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KATHERINE
CARINGTONSMITH

From:KATHERINE CARINGTONSMITH
Sent:23 Oct 2014 10:17:32 +0100
To:Planning

Subject:2013/011%/DET
Importance:Normat

2013/0119/DET Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways [Land At
Schoal Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge.

Dear Sirs,

2013/0118/DET Erection of 58 houses, assoclated roads &
footways [Land At School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy
Bridge

I write to reiterate my previous objections to the above planning
application (a copy of my previous objection email is attached balow),
as nothing has changed to improve the application and indeed, the
Scottish Government Reporters examining the new Local Davelopment
Plan recommended in September2014 that the School Road site (ie
between Dirdhu Court and the primary school) should be completely
removed from that plan, and also thatthat part of School Wood should
be removed from the Nethy Bridge settiementboundary — meaning that
in effect it would then be protected from any development.

The present application is contrary to the adopted Local Plan, being for
58 houses rather than 40, and straying outwith the area allocated within
that plan. As such it represents a density of housing which is not seen
elsewhere in the village and is completely out of character in the getting
of Nethy Bridge and its character as the 'Forest Village'.

The proposed development would impact on the landscape and
woodiand setting of the Forest Village at two important entrances to the
village andboth previous and present Reporters have informed the
CNPA that Nethy Bridge does not need the large number of houses
allocated in the CNPA LocalPian, indeed, these would most likely be
sold into the holiday home market thereby increasing the strain on local
amenities (roads, sewerage, water supply) to a greater extent than If
they were lived in year round (holiday properties typically are set up to
accommodatie twice the number of occupants than would normally be



living in a property). No local people will be able to afford even the so-
called affordable housing (if there is to be any) on the site and Nethy
Bridge is already overstocked with "second” (hollday) homes.

School Wood is an important amenity enjoyed by many locals and
visitors and the proposed development would cause safety issues for
pedestrians and cyclists, including children going to school and also
increase the risks from traffic accidents for wildlife.

School Wood is important for wildlife and is home to some of Scotiand’s
nationally and even internationally important species. These include red
squirrel, otter, wildfiowers such as orchids and wintergreens, rare
woodland fungi and one of Scotland’s and Europe’s rarest mosses
(Green Shield Moss).

School Wood is listed in the Ancient Woodland Inventory as Long
Established semi-natural origin. Section 184 (Policy Principles})

of Scottish Planning Policy (June 2014) states that the planning
system should “protect and enhance ancient semi-natural woodland
as an Important and irreplaceable resource, together with other
natlve or long-established woods ... ” That policy applies to all of
Scotland but should clearly be most strictly enforced within national
parks. :

it has come to my attention that the previous Scottish Govemment
Reporters (in 2009) recommended that there should be a moratorium
extending for the lifetime of the local plan on all housing and
economic developments in Nethy Bridge. Had that recommendation
(that at that time was not mandatory) been followed, then the present
application would not now exist.

For all the reasons given here and in my previous submissions | object
to any part of this development, parficularly as the proposals stand, and
urge you to reject the application in its entirety.

Yours sincerely,

Katherine Carington Smith
30 Lynstock Crescent
Nethy Bridge

PH25 3DX

Previous email from 15th May 2014



Katherine Carington Snrifh

30 Lynstock Crescent
Nethy Bridge
PHZ5 3DX
15 May 2014
Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET
Dear Sir / Madam,
With regand to the above development.

School Road - the proposed density of housing on this site iscomplctelyuutofchuacherwiﬂltbevﬂlage of
Nethy Bridge and represents an unacoeptable increase in the number of Pproperties originally envisaged for
the gite,

'Iheclearmllingoftlecentreofﬂﬂssitewﬂlbeseﬁuuslydenimnmtospeciasknowntouseﬂxe
MM,SMWMMEWMmemmaMMIWMﬂW
are the very species which will be disrapted by this development, All the objections pointed out in my
Previous communication are still relevent and must be taken into account.

Thesheernumberofpmperﬁenobebuiltinthisplanwﬂlalsobemtmnelydcuimenmltothschamcterof
thevillngeasﬂ:eymdmostguamnteedmbelatgelysoldasholidayhoum.Thusﬂievillagewiﬂbecome
completsly swamped by holidaymakers through much of the year. Whereas a two bedroom home wouid be
eapectedtoeontainuptothreemupmts,ahoﬁdayhomofthesmnesiaewiﬂtypicuﬂymmmodne

The strain on the current infrastructure of this massive increase in population will show in water shortages,
more&mumthantheexisﬁngsysmcmhmdlemdseﬁously inmeasedtmfﬁconthemadleudingtoﬂm
sdmnlasweﬂasoﬂnerrmdshﬂmviﬂage,wiﬂmmulﬁngﬁkelihmdoﬁnuwsedﬁskofacdd13,
particularly in relation to children travelling to school,

Craigmore Road — the proposed clenrﬁe]lingofﬂiesiteisinappropﬁateandwiﬂdismptﬂwwﬂdlifeofthe
ares. ThewildlifeinthisureaisasnbmforSchoolRoad.

Thmuubemduubtﬂmthemperﬁesbhebuiltn shown in the proposal will increase traffic and strain
on amenities as outlined above re School Road,

As at School Road, the majority of these properties will end up being holiday houses. The increased
uumbe:ofpeopleusingaholidathse also bringsanimreaseinvehicularuse, often more than two cars
per property. The roads around the village are not designed for this sort of vohume of traffic,

In general -
Of course, al! the roads in the village could be upgraded, menning the destruction of meny trees and
probably demolition of existing properties, but that would entirely destroy the character of Nethy Bridge.

1 contend that is exactly what a development on the scale proposed will do to the village,

! cannot stress my objection to the curent proposals strongly enough. For all the reasons listed above 1
believethepmposa!incomple!clyunneceptableinilscumfonnandwilldmynoton]ythzwﬂdlifeof
thcamabmalsnfheqnalityofﬁfeoftheuisﬁngpopnlaﬁm

Nowhcreinthcvillageisthmadevelopmentofthis sizeordmsity.Theproposalispotmﬁaﬁyextremely
destructive to the village as a whole.



Katherine Carington Smith



From

Sent:23 Oct 2014 16:03:05 +0100

To:Planning

Subject:0UR OBJECTIONS ARE SUSTAINED - Ref 2013/0119/DET

Dear Sirs

Erection of 58 houses, associated roads and foot ways
Land at School Road and Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge

Jolm Clube and I wish to make it ¢lear that our objections to the shove development are susiained.
haddiﬁonwmeuﬁgimlotjwﬁom,meSCMGwmmtRepnrmmnMgthemeoeﬂ
Development Plan recommended that the School Road site should be completely removed from that plan
and from the Nethy Bridge settiement boundary. It seems unreasonable to eecept this spplication at the last
mirute, against the new plan, rathertlmnndopﬁnglhcnchocalDwelopmmleNOW.

Kind regards

Joln and Mary Clube

Sent from my iPad



From:ohn Clube

Sent:28 May 2014 13:34:19 +0100

To:Planning

Subject:Application 2013/0119/DET, 58 houses at School Road/Cralgmore Road, Nethy Bridge

Dear Sirs
Ohjection

Application 2013/0119/DET, 58 houses at School Road/Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge

We wish to object to the planning application and the content of the additional documents referred to in your letter
of 15 May 2014.

The number and layout of the houses would impair the character of the village, which is made up of seattered
housing with trees. There is a balance to be struck between housing and the attractiveness of the whole area. The
area relies heavily on tourism, and if it becomes less attractive there will be less business in it. As therc will not be
58 extra jobs in the area, many of these will presumably be holiday homes.

The access road is narrow, and may give rise to concerns about the safety of the primary school children who go to
school along it daily. If parents have to drive their children to school there will be a disproportionate increase in
traffic, quite apart from destroying the village institution of walking the children to school.

Yours faithfully

John and Mary Clube
23 Dindhu Court, Nethy Bridge



Craigmore House

Nethy bridge
PH25 3ED
12" May 2014
CNPA
Planning Office

Albert Memorial Hall

Station Square

Ballater

AB35 5QB

Planning Application reference 2013/0119/DET
Dear sir/madam

Thank you for your letter 1™ May 2014 advising us of the submission of
additional documentation concerning the above referenced planning
application.

Despite this additional information we still wish to register our objection and
request the application be turned down.

Clearly although the proposed units on the Craigmore Road would be less
visible from the road further incursion into the woodland will obviously cause
much more ground disturbance and the area is outwith the Local Plan.

The developers wish to pursue an application for 58 units in total over the 2
areas continues to assume that the Local Plan is not to be taken seriously. The
proposal is for an Increase of approximately 45% over that agreed in the Local
plan. The construction of the proposed number of units on School Road would
appear to create a very cramped development and over populate the site. | am
not aware of any assessment being undertaken to justify the need for housing.

There is still no intention to supply self build plots which was the basis on
which the original application was being suggested.

The Forestry Report dated 17/05/13 correctly identifies the whole site as being
designated Ancient Woodland whereas the CNPA Landscape adviser refers to



the land as pine plantation. That is not correct and the proposed development
would impact on the site and would appear contrary to CNPA policy.

Comments in our earlier letter dated 9™ May 2013 are still relevant and we
would wish them to be taken into account without the need to reiterate them
here. However, we would say again that this application seems to be based
now on an economic stance hence the need to ride roughshod over the 40
units originally suggested. Please do not allow developers to make handsome
profit by altering the character of the” Forest Village” with inappropriate
construction.

There is much legislation to hand to allow the application to be rejected.

Finally, despite your letter dated 1** May inviting comment by 15™ May your
website suggests the period to submit comment is now closed and in your last
paragraph on page 1 your planning reference number relates to a site at
Tomintoul. A typographical error no doubt but planning and the long term
effects are to my mind highly serious issues requiring a high level of care.

Yours sincerely,

Robert & Linda Greenwood.



Firwood
Nethybridge
Inverness-shire
PH25 3DE

Simon Harrison,
Flanning Office
Albert Memorial Hall
Station Square
Ballater

AB3550B

12/05/2014
Dear Mr Harrison,

Proposal: ERECTION OF 58 HOUSES, ASSOCIATED ROADS & FOOTWAYS LAND AT
SCHOOL ROAD AND CRAIGMORE ROAD, NETHYBRIDGE

Planning application: 2013/0119/DET

Thank you for your letter of 1 May 2014, I write in reference to the planning application
above, particularly with regard to the submission of additional documents.

I give my reasons for continuing to object to this application below and request that the Park
Authority turns it down.

Document - CNFA LANDSCAPE RESPONSE by Francis Thin Landscape Advisor
Ifind it hard to understand the purpose of this document as it appears to me to be a list of
objectives that the developer would have t0 meet as the project progresses rather than
providing reasons why the application should be rejected.

Landscape

“The sites are within pine plantation woodland on the north side of Nethybridge”. This
statement needs documentary evidence that this is plantation woodiand, the inference being
that pine plantation has a lesser value than “natural” woodland. The native species element
of this woodland has been categorised as an “Ancient woodland site supporting woodland
of plantation character” (SNH 2002) and to visit the site it is very obvious that even though
large areas of the Scots pine woodland is of similar age, little of it has the characteristics of a
“commercial” plantation woodland. There isno ploughing in the native woodland stands,
trees are not in rows and few have the characteristic even spacing of a woodland planted for
commercial forestry. The mix of native trees also indicates a woodland of natural origins, It
is known that fellings in the original woodland took place during the Second World War but
there are Soots pines, birches and willows currently on the proposed development site that
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all pre-date that period. It would appear that some planting took place in the 1960s, but 1
would suggest that this was planting of areas that hadn’t regenerated naturally between the
1940s and 1960s with seed from the older trees that survived the earlier fellings. This would
account for the irregular distribution of the Scots pines that are of a similar age. With little
intensive management to date, this woodland has all the characteristics of a naturally
thinning native wooedland.

