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Our National Park Boards’ sense of purpose

Description

INTERVIEW:
PHRFLHE FACTS

eyt - all shie kalom o bess oo reoched
Lexch Lasane & Tha Treseoache Malkanl Fork

TRCAL THROWAGH wonadlasd, livos 1o fa o
ol bisd L] il bremtio i the seaet of fa

Fior covnmsmann prssinges adiing & Glaigew
Awporl, o IO sensory axprioncs o8 thay walk hiough
irterrntinsal anively - complat with banzhes is
st otar Feset aired fakon (n whews of Loch Lomond, s
wrelnney, mbasds ol mowians - offars o lode of
i b il coustrywicks within oy snach of the ciey

Thin inderasibes, inemerss oeporience wakoomie.
hundrads ol showsoncls of waiors e Glagow sach
o, provickng o snopahon of the sighis ond scunds of
Seatband's finil Rlafionad Pack which calabinoted iti 151h
annsasary in 2007
Giartlan Wetsan, clinl ssecui e of Lagh Lomesd &
The Tenmochs Moo Poack fushoity, cescribas it on
oni of the LIK's mow beastilul rohweal eamdmnmenis”.
IF'e a1 plecs for mvmrpone b axplom and an g - and
irs tight on he docestop ol Scolond'’s kuges “Thara nre ol reguler dood ond deink
iy, o fermary’ movied of Lioch Lomond Shones in |
W yocas bawa iy G mngporar weud £on oy ments, And, of eouns, thana’s sl ple
b il i ih hily ew laimus and s ond do in Boloch ord Collonder, s b
aychng, hicieg, comping, bid- pbinsinyd b e park”
aiching = thara's s much o theanwhie, hondy nee guides b bean
ca—in bans than an how's devee 16 ek i seied [or pesple o esjoy sherd o
Irom Closgow,” b poinks ou. d:mwﬂllnﬂmhﬂﬂﬁﬂ_

“Friom she arpan ifs anly 30 laalzm:l-!lhﬁ

e GRS oI’ st Bogulfl ara i

"W hile e wen it fow i

environments and less than an hiour’s drive i
from Glasgow. Gordon Watson tells Keren ond o obport eaparience

car h b whi
Peattie what makes Loch Lomond & e i'll::"r i’hh-ulm!

a ] i tian that
Trossachs Mafional Park so specic! ] A T
ond apprecioke il
With bermmy and
willegms, plonkc s,
hm'lh'ipl. i

haolals in fra pork.

Extract from Glasgow Airport magazine, High Flyer, September 2017. Often the LLTNPA appears to
more a tourist agency — we have Visit Scotland to do that — than National Park, with a marketing tea
match. Yes, Loch Lomond is very close to Glasgow airport , but can you get there easily by public

transport? Yes, the National Park is great for camping — but why not mention the camping ban then?

Looking at the papers for the Cairngorms National Park Board meeting which took place last Friday
(see here), | was struck by the significant differences between the way it and the Loch Lomond and
Trossachs National Park Authority operate.
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http://cairngorms.co.uk/authority/publication/419/
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While many (mostly retiring?) members of the Loch Lomond and Trossachs National Park Authority

have lost sight of what they might contribute to the National Park (see here), Cairngorms National
Park Authority Board Members are involved in a large number of initiatives. Here is an extract on
current CNPA involvement in Groups (27 in all):
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https://parkswatchscotland.co.uk/2017/09/12/loch-lomond-trossachs-national-park-authority-board/
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Group/Committee Curren
Represe
Gordon Ridd
Dave Fallows
Chair of Finai
8 | Outdoor Access Trust for Janet Hunter
Scotland (OATY)
9 | Cairngorms Nature Strategy Judith Webb
Group
10 | Active Cairngorms Delivery Rebecca Badg
Partnership
|| | Cairngorms Tourism Partnership | Paul Easto
|2 | Cairngorm and Glenmore Willie McKer
Partnership
|3 | Cairngorm LEADER Action Brian Wood
Group (CLAG) Trust
14 | Highland Community Planning Peter Argyle
Partnership Convenor)
12, | National Parks UK Peter Argyle
16 | Farmer & | and Manasament Fleanor Mack
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While attending meetings and events of course does not necessarily make Board Members effective —
and the CNPA has in my view always struggled to engage with recreational interests — this wide
network of groups does influence how the Cairngorms National Park operates. The CNPA has a raft of
strategies and plans compared to the the LLTNPA and there are direct links between these groups, the
existence of strategies and the National Park Partnership Plan.

