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Dear Mr Turner,  
 
A82 Pulpit Rock Improvement Consultation 
 
Many thanks for your letter dated 26th February 2010 relating to the Environmental Impact Assessment 
Scott Wilson are conducting for the improvements to the A82 at Pulpit Rock.  Your comments will be used 
to inform the detailed design of the scheme to ensure all environmental concerns are integrated into the 
design process where possible and will be reported in an Environmental Statement (ES).  Once completed 
the ES will be published alongside draft Road Orders and Compulsory Purchase Orders for the scheme as 
required under the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984. 
 
On publication of the draft Orders, Compulsory Purchase Orders and the Environmental Statement, 
Transport Scotland will host a public exhibition detailing the scheme proposals, the environmental impacts 
and any mitigation measures proposed to minimise these effects.  There is a statutory period of 6 weeks 
following publication of the Draft Orders and the ES during which time you are entitled to comment on the 
scheme.  However, the following addresses specific issues that you raised in your response. 
 
How the improvements fit into the overall strategy for the A82 
The localised improvements at Pulpit Rock were part of a suite of measures proposed in the A82 Route 
Action Plan (February 2006).   

“The A82 Route Action Plan comprises a set of local improvements, which have been optimised to 
address existing and emerging problems along the length of the route. These improvements have 
been developed following an analysis of key factors such as current road characteristics, trends in 
road safety and prevailing operating conditions, and are supported by standard scheme appraisals 
and a prioritised programme of implementation”. 

(A82 Route Action Plan, Paragraph 2.1:2006) 
 
In addition Transport Scotland’s ‘Strategic Transport Projects Review’ (STPR) published in 2009 identified 
as one of the draft investments a ‘Targeted Programme of Measures to Improve Road Standards between 
Glasgow and Oban/Fort William (A82)’.  The intervention supports the objectives to provide a significant 
improvement in road standard along the A82 and to reduce the accident severity rates on the route.  The 
STPR states that the Route Action Plan forms the basis for the intervention, which has seen the Scottish 
Government commit to deliver the Pulpit Rock Improvements.   
 
Standards to which the scheme is constructed 
The purpose of the scheme at Pulpit Rock is to allow two way traffic and permit the removal of the traffic 
lights.  This would eliminate the delays encountered at the lights and would prevent the formation of a 
platoon of traffic that can occur at the lights at present.    It is not a specific objective of the scheme to 
produce an improvement in the current road geometry and, in conjunction with Transport Scotland; 
Standards branch, the Scheme has been developed to provide a standard of geometry appropriate to the 
section of road in which the Scheme is located.   
 
 
 
 

P.T.O. 

Stewart Turner 
Head of Roads and Amenity Services 
Argyll and Bute Council 
Kilmory 
Lochgilphead 
PA31 8RT 

Our Ref:  
 
Your Ref:  
 
Date: 

S100785/e01/2 
 
 
30/03/10 



 

 

Again thank you for taking the time to respond to our request for consultation.  On publication of the Draft 
Road Orders, Compulsory Purchase Orders and the Environmental Statement as stated above a public 
exhibition will be held.  The exhibition will be widely publicised in the local press, the community councils 
and will also be advertised locally.    
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Zoë McClelland 
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 MEETING NOTES 

Project   A82 Pulpit Rock  
 

Job 
No 

     S100785 Date of Notes Meeting No Sheet 1  of  4 

       19/03/10   

Location , date and time of meeting 

Loch Lomond and Trossachs National Park Authority (LLTNPA) Headquarters, Balloch 18/03/10 
1pm  

Subject of meeting 

Scope of Environmental Impact Assessment   

Persons present including representation (Followed by first Notes) Action 

Fiona Newlove   Planner, LLTNPA  
Lisa Duggan  Landscape Manager, LLTNPA  
Alan Bell   Natural Heritage Manager, LLTNPA 
 
Angus Kennedy  Transport Scotland  
Duncan McCallum Transport Scotland 
 
Nigel Hackett  Scott Wilson 
Ryan Hutchison Scott Wilson 
Zoë  McClelland  Scott Wilson 
Shelagh Brian   Scott Wilson 
 
 
Purpose of Meeting:  
To discuss the scope of the Environmental Impact Assessment for the A82 Pulpit Rock Scheme 
and in particular LLTNPA aspirations for a wider cumulative assessment.    
 
