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Anidrew Tait
CNPA Planriing Office
Ballater

Dear Andrew Tait
Kart Trackat Granish Aviemore 9012/(1B7DET (HC Ref 1 Y02276/EUL)

| ami writing on behalf of BSCE to'objectto the-above application and to indicate that BSCG wishesto
speak at the CNPA planning committes mestingwhen this application s discussed..

BSGG's reasons for objecting incllde the following points'which are‘presented in no particulat. order;

Langl Allocatlonin Loral Plan
The. pruposal site is not allocated for development.

Outwith Bettt ement Boundary

The: propusal siteis both outwith the setttémentboundary of Aviemare in the cutrent Lozal Plan
‘and outwith the boundary in the settlsment maps as currently propased for the fatthzoming Lacal
Development Plan.

The proposals, whichiinclude a permanent. biilding; would significantty redutethe defensibility'of
the: settlement bnundary

The proposals wouldintraduce, and therefore seta precedentfor, adifferent, nan-industrial type of
development to the Granish areaand introduc e permanent building for visitor use.

We tonisider that the | ocation s lihdesirable'for multiple reasons. Theseiincludeissues of
‘accesstbnllty o customers and car use: In this context we notethatthe applicant: may ow lahd
tloser to Aviemore and that a previous Kart track aperated within the settlement houndary,

We aretoncerned that the proposals wouldincreasetheilikelihood of develnpment extending.
vnnrthwards fmmﬂswemore towards the proposal Slte and rake it nunsiderably hardex fnr the
plannmg alithority to justlfy resustmg this.




Northward expansiah of Aviemore would tontinue a 'ribbon’ pattermn of developmentithat has far
Iong been considered’ inappropnate The issue of northward expansion also applles tothe
;apphcatron for & caravan site and-assotizted permanent. hulldlng at Granish, which addsto'the:
.pressure for the northward: extension: af bullt de\»elopment into sensitive countryside, We notethat
further phases thatwould srgmfrcantly extent! thefootprmt of the. proposed Granish caravan
fde\relopment are referred to.in'the taravan site application; VWe note that at Grantown on Speythe
NPA has proposed land allacations for hausing, close to the caravar site.

The' HE Granish landfill site has had the former landfill area téppEd"end this extensive, reinstated
area ismow ity @phase of returnmg to nature’, The! emstmg landfill areaat Granish and any:future
slandfrll area can reasonably be: anticipated to be destrned fo be reinstated also The Granrsh area
should not bie considered " sacrificial"

The present landfi il area had a projer:ted er at |ts mneptron of same 20 years. and e understand it
Has.been frlling up: fasterthan antrcrpated A future heed may: atise for further land take at Granish
jassor:rated Wlth Waste monagement operations and the present apphsatoon srte rnrght have

wa note thatthe natwe woodland heathland and wetland adj ar:ent to the nurrently developed area
atGranish of the: HC sites & Ritchies, is of hlgheresologmal importance and, arguabiy landscape
'zmportante than the lmproved agritultural land that is the proposal site and adjacent agru,:ul_tura!
land.

Detrimental Noise: drsturbam;e

Noise assomated wrth the site at present ideritified by the: appl icant includes traffic noise from the
89152, railway noise and bird song. Theproposalswould increase the level of naise poliutron inthe
‘general area and add adifferent type of noise, thatso me will find of apartu:ularly aggrewatmg or
drstressmg nature,

The Noise. Assessment noncludes thatthe noise levels would not he erly to trig Jger r:omplai nts
However ‘th’
levels 2t this Ios atron Many members of the puhlrn would prohah!y be doubtful about the efftcany of
any complarnt based o noise and he likely to endure adverse noise rmpatts rather than: pursue
potentr al ly futrle onerous: and r:ostly somplalnts of unnertarn outr: ome‘and wrth potential publrcrty
thattould adverselytaffent property pr ice;

The proposed devel opmentwou!d add nolse attrmes When ather operatrons at Granrsh are nat;
war kmg given that am:ording to the naise report operations are planned up to 2100 haurs 7 days a
week Weekends and after’ workthours oincide with times when people zre particularly. seekmg

nt of the ,Norsefrom the proposals would reduce people Ch qualrty of
e;vperrence i iemore is expandrng atthe, expense of its green spanes and relatwely pear:efu! areas,
placing a higher premiumon suchremaining areas.

