 1130 - 1730 59

S iturday 18.6.77 1530 - 1630 14

Sunday 19.6.77 1300 - 1500 20

Tuesday 5.7.77 1330 - 1630 23

Wednesday 6.7.77 1500 - 1615 10

Sunday 10.7.77 1300 - 1400 10

Sunday 24.7.77 1315 - 1745 72

Sunday 18. 9. 77 1215 - 1745 84

Monday 19.9.77 1145 - 1745 51

Total 343

Sunday 12.6.77 1315 - 1715 23

Sunday 10,7.77 1415 - 1645 24

Sunday 24.7.77 1130 - 1245 4

Sunday 18.9.77 1215 - 1330 10

Monday 19.9.77 1145 - 1330 6

Total 67

Wednesday 22.6.77 1300 - 1515 6

Sunday 26.6.77 1230 - 1700 74

Wednesday 06.7.77 1500 - 1700 6

Tuesday 12.7.77 1430 - 1630 14

Sunday 07.8.77 1345 - 1745 52

Sunday 18.9.77 1215 - 1800 81

Monday 19.9.77 12 30 - 1745 60

Total 293

Sunday 26.677 1115 - 1715 28

Wednesday 06.7.77 1500 - 1600 5

Sunday 07. 8. 77 1315 - 1800 21

Sunday 18.9.77 1600 - 1730 15

Total 69

No. of Groups Total in Groups

986

191

846

214

Total 772 groups 2237 people

Table/
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Table 2 - Proportion of Visitors in Four Age Groups (percentage)

Age Kirk Road Flotterstone Threiprhuir Harlaw A11

0 - 14 31 23 28 28 26

15 - 29 27 27 23 24 25

30 - 45 32 25 26 36 27

45+ 10 25 23 12 22

Table 3 - Size of Groups (percentage)

No. in

Group

1

2

3

4

5

6

>6

Kirk Road Flotterstone Threipmuir Harlaw A11

20.0

33.0

17. 0

12. 0

10. 5

4.5

3.0

9.0

41.0

22.0

18.0

4. 0

5.0

1.0

11.0

38.0

21.0

18.0

7.0

2.5

2.0

11.5

33.0

20.0

16.0

11.5

6.0

2.0

11.0

39.0

21.0

17.5

6.0

4.0

1.5

Table 4 - Method of Travel

Method of Travel

Private Car

Walk-in

Other

Kirk Road

86

14

Flotterstone

84

11

5

Threipmuir

87

6

7

Harlaw

80

17

3

Table 5 - Length of Stay (percentage of groups)

(Hours)
Duration Kirk Road Flotterstone Threiprnui r Harlaw All

0 1 H 23 26 40 30 32

1-2 50 42 27 45 37

2-3 20 20 16 16 18

3-4 6 7 6 6 6

> 4 1 5 11
• 3 7

Table/
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Table 6 - Frequency of Previous Visits (percentage)

Frequency Kirk Road Flotterstone Threipmuir 11 arI aw

0 21 23 30.5 12

1 14 12 19 9

2-5 30 31 23 30

>5 35 34 27.5 49

Table 7 - Distance Walked (kilometres)

Distance Kirk Road Flotterstone Threiprnuir Harlaw All

0-2 29 13 40 13 24

2-4 23 26.5 9 52 22

4-6 24 19 14 14.5 17

6-8 13.5 19 13 9 16

8 - 10 4.5 8.5 10 10 9

> 10 6 14 14 1.5 12

Table 8 - Pattern of Walking Routes (percentage of groups)

Kirk Road Flotterstone Threipmuir Harlaw All

Same Way
(Return) 69.5 85 74 38 75

Round

Route 29 9.5 17 52 18

Through 1.5 5.5 9 10 7
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CHAPTER. 10 : EVALUATION

10.1 REV ISY/

At the beginning of this study it seemed to the

author that many of those whose tasks include planning

and management for outdoor recreation had seen the concept

of carrying capacity as a panacea for the problems being

encountered in the maintenance of parks and other

recreation areas under heavy pressure from visitors.

