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Scottish Natural Heritage, Strathallan House, Castle Business Park, Stirling FK9 4TZ  
Tel: 01786 450 362  www.nature.scot 
 
Dualchas Nàdair na h-Alba, Taigh Shrath Alain, Pàirc Gnothachais a’ Chaisteil, Sruighlea FK9 4TZ 
Fòn: 01786 450 362  www.nature.scot 
 

 
 

 
Loch Lomond and the Trossachs National Park 
Carrochan 
Carrochan Road 
Balloch 
G83 8EG 
 
22 February 2021 
 
Our ref: CDM161260  
Your ref: 2020/0260/DET 
 
 
Dear  
 
Town and Country planning (Scotland) Act 1997 
Formation of new footpath and installation of lookout structures near to Trossachs 
Pier in Trossachs Woods Special Area of Conservation (SAC)/ Ben A’an and 
Brenachoile Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).  
 
 
Thank you for your consultation on this planning application, received on 3rd December 
2020 and the Habitats Regulations Appraisal (HRA), received on the 13th February 2021.  
We previously advised that a proposal of this nature within the Special Area of Conservation 
would be challenging.  In particular, that loss of habitat and damage to the structure and 
function of the woodland and its supporting species would be difficult to fully mitigate. 
 
NatureScot Position 
 
We support the conclusions of the HRA undertaken by the National Park Planning Authority, 
that it cannot be shown that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the European 
site.  We therefore object to this proposal.  
 
NatureScot comments 
 
The proposal lies within the Trossachs Woods Special Area of Conservation (SAC), 
designated for its western acidic oak woodland. 
 
The site's status means that the requirements of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 as amended, (the “Habitats Regulations”) apply.   

 
We agree with the conclusion of the HRA, in particular we consider the key potential effects 
of the proposal on site integrity to be: 

 
a) Direct qualifying habitat loss under the path and watchtower. Case law has 

established that small losses of habitat can affect adversely site integrity (see Annex 
One for more detail on Peter Sweetman v An Bord Pleanala (Case C-258/11)). In 
addition, the ground flora around the path and watchtower is likely to suffer damage 
to its structure, species composition and vegetation cover from human trampling.  
 



 

 

b) The proposed route of the path and the foundations of the watchtower would cut 
through the RPAs (Root Protection Areas) of a large number of the trees. Therefore 
we can expect that there may be longer term impacts on tree health and stability. 

 
c) A significant and permanent increase in disturbance to deer and other woodland 

mammals and birds, in what is currently a relatively undisturbed area. The 
disturbance effects could extend for a few hundred metres around the area of the 
proposal, depending on the sensitivity of the receptor species. This disturbance effect 
may also affect the distribution of species. 

 
 
Conclusion 
 
On the basis of current information, and for the reasons given above, it is unlikely that Loch 
Lomond and The Trossachs National Park will be able to conclude that there will be no 
adverse effect on the integrity of the site and therefore we object to this proposal. 
 
If the planning authority intends to grant planning permission against this advice you must 
notify Scottish Ministers. 
 
If you have any questions about this response, please contact  

@nature.scot ). This advice is provided by Scottish Natural Heritage, acting 
under its operating name NatureScot. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
[by email] 
 
 
Ian Bray 
Area Manager Forth 
Ian.bray@nature.scot  
 
 
 
  



 

 

 
Annex One - Peter Sweetman v An Bord Pleanala (Case C-258/11) 
 
 
A decision of the Court of Justice of the European Union in Peter Sweetman v An Bord 

Pleanala (Case C-258/11) discussed what is meant by an adverse affect on site integrity in 
relation to a priority habitat (although there was no firm ruling in relation to non-priority 
habitat).  It states in paragraph 46 “Consequently, if, after an appropriate assessment of a 
plan or project’s implications for a site, carried out on the basis of the first sentence of 

Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, the competent national authority concludes that that 
plan or project will lead to the lasting and irreparable loss of the whole or part of a 
priority natural habitat type whose conservation was the objective that justified the 
designation of the site concerned as an SCI, the view should be taken that such a plan 
or project will adversely affect the integrity of that site”.  Paragraph 48 further states that 
a plan or project “will adversely affect the integrity of that site if it is liable to prevent the lasting 

preservation of the constitutive characteristics of the site that are connected to the presence 

of a priority natural habitat whose conservation was the objective justifying the designation of 

the site in the list of SCIs, in accordance with the directive. The precautionary principle should 

be applied for the purposes of that appraisal”. 
 
In case C-258/11 the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) addressed the issue of 
how small a percentage of loss of a priority qualifying habitat could constitute an 
adverse effect on site integrity (AESI).  It ruled that a permanent loss of c.0.5% of a priority 
qualifying habitat (1.47ha out of 270ha of the total habitat, in a SAC of c.25,247ha) did 
constitute an AESI, and that the same logic would apply to any other long-lasting loss.  This 
has more recently backed-up in EU guidance on the subject which extends the same 
interpretation to non-priority habitats. 
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1. Path Description
On several occasions in correspondence both my client and I have expressed concern that the planning application has 
been registered as a ‘new path’ when it was clearly stated in the application form that this was the reinstatement of a historic 
Victorian path. We believe there is an important distinction as the principle of a path being in existence in this area as part 
of a more extensive historic path network, and along with a watchtower, over a considerably long period of time has been 
established and is well illustrated in old postcards and the John Knox painting of circa 1820. In any assessment report or 
description of this proposal we would be grateful if it is referred to as ‘reinstatement of the historic Roderick Dhu path and 
construction of scenic lookouts’ as the current title on the planning web portal is very misleading.

There is only a short stretch of the former path that has been realigned at the bottom to avoid rockfall and fallen trees and 
this decision was taken on health and safety grounds.

It is unfortunate the path fell into a state of disrepair in the 1980s but there are still a significant number of visitors who find 
their way up to the viewpoint despite the path not being signed any more though the Watchtower viewpoint does continue 
to be featured on many websites. There is notable ground damage in several areas and more localised damage in other 
areas with poor vegetation cover from trampling of feet despite this not being as bad as normal due to extensive lockdowns 
over the past year due to COVID 19. I am mindful when you and others were on site late last year the level of damage from 
trampling was less pronounced as the lockdowns have allowed some ground recovery to take place. There is of course 
substantial ground cover damage over a wide area due to animal grazing, predominantly by wild goats and deer.

2. Possible Mitigation Measures
As part of any mitigation plan agreed my client would be prepared to erect a post and rail fence on either side of the path 
to contain visitors and to prevent them spreading out and causing further damage. A two spar and handrail design would 
keep visitors to the path and when they reach the tower and scenic lookouts they are in a well contained area anyway for 
health and safety reasons as well as to minimise environmental impact.

This type of arrangement has worked well in other sensitive areas including other National Parks and areas with special 
nature designations. This is a well tried and tested visitor management technique used extensively on sensitive sites 
across the globe. The style of fencing proposed would enable wildlife to path through the different zones of the SAC 
easily and safely.

There would also be clear signing at the bottom of the path to advise visitors to keep dogs on a lead and to observe 
other site management rules. The path and scenic lookouts would also be closely monitored with regular patrols plus it 
is planned to install CCTV in the tower and scenic lookout area. The lower part of the path is already covered by CCTV 
located in the car park as part of a site wide visitor safety and management regime. Interpretive panels would be installed 
at the bottom of the path beside the car park to showcase the natural and cultural heritage of the site and conservation 
messages. Some low key interpretation is also planned at the tower and scenic lookout.

My client is also willing to consider any other mitigation measures deemed appropriate and has a strong commitment 
to ensure this short path and scenic lookout corridor is managed to a high standard with daily litter picks and regular 
interactions with visitors.

3. Feedback on NatureScot Consultation Response
As agreed when we spoke the other day, below I set out a brief summary of the feedback from our professional team 
on NatureScot’s consultation response of the 22nd February 2021 to the Habitat Appraisal undertaken by one of your 
colleagues and I add some further comments on each of the three grounds of objection cited.

It is important to emphasise how our clients instructed the Project Team to approach this project from the start, 
understanding and respecting how sensitive the existing path route and viewpoint areas are within the Trossachs Woods 
SAC and ensuring not just qualified consultants on the team, but consultants with experience working throughout 
Scotland, to deliver environmentally responsible projects in the most sensitive areas of our environment. For example, the 
path construction team A.C.T. Heritage were chosen because they have delivered over 320 path projects of the highest 
quality in sensitive hill and mountain environments including a number which were part of the HLF and NPA funded 
Mountains and People Project spanning both the Loch Lomond and The Trossachs and Cairngorms National Parks.

Our Professional Team have all reviewed the Habitat Appraisal and the NatureScot Natura form and letter and I trust the 
comments below are considered in the constructive way they are meant as part of trying to find a way forward to secure a 
positive outcome for this application.
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NatureScot Consultation letter of 22/02/21 (response to NPA Habitats Regulations Appraisal of 13/02/21)

A) “Direct qualifying habitat loss under the path and watchtower. Small losses of habitat can affect adversely site 
integrity (see Annex One for more detail on Peter Sweetman v An Bord Pleanala (Case C-258/11)). In addition, the 
ground flora around the path and watchtower is likely to suffer damage to its structure, species composition and 
vegetation cover from human trampling.”

Response from - TAY ECOLOGY/ A.C.T HERITAGE / ALAN MOTION TREE CONSULTING/ MW 
CONSULTANTS

In terms of the habitat loss we appreciate that it is impossible for the proposed reinstatement of the footpath and 
erection of the watchtower to have zero impact on the vegetation but this is largely on the largely existing 188m 
route of the path to the viewpoint. It is overgrown in parts and generally poorly defined apart from on the drier 
contour ledge on the last third of the path approaching the scenic viewpoint where the heather cover has been 
worn down by walkers. In some areas there are disproportionately large areas of trodden and muddy ground 
including over the first 30m approximately from the edge of the carpark.

The area is also being reviewed and assessed during a period that travel restrictions have been in place for 
lengthy periods due to COVID 19 resulting in less walkers using this area and having an impact on ground cover. 
There is clearly some existing damage to existing ground cover and this is likely to continue over a wide area and 
is unlikely to be managed effectively if the path reinstatement proposals and related mitigation measures are not 
implemented.