Landscape Priorities & Opportunities for Nethybridge section:

Please could the CNPA Plarners read through this section and match up a “very compact
(development) with small houses”, “viewing spots”, “forest village in its landscape context”,
“narrow, framed or glimpsed views” with the destruction of the woodland to create these
sound-bite aims. Ditto for entries under Potential impacis on interesis, including evidence of
Empacts:

Appraisal of impacts:

1 would suggest the woodland management proposed in the AA (Arboricultural
Assessment) would have the totally oppaosite effect to that promoted by Frances Thin. The
loss of two areas of 2 ha and 1.7 ha, plus the mass intervention in the surrounding buffer
zones of 10m plus 10m will have a devastating effect converting a naturally thinning mixed
species woodland to one of almost parkland quality. The acceptance alone of the removal of
“poorer quality, dead, diseased and dangerous stems” shows a complete lack of
understanding of the importance of this woodland as it exists at the moment. The rest of
this section reads more like a design brief for the developer than an appraisal of the impacts
of the development, Another suggestion that again shows a complete lack of understanding
of the importance of this woodland is the suggestion of the introduction of an invasive
species like ivy as a screening species, a plant species which is quite rare in a
pine/broadleaved woodland like School Wood.

Concluding Adwice:

Why not be hanest in this section and admit that this is the wrong development in the
wrong place rather than try and gloss over with suggestions of “sensitive management” and
the challenge of “The compact and dense nature of the proposed development” and
“contributes positively to a sense of place” as written. The sensitive management should be
aimed at maintaining this woodland area as an amenity area for the residents of this part of
Nethybridge and to the wildlife it supports.

Document - Arboricultural Report listed under Arboricultural Assessment

2.2 Character

As mentioned eatlier in this letter, I have to take issue with the assumption that “the bulk of
the woodland is planted rather than natural”, That it “was established around 50 years ago”
might be partly correct, but as detailed earlier the native species woodland has all the
characteristics of having originated mainly by natural means. The reference to 50 years ago
probably refers to some infill planting that took place by the estate to add to the trees that
had regenerated naturally between the 1940s and the 1960s. 1 can but suggest that it is “very
convenient” to say the woodland was planted when linking the reason the report was
written to the woodland destruction planned by the planning application. If this area was a

2
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typical ploughed and planted commerclal woodland I doubt there would have been the
level of objections to the planning proposal. See also my earlier comments about the natural
qualities of the woodland. I also recommend that you look at the photos accompanying the
Compartment assessments to see that the woodland has all the qualities of a self-thinning
mainly naturally regenerated woodland.

Comments on the individual “Compartment comments and recommendations”.

Can 1 say from the outset that the whole of the report appears to have been written from a
commercial forestry perspective including many terms and suggestions that T thought had
disappeared from commercial forestry practices.

3.1 Compartment A
This compartment deals with the woodland affected by the “the compact and dense” School
Road housing proposals.

¢ Condition is given as Fair-Poor, but Fair-Poor for what? As woodland habitat I
would suggest the Condition should be given as Good to Excellent.

* Life Expectancy (Yrs) is given as 20-40 years, T'have to assume that this again is a
commercial foresters assessment with clear-fell and replant between 80 and 100
years. Left alone this woodland has a life expectancy of hundreds of years, in
keeping with its Ancient Woodland status.

* Recommendations. This section contains the most damaging proposals from tree
removal to conversion of the semi-natural woodland to an almost parkland
woodland by heavily restructuring the 30m “buffer” zone. One of the most valuable
components within a semi-natural woodland is the accumulation, over time, of the
deadwood element and yet in all 3 areas of the buffer these are the frees targeted for
removal. One of the real benefits of this woodland being “overdue (2) thinning” is
that the woodland has not been systematically “racked” (trees removed, in lines,
about every 20m across the wood to facilitate tree harvesting machinery) with the
resulting damage to the ground by the felling and extraction machinery. However,
without protection or designation this woodland could be managed like this in the
future,

3.3 Compartment C
This compartment deals with the woodland affected by the Craigmore Road housing
proposals,

¢ lam assuming that the Comments and Recommendations proposed here also covers
the management of those sections of Compartments D, E and F lying within the
boumdary of Compartment C.

* Recommendations. My comments as for Compartment 3.1 but with additional
proposals to remove the “Rare” goat willows and aspens. The Age Class OM has
been given for the goat willow (assuming Over Mature) a convenient designation
when recommending clear felling of the site. Mature aspens and goat willows add
hugely to the biodiversity richness of this woodland and this value, particularly for
the willows can’t easily be replaced by planting a few new trees in the buffer strips.
Apgain, removal of dead trees is specified.

¢ This mixed species woodland has all the attributes of an ancient woodland, the goat
willows being the “gems” and the mosaic of old birches, aspens and younger Scots
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pines creating a woodland worthy of nature reserve status. It would be a criminal
act of the highest order for the bulk of this woodland to be removed and similar
trees removed within the “buffer” zones to install a modern housing estate.

Compartments D, E and F.
T'm confused as to how these three compartments link with Compartment C. Compartment

D has its own outline map and within this area are some of the ancient trees as well as many
trees which have obviously grown naturally, many older than the suggested planting date
for the woodland as a whole. Under 3.4 Compartment D, there is no mention of clear
felling, but two-thirds of this Compartment is within Compartment C, the clear fell area.
The goat willows in Compartment D, are classed again as “over mature specimens” and
“some in a state of collapse”. This is how many goat willows grow, but despite the
collapsed state of some, all are still alive and continue to provide a rare mix of habitats from
root-plates, dead branches and new young shoots. These trees typically provide the habitat
tequirements for two of the CNPA Nature Action species — the Scarlet Splash fungus (Cytidia
salicing) and the Green Shield-moss (Buxbaumia viridis), and if this area of woodland is lost to
housing the Park might as well tear up its Cairngorm Nature Action Plan as a meaningless
document.

To add a little weight to my suggestion that the ancient willows or birches for that matter
might provide habitat for the green shield-moss, I have recenily found two small
populations of this moss in adjacent Norway spruce woodland (NJ0114 2087 & NJ0119 2081
- 8t May 2014).

Why also is there a suggestion for “planting goat/eared willow and alder in place of birch”?
All of the birch in this woodland has to be of natural origin comprising young to ancient
trees, a very veluable component of the woodland overall, a rare mix in other surrounding
pine dominated wocdlands. ¥'m not sure that alder is a natural component of this section of
the woodland currently.

General Comments

Throughout this report there are many management suggestions that are very damaging to
this natural/native woodland stand, all based I would suggest on trying to portray the
woodland as being in only a “fair to poor” state. My comments earlier refute this
assumption. Perhaps the one repeated suggestion of removing suppressed, broken, dead
and diseased trees sums up the very commercial forestry view of the value of this area of
mainly natural woodland (excluding small areas of exotic tree species). The deadwood
element in this woodland is a very valuable component highlighted by the recent find of two
green shield-moss populations. A short extract below from a Forestry Commission booklet
highlights the value of deadwood and dispels the myth that dead and “diseased” trees are a
threat to the woodland:-

Dead wood and old trees

Try to resist the urge to ‘tidy up’ the wood; dead wood and dying trees are very useful as homes for a
large range of wildlife like bats, fungi, lichens and mosses. Around a third of woodiand bird species
nest in holes in trees, insects such as the rare violet click beetle are found in hollow trees, and birds
such as woodpeckers feed by seeking out insects under bark. Dead wood is not a threat to the health of
the remaining trees. FC Booklet “So you own a woodland - 2009.
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mdlm Readlng the lasl: sentmce from the extract above shows how mmeraally
minded this report is, suggesting as it does outdated management practices when, under 7.0
Windthrow Assessment the report author writes: “It is standard silvicultural practice to
remove the damaged trees as they can act as a foothold for pests and pathogens that may
spread to the remaining healthy stand”.

The CNPA Planners have a huge decision to make regarding this woodland. My letter of
objection in May 2013 highlighted many problems linked to the surveys carried out in this
woodland, and these have not been addressed prior to this new application being made.

The discovery of Buxbaumtia viridis within the wider woodland adds to the value of the
woods in natural history terms and again indicates a woodland of native origins and natural
character. A visit to the woodland shows this is not a plantation but a wood that has grown
mostly from natural seed sources with specimens of mast of the native trees showing
woodland occupying the site for well over a hundred years. The amenity and natural
history value of the woodland is immense and is of nature reserve quality and should be
retained as woodland to benefit the local community and adjacent school. It would be a
criminal act to damage and destroy the ancient trees threatened by housing in Compartment
C and the threat of converting this area of woodland into a housing estate should be
removed for ever. The CNPA should work with SNH, the Scottish Government and the
local community to ensure this woodland is retained for the benefit of people and wildlife
and should reject this planning application in its entirety.

Yours sincerely

Stewart Taylor MBE

Copy to: Fergus Ewing MSP
Danny Alexander MP
Nethybridge Community Council
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Appendix
Photo evidence to support Ancient Woodland status

Orange ladybird on old goat willow Green shield-moss (Buxbaumia viridis)
Until recently an ancient woodland indicator Two populations found School Wood May 2014
Not found on invertebrate survey, photo May 2014

Ancient aspens Ancient Goat Willows and birches

Stewart Taylor
12 May 2014
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Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET

Application Summary

Application Number: 2013/0119/DET

Address: Land At School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways
Case Officer: Fiona Murphy

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Ray Cranfield
Address: Monadh Ruadh Dirdhu Gourt, Nethy Bridge, Highland PH25 3EG

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:The increase, by 40%, of the number of houses, the increased building density and
proposed "clear felling” of the building sites means this application is even less acceptable than
any of the previous ones.

This development would be totally out of character with the rest of the village and should be
rejected.

Ray & Barbara Cranfield
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Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET

Application Summary

Application Number; 2013/0118/DET

Address: Land At School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Proposal. Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways
Case Officer: Fiona Murphy

Customer Details
Name: Mr Ray Cranfield
Address: Monadh Ruadh Dirdhu Court Nethy Bridge

Comment Detalls

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment: We remain very strongly opposed to this planning application, for all the reasons given
In our earlier submissions, and responses to the previous planning applications relating to School
Wood over the past 10 years.

These include:

1) "clear feliing" of the trees.

2) Loss of habitat for protected species that include: Red Squirrels, Pine Martens and Owls. See
www.monadh.uk

3) High density of housing is out of keeping with the rest of the village.
4) Safety of children having to cross the proposed new road to access school.

In addition we also support the numerous other reasons, submitted by individuals and
organisations, on why this application should be rejected.

We note that following the Examination of the proposed Caimgorms National Park Local
Development Plan by the Department of Planning and Environmental Appeals that the Reporter's
recommendation was that the proposed School Woed site should be removed from the Plan.

We trust that the Reporters recommendations for Schoo! Wood will be accepted, and that this
application will be rejected.

Ray and Barbara Cranfield
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From: Ray Cranfleld

To: EEianning

Subjects Re: Planning appilcation Ref. 13/01280/FUL
Date: 04 May 2013 14:19:17

Re: Planning application Ref. 13/01280/FUL

We accept the need for Jow cost housing in the area , but object to this application on the
following:

1} The number of properties proposed is excessive, and would be out of keeping with
other developments in the village.

2) There appears to be nothing that will stop these properties being sold as cheap "Hollday
Homes” and hence defeating the object of providing affordable housing for local owner
occupation.

Ray & Barbara Cranfield

Monadh Ruadh
Dirdhu Court
Nethy Bridge

- The conierte of this e-mail and any attachments Heve been acanned for virg 71
;uelng VITRR , are confidentlal and may be legally privileged. If you ere not 0°e
“intsnded rec’plent any use, disclosurs, copying of forwarding of thia e-riaft r
1andfor Ha contants is unauthorised. “
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Delirdre Straw

N N ]
From: Derak Young
Sent: 20 Octaber 2014 10:42
To: Planning
Subject: Application Number: 2013/0118/0ET
Categories. Contributions

Please note that my original objection to this planning application is sustained since the
cause of my abjection has not been removed,

Thank you.