Most emphasis was, at first, on the 'v;ear-and-tear' of

resources, and hence on the maintenance of sites, with

visitors being regarded as a problem Later, there was

greater emphasis on the quality of recreation experience,

with a number of studies paying particular attention to

the values and satisfactions of the users of wilderness

areas. This extended the emphasis on carrying capacity

beyond the site to larger zones or the pax*k as a whole.

The next essential step seemed to be extension of the

concept to consideration of the carrying capacity of the

whole system of recreation places of a wider area.

The implications of such an extension appeared to be

that carrying capacity would have to be regarded as the

total sustained ability of a system of outdoor recreation

places to provide opportunities for satisfaction of the

widest possible range of recreational needs of society

as a whole. It seemed, however, that althoiigh much was

said about providing opportunities along these lines, most
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attention was in fact given to particular types of

activities in particular physical environments; that

the overall emphasis of studies of "ecological" carrying

capacity was on the individual site; and that the

overall emphasis of studies of "aesthetic" carrying

capacity was on the individual person. It appeared to

the author that these concerns were too narrowly defined

and that the maintenance of the quality of individual

sites and experiences must depend upon whether the

available opportunities were being used in the most

appropriate fashion.

As mentioned above, a focus on the individual site

seemed to lead to visitors being regarded as a problem

and three particular aspects of this "problem"can be

emphasised:

(1) there often are too many visitors, with the result

that either sites deteriorate because of erosion, or the

sense of crowding causes dissatisfaction with the quality

of experience, or both;

(2) many visitors seem to wish to undertake recreational

pursuits that are either inappropriate to the site or more

appropriate to other sites; and

(3) many visitors seem not to understand the value of the

site and thoughtlessly or deliberately cause damage, leave

litter and behave in a manner which offends other visitors.

Reflection on these aspects of the problem suggested
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that no satisfactory solution was likely to come from

attempts to limit the number of visitors, to ban certain

activities, or to police behaviour by visitors unless some

concerted attempt was made to provide, within a system of

recreational places, a range of opportunities relevant to

the needs of all visitors. It was assumed that, since

recreational behaviour is generally accepted as being

the discretionary use of free time, every visitor to a

park or site had some motive for his visit and that, while

for some the site itself was the reason, for others it

was what could be done (or was assumed to be possible)

at the site.

This reasoning led to a consideration c why different

motives for recreation behaviour seemed to be associated

with different perceptions of the importance cf Nature

and why there are large differences in tolerance for the

simultaneous presence of other visitors. Some of the

relevant points were discussed in Chapters 2 and 3

respectively.

Because it became clear that the most likely solution

to the problem of a poor relationship between the supply

of recreation opportunities and the needs and demand for

them lay in an application of systems planni ig, some

consideration was given both to the conce t of park systems

and to existing systems. It had also become clear,

however, that the achievement of comprehensive systems of
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parks which would provide a suitable environment for a

full range of recreational needs depended very heavily

upon how a balance between individually-oriented and

socially-oriented interests could be achieved through the

planning system. This led to consideration of three

subjects relevant to park system planning, the first two

preceding the discussion of systems in Chapter 4 and the

third immediately following it. These subjects were:

(1) the philosophical underpinnings of the demands
for control measures to ensure conservation

of parks;

(2) the principles on which judgments were made
about what recreation activities should be

given priority; and

(3) the constraints imposed on planning and develop¬
ment of recreation systems by the unequal power

of the supporters of different priorities.

The first subject arose when it became apparent that

the balance between interests depended on their relative

influence on the planning system and that this in itself

was related to the ability of those interests to put their

case. One particular case which is very strongly made

in park-related issues is that of the interests in con¬

servation of "natural beauty". In Chapter 2, therefore,

the narrower perspective of conservation groups concerned

with "saving" Nature from the drastic consequences of Man's

power as an agent of ecological change was contrasted with

the wider perspective of the "environmentalist" concern

with "redeeming" the earth by promoting a more sympathetic
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relationship between man and his surroundings which would

result in a higher quality of environment for all men in

all places and make much conservationist concern un¬

necessary. It was suggested that a wider adoption of

the environmentalist perspective is necessary in order

to reduce the amount of issue-oriented conflict, and to

increase the weight given to the interests of those who

do not have such a readily-identifiable "cause" to give

cohesion to a group.