Across the range of habitat, vegetation, bat and tree surveys undertaken on site last year all the consultants 
concluded the impact of the proposals would be small and linear in a confined area with habitat in the 
surrounding area not being directly impacted and minimal impact on roots of trees near the path route and scenic 
lookouts which are predominantly birch (85%).

We would suggest that the mitigation measures proposed by our consultants could be made even more robust 
- For example, this could include the addition of post and rail fencing along either side of the route of the path 
referred to earlier, effectively preventing people and dogs from leaving the surfaced path. This, combined with 
signage explaining the value of respecting the defined route and keeping dogs on leads, would alleviate some of 
the concerns being raised.

We appreciate that it is the vegetation for which the SAC is designated and it is the impact across a small linear 
area which is the issue, even though the actual area is a very small percentage of the SAC overall. The potentially 
affected area of the qualifying habitat of the SAC, as identified in the NPA Heritage Appraisal, is 0.016%, or 
1/6250th. Also it is important to note some of this area and a wider area is already damaged and degraded 
through a combination of trampling by walkers and grazing by animals. This is unlikely to change for the better if 
the path improvements do not proceed. The reinstatement of the path with the appropriate mitigation measures 
could therefore have a very positive impact in this area.

The legal precedent, Peter Sweetman v An Bord Pleanala, referred to in Nature.Scot’s Consultation Annex one 
concludes that “..a permanent loss of circa 0.5% of a priority qualifying habitat did constitute an Adverse Effect 
on Site Integrity, and that the same logic would apply to any other long lasting loss.” Our area of potentially 
affected qualifying habitat equates to a percentage of less than 1/30th of that referred to above in the legal 
precedent and a more extensive area is already adversely affected by walkers and grazing animals as referred to 
earlier and this doesn’t appear to have been taken account of in the calculations.
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B) “The proposed route of the path and the foundations of the watchtower would cut through the RPAs (Root Protection 
Areas) of a large number of the trees. Therefore we can expect that there may be longer term impacts on tree health and 
stability.”

Response from - ALAN MOTION TREE CONSULTING/ A.C.T HERITAGE/ MW CONSULTANTS

Although the path does indeed pass over the Root Protection Area of trees (predominantly birch), it does not ‘cut 
through´ roots as stated by NatureScot. The path construction methods planned and set out are non- invasive nature 
and such that no tree roots or trees, with the exception of one dead rowan adjacent to tree number 9669, need to be 
removed to allow the path construction works.

Two ash trees heavily infected with Ash Dieback Disease are recommended for removal, purely due to disease presence 
and the fact that they will both die. Neither are particularly large, so the safety of retaining them as standing dead wood 
is not overly concerning. They could be retained if the authorities wanted. Similarly, one silver birch is standing dead, 
and recommended to be reduced in height from 9m to 4m purely from a safety perspective.

The top bullet point in the Natura appraisal form page 5 of 7 makes reference to the categorisation of trees. The 
categorisation method used is set out in British Standard 5837:2012, which is industry best practice, and a requirement 
for all planning submissions made to the NPA, set out in their Natural Environment Policy 9 of the adopted local plan. 
This categorisation is based on nationally agreed criteria, designed to allow reasoned planning decisions to be made. 
Only dead/dying trees as noted above are affected by the proposal, so the categorisation is correct.

The Watchtower is proposed as a lightly-loaded timber structure on a steel frame, sitting on small pad foundations. 
Excavations for foundation pads can be hand-dug in accordance with BS5837 recommendations to minimise any 
intrusion into the soil and potential conflict with tree roots. We have specified these construction methods as they are 
well established and routinely used, and present negligible risk of harm to existing trees. The tower base can also be 
slightly raised off the ground too to alleviate concerns but it should be noted the ground cover here is already badly 
damaged due to foot trampling. 

There are no proposals to remove any trees from the vicinity of the Watchtower. However, this area contains specimens 
of Norway spruce which have self-seeded and established naturally within the native woodland. Removal of these 
non-native species as part of the project would be beneficial and this is in line with comments from the NPA’s own tree 
adviser.

Some minor pruning of one Scots pine to improve the views is proposed which will have a negligible impact on overall 
site quality.

Many of trees in this area are thin birch trees and are down the bank. Distances to most of the birch trees, apart from 
one vary, between 4m and 7m which means the likelihood of damaging tree roots is minimal. 

As far as our proposed construction methods are concerned, as stated earlier, we are reinstating a path that has been 
used by visitors since the 1800s to see and appreciate the views so vividly described by Sir Walter Scott in his famous 
Lady of the Lake poem. The site therefore has great historical and natural heritage significance and our path and scenic 
lookout specialists have taken this into account in their design and construction method proposals to minimise impact.

A.C.T. have carried out a Wetland Typology survey, metre by metre, then designed the path proposal accordingly and 
applied the appropriate construction method and specification, generally Hand Built construction to respect Root 
Protection Areas, as well as applying specially designed 20 m boardwalk section and a variety of drainage features, 
where appropriate, raising the path above the ‘Natural flush’ to mitigate against any changes to the existing site 
hydrology.

As already noted in the response to point A) above, a post and rail fence could be erected to clearly define the path 
area and to minimise the impact on the protected wetland area.

4



5

C) “A significant and permanent increase in disturbance to deer and other woodland mammals and birds, in what 
is currently a relatively undisturbed area. The disturbance effects could extend for a few hundred metres around the 
area of the proposal, depending on the sensitivity of the receptor species. This disturbance effect may also affect the 
distribution of species.”

Response from - TAY ECOLOGY/ A.C.T HERITAGE/ MW CONSULTANTS

As stated in points above, making our proposed mitigation more robust would act in support of the project. For 
example, this could include fencing along the path to discourage people from leaving the surfaced path and signage 
to explain why people should stay on the path. This would reduce the impact over the wider area.

Whilst there would be disturbance to other species from the footpath during construction this is mitigated by following 
the specific recommendations of the Tay Ecology Appraisal and A.C.T. Heritage’s Method statements and disturbance 
through usage will be minimised by the proposed erection of a post & rail fence as suggested above.

Disturbance beyond the construction phase from usage by people and dogs can be substantially reduced with the 
introduction of a mix of mitigation measures such as confining visitor movements with the installation of fencing in the 
path corridor and the other proposals highlighted earlier.

I would question the scale of increase in disturbance to deer and other woodland mammals such as birds on two 
grounds.

Firstly, the path and scenic lookouts are within 200 metres of a very large and busy car park and bustling pierhead 
area with over 100,000 people annually coming here for scenic boat trips and outdoor recreational activity. There is 
already significant ‘sound spill’ within the area where the reinstated path and scenic lookouts will be due to the close 
proximity of the car park and pierhead, the associated toing and froing of cars and coaches and the regular loud 
tannoy announcements and commentaries on the 4 passenger boats with passengers embarking and disembarking. 
There is significant noise disturbance in this area due to the popularity of the car park and pierhead visitor hub.

Secondly, in the Habitat Survey and Protected Species Assessment Report prepared by Tay Ecology the specialist 
consultant refers to undertaking a survey over a 500 metre area from the path and concluded ‘the wider surrounding 
area will not be directly impacted’ and the potential impact on any breeding birds is expected to be low’. The 
consultant confirmed the survey demonstrates that the proposed reinstated path is unlikely to have a detrimental 
impact on any wildlife already using the site and the surrounding area.

In terms of deer disturbance the existing levels of activity on the site already deter deer during operational hours from 
the areas immediately adjacent to the site, which would include the existing access path and viewpoint. The presence 
of deer (and wild goats) over the wider area is an ongoing problem that Scottish Water and Forestry & Land Scotland 
is grappling with due to the extent of damage in the SAC caused by deer and wild goat grazing and deer culling 
actively takes place on annual basis. 

CONCLUSIONS

This site, incorporating the historical Roderick Dhu path and viewpoint, is already accessible to the public causing 
potentially unquantifiable damage to the habitat and is a small confined within 200m of the existing tourism related 
activities associated with the long established Trossachs Pier site.

Also, the principle of development within the Trossachs Woodland SAC is not precluded, subject to mitigating against 
adverse effects on the site integrity, otherwise we would have been advised of such at the pre-application stage and 
not commissioned a series of specialist surveys and reports.

Whilst we appreciate that no loss of qualifying habitat, however small, could be defined as negligible, if weighed 
against the potential gains of a more clearly defined, and signed, access path, constructed along this existing path, 
using hand dig methods and boardwalk sections etc all as specified in A.C.T.’ Heritage’s and Tay Ecology’s method 
statements, mitigating against impacts, however minimal, to the habitat, wildlife and hydrology of the site plus no 
trees requiring removal due to our proposals, no Tree Protection Areas being cut through, that there is an overall gain 
to be achieved offering improved protection to the existing overall area of qualifying habitat.



Additional gains are also to be had in removing all the rhododendron and non-native conifers which have self-seeded 
in the area around the path and the wider SAC. The introduction of mitigation measures such as post and rail fencing 
either side of the path would help protect ground cover over a wider area and assist regeneration efforts.

As recommended in the NPA Pre-Application appraisal we commissioned a professional team of Ecologists, Tree 
Consultants, Landscape Architects, Architects and Specialist Construction Teams.

We hope the above information, combined with our already submitted professional Reports and Appraisals and the 
mitigation proposals, evidence our client’s commitment and ambition to create an exemplar quality project in an 
environmentally sensitive yet busy tourist destination which will be well managed on an ongoing basis and gives the 
relevant Consultees sufficient comfort to be able to support this application.

I look forward to discussing this further with you after you have received further feedback from NatureScot and your 
internal Natural Heritage Adviser

Yours sincerely

Partner
MW Consultancy
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Sharon Phipps

From:

Sent: 10 March 2021 15:26

To:

Cc: ; 

Subject: RE: 2020/0260/DET - Rhoderick Dhu watchtower and path

 

 

We’ve considered the points made by the developer and the proposed mitigation in the message you forwarded on 

3rd March; however, in support of the HRA produced by the National Park Authority, we maintain our objection to 

the Rhoderick Dhu watchtower and path development.  