Derek Young

This email is free from viruses and malware because avastl Antivirus protection is active.
http://ww.avast.com
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From:Margaret Smith

Sent:5 May 2014 14:09:07 +0100

To:Planning

Subject:FW: Erection of 58 houses, asscciated roads & footways | Land At School Road And Craigmore
Road, Nethy Bridge

See below

Margaret Smith
PA 10 Grant Moir, Chief Executive and Duncon Bryden, Convener

Cairngorms Nationaf Pari Authority
14 The Square

Grantown-on-Spey

PH26 3HG

Tel: 01479 873535

Tel: 01479 870502 (direct dial)

www.calmgorms.co.uk

Get the latest news - sign up for the e-bulletin and read our blogs

1 |
Il 1 may

BERTM COMIFUT MalL |

From: David Dean [N |

Sent: 03 May 2014 12:30

To: Mall Manager

Subject: Erection of 58 houses, associated roads 8 footways | Land At School Road And Craigmore

Road, Nethy Bridge
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from David Dean
Badanfhuarain Nethy Bridge PH25 3ED

3rd May, 2014

Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways | Land At School Road
And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge

Dear Sirs.

| have two conflicting messages from you. One is that comments on this
development are being welcomed up fo and including 15th May, 2014. The other is that
consultation is now closed. Given that the latest contribution to the process:-

CNPA Application Ref, No. 2013/0119/DET

Nethy Bridge School Wood

INTERNAL SPECIALIST RESPONSE

intemal Specialist (Name & Job Titls):Frances Thin Landscape adviser 1/5/2014

was not avallable until 1st May, 2014 | imagine | am correct in making comment to
CNPA at this juncture.

| live a short woodland stretch away from the proposed Craigmore Road development
and have watched carefully the development proposals for both School Wood and
Craigmore Road over much of the 40 years we have had Badanfhuarain as our home.
While not strictly pertinent to the Frances Thin Report the question has again to be
asked regarding the requested Increass from 40 houses to 58 on the two sites. It was
40 houses which received the original permission. Under the stewardship of CNPA with
its more wide ranging opportunities and obligations to the nation, it is surely permitted to
ask how such an increase can be contemplated.

With regard to the mostly excsllent analysis by Frances Thin may | strongly reinforce
the environmental points she makes with regard to the density of the School Wood
application. This level of density almost certainty has been arrived at as a result of
financial consideration by the applicant rather than the quality of life to be experienced
by the eventual residents.

This proposal is for an urban development within a most distinctive Nethy Bridge forest
village setting and therefore both out of context and inappropriate. Arguably a similarly
incongruous decision was made in earlier years by the layout permission and fencing
arrangements for the housing scheme at Balnagowan Brae, Nethy Bridge. This
development can, even in the next 50 years, hardly mature enough to make anything
but a notable urban contribution to the rural nature of the village. So, | fear will it be with
the School Wood proposal.

21



What Frances Thin's brief seems almost to have been is to work to a decision already
made in favour of the applicant and then find ways of lessening its adverse impact on
the village. If, in so many words, this is the case she has done a good job but a
responsible CNPA will have the courage fo ensure the applicant constructs fewer
houses on a footprint which enhances, not constrains the human condition. Already the
UK has probably the smallest square footage per room record in current European
building standards. I is time we ceased to celebrate this distinction.

Pertinent other points | would ask CNPA to consider are:-

1. Within the sites there are venerable, native goat willow trees aged 150 years and
more and other species which in the original papers suggested that CNPA would
require to be protected. This now seems to be of secondary interest. Root ball planting
at the roadside is no substitute for the loss of such giants.

2. The Cacchan Fuaran burn flows also through our ground as well as being
immediately adjacent to the Craigmore Road site. Ofter regularly circuit from the River
Spey via the Allt Mor burn, retumning down the Coachan Fuaran leaving their prints in
the snow at our fence or even managing on occasion to enter and carry away one or
more of our ducks. Otter presence is therefore, for us, not in question. We ara though
glad they have replaced the mink population of former years. Quite what the impact of
the likely increased human and dog population from 58 houses in the already quite well
used and popular woodland tracks on the ground of both these sites and adjacent
woodland can only be imagined. The resultant disturbance to the ofter is inevitable.

3. When, in 2011, we were granted permission for what has bacome the CNPA Design
Award winning Woodman's Hut, in woodland adjacent to the Craigmore Road site that
permission was given only on the understanding that we ask our guests there to draw
the curtains whenever the hut lamp is lit. This provision seemed to us at the time rather
pemickety but we have been happy to comply as the sound, if not often the sight, of
capercalille are reported regularly by our more experienced bird intarested visitors.
Glven the current consideration belng given in most quarters to the capercallle this has
to be a consideration in CNPA decision making.

4, To Imagine that contractor's perimeter fencing especially In the case of the proposed
cramped development at School Wood is likely not to be breached wherever it is
convenient to householders is fanciful. Ample evidence of this understandable practice
is available in this and probably most such settlements fortunate to have such pristine
and snviable walking immediately to hand.

5. Then there is dumping of rubbish. Again, in this village we have an area of rubbish
strewn woodland adjacent to housing which is so dense with hazardous material that in
a recent tree thinning exercise by the landowner the contractors refused to take their
chainsaws and other machinery into that part of the wood. The resul is that the trees
are now so over shadowing the gardens that current residents have for years been
campaigning to have them removed. Stalemate.
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I much hope that any proven need there is for affordable housing made available to
primarily local people can be achieved. The nature of quite busy, rural setlement in
Nethy Bridgs in the last 100 years and more has favoured self build plots of land which
have then, for better and worse, taken on the character of their owners. Responsible
guidelines and sympathetic enforcement practice could though revive this way forward,
making it more sound and, | Imagine, have been very well recelved by the public CNPA
is attempting to serve. Currently this seems not to be one of the options. Why not?

Finally, [ regret | did not make a submission at the last consultation call. | was
hospitalised, out of action and for much of the year unable to play a part In a process
over which, like others, | feal very strongly. If [ have strayed into areas here which
strictly are now not open for discussion | apologise. Others though | ask CNPA to
consider.

Yours sincerely

David Dean
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David
Dean

Sent:21 Oct 2014 08:52:37 +0100

To:Planning

Ce:Valery Dean

Subject:2013/0119/DET Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways. Land At
School Road and Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge.

2013/0119/DET Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways.
Land At School Road and Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge.

Dear Sir,

I would like to object formally to the above planning application.

Having previously written with regard to developments in School Wood and
having witnessed and read the most recent history of what have been long and
protracted proceedings | would like to say that my earier objections still stand.

Significantly, this particular application is for 58 houses rather than for 40 as in
the Adopted Local Plan and also strays beyond the existing development
boundaries. Add fo this the fact that Government Reporters previously
recommended in 2008 that there should be a moratorium on all housing and
economic developments in Nethy Bridge for the lifetime of the local plan, based
on need for houses.

In addition, they have in September 2014 recommended that in the forthcoming
Local Development Plan which is understood to be due for adoption early in
2015, the section between Dirdhu Court and the Primary Schoo! should be
removed from development, thus protecting the forest environment, the local
landscape and the safety of children. There would seem therefore to be very
strong material considerations for refusal of this application with reference to the
New Local Plan.

| made clear in my earlier submission that there may well be a case for a limited
number of self build plots belng made available to local families where one or
both partners are eager to continue working in the area, seeing their children
grow up in this special environment and to support the local economy. Further to
that | would suggest that such provision were it to be made would attract
considerabie local support as it is in line with the traditional development of Nethy
Bridge where an element of self sufficiency is in our culture. With some financial
incentive it should be possible for the authorities to give guidance and be in a
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position to require compliance on the matter of design and use of such plots.
They are not for second home or self catering accommodation. They are for
local working people who could be very enthused by being given the opportunity
fo create their own small spaces as did their forbears.

The proposals as they stand are wearisome in their persistence to seek to
suburbanise this traditional forest village which already has accommodated
significant deveopment, some of it, as in the case of Birchfield Court, quite
excellent and others quite poor in their concept of good design and scheme
layout.

If indeed there is a proven need for this provision in the village, as | suspect there
may be, then the Craigmore Road site might accommodate say five such units,
each with an appropriate piece of garden ground to allow for the said element of
sustainable living.

To go any further than this in an area of ancient woodland which in its large,
pictorial display on the village notice board the CNPA heralds proudiy that Nethy
Bridge is surrounded by precious ancient woodland, intimating its value to the
National Park and to the village would lay the CNPA open to a charge of double
speak and disingenuous operating.

Notwithstanding my comment in the above three paragraphs | would like to
emphasise that the National Park has a special and undeniable responsibility to
protect all ancient woodlands that lie within its boundaries, for reasons set out in
Section 194 (Policy Principles) of Scottish Planning Policy (June 2014). These
principles apply throughout Scotland and must therefore be carried out to the
letter within Scottish National Parks where visitors to the area will expect to
snhcounter unique habitats as well as recognisable human/cultural landscapes. In
law then it would seem there is no case open to CNPA for allowing housing
development on either the School Road or the Craigmore road sites.

If allowed to go ahead, this housing development would impact very significantly
on the cultural landscape of Nethy Bridge for ever. With closely built homes and
the inevitable clear felling required, it would alter completely the traditional
character of the Forest Village at two of its entrances, remove an important
amenity enjoyed by many, locals and visitors alike, and compromise the survival
of a unique wildlife habitat with nationally and some intemationally important
species within its boundaries.

Al of this would run counter to the guiding principles of the Cairngorms National
Park.

Yours fathfully,
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David Dean
Badanfhuarain
Nethy Bridge
PH25 3ED
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Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET

Applicatlon Summary

Application Number: 2013/0119/DET

Address: Land At School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways
Case Officer: Fiona Murphy

Customer Details
Name: Mr Alan Drever
Address: Druim Diomhain Achnacloich Isle of Skye

Comment Detalls

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| wish to object to the planning application to erect 58 houses within School Wood,
Nerthybridge. | have had a long association with Badenoch and Strathspey, including professional
involvement in nature conservation. | am familiar with School Wood, and have been involved
specifically in native woodland restoration for 28 years.

Such a development would greatly damage this native woodland remnant, which is on the Anclent
Woodland Inventory. The fact that part of the site is a plantation on an ancient woodland site
(PAWS) does not reduce the value of this woodland, which embodies all the characteristics of a
long established native woodland site.

The development would also be considerably out of character with Nethybridge, which would be
immaediately adjacent to it.

It would also negate the current well established public access within School Wood with its
associated footpaths, for especially local people, and also visitors to the area.

The development would also be contrary to the Scottish Government's Scottish Planning Policy,
and also their Control of Woodland Removal Policy.

The development would also be contrary to policies within the Caimgorm National Park's

Woodland and Forest Framework, regarding both ancient and semi-natural woodlands and PAWS.

Yours sincerely
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Alan Drever MBE
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Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET

Application Summary

Application Number: 2013/0119/DET

Address: Land At School Road And Cralgmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways
Case Officer: Fiona Murphy

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr David Duncan
Address: Pineacre West Terrace Kingussie

Comment Detalls

Commanter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Ms Murphy

| am writing to object to this planning applicafion, proposing to build 58 houses on the land at
Nethybridge known as 'School Wood',

This land lies within an area which appears in the Ancient Woodland Inventory and consists of
Scots Pine, Birch, Juniper, Willow sp. and Aspsen and is of considerable environmental
importance. Species which will be affected by this proposal include:- crested tit, red squirrel, otter,
pine marten and the bee, Osmia unicata. | also understand that the rare and endangered Gresn
Shield Moss (Buxbaumia viridis) has been found within the proposed development site.

| hope you will take these factors into account and refuse this application.

D.W. Duncan
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FRANK
ANDERSON

From:FRANK ANDERSON

Sent:22 Oct 2014 20:56:56 +0100

To:Planning

Subject:School Wood Consultation

Importance:Normal

Dear Sir/Madam,

I'have previously objected to Planning Application Reference: 2013/01 19/DET Erection
of 58 houses, associated roads & footways/Land at School Road and Craigmore Road,
Nethybridge.

I'would like to confirm that my objection to this application is sustained,

[ read with interest that the Scottish Government Reporter examining the new Local
Development Plan recommended in September 2014 that the School Road site should be
removed from the New Local Development Plan.

[ totally agree.

I hope the CNPA follow the Reporters recommendations and see fit to refuse any
application for development in School Wood.

The threat of development in School Wood should be completely removed by removing
it from the New Local Plan,

Again I confirm my objection is sustained and hope the CNPA remove School Wood
from the New Local Plan as a site for development and also refuse any application
before the New Local Plan is adopted.

Thank you.