The second subject arose when consideration of the

concept of prepotency of needs, a discussion of which was

included in Chapter 3, suggested that the weight of

cohesive interest groups was heavily in support of

individual or "autonomous" needs and that their influence

could be seen in a growing tendency to reject attention

to social needs particularly in national parks. This

led to further consideration of privately-oriented and

publicly-oriented wants and of planning according to

"want-regarding" and "ideal-regarding" principles. Here

the author suggests that the last is more appropriate to

the strategic issues of planning such as were the subject

of the case studies reported in Chapters 8 and 9.

The consideration of the principles on which systems

planning might operate if attention were to be given to

a full range of recreational needs led to study of systems

concepts, particularly as they relate to park system
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planning. v very lima >ed discus?-v.or. of some aspects

of this sub; set was included in Q> ipter 4. The main

emphasis war on the way in which attempts are made to

control the structure of park systems through classific¬

ation and zoning policies which are designed to permit

the separation of conflicting activities and control

of the intensity of use.

The third subject - the constraints imposed on plann¬

ing and development of recreation systems by the unequal

power of different interests - was illustrated through an

account of the attempts to secure area wide access to the

countryside and to establish national parks in Great

Britain. These attempts had some success in England

and Wales but very little in Scot ..and where national parks,

in particular, were firmly rejected. The major differ¬

ence was that in England the attempt to secure access had

strong support from groups such as the Ramblers Associat¬

ion and its affiliated bodies, but in Scotland this

association was weak and disinclined to support the move¬

ment. Because amenity and nature conservation could be

supported without any legislation for access and national

parks, there was no other force to balance the opposition

from other powerful vested interests in Scotland,

particularly the opposition from landowners, farmers and

participants in field sports.

Because the author's interest lay in the regional,
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even national, applicability of th concept of carrying

capacity rather than in its application at the level of

sites or, instantaneously, to the psychological or

aesthetic carrying capacity relevant to individuals, it

began to appear that the most important determinant of

carrying capacity was the spatial pattern and structure

of the system of opportunities that developed through the

resolution of conflicting demands. That is to say, the

system is a product of its conflicts, and it was apparent

that some aspects of park system planning were more

prone to conflict than others. Two particular lines of

inquiry were followed in the investigation of this sub¬

ject, and some of the points which arose are included in

the discussion in Chapters 3 to 5. The first consider¬

ation was of the values of the participants in a conflict

and their goals based on those values. It was noted

that some of the most highly-polarised opinions occurred

over conservation issues and that there is a particularly

high propensity for conflict to occur over two parallel

issues; namely, crowding and the right to do as one

pleases with one's own land. It seemed to be very

significant that the conflict on these issues, particularly

the first, was often carried over from particular locations

even when the participants were not present and, moreover,

that these issues could be a source of conflict even

though a participant had no personal knowledge of the

area of concern. This led directly to the second consider¬

ation which was the parallel between some ecological
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concepts and some aspects of recreational carrying

capacity.

The most important ecological parallels were seen to

do with concepts related to competition, particularly the

competition between species for the occupancy of a niche

and the mechanisms of niche maintenance, of which the

two most obvious are suppression and exclusion. It was

concluded that, in many respects, recreation has a

territorial basis and that many of the most direct con¬

flicts stem from the different territorial demands or

interests of different individuals. Some of the current

literature suggests that these differences have many points

of origin in the social and cultural background of the

individual, and reference was made in Chapter 3 to some

of these studies. The opposition to proposals for parks

from landowners and related interests also seems to be

an example of attempts to defend territory and it is noted

that the conservationist, farming and sporting interests

were all reacting to a threat to their value and/or use

of land, i.e., they were reacting to stress.

It seemed, therefore, that if a system was conceived

to be a product of its conflicts, the important thing to

know would oe what situations caused stress sufficient to

result in conflict, and what mechanisms operated in these

situations. Here another ecological concept, adapt¬

ability, proved useful and some discussion of it was
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included in order to support the suggestion that a dis¬

tinction can be drawn between reaction and response to

a stress. It is now suggested that, where the stress

takes the form of a threat, response is more effective

than reaction, and that the most powerful relevant threat

is the threat of some change in the planning system for

recreation because, as a rule, it is through the planning

system that changes in the distribution and purpose of

parks and other recreational opportunities are made.