 

Kind regards, 

NatureScot | Silvan House, 231 Corstophine Road, Edinburgh (Stirling team) | t: 0131 316  

nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba 

 

From:   

Sent: 03 March 2021 14:36 

To:   

Subject: FW: 2020/0260/DET 

 
Good Afternoon  

 

I had a call with  and his agent yesterday regarding the new path at Trossachs Pier. They advised that 

they wish to respond to the HRA and NatureScot response. This has been received today and I attach it above. The 

letter raises 3 main issues: 

 

1. Path Description 

2. Mitigation Measures 

3. NatureScot response. 

 

Regarding point 1. I can confirm there will be no change to the description of the development. The proposal relates 

to engineering works along the “path” route as well as widening of the path. It is not accepted that the proposal 

relates to path reinstatement.  

 

Regarding points 2. and 3, I would be grateful if you could confirm if you wish to update your response following the 

submission of this additional information. I have also sent this to  and asked if she wishes to update the HRA. If 

it would help I would be happy to arrange a call early next week for the three of us to discuss. As you know their 

funding deadline is at the end of the month so if you could get back to me next week (even if just to confirm if you 

want to made any further comment) that would be really appreciated.  

 

Thanks very much 
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From: MW Consultants   

Sent: 03 March 2021 11:05 

To: @lochlomond-trossachs.org> 

Subject: Fw: 2020/0260/DET 

 
 

 
Apologies. Missed a couple of typos. Corrected letter attached for upload/ sharing with colleagues. 
 
Regards, 
 
 

Partner 
MW Consultants 
m:  
 
 

The content of this email and any attachments is confidential and is subject to the terms of the National Park 
Authority’s email disclaimer at https://www.lochlomond-trossachs.org/disclaimer and is intended only for 
the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. 
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Sharon Phipps

From:

Sent: 11 March 2021 11:38

To: Graham Boyle

Cc: Ian Bray; Claudia Rowse; 

Subject: RE: Planning Objection - Roderick Dhu Path reinstatement

Hi Graham, 
Background as follows: 
• We are advisors to the LLTNPA on the case. Ultimately the LLTNPA is the decision maker and could approve the 

application if they desired. 
• This planning application is one of four submitted by the applicant, which relate to an RTIF application. We have 

no concerns about the work proposed by the other planning applications. The path and the watchtower 

form a small part of the overall proposal. 
• The proposed path and viewing platform are within the Trossachs Woods SAC. It will result in the small loss of 

Atlantic oak woodland. 
• At pre-application discussion we advised the applicant that this was a significant constraint. The LLTNPA gave the 

same message. The LLTNPA consider this to engineering works along the “path” route as well as widening of 

the path; they do not accept that the proposal relates to path reinstatement.  
• The applicant has progressed other developments in recent years (camping pods) which have been challenging so 

is aware of the constraints of the SAC designation. 
• However, in this case as part of the formal planning application, the applicant provided very little detail on how 

they would address impacts on the sites conservation objectives 
• The National Park, as part of the planning decision, undertook a Habitats Regulations Appraisal (HRA). This 

concluded that it could not demonstrated that there would not be an adverse effect on site integrity. We 

agree with this conclusion. SG have requested that if a planning application comes to this conclusion that we 

use an objection response.  
• The developer has subsequently suggested additional mitigation. We met the NPA this week to discuss the 

mitigation, their view is that the additional mitigation doesn’t change the conclusion of their HRA. We agree 

with the NPAs conclusion as the fundamental issue remains the proposal will result in loss of habitat and 

increased disturbance  

NatureScot | Strathallan House | Castle Business Park | Stirling | FK9 4TZ | t: 01738  
nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nadair na h-Alba 
Pronouns: he/him/his 

From: Graham Boyle  

Sent: 11 March 2021 09:12 

To:   

Cc: Ian Bray ; Claudia Rowse  

Subject: RE: Planning Objection - Roderick Dhu Path reinstatement 
 

There is some serious heat building with this one, with the Chairman getting involved and likelihood that it could hit 

the press. 
If not already done so I think an urgent meeting with the applicant and other parties (virtually or otherwise) to 

discuss mitigation measures is needed. 
Happy to discuss 
Graham 
Graham Boyle | Chief of Staff 
NatureScot | Great Glen House, Leachkin Road, Inverness, IV3 8NW t: 01463  m:  vc: 

nature.scot | @nature scot |Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba 
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From: @nature.scot>  

Sent: 11 March 2021 09:05 

To: Graham Boyle <Graham.Boyle@nature.scot> 

Cc: Ian Bray <Ian.Bray@nature.scot> 

Subject: RE: Planning Objection - Roderick Dhu Path reinstatement 
Morning Graham – will get back to you today. 

NatureScot | Strathallan House | Castle Business Park | Stirling | FK9 4TZ | t: 01738  
nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nadair na h-Alba 
Pronouns: he/him/his 

From: Graham Boyle <Graham.Boyle@nature.scot>  

Sent: 10 March 2021 16:39 

To: @nature.scot> 

Cc: Ian Bray <Ian.Bray@nature.scot> 

Subject: Planning Objection - Roderick Dhu Path reinstatement 
 

Hope you are doing well. 
I wonder if you could give me some background to an objection we’ve raised concerning an project to reinstate the 

Roderick Dhu path in the Trossachs, and how we could work with the project to agree a package of mitigation 

measures which would address our concerns.  
I understand that visitor management in the area has been problematic and this project is part of a wider £600,000 

Trossachs Visitor Management Project which is in jeopardy if planning is not approved for all 4 projects of which this 

is one. 
I’d be grateful if you could get back to me asap 
Look forward to hearing from you. 
Graham 
Graham Boyle | Chief of Staff 
NatureScot | Great Glen House, Leachkin Road, Inverness, IV3 8NW t: 01463  vc: 

nature.scot | @nature scot |Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba 
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Sharon Phipps

From:

Sent: 15 March 2021 11:23

To:

Cc: Ian Bray

Subject: Path and watchtower design

Attachments: 2020_0260_DET - Rhoderick Dhu - Footpath and lookout - near Trossachs Pier - 

Trossachs woods SAC - Naturescot response - February 2021.obr; 20200260DET 

Roderick_Dhu - Watchtower_-_Plans__elevations_and_visualisations-100364511.obr; 

20200260DET-Rhoderick Dhu path and watchtower -Summary of NatureScot 

comments on developer response to HRA and proposed mitigation - march 

2020.obr

 

 

I’ve attached the design for the path and watchtower. I’ve also attached a summary of our discussions on the 

developer response to our response. 

 

The path design is probably of the lowest impact possible, given the terrain.  An alternative would be a full length 

boardwalk, but that may have greater impacts on tree roots, due to deep excavations for the support posts. It is not 

clear how much of the watchtower rests on the ground, or how the foundations and support structures would be 

constructed.  

 

As a policy, we don’t go back to developers with alternatives, but I would have discussed lower impact alternatives 

with the planner, if I’d felt there were obvious changes that would mitigate the main impacts. Changing the design 

would not address the cumulative impacts of other nearby developments or in combination with the fact the site is 

already unfavourable.  

 

The increase in disturbance would also be considerable and this might be slightly reduced by fencing the path, but 

not enough to discount that impact. The developer could supply their visitor numbers and estimates of path usage, 

so that we could quantify disturbance impacts more accurately. We assumed it would be a popular path, based on 

the popularity of Trossachs Pier attraction and car park. We could also look at data on sensitivity of different animal 

(not deer!) and bird species, as suggested by   

 

Micro-siting may help to avoid root protection area of individual trees, but would not change the impacts to 

qualifying habitats. From memory, I didn’t think there was that much scope to change the path line to a less 

damaging route.  

 

See you both at 12, 

Area Officer 

NatureScot | Silvan House, 231 Corstophine Road, Edinburgh (Stirling team) | t:  

nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba 



 

Scottish Natural Heritage, Strathallan House, Castle Business Park, Stirling FK9 4TZ  
Tel: 01786 450 362  www.nature.scot 
 
Dualchas Nàdair na h-Alba, Taigh Shrath Alain, Pàirc Gnothachais a’ Chaisteil, Sruighlea FK9 4TZ 
Fòn: 01786 450 362  www.nature.scot 
 

 
 

 
Loch Lomond and the Trossachs National Park 
Carrochan 
Carrochan Road 
Balloch 
G83 8EG 
 
22 February 2021 
 
Our ref: CDM161260  
Your ref: 2020/0260/DET 
 
 
Dear  
 
Town and Country planning (Scotland) Act 1997 
Formation of new footpath and installation of lookout structures near to Trossachs 
Pier in Trossachs Woods Special Area of Conservation (SAC)/ Ben A’an and 
Brenachoile Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).  
 
 
Thank you for your consultation on this planning application, received on 3rd December 
2020 and the Habitats Regulations Appraisal (HRA), received on the 13th February 2021.  
We previously advised that a proposal of this nature within the Special Area of Conservation 
would be challenging.  In particular, that loss of habitat and damage to the structure and 
function of the woodland and its supporting species would be difficult to fully mitigate. 
 
NatureScot Position 
 
We support the conclusions of the HRA undertaken by the National Park Planning Authority, 
that it cannot be shown that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the European 
site.  We therefore object to this proposal.  
 
NatureScot comments 
 
The proposal lies within the Trossachs Woods Special Area of Conservation (SAC), 
designated for its western acidic oak woodland. 
 
The site's status means that the requirements of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) 
Regulations 1994 as amended, (the “Habitats Regulations”) apply.   

 
We agree with the conclusion of the HRA, in particular we consider the key potential effects 
of the proposal on site integrity to be: 

 
a) Direct qualifying habitat loss under the path and watchtower. Case law has 

established that small losses of habitat can affect adversely site integrity (see Annex 
One for more detail on Peter Sweetman v An Bord Pleanala (Case C-258/11)). In 
addition, the ground flora around the path and watchtower is likely to suffer damage 
to its structure, species composition and vegetation cover from human trampling.  
 



 

 

b) The proposed route of the path and the foundations of the watchtower would cut 
through the RPAs (Root Protection Areas) of a large number of the trees. Therefore 
we can expect that there may be longer term impacts on tree health and stability. 

 
c) A significant and permanent increase in disturbance to deer and other woodland 

mammals and birds, in what is currently a relatively undisturbed area. The 
disturbance effects could extend for a few hundred metres around the area of the 
proposal, depending on the sensitivity of the receptor species. This disturbance effect 
may also affect the distribution of species. 