Apologies:  
Gordon Watson, LLTNPA Director. 
 
Environmental Impact Assessment – EIA Scoping Response  
The current recommended scheme  
 
Previous consultation by TS/SW with the LLTNPA was discussed including an Options Workshop 
(12

th
 June 2007), a Stage 2 Value for Money – Scheme Options Assessment (18

th
 June 2008) 

and a meeting on the 13
th
 July 2009 on Design options consultation.   

 
The LLTNPA is keen to see the Stage 2 Scheme Assessment Report to understand how the 
decision on the scheme design was reached. SW explained that the report is just being finalised 
and as soon as is ready for publication a copy will be sent to the LLTNPA. The LLTNPA queried 
an apparent lack of consultation. TS and SW pointed out that the Options Workshop which had 
been attended by the LLTNPA was the opportunity for LLTNPA input. The LLTNPA 
acknowledged a misunderstanding saying that an opportunity to comment in writing had been 
expected. It was agreed that a re-examination of the options was not required. 
 
LLTNPA is keen to ensure that an assessment of the main alternatives is included within the ES.  
SW explained that this will be done as standard and the introductory chapters will include a 
review of all the stage 2 options and clearly set out how the scheme was arrived at. NH said that 
the EIA procedure is in accordance with best practice recommended by the DMRB Volume 11. 
AK also explained that the tunnel option that was originally considered a favourable option by the 
LLTNPA was not taken forward as the Ground Investigations showed instability of a section of the 
rock at the south end of the study area.  The instability of the rock meant that there would be a 
need for a large concrete portal and high retaining wall which would have impacts on the retaining 
wall for the railway line and from a purely engineering perspective was not desirable. It would also 
have adverse landscape and visual effects resulting from the required works and would have an 
increased requirement for road closures over the other options and an increased cost relative to 
the other options When these issues were originally discussed with LLTNPA at the options 
consultation meeting LLTNPA agreed that the Tunnel option was less viable and as such their 
next preferred scheme was either of the viaduct options.  AB indicated that he recalled the 
discussion at the options consultation meeting and he commented that the likelihood of approach 
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lighting required for the Tunnel option had also been of concern to LLTNPA. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
 
The LLTNPA would like to see all construction works along the A82 co-ordinated so as to cause 
the least disruption locally.   
 
A discussion was then held on the cumulative impacts assessment that the LLTNPA has 
requested within the ES.  It was agreed, as stated in the scoping report, that the area for the 
cumulative assessment should comprise Tarbet to Crianlarich.  However the LLTNPA response 
asked for the following projects to be considered:  

- A82 widening and re-alignment Tarbet to Crainlarich including Stuckendroin Bridge 
widening and road straightening, full reconstruction and partial realignment south of 
Inverarnan, Crianlarich bypass and re-alignment of West Highland Way spur  

- Sloy Power Station, construction of pumping station and removal of woodland 
- Glen Falloch Hydro scheme with associated pump houses and connections to the 

national grid by overhead lines 
- Scottish and Southern Energy – new transformer, overhead lines and access tracks 
- Cononish proposed gold mine operation including car park, access track upgrade and 

associated processing plant.   
- Rossdhu Golf Course 

 
Both Rossdhu Golf Course and Cononish Mine are outside of the agreed scope but the LLTNPA 
would like them considered only from a landscape perspective.   
 
With regards to the rest of the developments within the agreed area it was also stressed that the 
assessment will be based on the available information and that it will necessarily be a high-level 
assessment.  In addition some assumptions will have to be made where no information is 
available, however, where this is the case it will be clearly stated within the ES.   
 