Frank Anderson
Tigh na Siris

14 Dirdhu Court
Nethybridge
PH25 3EG
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Gus
Jones

From:Gus Jones

Sent:13 May 2013 23:31:51 +0100
To:Planning;Mary Grier
Subject:School Wood Objection

Badenoch & Strathspey Conservation Group
Fiodhag, Nethybridge, Inverness-shire PH2S 3DJ

Te! [

Scottish Charity No. SC003846

Email info@bscg.org.uk

Dear Mary Grier

Ref 2013/0119/DET Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways on Land
Bounded By School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethybridge

I am writing to object to the application for 58 houses etc at Nethybridge.

BSCG wishes to address the CNPA committee at the meeting when this application is
discussed

BSCGOs reasons for objecting not listed in any order of priority include the following:

Standard of supporting information on natural heritage
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The maps provided by MBEC for their surveys etc do not correspond to the present
proposal footprint. This makes the locational information provided unreliable and on
occasions incorrect.

We have concerns about various aspects of the standard of the supporting information on
natural heritage. These inchude adequacy of survey undertaken and validity of
conclusions reached , in

the MBEC Ecology and Nature Conservation report.

Amongst these concerns are for example ones relating to squirrels:

MBECUls Squirrel surveys don(Tt follow the Mammal Society 2012 guidelines that

have been endorsed by SNH and IEEM (Gurnell and Lurz in Cressweil 2012) and this
document is not referred to. This 2012 guidance does not refer to survey of squirrel
dreys involving categories of squirrel dreys, e.g. 1-5 as nsed by MBEC,

Cone feeding surveys appropriate for conifer woodland outlined by Gumell and Lurz
Oinvolve walking a transect 1m wide and 25m long and removing cone remains every

few weeks to assess how much squirre] feeding has taken place ], This survey method is

considered [Imoderately goodL] for estimating squirre] densities, MBEC did not
undertake such transects or provide adequate information on search effort.

BSCQG has always found obvious squirrel feeding signs on visiting School Wood when
looking for such cones. MBEC found o squirrel eaten cones (3.6.7) CINo squirreled

cones (feeding remains) were seen on the woodland floor in the summer of 2011 within
either of the study areas. The pine trees did not have a high cone crop in 2011, but some

were presentl]. This may reflect inadequate search effort, although without information
on this, this is uncertain.

BSCG showed CNPA staff a map with over 100 dreys documented in early April 2009,
when on a site visit in May 2009, when CNPA staff saw numerous dreys and squirre]
feeding signs (BSCG letter to M Hawkins 8 May 2009).

32



BSCG has found otter spraints by the Caochan Fuaran since 2001 and so are surprised
that MBEC failed to find any signs. BSCG considers the claim of [lno effectl] on

otter if this development is built, lacks a credible evidence base. MBEC[1s example of
the unnamed burn in Aviemore is vague and too imprecise to establish if any meaningful
comparison is justifiable

Impacts on Scottish crossbill

Scottish Crossbill is an Annex 1 species and is the UKs only endemic species of bird.
BSCG agrees with the MBEC report that the proposal site could provide breeding habitat.
Tt can be concluded that the proposal would reduce potential breeding habitat as well as
foraging habitat.

i ing SBL species

BSCG is concerned that the proposals had considerable potential to have adverse
impacts on mycological interest including SBL fimgi. For years on or near the proposal
gite BSCG has recorded tooth fungi, e.g. Sarcodon (for example on Oct 7% 2011). Both
Sarcodon species are on the SBL. The MBEC survey did not record any tooth fungi on
the site or indicate that in some years fruiting bodies may not be produced, so that
reliance on searches for fruiting bodies can lead to the presence of a species in any one ¢
year can result in presence on a site being under recorded. Tooth fungi are known to be
vulinerable to soil changes caused by dog mess, which would predictably increase in the
wood away from the development footprint. The proposals would predictably have
adverse impacts on fungi both on the site where habitat would be directly lost and off the
site where habitats could become altered.

Tmpact on Vascular plants

We have recorded the woodland orchid creeping ladies tresses Goodyera repens, and
Pyrola minor and Lycopodium annotinum on and near the proposal site. BSCG note that

Amphlett 2010 makes special reference to such species [1The native plants, along with
many widespread species, include some that are nationally scarce, northern in distribution

or are declining. These include such specics a8 .. Goodyera repens (Creeping Lady's-
tresses), Lycopoditn annotinum (Interrupted Clubmoss), Pyrola minor (Common

Wintergreen) and Viola canina (Heath Dog-violet).1J
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MBEC do not refer to the Lycopodium annotinum 8m wide patch and possibly
misidentified this (reported in the local paper when found) as Polytrichum commune.

Coralroot orchid Coralorhyza trifida is highly vulnerable to trampling and changes in
hydrological regime. It has been recorded near the site since 2001, BSCG is concerned
that this Red listed Vulnerable and Nationally Scarce species mayeasily be lost due to the
added recreational pressure and potential hydrological changes that would result from the
proposals.

Impacts on Invertebrates

BSCG is concerned that the MBEC invertebrate survey has overiooked significant
invertebrate interest on this site. However, we note that it recorded some species of high
interest that would be vulnerable to habitat loss. These include the spider Clubiona
subsultans that is associated with native pinewood, and the hoverfly Chamaesyrphus
scaevoides, which is also associated with pine andhas a restricted distribution in Scotland.
BSCG has found Chamaesyrphus scaevoides within the footprint of the development
proposal.

The MBEC survey failed to record the Cousin German moth, a UK Priority species that
BSCG has documented within the current footprint of the development; and the Green
Hairstreak butterfly that BSCG noted on the proposal footprint in May 2009 on a site
visit with CNPA staff, The blacberry bumble bee Bombus monticola appears not to have
been tecorded by MBEC. BSCG has recorded this bee within the development footprint
visiting a range of foodplants, including blacberry, clover and birds foot trefoil.

Amongst spiders of note that have been recorded by BSCG on the proposal site and that
are typically associated with Caledonian pinewood habitat in Scotalnd, are Dipoena torva
the Gallows spider and the Small mesh weaver Dictyna pusilla.

The MBEC survey does not mention the rare mason bee Osmig uncinata (SBL) that is
long known from School Wood (as known to SNH) and is predictably vulnerable to
habitat change and loss both within the woodland and at the woodland edge.

School Wood is on the Ancient Woodland Inventory,

We sec no reference in the MBEC report to the 2008 review [ Impacts of nearby
development on the ecology of ancient woodland[] by Smithers et al,
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We note that this Woodland Trust publication in ifs summary states that [J Ancient
woodland dates back hundreds of years and supports more threatened specics than any

other habitat in the UKD and that C11t is & functionally irreplaceable resource for
biodiversity that is alsc an important part of our cultural heritage]. It notes that major
disturbances can be generated by for example [Jhousing development Cland [ leisure
and sport[].

We have drawn this 2008 review (that is supported by more recent work on extinction
debt for example) to the attention of the CNPA who will therefore be aware that

ClEcological impacts may not be immediately apparent following project completion and
may only be detected after substantial periods of time and that the combined impacts of
chemicals, disturbance, fragmentation and invasion by non-native plants are inadequately

covered in published literature [1, The CNPA will be aware of its advice regarding
Clavoiding new development close to ancient woodland or creation of new movement
barriers between woods[.

The reference to an invasive species in the MBEC report is a further example of this and
adds to other invasive species, associated with the adjoining Dirdhu Court development,
that BSCG pointed out on a site visit with some CNPA staff to School Wood in 2009,

Importance of Soils

We see no reference to BSCGs June 2001 report CINew observations on the Natural
Heritage Interest of School Wood. This contradicts MBEC s claim that they have
reviewed BSCG{)s past observations and comments.

This BSCG report provides authoritative information on soils based on a reconnaissance
undertaken in June 2001 by Alexander D Walker , former officer in charge of the

Grantwon office of the Macaulay Institute for Soil research [ now subsumed within the
Angus Hutton Institute] a pre-eminent expert on soils of Speyside. This report (p2)

noted that ()The Wood has an assemblage of soils (and plant communities to maich) that
are highly characteristic of eastern Caledonian pinewood.[] It explained that [(1These
provide compelling undeniable evidence of the ancient woodland status of the site(]. It
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further recognized that LA remarkable feature of the soils in this wood, given its
proximity to the village, is the occurrence of natural profiles over most of the area,

reflecting some 12000years of undisturbed natural development.[] From this it was able
to conclude [iThis finding is particularly important, because it provides strong field
evidence that this has been a woodland site since the last ice age.[]

Implications for Annex | Capercaillie

Authoritative information was provided in BSCGs 2001 report with respect to
capercaillie. On habitat quality this is contrary to the vague unsubstantiated reference to
Cgenerally suboptimal habitat [in the 2012 MBEC report.

On disturbance it was noted in the 2001 BSCG report (p11) for example I Disturbance
from peopleLl.and their dogs has adverse effects on capercaillie.[1 The report
recognised thet housing in School Wood would leadto [lincreased disturbance from

people , and their dogs and cats.T] The report wamed that [(JIncreased mumbers of dogs
in homes in School Wood would also increase the pressure for people to walk their dogs
in nearby Craigmore Wood so increasing disturbance in that wood too. [1 In this context
it added [1This was pointed out by the forest manager of Craigmore [ this was prior to
the acquisition of Craigmore by RSPR]

We disagree with MBEC s opinion that

UThe proposed development is not likely to increase disturbance significantly within the

whole of the wood[]. We consider itpredictable that 58 households and their pets will

have significant recreational disturbance and other impacts on the rest of School Wood.
Inaddition there will be displacement effects e.g. of dog walkers leading to additional
disturbance,

We consider that there are predictable knock on effects of increased recreational impacts
in both Craigmore and Abernethy SPAs which are nearby. We consider that Appropriate
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Assessment should be carried out by the CNPA as the competent authority, given the
potential adverse impacts ariging from recreational impacts, loss of habitat connectivity
end loss of habitat.

The adopted Partnership Plan states the park holds 80% of the UK capercaillie population
and recognizes that in the short term there are challenges facing this particular species., It
also identifies a significant challenge to bring designated European networks into
favourable condition and in this context mentions climate change impacts.

In a letter dated May 14 2001 addressed to former Nethybridge resident (who provided a
copy to BSCG) the recognized foremost UK authority on capercaillic made comment on
likely consequences for capercaillie of development proposed at land at School Road and
Craigmore Road Nethybridge then an outline planning application for 48 dwellings (ref
BS$/2001/10.).

This letter explains how habitat suitable for capercaillie in Scotland is heavily fragmented
mto areas of forest that are small relative to the birds[] ancient habitat and how O1t is
unlikely that capercaillie in any single block of woodland are able to sustain themselves

in the long term. It outlined how apparently separate groups of capercaillic in separate
woods are linked by movements among woodlands , soforming a potentially viable

system or [Imetapopulation[} and how this implies that the viability of the entire

Scottish metapopulation depends to some extent upon the integrity of each separate patch
of woodland. Referring to Article 3 (of 79/409/EEC) it further explained obligations

about habitat management [1in accordance with the ecological needs of habitats inside

and outside the protected zones[1, Through this there is a responsibility to maintain
areas outwith SPAs in favourable condition particularly applying to this site . The
authority considereing the location in a strip of woodland connecting Abernethy and

Craigmore commented that (it seemsd cbvious[] that development at this location
Olwill inhibit the birds natural movement between two important capercaillie woods.[]
Seeing it in turn as another nail in the coffin of the Scottish capercaillie metapopulation[]
and to be an application in relation to which [1SNH should have invoked the
precautionary principle[].
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It is recognised that the capercaillie Tetrao urogallus population has to increase, not
merely remain static, in order to achicve national goals.

The CNPA recognizes that ClStrathspey is the last refuge of the species containing ¢.75%
of the UK population, with populations still in decline in all other areas [J.the national

population is still small and its range is contracting significantly[] (CNPA Appropriate
Assessment for LDP MIR 24 Feb 2012),

The UK BAP target for capercaillie, an Annex 1 and Caimgorms priority species, was
5000 birds by 2010 and this target has notbeen met by a huge margin with the national
population having been estimated at 1285 birds (Ewing et al in prep., see CNPA
Appropriate Assessment for LDP MIR 24 Feb 2012; Cairngorms 2002 LBAP).