Human Reteptars of Detrimental Noise Pollution
There are informal desire line paths as well as tracks (particularly between the two railviay fines)
\ﬁtat link-Aviemore as, we!l asotherareas tlose to Granish. It is more dlfﬂl:lllt to experience a feeling




of. being off the beaten trar:k when surprised by the types of noise jpollution. that thts development
waould mewtabiy generate Ha'vlng nountryslde where [tis possnble to escape: the affront of such
hoiseisa Iegmmate aspiration for users of a'sensitive area for wildlifein aNP

Other Receptars of Detrimentsl Noise |mpacts
VWe note that neither the trrithalogical Survey nor the noise survey make. any analysis of wildlife
species vulnerable to nolse’ Impacts,

There are potential adverse impatts of noise on wildiife populations and Itis increasingly being
fecognized that noisepollution tan be disruptive to the breeding hehaviour of wildlife such as
songhirds,

Assoriated on-site infrastructure
The proposed bulldmg lacks: dwtmctlun and arguably detrauts fromthe: qual ity of the area,

Lapwing a UK Red listed speties

Lapwing are onthe UK red Jist of birds:of high tonservationoncern and are:a. chat anterlstin
»breedmg species af Strath pE’y»that%S mentioned in the Daungurms LBAP., Grassland feedmg and
‘breeding hahitat df: lapwmgs has been Iost and is under threatfrnm hu:lt deve‘opment in Eadenoch

ditect loss of. féedmg hahutat caused by the developmentfootprmt and by the |mpa|:t of dxsturbanne
by people-and thelr pets (includingimpacts from the proposed link path).

The. p:oposal site and surmundlng Iand thatwould be subw ttto disturbance associated withthe
development has the potential to provide breeding habitatfor lapwing. Elreedmg withinthearea’
Surveyedin 2011 cannot be distounted on the basis le (obseryations:in a single year.

‘COther birdsof Conservation Concem

In addition to Iapwmg there are other birds on the UK red list of hirds.of hi gh canser\»atmn nunnern
for whtchtha applzcatiun stte ang: adjacent areaprovi des potenuall v 5ig f_ cant feeding I
Etarllng for: example, areonthe UK red list of hirdsiof hcgh tonservatiot cone efnand r requlre
:grassland (especially short grass as tan be present on the application site after seasonial mowing for
.snage)

Coritlusions frama bird survey: undertaken in a single yvear need to be treated ywith r.auh on. Certainly.
‘cannlusiuns cannutrelnably ba dramn nn potential adverse ampacts an spemes at’umes nf year when
fautumn and wmter ThI’UShES muiudmg redwmg and fieldfare that are Winter mii grants £an feed m
humbersin grassland ascan gulls such.as. wmng gull (now an the UK red hst and a spenies
sometimes attratted ta the Ganish and River Spey area)

The. bird survey forthe. developer wias undertalfen indaytime and rmeaningful. tonclusions tannot be
d['de'l an potential adverse |mpacts on spemes thatare nrepusnu!ar or nocturnal. The Waodrotk for
:exampleis aspecies for which tlusk observations are apprapriate toinvestigate hreedmg status. Itis




fwell known to exploit worms in grassl and. |t is aground nesting species onthe UK atmbet list and £an
be hi gh anthewish list of Visntors to Strathspey.

The Barn owl is:anexample of an-often highly nocturnal specles, It Is included onthe. UK amber list
of birds: of maderate consewat«on concern, The |mportance of lowy: ground in Strathspey for this.
spemes is potentually growing 8 warmer wmters are anticipatedas Ilkely o becgme more frequent

;Mamrnats Proter.ted Spacnes and UK Frlorlty Species

The Hi ghland tiger m ‘Seattish wildoatisan EPS for whith the Calrngorms ateais considered to bea
,‘stmnghmd There is Wildcat prey (inparticular rabhnts thatare known tobe an importantiildeat
'prey) and su;tab!e habitat ncluding huntmg areas) on and around the propasal site YYe note that
il dloat ha\ee heen caught gn camerain low. ground i the strath (e o Carrbridge) and in areas where
‘therewas nojjdea thay were: present'('a‘g.‘the nghland Wildlife: Park) We alsonote that wildeattan
travel tonsiceratile distances and that habltat connentwity has lmportant bearmg;on their

ffzwciur able conservation status within their natural range. The proposals would reducethe
connectivity and permeability of the proposal site and its surraundings and would be detrimental to
important efforts to restore vwldc atpopulations to favourabla £anservation status in the Aviemore
ared;

Badger Eladger is:anather proterted mamrmal speties’ thatwould Iose foragmg hahitat as arestit of
£thls proposed dex»eiopment Lowland agrn:ultural grasstand hablmt is well ktown to be an important
‘habitatfor badgers in'the Céirngorms National Park; Eadger habitat is under turil ative pressure
from pmpased developments, for example at Dalfabier and An Caras Mor, Badgers. are oneiof the,
species that yisitors come ta the thaonat F'arh to see.