It was concluded that the main purpose of the cumulative assessment would be to assess the 
landscape experience along the A82 and also address the impacts on woodland; however, all 
other topics in the ES will consider the cumulative impacts as far as possible.   
 
Notes on specific developments:  
Cononish Mine – car park proposed and cumulative impact expected from the traffic impact 
particularly during the construction stage (as may be built at same time as Pulpit Rock) and the 
proposed development also includes elements next to the road which, together with the 
Crianlarich bypass, will affect the landscape experience along the A82.  
 
Crianlarich Bypass – main issue here is the signage/ clutter and the changing landscape 
experience along the A82.  TS confirmed that only required signage would be installed, private 
signage on private land was outside of TS remit to control 
 
Sloy Power station – issue with woodland removal and also large amount of rock to be taken 
off-site (this may be available for use in this project).   
 
SSE Transformer – no detail on this development has been obtained by SW.  LLTNPA provided 
a contact within SSE – ZM to follow up.   
 
(As Stuckendroin bridge and the SSE Transformer have already begun construction works these 
developments will be considered both as baseline for the landscape assessment and as part of 
the cumulative chapter).  
 
It was agreed that SW would provided the LLTNPA with a draft of the cumulative assessment 
prior to publication to allow for comment and input.   
 
Landscape and Visual Impacts 
The LLTNPA asked SW to agree the viewpoint locations - ongoing communication required 
between Shelagh Brian and Lisa Duggan. (After the meeting viewpoints were agreed with the 
LLTNPA. SB to send a map with ZVI and viewpoint locations for confirmation) 
 
All receptors were agreed with the LLTNPA.  With regards to mitigation it should be noted that for 
signage TS anticipates only a minimal number of safety related signs to be required at Pulpit 
Rock. This is likely to be less than the current signage for the traffic signals however; the final 
sign layout will be produced later as part of the detailed design. There is no lighting planned. 
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SW will specify a design framework for the Design and Build Contractor which will include 
treatment of rock slopes and vegetation clearance issues. The LLTNPA queried the Design and 
Build contract procedure in relation to the control of the design. TS and SW explained that there 
would be Employers Requirements provide control in this respect and the mitigation 
commitments in the ES would also be taken forward to the Employer’s Requirements.   
 
It was agreed that the ES will also provide mitigation for the scheme footprint only and not along 
the A82 route.   
 
Traffic Noise  
It was agreed that operational traffic noise has been scoped out of the ES; however, construction 
noise will be addressed in the Disruption due to Construction chapter.  The LLTNPA comment on 
traffic noise is with regards to the landscape experience as it relates to traffic noise and this will 
be addressed under the heading of ‘tranquillity’ in the landscape chapter.  It should be noted that 
the situation regarding traffic noise is likely to be an improvement as traffic will be free-flowing as 
compared to current situation where traffic is forced to halt at the traffic signals.   
 
Land Use  
It was agreed that any land lost as a result of the scheme will not be considered valuable grazing 
land.  The LLTNPA expressed concern that removing grazing sheep will result in the growth of 
trees which block open views. SW pointed out that the landowner has confirmed that this land is 
not used for grazing and the ES will state clearly that there will be no loss of open land.   
 
Cultural Heritage  
SW informed that the cultural heritage assessment confirms that there are no crannogs in the 
vicinity of the scheme.  SW also informed that Historic Scotland has set requirements for 
protection of the Pulpit Rock Scheduled Monument (SM) during construction (fence off 20m 
perimeter).  The setting of the SM will be considered within the landscape chapter.   
 
