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PENTLAND HILLS REGIONAL PARK (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 
This document summarises and analyses the responses to a consultation exercise 
carried out on the proposal above. 
 
The background to the proposal is set out in section 1, while section 2 provides an 
overview of the results of the consultation.  A detailed analysis of the responses to 
the consultation questions is contained in section 3.  These three sections have been 
prepared by the Scottish Parliament’s Non-Government Bills Unit (NGBU).  Section 4 
has been prepared by Christine Grahame MSP and includes her commentary on the 
results of the consultation exercise. 
 
Where respondents have requested that certain information be treated as 
confidential, or that their response remain anonymous, these requests have been 
respected in this summary. 
 
This summary does include quantitative data in relation to the responses to some of 
the questions contained in the consultation document.  This includes numbers and 
proportions of respondents who have indicated support for, or opposition to, the 
proposal.  In interpreting this data, it should be borne in mind that respondents are 
self-selecting and it should not be assumed that their individual or collective views 
are representative of wider stakeholder or public opinion.  The principal aim of the 
document is to identify the main points made by respondents, giving weight in 
particular to those supported by arguments and evidence and those from 
respondents with particular experience and expertise.  A consultation is not an 
opinion poll and the best arguments may not be those that obtain majority support. 
 
Copies of the individual responses to the consultation are available on the following 
website:http://lisabrown42.wix.com/christine-grahame-#!pentland-hills-regional-
park/cp89.  Responses have been numbered for ease of reference and the relevant 
number is included in brackets after the name of the respondent. 
 
A list of respondents is set out in Annexes as follows: 
 

 Annexe A – numbered as received; and 

 Annexe B – in alphabetical order. 
 
  

http://lisabrown42.wix.com/christine-grahame-#!pentland-hills-regional-park/cp89
http://lisabrown42.wix.com/christine-grahame-#!pentland-hills-regional-park/cp89
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
Christine Grahame MSP’s draft proposal, lodged on 26 February 2014, is for a Bill 
to: 
 

Extend the boundary of the Pentland Hills Regional Park. 
 
The proposal was accompanied by a consultation document which was prepared 
with the assistance of NGBU.  This document was published on the Parliament’s 
website, from where it remains accessible at: 
 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/73694.aspx 
 
The consultation period ran from 26 February to 23 May 2014. 
 
Christine Grahame MSP had preliminary meetings with stakeholders and used press 
releases – local and national – to publicise the proposal widely. In the course of all 
meetings, it was stressed that although not part of the proposed Bill, it was intended 
to stimulate debate as to the future funding of the Regional Park.  Christine Grahame 
MSP met with the National Farmers Union of Scotland, the Pentland Hills Regional 
Park Joint Committee and Consultative Forum, a representative of Little Sparta, and 
the board of the Friends of the Pentlands in order to promote the consultation 
process.  Christine Grahame MSP also notified MSPs of her intention to introduce a 
Member’s Bill in a debate in the Scottish Parliament on 13 November 2013. 
 
The consultation exercise was managed by Christine Grahame’s parliamentary 
office. 
 
The consultation process is part of the procedure that MSPs must follow in order to 
obtain the right to introduce a Member’s Bill.  Further information about the 
procedure can be found in the Parliament’s standing orders (see Rule 9.14) and in 
the Guidance on Public Bills, both of which are available on Parliament’s website: 
 

 Standing Orders (Chapter 9): 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/26514.aspx 

 

 Guidance (Part 3): 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/25690.aspx 

 
 
  

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/73694.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/26514.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/25690.aspx
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SECTION 2: OVERVIEW OF RESPONSES 
 
There were 65 responses to the consultation.  The responses received by category 
of respondent were as follows: 
 

 9 (14%) from public sector organisations; 

 1 (2%) from a private sector organisation; 

 9 (14%) from organisations representing communities in or surrounding the 
Pentland Hills or representing communities of interest (such as farmers and 
hill walkers) in relation to the Pentland Hills; 

 5 (8%) from charitable organisations; and, 

 41 (63%) from private individuals. 
 
Overall, 33 respondents (51%) were in favour of the aim of the proposed Bill to 
extend the boundary of the current Pentland Hills Regional Park (PHRP) to include 
the entire range of the Pentland Hills.  Twenty-six respondents (40%) did not support 
the aim of the proposed Bill.  Four respondents (6%) were undecided and two (3%) 
did not express a view on the proposed aim. 
 
There were a wide range of reasons provided by respondents in favour of the aim of 
the proposed Bill.  These included the socio-economic and environmental benefits 
which could be derived from the proposed extension as well as bringing the benefits 
of integrated management which the current Pentland Hills Regional Park (PHRP) 
experiences to the entire Pentland Hills range.  Some respondents also considered 
that the proposed extension of regional park status could also protect the Pentland 
Hills from developments such as wind farms.  For a number of respondents, the 
current boundary of the PHRP was artificial and an expanded boundary would better 
reflect the natural geography of the Pentland Hills.  A number of respondents 
supported the proposal in principle but wanted more information on the how the 
extension would be funded, evidence on the level of demand for, and the impacts of, 
an extension. 
 
Similarly, a variety of reasons were provided in opposition to the proposal.  These 
tended to be based around concerns regarding how the proposed extension would 
be funded and the extent to which there was evidence of demand for the extension.  
Responses from farmers and land managers also highlighted the impact of public 
access upon farming land and the differing nature of the terrain and farming activity 
in the current PHRP compared to the proposed extension area.  For some 
respondents, the proposed extension was an issue which should be dealt with via a 
partnership approach at local level and raised concerns regarding the impact on the 
governance structure of the park as a result of an increasing number of stakeholders 
participating in the management of the park. 
 
