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Annex 2: Consultation responses and how they have
been accounted for

The table below lists specific responses to the consultation on the DRAFT Consultative Forum Site
Management Planning Report and DRAFT Site Management Planning Technical Annex and how
these have been accounted for in revised reports.

How the comment has

Page | Comment been addressed
General comments
N/A Thank you for providing copies of the excellent draft reports that Noted.
you have prepared. In response to the "Consultation questions to
consider" document | have the following comments.
N/A I shall look forward to reading your final report and learning how the | Noted.
park authorities intend to act on the many issues raised by this
valuable study.
Comments on Part 1: Introduction and methodology
N/A | N/A N/A
Comments on Part 2: Review and validation of hotspot areas
pp.8-12 | think the hotspots and the accompanying issues are, by and large, Noted. Several key next steps
accurately identified and that the focus should now shift to have been proposed in the
implementation of management plans. Regarding the outcomes, it report (section 6.2) to ensure
is unclear to me how willing the park authorities are to implement / | that momentum is
fund any of the findings of this study and it would be regrettable if maintained.
this good work is not carried on.
Comments on Part 3: Review and prioritisation of upland path works
pp.13-14 | | am surprised that the path on the north side of Threipmuir There may be some
reservoir is classified as one of the worst as in my view it is one of confusion; the path referred
the better ones (also, you might like to know there is a typo in the to has been assessed as a
table on page 13 where the number grading system is incorrect). “Priority 5” i.e. no
intervention required (shown
as a yellow route on Figure
3.1 in the main report).
pp.13-18 | There seems to be an assumption that the landowners would Noted. A clarification point
automatically want path upgrade works if they were offered. | on this has been added at
suspect this is not the case, particularly in sensitive areas that are section 3.3 and in the
managed for grouse. conclusions (section 6.1).
Comments on Part 4: Management planning for hotspot areas
pp.19-26 | | consider that most of the issues have been well considered and Additional points added to
described. However, | think far more consideration needs to be suggestions to mitigate
given to signage. On page 21 there is a comment stating that signs pressures / impacts at
"clutter up the landscape". In my view, there is a clear place for Hotspot No.1 (see section 4.1
good concise signage, particularly in and around car parks. All of the | p.22).
frustrated lost people who end up in my farmyard tell me that the
park signage is inadequate and they are often quite irritated by this
and suggest that | should rectify the situation! Further surveys of
visitors could easily be done at minimal cost to establish views on
signage more scientifically. My view is that having visited hundreds
of regional and national parks in numerous countries, Pentlands
Regional Park has fewer signs than almost anywhere else. The
public need to be managed in the countryside and the cheapest way
of doing this effectively is the use of good signage that informs and
educates as well as directs.
N/A Other issues not mentioned are the increasing use of camper vans Additional points added to
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Comment
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How the comment has
been addressed

for overnight camping in car parks and rural crime in general,
including fish poaching, fly tipping, theft of livestock etc.

the antisocial behaviour bullet
(see section 4.1 p.21).

Additional comments on specific issues

N/A DOGS: there are increasing conflicts occurring with dogs and Additional points added to
livestock. Every week the farming press carries a headline of suggestions to mitigate
multiple fatalities incurred by dog attacks on livestock. This is pressures / impacts at
completely unacceptable from animal welfare and farming business | Hotspot No.1 (see section 4.1
perspectives and the park management should take a very firm zero | p.22) and in the conclusions
tolerance approach. The public are also generally ignorant of (section 6.1).
biosecurity issues associated with visiting dogs on farms
(tapeworms, neospora canininum etc). As a minimum, signage
needs to be vastly improved and appropriate bylaws should be
introduced with enforceable penalties and authorities willing to step
up and stamp out these problems. My MP and MSP have both
visited our farm and they are fully supportive of the need for these
issues to be tackled.

N/A WILDLIFE: The wildlife benefit of the park is mentioned frequently in | Additional points added to
the report. On our farm, we have several endangered wading bird suggestions to mitigate
species, which are ground nesting (lapwing, curlew, snipe etc). pressures / impacts at
These are destroyed / killed / harassed by out of control dogs. Hotspot No.1 (see section 4.1
Without wishing to be glib, we need to consider which we prefer: p.22) and in the conclusions
the protection of endangered species or pandering to the wishes of (section 6.1).
often uninformed dog owners. According to the WWF, in the last 40
years over half of the species on the planet has become extinct. |
think it is important to consider the priorities for the park: is it
intended primarily to protect wildlife and the livelihoods of those
who live and work there or does the park exist entirely for the
enjoyment of the visitors, regardless of the outcome. At present, it
feels like the balance is almost entirely in the latter category,
perhaps not by reason of any obvious management decision, but
more so as a result of apathy and an unwillingness to tackle the
problems that are increasing every year.

