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1. Cairngorms National Park Boundary Bill: The Committee will take evidence at 
Stage 1 from— 

Andrew Bruce Wootton, General Manager, Atholl Estates; 
 

Lin Muirhead, Chairperson, Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association; 
 
Geoff Crerar, Chair of Blair Atholl and Struan Community Council and small 
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Professor Ian Brown, Chair, Pitlochry Partnership;  
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Cllr Sheena Slimon, community representative; 
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Bill Wright, Founding Chair, Perthshire Alliance for the Real Cairngorms 
(PARC); 
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Councils; 

 
and then from— 
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SUBMISSION FROM ATHOLL ESTATES 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above proposed Bill. Atholl Estates 
manages most of the Highland Perthshire land in question between the county 
boundary to the north and Blair Atholl to the south. We employ 80 full time members 
of staff and have an annual turnover of £5.5 million, most of which is re-invested 
within the communities affected by this proposal. Our business is the largest 
provider of affordable housing in Highland Perthshire and operates some key 
tourism enterprises that represent a keystone to holiday accommodation providers, 
most notably Blair Castle and Blair Castle Horse Trials. We operate a ranger service 
in partnership with SNH that maintains in excess of 153 miles of tracks and way 
marked trails.  
 
We are largely in agreement with the possible benefits noted in the paper, most of 
which were articulated before the National Park was created, both by SNH and by 
the community of Blair Atholl and Struan. We do not however agree that inclusion 
will provide any significant benefits for leisure and recreation opportunities as 
evidence on the ground suggests current activity and management has achieved 
standards as well or exceeding those aspired to within the Park. We also do not 
consider the existing Park is threatened by the Forest of Atholl not being part of the 
formally identified area both because of the competent and long term management 
plans that govern the land and the degree of integration that exists between the Park 
and land managers directly around its boundary. In this respect a ‘buffer zone’ 
already exists. 
 
However, the expanded boundary is logical in respect of geographic factors, historic 
and natural access links and current main road/train routes into the Cairngorms. 
Blair Atholl in particular stands to benefit economically if positioned as a Gateway 
community, a feature that has always been true in the context of the Grampians but 
certainly valid in the context of Park planning if the boundary is expanded as 
proposed. 
 
However, there are threats that also have to be considered within this otherwise 
appealing proposal, the most significant in our opinion being: 

• Political domination – representation by only one member on the Park Board 
will not provide any meaningful influence. In tourism and economic terms, 
Highland Perthshire is strategically significant to enterprises that rely on trade 
from the A9 motorway or from the railway. The success of the House of Bruar 
has demonstrated the ability of well run and promoted businesses to catch 
trade before it reaches the north. In every respect Highland Perthshire equals 
the natural and social product offered in the Highlands but without an 
additional hour’s travel. Large business has invested in developing tourism 
services in the Park as established and the positioning of Blair Atholl and the 
Forest of Atholl within the Park may well be seen as a threat to that 
investment. There is significant potential for the Estate and the Community to 



develop their tourism economy over the coming years whether in the Park or 
not. It would be extremely disappointing for these businesses to find their 
plans were routinely being constrained by influences within the Park that 
wished to see the existing flow of traffic continue to ignore the Blair Atholl 
junction. 

 
• Administration – inevitably inclusion in the Park will introduce a level of 

administration, regulation and bureaucracy. Existing public agency dialogue 
and control is based either in Edinburgh or Perth whereas the area in the 
existing Park is administered from Inverness. There is a threat that our region 
of the Park would be caught in a back water where Park Authority mainstream 
connections and systems would be disadvantaged by our special 
circumstances. 

 
• Costs - The three greatest potential areas for financial implication to our 

business is the provision of public access management, the viability of land 
management operations and the implications of increased bureaucracy. 
Currently our Ranger Service benefits from 50% support by SNH but under 3 
year commitment agreements ( current agreement coming due in 2007). 
Perth and Kinross Ranger Service has virtually removed its operations from 
our region, probably due to the existence of the Atholl Ranger Service and 
therefore we are exposed to the cost of maintaining the Service, possibly in 
an extended role if Park inclusion increases public access. Our Service 
currently costs in the region of £30,000 per annum gross. 

 
Most of the land area under Atholl ownership being proposed for inclusion is 
deer forest, medium to high level heather moorland. We currently employ 12 
keepers/stalkers to manage the wild deer herd, maintain the tracks and take 
care of the habitat which primarily involves predator control for the benefit of 
ground nesting birds and heather moorland preservation. The overhead cost 
of this labour force is largely covered by the sale of field sports during the 
open seasons, the most significant being stag stalking and walked up grouse 
shooting. The tasks undertaken by these operatives would be required 
regardless of the field sport element and if Park regulations eventually make 
the provision of field sports unviable or restricted then the over head costs 
would remain to be paid. These costs are currently in the region of £250,000 
per annum. 

 
The cost of inevitable bureaucracy can be anticipated in a number of ways. 
Attendance at relevant meetings and committees, largely taking place over 60 
miles from our offices, combined with contributions to consultations, plans 
and applications which will accumulate over a financial year and a sum in the 
region of £7500 per annum should be budgeted. Procedures such as 
development control consent, forestry management plans and environmental 
land use applications will take longer to process, require more investment in 



time and data provision and quite possibly be less likely to result in a positive 
consent. The additional cost and reduced return on investment is difficult to 
quantify without hindsight but a figure in the region of £10,000 per annum 
should be budgeted for additional administration while the reduced potential 
for business growth through regulation, though potentially significant cannot 
be quantified in theory. 
 
The provision of a Ranger Service, given its almost entire public interest 
component should be publicly funded by one means or another and if support 
from SNH was discontinued then we would be expecting that support to be 
taken over by the National Park. 
 
The additional cost of competent land management under increased 
regulation and land management restrictions cannot be quantified at this time 
but has to be recognised as a significant threat to the viability of our business 
and the continued provision of effective, long term moorland management. 

 
The additional costs of administration can be absorbed but only at the 
expense of other outputs being compromised as we cannot afford to increase 
our total administration budget. Therefore, inevitably, the rate of business 
operations may be reduced and the amount of time available for non profit 
making activity constrained 
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SUBMISSION FROM BLAIR ATHOLL AREA TOURISM ASSOCIATION 
 
1.0 Brief summary - Introducing the Blair Atholl Area Tourism 
Association. 

1.1. The Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association was formed in November 
1993 and was fully constituted as Blair Atholl Area Tourism 
Association in April 2001 with clearly defined boundaries. The 
Association was set up independent of the Perthshire and the Scottish 
Tourist Boards from the out set, to promote tourism in the Blair Atholl, 
Killiecrankie, Struan and Calvine areas. It was formed because the 
local businesses felt that the Scottish Tourist Boards were not catering 
adequately for the Tourism needs of the area. 

  
1.2. The Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association has and continues to raise 

its own funds through a variety of activities over the years. Currently 
the two summer Gala nights for the tourists are its main fund raising 
events along with membership fees. The gala nights are very much 
community events, involving the whole community, and not just those 
directly involved in tourism. 

 
1.3. The Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association is an active body with some 

94 businesses and 7 individual members paying annual subscriptions 
to the Association. (We suspect it must be one of the strongest 
Tourism Associations in Scotland. Without question the Association 
truly represents the views of businesses in the Blair Atholl area). 

 
1.4. The Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association has its own Web Master 

(retired after 15 years operating the local Bike Hire Business) who 
manages the Association’s web site www.blairatholl.org.uk by 
updating its information as and when information changes so the web 
site remains up to date at all times. The Web Master also responds to 
the many e-mail enquiries from all over the world, forwarding e-mails 
on topics of interest to all members on a regular basis. When Atholl is 
included in the Cairngorms National Park, the web site with its 
excellent “hit” rate, would help disseminate information on the 
Cairngorms National Park. 

 
2. General Comment and Introduction. 

2.1. It should first be said that the Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association 
was confused, amazed, disappointed by the decision of the Executive 
to omit the Perthshire part of the Cairngorms massif from the new 
Cairngorm National Park. The Association could not understand how 
after all the reports and consultation culminating in the SNH report 
recommending Blair Atholl and the Perthshire part of the Cairngorms 
massif inclusion that politicians had any good reason to exclude it. It 
was a great disappointment that the Executive appeared to be playing 

http://www.blairatholl.org.uk/


political games with something that was so important not just for us in 
Atholl, but to the natural heritage of the people of Scotland for this and 
future generations. 

 
2.2. Blair Atholl is the main Historic and natural Gateway to the Cairngorms 

from the south. With five historic routes from Blair Atholl village to the 
north into the Cairngorms National Park, means it holds a unique 
position not emulated by any other town or village in the Park*. After 
passing Blair Atholl heading north whether by car or train you do not 
meet another village of a comparable size with similar facilities until 
you reach Newtonmore and Kingussie, both of which are on the 
northern end of the Cairngorms massif.  
N.B. *Historic Routes starting or passing through Blair Atholl village 
are; 1) The Minigaig Pass; 2) The Glen Tilt route. 3) Comyn’s Road; 
4) General Wade’s Military Road; and 5) The old A9.  It should be 
noted that the historic Gaick route to Speyside and the Glen Girnaig 
route to Strathardle also commence in Atholl. 

 
2.3. The Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association is actively marketing Blair 

Atholl as a Gateway to the Cairngorms, because that is exactly what it 
is, whether it is in the National Park or not.  

 
2.4. The Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association has produced 30,000 full 

colour leaflets titled “Gateway to the Cairngorms Blair Atholl” (Sample 
included). This focuses on what the area has to offer and its proximity 
to the Cairngorms. 

 
2.5. Blair Atholl Gateway to the Cairngorms Group – The Blair Atholl 

Area Tourism Association was the main instigator in getting this 
independent group formed. The specific aims of the group are to look 
at how Blair Atholl could benefit from its natural setting as the main 
southern entrance to the Cairngorm massif. The Association readily 
supports the work of this group with its main aim of establishing Blair 
Atholl as a Gateway to the Cairngorms.  
N.B. Please refer to Appendix A for a summary of this group’s 
activities and progress. 

 
3.0 Points made at the BAATA meeting on Thursday 11th January 2006 to 

discuss Cairngorms National Park Boundary Bill response. 
 
3.1 The Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association called a meeting inviting its 

members to participate in its response to the Cairngorms National Park 
Boundary Bill and this submission. Every body at the meeting was in 
favour of the proposed Cairngorms National Park Boundary Bill. From this 
we conclude that the businesses continue to be in favour of the proposal 
as indicated in the wider community survey when 95% of respondents 
voted in favour. (See Appendix A items 2, 3 & 4) 

 
 
 



3.2 Regarding the proposed boundaries  
• Calvine and Struan should both be in the Park Boundary, 

rather than being split by the railway line as the current 
boundary indicates. 

• Original Boundaries drawn up by SNH were better. 
• The boundary should follow the Alt Girnaig Burn from 

Killiecrankie, rather than what looks like an arbitrary line 
along the hillside.  

 
3.3 Economic Benefits  
3.4 One of the local business owners carried out a quick telephone survey of 

businesses in Balloch, which is in the Loch Lomond National Park, and 
also the New Forrest National Park another relatively new park created in 
England. The survey concluded that there were no obvious benefits in the 
early stages of the park being formed. The meeting’s conclusion was 
perhaps a better model to look at would be the three Welsh National 
Parks, which were created in the 1950s. Even after this discussion, the 
people present concluded, that being part of the ‘Cairngorms’ had a 
perceived advantage. It was perceived that the term ‘Cairngorms’ or 
‘Cairngorm’ was seen as a strong brand name due the coverage given the 
Cairngorms in all kinds of ways, particularly with TV documentaries on the 
natural flora and fauna unique to this part of Britain. 