There was discussion about the provision of public access and interpretation to the SM.  SW 
informed that Historic Scotland stated that it may be desirable to improve the current access 
arrangements with a more formalised public access; however, the scheme design does not 
include provision for a lay-by due to safety considerations and, following discussion with LLTNPA 
access officer, to discourage wild camping in the Park.  Therefore there is currently no formal 
provision for improved access to the SM. The LLTNPA acknowledged the constraints and 
indicated that remote interpretation for the SM could be provided elsewhere.    
 
Trees and Woodland  
The number of mature and veteran trees that will need to be removed for the scheme will be 
addressed within the ES.  SW expressed concern that there would not be sufficient detailed 
information available for the cumulative assessment. 
 
The LLTNPA would like SW to make an estimate of the number of trees to be removed for other 
schemes and then estimate the percentage of veteran/mature trees that will be removed.  
LLTNPA confirmed that it is not expecting a full survey and that any estimate should clearly show 
the underlying rationale.   
 
TS stated that if the cumulative effects shows significant impact from other developments it would 
not expect this to affect the progression of the scheme. Any mitigation should be proportionate to 
the scheme. 
 
Impact on Loch Lomond Woods SAC 
SW informed that the impact on the SAC would be addressed through an Appropriate 
Assessment of the scheme and this would be referred to in the ES.    
 
Native and Protected Species 
SW informed that the lower plants including epiphytes have been surveyed.  In addition the 
following surveys have also been carried out: 

- Phase 1 NVC  
- Bat surveys 
- Extensive otter surveys of both sides of the loch north of Tarbet 
- Brophytes and epiphytes  
- Aquatic microphytes  
- Pine marten, red squirrel, badger and wildcat  
- Amphibians  
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- 3 separate fish surveys (copies of which were provided to Alan Bell of NPA)  
- Invertebrates  
- Bird surveys and breeding bird surveys 

 
Invasive Species  
SW informed that ecology surveys had indicated there was that no rhododendron within scheme 
footprint.  
 
Pedestrians, cyclists, water users and hill walkers 
TS/ SW explained that the design of the scheme includes provision for pedestrians and cyclists.  
Incorporation of footpath/cycle path has been to future proof the scheme should cycling provision 
be extended along the length of the A82.   
 
The LLTNPA explained that it is a key aspiration to have a cycle path along the full length of the 
A82, however TS explained it was not in a position to deliver that within the current context of the 
Pulpit Rock Scheme.   
 
The cumulative assessment should assume that all of the proposed Transerve schemes along 
the A82 will include cycle provision as promoted in accordance with the ‘Trunk Road Cycling 
Initiative’ document.     
 
Road Drainage and the Water Environment 
SW stated they were content with the LLTNPA requirements proposed in their letter to be 
covered in the ES but pointed out that it is almost impossible to quantify the amount of sediment 
to be discharged, therefore, it will be addressed within the ES but not quantified.   
 
Disruption due to Construction  
SW are content with the LLTNPA requirements for this chapter, but pointed out that as the 
scheme will be built under a Design and Build Contract the ES will identify likely construction 
compounds but not be able to provide detail on exact location of stores, sites offices etc.   
 
Strathfillan Community Council  
The LLTNPA informed SW/TS that it had been copied into a response sent to SW for the scoping 
study from Strathfillan CC.  SW and TS are currently drafting a response to Strathfillan CC which 
would be copied to the LLTNPA.   
 
Next steps 
The ES will be published in approximately the next three months. 
The NPA as a statutory consultee will have an opportunity to review and raise concerns. 
The NPA would like further dialogue on the cumulative effects chapter and the design. 
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From: Andy Burrows
To: Zoe McClelland
Subject: Pulpit rock fish survey
Date: 09 February 2010 19:51:38
Attachments: Pulpit2010report.doc

Zoe,

Thanks for the copy of the EIA scoping report. Please find attached our report of the
fisheries survey we conducted in January.
I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email.