Hats — The proposal site provides foraging hahltatfnr hats. Given the presence: of trees with swtabla
roostmg habutats for hats nearby. the. proposals cauldhe damaging to'the fa«»aurable conservation
status of bats inthis lacality.

Hrown Hara- Brown Hares are a UK. Prxonty Species recorded in the relevant 10km squarein the.
Nesbirer Einmap The: pmposaﬂ te s hkely to provide habitat forbrown hares. Such lowland stiath
habitat is undercumulative pressure_fr_orn,d‘eve_,lqpmentm the Aviernore area.

High Invertebrate Interest

The proposal site s within the 'Strathspey Ifmportant Area for Invertebrates inthe Cairngorms (see
P 28[1—261 Ratheray and Harsﬂe!d inThe Nature of the L airngorms 2008 HMSQ) The: Strathspey
«important areafor tnvertebtates is the 2" most mwpmrtant areainthe northern Cairhgorms and the
‘3most important in the whale of the Cairngorms area. Thisirahking of |mpbrtance is. accordingto:
the number of nationally nmpurtant speties. Natio ally lmpnrtant species are defined as species
with at least’ 10% of theit UK range.or population oct _ginthe area; orclassed. & Natmnally Rare
(occurring in fewerthan 16 10:-km squar i the' UK), of fationally threatened, or whose presence
inthe Ca;mgorms is nunmdered to be of: mternatmna1 importam:e

The Strathspey Irnpnrtant Area for Invertebrates over! aps Wwith the Granish Invertebrates Reglstea

Ste(eq. SNH files December Bt 2001), which'is another non-statutary designation:




Within these nationally Important invertebrate areas there-has been cumulative ‘olverse impact
around Gremsh includlng direct loss of habitat due'to expendmg develepmentfeotpr mt for
fe:xemple with the expahsren bf the waste facilities of Hrghland Couricil ahd Ritchies.

In'2008 the CNPA welcomed Scotland's Invertebrate Conservation Strategy and stated that
‘Invertsbrates are “oneof the Caimgorins' spatial qualities” (seee ig. Sunday Herald 18.1 09). Bugfife-
the In\:ertebrate Conservation Trust has emphasised the veryhigh impurtanr:e of the Cal irngorims for
‘}rhvertebretes its "ng " Mere rareand threatened invert hrate spenies are feund in the Carrngorms
‘areathan anywhere else’in‘Stotland, of perhaps the UK". Buglife have alsa empheslsed the threats
from developments;* Current development plans are puttrng increasing pressure gri these habitats
end theirwildlife, end there isareal risk thatrare ms.eertehrates could be lost fer ever" (Sunday
Herald 18.1:09).

Negetwe lrnpatts of Read Wldenmg

There are aspen trees suppemhgthe espen bracketfungus (Phellmus) adjacent to the access oad;
This’ fungus first drsce\eered in the UKin' Strathspey is: rilustreted inthe- Caitngorms LEAP, These
trees neuld bethreetehed (innludmg overtime) by thewidening of access toithe, prepesed
develdpment site. Such aspens may suppnrt etherslgnrfmantbmdwersrty interest.

Negatwe Impacts on Landscape
The propesals would impact negatively on'an attractive !andscape of hetura! woodland and lowland
agr Eulture 1and with fire views.

Bonfiicts with the airms of the Park

The proposals tonflict with the aims of the:CNP,

1*. alm;: The proposalswould Impar;t negatively anthe natural heritage and |andscape of the
prepesed development site and the wider area;

M, aim; The proposal would resultin the further loss of lowland agricultural land, which is.a. finite
resource tt ek issubjectto ml;reasmg pressur 8 h!ess sheuld he \elewed in the context: of
EuiTiUl ative reduction of farmiahd of this type in'Strathspey in recentyears and'in the fontesxt of
developments inthejpipeling.

4 aimAllowing the' prepesed development would reduce options for expanding Waste:
‘managementfamlitres inthis area as distussed:abave with implications for implications for natural
heritage as distussed above.

Conflicts with CNPA Palicies

'Fhlrny 3 Thrs develepmentweul d add tonoise: drsturhence within near bt WDod!end on: the AWI
:Peln:yi} Thrs 'pell’cy apphes in relation to Wildc st & bats (as discussed abave

F‘ehny 5: The prapased. development would |rnper:t hegetweiy on'biodiversity. including potentially
onaranget ef er elegrcelly importantsperies end sper:ies of hatr enal rohsarvation concem, (see
PDllEy B The prapasals would impact negatively on landscape

Policy: 258 The propasals conflict with this: policy.




Policy 33: The propasals do ot comply with this policy. Inadditionto the points made above;we
note that landstape and hiodiversity underpin eco-taurism;

Yours sincerely

Gus Jones
LConvener