 
 
Conclusion 
 
On the basis of current information, and for the reasons given above, it is unlikely that Loch 
Lomond and The Trossachs National Park will be able to conclude that there will be no 
adverse effect on the integrity of the site and therefore we object to this proposal. 
 
If the planning authority intends to grant planning permission against this advice you must 
notify Scottish Ministers. 
 
If you have any questions about this response, please contact  

@nature.scot ). This advice is provided by Scottish Natural Heritage, acting 
under its operating name NatureScot. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
[by email] 
 
 
Ian Bray 
Area Manager Forth 
Ian.bray@nature.scot  
 
 
 
  



 

 

 
Annex One - Peter Sweetman v An Bord Pleanala (Case C-258/11) 
 
 
A decision of the Court of Justice of the European Union in Peter Sweetman v An Bord 
Pleanala (Case C-258/11) discussed what is meant by an adverse affect on site integrity in 
relation to a priority habitat (although there was no firm ruling in relation to non-priority 
habitat).  It states in paragraph 46 “Consequently, if, after an appropriate assessment of a 
plan or project’s implications for a site, carried out on the basis of the first sentence of 
Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, the competent national authority concludes that that 
plan or project will lead to the lasting and irreparable loss of the whole or part of a 
priority natural habitat type whose conservation was the objective that justified the 
designation of the site concerned as an SCI, the view should be taken that such a plan 
or project will adversely affect the integrity of that site”.  Paragraph 48 further states that 
a plan or project “will adversely affect the integrity of that site if it is liable to prevent the lasting 
preservation of the constitutive characteristics of the site that are connected to the presence 
of a priority natural habitat whose conservation was the objective justifying the designation of 
the site in the list of SCIs, in accordance with the directive. The precautionary principle should 
be applied for the purposes of that appraisal”. 
 
In case C-258/11 the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) addressed the issue of 
how small a percentage of loss of a priority qualifying habitat could constitute an 
adverse effect on site integrity (AESI).  It ruled that a permanent loss of c.0.5% of a priority 
qualifying habitat (1.47ha out of 270ha of the total habitat, in a SAC of c.25,247ha) did 
constitute an AESI, and that the same logic would apply to any other long-lasting loss.  This 
has more recently backed-up in EU guidance on the subject which extends the same 
interpretation to non-priority habitats. 
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Summary of NatureScot comments on developer response to HRA and proposed mitigation  
Input from  Ian Bray  
March 2020 
 
The HRA is park led and we should let them lead the response to the developer comments. Overall is 
would be difficult to conclude no adverse effect for this development and it is difficult to imagine 
mitigation which would significantly reduce impacts. We have the option of standing by our original 
response if we don’t think the new proposal significantly changes the impacts in relation to the 
conservation objectives.  
 
My stance is going to be that nothing has changed to change our response. Although you haven’t 
written it down here, I gather from our discussions that you feel the response is reasonable in terms 
of Natura case law.  
 

 
Yes I think the general thrust of the argument [for objecting] is reasonable – disturbance is always a 
bit of a nebulous issue and hard to quantify in a meaningful way. And I would have liked to see more 
from the developer on this subject for us and LLTNP to then advise upon, but this is a bit of  a hole in 
their work from what I have seen.  Still, it is for them to provide sufficient info to the CA to try and 
help prove no AESI, and if they don’t that leaves a hole in their arguments, and we and the CA 
(LLTNP) must take a worst realistic case approach given the precautionary principle embedded in the 
legislation.  So the absence of information from the developer re data that might help us understand 
the disturbance issue better doesn’t help them here.   
 

 comments 
• The ground as the path leaves the car park is really soft and poorly drained and it is not clear 

to me how this will be protected from being damaged both during the construction of the 
path and afterwards once it is being used.  There is real potential for trampling damage to 
vegetation on either side of the path, leading to erosion and loss of vegetation habitat. A 
post and rail fence could reduce (but not completely prevent) straying from the path, but 
would also cause greater root disruption.  

 
• Passing places and other path features mean that the actual loss will be greater than that 

calculated. 
 

• The path will be constructed with foundations and drains.  This will interfere with the normal 
drainage pattern of the hillside, that may lead to changes in the vegetation and potential 
impacts on the trees 

 
Given all of this, I find it hard to accept their conclusion “that there is an overall gain to be achieved 
offering improved protection to the existing overall area of qualifying habitat” from the 
development proposals. 
 
While it is possible that the route to the lookout was more used in the 1980s than it is now, the issue 
is surely about what the current use is.  SNH actually used the exact area in question as a “plot” 
within which to run an HIA training event several years ago, so we clearly thought at that time that 
the habitat there represented typical qualifying habitat.  I remember at the time realising how fragile 
the vegetation there was though, and becoming concerned that with a group of people moving 
about assessing herbivore impacts that we were starting to cause some damage with our footfall.   
 



 

I also am fairly sure that herbivore impacts there were not low,   may still have the 
results, most likely the deer visit the area at night once visitors have departed and in any case, most 
herbivore impact damage occurs in the winter months when visitor numbers anyway are very low. 
 

comments: 
 
The developer/consultant seem to be saying that the benefits of the scheme outweigh the potential 
damage, but I don’t agree with this and natura doesn’t work that way anyway (unless it is a IROPI 
case). The development can’t be justified by a reduction in damage e.g. pathworks on a busy, 
damaged SAC munro. People can walk up to the viewpoint if they wish, without the path and 
watchtower. 
 
I mentioned that disturbance of deer/goats might reduce browsing for balance in our appraisal, but 
other mammals and birds might be deterred from foraging and breeding in that area of the woods 
(possibly quite a large area for sensitive species). The possible small positive benefit can’t be 
weighed against the negatives to other woodland species. 
 
I agree with  but I think the applicant is failing to address the impacts as described in the HRA 
and in particular linking this back to the conservation objectives of the site.  It would be helpful if 
their consultant can produce an appraisal to inform an HRA that show how the conservation 
objectives won’t be undermined. 

My initial thoughts are that 

- Fencing the path would reduce some of the potential vegetation damage, but would 
increase root disturbance impacts. It would not reduce the calculated area of habitat 
loss. 

- It was  professional opinion that the roots of many trees would be damaged. 
By ‘cut through’, I think we meant ‘go through, as we didn’t literally mean that all the 
roots would be cut, but they could be damaged, compacted, disturbed. 

- I disagree that there are high existing impacts along the path. The pathline is barely 
visible over most of its length (as per my site visit photos). A member of staff told me 
that a large dead tree was removed (unconsented) to clear the pathline. So this 
indicates that it was partially blocked off before.  We went out with forestry staff to 
do HIA a few years ago and it was a little used path then. 

- As in our appraisal, I think there will be a large increase in disturbance, as the rising 
ground between the proposal and the pier means that the area is current quiet and 
not in view of the pier. 

 
Note of discussion between  and  
 
Consideration of suggested mitigation 
 

• Fencing could reduce (but not necessarily totally prevent) people leaving the path, but it 
would also increase impacts on tree roots.  

 
• Signage to keep dogs on leads would not be effective enough mitigation (for Natura) to rule 

out impacts from off-lead dogs. 
 



 

The developer needs to provide detail on how the development will not compromise site integrity 
and how mitigation can reduce impacts from original proposal. This needs to be considered with 
reference to the conservation objectives.  
 
Comments on scientific appraisal 
 
Cumulative loss of habitat and increase in disturbance from the developments in the area add up 
and are a key part factor triggering an objection. The cases are: current car park extension, the 
unconsented Scottish Water work and the huts case x 2, which all contribute small losses and/or 
increased disturbance.  
 
The increase in disturbance and the area that it would affect is a major element of the case. This has 
some similarities with the slipway case in the Natura guidance, which refers to a very small loss of 
habitat, but considers the potential increased disturbance a major issue, that led to planning refusal. 
There are no figures on predicted number of visitors have been provided by the developer. Judging 
by other attractions in the area, we imagine that this will be used for marketing purposes, and be a 
popular walk (why else spend money on it?), and so visitors will presumably be encouraged to use 
the path to get to the viewing platforms?  Presumably the developer should have come to some 
conclusions, and possess some information, on potential numbers using the path and viewing tower 
in their own business planning?  But we have seen no numbers regarding this; and so in line with 
Natura case law and legislation, we must take a worst realistic case scenario wrt the potential 
impacts.  In terms of quantifying impacts, there is data from other studies about % of walkers with 
dogs/off lead dogs that could be referred to. There are also studies on disturbance distances of 
characteristic woodland species during foraging or breeding are available for some species.  
 
The consequences of unfavourable condition were not discussed in our appraisal and should  be 
more detailed to make clear that the site’s integrity is already less able to withstand further impacts 
upon it (whether alone or in combination). 
 
 
 
 



RE =

sy

EES -Sn ,
a

Sn
A ao



Bs

he ’
RD “ 5

—~ a a

RS Yo: i A OOVv



PteIteddie
eoeensondot on apo ObSA&Zarte maygo oie wpvorat be otros itosre Eres eee who sme rns RIVERS.

i a] Sie
[come | E3-= =Qn

Emme i Pee
a E=O . >
Bn Si K fr Ng
Ee Neemy 0

SkSLs J a Wy

RE ai Fy REA
Ian 8A py
fra igi
EEE | “nn : bs

fr Lt PR hatFe = fal 4



LITT]
The Great Trossachs Forest NNR and The Trossachs Trail

% inc.