The CNPA[s same Appropriate Assessment correctly identifiesthat the Strathspey
capercaillie population is crucial to the long-term survival of the species in the UK and
that the population elsewhere in Scotland Clis now extremely vulnerable[].

The UK BAP target for capercaillie requires that the population is very substantially
increased. Realistically this has to happen in Strathspey. Outside Strathspey capercaillie
populations are CImore fragmented, mimbers are lower and breeding success poorer]
(CNPA Appropriate Assessment for LDP MIR 24 Feb 2012},

Woodland Management

BSOG considers that MBEC overstates the potential benefits of forest management in
School Wood outwith the proposel site. Management can reduce biodiversity (whether
intentionally or otherwise) and open up areas to increased human disturbance as well as
interfere with natural processes. Deadwood, which is valuable to wildlife, can be reduced
where it is accessible to removal by more pecple living nearby.

licatjon not ly with the current Local Plan (CNPLP).

The north easter part of the Craigmore Road proposal is outwith the area allocated for
housing in the CNPLP and outwith the scttlement boundary provided in the CNPLP.
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Plan-Led development

It is BSCGs understanding that the SG wishes development to be Plan-led. The present

proposals do not comply with the CNPLP and do not therefore demonstrate that they are
compliant with a Plan-led approach.

Reporter[ds recommendations

The Reporters in their 2009 Findings saw no Ollogic[] in extending the settlement
boundary East of School Road Clthereby violating O the area of woodland adjacent to
Balnagowan wood East of School Road, They recognized that this would provide
Onothing at all by way of an easily recognizable robust and defensible boundaryl],

Consistent with concerns spelt cut to the CNPA in the 2009 Reporters[] findings is the
mismatch between the footprint of the present application and the settlement boundary
that the 2009 Report comrectly noted was lacking in [llogic[l.

The CNPA have claimed to take seriously the findings ot the 2009 Inquiry into the Local
Plan which provided advice to assist the CNPA in producing the current (2010) LP. One

issue the 2009 Inquiry addressed was [lwhether the delineated settlement boundaries are

robust and defensible[]. On this the Reporters commented [J.. we can see some logic in
extending the

boundary of the settlement to incorporate the component of NB/H2 which lies to the
east of School Road. That would link the built up area to the south with the primary
school to the north while accommodating the existing path and cycle track. Given
our findings above and the view that we take elsewhere regarding the adjacent

Balnagowan Wood we suggest that the arca be identified as ENV in the proposals

map. 0 However in the context of the location of this application it is important to note
that they considered CJWe can see no similar logic in the extension of the settlement to
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the east thereby violating a further piece of School Wood[J and providing nothing at all
by way of an easily recognisable robust and defensible boundary

Loss of Park{1s special qualities

The proposal site is composed of native Scots pine woodland on the Ancient Woodland
Inventory

Such habitat is a special quality of the CNP. The first paragraph of the Foreword to the
CNPLP states that the CNPLP will protect Clthe Park[ls special qualities .

Setting of Nethybridge
The proposal site contributes very positively to the setting of Nethybridge.

The ication does not ¢ m i ingintes in P Partnership Plan
(CNPPP)

Scottish National Park Principles state C1The conservation and enhancement of the

environment is central to Nationa! Parks achieving their purpose. It underpins delivery of

all four aims (sce page 7) and is integral to the sustainable development needed to
support

communitics and businesses to protect and enhance these areas for future generations .
The application undermines this principle rather than supports it.

Under the heading []What success looks like[ (p13) the CNPPP states that our three
long-term outcomes address the interaction of three characteristics of the National Park:

[ The Cairngorms Nationat Park is an intemationally important area for nature
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conservation;
O The Cairngorms National Park is a fragile rural economy;

O The Cairngorms National Park is an internationally known tourism destination,

The present proposals would undermine these characteristics that the CNPA has
identified as important. The loss of important and threatened biodiversity at sites within
the Park undermines the first characteristic as well as the attractiveness of the NP as a
tourist destination; and the large scale of the proposals and their impact on the setting and
character of Nethybridge undermines the attractiveness of the NP as a tourist destination.

Proposals out of proportion with scale Nethybridge

The proposals are out of scale with the present size of the village end would impact
negatively on the setting and character of the settlement.

Lack of affordable or social housing

No affordable or social houses are included in the proposal. BSCG understands from the
CNPA (9.5.13) that discussions are ongoing over any financial assistance that may be
provided to potential householders. No information is provided about how the houses
may be allocated and whether there will be any arrangements for financial assistance
beyond the first sale. These are fundamental questions that the public should have
information on at thetime they can make comments on the proposal.

Lack of justification for open market housing

A principle justification for this proposal is the provision of social or Claffordable[3
housing for people with a reason to live in the CNP who are not in a position to access
housing on the open market. The loss of important habitats and species and the multiple
benefits they bring to people, to provide open market houses, is unjustifiable.

At the time of writing, there are over 70 properties for sale in Nethybridge, Boat of
Garten and Grantown on Spey alone . The asking price of these properties starts at under
£90,000 and it is clear from the date on which the properties first became aveilable, that
many are not selling fast. There is no shortage of open market housing for sale at a wide

range of prices.
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Yours etc
Gus Jones

Convener
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I

Tot EPIERLY

Subject: Housing Plan Nethybrkdge
Dabe: 02 May 2013 20:07:51
To whom it may concern:

1 would like to register my objection to the following application:

Reference Number: 13/01280/FUL.
Land at School Road and Craigmore Road, Nethybridge.

When we purchased our house in 1998, the Local Plan had these sites marked for a total
of 40 houses.

This application should be refused as it asks for far more than this.

As our garden has matured over the years, we are very fortunate in that the garden is
visited by red squirrels, pine marten and a wide variety of birds. I object to this
development which might threaten the rare and common species that live in this wood.
The plan splits the two developments into totally low cost small size units in one area and
larger more expensive properties in the other. No thought for integration.

Finally 1 have always thought this & poor decision for an area for housing within an
established wood, access only by a single entrance, which on School Wood site, cuts
across a very safe path which children use on their way to school.

Could you please email an acknowledgement of receipt of this objection.
Yours
Frank Anderson
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SCHOOL WOOD DEVELOPMENT — NETHY BRIDGE

Reference: 2013/0119/DET
Alternative reference; 13/01280/FUL
Comments prepared by S N Broyd

Comments

| am glad that the Caimgorms National Park Authority has writtsn directly to residents
regarding the publication of the proposed Local Development Plan (letter dated 11™ April),
This states thet the plan is availabie for viewing until 5" July which Is also the deadiine for
representafions on the plan,

How can we he given until July to make comments on the Development plan whilst at the
same time, be given only until 12 / 13" May o comment on these specific proposals? |
believe that no dedisions should be taken unti after 5 July when a trus picture of the views
of local residents can be ascertained.

Additionally, I understand that the whole conceapt of developmeant within National Parks has
been the subject of recent legal challenges. What account is being taken of this and of any
decisions that have been made / are soon to be made?

My view is that any daclsicns on the Schoot Wood development should be taken only after
these other issues are clear — and certainly not unti the local consultation period for the
development plan has completed.

The comments below should be taken to refor explicitly to the proposed development of
Schoo! Wood glong the School Road site but many of my comments also refer to the
propased development et Graigmore Road.

The meps displayed at the Community centre In 2012, showed squirrel dreys located outside
of the proposed development area. A lot were concsniratad just beyond the gardens of
Dirdhu Court. Because the corridor between these gardens and the development only
appears to be 50 — 60 metres, the disruption caused during building and afterwards (when
houses are occupied) Is likely to seriously disturh this habitat. The likely increase In dogs and
cats that will result when the houses are occupied, will also mean a drastic reduction in
wildiife (birds, insects and mammais) as will the dramatic increase In traffic (see below} using
the road.

The surveys attached to the application are out of date — some being completed nearly two
years ago. !t is therefore not dear that they provide an accurate summary of the actual
species currently living in and using the wood. The number of Pine Martens has increased
during the past two years; therefore it is quite likely that there are now dens In the wood
where praviously none were found. An up to date Independent survey is needed.

The Caimgonns plan states as an objedlive, the need for reforestation and  an increase in
wildlife corridors, The School Wood development is directly in opposition to these objectives.
The fact that the corridor betwaen Dirdhu Court gardens and the development is $o small and
that the builders recognise there are aquirre! dreys In that corridor, means that they are
directly putting these squirrels at risk, let alone the other species that uge the area. One
option would be to greatly increase this space — to say 200 metres. This would move the
development nearer to the school which would be safer for the children walking to and from
the development and would provide greater mssurancs that the squirrel dreys near Dirdhu
Court gardens were protected and there was a safe area for wildife to pass thmugh the
wood.

I note from the developers’ papers that they say they will replant areas where trees have to
be felled to enable building work. It Is essential thet trees are not felled in the corridor
between Dirdhu Court gardens and the site — this would mean wildlife destruction — once the
trees are gone it would be many years before new ones provide the right habftat. Given the
disruption that will be experienced for some years, itls likely that the wood would become a
sterile place — deserted by mest of the species that the Park Authority wighes fo protect,

A last point on birds such as the Crested Tit. | am aware that the developers would not be
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allowed to fell trees usad during the breeding season - but what about the following years?
Extreme disruption, greater noise levels and over use of the wood will mean that these birds
may never return. The same will be true of Otiers, Wild Cats and Pine Martens. It seems
inconceiveble that the Park Authority would want this as an ouicoma?

The Cairngorms plan recognises that affordable housing is necessary. However, it does not
list Nethy as one of the centres of development (it does recognise that outline approval
already exists for housing however). But when the cutline approval was given, the economic
situation was very different. Given the new pattem of work and development in the park, the
real need in Nethy should be reassessed. Even if there is need for local affordable housing,
the developments at Aviemore and Grantown will satisly this. Thess areas already have most
of the infrastructure needed — school places, services such as doctors, dentists etc. Nethy
does not have sufficient services. If 44 affordable houses were built, it is very likely that the
school could not accommodate the additional children ete. Thereby putting unbearable
pressure on local services and Increasing the carbon foctprint as people travel out of the
village to satisfy these needs.

| gather that ons definition of “affordable” is that houses are sold at reasonable prices to first
time buyers and the like. At a public consultation last year, ane of the developers’
reprasentstives referred to 8 housing development elsewhere where prices started at about
£130,000. Even if thie figure wera lower for the Nethy development, it is likely that existing
families renting accommodation in the village would not be able to afford them. To geta
mortgage for £100k the salaries involved would need to be significant (even with help from
the Government), so it seems most likely that the people whe buy these houses would not be
from the village and would probably commute for work.

The Caimgorms plan includes congiderabla information about predicting local housing needs
but have the developers assessed any specific need in Nethy? There Is really very fitte
waork in the village 80 anyone who moves to the development Is likely to work elsewhere.
There may be a case for bullding 20 houses but until the bullders can show this by reference
to local employment, services etc. even this is not clear.

The additional traffic on School Road and elsewhsre will pose a threat to the environment
and to people. At the public consultation last year, | was told that School Road was able to
accommodate up to 3000 cars per hour! | would imagine that each of the new houses would
have at least one car and some may have fwo. An additional 44 — 88 cars using School Road
during peak hours would lead to many wildiife deaths; would ba extremely dangerous for
children going and coming from school and would increase carbon emissions unecceptably.

The layout and design whilst not appearing unpleasant Is very tightly packed in with
aliotments being provided, presumably to satisfy the need for gardens that cannot be
accommaodated next to the houses. If families move In, then thalr children are likely ta play
near the road and eisewhere in the wood. This poses a danger to the children and a further
disruption to the wildiife. Building fewer houses would allow larger gardens that could provide
a safer environment for families, Alsa, the Caimgorms plan states that housing development
should take account of the nature and culture etc. of the local environmant. It also presumes
that houses should be scattered within woodland, screened ett. The bullder's plans do not
take this into account at all,

Tourlsm

The area is a haven for tourists and the main reason they choose to stay here is the peace
&nd tranquiliity of the area, the beautiful ancient forest and woodland and the general cuiture
and fesl of the village. The plans for School Wood threaten this. Whilst recognising that
some affordable houses may be needed — for those borm and bred in the village only, the
current plans are for far too many housas which if built, will change the nature of the village
forever. Tourists may then decide to etay eleswhere. This would be detrimental for the local
economy.
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*uiweys | Land At School Road And

foin =

Cralpmore Road, Nethy Bridge
05 May 2013 20;23:31

g %Ri‘é‘

Sirs
I wish to register the strongest possible cbjection to the abave application.