Regards,

Andy

Dr. Andrew Burrows 
Senior Fisheries Biologist
Loch Lomond Fisheries Trust
Scottish Centre for Ecology and the Natural Environment
Rowardennan
Glasgow
G63 0AW
 
01360 870515 (Direct Line)

Got a cool Hotmail story? Tell us now
________________________________________________________________________

This e-mail has been scanned for all viruses by Star. The
service is powered by MessageLabs. For more information on a proactive
anti-virus service working around the clock, around the globe, visit:
http://www.star.net.uk
________________________________________________________________________
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REPORT OF A FISH SURVEY AT PULPIT ROCK, LOCH LOMOND IN CONNECTION WITH REALIGNMENT OF A82 TRUNK ROAD

Background and rationale

As one component of road modification to the A82 it is proposed to construct a viaduct near Pulpit Rock, Loch Lomond to facilitate carriageway widening. This has the potential to impact on aquatic species of high conservation value: powan (Coregonus lavaretus) is listed in schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and Lomond holds one of only 2 natural populations in Scotland. Both the river lamprey (Lampetra fluviatilus) and the brook lamprey (Lampetra planeri) are listed in Annex II of the EC Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora) and the Lomond catchment supports significant populations of both of these lamprey species.


Certain life-cycle stages of these species are potentially vulnerable to littoral zone development. Powan spawning, egg incubation and hatching occurs in the littoral zone, thereafter larval fish are pelagic, inhabiting open water and therefore no longer vulnerable to shallow water activity. Habitat suitable for powan spawning is within the depth range 1 to 10 m and comprises well washed stony substrates containing very low levels of light sediments. Habitat surveys conducted previously by Loch Lomond Fisheries Trust (LLFT) in the vicinity of the proposed viaduct have shown that the littoral zone is characterised by a narrow rocky shoreline which plunges steeply into deep water. Substrates are composed principally of light sediment. This is poor quality spawning habitat for powan and unsuitable for lamprey.

However, the gravel spit at Rubha Ban directly to the south is a known powan spawning site. Previous surveys at this location indicated abundant high quality spawning habitat extending into deeper water. Powan spawn here annually in late December and January and the eggs incubate over a temperature dependant period - approximately 400 degree days - usually around 60 days in Loch Lomond.

Such sites are of particular importance in the upper basin of Loch Lomond. The proximity of this site to the location of the proposed viaduct necessitated additional surveys to investigate habitat use in this area by powan during the spawning season.  


Study site

The study site is located towards the northern end of Loch Lomond (Fig 1) and spans an area of the western shore line approximately 1.5 km in length between NGR 232310 714322 to the north and Rubha Ban ( 233010 713200 ) to the south.  

            [image: image2.jpg]





                  Fig. 1.  Survey area showing netting site location


Field Methodology

Fish sampling was conducted on 17th/18th January 2010 using gill nets. Two nets were deployed. A single benthic multi-mesh net (mesh size ranging from 7 – 55mm) of approx. 60m length was deployed at NGR 232769 713652 in accordance with the standard NORDIC protocol for sampling fish communities in standing water bodies. A second benthic net of standard single mesh (c. 50mm) specifically suited to capture of adult powan was also deployed.  


Both nets were set perpendicular to the shore line in order to give coverage of both littoral, profundal and benthic habitats covering a depth range of from 3 – 23 m (end to end). Nets were set for 24 hours from noon to noon in order to maximize capture rate and sampling efficiency. 


Survey Results

Fish captures are summarised in table 1. 

		Easting

		Northing

		Net/depth

		Species

		fish numbers

		 Length (mm)

		Weight (g)

		Number of species



		NET 1

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		232837

		713593

		Benthic standard mesh 

		Roach

		1

		210

		139.5

		2



		

		

		3 - 20m

		Powan

		1

		350

		467

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		NET 2

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		232769

		713652

		Benthic multimesh

		Pike

		1

		377

		360

		4



		

		

		3.1 – 23m

		Roach

		6

		93

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		44

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		42

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		39

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		43

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		41

		

		



		

		

		

		Ruffe

		1

		99

		

		



		

		

		

		Stickleback 3sp

		1

		45

		

		





TABLE. 1  
Fish captured in nets on 17th/18th January 2010 near Pulpit rock

A total of 5 fish species were captured but only 11 individuals were caught in both nets combined. Roach were the most abundant. A single adult powan was captured (FL 350 mm; W 467g)

Conclusions 

These findings suggest that powan are not utilising littoral habitats in the immediate vicinity of the proposed viaduct to any great extent during the spawning season. It is therefore reasonable to assume that disturbance to this species is likely to be minimal. 