The themes evident in responses to the question of whether there was support for 
the general aim of the proposed Bill tended to recur in response to the remaining 
questions in the consultation document.  For a range of respondents the consultation 
exercise was welcomed on the grounds that it had highlighted the need for a wider 
debate about the future of the Pentland Hills and, in particular, a range of financial 
and governance issues.  In this regard, a range of respondents suggested that there 
was a need for more information with regard to aspects of the proposal, including the 
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potential impacts of the proposed extension, particularly in terms of finance, 
governance of the park and the evidence of demand for an extension.  Some 
stakeholders, such as City of Edinburgh Council and Scottish Natural Heritage, 
suggested that a feasibility study should be commissioned to provide a more detailed 
analysis of the issues associated with the proposal.  More broadly, for some 
respondents, the consultation document had highlighted a need for a wider debate 
regarding the role of Regional Parks and whether the legal and policy framework 
regarding Regional Parks should be refreshed. 
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SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION QUESTIONS 
 
Purpose of the proposed Bill 
 
The consultation sought views on the proposal that a Bill be introduced which sought 
to extend the boundary of the current Pentland Hills Regional Park to include the 
‘entire Pentland Hills range’.  In addition, to responses on this overall aim, views 
were also sought on the following: 
 

 The geographic scope of any proposed boundary extension to PHRP; 

 Whether legislation was necessary to achieve the aim of boundary extension; 

 The advantages / disadvantages of the proposed legislation; 

 The financial implications of the proposed extension; and 

 Equality considerations arising from the proposal. 
 
The remainder of this section considers the responses to the consultation questions. 
 
Question 1 – General aim of the proposed Bill 
 

Question 1 
 
Do you support the aim of the proposed Bill to extend the boundary to include 
the entire Pentland Hills range?  Please indicate “yes / no / undecided” and 
explain the reasons for your response. 

 
As noted above, 33 (51%) respondents were in favour of the aim of the proposed Bill 
to extend the boundary of the current Pentland Hills Regional Park (PHRP) to 
include the entire range of the Pentland Hills.  26 (40%) of respondents did not 
support the aim of the proposed Bill.  Four (6%) respondents were undecided and 
two (3%) respondents did not express a view on the proposed aim.  The table below 
sub-divides the responses to this question by category of respondent. 
 

Responses to Question 1 by Category of Respondent 

Category Yes No Undecided / 
Not answered 

Total 

Charitable 
Organisation 

5 0 0 5 

Individual 
respondents 

15 23 3 41 

Public sector 
organisations 

6 1 2 9 

Private sector 
organisation 

0 0 1 1 

Representative 
organisations 

7 2 0 9 

Total 33 26 6 65 

 
 



7 
 

A wide range of reasons were given by respondents supporting the extension of the 
PHRP boundary to include the entire Pentland Hills.  Broadly, the main reasons 
given were as follows: 
 

 The current boundary was artificial and an expanded boundary would reflect 
the geography of the Pentland Hills; 

 Significant recreational and health benefits would accrue from expanding the 
PHRP; 

 There was the potential for an expanded PHRP to benefit the local economy; 

 Potential developments, such as windfarms, in the Pentland Hills outwith the 
current PHRP area may be less likely to take place were the boundary of the 
Park to be extended; 

 There would be environmental benefits to the Pentland Hills from an 
expanded Regional Park; 

 The benefits of integrated management experienced in the current PHRP over 
30 years could be delivered across the entire Pentland Hills; and, 

 Pressure on the existing PHRP would be reduced through creating an 
expanded Regional Park. 

 
The quotes below provide an indication of the responses received in favour of an 
extended boundary. 
 

 “The Trust supports your proposal to extend the boundary of the Pentland 
Hills Regional Park.  Although the Pentlands are not wild land as such, they 
play a vital part in the health and wellbeing of many people from the Lothians 
and beyond.  Increased access however should go hand in hand with 
partnership working with landowners and protection of the environment.  We 
believe that the successes of the current park are self-evident and its 
extension can only be of benefit to the whole community” (Response 23, John 
Muir Trust). 

 
 “Yes, we do support the proposal.  As walkers who use the Pentland Hills for 
recreation, we see them as a single geographic entity, part of which lies within 
the Pentland Hills Regional Park.  We appreciate the work that the Pentland 
Regional Park Authority does within the present day boundary and believe it 
would be to the benefit of those who work on the hills and those who use them 
for recreational purposes if the boundary were to be extended” (Response 47, 
Ramblers Association - Lothian and Borders Area). 

 
 “As a group, we believe that the work done in the existing Park area has been 
positive and enhances the environment for walkers and other users.  It has 
also done a very good job in enhancing relationships with land managers.  
Regional Park status may also offer benefits relating to control over 
inappropriate development in the area.  Expanding the Park to include the 
previously excluded area to the south would extend the opportunity for these 
parts of the Pentlands to benefit from the same support as the existing 
Regional Park area” (Response 30, North Tweeddale Paths). 

 
A number of respondents, whilst supporting the aim of the proposed Bill in principle, 
considered that more information on funding of the proposal and evidence on the 
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level of demand for an extension of the boundary and what the associated impacts of 
that extension would be was necessary.  For example, City of Edinburgh Council 
(Response 63) commented: 
 

 “The response broadly welcomes the proposal in principle but makes clear 
that any additional funding proposals would require to be carefully considered 
in the context of budgetary pressure.  It [the response] also calls for a 
feasibility study to be carried out, funded either by the Scottish Government or 
Scottish Natural Heritage, which would allow the proposal to be considered in 
more detail”. 

 
West Lothian Council (Response 65) expressed a similar view: 
 

“The merits of extending the park are supported but, any extension would 
have to be delivered at no additional cost – in revenue and staff time – at the 
time of introducing the extension and in the future.  West Lothian Council 
could not support the extension in advance of having clarity on a) future 
funding arrangements; and b) local authority representation on any future 
charitable trust established to run the regional park”. 

 
In a similar vein, Kirknewton Community Council (KCC) (Response 25) also 
supported the Bill but expressed concern, in particular with regard to funding, 
commenting: 
 

 “After considerable discussion, KCC expressed itself to be in favour of the 
extension of the Park as a matter of principle, but expressed considerable 
concerns, based on the evidence arising from the current state of affairs, 
notably lack of finance to manage the Park effectively.  KCC believed that, 
until such time as confidence, capable of being guaranteed, had been 
obtained for effective management, it would be inappropriate to proceed to 
implement a Bill, designating the extension of the Park”. 