If such changes are seen as threatening then, obviously,

the most satisfactory response to the threat is to attempt

either to prevent the change in the planning system which

would enable the changes in the pattern of land use to be

undertaken or, if such changes are inevitable, to modify

the planning system so as to have some ability to control

the measures introduced by it to achieve its goals for

change in the recreational system. Both these responses

can be seen in the case studies.

Before turning to the conclusions to be drawn from

these studies, however, it is suggested that the consider¬

ations outlined above and the aspects of them that it was

possible to develop in the text of this theses led to the

conclusion >,hat, because the limits to the capacity of a

park and recreation system will be set by the position and

nature of its components, the single most important factor

(when attention is directed beyond the level of the

individual site or visitor) is the control c the develop¬

ment of the pattern (position) and structure (nature) of
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the system. For this reason, an understanding of the

power of interest groups to influence or control the

planning system appears to be fundamental to an under¬

standing of :he resolution of conflict. In the author's

view the value of this thesis would have been greater had

it been possible to include an evaluation of the power of

the different groups concerned in the case studies, and

to give more attention to the alliances they formed. One

important reason for this inability is that neither the

Park System for Scotland nor the Pentland Hills Regional

Park have yet been established, despite the reasonable

assumption at the beginning of the study that both propos¬

als - certainly the latter - would reach completion.

This delay in itself is a measure of the power of the

opposition to the proposals and the ability of the oppon¬

ents to force adjustments of the proposals by engaging in

conflict over the issues that they raised. The battle

over the proposed park system is still being fought and

the original concept appears to have been weakened as a

result. The battle over the parts of the system has yet

to be fought on a wide front, but the proposal for a

regional park in the Pentland Hills provides an indication

of the issues that will be raised and the strength of the

likely conflict over them.

While many of these issues, as they arose in the

Pentland Hills, were studied, not all could be discussed

within the confines of this thesis. The major conflicts

that arose there and which seem likely to occur in other
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specific proposals were:

(1) the implications of dei yie. ion, especially use

of the word ''park";

(2) the rights of owners an; occupiers and the

supremacy of individual over public interest;

(3) the impact of recreational activities on o.ther
forms of land use;

(4) the relative priority to be attached to differ¬
ent types of recreational need;

(5) the role of public participation in the park
planning process; and

(6) the composition of advisory and management
committees.

Particular subjects likely to be of more general concern

included:

(1) the boundaries of the park;

(2) the location of main nodes of development;

(3) the propriety of planning control over agricult¬
ural land use changes;

(4) visitor behaviour and the "interpretation" of
the park;

(5) the content and operation of management
agreements.

10.2 DISCUSSION

Allison ^ has suggested that most people put their

faith in the preservation aspects of the planning system

rather than in progressive and creative forward planning.

This seems to be the core of the problem with the propos¬

als for park development in Scotland. The overriding
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issue for most of the interest groups consulted was that

recreation was a use of the land that needed to he con¬

trolled, and there was a fundamental opposit on to attempts

to establish a new pattern of provision and distribution of

use. In the Pentland Hills every projected or suspected

change to the existing pattern was fought as an independent

issue regardless of its significance to the proposals as

a whole. Despite the stated desire of the planning

authority for the conclusion of management agreements and

the acceptance by the land interests that these were

essential and desirable, the complications of tenure and

the fundamental objection to the park concept frustrated

attempts to reach agreement. Experience in the English

national parks has shown the difficulty in reaching agree¬

ments where the conflict is between agricultural change and

the conservation of amenity, yet farmers are on the whole,

basically sympathetic to conservation. There is not the

same sympatny for recreation and it is difficult to imagine

that management agreements will be seen by farmers and

landowners as anything other than a method of control of

recreation, i.e., it is unlikely that they will be widely

accepted as integral parts of policies for the redevelop¬

ment of patterns of recreational use. The upland

Management Experiment vUMEX) in the Lake District National

Park and its successors have provided a star.; to the use

of manager ent agreements, but much more extensive develop¬

ment of the legislative and financial suppor for agreements

will be necessary if they are to provide the desired basis
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for integrated management in a Scottish Park System. The