Nethy Bridge is known as the Forest Village and is in the Cairngorm National Park,
yet still the planning authority seem determined to approve the further decimation
of the village's wild life, there are red squirrels, crested and long tailed tits,
crossbills and pine martins resident in Schoo! Wood.

This development will further ruin of the village's character and charm and will not
meet, follow or comply, with any of the aims of the national park.

Just some of your own stated aims:

National Parks (Scotland) Act led to the designation of Loch Lomond & The Trossachs
and Caimgorms National Park. The Scottish National Parks have four aims:

* 1.To conserve and enhance the natural and cultural heritage of the area.
* 2.To promote sustainable use of the natural resources of the area.
* 3.7o promote understanding and enjoyment (including enjoyment in the form of
recreationj of the special qualities of the area by the public.
* 4. To promote sustainable economic and social development of the area’s communities.
And special features

» Aspecial place for wiidlife - and one in four of the UK's endangered species live in the
Cairngorms Natlonal Park - The Park is made up of a unique mosalc of habitats of very
high quality, and exceptional size and scale. It is a stronghold for British wildlife, including
many of the UK's rare and endangered species - like golden eagles,

And this

* Forests have evolved from woodland that's been here thousands of years. They make up
the largest area of native woodland In Britain and are a key part of the Park’s character.
They're also home to core populations of wildlife that's scarce in the rest of Britain, like
red squirrels, crossbills and capercaillie,

Will not be true for long if you continue to approve these mad schemes for
inappropriate development.

Terry & Lynne Sayer
T & L Sayer

Burach Beag

Dirdhu Court

Nethy Bridge

Ihverness-shire

PH2B 3E&
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Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET

Application Summary

Application Number: 2013/0119/DET

Address: Land At School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways
Case Officer: Mary Grier

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr & Mrs George & Anne McGeachie
Address: 9 Dirdhu Court Nethy Bridge

Comment Detalls

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Having recently received the aims & objectives of the CNPA, we are now at a loss to
see how this development meets the main criteria. The constant loss of woodland & its impact on
the wildlife & amenity is steadily destroying the unique character of Nethy Bridge, the "Forest
Village". We have given our objections at length in response to past proposals & these are still
valid.

The School Road development in particular is much worse than any earlier plans & is more like an
army barracks rather than a tasteful, small housing layout.

In any case, 58 additional houses is a significant increase for a small village & Is simply far, far too
many.
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ROBERT
GREENWOOD

From:ROBERT GREENWQOD

Sent:22 Oct 2014 10:19:56 +0100

To:Planning

Subject:Planning Ref 2013/0119/DET.Erection of 58 houses,associated roads &
footways.Land at School Road and Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Importance:NormalDear SirfMadam

I refer to above referenced application, my earlier letter and your recent letter to me.

We still object to the application for the reasons previously mentioned and request the
application be declined in its entirety.

We fully support the Reporters recommendation to remove the School Road site from the
local plan and request that the Craigmore Road site be removed as well.

In 2009 the Reporter at that time recommended a root and branch review of housing
development in Nethy Bridge and I would suggest now would be an appropriate time for
that suggestion to be implemented Both that Reporters report and the current (September
2014) report have advised the CNPA that Nethy Bridge does not need the large number
of houses allocated in the Local Plan.

Please therefor decline the pending planning application and remove the whole area from
the local plan.

Yours sincerely

Robert & Linda Greenwood
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Cralgmore House

Nethybridge
PH2S 3ED
9% May 2013
CNPA
Planning Office,
Albert Memorial Hall
Statlon 5q.
Ballater
AB35 50B

Planning application reference 2013/0119/DET
Dear Slr/Madam
I refer to the planning application referanced above,
| wish to obléct to this application in its entirety and request that it be turned down.

There can be no justification for a development of this magnitude within the village other
than simply developer profit. Despite an earller proposal in 2009 being turned down and
dismissed on appeal It now seems the developer can hoodwink the CNPA into agreeingto a
much larger project. It simply beggars belief that such a project should be considered and
shows contempt by the developer.

There are many reasons why this application should be dismissed and there is a Reporters
Report produced following an earlier application clearly outlining many reasons for
objection. it would appear that CNPA would be faifing in its own objectives were this
present case to be granted permissfon. | am sure the Reporters Report will be avallable to
you but should you require a copy please let me know.

The Environmental report produced and submitted with the corrent application Is seriously
flawed.
1, Otters do use the Caochan Fuyaran burn {CF bum) and are a species protected under
European Law. There are otter spraints on boulders by the burn by way of evidence.
Otters also use the Aultmore Bumn, a bura granted a Speclal Area of Conservation
status, forming part of the river Spey catchment and a breeding habitat for .
salmonids. These salmonids In turn provide food for otter and the otter tracks can be
seen to be ieading from the Aultmore Burn to the Cacchan Fuaran burn (which in
turn flows into the Spey).
The CF burn will be less than 450 metres away from the Aultmore Burn at the
Craigmore road site of the development proposed.
MBEC found no evidence of otter use on the CF burn (4.3, 4.3.1 of thelr report). This
is simply Incorrect and evidence is there,
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2.

4,

The proposed mitigation and developers offers to enhance the remaining woodland
for wildltfe and leisure are “a cop out” a carrot to obtaln permission, There has been
no active management since the owners acquired the wood. The wiidlife within the
wood needs leaving alone and It hes been doing well. Additional housing, traffic and
disturbance would surely have a very negative effect and the number of properties
proposed has not been Justified. The fact that 58 units are now propesed shows only
that the exerclse Is based on greed, | assume it would also be quite possible for the
developer to “disappear” following any construction. no

Red Squirrels and Development (SNH 2012). All squirrels and thelr dreys are legally
protected. There are numMerous squirrel dreys within the proposed site and ttis
Megal to “deliberately or recklessly obstruct access o a red squirrel drey or
otherwise deny a squirrel the use of its drey” (Wildlife & Countryside Act {1981} and
strengthened by the Nature Conservation {Scotland} Act 2004

{ fall to see how this legislation could be adhered to, Also please see point 66.8 af the
earller mentioned Reparters Report.

Nethy Bridge (The Forest Village) thrives on tourism and wildiife tourlsm in
particular.
The woodland proposed for development not only is home to red squitrel but also
crested tit, many rare plants and Insects, The type of things tourists come hereto
see and CNPA should be ensuring that the wildiife and natural places are protected.
The proposal would In my view adversely affect the communky and village culture.
It is ime that.committees within the Authority had the foresight and bravery to
stand up to developers who seek to ride roughshod over important legislation.

It is clear for alf to see that this planning application is not about local need but
developer need. in 2001 Outline PP was refused for 48 houses on the basis of it
being too many. To the best of my knowledge there has been no review of local
housing need since 2002 .
This scheme proposed is agalnst the CNPA local pian which was based on no more
than 40 unlts including 20 setf-bulld plots. The scheme proposed in 2009 with 30
unhts and 10 self-build plots was refused. How can it be right to possibly agree a
scheme for 58 house and no self-bulid plots?

Our village settiement, both envirenmentally and structurally should not sufferasa
result of economic constraints on the developer. If it Is not economical to bulld fewer
units Incorporating some 20 self-bulld, the developers gamble In acquiring the land
has not paid off, It should be thelr loss not down to the local community to suffer
large scale development.

Proposed development of some sort has been mooted since 1992 and causes WOITY,
division and uncertainty within the community, Whatever the outcome, although|
hope the application Is reJected, there shoutd be a moratorium once and for all time
that the rematnder of the woodiand remain fully protected against further
development.
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5. Whywould anyone considering this application have faith in the intention or
accuracy of the Information?
The MBEC report starts with an obvious introduction {1.1) and then in 1.1.1 refers to
a number of units totally different In number to that now proposed by Argyll
Developments, . ‘
i such lack of care can be taken at the most Impartant stage In my view that doesn't
show much respect for the reciplents.

6. For MBEC to suggest that the future of the woodland would only be protected by
some form of development is erroneous and assumptive. There may well be funds
available locally for the purchase and long term management of the entire woodland
In perpetuity should the proposal be declined and the woodland offered for sale .
Agaln In my view this is a clear attempt to pressurise the decision makers to agree a
scheme wholly without marit.

Please reject this proposal outright,

Yours sincerely

Robert Greenwood and Mrs Linaa Greenwooa
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From:Grace M Yoxon

Sent:10 May 2013 15:54:36 +0100

To:Mary Grier;Planning

Subject:School Weood housing development 2013/0119/DET

I refer to the above application and would comment that the envirormental impact survey with respect to
otters does not seem 1o have been done adequately.

‘There are records of oiters using the area for 10 years and at lesst two sprainting sites, which were not
found. In addition a cub was disturbed by a dog walker

and actually attacked by the dog. So clearly there is breeding in the area and incidents such as the dog
attack on the cub will be more frequent.

he environmental impact survey says the Nethy river provides a more "suitable” route. Surely we cannot
say what is more suitable as the otters will use
whichever route THEY find most suitable.

Ty view of the above we feel that the otter survey should be repeated by qualified otter surveyors and that
no planning permission should be granted until this is

done.

Yours faithfully

Grace M Yoxon

Join our 10SF mailing list: http:/feepur].com/bL. Tvv
International Otter Survival Fund

Wildlife Conservation Award Winner, British Animal Honours 2013
IFAW Animal Action Award Winner 2012

7 Black Park, Broadford, Isle of Skye
IV49 9DE, Scotland

Tel/FAX: ++1471 822 487
wWww.otter.org

The Intemational Otter Survival Fund - working 10 save the world's ofters
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3/5/12014

Cairngorm National Park
Planning Committee
Ballater

AB35 5QB

Planning Application 2013/0119/DET
« a 2013/0019/DET closing date the 15/5/2015

Dear Sirs,

I refer to the plans for private and affordable housing at the Causer area of
Nethybridge.

1 would like to express my concern regarding the building of these new houses.
They price locals out of the merket and are afforded only by business people and
retirees who buy them as holiday homes or as investments, This preveats
families from moving to the area to work and live, Do you know most of them
close down for the winter and the owners 80 South to their main house and a
third of Nethybridge becomes vacant. The latest trend is two families buy one
house to share as a holiday home, it is never rented out, or sold and is only used
to short breaks. The families come fully loaded and spend little money in the
local area.

It seems a shame to destroy natural woodland and wildlife to build these new
houses when there are alternative sights in the village that would be betier suited,
such as near the Railway Station. This iand has been disused for years and has
an excellent central location in the village close to local amenities.

What we'll have in the future is a ghost village and fewer local people. If this
plan is passed I will invite you all to come see the (Nethybridge Forest Village)
signs being taken down, in the end this will affect tourism which provides
money and jobs for the real locals.

I object to these plans and suggest they are rejected, alternative locations should
be considered and then erhaps one day we will be proud of the Park and what
you are doing. At the moment your falling a long way short, it was working
better without the authority.