 
Sportscotland and the Scottish Sports Association considered that that the proposed 
extension could deliver a positive resource for recreation and opportunities for 
people to participate in sport.  However, both organisations took the view that it 
would be helpful to have a better understanding of the extent to which there are 
recreational opportunities in the proposed extended area, the infrastructure that 
exists to support this and how accessible the area would be for recreational 
purposes.  Sportscotland (Response 21) outlined their position as follows: 
 

 “It would be useful to understand whether there are particular issues or 
pressures in the proposed extended areas that a regional park designation 
would be effective in addressing.  It is not clear whether recreational or other 
pressures or issues exist in the proposed extension areas requiring the 
integrated management that a regional park could deliver.  Clarity on this 
would help support the case for the proposed regional park extension”. 

 
A wide range of reasons were provided by respondents opposing the proposed 
extension of the PHRP boundaries.  Again, a number of respondents raised 
concerns regarding funding of the proposal and the extent to which there is a 
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demand for an extension to the boundary.  A range of issues were raised by farmers 
and land managers for opposing the proposal which tended to focus upon the impact 
of public access upon the land within the extension area.  For example, NFU 
Scotland (Response 40), whilst primarily opposing the proposal due to concerns 
regarding funding, commented on the impact on land managers as follows: 
 

 “Land Managers within the existing park boundaries have already seen an 
increase in instances of sheep worrying, dog fouling, littering and damage to 
farm land caused by the public venturing off the designated tracks.  Paths are 
often not maintained and this encourages the use of alternative routes, 
marring the hillside and turning grazing areas for animals into muddy tracks. 
…. Encouraging people to take access on prime agricultural land for leisure, 
especially at certain times of year, can often have a detrimental effect not only 
on the farm’s livestock but also on wildlife in the area, especially ground 
nesting birds.  Accessing land in the lead up to, during and in the weeks 
following lambing time, especially with dogs, can have devastating effects 
which may not be apparent to someone with no agricultural knowledge”. 

 
In addition to the reasons outlined above, other reasons for opposition included: 
 

 That the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 had essentially provided the public 
with access to the proposed extension area, that there was no evidence of 
demand for recreational access to the extension area and that Regional Parks 
should be limited to areas of intense recreational pressure. 

 That the character of the extension area differed from the PHRP in that the 
existing PHRP generally includes larger farms used for sheep grazing whilst 
much of the proposed extension area covered smaller farms used for mixed 
farming. 

 Some respondents suggested that any future extension should take place 
through a partnership approach at local level whilst others raised concerns 
that the governance structure of the Park would change with an extended 
boundary and that this could dilute the influence of land managers in the 
governance of the Park. 

 
Respondents who did not take a position on the proposal tended to want more 
information on the implications of the proposal in terms of funding, the governance 
structure for the new park and evidence on the environmental impacts that would be 
associated with an extension to the Park.  For example, Midlothian Council 
(Response 29) commented: 
 

 “The extension to the Pentland Hills Regional Park is unlikely to impact on 
Midlothian Council but, any extension would have to be delivered at no 
additional cost – in revenue and staff time – at the time of introducing the 
extension and in the future.  Midlothian Council could not support the 
extension in advance of having clarity on: a) future funding arrangements; and 
b) local authority representation on any future charitable trust established to 
run the regional park”. 
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Question Two – Southern Boundary 
 

Question Two 
 
Where should the southernmost boundary be located?  Please explain the 
reasons for your response. 

 
There were 37 responses to this question.  By organisational category, the number 
of responses was as follows: 
 

 Charitable organisations – 3 

 Individual respondents – 20 

 Public sector – 6 

 Private sector – 0 

 Representative organisations - 8 
 
Respondents who opposed the proposed extension to the boundary tended not to 
offer a view on where the southernmost boundary of the park should be located.  
Broadly respondents who answered this question tended to support a boundary 
based on A-roads marking the periphery of the Pentland Hills, namely, the A702 to 
the East, A721 in the South and the A70 in the West.  For some this had the 
advantage of linking the boundary to the area currently designated as being a 
‘Special Landscape Area’.  Some respondents made specific mention of particular 
geographical features which should be included within the boundary, such as Black 
Mount, without addressing the wider question of the overall boundary’s location. 
 
A small number of respondents made specific points regarding the approach which 
should be taken to determining where the southern boundary should be located.  
One respondent considered that the boundary should be limited to hills / upper 
ground plus natural ‘extended valleys’ and locations that would provide access to the 
extension area.  Sportscotland (Response 21) questioned the amount of farmland 
included in the proposed extension area commenting: 
 

 “We also wonder about the amount of farmland included in the proposed 
extended areas.  We recognise that access through such areas can be an 
important component of access to the hills themselves and would support the 
inclusion of important access routes into the hills.  It is not clear however that 
there is a need to include all of the farmland proposed.  It is unclear what the 
extent of landowner support or otherwise is for the proposed extensions.  
There may be less opposition to extension if boundaries are restricted to the 
hills and important areas for recreation and access.  This said we recognise 
that there are benefits to farmers from being included in the park and that they 
may actually be in support of a boundary extension.  If this is the case then we 
are happy for farmland to be included in the extensions and the opportunity 
this presents for improved access management to the hills”. 

 
Ramblers Scotland (Response 27) considered that the boundary should be drawn on 
geographical and geological grounds in order to have a boundary that is based on 
‘landscape character’ rather than on administrative or landownership boundaries.  
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They suggested that Scottish Natural Heritage should undertake an assessment of 
the natural boundary for the proposed extension of the PHRP.  Scottish Natural 
Heritage (Response 53) made the following comments on this issue: 
 

 “From our initial appraisal we suggest that the extension should include the 
upland massive and associated fringes as this would make more sense in 
terms of landscape integrity than the current administrative boundary. … 
However, if the proposed extension is to be taken forward in a clear and 
defensible manner, multiple objectives for the extension should be set, 
including landscape, recreation, access, bio-diversity, economic development 
and tested against desk and field based information. 