importance of this cannot he overemphasised, but the dif¬

ficulty can clearly be seen from the case of ohe Pentland

Hills where the Advisory Committee demanded that no design

or development work be undertaken until a fua.1 management

plan had been drawn up and approved, yet the responsible

Department, having no management control over most of the

area, was unable to reach agreements with the majority of

landowners and farmers because of the unwillingness of

some to negotiate and the insistence of others on the

impossible condition that agreements should not be neg¬

otiated individually. In this situation, the need for the

Department to assuage such interests and the lack of any

group capable of forcefully putting the case for recreat¬

ion, meant that the debate did not turn to the question of

whether, given the position of the Pentland Hills in

relation to Edinburgh and their obvious importance as a

recreation resource, the extraordinarily complex landowrer-

ship system required some reallocation, including an in¬

crease in the amount of land in public ownership.

Similarly, it is clear that the debate on the proposal for

the Pentland Hills is unlikely to include consideration of

the possibility of a reduction in the potential for conflict

and an increase in the overall satisfaction of all land

users in the hills, farmers included, through a reallocation

of priorities which would give public recreation supremacy

over other considerations in certain areas. There also is

little likelihood that the Pentland Hills Advisory Committee

will take any more tolerant view cf less individualistic
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needs for recreation, and it can be expected that pressure

will be maintained for the confinement of all new develop¬

ments to the proposed Northern Slopes Country Park.

The author suggests that this type of desire (and

the general tendency to see a very limited range of act¬

ivities, scarcely if at all overlapping, as relevant to

each category of park in an ascending order of importance),
is inappropriate on two counts, firstly, that it leads to

the rejection of some genuine recreational needs and,

secondly, that it ignores the concept of diversity and its

related hypothesis that a highly diverse habitat, community

or environment is more intrinsically stable than one with

low diversity.

A reasonable illustration of the first count seems to

be possible by analogy with the framing of an education

system, while the illustration of speech in Chapter 1 bears

upon the second. In regard to the first it is suggested

that the person responsible for a system of education would

acknowledge the various levels in it, from pre-school up

to university, with two particular considerations.

Firstly, that within any broad division, such as primary-

secondary-tertiary , he would acknowledge the need for

different grades and that there would be individual differ¬

ences within those grades; no education planner would expect

the child entering high school to begin at sixth form, and

by analogy, no recreation planner should expect the casual

visitor to a national park to have a high level of under-

490



standing of its national biological importance. Secondly,

at any level the planner would plan separately for all

subjects of the curriculum, i.e., because a student

entered high school it would not be assumed that he now

should study only mathematics. The plaimer would plan

separately at each level, for mathematics, history,

English and other subjects to devise a curriculum that

would be matched to classrooms, teachers, and students.

By analogy the recreation planner should plan a pattern

of opportunities related to the available resources, the

interests and abilities of park staff, and ti, needs and

prior experience of the visitors. The second analogy,

discussed in Chapter 1, was that many parts of the human

body (such as the mouth) have several functions, but depend

on other parts (such as the teeth .and tongue) for the best

performance of those functions (such as eating and speak¬

ing). This led to the related conclusion that, just as

in human communication the message is intrinsically infer¬

ior in the absence of all the parts of the c amunication

"system", and understood by fewer people, so parks will be

inferior, and less well understood if they provide only a

limited range of experiences. The incompatibility between

recreation and conservation is accentuated by failure to

achieve reservation of adequate diversity through the

planning system. It has been part of the purpose of this

thesis to emphasise that this failure to reserve - or

create - adequate diversity is dv to the ability of

interest groups to determine either the existence of parks,

or their content, or both.
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In both the proper ■•.Is analyse:., and in the develop¬

ments discussed in Charter 5, the early stages of form¬

ulation of ideas were shrouded in varying degrees of

secrecy. "hi respect to the Scottish proposal, the public

at large has had almost no say in a very long debate about

a provision of critical interest to the whole population

of Scotland, mainly because of the consideration that had

to be given to the conditions which must be met in order

to gain acceptance of the proposal by pressure groups.