 
3.5 Transport Links.  
3.6 Blair Atholl has both rail and road network with the A9 passing directly 

beside the village. It was felt that being in the Cairngorm National Park 
would have the potential of improving Blair Atholl’s public transport links, 
with trains and national coaches stopping in the village more frequently, 
thus making Blair Atholl more accessible for visitors, encouraging more 
day-trippers and return visitors for the longer stay. This availability of 
increased public transport will make the area more environmentally 
friendly. 

 
4.0 In Conclusion.  
4.1 The Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association has been actively promoting 

Blair Atholl as part of the Cairngorms and will continue to do so whether or 
not it is in the Cairngorm National Park. (The National Cairngorm Park 
decision is out with the control of the people and businesses in the Blair 
Atholl area.) 

 
4.2 Blair Atholl relies heavily on tourism for its economy and it is anticipated 

that improved signage and advertising re the National Park Gateway can 
only help the economy of the village and area. It is hoped that the tourist 
season will be strengthened and lengthened at both ends as a result. 

 
4.3 The Blair Atholl area has a lot of facilities to offer the visitor including an 

indoor swimming pool, gym, an array of restaurants, shops, Rangers 
Information Centre, its own Country Life Museum and one of the last 
working water mills in Scotland. There are endless outdoor activities from 
golf to cycling, hill walking, Munro bagging (there are 5 Munros that are 



walked to from Blair Atholl), fishing, stalking to name a few. The Village 
Hall Committee is currently developing a plan to upgrade the village hall so 
its facilities meet the requirements of the 21st Century. The village even 
boasts its own Pipe Band, which regularly performs in the park in the 
summer months. All of these things contribute to giving the visitor a choice 
and the best welcome to one of Scotland’s most beautiful areas.  

 
4.4 If Blair Atholl is not included in the National Park now and has to wait for 

the five-year review, the administration costs will prove to be far greater 
once the Park structures are in place, compared to the minimal costs now 
estimated to be at £48,000. We would like to see the Cairngorm National 
Park Authorities figures of £150,000 one-off and £100,000 annually 
substantiated and the question asked what is their estimate of the costs for 
Perthshire and Blair Atholl joined once the Cairngorm National Park was 
fully established. (Ref. Ross Finnie’s Memorandum from the Scottish 
Executive on the Cairngorms National Park Boundary Bill, paragraphs 4 
and 5). 

 
4.5 The Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association committee considers that if Blair 

Atholl continues to be omitted from the Cairngorm National Park it will be 
detrimental to the Cairngorms National Park, as Blair Atholl is the natural 
and historic gateway to the Cairngorms from the south.  

 
4.6 We have been asked specifically to comment on ‘What will be the effects 

of the Bill be on the administration and management of the National Park 
and the Cairngorms National Park Authority?’  

 
• Surely the first and foremost reason for setting up a National Park 

is for the special environment that is being protected and this 
MUST be the first and foremost point being considered. Isn’t this 
what the Cairngorm National Park is about and the Perthshire part 
of the Cairngorms Massif is an integral part of the unique 
Cairngorms flora and fauna?  

 
• Secondly, in today’s age of communication and transport there will 

only be a problem in administration and management if the 
Cairngorm National Park Authority want to make it a problem. In 
terms of size the Cairngorms National Park must be one of the 
smaller National Parks compared to the many National Parks 
around the world. It is located in one of the best countries in the 
world for communication links. 

 
• Thirdly, costs will be kept to a minimum if the true Park area 

includes all the areas that SNH recommended right from the start 
and not adding areas later. What will be the cost of signage, 
relocating or purchasing more of the huge entrance boulders etc 
be, let alone altering all the structures the new National Park is 
currently debating and putting in to place? 

 



NB  BAATA has also sent a leaflet to the Committee.  The information is 
available on their website at: www.blairatholl.org.uk 
 
 
Cairngorms National Park Boundary Bill response from BAATA.
 
Appendix A - Blair Atholl Gateway to the Cairngorms Group. 
 
A brief summary of ‘Blair Atholl Gateway to the Cairngorms Group’ and 
its activities. 
1. There was a feeling in the community that Blair Atholl, the village was 

being bypassed and despite not being included in the Cairngorms National 
Park it was concluded that a group should explore the possibility of 
developing Blair Atholl as a ‘Gateway to the Cairngorms’. The Blair Atholl 
Area Tourism Association felt that the group looking in to this should be 
part of Blair Atholl Community Council as the Community Council 
represents the wider community of Blair Atholl, not just the Tourism 
Businesses. Members of the Blair Atholl Area Tourism Association have 
played a leading roll in this group.  

 
2. The group is made up of people from the whole community, some 12 to 16 

people attended the early brain storming sessions, culminating in a 
presentation and survey of the community asking for their views in 2004. 
The survey:- 

 
3. 250 forms were distributed with 9% of the total population responding or 

18% of the sample survey. 
 
4. 73% Strongly and 22% Agree with the question “Do you agree/disagree 

with the promotion and development of Blair Atholl as a ‘Gateway to the 
Cairngorms’? 

 
5. Consultants were appointed in January 2005 to carryout a Feasibility 

Study on behalf of the community. The Consultants (TRC Ltd) in their 
Stage II Financial Assessment Report in March 2006 ‘Overall Conclusion’ 
stated “There appears to be a good opportunity for the development of a 
Gateway Centre in Blair Atholl which can complement both Blair Castle 
and The House of Bruar.”  

 
6. Currently the group is actively preparing a 5,000 sq.ft. Gateway Building 

Development plan in Blair Atholl village to go to the possible developers. 
The schedule is:- 

 
By 3rd week in January 2007 – The initial draft tender will be 
drawn up to interpret TRC's findings on the building and site. 
This draft tender will be circulated to the group.  
By the 15th February 2007 – All comments on the draft 
document are to have been made so the document may be 
finalised before being sent out to prospective architects.  



28th February 2007 - Tender document will be sent to chosen 
architects for quotation, with a one month return date.  
1st April 2007 - Document returned with fee submissions from 
the architects.  
15th April 2007 - appointment of architects to carry out the 
work. 
15th May 2007 - completed work back to the group ready for 

submitting to potential developers. 
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SUBMISSION FROM GEOFF CRERAR, CHAIR OF BLAIR ATHOLL AND 
STRUAN COMMUNITY COUNCIL AND SMALL BUSINESS OWNER 

 
This written submission is made by Geoff Crerar, Chair of Blair Atholl and Struan 
Community Council and owner/operator of small, visitor-related businesses in Blair 
Atholl since 1986.  This paper considers the current proposal to amend the Park’s 
boundary from the point of view of the likely impact on the community and the local 
economy i.e. in the context of aim (d) of the National Parks (Scotland) Act 2000 “to 
promote sustainable economic and social development of the areas’s 
communities.”    
 
(1)Background 
 
The Blair Atholl and Struan community (including the village of  Calvine )is the 
largest group of settlements in Highland Perthshire (north of Pitlochry) yet  has a 
total population of less than 1000. Historically as the main gateway into the 
Highlands as well as the crossroads for many established routes and rights of way, 
the strategic importance of this location has been long since marked by the 
imposing presence of Blair Castle with its extensive surrounding Atholl Estates. 
 
From the early 1900’s the local economy of the community depended heavily on 
employment offered by both by the railway passing through Blair Atholl and in the 
forests, fields and moors of Atholl Estates. However visitors have holidayed in the 
area in limited numbers from Victorian times and overnight accommodation for 
travellers has been on offer since long before the railway and A9 road became 
established.  
 
In the early 1970’s “mass” tourism came to Blair Atholl with the opening of a brand 
new (and enormous by the standards of the day) commercial campsite. Since then,  
fuelled by the increasing number of UK and overseas visitors coming to enjoy the 
magnificent landscape, flowers and fauna etc as well as visiting Blair Castle (which 
was and is open to the public), hotels, guesthouses, B&B’s and  campsites/caravan 
parks continued to expand up until about 1986. 
 
An additional factor which brought short-term prosperity to the area in the early 
1980’s was the demand for year-round accommodation and services associated 
with with the construction of new A9. This benefit came to an abrupt end when, 
finally, the elevated section through the Pass of Killiecrankie  was opened during 
the summer of 1986.  
 
(2)The Local Community and Economy Today  
 
Since the mid 1980’s economic activity and the community profile have remained 
relatively static until recent times. However in the last 5 years  Blair Atholl primary 
school’s role has fallen by almost 50% and very few children born in the village 
since, say , 1975, have been able to remain here to establish their own families. 



One of the two shop units on the village green has been vacant for 2+ years and 
the other unit faces an uncertain future as a post office. 
 
Yet  over this period significant house building has occurred and  emphasising, 
even now, Blair Atholl’s strategic positioning  (less than 2 hours from all Scottish 
cities)  small warehouses and manufacturing units newly constructed on an old 
sawmill site have quickly found tenants. I believe more units are planned.  
 
Also on the positive side there remains a critical mass (but in danger of 
diminishing) of people of working age living in the community and of enthusiastic 
families (witness the establishment of the local pipe band) and sufficient demand 
(together with summer visitor numbers) to support two good quality village general 
stores, hotels, two 5 star camping and caravan parks, guesthouses, petrol filling 
station  etc, as well as the major 5 star visitor attraction of Blair Castle. 
 
Additionally farming, forestry and stalking/fishing still provide local employment 
albeit to a decreasing extent.                 
 
Current initiatives demonstrate the enthusiasm and energy within the community 
both for social and economic development:- 
 

(1) Blair Atholl Village Hall initiative – an active group which has recently 
harnessed   most village organisations with a view to redeveloping and 
expanding the existing village hall complex for the widest possible range of 
uses for the community and visitors alike. 

 
(2) The Gateway initiative – an ongoing  project involving all visitor related 

businesses which is exploring the potential  to provide a comprehensive 
“visitor gateway” for those wishing to explore the wilderness extending from 
Blair Atholl north and eastwards into the National Park. 

 
(3) Blair Atholl Primary and Struan Primary Schools -  native woodland/ 

“outdoor classroom” project and other “eco” projects. 
 
Recent achievements include the construction of an all-weather tennis court / 5-a 
side pitch behind Blair Atholl village hall. 
 
(3)The Proposal to Expand the Boundaries 
 
Over the last 3 years the community council has discussed this issue within the 
committee forum on several occasions. Views have been mixed with potential loss 
of peace and quiet and potential impact on the environment being primary 
concerns set against economic benefits anticipated from the higher profile that 
inclusion within the park might offer.  
  
(3.1)Potential Benefits of Park Inclusion and  Concerns regarding Exclusion 
 

1. Positive market exposure for businesses directly involved with 
visitors/tourism highlighting the attributes of the area.  



2. Spin-off for service industries that support the frontline visitor enterprises – 
all building-related trades, utility providers, transport networks etc. 

3.  Increased prospect of retaining local services/facilities for all – visitors and 
the community - Public Toilets, Primary School, viable bowling and golf club 
etc. 

4. Increased prospect of retaining and developing existing public transport 
services (rail and bus networks) again for the benefit of the community and 
those visiting the National Park.  

5. Inclusion within the Park addresses concerns about the increasing “relative 
disadvantage” that the local economy will face competing with neighbouring 
communities within the Park – increasing as the Park becomes established. 

6. Given that even the 2 largest businesses in and around Blair Atholl  are 
statistically classed as “small” (the remainder are “microscopic” with few or 
no employees) and given the seasonal nature of demand,  inclusion in the 
Park would give positive  exposure that these fragile enterprises would have 
no prospect of gaining from their own very limited resources.    

 
(3.2)Potential Disadvantages of Park Inclusion 
 

1. Increase in perceived attractiveness of area will be likely to “bid up” property 
values exacerbating the housing affordability gap for those working or 
wishing to work in the area.   

2. Those attracted into the housing market will often be seeking second homes 
and will not therefore be likely to be “participating” in the local economy or 
community. 

3. Perceived difficulties in obtaining Planning and other statutory requirements 
for new, existing and developing businesses due to National Park 
“restrictions”. 

