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to do damage if forced around lochs; risky for calves 
swimming with adults. We will need to spend time and 
money on rescuing cattle. 
 
2. Potential economic damage – stalking parties stay in the 
lodge and bring in £5,100 per week for 3 weeks of the year; 
our deer model (produced by VC) indicates we will lose 2 
weeks letting with a fence, resulting in financial hardship; 
plus there’s the knock-on impact of fewer guests spending 
money in the community.  
NS haven’t told us we can’t graze more sheep or cattle on 
EB; fearful that NS money for this project might mean 
limited grazing for us in future. Concern over the levels of 
post Brexit agri subsidies. 
 
3. Visual damage – EB is heavily designated and unspoilt by 
human intervention – a fence will be a gross intrusion for 
walkers, fishermen and kayakers. It will no longer be a wild 
experience. The fence to Poll Loisgan seems to have been 
forgotten, there’s been no attempt to hide the line or take 
into account vehicle access routes across the landscape 
needed for fence construction. 
 
4. Access damage – no paths doesn’t mean no walkers. The 
coastal path is not defined on the ground so people take a 
variety of routes. How will they find out where gates are? A 
fence will spoil the adventure - will fisherman be able to 
walk around the lochs freely? Will the hundreds of walkers 
and kayakers be able to pass through? 
 
5. Environmental damage – there will be increased impacts 
from deer and cattle; mitigation is never 100% effective 
and the burden will fall to neighbours. The fence will zig 
zag through existing woods – how much will be cut down 
for that? Could FWPM be affected by fencing treatments / 
chemical leaching? The fenceline is on average 15m from 
the loch – not wide enough to let deer pass around without 
damaging ground they are walking on. 
 
6. Deer – EB is the only low ground not heavily settled that 
is available to deer; there’s enough conflict in village 
without pushing them closer; deer welfare will be a 
problem to the east along Loch Sionascaig where deer will 
be trapped between the loch and the fence – the gap will 
need to be wide enough to allow deer to travel through 
comfortably; seems ridiculous to pay for a fence and leave 
a giant hole in it [at Loch Buine Moire], it’s a deer trap; will 
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These references would contribute towards the 
identification and assessment of the potential landscape 
effects from the deer fence proposals, especially the 
potential consequences of constructing a physical barrier 
which is intended over time to promote the recovery and 
regeneration of the vegetation pattern within the 
enclosure. In contrast, out with the fence the pressures on 
the vegetation could be potentially more considerable as a 
consequence of excluding deer from a considerable area of 
land. These differences could potentially have effects on 
the key characteristics of the wider landscape so should be 
considered.  
 
The LVIA should include an assessment of any 
infrastructure that may be required to both construct, 
maintain and – in future – dismantle and remove the 
enclosure, and any short-, medium- and long-term visual 
effects of those stages of construction and dismantling.   
 
Considering the potential landscape and visual effects on 
the Wild Land Area from the proposals, we would also 
request that the applicant carry out an assessment of the 
proposals to the NatureScot Assessing impacts on Wild 
Land Areas – Technical Guidance September 2020. 
 
Biodiversity  
The EIA should quantify and evaluate the potential 
significant effects of the proposals on the SSSI and SAC 
features, both within and out with the proposed enclosure.   
Proposal maps provide a broad indication of where the 
anticipated 250ha of woodland regeneration is expected to 
occur, but it should be clear how each area has been 
assessed as being suitable for woodland creation and 
consider what impact the anticipated regeneration may 
have on non-woodland habitats.  Consideration should also 
be given to areas of deep peat in relation to project design. 
 
Bird and Mammal surveys should be completed and any 
likely significant effects on the current environmental 
baseline discussed.  
 
Under the Habitats Regulations, before undertaking or 
giving any form of permission, consent or other 
authorisation to a plan or project, we must check whether 
the plan or project would be likely to have a significant 
effect on a European site. 
The EIA Report must provide such information as we may 
reasonably require for the purposes of the appraisal as our 
conclusions must be made on the basis of there being no 
reasonable scientific doubt as to the absence of adverse 
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effects. There is a need to ascertain the proposal will not 
adversely affect site integrity of the SAC.  
 
Deer   
There remains uncertainty over the likely impacts on deer 
welfare and behaviour over time and therefore the efficacy 
of the mitigation strategy in minimising impacts to an 
acceptable level, both within the enclosure and over the 
whole range. 
 
The capacity to disperse is an essential part of the lifecycle 
of wild deer, identifying the likely significant effects and 
subsequent mitigation on deer is reliant on a predictive 
approach that requires detailed knowledge of likely deer 
movement patterns.  
 
The scoping documents provide a desired density, however 
the EIA Report should be clear on how the number of deer 
to be culled can be achieved both safely and humanely.  
The EIA Report should also consider and discuss how deer 
within the proposed enclosure may react to captivity, or 
what if any welfare implications may arise on becoming a 
captive herd e.g. stress, wildfire or inbreeding depression. 
There can be no uncertainty around any likely effect on 
deer welfare. 
  
Appendix 9 of the scoping documents suggests “We can’t 
be certain how the deer will react to the fence, but with 
local knowledge we have tried to mitigate this to reduce 
any potential impact as much as possible.”  The EIA Report 
should clearly describe the adverse impact each measure is 
intended to avoid, mitigate or compensate when 
implemented. It should also describe the effectiveness of 
such measures, their reliability and certainty, as well as  
the commitment to ensuring the practical implementation 
and monitoring of the results.   
 
It may not be possible to mitigate all significant effects but 
the EIA Report must ensure that it identifies any residual 
impacts (those remaining after mitigation) and their 
significance.   
 
EIA Report should also discuss  
Public Access   
The EIA should fully understand the nature and extent of 
the current use of the site and assess the potential impacts 
that the proposals may have on this use.  
 
The effectiveness of the proposal.   
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On Fri, 28 Aug 2020 at 09:13,  <HYPERLINK 

@woodlandtrust.org.uk"  wrote: 

 

Morning  nice to hear from you again, I left a phone message to say I had 
found the portage route on the GoPaddle website that runs from Loch Buine Mhor 
(who’s boundary isn’t to be fenced) across the narrow bit of ground to Boat Bay. This 
appears to be well outside the fenced enclosure but if you could send me your map 
that would be useful to just double check. 

Regards 

 

Access further resolved via phone calls to make two gates at the east end kayak 
friendly if the short cut to Fionnloch from Gull Bay is chosen. Awaiting spec for the 2 
kayak friendly gates. Confirmed other route is outside the fence. 
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Appendix 7 – WSDMG response 28/06/21 

Dear  

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Eisg Brachaidh proposal. Given the time 

constraints please accept comments from WSDMG in bullet points below. 

1.       There is not enough information provided about the movement of deer and how this will 

be impacted by the fence 

2.       The fence alignment could lead to deer being pushed in to bottlenecks no evaluation of 

this. 

3.       The proposal aims to reduce deer numbers to 1/100ha over two years but there is not 

enough information to show how many deer will need to be culled to achieve this. 

4.       We are concerned that not enough work has been done to evaluate whether deer welfare 

is going to be adversely impacted by this proposal. 

  

We look forward to receiving your response to the concerns raised. 

Chair WSDMG East Sub Group/Vice Chair WSDMG 

  

 

Estate Manager 

Sallachy Estate  

Lairg  

IV27 4EF 

/Web.  www.sallachyestate.co.uk 

 

 

 

Appendix 8 Issues Log – Please see separate attachment 

 

 

 

 

 