Lad nd
Rei 3 = o

r = 3 2; 3 a
ba \ gle

ol © wan pS hie
A " z ©Eean sin fo] =
Pa gs age 0 Neves



BET]
Loch Katrine

Welcome fo Loch Katrine Nizure's Great Adventure

maneey [TRIER WTR)
Ermer KAA Rl—
EERTEIE of

e.- sai)

A Re
rE| IN SN

Epo SE, ~~ gg

Ty Fea ET)
Ess FEI Co TvE EO -

EEE = Choi
Noe wr \ TE



Evidence of Visitor Pressure
Ben Aan and Trossachs Pier Approach Roads
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Evidence of Visitor Pressure
Ben A’an Car Park

page 8 

Ben A’an has become 
increasingly popular and is 
now one of the most heavily 
climbed mountains in the 
National Park. The Ben A’an 
car park has been designed 
to accommodate 30 cars 
but is regularly packed 
year round with over 45 
cars. There is also extensive 
road verge parking often 
extending for half a mile to 
a mile around the the Loch 
Achray loop road and the 
spur road to Loch Katrine.
This is still a regular 
occurrence despite the 
introduction of an emergency 
traffic Regulation Order 
(TRO) with extensive no 
parking signing a few weeks 
after the easing of COVID 19 
lockdown restrictions.



Evidence of Visitor Pressure
Ben Aan Car Park and Path Usage Statistics
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Evidence of Visitor Pressure
Trossachs Pier Approach Roads
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Roderick Dhu’s Path and Watch Tower Proposals
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Sharon Phipps

From: Ian Bray

Sent: 22 March 2021 11:43

To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout

– I’m sorry you can’t make this date.  I think we just have to do the meeting as the we need to be seen to be 

engaging with the applicant.   

 

Really it’s to walk the site and think about the additional info that might be useful 

 

So that’s: 

 

1. Further detail of path line and design in relation to individual trees 

2. Detail path construction method statement 

3. Consideration of zones of disturbance (the first half is within view of the carpark and will be disturbed 

anyway) and likely numbers 

4. Detail of species likely to be disturbed 

5. Place all of this with the context of the conservation objectives 

 

I’m not sure if there is anything else? 

 

Ian 

 

Ian Bray | Area Manager – Forth 
NatureScot | Strathallan House | Castle Business Park | Stirling  | FK9 4TZ  |  

nature.scot | @nature scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba  
 
 

From: @nature.scot>  

Sent: 22 March 2021 11:34 

To: Ian Bray <Ian.Bray@nature.scot> 

Cc: @nature.scot> 

Subject: RE: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout 

 
I’m sorry, I’ve looked again  , so I definitely can’t make it. I’m happy for 

d without me, as long as that’s Ok with you? 

 Area Officer 

NatureScot | Silvan House, 231 Corstophine Road, Edinburgh (Stirling team) |  

nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba 

 

-----Original Appointment----- 

From: Ian Bray <Ian.Bray@nature.scot>  

Sent: 19 March 2021 14:11 

To:  ; ;  ;  
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@lochlomond-trossachs.org); @lochlomond-trossachs.org) 

Subject: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout 

When: 30 March 2021 10:00-11:30 (UTC+00:00) Dublin, Edinburgh, Lisbon, London. 

Where: Trossachs pier car park 

Thank you both for you the recent discussion on the Roderick dhu path proposal. 

 

As I mentioned, it would be helpful to meet on site to discuss what further information, to the design and habitats 

survey information already contain with within the planning application, could be provided to help better inform any 

revision to the HRA and or the Nature Scot advice. 

 

 I hope you have caught up with  and  on this one.  Clearly you advice and help on 

the day would be appreciated. 

 

Thanks 

 

Ian 

 

 

Ian Bray | Area Manager – Forth 
NatureScot | Strathallan House | Castle Business Park | Stirling  | FK9 4TZ  |  

nature.scot | @nature scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba  
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Sharon Phipps

From:

Sent: 22 March 2021 13:06

To: Ian Bray

Cc:

Subject: RE: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout - additional information

Attachments: 20200260DET-Rhoderick Dhu path and watchtower -Summary of NatureScot 

comments on developer response to HRA and proposed mitigation - march 

2020.obr

Hi Ian 

 

Sorry again that I can’t make it, I thought I had fully updated my calendar, .  

 

I’ve gone back through the advice I got (also see attached) and have added a bit of detail to the list below. I’m not 

sure if  felt they needed all this for their assessment or whether they thought it might change the 

outcome? 

 

1. Further detail of path line and design in relation to individual trees. 

2. Detail path construction method statement, including consideration of hydrological impacts and how this 

will affect trees and ground flora. Are they planning to incorporate passing places, side drains, stone 

revetments, as mentioned in the path document and where will these be?) 

3. Consideration of zones of disturbance (the first half is within view of the carpark and will be disturbed 

anyway) and likely numbers of visitors/hours of use considering they have overnight stays. My view was that 

there would be a considerable increase in disturbance along all but the first few metres of the path line and 

watchtower area. 

4. Detail of species likely to be disturbed and potential disturbance impacts on distribution, foraging, breeding. 

5. Place all of this with the context of the conservation objectives 

6. Watchtower footprint at ground level and constructions methods for foundations and supports.  

7. Consideration of likely wider habitat loss through trampling around the path and watchtower area.  

8. Consideration of cumulative loss of habitat and increase in disturbance from the other developments in the 

area. The cases are: current car park extension, the unconsented Scottish Water work and the huts case x 2, 

which all contribute small losses and/or increased disturbance.  

 

Re: proposed mitigation, if this is discussed at the meeting 

- A sign to keep dogs on leads is not sufficient mitigation to ensure that off lead dogs won’t cause disturbance 

(  Natura advice). 

- A post and rail fence could reduce habitat damage off the path, but could increase damage to tree roots.  

 

Best wishes, 

 Area Officer 

NatureScot | Silvan House, 231 Corstophine Road, Edinburgh (Stirling team) | t:  

nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba 

 

From: Ian Bray <Ian.Bray@nature.scot>  

Sent: 22 March 2021 11:43 
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To: @nature.scot> 

Cc: @nature.scot> 

Subject: RE: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout 

 
 – I’m sorry you can’t make this date.  I think we just have to do the meeting as the we need to be seen to be 

engaging with the applicant.   

 

Really it’s to walk the site and think about the additional info that might be useful 

 

So that’s: 

 

1. Further detail of path line and design in relation to individual trees 

2. Detail path construction method statement 

3. Consideration of zones of disturbance (the first half is within view of the carpark and will be disturbed 

anyway) and likely numbers 

4. Detail of species likely to be disturbed 

5. Place all of this with the context of the conservation objectives 

 

I’m not sure if there is anything else? 

 

Ian 

 

Ian Bray | Area Manager – Forth 
NatureScot | Strathallan House | Castle Business Park | Stirling  | FK9 4TZ  |  

nature.scot | @nature scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba  
 
 

From: @nature.scot>  

Sent: 22 March 2021 11:34 

To: Ian Bray <Ian.Bray@nature.scot> 

Cc: @nature.scot> 

Subject: RE: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout 

 
I’m sorry, I’ve looked again  , so I definitely can’t make it. I’m happy for 

you go ahead without me, as long as that’s Ok with you? 

 Area Officer 

NatureScot | Silvan House, 231 Corstophine Road, Edinburgh (Stirling team) | t:  

nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba 

 

-----Original Appointment----- 

From: Ian Bray <Ian.Bray@nature.scot>  

Sent: 19 March 2021 14:11 

To:   ;  

@lochlomond-trossachs.org); @lochlomond-trossachs.org) 

Subject: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout 

When: 30 March 2021 10:00-11:30 (UTC+00:00) Dublin, Edinburgh, Lisbon, London. 

Where: Trossachs pier car park 
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Thank you both for you the recent discussion on the Roderick dhu path proposal. 

 

As I mentioned, it would be helpful to meet on site to discuss what further information, to the design and habitats 

survey information already contain with within the planning application, could be provided to help better inform any 

revision to the HRA and or the Nature Scot advice. 

 

 – I hope you have caught up with  and on this one.  Clearly you advice and help on 

the day would be appreciated. 

 

Thanks 

 

Ian 

 

 

Ian Bray | Area Manager – Forth 
NatureScot | Strathallan House | Castle Business Park | Stirling  | FK9 4TZ  |  

nature.scot | @nature scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba  
 
 

 



 

Summary of NatureScot comments on developer response to HRA and proposed mitigation  
Input from  Ian Bray  
March 2020 
 
The HRA is park led and we should let them lead the response to the developer comments. Overall is 
would be difficult to conclude no adverse effect for this development and it is difficult to imagine 
mitigation which would significantly reduce impacts. We have the option of standing by our original 
response if we don’t think the new proposal significantly changes the impacts in relation to the 
conservation objectives.  
 
My stance is going to be that nothing has changed to change our response. Although you haven’t 
written it down here, I gather from our discussions that you feel the response is reasonable in terms 
of Natura case law.  
 

 
Yes I think the general thrust of the argument [for objecting] is reasonable – disturbance is always a 
bit of a nebulous issue and hard to quantify in a meaningful way. And I would have liked to see more 
from the developer on this subject for us and LLTNP to then advise upon, but this is a bit of  a hole in 
their work from what I have seen.  Still, it is for them to provide sufficient info to the CA to try and 
help prove no AESI, and if they don’t that leaves a hole in their arguments, and we and the CA 
(LLTNP) must take a worst realistic case approach given the precautionary principle embedded in the 
legislation.  So the absence of information from the developer re data that might help us understand 
the disturbance issue better doesn’t help them here.   
 

 comments 
• The ground as the path leaves the car park is really soft and poorly drained and it is not clear 

to me how this will be protected from being damaged both during the construction of the 
path and afterwards once it is being used.  There is real potential for trampling damage to 
vegetation on either side of the path, leading to erosion and loss of vegetation habitat. A 
post and rail fence could reduce (but not completely prevent) straying from the path, but 
would also cause greater root disruption.  

 
• Passing places and other path features mean that the actual loss will be greater than that 

calculated. 
 

• The path will be constructed with foundations and drains.  This will interfere with the normal 
drainage pattern of the hillside, that may lead to changes in the vegetation and potential 
impacts on the trees 

 
Given all of this, I find it hard to accept their conclusion “that there is an overall gain to be achieved 
offering improved protection to the existing overall area of qualifying habitat” from the 
development proposals. 
 
While it is possible that the route to the lookout was more used in the 1980s than it is now, the issue 
is surely about what the current use is.  SNH actually used the exact area in question as a “plot” 
within which to run an HIA training event several years ago, so we clearly thought at that time that 
the habitat there represented typical qualifying habitat.  I remember at the time realising how fragile 
the vegetation there was though, and becoming concerned that with a group of people moving 
about assessing herbivore impacts that we were starting to cause some damage with our footfall.   
 