4. Perceived negative impact on environment due to increased visitor 
numbers.   

 
(4) Conclusion 
 
It is very difficult to weight the potential benefits and disadvantages that inclusion 
within the National Park is likely to bring to our communities and economy. 
However we are not aware of communities within existing National Parks having 
run campaigns  “ to be allowed to leave”. 
   
Given that National Park’s aim (d) which seeks to promote sustainable economic 
and social development we must assume:- 
 

(1) The Local government and Park Authorities would give the highest 
level of priority to encouraging and enabling rather than obstructing or 
stifling (albeit inadvertently) economic and social development. 

 
(2) A high level of priority would also be given to facilitate the provision of 

affordable housing for those working within the Park boundary in 
pursuance of the social development element at (1) above. 

 



(3) Additionally the perceived disadvantage at 3.2(4) would seem to be 
addressed by aims (a) and (b) of the National Park Aims. 

 
On balance I therefore conclude that, whilst there will always be views both for and 
against inclusion, as long as there is substantial commitment in place to address 
the reasonable concerns at points (1), (2) and (3) above, the effect of inclusion in 
the Cairngorms National Park would be positive for this area. I anticipate that the 
financial estimates provided would represent good value for money when set 
against the potential benefits to the Communities and Economy of Highland 
Perthshire. 
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SUBMISSION FROM PITLOCHRY PARTNERSHIP 
 
The Pitlochry Partnership is a newly formed community based organisation with its 
membership comprising individuals and groups from within the local community. It is 
the successor body to both the Atholl Mercantile Association and the Pitlochry Area 
Tourism Association. 
 
The overall objective of the organisation is to establish an environment of mutual 
understanding and respect in which we can foster and develop a strong thriving 
community spirit and be recognised as “The Welcoming Community”. The 
partnership aims to fulfil this ambition through a number of activities designed to 
encourage, enable and engage individuals or groups in activities and projects at their 
chosen level. These will include the following:- 
 

a) To represent the strategic interests of tourism and other businesses in the 
area in appropriate local, regional and national forums. 

b) To improve the infrastructure for the marketing of tourism and business 
interests and enable economic development in the area.  

c) To stimulate community activities in the area, investigate needs, identify 
constraints, explore opportunities and manage change where required.  

c) To promote and encourage quality in the physical environment. 
d) To provide support and assistance to those who work in and around Pitlochry 

to contribute to the general well being of local community. 
e) To act in conjunction with others, in achieving a co-ordinated and integrated 

approach in order to meet the above objects in neighbouring communities. 
 
Background: Pitlochry is a well-established tourist destination that has at its heart a 
potentially strong local community with a resident population of nearly 3,500. There 
are an abundance of organisations, societies, clubs and interest groups (over 110) 
that over many years have served the interests of the community and contributed 
significantly but in a fragmented way to the well being of the town. However in recent 
years there has been dramatic change in the structure and effectiveness of the three 
primary community based organisations associated with tourism, business in the 
community and major events management. This has created the need for a more 
active development of community values. 
 
Two of the primary representative organisations, The Atholl Mercantile Association 
and the Pitlochry Area Tourism Association, have now become dormant and are in 
the process of being wound up. The membership of both organisations had relied 
heavily on The Scottish and Perthshire Tourist Boards for managing promotional 
material and generating the volume of visitors required to sustain the area 
economically. The local community did not respond adequately to the transition from 
the Tourist Boards to VisitScotland and have only recently recognised the void that 
has been left in terms of marketing and promotional activity. It has also been 
recognised that neither of the organisations engaged in meaningful consultation with 
their members in recent years. There has been no voluntary organisation in Pitlochry 
to represent the views, opinions or ambitions of the community nor a forum where 



such matters can be openly discussed, explored and progressed. The Pitlochry 
Partnership fills that gap and has four central functions. 
 
1. Bringing people together 
 
The formation of the Pitlochry Partnership provides an open forum for all 
organisations, interest groups, service providers and businesses. Many of the local 
organisations and businesses have been functioning in isolation resulting in 
fragmented or diluted plans and policies being adopted. The Partnership aims to 
adopt a consultative approach with regular meetings and disseminate information on 
a regular basis. 
 
2. Increasing Involvement. 
 
The Pitlochry Partnership has a committee drawn from all aspects of the community 
and actively encourages and enables individuals, groups and organisations within the 
community to participate in and support the activities of the organisation. The 
Partnership has a lead role in co-ordinating local events and in supporting the event 
managers and committees. Members have the opportunity to contribute to the 
creation of an integrated ‘town plan’. 
 
3. Improving quality of life. 
 
Many of the projects driven by the Partnership will have a positive influence and 
impact on the local environment, public amenities/facilities and economy and 
consequently benefit the community as a whole. (e.g. monitoring of conservation 
area policy, development of recreational facilities, destination marketing activities). It 
supports individual and group participation in local activities and aims to energise and 
promote a stronger community spirit with an increased capacity to explore common 
interests. 
 
4. Helping groups to become better organised. 
 
Organisations and groups are encouraged to explore new opportunities and to review 
their management structures. Advice and support will be made available to them 
regarding resource sharing, networking schemes, fund-raising initiatives and 
integrated planning opportunities. Businesses and service providers will be 
encouraged to review their operating and planning procedures with special emphasis 
being placed on customer care and service delivery.  The Partnership liaises with 
other similar organisations and provides an efficient channel of communication and 
information exchange. 
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SUBMISSION FROM CLLR SHEENA SLIMON 
 

I have no written information to back my presentation, all I can state is what I remember of 
my time on the Cairngorms Partnership Board, which was prior to the National Park. 
 
For the first two years of the Board I was the sole community representative and as such I 
visited all the communities in the Partnership Board Area.    
 
As I live in Laggan, visiting Blair Athol was very much like visiting ones neighbours.   
 
The first meeting I attended was an open public meeting with a good turn out for a small 
area. The issues of lack of housing and no land available for houses was I remember their 
main issue. 
 
I was then asked by the Blair Athol tourist group to attend one of their meetings.  At that 
time (they may still be) very active in running events to encourage tourism in the village 
and surrounding areas. This group were very keen to be part of the Partnership in the 
hope that the Local Authority would then be forced to help finance their efforts.  At that 
time the view was that all money ran out around Crieff and there was never any money for 
them. 
 
I visited again after the Association of Cairngorm Community Councils was set up.  And by 
that time we knew the National Park was being actively pursued.   Blair Athol was keen to 
be part of the National Park although Killiecrankie was definitely not! 
 
My only other recollection is that the landowners and the Local Authority were against this 
area of Perthshire being part of the Cairngorms National Park. 
 
I do believe the people of Blair Athol were badly let down, from the beginning they were 
keen members of the Cairngorms Partnership, during all the consultations for the National 
Park they were encouraged to believe that the boundary would remain unchanged and 
that they would be included. I have no idea why they were excluded but do think it is time 
to right the wrong. 
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SUBMISSION FROM DOREEN MACINTYRE, SECRETARY, MOUNT BLAIR 
COMMUNITY COUNCIL 

 
Report from the local public meeting about the Cairngorms National Park 
Bridge of Cally, January 16th 2006 
 
The public meeting organised by Mount Blair Community Council, was well attended, with 
residents from all parts of the area coming along to hear and question Andrew Thin and 
John Swinney, and to voice their opinions.  Andrew Thin, the convenor of the Cairngorms 
National Park Authority spoke on the benefits of being a National Park neighbour, while 
John Swinney outlined the thinking behind the proposals in his draft member’s bill to 
redraw the National Park boundaries to include part of the area. 
 
Andrew Thin set the scene by explaining the aims of the National Park as set out by 
Scottish Parliament - these being to conserve the natural heritage; provide for sustainable 
uses; provide enjoyment and understanding; and a basis for sustainable social and 
economic development.  He cautioned that it was early days as yet, but he felt that the 
National Park’s aim of bringing benefits to all of Scotland’s people was already starting to 
come to fruition.  With particular reference to the Glenshee / Strathardle area, gateways to 
the National Park should be able to derive economic benefits and local schools should 
gain benefits from being in or near the park.  He introduced the concept of “fuzzy” 
boundaries for things such as marketing and training - looking at the boundary of the 
National Park being the start of a transition zone, and mentioned that Atholl Estates had 
already received some land management training and marketing through the National 
Park. 
 
Mr. Thin also explained that there have to be “hard” boundaries for other areas, such as 
planning legislation, branding of park produce and park-specific grant funding.  While 
communities within the National Park would expect to see increased empowerment, this 
could be offset with disadvantages including increased house prices and shortages of 
affordable housing, effects which might knock-on to areas such as Glenshee / Strathardle.  
When asked his position on wind farms, Andrew indicated that the National Park would 
sanction small turbines for local power generation, but not larger farms of the type being 
proposed at Drumderg. 
 
John Swinney explained his proposal for amendments to the National Park boundary to 
match the original SNH proposals.  He said that the proposed boundary - which crosses 
the A93 at the Lair, and lies well to the north of the A924 through Kirkmichael - was a 
logical choice, because land of a very similar nature was included within the proposed 
boundary, allowing for more consistent approach to land management, and giving leisure 
and tourism in the area a chance to expand.  He agreed that fuzzy boundaries could be an 
advantage, but observed that any National Park signage outside the National Park will not 
be paid for by the National Park, and the costs would have to met elsewhere.  At a 
practical level, he further observed that, to include Perth and Kinross within the National 
Park Authority, Highland Council would have to relinquish a seat on the Authority.   
 
While Mr. Swinney was hopeful that the draft bill would be presented during the current 



Parliamentary session, in any case the National Park’s 5 year review will take place in 
2007, providing an ideal opportunity for a review of the boundaries.  When questioned 
about whether Bridge of Cally should be included Mr Swinney took the view that similar 
types of land should be included within the National Park, and therefore the land further 
north up the A93 would be a better “fit“.  Public transport provision in the area was flagged 
as a major issue, perhaps inclusion in the NP would be the best way of getting something 
done to improve the situation. 
 
Once the presentation / question and answer part of the meeting finished, those present 
were invited to express their views on a number of A1 sheets which had been put up 
around the hall.  The main findings of this community input were : 
 
Benefits to the Glenshee / Strathardle area of being a National Park neighbour could 
include : more tourists for attractions and staying in local accommodation; increased 
economic activity in the area; creating brand name for products and long term marketing 
gains; better services including public transport and visitor information. 
 
Drawbacks to the Glenshee / Strathardle area of being a National Park neighbour could 
include : more people in the area; increased traffic on the A93; increased house prices 
and fewer locals living in the area; more red tape. 
 
Ideas on how the Glenshee / Strathardle area could capitalise on the National Park 
included better public transport provision; improved advertising for the area; linking and 
integrating tourist and walking routes with the National Park; more visitors to the area; 
more facilities within the area; improvement grants for property 
 
The large majority of those expressing a preference were in favour of at least some part of 
the area falling within the National Park boundaries.  Yes - 85%; No 7%; Not sure 7%. 
 
The community was also asked to express their preference on any redrawn National Park 
boundary.  With 7% in favour of no change to the boundary, there was a tie (38% each) 
for the boundary being extended to the Lair, as outlined in John Swinney’s draft proposal, 
and for the boundary being extended to Bridge of Cally and including Strathardle.  John 
Swinney accepted that, while the overwhelming majority was in favour of amendments to 
the boundary, the form which these should take was not clear cut, and the offer was made 
by the Community Council to revisit the issue at an appropriate point in the future. 
 
The session concluded with thanks being extended to the presenters, to the local people 
who had come along and taken part, and to the organisers for a meeting which had been 
both informative and enjoyable. 
 
 
 
FULL RESULTS OF THE COMMUNITY CONSULTATION PART OF THE MEETING 
 
The numbers shown beside a choice indicate the number of people selecting that choice. 
 
About those attending :   

Representing a business - 23; A private individual - 27;  Male - 20; Female - 16; 
Under 18 yrs - 0; 18 to 60 years - 19; Over 60 years - 16 



 
 
 
As a neighbour what do you see being the benefits of the National Park? 
 