Dr. A. Burrows


January 2010





Loch Lomond Fisheries Trust, Scottish Centre for Ecology and the Natural Environment, Rowardennan, Loch Lomondside G63 0AW	 					Tel: 01360 870271 	Web:  llft.org







Biologist: Dr Andrew Burrows            Chairman: Jonathan Henson          Vice Chairman:  Dr. Colin Adams        Treasurer:   Angus MacRitchie 	
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From: Wallace, David
To: Zoe McClelland
Subject: FW: A82 Pulpit Rock Improvements - Consultation
Date: 02 August 2010 14:27:31

Zoe
 
See Neil’s comments.  Your proposal is satisfactory.
 
Regards
 
David
 

From: McLean, Neil 
Sent: 30 July 2010 16:37
To: Wallace, David
Cc: 'Zoe McClelland'
Subject: RE: A82 Pulpit Rock Improvements - Consultation
 
David,
 
This looks fine to me.  The longer the length of dry swale the better, but under the circumstances, I
consider this to be taking “reasonable steps” to protect the water environment.  I will let you respond
directly to Zoe.
 
Thanks,
 

Neil McLean
SUDS Co-ordinator
Environmental Technologies, Environmental Guidance Unit
Scottish Environment Protection Agency
Erskine Court, Castle Business Park,STIRLING, FK9 4TR,
01786 - 455 979

From: Zoe McClelland [mailto:Zoe.McClelland@scottwilson.com] 
Sent: 30 July 2010 16:09
To: McLean, Neil
Cc: Wallace, David; Ryan Hutchison; Harlene O'Neill; Sandy.Jamieson@transportscotland.gsi.gov.uk
Subject: RE: A82 Pulpit Rock Improvements - Consultation
 
Neil
ccDavid
 
Apologies to come back to you again but further to our recent correspondence on the drainage proposals
for the A82 Pulpit Rock Improvements we have since consulted with the Flood Authority - Ian Gilfillan,
Flood Alleviation Manager for Argyll & Bute Council who has confirmed that attenuation is not required in
our drainage design. In response to this we propose to amend our drainage design to substitute the
proposed detention basin for a less intrusive treatment stage such as a dry swale incorporating a filter
bed and under-drain system which can be modelled to fit the topography, reduce the disturbance to the
historic monument, reduce land take as no maintenance lay-by is required and utilise the existing site
access. We believe this alteration will still provide a suitable treatment solution under General Binding
Rule 10. 
 
I would be grateful if you could review the attached drawing and ensure you are still happy for us to
proceed as this is the design that will be proposed in the Environmental Statement. 
 
Many thanks and best regards,
Zoë  
 
Zoë McClelland MRTPI
Senior Planning consultant
T +44 (0)131 718 5202

mailto:david.wallace@SEPA.org.uk
mailto:Zoe.McClelland@scottwilson.com


E zoe.mcclelland@scottwilson.com
 

 
From: McLean, Neil [mailto:Neil.McLean@sepa.org.uk] 
Sent: 18 May 2010 15:13
To: Zoe McClelland
Cc: Wallace, David
Subject: RE: A82 Pulpit Rock Improvements - Consultation
 
Zoe,
 
Thanks for the detail proposed for the A82 improvement works at Pulpit Rock. 
 