Thus, it is 3een that most open public participation about

a matter of national importance has been delayed until

sectional or vested interests have submitted comments

leading to modification of the proposals. r:he consider¬

ation of alternatives is not a free matter; men the pro¬

posal becomes a real public issue most alter atives and the

asis for the proposal will already have bee decided,

there is the very real possibility that, as ""ar as the

general pub. ic is concerned, the proposal fo a Park System

for Scotlan will never become an issue become objections

to it could still lead as they have done with other pro¬

posals for national parks in Scotland, to its abandonment.

Similarly, in the Pentland Hills issue the objectors

repeatedly and forcefu-.iy opposed any publicity which

referred to the area as a "park" until their own conditions

about its content and development had been incorporated in

a "manageme: t plan" for the whole area.

It appears that o.'.e of the underlying j idgments on

which the opposition to use of the word 'park' and
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development according to a park concept were based, was

an attitude that other people did not, indeed could not,
understand the importance of the areas they were determ¬

ined to preserve. This was a common judgment among

amenity interests in the Pentland Hills case, but one of

the best examples can be seen in the Dartmoor Preservation

Association (DPA). For example, in addressing the non¬

statutory inquiry into military use of Dartmoor National

Park

"Dr. Beech (Chief Executive Officer of the
DPA) referred scathingly to the evidence of
Plymouth City Council who said that most users
of the national park come from Plymouth,
e: cept in the height of summer, and do not
find the military presence unacceptable.
This, he thought, implied that the park
exists mainly for motorists. 1 Proper
appreciation of Dartmoor', he said 'is
impossible unless one walks or rides on horse
or pony ...'" 3 (emphasis added).

The Secretary of the Association subsequently acknow¬

ledged that their view was a minority one, ad asserted

that minority views must be regarded, but it ;s clear that

members of this Association have little resp-ct for the

views of the majority of visitors, and none at all for

their opponents, going so far as to attribute to them

"totally barren minds". In contrast "there are others,

many others, who experience a sense of liberation and

renewal whenever they set foot on wild land. ... They are

intelligent and perceptive people of every c ass and age
A

group .. o "

The common outcome of attitudes such as this is a
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preoccupation with the ducaticn visitors and with

countryside interpretation. This has its most notice¬

able outcomes in a plethora of "visitor centias" at parks

and reserves, and the constant promotion of the "Country

Code" of behaviour. The principle seems to be that the

visitor with little or no rural background, who comes

from a city where littering is rife, where dugs are given

relatively free run of parks, and Mho must return to the

same conditions, will have an entirely different set of

standards simply because he is in the "better" environ¬

ment of open countryside. There appears to be no real

justification for this view. The fact that superb

national parks are plagued by littering and vandalism,

that carefully planned cities are bedevilled with alcoholism

and other drug addictions, and that suicides, divorce and

psycho-somatic diseases cause equal alarm in both village

and city, casts the gravest doubt on such a proposition.

Nevertheless, the ideas that quality of life is bound up

with certain standards of physical environment and that

behaviour appropriate to "good" environment can be absorbed

from a list of commandments, persist. The conclusions

in this study about the necessity for provision of re¬

creational opportunities to be made relevant to needs

suggest to the author that a far more effective course

would be to attempt to reduce the distinction between (a)

national parks and .(b) local opportunities; and that the

most urgent step is to improve the opportunities for

socially oriented recreation in the open a.r It is clear,

however, that wherever such attempts are made in an area
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with sufficient natura." attraction to provide a focus,

opposition from conservation and amenity movements is

almost inevitable.

Anyone who has studied conservation movements cannot

fail to be aware of the high degree of emotionalism with

which some members approach issues. The Pentland Hills

area has not been free of this and it is notable that

even though the Countryside Division is almost entirely

in sympathy with most of the objectives of the conservation

groups, the methods of reaction of some have reached such

a high level of conflict that in ^elf-defence the Division

has made adjustments which reduce the ability of these

groups to mount an attack. The reaction of some conserv¬

ation groups has shown a single-minded preoccupation with

short-term objectives and a failure to recognise that

these objectives may not be consistent with their long-

term goals. Informal interviews and discussion with

group members indicated that little if any d.fference was

seen between short-term and long-term objectives. There

are many powerful forces in the socio-cultural environment

which exert pressure through the planning system for the

modification of land-use patterns. If all such modif¬

ications are seen as defeats by the conservation groups it

is likely that their opposition will become increasingly

intransigent.