Protection of environment.  No windmills. Control of second and therefore largely 
empty homes => more people living here. Integrated management, sustainable 
development for benefit of community, economy and visitors. Management and 
protection of fragile economy and landscape. 
 
Better services especially public transport and visitor information / interpretation.  
Better public transport.  Public transport and road improvements - a major opportunity! 
 
Creating a brand name for products.  Long term marketing gains. 
 
Not a lot.  Would like to be convinced that there is any. 
 
Some spin offs, perhaps, but nothing compared to being in the National Park.  More 
tourists for local attractions.  More people staying in accommodation.  Increase visitor 
number.  Cheaper housing for workforce.  More visitors to use local accommodation.  
More economic activity helps local businesses.  Increased economic activity as a 
result, over time, of increase in visitor numbers.  Advantages for anyone in business. 

 
 
As a neighbour, what do you see being the drawbacks for the National Park? 
 

Not enjoying the many benefits that could be available if in the National Park. 
 
Increased cost of living for locals.  House prices and traffic.  More houses becoming 
second homes => fewer people living here and more expensive houses.  Houses 
prices out of reach of economically active people. 
 
More people.  More red tape (2 responses).  Concerns over increased land 
management regulations / possible problems with future development.  More 
regulations and red tape.  Possible restrictions in planning etc.  Difficulties in managing 
public access on already heavily used route. 
 
None.  Can’t think of any … 
 
The road is dangerous enough as it is!!  Increased traffic.  Present road system 
inadequate for increases in traffic.  Heavier use of A93 - but this “disadvantage” can be 
solved by road improvements.  Increased traffic. 

 
 
As a neighbour, how can this area capitalise on Cairngorms National Park? 
 

Better public transport (6 responses).  Improved transport for locals and tourists.  Need 
public transport!  Improved public transport.  Transport - better bus links.  
 
More people to stay in accommodation.  Attracting visitors by reference to National 



Park (in literature etc.)  Tourist / walking routes which are linked to / integrated with 
National Park routes.  Create opportunities for retail outlets for local produce. 
 
Protect natural landscapes and environment.  No large industrial wind power stations.  
Stricter planning for housing not to clog the rural area with houses.  Recycling facilities. 
 
Make sure the boundary is as far away as possible. 
 
Offer facilities for foul weather activities.  More facilities for tourists in this area.  By 
providing goods / services for tourists / visitors (lots of them). 

 
 
Should this area (or part of it) aim to become part of the National Park? 
 

No - 2; Yes - 23; Unsure - 2 
 
 
What would you prefer to be the National Park boundary? 
 

Existing boundary (on Aberdeenshire border) - 2;  
Proposed boundary (which crosses A93 at the Lair, & does not include any of 
Strathardle) - 11;  
Extend to just south of the B950 (and up the northern section of Strathardle) - 3;   
Glenshee down to Bridge of Cally, not Strathardle - 0;  
Glenshee down to Bridge of Cally, including Strathardle - 11 

 
 
Feedback.  Please let us know how you have found this evening.  Thank you! 
 

Informative?  Yes - 23; No - 1; Not sure - 0 
 
Good structure?  Yes - 21; No - 0; Not sure - 0 
 
Enjoyable? - Yes - 16; No - 0; Not sure - 1 
 
Comments : 
Did not answer questions - Yes he did! 
All pertinent questions well answered 
Well organised evening. 
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SUBMISSION FROM PERTHSHIRE ALLIANCE FOR THE REAL 
CAIRNGORMS (PARC) 

 
GENERAL – THE NEED FOR BOUNDARY ALTERATION. 
 
1.1 Perthshire Alliance for the Real Cairngorms (PARC) welcomes the 

examination of the boundary of the Cairngorms National Park by the 
Scottish Parliament’s Environment and Rural Development Committee. 
It strongly supports the Private Member’s Bill introduced by John 
Swinney MSP to amend the boundary. PARC was established to 
promote the correct boundary being established. 

 
1.2 The south-west boundary of the Park runs inexplicably along the 

northern administrative boundary of Perth and Kinross. This exists 
despite clear advice from the Scottish Executive’s own appointed 
Reporter Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) that Atholl and Upper 
Glenshee were integral parts of the Cairngorms and should be included 
within the National Park. The Executive put forward in response to 
SNH’s advice, a draft designation order omitting both Angus and 
Perthshire. It restored inclusion of only Angus in the final designation 
order. A coherent explanation has never been received of why the 
Executive went against its own Reporter’s advice by excluding 
Perthshire. 

 
1.3 PARC believes the boundary which omits Perthshire is clearly contrary 

to the aims and conditions for the designation of National Parks set out 
in the National Parks (Scotland) Act 2000. The present boundary :-  

 
• omits a large part of an area of ‘outstanding national importance 

because of its natural heritage’ (contrary to Section 2 (2) (a) of the 
Act). The Atholl landscape is highly renowned for its wild and 
natural character. 

• does not reflect a ‘coherent identity’ (Section 2 (2) (b)). It splits 
some of the most remote mountains in the UK in half.  

• splits management of off-road routes through particularly wild and 
remote terrain when such management can only be effective if ‘co-
ordinated’ (Section 2 (2) (c)).  

• does not ‘conserve and enhance’ the distinct wild and natural 
character of the southern Cairngorms. (Section 1 (a)).  

• does not effectively promote ‘sustainable use of the natural 
resources of the area’ (Section 1 (b)). Deer management  is a key 
issue for the National Park Authority. The present boundary does 
not help in control of deer.   

• excludes obvious gateways at Blair Atholl and Spittal of Glenshee 
which are best placed for welcoming National Park  visitors and 
thus ‘promoting enjoyment and understanding (Section 1 (c)). 

 



• fails to ‘promote the sustainable economic and social development 
of communities’ long recognised for their association with the 
Cairngorms in Blair Atholl, Calvine, Struan and Upper Glenshee 
(Section 1 (d)). 

 
1.4 Definitions of the Cairngorms remain inconsistent. However, apart  

from the present National Park boundary itself, previous definitions for 
National Park purposes all included part of Perthshire.  

 
1.5 Since the Cairngorms National Park Authority became operational in 

2003, the case for inclusion of the stretch of Perthshire recommended 
by SNH has not diminished.   

 
 ABOUT PARC. 
 
2.1 Following the designation of the National Park, the diverse interests of 

the local authority, local communities, local businesses and national 
outdoor and environment organisations all regarded the decision to 
omit Perthshire as so flawed that they established PARC (Perthshire 
Alliance for the Real Cairngorms). PARC consists of those member 
organisations which are represented on its steering group and partners 
which have expressed their support for it. 

  
Member Organisations. 
Perth & Kinross Council. 
Cairngorms Campaign. 
Highland Perthshire Communities Partnership. 
Perthshire Chamber of Commerce. 
Atholl Mercantile Association. 
Pitlochry Civic Trust. 
Ramblers Association. 
National Trust of Scotland. 
Mountaineering Council of Scotland. 
The Munro Society. 
 
Partner Bodies Supporting PARC. 
Association for the Protection of Rural Scotland. 
John Muir Trust. 
North East Mountain Trust. 
Plantlife Scotland. 
RSPB Scotland. 
Scottish Environment LINK. 
Scottish Council for National Parks. 
Scottish Native Woods. 
Scottish Wild Land Group. 
Woodland Trust Scotland. 
WWF Scotland. 
Strathmore and the Glens. 

  

 



 2.2 The aim and rationale for PARC is to ensure that the Cairngorms 
National Park boundary incorporates those parts of Perthshire 
recommended for inclusion by Scottish Natural Heritage. It appears to 
PARC that the decision on the alignment of the present boundary was 
not driven by reasons of sound planning and environmental 
sustainability. This view arose with the failure by the Scottish Executive 
to follow the conclusion of the extensive consultation exercises 
undertaken by SNH when it was drawing up its recommendations. 

 
THE BENEFITS OF INCLUDING THE RECOMMENDED AREA. 
 
3.1 PARC has taken a keen interest in proposals that would position  Blair 

Atholl as the gateway to the Cairngorms. This is a logical and obvious 
move given its location on the edge of both historic routes through the 
Cairngorms and proximity to the main modern road and rail arteries 
northwards.  PARC strongly supports the efforts of the local community 
in Blair Atholl to develop services and facilities that would benefit 
visitors to the National Park.  

 
3.2 PARC notes the decision by Transport Scotland to in effect rewrite the 

geography of the Cairngorms by refusing the erection of a sign reading 
‘Gateway to the Cairngorms’ on the A9 at the entrance to Blair Atholl.  
The proposed sign intentionally did not include the words National Park 
but did seek to avoid confusion over the true extent of the Cairngorms.    
Access to the Cairngorms is taken by foot and cycle as well as car, and 
Blair Atholl is a key access point into the Cairngorms along long 
standing routes for sustainable recreation and enjoyment. 

 
3.3 The Spittal of Glenshee is similarly well placed to offer Gateway 

services and facilities, particularly in winter. Both Blair Atholl and Spittal 
of Glenshee are key locations when road closures are threatened for 
those approaching the National Park from the South. 

 
3.4 The Board of the National Park Authority would be strengthened by 

appointment of a Member with a particular geographical perspective of 
the South-West Cairngorms.  Through membership of both The 
Cairngorms and Loch Lomond & the Trossachs National Parks, 
representation from Perth and Kinross Council would greatly benefit 
both National Parks. 

 
3.5 The benefits for the National Park Authority are likely to be significant. 

Reference has already been made to the planned investment for 
facilities in Blair Atholl. It is not envisaged that additional National Park 
staff would be required as a consequence of including Perthshire. 
Indeed for effective management of recreation and outdoor activities 
presently taking place in the Southern Cairngorms ranger services are 
already in place. These services would be more effectively coordinated 
for the benefit of visitors from the South, if Perthshire is included.  

 

 



3.6 In conclusion, PARC believes the environmental, social and economic 
benefits of including Blair Atholl and upper Glenshee within the Park 
could be considerable not only to these areas but also by improving the 
quality and coherence of the Cairngorms National Park as a whole. 
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SUBMISSION FROM ASSOCIATION OF CAIRNGORMS COMMUNITY 
COUNCILS 

 
The Association of Cairngorms Community Councils comprises 
representatives from Community Councils and Community Associations in 
and around the Cairngorms National Park.  The overall aim of the Association 
is to promote and represent the shared interests of these communities. 
 
The Cairngorms Community Council Group, from which the ACCC evolved, 
was involved in consultations on National Parks (Scotland) Act 2000 and on 
the Designation Order for the Cairngorms National Park.  At that time the 
membership comprised communities from the Cairngorm Partnership area 
which included the area of highland Perthshire similar to that proposed in the 
current Bill.  The CCCG, on behalf of those communities, was in favour of the 
extended boundary. 
 
The ACCC seeks to encourage the Environment and Rural Development 
Committee to take note of the communities who are involved. 
 
The current members of the ACCC know that the CNP Authority has sought to 
involve the communities and to listen to their views.  Examples were in the 
formation of the CNP Park Plan and also in the developing Local Plan.  More 
detail could be provided in oral evidence, which we have been asked to 
contribute.  We think that it is likely that inclusion in the CNP would be 
beneficial for the Perthshire communities. 
 
We do not foresee any complications in the alteration in the composition of 
the CNP Board. In the future there will be four Highland Councillors in the 
Badenoch & Strathspey area, and it would be appropriate to have four places 
on the Board, with one place for a Perthshire Councillor. 
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SUBMISSION FROM MOUNTAINEERING COUNCIL OF SCOTLAND 
 

The Mountaineering Council of Scotland [MCofS] represents the interests of its 
associated Clubs and individual members, amounting to almost ten thousand hillgoers.  
The Council’s work is carried out by several committees, and this evidence has been 
produced on behalf of the Access and Conservation Committee.  The delivery of our 
Access and Conservation work programme is financed by grants from Scottish Natural 
Heritage, the British Mountaineering Council and the Scottish Mountaineering Trust.  The 
MCofS has an office in Perth where our four paid officers and two administrative staff are 
based; additionally approximately sixty active volunteers from all areas of Scotland 
contribute to the work and activities of the Council. 
 