N/A COMMUNICATION: The lack of any effective online communication Additional points added to

by park authorities is a major missed opportunity. Twitter /
Facebook / Instagram etc feeds that are regularly updated with
seasonal issues and advice are how the world now communicates
and this has been done with great success in regional and national
parks in other parts of the world. Almost no one checks a park
website before visiting.

suggestions to mitigate
pressures / impacts at
Hotspot No.1 (see section 4.1
p.22).
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Annex 3: Detailed maps of hotspot areas

Figures A2.1 — A2.5 below provide detailed maps (with 1:25,000 OS base mapping) of each hotspot
area identified in the 2016 work (Phillips et al., 2016). The maps show: (1) the extent of the hotspot
area’; (2) the natural environment benefits mapped by CF participants at the May 2016 workshop;
and (3) existing natural and other assets at / in proximity to the hotspot.

The legend for all five maps is shown below:

IEICEP Hotspot ‘ Aesthetic values and inspiration + Climate regulation
. Energy - biomass

‘ Educational values + Erosion control
. Energy - wind

‘ Experiencing nature ED] Flood regulation
Q Food - farmed

‘ Recreation/physically using nature + Water purification

' Food - game and wild collected food

0 Spiritual and religious values
Q Freshwater

Formal paths

. Timber and other wood products
‘ Listed buildings

'F—*; Arable land

VIS,

@ Burn

Woodland on steep slopes

Carbon rich soil/deep peat

Riparian woodland

: - Areas that might be considered ‘wild'
Pasture/grazing land %
Scheduled t
New woodland planting (2007-13) ,///% cheduled montments
m Country parks
m Conservation areas

Note: benefits represented by pentagons are provisioning services, those with diamonds are
cultural services and those with crosses, regulating services [see the 2016 Consultative Forum
Report and its Technical Annex for definitions of these categories].

1 Noting that this is entirely arbitrary based on the density of benefits mapped by CF participants at the May 2016 workshop (see Part 2).
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Figure A3-1: Detailed overview of Hotspot No.1 — Threipmuir Reservoir and Red Moss (note: key for this map is provided on page 4 above)
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Figure A3-2: Detailed overview of Hotspot No.2 — Glencorse, Bell’s Hill and Carnethy Hill (note: key for this map is provided on page 4 above)
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Figure A3-3: Detailed overview of Hotspot No.3 — Capelaw and Caerketton Hill (note: key for this map is provided on page 4 above)
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Figure A3-4: Detailed overview of Hotspot No.4 — Kitchen Moss (note: key for this map is provided on page 4 above)
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Figure A3-5: Detailed overview of Hotspot No.5 — Harperrig Reservoir (note: key for this map is provided on page 4 above)
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Annex 4: Hotspot management planning: spatial issues and proposals

KEY

| @ Land cover data incorrect (no woodland here)
Important site for biodiversity (SSSI)

@ Important wildlife corridor (Green Cleugh)
@ Heavily used / popular path (Green Cleugh)
@ Popular informal path in poor condition (Black Hill)
@ Car park capacity issues

@ Conflicts between swimmers & anglers

@ Proposal to formalise Black Hill Path

@ Proposal for Balerno-Thriepmuir off-road path
@ Proposed upgrades for disabled users

® Proposed measures to protect wild land areas

‘ Baseline issues
‘ Management proposals

Figure A4-1: Management planning and proposals for Hotspot No.1: Threipmuir Reservoir and Red Moss (note: see section 4.1 in the main report for full
details of the management issues and proposals shown on the figure above)
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KEY

@ Increase wild land area

Well-used path behind MoD firing range

@ Well-used car park at Castlelaw

| @ Heavily used / popular area for recreation

@ Maiden’s Cleugh path heavily used by MTB

@ Proposed Rullion Green café / visitor centre & car park
@ Path heavily used by MTB & walkers

/ @ Proposal to upgrade Maiden’s Cleugh path
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Figure A4-2: Management planning and proposals for Hotspot No.2: Glencorse, Bell’s Hill and Carnethy Hill (note: see section 4.2 in the main report for
full details of the management issues and proposals shown on the figure above)
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