 

 In summary, at this stage in our understanding of the issues, while being 
supportive of the principle of extension, particularly including the potential to 
better reflect the landscape integrity of the hill range, we suggest that further 
clarification of the objectives for extending the designated area, and for 
establishing detailed boundaries, is needed.  We think this is likely to lead to 
different boundaries than those which are currently being proposed”. 

 
Question Three – Western Boundary 
 

Question Three 
 
Should the western boundary be expanded to include the area around 
Balerno?  Please explain the reasons for your answer. 

 
There were 36 responses to this question. By organisational category, the number of 
responses was as follows: 
 

 Charitable organisations – 3 

 Individual respondents – 19 

 Public sector – 6 

 Private sector – 0 

 Representative organisations - 8 
 
There was a limited degree of support for the area around Balerno to be included 
within an expanded PHRP.  The main reasons given for support were to protect the 
greenbelt land around Balerno from further development and in recognition of the 
role of this area in acting as a gateway to the Pentland Hills.  One individual 
respondent (Response 9) commented in support of this proposal in the following 
terms: 
 

 “Balerno is an important gateway to the PHRP and the green spaces around 
Balerno include numerous paths and tracks that provide access to the PHRP.  
Many of these tracks are not very well known and it would be desirable for 
them to be protected in order that access to the PHRP is maintained. 

 
“Additionally, the green spaces around Balerno provide a transition from the 
built environment to the start of the hills and the existing PHRP.  It would be 
undesirable for current and future planning applications to result in housing 
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being built on the green land up to the edge of the park as this would have a 
detrimental effect on the park environment. 

 
“In order to protect the existing green spaces that remain, it would be logical 
to move the entire north western boundary of the park to the southern side of 
the A70”. 

 
Some respondents suggested that the Water of Leith corridor, in recognition of its 
role as a gateway to the Pentland Hills, should be included within the boundary 
extension but not the ‘built up area of Balerno itself’. 
 
Opposition to the inclusion of Balerno in an expanded PHRP tended to focus on two 
main issues.  Firstly, respondents tended to highlight the suburban nature of the area 
and that the agricultural land in the area tends to differ from that in the existing 
PHRP.  Secondly, some respondents opposed the extension of the boundary in this 
area on the grounds that introducing a residential area into the Park would dilute the 
influence of the rural population on the governing body of the Park and potentially 
complicate the decision-making process in relation to the Park. 
 
A small number of respondents did not offer a specific view but did express 
uncertainly regarding the proposed extension to the western boundary of the Park.  
In particular, sportscotland and City of Edinburgh Council expressed some 
reservations about the proposal as the quotes below indicate. 
 

 “We wonder about the advantage of including the settlement of Balerno in an 
extended park.  We agree that it could play a useful gateway role however 
there are likely to be few management issues that a regional park can usefully 
address within a settlement.  Inclusion of a settlement may run the risk of 
increased opposition to the extension if people perceive there to be an 
increase in planning controls” (Response 21, sportscotland). 

 
 “From the recreational point of view, bringing the Water of Leith valley into the 
Regional Park might provide gains in terms of accessibility, both for local 
communities and for the wider Edinburgh population using the Water of Leith 
corridor as a green transport route in and out of the city.  However, it is 
possible for these gains to be made without Regional Park designation, were 
resources to become available.  Similarly, enhanced protection for the 
landscape can be achieved via planning policy, irrespective of whether it has 
been included within the Regional Park or not. … It seems unlikely that the 
incorporation of a major settlement into the Regional Park, such as Balerno, 
would be either feasible or desirable , and it is likely that some landowners 
may wish to resist extension over their greenfield land” (Response 63, City of 
Edinburgh Council). 
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Question Four - Legislation 
 

Question Four 
 
Do you agree that legislation is a necessary and appropriate means of 
addressing the issues identified? 

 
There were 35 responses to this question.  20 respondents were in favour of the use 
of legislation and 6 respondents were opposed.  Nine respondents were either 
undecided in their response or did not directly address the question.  Accordingly, a 
further 30 respondents did not answer this question. Of those who did answer the 
question, the table below sub-divides the responses to this question by category of 
respondent. 
 

Responses to Question 4 by Category of Respondent 

Category Yes No Undecided /No 
position 

Total 

Charitable 
Organisation 

0 0 3 3 

Individual 
respondents 

13 3 3 19 

Public sector 
organisations 

4 1 0 5 

Private sector 
organisation 

0 0 0 0 

Representative 
organisations 

3 2 3 
 

8 

Total 20 6 9 35 

 
Where respondents did offer reasons for supporting legislation as the means of 
extending the boundary of the PHRP, the following reasons were the most 
commonly cited: 
 

 That legislation would provide greater protection against development of 
‘green spaces’ around the PHRP than the planning process currently 
provides; 

 That legislation would set clear expectations for all stakeholders involved in 
the Regional Park and enable long-term plans to be made; 

 That if local authorities are not willing to exercise their powers in this area, 
subject to Ministerial control, then legislation would be necessary. 

 That the governance arrangements for an expanded Park would be more 
complex and legislation would be necessary to ensure that all stakeholders 
work together; and 

 The passage of legislation would prove an appropriate means to examine the 
implications of extending the boundary of PHRP. 

 
For those respondents who opposed the use of legislation to extend the boundary of 
the Park, there were four mains reasons provided as follows: 
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 That local authorities already have the power to designate the boundary of a 
regional park, subject to Ministerial approval, and that this is the appropriate 
‘level’ at which such a decision should be made; 

 The development of PHRP should be based on collaboration between 
stakeholders rather than the use of legislation; 

 That the funding issues associated with PHRP, and any potential change in 
funding structure, needs to be addressed before legislative change is 
considered; and, 

 More empirical evidence is required that demonstrates a need for change 
before legislation is embarked upon. 