Statement of Evidence 
 
The MCofS supports the points made in the Private Member’s Bill to amend the boundary 
of the Cairngorm National Park.  We responded positively to the public consultation on 
the proposed Bill of November 2005.  We agree that parts of northern Perthshire should 
be included within the Park, which would necessitate extending the current boundary of 
the Park. 
Our reasons for this are outlined below. 
 
The many summits loosely referred to as the Cairngorms contribute to a coherent 
mountain massif, the main landform characteristic of which is high plateaux, dissected by 
long and often interconnecting glens.  The Cairngorms extend east to west from 
Lochnagar to the Drumochter hills, and south to include the Angus Glens, Glas 
Tulaichean, Beinn a’ Ghlo, Beinn Dearg and their foothills.  The glens have traditionally 
been used as through routes; indeed, the A9 and A93 are trunk roads which follow old 
routes.  Other through routes follow the Gaick/Tromie pass, the Minigaig/Bruar pass and 
the Lairig Ghru/Glen Tilt pass with the latter two converging on the hub of Blair Atholl.  
These mountain passes are important for recreation and access. 
 
The coherence of the landscape can be appreciated, at least in good visibility, equally 
well whether standing on the summit of Cairngorm or Ben Macdui or one of the Beinn a’ 
Ghlo tops.  In these locations one is in an upland area which is quite unique in Britain and 
one which resembles and has the feel and ambience of the hills of northern Iceland, or 
parts of northern Norway and other arctic areas.  The landform, climate, flora and fauna 
all contribute to the integrity of the natural heritage of the wider area.  All these hills and 
glens should logically contribute to the National Park; it is artificial to base the threshold of 
the park on a Local Authority boundary. 
 
The plateaux of the Cairngorms, with their impressive and characteristic corries are 
appreciated not only nationally but also on an international scale.  From a mountaineering 
and recreational perspective these are, indeed, very special places.  Despite the often 
harsh surroundings of the high tops, especially in the winter months, the vulnerability and 
fragility of the natural heritage must be recognised.  The ecosystems of the highest part of 
the central core of mountains including Cairngorm itself, Braeriach, Cairn Toul and Ben 



Macdui, are particularly vulnerable. They require to be protected for posterity from 
inappropriate development, over-intrusion and the pressures of human artefacts. This can 
be done by extending protection to their surrounding hills, and giving them all National 
Park status. To neglect to include the north Perthshire hills is to make the core more 
vulnerable.  At the moment, we can only rely on the goodwill of, for example, the Atholl 
estates, for their protection. 
 
Blair Atholl and the Spittal of Glenshee are natural gateways when entering the 
Cairngorm highland area from the south.  Just north of Blair Atholl, the visitor emerges 
from farmland, settlements and low-lying countryside into an upland area as the road 
ascends to Drumochter.  Blair Atholl is well-placed to provide visitor services and facilities 
at the entrance to the Park.  Similarly, the visitor to the eastern Cairngorms travels from 
Blairgowrie through the villages, hamlets and farmland of south Glen Shee, only to 
abruptly enter a different landscape after the Spittal.  Again, there are visitor facilities to 
hand with the potential for some expansion.  These transition points offer very suitable 
gateways to the Park.  In addition, extending the boundary into northern Perth and 
Kinross would help to support the economy of this area, and enhance the sustainability of 
its rural communities. 
 
Finally, we would make the point that in the original deliberations on the Park boundary, 
SNH recommended to Scottish Ministers, that on consideration of natural heritage, social 
factors and recreational value, that northern Glen Shee, Gleann Fearnach and the Atholl 
area should be included within the National Park.  We feel strongly that SNH’s advice 
should be re-examined and accepted.  The proposed boundary amendments should be 
made. 
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SUBMISSION FROM RAMBLERS’ ASSOCIATION SCOTLAND 
 
I welcome the opportunity to present evidence on this Private Members Bill. 
We support the primary intention of the Bill to extend the southern boundary 
of the Cairngorms National Park to encompass approximately 200 sq miles of 
Highland Perthshire.  We urge the Committee to support the Bill and to 
recommend to the Scottish and UK Governments that action is taken to 
promote the enlarged national park as a World Heritage Site. 
 
The Ramblers have long campaigned for the establishment of national parks 
in Scotland and we were very pleased that national parks legislation was a 
key element in the Scottish Parliament’s land reform programme in its first 
term. Similarly, we supported the decision to establish Scotland’s second 
national park in the Cairngorms. 
 
 
The Cairngorms area is of supreme importance within the UK for walking and 
other forms of outdoor recreation, set within mountains, forests and wetlands 
of outstanding landscape and biodiversity value. These characteristics have 
been long recognised by successive governments, local authorities and all 
who value and enjoy living in or visiting the Scottish Highlands.  
 
Every authoritative report on the Cairngorms, from the 1960s onwards, which 
has examined the qualities of the Cairngorms and future requirements for 
their protection, use and enjoyment, has focussed on a large area, including 
substantial tracts of Highland Perthshire, extending as far south as Blair 
Atholl. We consider that the Government decision to omit Highland Perthshire 
from the original national park boundary was unwise. This needs to be 
corrected at the earliest opportunity, before the future development of the park 
is prejudiced. 
 
We recognise that, at the time of the Government’s decision on the park 
boundary, there was some concern that, even without Highland Perthshire, a 
very large national park was being created. Obviously this raised issues 
regarding coordination and management effectiveness across such a wide 
area. We think these concerns can now be set aside. From its earliest days 
the Park Board and staff have made excellent progress in establishing the 
Cairngorms as one of the UK’s foremost national parks, meeting the 
objectives of the national parks legislation, and building widespread public 
support at local and national level. Now is the time to build on the momentum 
and to give political impetus to efforts to make the Cairngorms national park 
into an area of real international significance.  
 
The Cairngorms are renowned, across the world, for their remoteness, rugged 
terrain and weather and relative absence of buildings, roads and other 
aspects of urban life. They contain the most remote land in the UK, at the 
headwaters of the Rivers Tilt, Feshie and Geldie. Unfortunately the present 



southern boundary splits this area in half, leaving large tracts of mountain land 
and unspoilt river systems to the south outside the park. Equally important, 
the coordinated management that is needed for activities such as red deer 
management, in which the national park can play a very positive role, is 
hindered by present arrangements. The current southern boundary is also 
very unhelpful in terms of visitor information provision and advising walkers 
and others on journeys into the central core of the park. Blair Atholl is ideally 
placed to be the main southern entry point into the park, but this cannot be 
achieved while the southern boundary remains in its present location.    
 
Successive governments since the early 1980s have been committed to 
seeking World Heritage status for the Cairngorms under the terms of the 
World Heritage Convention. Progress towards this end has sadly been 
extremely slow in the last 20 years. In part this was due to the absence of a 
coordinated planning and management regime over the whole mountain 
range, but that has now been partially solved by the establishment of the 
national park. A World Heritage Site in the Cairngorms will, in our view, 
require the whole range to be protected through national park status in order 
to ensure that all the natural and cultural landscapes characteristic of the 
Cairngorms are safeguarded. An essential prerequisite to this is the extension 
of the southern boundary to the Blair Atholl area. 
 
We therefore fully support this Private Members Bill. If the Committee feels 
unable to give its support we urge the Committee to make recommendations 
that will enable the southern extension of the national park boundary to be 
achieved as a matter of urgency.  
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SUBMISSION FROM JOHN MUIR TRUST 

 
The John Muir Trust is pleased to contribute to further consideration of this issue, 
taking into account several years of the Cairngorms National Park being in operation.  
In response to the specific questions posed, our view is as follows: 
 
Should this area be included in the Park? 
 
 The Trust has not altered its firmly held view that the areas specified in the Bill and 
consistent with SNH’s original recommendation - in Eastern and Highland Perthshire 
– should be included in the Park.  The SNH recommendations were made after 
extensive consultation with a wide range of stakeholders.   The Trust will not 
rehearse the arguments here but would endorse SNH’s original reasoning and 
evidence. 
 
This was clearly recognised by the Rural Development Committee of the Scottish 
Parliament at that time.  The Chairman of that Committee, Alex Fergusson, said in a 
letter to Allan Wilson, Deputy Minister for Environment and Rural Development, after 
the Committee had taken evidence, that “There appeared to the Committee to be 
almost unanimous dissatisfaction with the proposed boundary, along with a degree of 
bewilderment due to the fact that the Executive had not provided clear and 
transparent reasons for its departure from the recommendations of SNH.  The 
Committee believes that the approach of SNH to developing the boundary was 
logical, transparent and took on board the views of the community.   The Committee 
therefore unanimously recommends that the Scottish Executive adopt the boundary 
proposed by SNH, with one exception, which relates to the Parish of Laggan.” 
 

What will be the effects of this Bill on both the areas of Perthshire proposed 
by the Bill and the existing Cainrgorms National park area e.g. effects on 
local communities and businesses, impact on tourism, environment and 
natural heritage in the CNP, etc? 
 
The existing boundary is an artificial one which passes virtually unnoticed when 
entering the area.  So the existence of the National Park is not very apparent to 
visitors.  However, this does not mean that more intrusive signage should be 
erected at the current boundary as it is too sensitive an environment for that to be 
appropriate.    
 
If the boundary was moved to enable Blair Atholl to be promoted as the gateway 
to the Park, this would bring social and economic benefits to that area, but also 
increase the profile of the Park, thereby contributing to the fourth aim of the Park.   

 



The lack of a buffer zone around the key areas, environmentally, of the Park on 
the south side is worrying, considering wide recognition for the value of such 
buffer zones and the inclusion of them elsewhere in the Park. 
 
Moving the boundary to this area would allow appropriate signs, which would 
catch the visitors’ eye, to be erected and allow specific interpretative material 
about the area they are about to enter – i.e. the National Park – to be made 
available, possibly with a specific tourism information point.   Since the A9 is the 
main gateway to the Park for visitors from the south, it would be very easy to have 
simple signs directing visitors to the Park to take the brief bypass through Blair 
Atholl to find out about the Park.  This would be invaluable to provide an overview 
of the Park in a scenic but less sensitive area than where the A9 crosses the 
current boundary. 
 
At the moment, many visitors visit the Perth and Kinross area who do not venture 
further north.  Including this area would allow P&K Council to be more actively 
involved in promoting the Park, working synergistically with the current LA 
partners in the Park – to the advantage of all.  
 
What will be the effects of the Bill on the administration and management of 
the National Park and the Cairngorms National Park Authority? 
 
Perth and Kinross Council would then be involved as a very important partner – 
promoting the Park on its Southern boundary where most visitors will access the 
Park from.  It will allow people who live in areas which are considered an integral 
part of the wider Cairngorms areas to feel part of, and benefit from, the National 
Park, including economic activities, “Brand” awareness, etc.   It would involve 
more of Scotland’s population in promoting the Park and feeling that it belongs to 
them.   
 
Conclusion 
It seems doubtful that many visitors notice the current boundary. Probably the first 
they know that they are in a National Park is when they pick up a leaflet on arrival 
at one of the settlements in the Park which may be as far north as Aviemore – 
towards the heart of the Park.  However, those who do notice where the boundary 
is are probably confused about why it is there and what it signifies – as the 
landscape has been quite similar for some time.  If the boundary was at Blair 
Atholl and was well-identified, people would be able to see clearly that they had 
passed through a transitional area and were now in an iconic part of Scotland – 
one recognised throughout the world for its spectacular characteristics. 
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SUBMISSION FROM CAIRNGORMS CAMPAIGN 
 

This submission1 acknowledges the three specific conditions for National Park 
status as set out in the National Park (Scotland) Act, 2000.  These are: 

1. That the area is of outstanding national importance because of its natural 
heritage or the combination of its natural and cultural heritage. 