 

I also am fairly sure that herbivore impacts there were not low,   may still have the 
results, most likely the deer visit the area at night once visitors have departed and in any case, most 
herbivore impact damage occurs in the winter months when visitor numbers anyway are very low. 
 

comments: 
 
The developer/consultant seem to be saying that the benefits of the scheme outweigh the potential 
damage, but I don’t agree with this and natura doesn’t work that way anyway (unless it is a IROPI 
case). The development can’t be justified by a reduction in damage e.g. pathworks on a busy, 
damaged SAC munro. People can walk up to the viewpoint if they wish, without the path and 
watchtower. 
 
I mentioned that disturbance of deer/goats might reduce browsing for balance in our appraisal, but 
other mammals and birds might be deterred from foraging and breeding in that area of the woods 
(possibly quite a large area for sensitive species). The possible small positive benefit can’t be 
weighed against the negatives to other woodland species. 
 
I agree with  but I think the applicant is failing to address the impacts as described in the HRA 
and in particular linking this back to the conservation objectives of the site.  It would be helpful if 
their consultant can produce an appraisal to inform an HRA that show how the conservation 
objectives won’t be undermined. 

My initial thoughts are that 

- Fencing the path would reduce some of the potential vegetation damage, but would 
increase root disturbance impacts. It would not reduce the calculated area of habitat 
loss. 

- It was  professional opinion that the roots of many trees would be damaged. 
By ‘cut through’, I think we meant ‘go through, as we didn’t literally mean that all the 
roots would be cut, but they could be damaged, compacted, disturbed. 

- I disagree that there are high existing impacts along the path. The pathline is barely 
visible over most of its length (as per my site visit photos). A member of staff told me 
that a large dead tree was removed (unconsented) to clear the pathline. So this 
indicates that it was partially blocked off before.  We went out with forestry staff to 
do HIA a few years ago and it was a little used path then. 

- As in our appraisal, I think there will be a large increase in disturbance, as the rising 
ground between the proposal and the pier means that the area is current quiet and 
not in view of the pier. 

 
Note of discussion between  and  
 
Consideration of suggested mitigation 
 

• Fencing could reduce (but not necessarily totally prevent) people leaving the path, but it 
would also increase impacts on tree roots.  

 
• Signage to keep dogs on leads would not be effective enough mitigation (for Natura) to rule 

out impacts from off-lead dogs. 
 



 

The developer needs to provide detail on how the development will not compromise site integrity 
and how mitigation can reduce impacts from original proposal. This needs to be considered with 
reference to the conservation objectives.  
 
Comments on scientific appraisal 
 
Cumulative loss of habitat and increase in disturbance from the developments in the area add up 
and are a key part factor triggering an objection. The cases are: current car park extension, the 
unconsented Scottish Water work and the huts case x 2, which all contribute small losses and/or 
increased disturbance.  
 
The increase in disturbance and the area that it would affect is a major element of the case. This has 
some similarities with the slipway case in the Natura guidance, which refers to a very small loss of 
habitat, but considers the potential increased disturbance a major issue, that led to planning refusal. 
There are no figures on predicted number of visitors have been provided by the developer. Judging 
by other attractions in the area, we imagine that this will be used for marketing purposes, and be a 
popular walk (why else spend money on it?), and so visitors will presumably be encouraged to use 
the path to get to the viewing platforms?  Presumably the developer should have come to some 
conclusions, and possess some information, on potential numbers using the path and viewing tower 
in their own business planning?  But we have seen no numbers regarding this; and so in line with 
Natura case law and legislation, we must take a worst realistic case scenario wrt the potential 
impacts.  In terms of quantifying impacts, there is data from other studies about % of walkers with 
dogs/off lead dogs that could be referred to. There are also studies on disturbance distances of 
characteristic woodland species during foraging or breeding are available for some species.  
 
The consequences of unfavourable condition were not discussed in our appraisal and should  be 
more detailed to make clear that the site’s integrity is already less able to withstand further impacts 
upon it (whether alone or in combination). 
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Sharon Phipps

From:

Sent: 22 March 2021 14:08

To: ; Ian Bray

Subject: RE: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout - additional information

, 
Thanks for this and your thoughts and advice when we spoke last week. It’s really helpful to have such a 

comprehensive and detailed info from you. 
Sorry you can’t make the site meeting  

NatureScot | Strathallan House | Castle Business Park | Stirling | FK9 4TZ | t: 01738  
nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nadair na h-Alba 
Pronouns: he/him/his 

From:   

Sent: 22 March 2021 13:06 

To: Ian Bray  

Cc:   

Subject: RE: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout - additional information 
Hi Ian 
Sorry again that I can’t make it,   
I’ve gone back through the advice I got (also see attached) and have added a bit of detail to the list below. I’m not 

sure if  and  felt they needed all this for their assessment or whether they thought it might change the 

outcome? 
1. Further detail of path line and design in relation to individual trees. 
2. Detail path construction method statement, including consideration of hydrological impacts and how this 

will affect trees and ground flora. Are they planning to incorporate passing places, side drains, stone 

revetments, as mentioned in the path document and where will these be?) 
3. Consideration of zones of disturbance (the first half is within view of the carpark and will be disturbed 

anyway) and likely numbers of visitors/hours of use considering they have overnight stays. My view was that 

there would be a considerable increase in disturbance along all but the first few metres of the path line and 

watchtower area. 
4. Detail of species likely to be disturbed and potential disturbance impacts on distribution, foraging, breeding. 

5. Place all of this with the context of the conservation objectives 
6. Watchtower footprint at ground level and constructions methods for foundations and supports.  
7. Consideration of likely wider habitat loss through trampling around the path and watchtower area.  
8. Consideration of cumulative loss of habitat and increase in disturbance from the other developments in the 

area. The cases are: current car park extension, the unconsented Scottish Water work and the huts case x 2, 

which all contribute small losses and/or increased disturbance.  
Re: proposed mitigation, if this is discussed at the meeting 

- A sign to keep dogs on leads is not sufficient mitigation to ensure that off lead dogs won’t cause disturbance 

(  Natura advice). 
- A post and rail fence could reduce habitat damage off the path, but could increase damage to tree roots.  

Best wishes, 

NatureScot | Silvan House, 231 Corstophine Road, Edinburgh (Stirling team) | t: 0131 316  

nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba 

 



roms an Bray <(zn fray@nature scot>
Sent: 22 March 2021 11:43
To:EE:rc cot>

Co:I <>
Subject: RE: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout
Imsory you can't make tis date. | think we just have to do the meeting as the we need to be seen to be
engaging with the applicant
Really it's to walk the site and think about the additional info that might be useful
So that's:

1. Furtherdetail of path ine and design in relationtoindividualtrees
2. Detail path construction method statement
3. Consideration of zonesofdisturbance (the first halfiswithin view of the carpark and will be disturbed

anyway) and ikely numbers
4. Detail of species likely to be disturbed
5. Place all of ths withthe context of the conservation objectives

fm not sure if thee i anything ese?
an
lan Bray | Area Manager—Forth
NatureScot | trathalln House | Castle Business Park | String | Fk9 47Z | NESEY
EEE
nature scot | @nature scot | Scotland's Nature Agency | Buidheann Nadairna h-Alba
From:EN 2c<cot>
Sent: 22 March 2021 11:34
To an Bray <ian Bray@nature scor>
Co:I cc. Ot>
Subject: RE: hoderick dhu footpath and lookout
Fm sorry, I NM 5| finitely can't make it. 'm happy for
You go ahead without me, os long a that's Ok with you?

NatureScot |Sivan House, 231 Corstophine Road, Edinburgh (Stirfing team) | t: 0131JE
nature scot | @nature_scot | Scotland's Nature Agency | Buidheann Nédair na h-Alba

IOriginal Appointment:~
From an Bray <(an fray@nature scot>
Sent: 19 March 2021 14:11
To: NE I IEE
A©chiomondtrossochsors),SENNhon 105s3chsorp)

Subject: Rhoderick dh footpath and lookout
‘When: 30 March 2021 10:00-11:30 (UTC+00:00) Dublin, Edinburgh, Lisbon, London.
Where: Trossachs pier car park
w——Thank you both for you the recent discussion on the Roderick dhu path proposal
AS 1 mentioned, it would be helpful to meet on ite to discuss what further information, o the design and habitats
Survey information already contain with within the panning application, could be provided to helpbetterinform any
revision to the HRA and or the Nature Scot advice
I- hopeyou have caught upwith SEE andJEEon this one. Clearly you advice and help on
the day would be appreciated
Thanks
ian
lan Bray | Area Manager—Forth
NotureScot| Srathalan House | Castle Business Park | Stirling | Fk9 472INN

‘nature scot | @nature scot | Scotland'sNature Agency | Buidheann Nadair na h-Alba

2
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Sharon Phipps

From:

Sent: 23 March 2021 09:11

To:

Subject: RE: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout

Thanks  

 

 

 

NatureScot | Strathallan House | Castle Business Park | Stirling | FK9 4TZ | t: 01738  

nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nadair na h-Alba 

Pronouns: he/him/his 

 

From:   

Sent: 22 March 2021 17:32 

To:   

Subject: FW: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout 

 
If existing damage from goats and deer comes up at the meeting, then we can quote reference  advice that 

the unfavourable condition of the site means that it is more vulnerable to other impacts e.g. from development. 

More detail in the note I attached earlier. 

NatureScot  | Silvan House, 231 Corstophine Road, Edinburgh (Stirling team) | t: 0131 316  

nature.scot | @nature_scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba 

 

 

From:   

Sent: 22 March 2021 15:52 

To: Ian Bray <Ian.Bray@nature.scot>; @nature.scot>;  

@nature.scot>; @lochlomond-trossachs.org;  

@lochlomond-trossachs.org; @lochlomond-trossachs.org 

Cc:  

Subject: Re: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout 

 
Ian  
Thanks for your follow up note. It would be useful if you could confirm a time and date for the site meeting. 
 