For example, the Cairngorms Economic Forum (one of the Group above) links to the Cairngorms
Economic Strategy 2015-18 and the fact that the Cairngorms National Park Partnership Plan considers
economic issues, include low pay in the National Park. While they are far from developing an
alternative economic strategy, based on sustainable development and use (should that be re-use?) of
natural resources, they do have a framework for considering the issues. There is no equivalent in the
LLTNPA. As a consequence their draft National Park Partnership plan is much weaker on these
issues and is little more than a set of aspirations (which its very hard for anyone to disagree with)
without content.

While some networking does go on on the LLTNPA ~you can see that locally elected members and
councillors do attend community councilimeetings from the minutes of those meetings — what their
Board Members are involved.in iS'very-difficult to ascertain as there is no public network of groups as
with the CNPA. Indeed groups which used to exist, like the east Loch Lomond and 5 Lochs Visitor
Management Groups appear effectively to have been shut down. Moreover, the public have no easy
way to contact LLTNPA members, whereas go to the section of the CNPA website on Board Members,
click on their name and there is an email. So, if you are interested in social inclusion or Broadband in
the Cairngorms National Park, you can work out who best to speak to and contact them. | would
suggest that is worth a lot.

The differences go further. The CNPA has a Planning Committee, on which all Board Members sit,
and an Audit and Risk Committee but it also has a Finance and Delivery and Staffing and Delivery
Committees. ALL meet in public. Contrast this with what the LLTNPA say on their website:

“By law, we have two committees that are required to meet:

e Our Planning & Access Committee meets monthly to consider certain planning applications,
enforcement actions, policy papers, legal agreements and access matters.

¢ And our Audit Committee meets up to four times a year to support the Accountable Officer (our
CEO) in their responsibilities for issues of risk, control and governance and associated assurance
through a process of constructive challenge.”
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http://www.lochlomond-trossachs.org/park-authority/our-board-committees/planning-access-committee/
http://www.lochlomond-trossachs.org/park-authority/our-board-committees/audit-committee/
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The LLTNPA operate with the minimum number of Committees possible, just as they publish the
minimum amount of information they are legally obliged to (two years).

The LLTNPA model has, | believe, been based on neo-liberal corporate ideology that the best way to
run organisations is by slimline management, which in effect means small groups of people endorsing
decisions taken by the leader. The few know best and Park structures have been designed to prevent
anything getting in the way of centralised decision-making. No wonder their Board Members no longer
saw a role for themselves and proposed their own abolition.

Thankfully there are signs of change at the LLTNPA. Their new convener appears to be a genuine
team player, more like the captain than the manager, and the Chair of the Park’s Delivery Group, Colin
Bayes, has been trying to make more public what that group does. The logical next step is to create a
finance and delivery committee which, like the CNPA, meets in public/ Having a staffing committee
also says something about the preparedness of an organisation t@ be open — for staff should be the
most important resource our National Parks have.

The two National Park Boards have arranged to meet in November — its been an action point for the
LLTNPA for over two years — and | think that provides an ideal opportunity for LLTNPA members to
rediscover a role for themselves.

Structures are only the start

Active conservation for
The species for which the ||BAP priority species

Park is most important

are in better conservation
status Estates participating in

Wildlife Estates Initiative

™

Extract from report on last CNPA National Park Partnership Plan progress

Networking, listening, being more open is however only a start. Having discovered a role for
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themselves, Board Members need to help ensure our National Parks deliver far more than they do at
present and where things are not working to help change direction and come up with new solutions.
The above extract illustrates the challenges facing the CNPA. The Wildlife Estates Initiative was
dominated by landowners and hunting interests and was supposed to show how the National Park
would work in partnership with estates to promote wildlife in the National Park (and reduce wildlife
persecution). What the extract above shows is that even this weak initiative has failed and it provides
strong evidence that the voluntary measures to promote wildlife in the new National Park Partnership
Plan won't work either. The landed estates basically don’t care how they appear to the public. The
challenge for CNPA Board Members is to start to assert the right of the National Park to take action on
these issues where voluntary measures have failed.

Ironically, the LLTNPA did take firm action in one area — the camping byelaws — though I think it is
significant that this is the ONLY area of work where it has been prepared to stick its neck out. The
problem has been that the LLTNPA focussed on the wrong issue — camping management rather than
visitor management — and has bulldozed through the wrong solution with disastrous consequences. |
am in favour of our National Park Boards taking a stronger line but, just like when landowners fail to co-
operate, they also need to recognise when they have got it wrong. Its,these type of issues where
public debate should be promoted by our National Park Boards, rather-than the manipulated Your
Park consultation on the byelaws or the relative silence-of the CNPA on fundamental issues of land-
use such as whether grouse moor management is.compatible with the aims of the National Park.
Neither of our National Parks have been,very good at leading such debates to date.
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