2. That the area has a distinctive character and a coherent identity. 
3. That designating the area as a National Park would meet the special 

needs of the area and would be the best means of ensuring that the 
National Park aims are collectively achieved in relation to the area in a co-
ordinated way. 

 
The characteristics which define the Cairngorms National Park (CNP) as 
presently constituted and which, it is submitted, apply with equal force to the 
areas proposed for inclusion under the Cairngorms National Park Boundary Bill 
are set out below. 
 
In terms of landform, the proposed south-western boundary as approximately 
defined by valleys of the rivers Truim and Garry is a very obvious demarcation 
between the loch-dominated landscape of North Perthshire and the dissected 
plateaux of Gaick, Atholl and beyond.  This contrasts very favourably with the 
present watershed boundary which cuts arbitrarily through country which is 
indistinguishable for miles on either side.  Further east the upper sections of 
Angus glens such as Clova and Esk where they reach into the high country 
stretching south from Deeside are included in the CNP.  But there seems little 
logic to omit the lower sections of glens Shee, Fearnach, Girnaig, Tilt and Bruar 
which are equally significant portals to the high country stretching north to the 
Feshie and the Dee. 
The word “wilderness” is often used in the context of national parks and 
designating wilderness areas as national parks is seen as a means of preserving 
the said wilderness.  In terms of North America or Siberia, Scotland has no 
wilderness area apart perhaps from the very highest ground in the Cairngorm 
massif.  Elsewhere human activity in the form of deforestation and the extinction 
of native carnivores disqualify accurate use of the word.  What Scotland can 
offer, however, is extensive areas where human intrusion has been minimal so 
that the sense of isolation and challenge may be enjoyed.  This can be 
heightened when combined with activities such hill-walking, cross-country skiing 
or rock climbing.  Given the limited area of the Scottish Highlands relative to the 
European demand for access to undeveloped areas, the CNP should fully utilise 

                                                 
1 The writer of this submission wishes to acknowledge the considerable use made of material 
previously prepared by R. Drennan Watson.  He also wishes to thank Glen Breaden and R. 
Drennan Watson for their comments on the draft of this submission. 



 

its potential by ceasing arbitrarily to hive off areas of wild land (e.g. Atholl, Gaick) 
which are quite comparable to areas included in the Park as currently defined. 
While the challenge of taking off into trackless country attracts many people, the 
car-borne tourist represents an enormously larger group.  It seems reasonable to 
assume that, to the ordinary citizen, the concept of a national park implies 
something with which he or she may identify; it is there for him or her to enjoy as 
they see fit.  It follows that a national park should be as visible and accessible as 
possible to this type of interested party.  As things stand, as one comes south 
from Drumochter the CNP is not visible, “it’s somewhere up there on the left”.  If 
in the longer term the management of the CNP leads to visual and other 
improvements in terms of the reinstatement of flora and perhaps fauna, why 
should these not be visible from much more of the A9 with perhaps designated 
parking areas with explanatory displays - bring the Park to the people!  The 
accessibility argument has even more force when applied to the inclusion of 
communities such as Blair Atholl. 
In terms of climate, the entire area of the CNP and the proposed additions lie just 
to the east of the boundary which divides the Scotland’s western oceanic zone 
from the drier eastern “continental” zone.  This is visually apparent in that the 
flora is different in the drier areas, for example the distinctive heather moorlands 
which are among the finest remaining examples of an increasingly rare type of 
country.  It is of course the case that the “continental” zone extends well beyond 
the CNP whatever its boundaries.  The point, however, is that high moorland of 
Gaick and Atholl are very obviously on the periphery of the drier zone and thus 
are, climatically speaking, at one with the rest of the CNP.  
The CNP is not just a national and international resource, it is of particular 
significance to those who live within or adjacent to its boundaries.  Economic 
benefits are perhaps the most obvious, for “national park” is a brand name with 
undoubted pull in the tourist industry.  Moving on from the purely economic 
however, it can be argued being part of or adjacent to a national park is likely to 
enhance the sense of community and identification with the hinterland to the 
benefit of the communities concerned.  It can be further argued that in historical 
terms the break-down of the clan system and the establishment of large sporting 
estates caused a feeling of alienation in many Highland communities, especially 
those outwith the Crofting Counties.  Anything which reverses this trend can be 
regarded as desirable.  The question thus arises, why communities such as Blair 
Atholl should be denied the undoubted benefits which would follow from an 
extension of the Park boundary which, although they wished for it, was denied 
them by an arbitrary and unexplained decision about the location of the 
boundary. 
 
Turning to the particular, the concern of this submission is the area running east 
from Drumochter as covered by maps 6–10 in the information accompanying the 
Bill.  The historical district of Gaick now consists of the forests of Gaick, 
Dalnacardoch and Dalnamein.  The current CNP boundary follows the Perth & 
Kinross/Highland boundary which is the watershed.  Watersheds may be 
appropriate to council boundaries, but they make no sense in this instance for a 



 

national park which seeks a “coherent identity”.  The inappropriateness of this 
boundary should be apparent from what has been said above. 
Dalnaspidal Forest lies to the west of the A9 and so does not immediately stand 
out as an obvious component of an extended CNP.  On reflection it is apparent 
that the mountains themselves – for it is an entirely mountainous area – are 
really an extension of those to the east of the A9 and, moreover, it is an 
extension consisting of mountains of character. 
The Forest of Atholl, in contradistinction to Gaick, contains some of Scotland’s 
finest ridges.   The Beinn a’Ghlo range is a magnificent group of three Munros 
which, on a clear day, dominates the view south from the main Cairngorm 
massif.  To omit this area from the CNP is to deny the concept of a national park 
as a means of preserving what is finest in our natural heritage. 
Gleann Fearnach is not the best known portal to the southern Cairngorms, but 
with the estate road running all the way in to Fealar Lodge it is a well known 
route for the discerning walker or cyclist who wishes to explore the group of 
Munros lying east of Glen Tilt and round the head of Glen Ey.   Glen Lochsie and 
Gleann Taitneach, which run north from the Spittal of Glenshee, are alternative 
portals to this area.   While lacking the drama of the ridges of Beinn a’Ghlo, this 
mountainous area has much to offer those who seek the remoteness of the 
mountains.  But the obvious cohesion of the area has been arbitrarily split by the 
current CNP boundary, raising again the question of the criteria used to arrive at 
these illogical divisions. 
 
The purpose of this submission is to demonstrate that the conditions set out in 
the National Park (Scotland) Act, 2000 are not being sufficiently met and, as a 
consequence, the CNP is being denied its full potential as a Scottish resource of 
international significance.  
The first condition is concerned with the extent to which the area is of 
outstanding national importance in terms of its natural and cultural heritage.  It is 
submitted that none of the omitted areas fall short of these criteria and if they 
were included the CNP would be enhanced. 
The second condition seeks “a distinctive character and coherent identity”.  The 
argument about the distinctive character of the omitted areas has been made 
above.  Coherence must be integral to the development of any national park, not 
least the CNP.  It may be argued with considerable weight that during the long 
years when the creation of a national park in the Cairngorms was being 
promoted, the most widely accepted definition of the southern boundary was the 
one being suggested in the Bill.  In other words, those who took the trouble to 
debate these matters, long and hard, were undoubtedly in favour of coherence 
and had no difficulty in concluding what coherence meant in terms of the 
southern boundary.  The formation of PARC and the many organisations which 
subscribe to it is testament to the almost universal amazement at the 
incoherence of the current situation. 
The third condition refers to meeting the special needs of the area and collective 
achievement in a co-ordinated way of the Park’s aims.  What “special needs” 
amount to is undefined, but it may be assumed that the Park Authority is 



 

addressing these.  Again, for reasons which are rehearsed above, it is argued 
that what is being currently achieved is not as collective and co-ordinated as it 
should be because the CNP is seriously hampered by being ill-defined. 
The Cairngorms Campaign is in favour of the Cairngorms National Park 
Boundary Bill. 
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SUBMISSION FROM SCOTTISH NATURAL HERITAGE 
 

SNH’s position 
 
Prior to designation SNH advised that part of Highland Perthshire should be 
included in the Cairngorms National Park. The area being considered by this 
Bill is the area that SNH believed should be considered in detail. SNH has not 
reconsidered the case for inclusion and, while we believe that the reasons put 
forward at that time remain valid, we have concerns that changing the area of 
the Park now may distract the Park Authority from its key task of implementing 
its first Park Plan. We also have some concerns over the detailed boundary 
proposed in the Bill. For these reasons we are not convinced that the Bill in its 
current form and at this time is the best way forward.  
 

Should this Area be included in the Park? 
 
As the statutory reporter on the proposal to establish a Cairngorms National 
Park SNH advised that the inclusion of this area would meet the three 
conditions set out in Section 2 of the National Parks (Scotland) Act 2000. In 
evidence to the Rural development committee in 2002, we suggested the 
following reasons for this. 
 
• Outstanding natural heritage importance As part of the Cairngorms, 

this area forms part of the largest single tract of semi-natural habitat and 
the most extensive wild land area outwith the public road network in the 
UK. 

 
• Distinctive character and coherence The exclusion of the Atholl and 

Gaick Forests detracts from the overall coherence of the Park area and 
lessens the strong cultural and recreational links of the traditional routes 
via the Gaick and Glen Tilt.  

 
• Management need The management needs of this area are similar to the 

rest of the Cairngorms mountains. They are best addressed by a common 
policy framework and management mechanism, which extends equally 
widely.  

 
As reporter, SNH noted that inclusion of this area would give rise to concern 
over the size of Parkand its manageability by a single Park Authority.  It also 
left in question any implications for the rest of Highland Perthshire. 
Nevertheless, SNH considered that these concerns were outweighed by the 
case for inclusion of this area.  
 
 
 



What would be the effects of this Bill on both the areas of Perthshire 
proposed by the Bill and the existing Cairngorms National Park area? 
 
Overall, we consider the impact would be positive for both Perthshire and the 
Park area, though further assessment would be needed to better quantify 
these.  Benefits for the natural heritage could include: 
 
• Recreational and visitor management could be enhanced by the provision 

of an additional gateway to the Park area. This could also have benefits for 
the local economy of Highland Perthshire.      
    

• Through planning, advice, training and funding arrangements developed 
by the Park Authority, the inclusion of this area should also promote land 
management in ways which better safeguard and enhance its natural 
heritage interests.  

 
• Through the governance, planning and management of the Park, the 

inclusion of this area could help cement stronger working between the 
Park Authority, the local authority and other key stakeholders.  

 
These benefits would need to be set against two specific concerns 
 
• In recent years many communities in National Parks in England and Wales 

have been adversely affected by rising house prices, though SNH 
research on this issue immediately following designation did not pick up 
any significant negative impacts in or around either of Scotland’s National 
Parks. We are currently repeating this research to see if this picture has 
changed. The Park Authority is also already committed to action, which 
should help address the provision of affordable housing in this area if it is 
included. 

 
• We believe that the National Park could support a new gateway facility 

without significant impacts on this community. The Park Authority would 
need to address the potential impacts on the existing Dalwhinnie gateway 
as part of its approach to visitor and recreational management. 

 
What would be the effects of the Bill on the administration and 
management of the National Park? 
 
The Park Authority best addresses these matters. We note that the costs it 
has suggested to Scottish Ministers are higher than those set out in the 
explanatory notes accompanying the Bill. Although the matter of affordability 
is not something SNH can comment on it would be of concern if the 
designation of a new area was not resourced properly or if such a resource 
was found at the expense of other natural heritage priorities.   
 
The first Cairngorms National Park Plan is currently with Ministers.  The 
inclusion of a new area at this time would potentially require further changes 
to that plan. There would be additional costs associated with the work and the 
resultant consultation process.  