 

Question Five – Advantages / Disadvantages of Legislation 
 

Question Five 
 
What (if any) would be the main practical advantages of the legislation 
proposed?  What (if any) would be the disadvantages? 

 
There were 36 responses to this question. By organisational category, the number of 
responses was as follows: 
 

 Charitable organisations – 3 

 Individual respondents – 19 

 Public sector – 6 

 Private sector – 0 

 Representative organisations - 8 
 
Respondents identified a wide range of potential advantages and disadvantages and 
whilst some responses only identified either advantages or disadvantages a wide 
range of responses identified both advantages and disadvantages arising from the 
proposed legislation. 
 
In terms of the advantages of legislation, identified by respondents, these can 
broadly be summarised as follows: 
 

 That Regional Park status would protect the whole of the Pentland Hills from 
further development with the potential, in particular, to minimise the impact of 
wind farm development; 

 Designating the entire range of the Pentland Hills as a Regional Park offers 
the potential for integrated management of the Hills which would enable co-
ordination of the economic, recreational, conservation and other uses made of 
the Hills through the adoption of a ‘whole range’ approach bringing together 
all stakeholders involved.  In particular a number of respondents mentioned 
more effective control over planning and land management as a specific 
advantage in this regard; 

 The potential for a Regional Park authority to access a wider range of funding 
sources than is currently available; 

 That the natural geography of the Pentland Hills would be recognised through 
an extended boundary; 
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 That public access to the Pentland Hills would be guaranteed; 

 That legislation would provide a for a clear set of aims for the management of 
the Hills to be publicly available, set a clear set of expectations for the 
management of the Hills and provide a clear basis for stakeholders, in 
particular local authorities, to proceed in working together to manage the 
Regional Park.  Such an approach would also provide a means of mediation 
between competing interests such as between land managers and 
recreational users; 

 Legislation would enable long-term, co-ordinated strategies to be developed 
in areas such as renewable energy development, flood defence, water quality, 
new building and habitat management.  With such longer-term planning, 
financial planning for the Park could be improved; 

 The branding and identity of the Pentland Hills could be improved through 
including the entire Pentland Hills range within the Regional Park boundary; 

 That the integrated land management and socio-economic benefits which the 
current PHRP area benefits from would accrue to the entire Pentland Hills 
range; 

 That a ranger service could be established to assist in the conservation and 
protection of the entire Pentland Hills range; and, 

 That the landscape of the Pentland Hills would be preserved as a tourist 
attraction, encourage educational learning about the environment and the 
benefits of recreational use of the Hills would contribute towards healthy living 
objectives. 

 
There were six main themes identified in terms of the disadvantages of a legislative 
approach by respondents as follows: 
 

1. That the Bill could be perceived as a way of forcing local authorities with 
differing agendas, and differing levels of commitment to the Regional Park, 
to enter unwillingly into a partnership arrangement.  Linked to this was a view 
that this issue would be better dealt with at a ‘local’ level; 

2. That the creation of an extended Park, and the associated increase in the 
range of partners involved in the management of the Park, would increase 
the bureaucracy and management costs associated with the Regional Park.  
Concerns regarding increased bureaucracy tended to be linked to adding 
increased complexity to the planning process and potentially having an 
adverse impact on the ability of businesses within the Park to develop and 
expand; 

3. That an increase in the boundary of the Park would increase the scale of 
problems, ascribed by some respondents, to public access to the Hills such 
as litter, loss of habitats, increased wear and tear of infrastructure such as 
fencing, roads and paths, and costs associated with putting in place 
infrastructure to enable public access such as, car parking, signage and 
toilet facilities; 

4. A number of respondents highlighted the need for a funding structure to be in 
place before legislation should be considered and raised concerns that, if no 
funding was in place, already stretched resources would be placed under 
greater pressure within an expanded Park; 

5. That there was insufficient evidence of the demand for a change to the 
boundary; and lastly, 
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6. That the proposed extended area was less suitable for public access than 
the PHRP due to the differing pattern of farm structure and the terrain, with 
the extension area containing considerable areas of bog land. 

 

Question Six – Financial Implications 
 

Question Six 
 
What is your assessment of the likely finance / resource implications (if any) of 
the proposed Bill to you or your organisation?  What (if any) other significant 
financial implications are likely to arise? 

 
There were 36 responses to this question. By organisational category, the number of 
responses was as follows: 
 

 Charitable organisations – 3 

 Individual respondents – 20 

 Public sector – 5 

 Private sector – 0 

 Representative organisations - 8 
 
Funding of the proposed extension to the Park was identified by many respondents 
as being the critical issue with regard to the proposed extension and indeed the 
current operation of PHRP within its existing boundaries.  Local authorities were 
identified by a wide range of respondents as being the main organisations to be 
impacted by the proposal although Scottish Water, central government and the Park 
Authority were also cited by some respondents.  A range of respondents sought 
clarity from local authorities with regard to their view of the financial implications.  
The quotes below provide an indication of the responses received: 
 

 “Funding is a key issue.  An extended park will require additional resources.  It 
is not clear however to what degree these resources will be available.  It is 
important that an already stretched regional park isn’t burdened with an 
extended area to manage and promote, on existing levels of resources.  This 
could have a negative impact on the management of the existing regional park 
area.  It is important not to spread resources too thinly; sportscotland would 
prefer a well managed and resourced smaller regional park than a poorly 
resourced larger park.  It would be useful to have clarity from the Borders and 
South Lanarkshire Councils on their likely commitment to the park before any 
Bill is proposed, or that thinking is more fully developed on alternative funding 
approaches, as discussed in the proposal” (Response 21, sportscotland). 