I can confirm that the proposal is acceptable to SEPA.  As you correctly state 2 levels of treatment are
generally expected for such works, however we note that it will not only be expensive to create an
additional level for the southern end of the works, but it may have significant impact on the surrounding
area.  General Binding Rule 10 requires that all reasonable steps are taken to protect the water
environment.  Under these constraints we are satisfied that the proposed works are taking “reasonable”
steps.
 
This confirms an earlier response from David Wallace to the same effect.
 
Regards,
 

Neil McLean
SUDS Co-ordinator
Environmental Technologies
Environmental Guidance Unit
Scottish Environment Protection Agency
Erskine Court, Castle Business Park,
STIRLING, FK9 4TR,
01786 - 455 979

< defanghtml_span="">size=2 width="100%" align=center>
From: Zoe McClelland [mailto:Zoe.McClelland@scottwilson.com] 
Sent: 14 May 2010 12:04
To: McLean, Neil
Cc: Wallace, David; Holmes, Julie; Sandy.Jamieson@transportscotland.gsi.gov.uk; Ryan Hutchison
Subject: RE: A82 Pulpit Rock Improvements - Consultation
 
Neil,
 
Thanks for taking the time to chat with me just now regarding the drainage proposals for the
A82 Pulpit Rock Scheme.  I have attached a drawing showing the current drainage proposals
and also a letter that we sent to David Wallace at the start of March explaining the site
constraints and details of the current proposals. 
 
It appears that there may have been some miscommunication regarding SEPAs position and it
would be great if you could respond to let me know if you satisfied for the current proposals to
be taken forward. 
 
Many thanks for your help in this matter,
Zoë    
 
Zoë McClelland MRTPI
Senior Planning consultant



T +44 (0)131 718 5202
E zoe.mcclelland@scottwilson.com
 

 
From: McLean, Neil [mailto:Neil.McLean@SEPA.org.uk] 
Sent: 13 May 2010 10:53
To: Sandy.Jamieson@transportscotland.gsi.gov.uk; Ryan Hutchison; Zoe McClelland
Cc: Wallace, David; Holmes, Julie
Subject: RE: A82 Pulpit Rock Improvements - Consultation
 
Ryan/Zoe,
 
I have been asked by a colleague in SEPA to approach you regarding SUDS provisions for the
Pulpit Rock stretch of the A82.  As you will know David Wallace has been dealing with this
site and in my opinion has the technical competence and experience to handle the matter.  I
have spoken to David and in my view what has been suggested for this stretch meets with
SEPA’s requirements when considering the fairly constrained circumstances and projected
traffic volumes.  I have not been given plans or site details.
 
As SUDS Co-ordinator for SEPA, if you have any need to consider this further I would be
happy to discuss with you.
 
Regards,
 
Neil McLean
SUDS Co-ordinator
Environmental Technologies
Environmental Guidance Unit
Scottish Environment Protection Agency
Erskine Court, Castle Business Park,
STIRLING, FK9 4TR,
01786 - 455 979

size=2 width="100%" align=center>
From: Sandy.Jamieson@transportscotland.gsi.gov.uk
[mailto:Sandy.Jamieson@transportscotland.gsi.gov.uk] 
Sent: 06 May 2010 13:42
To: McLean, Neil
Subject: A82 Pulpit Rock Improvements - Consultation
 

Neil,

Many thanks for calling me today in relation to the A82 Pulpit Rock Improvement scheme.

As requested, please find below the email address / roles for relevant contacts at our consultants
for this scheme, Scott Wilson.

Ryan Hutchison Ryan.Hutchison@scottwilson.com (Project Manager / Director) 
Zoe McClelland Zoe.McClelland@scottwilson.com (Environmental Specialist)

As discussed, we would be happy to meet at a location of your choice.



Regards,

Sandy

Sandy Jamieson 
Project Manager 
Transport Scotland 
Major Transport Infrastructure Projects 
Buchanan House 
58 Port Dundas Road 
Glasgow 
G3 0HF 
Tel: 0141 272 7219
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