 
We note that the Bill makes no provision for a directly elected member from 
the area. Perth & Kinross Council will be able to nominate a representative to 
the Park Board, but without a directly elected member from the area the local 
community may feel under presented. This is a potential deficiency, which 
needs to be addressed through changes to the elections order. However, 
resolution of this matter may not be straightforward and may require further 
consultation, as any changes to the current ward-based allocation will have 
implications for other Park communities.  
 
Views on the policy memorandum and explanatory notes 
 
These documents are helpful and accurate though we have noted above the 
higher costs associated with the Bill suggested by the National Park Authority. 
There are two issues, which we would like to bring to the attention of the 
committee. 

Consultation on the boundary 
 
We understand that the boundary in this Bill is based on the advice SNH 
provided as reporter in 2001. This advice contained maps of the proposed 
area at a large scale e.g. 1:300,000. It specifically identifies the area around 
Blair Atholl as an area where ‘further consideration of the most appropriate 
boundary will be required’ as the detailed boundary of the Park is better 
defined. This work was subsequently undertaken by the Scottish Executive 
drawing on maps of the area supplied by SNH at 1:50,000 scale. A detailed 
boundary was developed at 1:10,000 scale and subject to public consultation 
as part of the draft designation order, though this did not include any of the 
Highland Perthshire component.  
 
We recommend that the boundaries proposed in this Bill should be subject to 
further investigation at 1:10,000 scale followed by public consultation, 
particularly with the land owners and managers whose land the boundary may 
impact on. Such an approach is implicit in the approach in the National Parks 
(Scotland) Act 2000 and has largely been followed for both National Parks.  

World Heritage Status 
 
Paragraph 7 of the Policy Memorandum refers to the ‘candidate’ World 
Heritage Site (WHS) status of the Cairngorms and suggests that the inclusion 
of Highland Perthshire would strengthen the case for this. This argument has 
been made at several times during the National Park designation process. 
While we consider that there are some good arguments for inclusion of 
Highland Perthshire within the National Park we do not believe that it would 
have any significant affect on the Cairngorms’ candidacy for WHS.   
 
Although the Cairngorms are on the current UK tentative list for WHS, it is not 
a candidate for WHS status at present nor will it be in the near future. Recent 
soundings from UNESCO suggest that natural sites from Europe will no 
longer be encouraged and this is one of the drivers of the expected review of 



the tentative list by the UK Government.  While inclusion on this tentative list 
is important, it should be noted that a much smaller area than the current 
National Park is proposed, based on its significance for geology and post-
glacial landforms, rather than its natural heritage as a whole. If the site was to 
progress to WHS, then it would be these interests that would need protection 
and management, and it would be difficult to argue that a buffer zone 
extending into Highland Perthshire would be needed for this purpose. 
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SUBMISSION FROM PERTH AND KINROSS COUNCIL 
 

INTRODUCTION 
1. Perth and Kinross Council strongly supports the inclusion of parts of 

northern Perthshire within the Cairngorms National Park, welcomes the 
Private Member’s Bill to amend the National Park boundary and 
completely agrees with the case made by John Swinney in his public 
consultation on his proposed Bill of 4 November 2005. The Council 
considers that that any administrative and other costs of extending the 
National Park would be marginal, but that the overall benefits to the 
area and the National Park as a whole could be substantial. 

 
Council’s Case for amending the Boundary 

2. Currently, the southern boundary of the Park runs along the northern 
administrative boundary of Perth and Kinross, despite clear advice 
from SNH to Scottish Ministers that Atholl and the northern part of 
Glenshee were integral parts of the Cairngorms in terms of landscape, 
nature conservation interest and recreational value. 

 
3. It is the Council’s view that the current Park boundary is contrary to the 

aims and conditions for the designation of National Parks set out in the 
National Parks Act and in particular the current boundary:  

 
• Does not reflect the coherent natural heritage identity of Cairngorms 

as a whole, as identified by SNH  
• Does not protect the distinct wild and natural character of the 

southern Cairngorms  
• Dissects important European nature conservation sites at 

Drumochter and Caenlochan, making integrated conservation 
difficult  

• Severs historic routes through some of the wildest and most remote 
areas of the UK, making integrated recreational management 
difficult  

• Will not allow for the co-ordinated management, including 
associated transport links, of the Glenshee ski slopes  

• Misses the opportunity to use the natural gateways and existing 
infrastructure in Atholl and upper Glenshee to provide the best 
welcome to visitors to the Park from the South  

• Will not spread the economic and social benefits of the National 
Park to the whole of the Cairngorms  

• Results in a lost opportunity for core-zoning of such an important 
central mountain plateau.  

• will jeopardise making a case for the designation of the Cairngorms 
as a World Heritage Site. 

 

1 



4. SNH in its report noted that there have been many attempts to define 
the extent of the Cairngorms over the last 40 years, which have all, 
understandably, differed from each other to a greater or lesser extent. 
But despite the variations in these boundaries, a common feature of 
them is that, with the notable exception National Park boundary itself, 
they all include parts of northern Perthshire. 

 
5. Perth and Kinross are surprised at the difference in approach by 

Ministers between Loch Lomond and the Trossachs, where the area of 
that Park was extended through the various drafts (for example, Killin 
was only included in response to consultations on the draft Designation 
Order), and the Cairngorms, where the area has shrunk from that 
originally proposed by Ministers and recommended by SNH. 

 
6. Since the designation of the National Park, concern over the boundary 

has grown and not diminished and as a result, PARC (Perthshire 
Alliance for the Real Cairngorms), of which Perth and Kinross Council 
is a member has been established and PARC have been invited to 
provide their own separate evidence to today’s Committee meeting. 
There is still no real understanding as to why the boundary was drawn 
along an administrative boundary which bisects a line of mountains and 
the Council continues to wonder whether the decision was driven by 
reasons other than sound planning and environmental ones given the 
lack of justification for it, and in particular the disregard for the outcome 
of the extensive consultation exercises undertaken previously. 

 
National Park Gateways 

7. In addition, the importance of Blair Atholl (and to a lesser extent Spittal 
of Glenshee) as a gateway to the Cairngorms has emerged as a key 
issue in the debate over the National Park boundaries and PARC and 
the local community in Blair Atholl are working together to promote this 
as part of a local rural development initiative. It is important to 
remember that access to the Cairngorms is not only by car, but that 
Blair Atholl is a key access point into the Cairngorms for those on foot 
and mountain bike via some major, historic routes. It is disappointing to 
the Council that the National Park authority has not been supportive of 
developing a Park gateway in this area. This is in contrast to Loch 
Lomond and the Trossachs where the National Park authority is, 
through its National Park Plan, actively promoting a Park gateway 
facility at Dunoon, which lies outwith the Park boundaries, in 
partnership with Argyll and Bute Council, Argyll and the Islands 
Enterprise and other bodies. 

 
ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

8. The Council does not believe that the addition of the parts of Perthshire 
contained in the Bill will have any significant administrative or financial 
implications for the operation of the National Park over and above the 
issues which inevitably exist at present where the National Park 
Authority sits over and straddles the jurisdiction of a number of local 
authorities. 
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Membership 

9. The Bill proposes that Perth and Kinross has the right to nominate one 
Member to the board, with Highland Council’s nomination rights 
reduced from 5 to 4 seats (subject to special arrangements in the 
period up to July 2007). I do not think in principle that the addition of 
one local authority to the Board of the National Park will cause any 
particular administrative difficulties since the overall size of the Board 
will not permanently increase. Indeed, having a Member with a 
particular geographical perspective of the Southern Cairngorms should 
add to a breadth of knowledge to the Board. Obviously, Perth and 
Kinross would form only a small part of area of the National Park, but 
Perth and Kinross Council is in an identical position with the Loch 
Lomond and the Trossachs National Park, where a very small area (St 
Fillans and Loch Earn) are within that Park and where the Council has 
one seat on the Board. Through the latter, Perth and Kinross has 
experience of working with a National Park Authority. 

 
Overall Running Costs of the National Park 

10. The Financial Memorandum which accompanies the Bill discusses the 
impact of the extension of the Park on overall running costs of the Park 
and on one off costs and comes to the view that the additional costs of 
the inclusion of parts of Perthshire would be minimal and the Council 
concurs with that view. 

 
11. Para 22 of the Memorandum refers to the fact that the Bill makes no 

provision for offices or staff to be located within the Perthshire section. I 
suggest that, whether or not the boundary is moved, a gateway/visitor 
reception centre should be provided at Blair Atholl, but if this was to be 
the case, it would merely be a different location for such a centre which 
has yet to be provided and therefore this would have little cost 
implication. 

 
12. Para 23 of the Memorandum makes reference to the cost of providing 

Ranger Services in the area and suggests there may be a marginal 
increase in these costs. The Council agrees since, as the 
Memorandum itself indicates, the NPA does not itself provide Rangers, 
but relies on those provided by local authorities and other bodies. 
Within the Blair Atholl area, the Council relies primarily on the Atholl 
Estate ranger service (which is supported by SNH) to deliver a Ranger 
Service; Council Rangers therefore do very little in this area and 
equally there is little Council ranger activity currently needed in and 
around the Spittal of Glenshee. It should be noted that Perth and 
Kinross Countryside Trust does not provide a Ranger Service. 

 
13. The points made in paras 25 -28 about signage and other costs are 

agreed and, again, are marginal. 
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Costs and Implications for the Local Authority 
14. Para 33 refers to the possible costs and implications of the transfer of 

local planning powers. The Council considers that all of these costs 
and implications will, again, be marginal because of the relatively small 
area involved and its relatively undeveloped nature. Over the last three 
years, on average only 16 planning applications have been received in 
the area proposed for inclusion within the National Park. Of these, only 
one has gone for determination by the Development Control 
Committee, which gives some indication of the number of applications 
which might be called in for determination by the National Park as 
Planning Authority. 

 
CONCLUSION 

15. In summary, the Council considers that the administrative and financial 
implications of the measures contained in the Bill will be marginal, but 
on the other hand the environmental, social and economic benefits of 
including Blair Atholl and upper Glenshee within the Park could be 
considerable not only to these areas but also by improving the quality 
and coherence of the Cairngorms National Park as a whole. 
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SUBMISSION FROM HIGHLAND COUNCIL 

 
1.0 Introduction 
 
Highland Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on the proposals 
contained within the Cairngorms National Park Boundary Bill. 
 
The Council considered the then proposed Member’s Bill to extend the 
boundaries of the Cairngorms National Park at a meeting of its Planning 
Development, Europe and Tourism Committee on 25th January 2006. The 
Council subsequently responded to the consultation.  
 
2.0 The proposals contained within the Bill 
 
2.1 Rationale for Park expansion: 
 
The area it is proposed should be added to the Cairngorm National Park includes 
the Forest of Atholl and the community of Blair Atholl, the Beinn Udlamain 
mountain group to the west of the A9, an area around the A93 including Glas 
Tulaichean and the Spittal of Glenshee. The extended boundary would 
incorporate Beinn a’ Ghlo and Drumochter Hill Sites of Special Scientific Interest. 
Supporters suggest that enlargement of the Park would enable entire mountain 
summits to be managed in a more sustainable and cohesive manner over a 
wider area. 
 
Further, the Policy Memorandum which accompanies the Bill states that the 
inclusion of the Forest of Atholl and Blair Atholl itself would provide a natural 
gateway to the National Park in terms of economic opportunity and access 
through Glen Tilt to the Cairngorm mountains. Additional reasons for the Bill 
include the increased opportunity for the enlarged Park to achieve World 
Heritage Status and the establishment of a buffer area around the Cairngorm 
massif.  
 
Highland Council remains to be convinced that the proposed Bill would achieve 
the outcomes anticipated. In an earlier response ahead of the Bill, the Council 
requested that further information be provided on the proposals which might 
identify the benefits of the enlarged Park and how enlargement would assist the 
Park meet its objectives. The Council remains of the opinion that this information 
has not been provided in support of the Bill.  
 