 
 “The current financial structure is not sufficient to meet the needs at the 
moment, let alone the proposed boundary extension.  All of our concerns and 
the current issues faced by the park relate to the funding limitations.  We 
strongly suggest that the Park committee look to restructure the funding 
sources before looking to make any boundary changes” (Response 40, NFU 
Scotland). 
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Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (Response 53) noted that they had previously 
provided core and project funding to PHRP but that this responsibility now rested 
with local authorities and that budget pressures upon local authorities had reduced 
the level of funding to PHRP.  SNH went on to comment: 
 

 “There is no doubt that there will be significant financial implications for the 
local authorities in the extension area, but we would argue that these should 
be seen alongside the potential benefits envisaged in health, well-being and 
increased economic development as well as environmental opportunities.  
SNH supports the concept already raised to pursue a feasibility study for the 
management of an extended park and in particular what this would entail for 
the basic management of the extension area in terms of ranger service 
provision and basic path maintenance”. 

 
Four local authorities, Scottish Borders, Midlothian, West Lothian Council and City of 
Edinburgh Council responded to the consultation as did Scottish Water.  Their 
responses on this issue were as follows: 
 

 “The proposed extension comprises only 1.3% of the Scottish Borders area.  
The pro rata staffing and non staffing costs to manage the current countryside 
access function amounts to circa £5,300 per annum.  The idea that this figure 
would not increase significantly from upwards of £15,000 (the current 
Midlothian figure) is not sustainable in today’s climate with reducing budgets 
and is also not justifiable in terms of outcomes.  It is noted that the current 
Regional Park has significant financial difficulties in its present form” 
(Response 22, Scottish Borders Council). 

 
 “Should the Bill be progressed, additional financial provision is likely to be 
required in order to cover this proposal, or it be demonstrated by central 
government that a charitable trust model would have sound financial footing to 
manage the extended Pentland Hills Regional Park which they propose.  A 
business case should be prepared to cover the additional management and 
staff issues that will need to be funded by a proposed park extension” 
(Response 29, Midlothian Council). 

 
 “Expansion of the Regional Park into the southern part of the range will 
necessarily bring with it demand for capital investment in car parking, signage, 
path surfacing and perhaps other visitor facilities.  There will also be a 
requirement for revenue funding in order to allow the park to be serviced and 
maintained. … Whilst it is possible to imagine that a variety of funding sources 
could be engaged in order to achieve capital works on the ground, it is unclear 
where revenue funding might come from, other than from the local authorities.  
CEC can only speak for itself, but the pressure on the Council’s revenue 
budgets is intense and likely to intensify further.  It is not clear from the 
proposal how CEC might be asked to contribute to services in an expanded 
Park, but any funding request would be given due consideration in the context 
outlined above” (Response 63, City of Edinburgh Council). 

 
“West Lothian Council is concerned that additional grant funding will be 
sought to manage an extended regional park area.  Should the Bill be 
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progressed, additional financial provision should be made available to the 
councils by the Scottish Government to cover this proposal, or it be 
demonstrated by central government that a charitable trust model would have 
a sound financial footing to manage the extended PHRP which they propose.  
In addition, the existing WLC Countryside Services section, as a result of 
other priorities, could not undertake additional ranger activities in the extended 
park area in West Lothian.  A business case should be prepared to cover the 
additional management and staff issues that will need funded by a proposed 
park extension.  As West Lothian Council [does not] have any locus in South 
Lanarkshire or Scottish Borders, it is therefore requested that Scottish 
Government and / or SNH undertake a strategic feasibility study on the 
potential operational costs and issues for an extended regional park” 
(Response 65, West Lothian Council). 

 
 “The proposed extension of the boundaries may have financial implications for 
Scottish Water in terms of additional contributions to the management of the 
park itself.  This is additional funding for which we have not allowed for in our 
current and future business plan.  It is unlikely that we will have significant 
additional funds to contribute to the management of an expanded Regional 
Park” (Response 43, Scottish Water). 

 
For some respondents the costs of the proposed extension would be modest and 
limited to the costs such as footpath maintenance and signage.  A number of land 
managers / farmers identified costs which would impact upon them as a result of the 
proposal.  These included increased staffing costs, costs associated with wear and 
tear on fences, styles and gates, and the potential that Park status may reduce or 
inhibit the investment plans of land managers. 
 
A number of respondents suggested that there was a need for a financial plan / 
business plan for the Regional Park before legislation should be taken forward.  
Lastly, some respondents suggested that creating an independent body to manage 
the Park could increase the sources of funding available.  For example, Ramblers 
Scotland (Response 27) commented: 
 

“We recognise the potential for a PHRP Trust to be established which could 
raise funding from a variety of sources for the park, and we feel that the 
widening of the local authority stakeholders to include Scottish Borders 
Council and South Lanarkshire Council has the potential to bring a wider 
range of expertise to the management of the PHRP”. 

 
Question Seven – Equality Implications 
 

Question Seven 
 
Is the Bill likely to have any substantial positive or negative implications for 
equality?  If it is likely to have a substantial negative implication, how might 
this be minimised or avoided? 

 
There were 34 responses to this question. By organisational category, the number of 
responses was as follows: 
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 Charitable organisations – 3 

 Individual respondents – 18 

 Public sector – 5 

 Private sector – 0 

 Representative organisations - 8 
 
There was a limited range of responses to this question.  Some respondents 
envisaged positive equality implications as a result of the proposal enabling and 
improving access to the proposed extension area for all sections of society.  For 
example the Scottish Campaign for National Parks (Response 64) commented: 
 

 “The extension of the Park would increase opportunities for a wide range of 
people to benefit from healthy outdoor recreational pursuits.  Areas such as 
the Pentlands are greatly needed for people of all ages to get good exercise 
and re-charge the batteries in an increasingly hectic world. … Action designed 
to encourage and facilitate people to get outdoors in accessible countryside 
such as the Pentlands should thus yield huge benefits in terms of both length 
and quality of life, as well as savings to the NHS budget”. 

 
A couple of respondents highlighted positive implications for people with disabilities 
that would result from improved access to the proposed extension area.  
Alternatively, some respondents did not envisage any implications, either positive or 
negative, as a result of the proposal.  For example, City of Edinburgh Council 
(Response 63) commented: 
 

 “CEC does not currently foresee any significant equalities impact insofar as 
the proposal is described”. 

