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The flawed thinking and governance behind the camping byelaws
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ThIS sI|de from the secret Board Meetlng of 6th September 2013 shows two mterestmg things. The fi
is that the LLTNPA was originally considering banning camping and campervaning along roads
throughout the whole of the National Park — a proposal it had put to and which had been rejected by
the Land Reform Review Group earlier in 2013. The second is that this would have resulted in

camping being banned in 11.2% of the National Park.

In early December the Park released to me slides which were presented at secret Board “Briefing
Sessions” held on 6th September (see here) and 28th October 2013 (see here). These provide further
evidence for how the Park developed its fatally flawed camping byelaws were developed and should
be studied by everyone who cares or is involved in access rights in Scotland. The slides are an
education in how not to approach access issues.
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http://www.lochlomond-trossachs.org/rr-content/uploads/2016/12/Appendix-A.pdf
http://www.lochlomond-trossachs.org/rr-content/uploads/2016/12/Appendix-B.pdf

PARKSWATCHSCOTLAND
Address | Phone | Link | Email

Before considering the slides from these two meetings, its worth considering why it has taken the Park
over a year to make them public since | first asked for all written information about the Board’s
involvement in the development of the byelaw proposals. First, the Park failed to tell me about these
two meetings when | first asked for a list of all meetings which had considered the Your Park
proposals. The Park’s subsequent excuse for this was that | had asked for information relating to the
Your Park proposals and it was only after these meetings that the Your Park terminology — parkspeak
—was developed! You only need to take one look at the slides to realise the Park was wanting to ban
camping from September 2013. Second, while after the LLTNPA had released a list of all topics
discussed at secret Board “Briefing Sessions” since 2010 (see here), it was clear these two meetings
had considered camping, staff claimed they held no written infomation pertaining to these meetings. |
challenged this in November, after evidence emerged that the Park had withheld information from the
Information Commissioner (more on this in due course when the Commissioner has finished their
investigations), and, low and behold, the LLTNPA suddenly found it did have written information on
these two meetings after alll | am still not convinced they have released all of it — Page 11 of
Appendix A for example is a blank slide — and have written to the Park asking them to explain
anomalies. What all of this shows is that the LLTNPA'’s claim to operate in an open and transparent
manner is complete rubbish. | believe there there needs to be a'systematic external review of how the
LLTNPA operates and how it has subverted basic principles af good governance.

Back to the slides.............. % !
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https://parkswatchscotland.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/FOI-2016-002-Appendix-A-list-topics-at-Board-Briefing-sessions.pdf
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Camping

6th September 2013

This was the second slide presented to the Board on “Camping Management — new approaches”.
Shocked, so you might be, but most campers do not behave anything like this. Abandoned tents, as
the latest Keep Scotland Beautiful Litter Audit shows (see here), are a rare occurrence compared to
the total numbers camping. My best estimate from this data, and its the best estimate there is given
the Park has never made any attempt to assess this, is that tents are abandoned in c1% of camping
trips. And in most cases of abandoned tents the mess is not anything like what is pictured. What is
important about this slide therefore is that senior Park staff set the Board off on the wrong course, they
presented the litter problem as being inextricably linked to campers. The slide was a complete
misrepresentation of the truth. The Board appear to have been convinced ever since that if only they
can manage camping all the Park’s litter problems would disappear. This was the wrong starting
point. The result has been the LLTNPA Board, in all its secret Briefing Sessions FOI 2015-021
Response Appendix A — meetings that discussed ban, has never considered the numbers of
responsible campers and campervaners or their rights.  There is nothing either in any of the slides
presented to the Board in all the Briefing Sessions that took place that shows they ever considered the
framework for access rights agreed by the Scottish Parliament (e.g. the role of the Scottish Outdoor
Access Code and the existing criminal law) and how this could be applied to visitor management in the
National Park. That should have been the starting point for any discussion. Having started in the
wrong place, the Board have been on the wrong course ever since.
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https://parkswatchscotland.co.uk/2016/11/29/long-awaited-lltnpa-litter-audit-visitor-management-camping-bye-laws/
https://parkswatchscotland.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/FOI-2015-021-Response-Appendix-A-meetings-that-discussed-ban.pdf
https://parkswatchscotland.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/FOI-2015-021-Response-Appendix-A-meetings-that-discussed-ban.pdf
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Informal Camping in the Park
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6th Septémber 2013 — note how the slide presents camping numbersundertheheadlng “camping
pressures”. This conflates two entirely different things because its possible to have large numbers
without pressure and small numbers that have considerable impacts.