Also I thought you might like to see the attached two photos of some of the wild goats that have taken up residence in 
recent months in the vicinity of the Roderick Dhu path and the wider SAC. Our staff who stay in flats overlooking the 
Trossachs Pier car park and the fishing bailiff who stays around at the sluices all report that they have regularly 
counted over 25 wild goats wandering over the SAC area and in the vicinity the Roderick Dhu path. They also report 
the goat herd is growing significantly with a lot of young kids being born recently. 
 
They appropriately label the wild goats as 'mowers on four legs' as they forage enthusiastically over a wide area and 
are responsible for considerably more vegetation damage that any number of walkers will be on the proposed narrow 
and fenced in path to Roderick Dhu Watchtower/lookout. 
 
I have asked F&LS for copies of their wild goat and deer management plans for this area. 
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Interesting feature on early tourism in today's Herald with comments on the impact of Scott and other writers including 
a reference to Scott's writings in Lady of the Lake from a view above Loch Katrine which is of course the site where 
we are proposing to reinstate the watchtower as a scenic lookout. The article is attached below and links in with the 
250th anniversary celebrations of Scott's birth. 
 
I am looking forward to a constructive site meeting shortly with the various parties mentioned in your note.  
 
Regards 

 
 

Long before Outlander, sites made famous by 
Walter Scott and Ossian were jammed with 
tourists 
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Autistic people see and experience the world differently. and that's a good thing.

By Nigel Leask
Before the great Covid upheaval it was estimated that the numberoftourists visiting Scottish sites
featured in the TV. series Outlander had risen by 67% since 2013, from 887.000 to a staggering 1.5
million in 2019. Based on the best-selling novels by Diana Gabaldon, scenes were filmed at
locations across Scotland, including Doune Castle (also a location for Game of Thrones), Blackness
‘and Drumlanrig Castles, Newtonmore and Glen Coe in the Highlands. Gabaldon received an
Intemational Contribution to Scottish Tourism award at the Scottish Thistle awards, while
VisitScotland published a paper describing the soaring numbersofOutlander “set-jetters”.
‘The new tourist boom wasn't all due to Outlander (or Game ofThrones or Harry Potter let's not
forget the Glenfinnan viaduct). Lonely Planet's Best Travel 2019 ranked the Highlands and Islands
“fifth in the world", describing the region as “one of the wildest, least inhabited, and most scenic
parts of Europe”,a judgement wrapped in ironies for studentsofHighland history. In 2015 the
launch of the North Coast 500 route saw the opening upofthe northern Highlands to mass tourism,
bringing economic benefits but also problems for residents, as single-track roads becamejammed
‘with campervans and tour buses. Visitor numbers to the Fairy Pools on the Isle of Skye doubled
between 2015 and 2019: islanders complainedof congested roads, as well as litter and human waste
dumped on roadsides, partly due to lackoftoilet facilites. It was reported that the proliferation of
Airbub and rental cottages caused a hike in property prices, squeezing out locals.
ADVERTISING

While the pandemic (and Brexit) have put the brakes on international tourism, the easing of
lockdown restrictions in the summerof 2020 saw Scots from the Central Belt fleeing from months
ofurban confinement to beauty spots in the southern Highlands, while English tourists poured
across the Border for Scottish “staycations”. In June 2020 police had to close congested B-roads on
Loch Lomond and Callander, while double yellow lines were painted on roads in the Trossachs and
elsewhere to prevent parking on the verges.

Tabor
Looking for your next set of wheels?
‘SPONSORED

Windows Users Don't Forget To Do This Before Sunday (Do It
Now) i
'SPONSGRED m—————

+
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Yet this influx of visitors clogging up the Scottish roads infrastructure is not a modern day 

phenomenon as can be seen in Old Ways New Roads: Travels in Scotland 1720-1832, a book I co-

edited with John Bonehill and Anne Dulau Beveridge. The book accompanies a virtual exhibition 

hosted by The Hunterian at the University of Glasgow which opens later this spring, with a 

programme of public events and talks. 

Our title refers to a “tourist paradox” whereby access to Scotland's “old ways” was only made 

possible by the 18th-century infrastructure of “new roads”, many constructed by the military to 

contain the Jacobite threat. Before then, intractable terrain, especially in the Highlands, had made 

many areas inaccessible and frustrated the movement of troops and supplies. The Welsh traveller 

Thomas Pennant claimed that Scotland had been previously “as little known to its southern brethren 

as Kamtschatka”: but once his own tours in 1769 and 1772 proved the country “might be visited 

with safety ... it has ever since been [inundated] with southern visitors”. 

Pennant was the first to describe tourists following two main itineraries, the “long tour” from 

Edinburgh to Inverness and down the Great Glen to Fort William, Skye and Mull, or else the “petit 

tour”, a fortnight circuit of the military roads through Perthshire and Argyll in a horse chaise. 

Highlights of the latter were the scenic, landscaped Breadalbane, Atholl and Argyll estates. 

As early as 1759, Lord Breadalbane noticed that “all the world is travelling to Scotland”, and like 

other landowners weary of putting up fashionable visitors armed with letters of introduction, he 

opened an inn in the village of Kenmore as a base for visiting local attractions, such as the 

picturesque “Hermitage” he had constructed overlooking nearby Acharn Falls. 

However the improvement of Highland roads and inns was only relative: in 1817, an anonymous 

English tourist anticipated today’s Tripadvisor phenomenon by complaining in his travel journal 

that Kenmore Inn was “dirty cold and damp and beds hard and uncomfortable”, and that his party 

had arrived too late to view the scenery thanks to “the bad state of the roads”. Off the beaten track, 

it was even worse – in 1818, the English Romantic poet John Keats had to live off eggs and whisky, 

sleeping in damp shepherds' bothies, on his walking tour along Loch Awe and across Mull to Iona 

and Staffa. 

The closure of Europe during the war years of 1793-1815, and the rise of a new British middle 

class, did much to stimulate “domestic” tourism in the Romantic period: intrepid women now 

joined men in exploring remoter parts of the country, keeping journals and sketchbooks, while 

celebrated artists like Turner and Alexander Nasmyth were among the many portraying its scenic 

splendours. (Old Ways New Roads presents over 200 colour images by these and other artists, 

many of them never seen before in print.) 

Nonetheless, anticipating the age of Outlander, the Scottish tour was a profoundly literary 

phenomenon, as tourists sought out the settings of Scottish poet James Macpherson's Ossian, the 

poems and songs of Robert Burns, or the romances of Sir Walter Scott. Landowners capitalised on 

such literary landscapes: in the early 1780s, the Duke of Atholl rebranded his Dunkeld Hermitage 

(overlooking the picturesque Black Linn Falls) as “Ossian's Hall”, and from his base on Ulva, 

Ranald Macdonald Steuart-Seton, “the Laird of Staffa”, supplemented his rentals by managing 

tourist access to Fingal's Cave, the “jewel in the crown” of the Highland tour. John Keats couldn't 
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afford to take a boat from Oban to Staffa because the going price was an astronomical seven 

guineas. “Tis like paying 6d for an apple at the playhouse,” he complained. 

Nowhere attracted tourists quite like the Trossachs, relatively accessible from Glasgow and Stirling. 

This was largely Scott's doing, having chosen the Trossachs as a setting for his 1810 poem The 

Lady of the Lake. 

Scott himself first visited as a tourist, plundering the guidebooks consulted by his friends Dorothy 

and William Wordsworth (who had recommended the Trossachs to him after their own visit in 

1803) in the poem's notes. It sold 30,000 copies in the first year of publication, and, like Scott's 

later poems and novels, was rapidly adapted for popular theatre, opera, panoramic displays and 

even wallpaper designs. Seldom read today, the poem features a romance between the stag-hunter 

“Fitz-James” (King James V in disguise) and the exiled Ellen Douglas (the “Lady of the Lake”), 

who dwelt on a romantic island still known as Ellen's Isle on Loch Katrine. 

Scott gave a new resonance to Highland landscape in describing his hero's view from the 

Trossachs: “Loch Katrine lay beneath him roll'd; / In all her length far winding lay;/ With 

promontory, creek and bay, / And islands that, empurpled bright, /Floated amid the livelier light 

...”  

Just like Outlander “set-jetters” today, Scott's fans quickly made the Trossachs one of the most 

popular tourist sites in Europe. One female tourist estimated that more than 500 carriages had 

reached this “far-famed spot” in the summer of 1810: no doubt many were parking on the verges. In 

1818 an angry Loch Lomond boatman was heard complaining that “ever since [Scott] wrote The 

Lady of the Lake ... everybody goes to that filthy hole Loch Catrine, than comes round by Luss, and 

I have only had two gentlemen to guide this blessed season ... The devil confound his ladies and his 

lakes, say I!” 

An enterprising local farmer converted his dwelling into overnight accommodation for tourists, 

known as Ardcheanochrochan Inn: it was rebuilt in 1849 as the baronial Trossachs Hotel by Lord 

Willoughby d'Eresby. Poet laureate Robert Southey, visiting in 1819 with Thomas Telford, snidely 

observed that “if the owner of the house has a proper sense of his obligations, he will set up the sign 

of Walter Scott's head”. But just five years later, the geologist John Macculloch complained that 

tourism was destroying Highland romance: “the mystic portal has been thrown open, and the mob 

has rushed in, dispersing all these fairy visions ... barouches and gigs, cocknies and fishermen and 

poets, Glasgow weavers and travelling haberdashers, now swarm in every resting place”. 

Scott's literary fame may have dipped, but his recently refurbished Abbotsford House in Melrose 

still makes a substantial contribution to Scottish tourism, although not on the scale of the National 

Trust for Scotland's Robert Burns Birthplace Museum at Alloway, Ayrshire: a 2019 Government-

commissioned report calculated Burns's annual value to the Scottish economy as around £203 

million, with an additional “brand value” at around £139 million. 

“Set-jetting” has greatly boosted these traditional literary attractions, with overall tourist spending 

for 2017 estimated at a staggering £2.3 billion. Old Ways New Roads demonstrates that the appeal 

of premier tourist sites like the Trossachs had as much to do with investment by canny landowners 

and local residents as with poetic genius. There's a lesson here for Scottish tourism in the era of 
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“staycations” and Outlander. Namely, the need for more investment in roads, parking and toilet 

facilities; as well as accommodation and hospitality that create jobs in the underpopulated 

Highlands, without depriving locals of affordable homes, not to mention peace of mind. 