Like the landowners and farmers, the amenity and



conservation groups' opposition appeared to be allied to

a sense of proprietary right; all were reacting on the

basis of what seemed to be a territorial imperative by

which the planners, and the hordes of visitors they

believed to be in their train, were seen as aggressors.

The arguments raised here and in earlier chapters

are, therefore, believed to support the view that much

conflict over recreational development can be compared

with the ecological concept of territoriality. Soja

defines territoriality as

"a behavioural phenomenon associated with the
organisation of space into spheres of influence
or clearly demarcated territories which are
made distinctive and considered at least part¬
ially exclusive by their occupants or definers".
He notes that its "most obvious geographical
manifestation is an identifiable patterning of
spatial relationships resulting in the
confinement of certain activities in particular
areas and the exclusion of certain categories
of individuals from the space of the territ¬
orial individual or group". 5 (emphasis added)

A further dimension of exclusion is relevant to this study,

namely the exclusion of certain activities from a territory

not only because it is the space of a particular individual

or group but because of their impact on the territory

itself. This is in fact a more important characteristic

of park territories than is confinement because there are

more activities which are considered inappropriate to parks

than there are activities considered to be appropriate only

to parks. Nevertheless, parks are very definitely terr¬

itories in concept and, in Great Britain, this territor¬

iality is complicated by the fact that a far greater
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range of activities, particularly commercial activities,

are permitted than in parks in other countries. That

means a far greater range of issues that can generate

conflict and require an adjustment from the planning

system which has ramifications in the structure of the

park or park system, and therefore determines carrying

capacity.

10.3 CONCLUSION

This study would have been more conclusive if one or

both of the case studies had reached some point of decision,

i.e., if one could identify dividing lines between the

development of either proposal and the results that issued

from it. In their absence it is not possible to state

with any certainty the final effect of the conflict over

the proposals on the structure of the park or park system.

To a large degree the real problem lay with the delay in

the Countryside Commission's proposal because legal status

for regional parks depends on new legislative support for

the park system. The absence of such legal status was

a telling argument in the attempts by opponents to delay

the supplementation of the proposal for a regional park

and, indeed, in support of their determination that the

area should not be called a park.

Much of this uncertainty may have been solved if

more information had been available from the Countryside

Commission for Scotland or the Scottish Development
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Department. However, because the accepted policy is to

reach agreement before making a proposal public, it is

unlikely that there would be any opportunity in the near

future, if at all, to gain access bo confidential records

of negotiations.

The length of this account has been of great concern

to the author but as nc other source could be found in

which the themes of environmentalism, recreational need,

systems planning and carrying capacity had been brought

together in such a way as to highlight the importance of

conflict in determining patterns of activity on the ground

and the location of structural forms related to those

activities, the attempt to draw out important issues was

considered worthwhile. The information on park systems in

Canada, and their associated zoning policies was collected

at a time when it seemed possible that decisive steps

would be taken, at least in the Pentland Hills. As it
became obvious that no such event would occur the author

undertook a study of ail the recently published National-.

Park Plans for England and Wales. However, as the

content and quality of these plans is so highly varied, it

was not possible to draw an adequate comparison between

Canadian and British plans and procedures.

One other matter was given considerable thought,

namely, the possibility of undertaking a det iled study

of the impact of recreation on a limited number of

properties :'n the Pentland Hills area. However, the
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f -mdamental opposition owners .d farmers .aid the

extraordinarily complicated land J mure pattern ruled

out such a study, as did the author's lack of knowledge

of British farming practice and farm economy*

Two other possible lines of research are suggested.