 
One respondent highlighted that balancing the interests of those who live and work 
in the Pentland Hills would need to be carefully calibrated vis-à-vis the wider 
population outwith the park boundaries.  Ensuring adequate funding is in place to 
enable access for all user groups was raised by a couple of respondents whilst 
Scottish Borders Council (Response 22) commented on the equality impacts, in 
terms of finance, as follows: 
 

 “The main issue re: equality, is that an extended Regional Park, would take 
significant resources away from the other 98.7% of the Scottish Borders and 
all its main communities, many of which exhibit greater characteristics of 
need”. 

 
Lastly, Scottish Natural Heritage considered that an Equality Impact Assessment 
should be undertaken as the proposed legislation is developed. 
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Question Eight – Other considerations 
 

Question Eight 
 
Do you have any other comments on or suggestions relevant to the proposal? 

 
There were 35 responses to this question. By organisational category, the number of 
responses was as follows: 
 

 Charitable organisations – 3 

 Individual respondents – 19 

 Public sector – 5 

 Private sector – 0 

 Representative organisations - 8 
 
There were a range of other comments on the proposal with a recurring theme 
amongst many respondents being the need for a wider debate about the future of the 
Pentland Hills and in particular the financial and governance issues raised by the 
consultation document.  The consultation was welcomed by a range of respondents 
as being helpful in providing a mechanism to open up debate regarding the 
management of the Pentland Hills and the need for dialogue between stakeholders 
involved in the Pentland Hills.  In particular, a number of respondents highlighted the 
need to ensure that local authorities and landowners were on board with the 
proposal if it was to succeed. 
 
Related to this point was a view amongst some respondents that more information 
was needed with regard to the rationale for the extension, the impacts associated 
with the proposal, particularly in terms of finance, governance and the evidence of 
demand or need for the extension.  Some respondents also considered that an 
assessment of the benefits to date of the existing Pentlands Hills Regional Park 
should be undertaken.  As noted above, City of Edinburgh Council, West Lothian 
Council and Scottish Natural Heritage had both suggested that a feasibility study into 
the proposal should be undertaken and this was a view supported by a range of 
respondents.  City of Edinburgh Council (CEC) (Response 63) commented further on 
this proposal as follows: 
 

 “Whilst noting that expansion of the Regional Park within its own authority 
area is unlikely to be an early priority, CEC looks forward to further dialogue 
on the expansion proposals in due course.  In order to advance the proposal 
beyond the concept stage a feasibility study needs to be carried out to explore 
the main issues further.  CEC would currently be unable to fund this study and 
notes that the Regional Park Joint Committee has already called for such a 
study to be funded by Scottish Natural Heritage or the Scottish Government”. 

 
West Lothian Council (WLC) considered that if the PHRP was to move to a 
charitable trust model that this could allow some of the financial pressures facing 
PHRP to be addressed although it was noted that this would relate to access to 
capital project related grant funds and would not cover revenue / operating costs.  
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WLC also highlighted that moving to a charitable trust model would weaken local 
authority involvement in the management of the park. 
 
On a broader level, some respondents considered that the consultation had also 
highlighted a need for a wider debate regarding the role of Regional Parks and 
whether the legal and policy framework regarding Regional Parks should be 
refreshed.   
 
A number of specific points were also raised including: 
 

 That clarity is needed on what degree of protection from development 
Regional Park status confers upon their designated area beyond planning 
authorities needing to take account of the recreational needs of the public 
when determining planning applications; 

 What the impact would be upon existing use of the proposed extension area 
for sport /recreation, in particular motor sport, and whether such existing 
activities would be accommodated in an expanded Regional Park; and, 

 That the proposed extension area includes ‘Drinking Water Protected Areas’ 
and that specific plans should be developed for the protection of drinking 
water should the borders of the park be expanded. 
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SECTION 4: COMMENTARY BY CHRISTINE GRAHAME MSP 
 
It has been a great pleasure to take forward, and develop, this proposal for 
legislation and I would like to thank all the individuals and organisations which took 
the time to respond to this consultation.  I am particularly heartened by the number of 
individuals and community organisations that responded which is evidence of the 
importance and value that is placed on the preservation of the Pentland Hills by the 
people and communities that live and work in the hills. 
 
Throughout the process of developing this proposal, I have been aware of the range 
of views which exist with regard to the operation of the current Regional Park and the 
benefits which could be derived from, and the implications of, extending the 
boundary of the Regional Park.  I was therefore pleased that 50% of respondents 
supported extending the boundary of the Regional Park, and from such a cross-
section of backgrounds, given the range of views which exist with regard to the 
future of the Pentland Hills.  I also fully understand the concerns which exist with 
regard to the funding and governance structure of the current Regional Park and 
what the implications might be in terms of these issues within an expanded Park.  I 
will return to these issues below.  For those who earn their living from the Hills there 
are legitimate concerns with regard to what an expanded Park might involve.  
However, legislation already exists to provide public access to the Hills and ensure 
that the behaviour of the public is responsible.  Some respondents were not aware of 
their existing rights under current legislation, such as the Control of Dogs (Scotland) 
Act 2010, with regard to public behaviour.  My proposal would provide Regional Park 
status to the whole of the Pentland Hills range, enabling light-touch protection to the 
Hills from further development, and recognise the geographical integrity of the Hills 
in their entirety.  I am not persuaded that such a change would adversely impact 
upon those who currently live and work in the hills. 
 