Harry Jamieson (40 year regidanty
Craigmore Mill




CMA
Jones

Sent:28 May 2014 20:05:53 +0100
To:Planning
Subject:Letter of objection 2013/0119/DET

Dear Sir / Madam

I am writing to object to the erection of 58 houses, associated roads and footways at
School Wood on the land at School Road and Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge (reference
number: 2013/0118/DET)

During my childhood | walked through these waoods every day to get to and
from school as 1 grew up in Nethy Bridge and attended Abernethy Primary School for
the whole of my primary education. School wood provides a fantastic educational
resource that is diverse and engaging. As I myself now work in education I have a deeper
appreciation of the richness that these woods contributed to our learning environment and
experiences from P1 to P7. They are undoubtedly an invaluable educational resource to
the primary school, and | was delighted on a recent visit to Abernethy Primary School to
see that they still played a key role in children’s learning, right from Nursery, particularly
through their participation in initiatives such as Forest School. I strongly believe this
housing development would be a deep and irreplacable loss to the school and to the
community as a whole. The most precious thing about Nethy Bridge is in it's name :
Forest Village. The Caimngorms National Park needs to be safeguarding these precious,
beautiful and invaiuable woodlands and protecting the wildlife within. I feel this
development is breaching the local plan and policies and goes directly against the parks
first aim "To conserve and enhance the natural and cultural heritage of the area”

Yours Sincerely

Coryla Jones

151 Allison Street
Flat 3/1

Glasgow

G42 8RY
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From:Tamin Jones

Sent:28 May 2014 21:23:11 +0100

To:Planning

Subject:2013/0119/DET Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways Land At Schaol
Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge

Dear SirMadam,

I'm writing to object to the proposed development to School wood

(2013/0119/DET). As a former pupil of Abernethy primary I have fond memories of
wa]kingthroughthismajesticwoodlandandamdeeplysaddenedto think that future
generations will be denied the chance to enjoy it. Walking through an ancient pine forests
to school is a very unique and special experience and Nethybridge as the forest village
should do all it can to preserve this for future generations.

Kind regards

Tamin Jones
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From:KATHERINE CARINGTONSMITH

Sent:15 May 2014 16;27:32 +0100

To:Planning

Subject:Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET

Katherine Carington Smith
30 Lynstock Crescent
Nethy Bridge
PH25 3DX
15% May 2014
Comments for Planning Application 2013/¢119/DET

Dear Sir / Madam,
With regard to the above development.

School Road - the proposed density of housing on this site is completely out of character
with the village of Nethy Bridge and represents an unacceptable increase in the number
of propertics originally envisaged for the site.

The clear felling of the centre of this site will be seriously detrimental to species known
10 use the woodlands, squirrels, capercaille, otters in particular are protected species
under European law and these are the very species which will be disrupted by this
development, All the objections pointed out in my previous communication are still
relevant and must be taken into account.

The sheer number of properties to be built in this plan will also be extremely detrimental
to the character of the village as they are almost guaranteed to be largely sold as holiday
houses. Thus the village will become completely swamped by holideymakers through
much of the year, Whereeas a two bedroom home would be expected to contain up to
three occupants, a holiday home of the same size will typically accommodate twice as
many people.

The strain on the current infrastructure of this massive increase in population will show in
water shortages, more effluent than the existing system can handle and sericusly
increased traffic on the road leading to the school as well as other roads in the village,
with a resulting likelihood of incrensed risk of accidents, particularly in relation to
children travelling to school.

Craigmore Road — the propesed clear felling of the site is inappropriate and will disrupt
the wildlife of the area. The wildlife in this area is as above for School Road.

There can be no doubt that the properties te be built as shown in the proposal will

increase traffic and strain on amenities as outlined above re School Road.

As at School Road, the majority of these properties will end up being holiday houses. The
increased number of people using a holiday house also brings an increase in vehicular
use, often more than two cars per property. The roads around the viilage are not designed
for this sort of volume of traffic.

In general -
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Ofcourse,allﬂwroadsinthevillagecouldbeupgmded,meaningthe destruction of
many trees and probably demolition of existing properties, but that would entirely destroy
the character of Nethy Bridge.

1 contend that is exactly what a development on the scale proposed will do to the village.
I cannot stress my objection to the current proposals strongly enough. For all the reasons
listed above I believe the proposal is completely unacceptable in its current form and will
damage not only the wildlife of the area but also the quality of life of the existing
population.

Nowhere in the village is there a development of this size or density . The proposal is
potentially extremely destructive to the village as a whole.

Katherine Carington Smith

58



Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET

Application Summary

Application Number: 2013/0119/DET

Address: Land At School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways
Case Officer: Fiona Murphy

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr Nell Mackenzie
Address: Garradh Beithe Gorthleck Inverness-shire

Comment Detalls

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:t would like to object to the proposal to construct 58 houses in an area of ancient
woodland. Ancient woodland sites, even if partly of plantation origin, are a valuable and
threatened resource which cannot ever be replaced. There is also a high proportion of semi-
natural habitat in School Wood which would be threatened and partly destroyed by the
construction of so many houses.

The scale of this development is out of character with the concept of Nethy Bridge as a forest
village. Destroying the closest woodland to the village will be to deny the existing residents
access for casual recreation in a woodland setting. The development is essentially a high density

urban housing scheme in a rural setting and entirely inappropriate in a national park.

| note also that there are no affordable houses or self-build plots that would allow local people to
either own or build their own home.

Yours sincerely

Neil MacKenzie
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Fram:Dean Mann

Sent:11 May 2013 12:21:37 +0100

To:Planning

Subject:Ref: 2013/0119/DET - 58 Houses Nethybridge - Objection

Ref: 2013/0119/DET - 58 Houses Nethybridge
Case Officer: Mary Grier
Dear Ms Grier

We write as local residents. We would like to register our objection to the
referenced planning application.

I refer fo the valid reasons for consideration listed on your website

Layout and density of buildings, Local needs, eg housing provision.

We believe local needs for houging are for residential properties for local people
requiring permanent residence for themselves and families. Our experience of
developments in the area indicates the rapid adoption of properties for holiday
rental purposes. There is already a large amount of such properties in the area.

Planning history of the site
Previous planning has been for far less houses and has not gone ahead, this is a
large increase on the previously proposed numbers.

Road issues: traffic generation, vehicle access, road safety and Car
parking provision

The road are very narrow and there are already conflict with regular bus use with
several, so far minor scrapes and impacts due to the narrow roads. Traffic
increase around the school! is of particular concern.

Capacity of infrastructure, eg in the public drainage system or spaces in
schools

We already have issues with the regular Interruption and capacity of electricity
and water with too frequent supply foss. Telecoms infrastructure is very poor
especially broadband which will be further degraded without infrastructure
upgrade. Other developments in the region always have problems with new high
density housing with no matching infrastructure improvements.

Impact on nature conservation and interssts and blodiversity opportunities
Increases in domestic pets will impact and displace the lacai wildiife. We know of
current otter and pine martin sightings having see photographic record from 2
years ago which contradict the latest sighting of 1969 given In the ecology and
conservation report. Red squirels abound and the range of bird species is large,
beyond the obvious capercaillie and crested tits the woodlend also host seasonal
birds such as redwing, mistle thrush and waxwing. Species we have personally
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recorded from our location adjoining the wood including the common birds are
Chaffinch, Brambling, Siskin, Crested Tit, Great fit, Blue Tit, Coal Tit, Long Tailed
Tit, Pheasant, Blackbird, Redwing, Fieldfare, Song Thrush, Mistle Thrush,
Waxwing, Kestrel, Sparrowhawk, Tawny Owl, Rook, Jackdaw, Buzzard, Snipe,
Dunnock, Bullfinch, Willow Warbler, Tree Creeper, House Sparrow, Goldfinch,
Redpoll, Starling, Robin, Great Spotted Woodpecker, Wood pigeon, Pied wagtail,
Swift, Swallow, Heron, Curlew and Oystercatcher. There are also a large number
of rare fiora.

The woodland is a part of the corridor for much of the wildlife in the area.

Finally the development will fundamentally alter the nature of the village and
therefore the viability associated with its tourist attraction as the Forest Village.

We would appreciate if you would register our concems.

Thank you

Dean and Elaine Mann

Craigmore Lodge, Nethybridge. PH25 3ED
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Ref: Application Number: 2013/0119/DET, Land at School Rd and Craljgmore Road, Nethy Bridge.

This Is to register my abjection to the application for the following reasons:

1. The proposal would lead to the destruction of anclent and sem natural woodiand and will
increase disturbance caused by human recreational activities, due to frequency, numbers
and displacement from the land to be bullt upon. Thus specles that use this area and nearby
protected areas and the link these provide to ather habitats will suffer. Many of these
species are formally pratected.

2. This land Is 8 small part of which makes the Calkngorms National Park special and the
Incremental loss of i, destroying It for future generations ks not a sustalnable activity. it Is
close to and part of an area of interest to many conservation groups. This development
would be another step in the destruction of what has made Nethy Bridge a place where
people and natura can thrive together.

3. The proposal contravenes Scottish Planning Policy and the Calrngorms National Park
Authority own Plans.

4. Housing developments within the Caimgorms Natlonai Park need to be planned in & way
that better supports the four aims of the National Park and are truly sustainable. Bullding
houses that end up on the open market continues to result in 2 lack of homes for people
working locally as well as destroying ireplaceable habitats and further deteriorating the
natural environment. Well designed and sustainably bullt housing needs to be provided that
supports the economy of the Park by providing homes for people working In the Park at
prices they can afford. These houses need to be managed for such, in perpetuity, Including
provisions for people to stay when they no longer work. Trying to do this on the back of
open market developments in places of quality wildiife habitats does not meet the aims of
the Calrngarms National Park.

All of the points above have been better elaborated, detalled and supported by data in many other
responses.

Regards

Susan Matthews, The Firs, Khantore, Crathle, Ballater, o535 57.. [ NN
Calrgorme National

Park Authority

QQJG‘S)I.OW— RECENED
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From:G MCGEACHIE

Sent:7 May 2014 09:12:11 +0100
To:Planning

Subject:Application Number: 2013/0119/DET

&nbs p; 9 Dirdhu Court

&nb sp; Nethy Bridge
&n bsp; Inverness-shire
H PH2S 3EG

Simon Harrison

Head of Planning

CNFPA

Dear Sir,

APPLICATION NO. 2013/0119/DET :- DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL AT SCHOOL
ROAD AND CRAIGMORE ROAD, NETHY BRIDGE,

Thank you for your letter of 1% May 2014,

We are unable to comprehend the behaviour of the CNPA. Despite the numerous criticisms of
Nethy Bridge residents who have repeatedly reminded the Authority of their own policies, the
new proposals simply fly in the face of the Authority’s well established policy statements and,
more recently, their own internal specialist.

We repeat our earlier view that the constant loss of woodland and its impact on the wildlife and
amenity is steadily destroying the unique character of Nethy Bridge, the "Forest Village” forever.
It is irreversible, We have given our objections at length in response to past proposals and we
refer you to these objections. The clear felling of the woodland around Nethy Bridge is verging
on vandalism. Onee a precedent has been set it will continue. Where next? Balnagowan Wood?
Craigmore Wood? The CPNA must stop this destruction of woodland and therefore this propoesal
rnst be rejected.

Yours faithfully,

MR. G. MCGEACHIE
MRS. A. 8. MCGEACHIE
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Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET

Application Summary

Application Number: 2013/0119/DET

Address: Land At School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways
Case Officer: Fiona Murphy

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr. Neil MacKenzie
Address: Gorthleck Invemess

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment: would like to maintain my earlier objection to this development as the recent additional
submissions have failed to address any of my concems. The development Is too large and, at the
very least, the Scottish Government Reporter's recommendation that the School Road site be
completely removed from the Development Plan and protected from further development shouid
be accepted by the Park Authority. However, as an important amenity area for local residents and
with nationally important plant and animal species the entire woadland should be protected.



From:Andrew Richardson

Sent:28 May 2014 16:10:57 +0100
To:Planning

Subject:

Simon Harrison, Head of Planning,

Dear Simon Harrison,

Title: 2013/0119/DET | Erection of 58 hounses, associated roads & footways | Land At
School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge

From 1997 to 2008, I lived in Nethybridge, opposite Dhurdu Court and 50 metres trom School Wood.
At the time I took an active part in Highland Council meeting held in Nethybridge Community
Hall on 25th June 2001. The Highland Council insisted that no more than 40 houses should be
allowed in School Wood of which 20 should be self-build plots: that was the situation that the

CNPA inherited.

According to the above present proposal, the number of houses proposed is 58, 2 substantial increase
on the 40 allocated in the Local Plan, representing a substantial departure from the provisions of

the Local Plan. Scottish Planning Policy Para.25

I would like, as a former resident of Nethy Bridge to object to this present proposal for the
following reasons:

The proposal is contrary to the provisions of the adopted CNPA Local Plan with respect to
the number of houses proposed.
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- The development would destroy woodland listed in the ancient woodland inventory as
Ancient woodland of semi-natural origin.

Yours sincerely,

Dr. Andrew Richardson

Flat 12, Kings Courtyard,
Knyveton Road,
Bournemouth,

Dorset.