Nigel Leask is Regius Professor of English Language and Literature at the University of Glasgow 

and an expert on Romanticism, empire and travel writing 

Old Ways and New Roads: Travels in Scotland 1720-1832, edited by John Bonehill, Anne Dulau 

Beveridge, and Nigel Leask is published by Birlinn, £20, and available from the publishers or 

http://university-of-glasgow.myshopify.com/collections/hunterian-exhibition-

catalogues/products/old-ways-new-roads 
It's linked to an upcoming online exhibition at the Hunterian museum, Glasgow 

http://gla.ac.uk/hunterian/visit/exhibitions/virtualexhibitions/oldwaysnewroads  
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Ian Bray <Ian.Bray@nature.scot> 
To: @nature.scot>; @nature.scot>;  

 @lochlomond-trossachs.org>;  
@lochlomond-trossachs.org) @lochlomond-

trossachs.org>; @lochlomond-trossachs.org) @lochlomond-
trossachs.org> 
Sent: Fri, 19 Mar 2021 14:10 
Subject: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout 

 
 
Thank you both for you the recent discussion on the Roderick dhu path proposal. 
 
As I mentioned, it would be helpful to meet on site to discuss what further information, to the design and habitats 
survey information already contain with within the planning application, could be provided to help better inform any 
revision to the HRA and or the Nature Scot advice. 
 

 – I hope you have caught up with and  on this one. Clearly you advice and help on 
the day would be appreciated. 
 
Thanks 
 
Ian 
 
 
Ian Bray | Area Manager – Forth  
NatureScot | Strathallan House | Castle Business Park | Stirling | FK9 4TZ |  

nature.scot | @nature scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba  
 
 
 
NatureScot is the operating name of Scottish Natural Heritage. 
--  
  
********************************************************************** 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and  
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they  
are addressed. If you have received this email in error please  
notify the system manager or the sender.  
  
Please note that for business purposes, outgoing and incoming  
emails from and to NatureScot may be monitored. 
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Tha am post-dealain seo agus fiosrachadh sam bith na chois  
dìomhair agus airson an neach no buidheann ainmichte a- 
mhàin.  Mas e gun d’ fhuair sibh am post-dealain seo le  
mearachd, cuiribh fios dhan manaidsear-siostaim no neach- 
sgrìobhaidh.  
  
Thoiribh an aire airson adhbharan gnothaich, ‘s dòcha gun tèid  
sùil a chumail air puist-dealain a’ tighinn a-steach agus a’ dol a- 
mach bho NatureScot. 
  
  
************************************************************* 
  



SharonPhipps

rom: —sent: 29 March 2021 2040
Tor Ian Soy,JE@ochiomond-trossachs.orgSEEo<hlorond-

trossachs.or;EEE<hlomond-trssachsorc IEIEE
Subject: Re: Rhoderick dha footpath and lookout

corconfmaton tht he scheduled is mesing scheduledormhas been pushed back mor han 3
Week hich 5 GSappONng with reason Given or the delay.
I have let our architect and other specialists who were on standby know. They were ready to carry out any follow up.work requiredafer ine meeting moron:
I had negotiated a month's extension to our RTIF grant award of £375,000 until the endofApril and will now have to
go back and ry and negotiate a further extension 1 also means some of the eater works scheduled folowing he
‘welcome planning application approvals for Stronachlachar and Trossachs Pier sites last week will now have to be
postponed too.The same applies to the planned F&LS extension at Ben A'an car park which | understand was due to
Be approve ths week. The rant approval wil nt be purfied uni al four applications are determined and any de-
Coupng vod vale extensive adational work and eal o uncerany aout avalabilty of he nang wih a ong
waiting list of other projects ready to use our allocation. So near but yet so far.

In reality it now means 3ofthe 5 car parking expansion schemes trailered in the recent NPA news release on plans.
Tor the oming vistor season wil be postponed and rons of tert vill be avatable ut] uch afer i he year and
possibly even ater f the funding commitment rom VS f not secure.
| appreciate the matter is out of your hands and we are entirely dependent on the NPA foks and what emerges fiom
The postponed session.
Regards
-

iater Seon
origina Message
From an Bray
To R j@lochiomond-rossachs.org) ;IEnC aes OO :
Sent: Mon, 20 Mar2021 1541
‘Subject: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout

Dear Al
reviseddatefora stvisitfo looka potential furtherwork
Hopeful ve can al make ths one
Thanks
an
NatureSeo is the operating name of Scotish Natural Hertage.

This email and any Files transmitted with it are confidential and
Intended solely For the ute of the individual on entity to whom they
are addressed. If you have received this email in error please
Rorify the yatem nanager or the. sender
Please note that for business purposes, outgoing and incoming
Gaile from and to NatureSeor hay ve monitored.

:
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Tha am post-dealain seo agus fiosrachadh sam bith na chois 
dìomhair agus airson an neach no buidheann ainmichte a- 
mhàin.  Mas e gun d’ fhuair sibh am post-dealain seo le 
mearachd, cuiribh fios dhan manaidsear-siostaim no neach- 
sgrìobhaidh. 
 
Thoiribh an aire airson adhbharan gnothaich, ‘s dòcha gun tèid 
sùil a chumail air puist-dealain a’ tighinn a-steach agus a’ dol a- 
mach bho NatureScot. 
 
 
************************************************************* 
 



1

Sharon Phipps

From: @lochlomond-trossachs.org>

Sent: 31 March 2021 12:55

To: Ian Bray

Cc:

Subject: 2020/0260/DET: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout

Good Afternoon Ian 

 

Thank you for re-arranging a new date for the site meeting. Following internal discussion yesterday we have decided 

to write to  and confirm in writing what the role of the National Park is with regard to the appropriate 

assessment. We do not want  to have the impression that if NatureScot change their view, that this in turn will 

automatically result in a change in the conclusions of the appropriate assessment. We want to be clear that even 

with the submission of additional information (if requested by yourself) there is a risk that the application will not be 

supported. 

 

I will be sending the e-mail to  shortly and will copy you in. 

 

Many Thanks 

Planning Officer  
 

Loch Lomond & The Trossachs National Park 
 
In line with current guidance on the Covid-19 / Coronavirus pandemic, National Park Authority offices 
remain closed. Our staff are continuing to work remotely  

 You can best contact me via  email @lochlomond-trossachs.org. 
For more information about our planning services at this time, please visit https://www.lochlomond-
trossachs.org/planning/coronavirus-covid-19-planning-services/. If you are planning a visit to the National 
Park please Think, Check, Plan ahead by reading our latest advice to visitors. 

 

The content of this email and any attachments is confidential and is subject to the terms of the National Park 
Authority’s email disclaimer at https://www.lochlomond-trossachs.org/disclaimer and is intended only for 
the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. 
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Sharon Phipps

From:

Sent: 31 March 2021 15:09

To: @lochlomond-trossachs.org

Cc: @lochlomond-trossachs.org; @lochlomond-trossachs.org; 

@lochlomond-trossachs.org; ; ; Ian Bray

Subject: Re: 2020/0260/DET: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout

  
Thanks for this and all duly noted. 
 
Thanks also for bringing the comments section for this application up to date on the planning portal and great to see 
130 notes of support for the project which has caught the imagination of a wide spectrum of local community and 
tourism groups, local tourism businesses and many members of the public. 
 
I appreciate you processing the approvals for our Stronachlachar Pier and Trossachs Pier car parking and 
infrastructure improvement schemes recently which has enabled us to secure an extension for the RTIF funding 
approval. Presumably based on your recent note to  the F&LS application will be signed off this week? As you 
know this is part of the RTIF approval and we have secured a conditional approval of £90,000 for F&LS to enable this 
much needed project to happen. 
 
Have a good break over the Easter period and I look forward to having a constructive session with you and 
NatureScot representatives in several weeks time. 
 
Regards 

Steamship Sir Walter Scott Trust 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From:   
To   
CC:    ; @nature.scot ; @nature.scot ; 'Ian Bray'  
Sent: Wed, 31 Mar 2021 13:05 
Subject: 2020/0260/DET: Rhoderick dhu footpath and lookout 

  
I see that a date has now been confirmed for a site meeting to discuss the Rhoderick Dhu Path proposals. I 
note that this meeting follows recent discussions you have had with NatureScot. Before the meeting I 
thought it would be useful to outline the role of the National Park Authority. I would also point out that the 
sensitivities of the site and the need to undertake an appropriate assessment to fully assess the impacts of 
the proposal were highlighted at the pre-application stage. 

1. With regards to the appropriate assessment the National Park is referred to as the “competent 
authority”. The competent authority carries out the appropriate assessment and determines the 
outcome of the proposal. In undertaking the appropriate assessment the National Park Authority 
must consult with NatureScot. The National Park Authority is not, however, required to agree with 
the conclusions of NatureScot’s consultation response.  
2. The National Park has not requested any additional information. We are happy to attend the 
meeting that you have requested with NatureScot, however I want to make you aware if you decide 
to undertake additional work to support your application (even if it is requested by NatureScot), this 
may not change the conclusions of our appropriate assessment. The additional statement provided 
by  on 3rd March has been considered but does not alter our view and we do not consider 
that any additional information is necessary to inform our appropriate assessment. 

I hope this is helpful for you to understand the process and I look forward to seeing you on 20th April. 
Kind Regards 
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Planning Officer  

 
Loch Lomond & The Trossachs National Park 
In line with current guidance on the Covid-19 / Coronavirus pandemic, National Park 
Authority offices remain closed. Our staff are continuing to work remotely  

 You can best contact me via  
 or email @lochlomond-trossachs.org. For more information about 

our planning services at this time, please visit https://www.lochlomond-
trossachs.org/planning/coronavirus-covid-19-planning-services/. If you are planning a 
visit to the National Park please Think, Check, Plan ahead by reading our latest advice 
to visitors. 

   
The content of this email and any attachments is confidential and is subject to the terms of the National Park 
Authority’s email disclaimer at https://www.lochlomond-trossachs.org/disclaimer and is intended only for the use of the 
individual or entity to which it is addressed. 




