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38 Callart Road, 
     Aviemore 
 
10 January 2015 

 
 
Dear Mr McCracken, 
 
Re Planning Applications: 14/03676/S42 and 14/03675/S42 
 
I wish to record my objection to both of these applications. 
 
These applications are seeking to vary the Reporter’s decisions and conditions. The Reporter has 
presented reasoned and careful conditions, which are clear and not ambiguous as alleged by the 
applicants.  
 
Re Variations to Conditions 1 and 12 - Timing 
The applicant informs/accepts the Reporter has stated there may be a plot-by-plot approach. 
The applicant states that their variation “changes very little”.   They accept they are essentially 
needlessly wishing to change this variation except to make what is clear in the Reporter’s decisions 
clearer 
 
Because the Reporter’s decisions are clear, and this accepted by the applicant, then there is 
absolutely no need to make a variation.   To change the Reporter’s Condition is likely to lead to a 
fragmented approach to construction. 
 
Re. Variation to Condition 11 – Phasing 
The applicant states it is “not impossible (to build in a north to south direction) this ….would raise 
issues ...” 
 
Planning permission is about pfrotecting an area and for a community, in terms of disturbance, 
health and safety.  It is not about easing the burden for developers. 
 
By making it a condition for the developer to build in a north to south direction the Reporter 
sought to protect the community, and community use of this last wooded land in the north-east of 
Aviemore.   By laying all the infrastructure into the whole site first of all the Reporter is ensuring 
there will not be constant construction as a plot-by-plot approach is undertaken.   
 
Building in a north to south direction will minimise the issues raised by the applicant.  An orderly 
approach like this will mean that the residents of completed Phase1 will experience limited 
disturbance, and so on for Phase 2 and 3 as each phase is completed, moving southward.  As 
residents on already completed phases pass through they will be using previously completed public 
roads 
 
Therefore, health and safety issues for the general public are kept to an absolute minimum by 
following the Reporter’s Condition.  He has obviously thought through the implications of direction 
very carefully. 
 



To alter the order of the phasing, as suggested by the letter from Messrs Halliday, ie. in another 
direction, will result in  a prolongation of disturbance, disruption and safety issues for many more 
people. 
 
Health and Safety issues abound if the direction of build is changed. 
This area has many paths used by the general public.   A survey of people using this area for 
walking some-time ago showed that the number of people using this area amounted into hundreds.   
One important path borders the Spey Valley Golf Course, and proceeds northwards to the junction 
with a path going across the woods from the junction of Corrour and Callart Road.  These paths 
then meet at the gateway leading onto the Spey Valley Golf Course, and here the public can cross 
to reach the Speyside Way, a very popular route for members of the public, and very much used by 
tourists. 
 
By following the Reporter’s decision the building of the northern-most properties will be completed 
first, and the development continuing  south of the path and the important gat- way.   Thus, by 
building Phase 1 first and then moving on any health and safety issues for the general public 
walking here will be removed. 
 
Any other approach is likely to increase and prolong health and safety issues regarding walkers in 
this area. 
 
The developer says they can build in a north /south direction in accordance with the Conditions 
placed on the application.   Therefore the Reporter’s decision should not be varied. 
 
Re Variation of calculation for provision of Affordable Housing 
 
 At the time of the Appeal the Reporter stated “the appeal papers include a figure (for affordable 
housing) apparently acceptable to both parties”.   The number of properties to be built has not 
altered since the time of the appeal in 2010.  Therefore, the method of calculation does not 
require to be altered; variation would be pointless.  Thus, the Reporter’s Condition should not be 
varied. 
 
These applications to vary the Reporter’s Conditions should be rejected  -  notwithstanding the 
fact that that we are dealing with applications almost 2 years past the 3 year limit as specified in 
theTown and Country Act (Scotland) 1997 and as revised, and are therefore beyond the limits for 
consideration. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
John Nethercott 
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