Firstly, an attempt could be made to test the application

of the model of competition introduced in Chapter 1 and

developed in Chapter 6 with some empirical data from an

actual new development. Unfortunately, in this inquiry,

there was no time for such an exercise once the concept

of carrying capacity had been sufficiently clarified in

the author's mind. A newly-developed urban or urban-

fringe facility would probably be more appropriate for

developing some procedure for testing this model because

of the greater ease in setting the boundaries of the area

to be studied.

The second possible line of research arises from past

experience in attempting to classify recreational resources.

Considerable dissatisfaction has developed with classific¬

ations based entirely on biophysical attributes and

landscape classification seemed to be even less useful for

that particular task. It seems that what is necessary

is some identification of typical recreation "packages"

for which some idealised set of resource requirements could

be derived for comparison with the real resources of an

area. The author chose to call the individuals related

to these packages recreation "archetypes".
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It is suggested that "archetypes" would have more

relevance to a study such as this than would the activity

clusters identified in recreation substitutability

studies because the consideration of the competition

model suggested that if recreatior archetypes could be

identified, together with recreation niches, then from

this one could go on to estimate recreation potential

and the potential for conflict foi the use of the resources

of a 'niche1,

To be useful in attempts at conflict resolution it

would be necessary to identify the attributes of two

critical indicators in relation to archetypes. There

were, firstly, 'definition', or the degree to which it

would be possible to focus on a particular archetype

(independently of other types); and, secondly, 'suffic¬

iency ', or whether the number of individuals of one

archetype would be large enough (at a particular time) to

justify provision to meet the special needs of the arche¬

type o These points could be rephrased as:

(1) Is there enough information to identify
archetypes?

(2) Gould one expect to succeed in management
programmes (end in planning) directed towards
archetypes?

(3) Which archetypes are of sufficient size or

importance tc justify provision directed
specifically towards them?

(4) Dc the requirements of thos ; archetypes
identified match the objectives of the
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management system, i.e., does meeting their
needs support both social goals and park
"values"?

Factors which affect the identification and behaviour of

archetypes could be grouped into four classes of what

might be (and are in retail marketing) called 'segmentation

variables' becuase they have proved to be good predictors

of different attitudes, i.e., they correlate with behav¬

iour or propensity to behave. These are:

(1) geographic variables, such as climate,
infrastructure, population density and
distribution:

(2) demographic variables, such as age sex, income,
occupation, education and stage of family life
cycle;

(3) personality variables, such as gre eriousness,
conservatism, leadership and domes icity; and

(4) behaviour variables, such as usage rate,
motivation, visitor loyalty, and aesthetic
sensitivity.

The last are relationships between the user r.d the

resource, Qheek et al (see Chapter 3) would undoubtedly

add some factor related to family background to include

such things as where one lived in his childhood and whet

recreation experiences were enjoyed within \e family

and peer group relationships. This probably could go

into class 3 - "personality variables" but ray be better

distinguished as:

(5) cultural variables, such as socia. milieu
of destination, residentic! origin, image
of place, leisure life style ad ocial order.
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The idea is that these variables should provide a guide

for the promotion of a recreational resource, and the

success of an interpretation strategy. It is suggested

that the use of archetypes could indicate levels of use

at which conflict is likely, i.e., they could assist in

the identification of thresholds of carrying capacity.

This is, however, speculation and the author has doubts

about whether archetypes would make a significant

contribution to understanding of conflicts over goals

as opposed to conflicts over problems such as crowding.

In conclusion, it is noted that, despite the consider¬

able progress made in developing a planning system in

Great Britain which has substantial control of the

spread of urbanisation, this system is less able to

control other uses of the countryside because it has not

yet found an adequate methodology for identifying and

balancing the needs and priorities of the whole population.

Containment of the sprawl of buildings is one thing, but

containment of the sprawl of people is another. Since

that sprawl is recreation-orientea, and because there is

as yet no alternative to parks, it is clear that systematic

planning for park provision must be directed towards using

parks to contain demand of the type that now is using

nationally significant countryside resources for exper¬

iences which could be provided in the other areas, includ¬

ing urban areas, if the legal structure were to establish

workable patterns for the solution of conflicts within
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which the administrati' 3 structure would be ^ole to

direct the integration of recreation with other land

uses.
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