With regard to the boundaries of the Regional Park, I welcome the range of 
suggestions that were made relating to approaches that could be taken to demarcate 
the southern boundary of the Park.  The majority of respondents who addressed this 
issue tended to consider that the A-roads marking the periphery of the Pentland Hills 
should form the boundary of the extended Park.  I am persuaded that this is the right 
approach to take not only because this will ensure that the entire southern half of the 
Pentland Hills are included within the expanded Park but also due to the clarity of 
this approach which will enable the boundary of the Park to be easily recognisable to 
the general public.  In terms of the western boundary of the proposed extended Park, 
I recognise the range of concerns which were raised with regard to the implications 
for the Park of including the area around Balerno within an extended boundary.  I am 
therefore persuaded not to take this aspect of the proposal forward. 
 
Among those who supported the Bill, some had concerns regarding the finance, 
governance and evidence of demand for any proposed extension.  I fully understand 
these concerns and it is an issue.  However, there is a need for a wider debate about 
the funding and governance of the Pentland Hills Regional Park as these issues are 
also relevant within the current Regional Park.  At the present juncture, I am not 
aware of any developments which are likely to resolve the current tensions within the 
existing Regional Park with regard to governance and funding.  In a similar vein, 
whilst I recognise the value which could be obtained from a feasibility study into 



23 
 

these issues I am not aware of any organisational commitment to undertake such a 
study.  Therefore, I consider it unlikely that these issues will be resolved in the short 
to medium term without a wider debate taking place about the future development of 
the entire Pentland Hills.  In the light of these factors, it is my expectation that 
seeking to introduce a Bill, to extend the boundary of the current Pentland Hills 
Regional Park, will act as a catalyst to enable that wider debate to take place. 
 
Given that the current boundary of the Regional Park does not reflect the 
geographical integrity of the Pentland Hills, I remain convinced that the advantages 
of an extended Park will outweigh any negative consequences.  In addition, the 
process of Parliamentary scrutiny should also act to stimulate wider debate 
regarding the future of the Pentland Hills and of the Regional Park authority 
responsible for their preservation. 
 
Once again I want to thank all who took the time to respond to this consultation. 
 

 
 
Christine Grahame MSP 
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ANNEXE A: RESPONDENTS, NUMBERED AS RECEIVED 
 

1 Andrew Sparrow 

2 John Archibald 

3 Helen Bissett 

4 WM Smith 

5 The Mountaineering Council of Scotland 

6 Alexander Valentine 

7 Angus Lockhart 

8 Stuart Wardlaw 

9 PG Barr 

10 Quarry Action Group 

11 Blackmount  Community Council 

12 Anonymous Response 

13 Roger Oakes 

14 Susan Oakes 

15 Dr Ian Elliot 

16 David Buchanan 

17 LD Sparrow 

18 John Batty 

19 Friends of the Pentlands 

20 TRM Montgomery 

21 sportscotland 

22 Scottish Borders Council 

23 John Muir Trust 

24 Dr Duncan Allison 

25 Kirknewton Community Council 

26 Colinton Amenity Association 

27 Ramblers Scotland 

28 Iain and Graham Kerr 

29 Midlothian Council 

30 North Tweedale Paths 

31 Rob Melville 

32 F Steele 

33 Scottish Sports Association 

34 Woodland Trust Scotland 

35 Ken Shade 

36 Geraldine Hamilton 

37 Matthew Hamilton 

38 Ranald Lockhart 

39 David Stirling 

40 NFU Scotland 

41 Sam Cassels 

42 Scottish Land and Estates 

43 Scottish Water 

44 Andrew Leach 

45 Bob Barr 

46 Dr Alasdair Young 
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47 Ramblers Association 

48 Graham Hamilton 

49 James Russell Kerr 

50 James Steele 

51 Jamie Mavor 

52 Janet McFarlane 

53 Scottish Natural Heritage 

54 Jim and Rosemarie Wallace 

55 Association for the Protection of Rural Scotland 

56 European Forest Resources Group 

57 Michael Jones 

58 Mr J Orr 

59 Neil Ingram 

60 Thomas Stanley 

61 Vic Garrard 

62 Archie Clark 

63 City of Edinburgh Council 

64 Scottish Campaign for National Parks 

65 West Lothian Council 
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ANNEXE B: RESPONDENTS IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER 
 

24 Allison, Duncan (Dr) 

12 Anonymous Response 

2 Archibald, John 

55 Association for the Protection of Rural Scotland 

45 Barr, Bob 

9 Barr, PG 

18 Batty, John 

3 Bissett, Helen 

11 Blackmount  Community Council 

16 Buchanan, David 

41 Cassels, Sam 

63 City of Edinburgh Council 

62 Clark, Archie 

26 Colinton Amenity Association 

15 Elliot, Ian (Dr) 

56 European Forest Resources Group 

19 Friends of the Pentlands 

61 Garrard, Vic 

36 Hamilton, Geraldine 

48 Hamilton, Graeme 

37 Hamilton, Matthew 

59 Ingram, Neil 

23 John Muir Trust 

57 Jones, Michael 

28 Kerr, Graham and Iain 

49 Kerr, James Russell 

25 Kirknewton Community Council 

44 Leach, Andrew 

7 Lockhart, Angus 

38 Lockhart, Ranald 

51 Mavor, Jamie 

52 McFarlane, Janet 

31 Melville, Rob 

29 Midlothian Council 

20 Montgomery, TRM 

40 NFU Scotland 

30 North Tweedale Paths 

13 Oakes, Roger 

14 Oakes, Susan 

58 Orr, J (Mr) 

10 Quarry Action Group 

47 Ramblers Association 

27 Ramblers Scotland 

22 Scottish Borders Council 

64 Scottish Campaign for National Parks 

42 Scottish Land and Estates 
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53 Scottish Natural Heritage 

33 Scottish Sports Association 

43 Scottish Water 

35 Shade, Ken 

4 Smith, WM 

1 Sparrow, Andrew 

17 Sparrow, LD 

21 sportscotland 

60 Stanley, Thomas 

32 Steele, F 

50 Steele, James 

39 Stirling, David 

5 The Mountaineering Council of Scotland 

6 Valentine, Alexander 

54 Wallace, Jim and Rosemarie 

8 Wardlaw, Stuart 

65 West Lothian Council 

34 Woodland Trust Scotland 
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