The Council is further concerned that there is a lack of connectivity between the 
land (and landscape quality) it is proposed should be added to the Park and the 
Cairngorm massif, which is the focus of the Park. The Council is of the opinion 



that the upland Cairngorm massif should remain the focus of the Park and does 
not agree that enlargement of the Park would allow more sustainable or cohesive 
management of the Cairngorm massif. In fact the Council is concerned that 
enlargement may refocus management over a wider area and away from the 
Cairngorm massif. 
 
2.2 Gateway to the National Park: 
 
Highland Council is aware that one of the reasons behind seeking an extension 
to the National Park is to enable Blair Atholl to be considered for “gateway” type 
developments for visitors approaching on the A9. However the Council considers 
this disadvantages Highland interests. The draft National Park Local Plan states: 
“Dalwhinnie has the potential to be a significant “gateway” centre which could 
generate business opportunities” Highland Council supports this vision for 
Dalwhinnie and does not wish to see its potential diminished. 
 
Highland Council considers Dalwhinnie to have locational advantages over Blair 
Atholl: 
 

• It is on the left of the A9 rather than the right for traffic travelling 
northbound and entering the Park (potentially safer traffic movements), 
and; 

• It lies on the junction of the A9 and the A889 (access to Laggan area of 
the National Park). 

 
Highland Council would not wish any extension to the National Park area which 
would be to the detriment of future efforts to bring economic benefits to the 
Dalwhinnie area. 
 
2.3 Representation: 
 
The Bill proposes that the extension of the Park area would permit the 
nomination of a member of Perth and Kinross Council to the Park Board. This 
would be at the expense of the Highland Council nominees, the number of which 
would fall from 5 to 4 to accommodate the Perth and Kinross nomination, to 
preserve democratic accountability, the size of the board and the balances set 
out in the 2000 Act. 
 
Highland Council is similarly concerned to preserve democratic accountability 
and so wishes to see the retention of 5 Highland Council nominees to the Park 
Board. The Council understands that the 2000 Act provides Ministers with the 
powers to make amendments to the way that individual Park Boards are 
structured. This is evidenced within the recent Marine National Park consultation. 
If a nominee is required from the Perth and Kinross portion of the enlarged Park 
then the number of board members should be increased to 26, reflecting the 
increase in area. 



 
The Council also wishes to see the retention of elected members to the Park 
Board on the basis of wards geographically drawn within the Park area. There 
are currently 3 elected from within the Highland area.  
 
The SNH report of 2001 did not provide guidance on the geographical ward 
distribution of the 5 elected members. However the percentage population 
breakdown was as follows: 
 
63% - Highland 
24% - Aberdeenshire 
  7% - Moray 
  5% - Perth and Kinross 
  1% - Angus 
 
The Highland element appears fairly accurately reflected by 3 of the 5 wards 
covering this part of the National Park. Were land in Perth and Kinross to be 
added, some or all of the ward boundaries would need adjustment. Population 
and voters could be added to a Highland ward (to reflect links provided by the 
A9) and/or to the Angus/Aberdeenshire ward (to reflect the southern aspect of 
the enlarged National Park). 
 
Based on a combination of population and area factors, Highland Council 
remains of the opinion that 3 directly elected members should be drawn from 
within its area of the Park. The Angus/Aberdeenshire ward should elect 1 
member to the Park Board.  
 
2.4 Financial Resources: 
 
The Council notes that the Financial Memorandum to the Bill anticipates only 
minor administration costs will be associated with the larger Park and that these 
can be absorbed without the need for additional grant in aid. 
 
The Financial Memorandum acknowledges a number of one off costs will be 
associated with the extension of the Park area going on to predict that these will 
come to no more than £48,000. These are incurred in revision of the Park Plan, 
re-printing promotional materials, additional signage and the remuneration of an 
additional local authority representative in the short term. Income via additional 
visitor numbers and “called in” planning applications is identified as a means of 
balancing the additional costs to the Park Authority. However as local authority 
partners make payments to the Park authority in respect of “called in” planning 
applications, it seems disingenuous to suggest that additional costs can be 
absorbed by the Park via additional calls on local authority resources. Such an 
approach may also encourage the calling in of applications that otherwise would 
have been dealt with entirely by the local authority. This would lead to further 
pressure on local authority resources. 



 
In its earlier response, Highland Council made it clear that additional funding 
should be made available through the Scottish Executive and partner agencies to 
ensure that additional expenses in administering an enlarged area were covered. 
Existing resources should not be diluted to cover the costs of enlargement. This 
remains the Highlands Council’s position. 
 
3.0 Conclusions 
 
Highland Council makes the following points in conclusion: 
 

• The Council remains to be convinced of the benefits likely to arise from 
the Bill. The Council is concerned that enlargement of the Park reduced 
connectivity with the Cairngorm massif and may impact negatively on the 
sustainable management of the massif itself. 

 
• Dalwhinnie is already identified within the draft Park Local Plan as having 

“potential to be a significant Park “gateway” centre which could generate 
business opportunities”. Highland Council supports this vision for 
Dalwhinnie and would not wish any extension to the National Park area 
which would be to the detriment of future efforts to bring economic 
benefits to the Dalwhinnie area. 

 
• The Council recommends retention of 5 Council nominees for appointment 

by Ministers to the Board if the Park were to be enlarged. The Council 
further recommends that geographical wards drawn within an enlarged 
Park elect 3 Board members from within the Highland Council area. The 
additional land area being added to the Angus/Aberdeenshire ward, which 
would elect 1 member to the board.  

 
• Enlargement of the Cairngorms National Park should not be considered 

unless additional resources are identified by the Scottish Executive and 
partner agencies. There should be no dilution of resources within the 
present Park area. 
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SUBMISSION FROM CAIRNGORMS NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY 
 
1. A decision on the boundaries of any Scottish National Park is a matter for 

the Scottish Parliament.  The CNPA does not feel it is appropriate to 
express a view on what should be the outcome of the current debate, 
given that our role will always be to work with whatever area is so 
determined.   

 
2. The issues for the CNP are therefore the operational and managerial 

consequences of the proposed change. 
 
Impact on Operations  
 
3. There are 4 aims of the National Park –the National Park Authority has a 

statutory purpose of “ensuring the National Park aims are collectively 
achieved in relation to the National Park in a co-ordinated way”.  

 
4. The Cairngorms National Park covers an area of 1,460 square miles.  This 

is considerably larger than any of the other UK National Parks (Lake 
District 885 square miles, Loch Lomond & the Trossachs 720 square 
miles).  The proposed extension of the boundaries will self evidently 
require the CNPA to operate over a larger area, which will bring 
consequential costs - additional office, travel and staff costs.   

 
5. The CNPA has a number of statutory functions: 

- Planning and development control.  The CNPA can “call-in” and 
determine any planning application within the Park area, and then 
determine it, if the application raises issues “ planning issues of general 
significance to the Park’s aims”. The CNPA also has responsibility for 
preparing a local development plan (or plans) for the area of the Park. 
(section 7 of the Designation Order); 
-As access authority for the Park area, it must uphold access rights, draw 
up a system of core paths, and establish a local access forum( section 1 of 
the Land Reform Act); 
-National Park Plan. The CNPA has responsibility to prepare a National 
Park Plan, in conjunction with partners and stakeholders, for the collective 
and coordinated delivery of the Park’s aims (section 11 of the National 
Parks (Scotland) Act) 

 
6. In addition to these functions, the CNPA has a wide range of powers, 

which it can use to deliver its purpose set out above  - these powers 
include grant giving, research, providing services (in the course of 
delivering the Park aims), providing information ,providing facilities for 
visitors, etc. Examples of what the CNPA “does” with these enabling 
powers (as opposed to the statutory duties) include: 

o hosting projects which involve public bodies, land managers and the 
local Community in delivering local biodiversity; 



o leading and coordinating a sustainable tourism strategy and action 
plan in partnership with other organisations with a view to delivering 
visitor marketing and information on a Park-wide basis; 

o delivering a Land Based Business Training project to support the 
training of land managers in delivering public benefits; 

o coordinating the production of a public transport timetable for the 
Park, with links to cycling and walking opportunities; 

o hosting a Cairngorms LEADER+ project which has supported 82 
projects; 

o developing a Cairngorms Brand to help raise quality standards, and 
provide a marketing umbrella for local businesses; 

o putting in place entry point signs (with other signage projects still to 
follow). 

o Progress made in developing an integrated approach to land 
management incentives across the Park. 

 
7. The objectives of the CNPA are set out in its Corporate Plan, and more 

detail on  how it has gone about delivering these is set out in its annual 
reports (available on the web, and in the library of the Scottish Parliament). 

 
Impact of the Bill on Operations and Costs 
 
8. The extension of the boundary as proposed would lead to a three types of 

increased costs, as a result of the operations outlined above being 
delivered over a wider area. Some would be one-off and some recurring: 
o delivering the statutory duties outlined above (development control, 

preparing the Local Plan, preparing the National Park Plan, being the 
access authority) over wider area; 

o delivering grants/incentives/projects/ initiatives to cover the increased 
Park area; 

o the effects of major change, which is widely found to cause some 
(temporary) disruption and distraction within the organisation.  

 
9. There are around 550 planning applications made each year within the 

Park, of which around 17% are called in for determination by the CNPA.  
Extending the boundaries would mean more planning applications to deal 
with, and greater travelling; with cost implications for staff levels. There 
would also be a fifth local authority to encompass in the Planning Protocol, 
which sets out the working level modus operandi under which local 
authorities and the CNPA will deal with planning cases. 

 
10. Clearly the area to be covered by the CNPA as the Outdoor Access 

Authority would increase, with some additional associated costs, largely in 
staff time and travelling, and administration. 

 
11. A wide range of projects and initiatives already operate within the Park as 

outlined above. In the year ending March 2006 the CNPA’s annual grant in 
aid was £4.3m; and £834,000 was levered in through other sources. 
Operational Plan expenditure – that is, the money put directly into funding 
grants, projects etc as opposed to overhead expenditure (office, Board and 



non-project staff) was £2.246m.  It is difficult to estimate how much this 
ought to increase to take account of the increased Park size – a rough 
estimate is £50,000.  

 
12. The impact of all of the above would be a need for additional staff to 

deliver the CNPA’s role, as well as an increase in the office support costs. 
Taking travel, office overheads, and additional staff into account, as well 
as the additional monies for operational plan expenditure, the estimated 
total recurring costs might be £100,000 as an estimate. That provides for 
only one additional Full Time Equivalent member of staff, which is a 
conservative estimate. 

 
13. In addition to the above recurring costs, there would be some one-off costs 

of the proposed boundary extension.  A number of major pieces of work 
which the CNPA has currently underway would need to be re-addressed.  
These include: the Local Plan, the National Park Plan; entry point markers; 
the core paths plan. Our estimate of those costs is £145,000. 

 
Operations over the Boundary 
 
14. Some of the work of the CNPA extends over the current boundary. Some 

of these initiatives operate across the Park boundary. For example, our 
Youth Communication initiative  - of the 7 secondary schools involved, 5 
are outwith the Park (with their catchment areas taking in part of the Park). 
On tourism we recognise the importance of forging strong linkages with the 
surrounding areas and are involved with the various Area Tourism 
Partnerships.  The transport audit which we are commissioning will look at 
the issues of connectivity into the Park from the surrounding areas. We 
also envisage linking with path networks around the fringes of the Park – 
for example, we have contributed to the Speyside Way Visitor centre, just 
outside the Park boundary. 

 
15. All of this reflects the NPA’s purpose of “ensuring the National Park aims 

are collectively achieved in relation to the National Park in a co-ordinated 
way”.  Furthering the aims of the Park will often mean taking account of 
actions beyond the boundary. So there is the potential – and reality in 
some cases – for areas not currently in the Park to nevertheless benefit 
from its existence. 
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