This slide contains far more useful information than anything that was presented in the Your Park
consultation. | thought it strange that the Park had never presented an analysis of the data it held for
the Your Park consultation and that | had to obtain the Ranger Patrol records (on which this map must
have been based) through a Freedom of Information request. Those records disproved many of the
Park’s claims. What this slide shows is that the Park had actually conducted an analysis of the data it
held but then appears to have decided to suppress that information. | think there were three reasons
for doing this. First, the slide undermines the Park’s claims, which continue to be parroted by the
LLTNPA Chief Executive Gordon Watson, that the byelaws were needed because of the sheer number
of campers. The slide show that there were relatively few areas where camping was high. Second, if
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Byelaw Camping Management fone — Overview Map
PARKSWATCHSCOTLAND
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management zones approved by the Scottish:Government (left) it shows graphically that the actual
camping management zones cover many areas where there is very little camping. The reason for this
is explained by the slide at the'top. ofthis post on Options — the intention of the Park has always been
to stop roadside camping and-campervaning whether or not there was any evidence of problems or
alternative solutions. That | believe remains the LLTNPA'’s ultimate aim which is why the current
byelaws encompass as many roads as the LLTNPA thought they could get away with. Third, the slide
shows that the LLTNPA has always known the Loch Lomond Islands were one of the most popular
areas for camping — and therefore under its own warped understanding that equates numbers with
pressure — should have been a priority for it to tackle. It knew though that if the walking community
and the boating community joined forces, it would lose the argument for byelaws, so it decided to
introduce byelaws in stages. The LLTNPA Board Minutes from April 2015 record that the islands will
be next. More evidence of how manipulative this National Park Authority is.
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Visitor Management Zones e
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This slide shows that in their first debates there was some attempt by the LLTNPA to put camping into
the wider context of visitor pressures. This should have been the starting point for a discussion on how
best to allocate resources for visitor management as a whole, not just camping, but footpaths (Arrochar
Hills and West Highland Way), litter facilities, parking places etc. Unfortunately, and we don’t know
why, the LLTNPA quickly abandoned any attempt to look at visitor management in the round and
focussed purely on camping.
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National Park Byelaws?

What they might look like?

Flexible in application: seasonal, tir

Regulate range of activities: camp
parking...

Tackle irresponsible behavior: litte
disturbance...

Across the Park: zones and buffer:

Enforceable by us and partners: R:
FCS...

Allows for controlled permitted us
sites and permits within zones
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This slide clearly shows the LLTNPA were considering byelaws from September 2013 as the main
solution to visitor management. Yet the public paper on Visitor Management presented to the Board
Meeting of December 2013 gave almost no indication of this — it talked of a broad range of measures —
while LLTNPA staff, when they met recreational organisations in late summer 2014, never made any
reference to byelaws and were still claiming a broad sweep of management proposals. The Park
therefore spent almost a year preparing to consult on its plan to introduce camping byelaws while
deliberately keeping the recreational organisations — including its own Local Access Forum, a statutory
consultee — and the wider public in the dark.
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Visitor/Camping Management Byelaws:
Developing New Approaches

The title slide for the secret Board “Briefing Session” in October 2014 is interesting because it shows
while the focus of the Board was on camping management, they were considering byelaws that could
be applied to all visitors, not just campers. This potentially could have resulted in an even more
drastic curtailment of access rights. | think this arose from the LLTNPA submission to the Land Reform
Review Group where they had proposed the introduction of Fixed Penalty Notices for any breaches of
the Scottish Outdoor Access Code, a draconian measure which had been rejected by the Scottish
Parliament as being unworkable.
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This slide provide further evidence that the second meeting did at least consider camping within a
wider context before deciding to focus simply on camping. It also shows that the LLTNPA had done
work on campervans at an early stage and clearly knew the numbers — note the symbols for
carvan/motorhome pressures — which makes its current failure to provide for campervans even more
telling (just 20 places across all the management zones (see here).
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https://parkswatchscotland.co.uk/2017/01/05/campervans-vehicles-camping-byelaws/
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Byelaws In operation

Enforcement:

« Enforced by Rangers and Police

« Level 2 fines, report to PF

« Recording incident details and preparing
« Evidence In court

Public information:

« Comms Plan

« Signage at key points
« \Webinfo/leaflets

« Patrol plans

This shows is that right from the start the Park was considering how it could enforce a ban on camping
and campervans before there had been any public debate on whether this was an appropriate way
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forward.
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National:
« Park seen as banning campers or anti-a

« \What happens over the border, displace
« Supportfrom SNH, FCS...

| ocal:

« Landowner/community concerns over di
permits and capacity

« |Impact on fishing activity, local clubs, rip

« Long history of “FREE" camping, seen a
heritage”

 Loch Lomond boating community concel
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This slide shows that the Park had from an early stage anticipated many of the objections that would
be made during the Your Park consultation process. Instead of engaging on these issues, which might
have resulted in alternatives solutions (e.g fishing permits could have been used to reduce the impacts
from fishermen camping), the Park decided to go ahead with its own preferred solution — to ban
camping — which it settled on in a remarkably short period of time. All the subsequent “consultation”
was focussed on “persuading” people and organisations to agree with its own point view.
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Byelaw making process

Timeline:

Develop proposals andinformal consul
Draft byelaws

NP Board approve draft byelaws
Finalise Draft byelaws for consultation
Formal Consultation: 12 weeks

NP Board consider final byelaws
Byelaws to SG

SG confirmation consultation: 4 weeks
Ministerial approval and/or amended
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This slide provides more evidence of how the LLTNPA had decided what it wanted to happen right
from the start and mapped out the process by which camping and campervanning would be banned.
While the process has taken twe years-longer than planned, the important point is that the Park had
decided what to do and how hefore this was considered by any public Board Meeting. This is not how
National Parks or any public bodies are meant to operate. Decision making is supposed to be in
public, in fact my understanding this is a legal requirement. It clearly wasn’t observed and is another
reason why the Scottish Government should reject the byelaws. By approving them the former
Minister, Aileen Mcleod, in effect undermined basic standards of good governance in public
authorities. Its not something her successor, Roseanna Cunningham, should accept.
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