BH1 3QR
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Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge

From:
Toz
Subject: 2013/0L19/DET | Erection of 58 houses, assodated roads 8 footways | Land At School Road And
Dater 02 Mav 017 11:36:50

Hello,

I wish to object to the above application on the grounds that the number of houses is far too
many which will ruin the village's character.

My contact details are:

Mr Robert H Robbie
"Dunedin”

18 Dirdhu Court
Nethy Bridge
Inverness-shire
PH25 3EG

Kind regards,
Yours Sincerely,

Bob Robble

oA “Nethy's going greener - recycle paper™
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tooluays | Land At Schonl Road And

Cralgmmore Road, Nethy Bridge
05 May 2013 20:23:31

I wish to register the strongest possible objection to the above application,

Nethy Bridge is known as the Forest Village and is in the Cairngorm National Park,
yet still the planning authority seem determined to approve the further decimation
of the villoge's wild life, there are red squirrels, crested and long tailed tits,
crossbills and pine martins resident in School Wood.

This development will further ruin of the village's character and charm and will not
meet, follow or comply, with any of the aims of the national park,

Just some of your own stated aims:

National Parks (Scotland) Act led to the designation of Loch Lomond & The Trossachs
and Cairngorms National Park. The Scottish National Parks have four aims:

* 1. To conserve and enhance the natural and cultural heritage of the area.

*» 2.To promote sustainabie use of the natural resources of the area.

* 3. To promote understanding and enjoyment {including enjoyment in the form of
recreation) of the special qualities of the area by the pubiic.

* 4. To pramote sustainable economic and social development of the area’s communities.

And special features

* Aspeclal place for wildlife - and one in four of the UK's endangered species live in the
Cairngorms National Park - The Park is made up of a unique mosaic of habitats of very
high quality, and exceptional size and scale. !t is a stronghold for British wildlife, including
many of the UK’s rare and endangered species - like golden eagles.

And this

* Forests have evolved from woaodland that's been here thousands of years. They make up
the largest area of native woodland In Britain and are a key part of the Park’s character,
They're also home to core populations of wildlife that’s scarce in the rest of Britain, like
red squirrels, crossbills and capercaillie.

Will not be true for long if you continue to approve these mad schemes for
inappropriate development.

Terry & Lynne Sayer
T & L Sayer

Burach

Dirdhu Court

Nethy Bridge

Inverness-shire

PHZ5 3E6
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From:Terry & Lynne

Sent:21 Oct 2014 10:19:29 40100
To:Planning

Subject:My ObJection Is sustained
Importance:High

Atn. CPNA

Ref 2013/0119/DET
Erection of 58 Houses, associated roads & footways.

Land at School Road and Craigmore Road Nethy Bridge

Dear Sirs

I wish to confirm our Objection to the above is Sustained.

We note that the Scottish Government Reporters examining the local Development Plan
recommended on September 2014 that the School Road Site between Dirdhe Court and
the primary schoel, should be completely removed from that Plan, and alse that that part
of School Wood should be remaved from the Nethy Bridge settiement boundary.

We feel very strongly that this report should be accepted NOW, allowing protection from
any development, and not allow any hurried plan to be approved prior to the new Local
Development Plan being adopted in early 2015,

We confirm that our objection to the School Wood still stands and is sustained.

We support the Reporter[is recommendation to remove the Schoel Road allocation from
the local development pian NOW and for the New Plan next year.
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Terry & Lynne Sayer

Té&L Sayer
Burach Beag
Dirchy Court
Nethy Bridge

Inverness-shirs

PH25 3EG
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Scottish Ornithologists’ Club Scottish Birdwatchers’ Centre

7 y i ; Waterston House
o Scotland’s National Bird Club Aberlady

4 459 EH32 OPY
\ ‘

Telephone: 01875 871330
Fax: 01875 871035

mail@the-soc.org.uk
www the-5oc,orguk

Dear Mr Harrison,

Reference: 2013/0119/DET 58 houses at School Wood, Nethybridge

The SOC wishes to add its support to objections to the above planning application. The Club, founded
in 1936, has members and branches across Scotland and has long recognized that bird recording and
study can provide a factual foundation for conservation activities.

The native pinewood at School Wood, Nethybridge, provides significant habitat for & range of
important bird species. Notable among birds of the pinewoods of the Caimngorms is the Capercaillie,
which is included on the Cairngorms 2013 Nature Action Plan shortlist and requires urgent focused
conservation attention. The Capercaillie currently has a particulerly important national stronghold in
pinewoods in Strathspey. Porthermore, this Annex 1 species is included on the UK. Red List of bird of
high conservation concern.

School Wood, Nethybridge, falls between the Craigmore and Abernethy Forests — both areas are
European Conservation sites (SPAs) designated for Capercaillie. As such, it maintains a viable habitat
network in a landscape where woodland is subject to fragmentation and significant disturbance. We
share conceins that any displaced or increased recreational disturbance pressures conld impinge upon
nearby core Capercaillie areas at Craignore and Abernethy. We also suggest that housing developments
which add to the existing "barrier effect’ between woodland strongholds for Capercaillic would be
deleterious to the medium and long term viability of the important Strathspey meta-population. Since
the SOC last wrote to planners in 2001 regarding concerns about development proposals at School
Wood, the findings of Moss ef al (2014) in Wildlife Biology 20:1-18 further suggest that recreational
disturbance pressures have the potential to undermine efforts to restore Capercaillie populations in
Scotland.

We also wish it to be noted that Crested Tit, Crossbill and Woodcock are vulnerable to direct habitat
loss and are amongst the birds that are characteristic of, and appreciated by residents and visitors to, the
Caimgorms National Park, which would be affected if the development is sanctioned on this site.

Yours sincerely

Dr Christopher McInerny
President

The SOC is a registered Scottish Charity No. SC 009859

72



Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET

Application Summary

Application Number: 2013/0119/DET

Address: Land At School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, assoclated roads & footways
Case Officer: Fiona Murphy

Customer Detalls
Name: Ms Jennifer Smith
Address: 27 Glebe Road Kinloss

Comment Detalis

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:As an ex resident ad hospitality provider of the CNPA, | am very concerned about the
plan to put 58 houses on an area designated ancient woodland, filled with wildiife and rare
mosses.

The woaod has a car park and paths for people to enjoy it as an amenity and this is what people
travel to the National Park to do, to take sustenance from the natural environment when we live in
a world that becomes increasingly urbanised.
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sorrel
jones

From:sorrel jones

Sent:22 Oct 2014 20:35:12 +0100
To:Planning

Subject:Planning application 2013/0119/DET

The Caimgorms National Park Authority
14 The Square

Grantown-on-Spey

PH26 3HG

planning@ecairngorms.co.uk

Dear Sir/Madam

Planning application 2013/0119/DET

Proposed construction of 58 houses and infrastructure at Nethy Bridge

I am writing to state my objection to the above proposal at Nethy Bridge, and urge that
the CNPA refuse planning permission. I consider that allocation of housing in School
Wood is highly inappropriate and conflicts with the primary aim of the National Park.
The impacts from disturbance and habitat loss that would arise for species of national and
European conservation concern (including for example, otters, green shield moss,
capercaillie and red squirrels) would be irreversible and whelly unacceptable within a
protected area. There is no reason to believe that these impacts could be mitigated given
the sensitivity of the species involved, and the overall value of the forest which is on the
Ancient Woodlands Inventory.

For example, School Wood is important for capercaillie as part of a connected, forested
landscape. As an ecologist who has studied capercaillie populations in Strathspey, [
consider the impact of this development to Strathspey's capercaillie populations will
inevitably be negative and its cumulative effects may be seriously harmful for this iconic
bird. Particularly with respect to the displacement of dog-walkers, the increased human
population in 8 sensitive area, and the loss of habitat connectivity.

T note that the recent report of the Reporter (8 September 2014), recommended deleting
the site H1 and changing the settlement boundary. Given this would rightly exclude the
major part of the School Wood development entirely, I hope that CNPA will support the
reporters findings and reject the current proposal.

Given the biodiversity and amenity value of the site, not to mention its contribution to
Nethy-bridge's character as the Forest Village, I strongly urge that this proposal is
rejected.

Yours sincerely,

Sorrel Jones

2538 Scott St, Victoria, British Columbia
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Firwood
Nethybridge
Inverness-shire
PH?25 3DE

Simon Harrison,
Planning Office
Albert Memorial Hall
Station Square
Ballater

AB35 5QB

22/10/2014
Dear Mr Harrison,

Proposal: ERECTION OF 58 HOUSES, ASSOCIATED ROADS & FOOTWAYS LAND AT
SCHOOL ROAD AND CRAIGMORE ROAD, NETHYBRIDGE

Planning application: 2013/0119/DET

Thank you for your letter of 24 September 2014. I write in reference to the planning
application above, with regard to the submission of additional documents, and wish to
maintain my objection to the planning application 2013/0119/DET.

My objections relate to the ongoing poor quality of the survey data as provided by MBEC,
which continues to fail to provide a true picture of the importance of the proposed
development site. 1 also have to query why, when ecological surveys are meant to provide
information for Planners, Park officials and others to consider, they are written in 2 way that
tries to provide reasons why the development should go ahead, rather than just providing
information for others to make that decision. I note also that the ecalogical surveys are listed
under the “Supporting Information” column on the eplanning website, and again query
whether that is correct,

In making my additional comments on this application I note in your letter that some
changes, yet to be agreed/formalised, to the Cairngorms National Park Local Development
Plan by the Department of Planning and Environmental Appeals were raised. If agreed this
would remove the application area for houses on School Road, resulting in a much reduced
area for houses but retaining the proposals for the Craigmore Road site. However, I note a
slight discrepancy in two of the maps on the website covering this site. Bracewell Stirling
Craigmore Road Site, Map 3879/01-04 Rev. B shows 14 house sites whereas the MBEC map
Figure 1, Nethybridge Non-native Plantations and NVC Quadrat Locations shows an
additional “Development boundary edge” adjacent to the Caochan Fuarain burn. It would
be helpful to clarify which is correct.

I'have one issue with the CNPA Ecology response dated 19/06/2014 where the report states
that “Ecological surveys were carried out by MBEC in 2011 and detailed in the report ‘Nethy
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Bridge Proposed Development: Ecology and Natural Conservation Report, November 2012’,
In this latest submission of additional documentation for this proposal, no update to the
previous ecology report submitted produced by MBEC, November 2012, has been provided
(hereafter referred to as ‘MBEC 2012"). It should be noted that the ecology surveys detailed
in this report were carried out by MBEC in 2011, and as such they are now considered to be
out of date (we normally do not accept surveys over 18 months old)”. Will this be addressed
before the planning application progresses any further?

Also, according to the second CNPA Ecology response there appears to be a document
missing from the eplanning Planning Application List. In the CNPA response dated 8
October 2014 there is reference to a document created an the 01/09/2014, and though this is
copied into the October respanse it should be available to view via the full Application List
as it contains some important information regarding the “Compensation” proposals. From
the missing document it would appear that CNPA are happy that “8.4ha ha of Scots pine
woodland has been proposed as compensation habitat for loss of 3.5ha through the
proposal. This is not quite replacement on a 3:1 basis which is our standard requirement,
etc....”. This “compensation” will result in conversion of non-native Norway spruce and
lodgepole pines areas to “native woodland”, within the existing School Wood woodland
area. There are implicatians for a rare moss by this arrangement involving the Norway
spruce as I will detail later,

MBEC Nethy Bridge Proposed Development: Additional Ecology and Nature
Conservation Information. August 2014 - Final Report.
I'have: the following comments to make about this report.

116
There is no obvious link to & “forestry plantation survey” within this report.

117

Again Thave to take issue with the statement in this paragraph and repeated throughout this
document that this is plantation woodland. The section that states “it is clear that at least
some,” of School Wood “has been subjected to past soil disturbance” is correct and this is
mentioned elsewhere in this report, i.e. some of the areas of exotic conifers and some infill
Scots pine. However, to state that “it is clear that at least some, if not all of this proposed
housing area has been subjected to past soil disturbance” is just not correct, making me
doubt whether Dr Mackenzie has been surveying in the same wood that I have been visiting.
As stated in my earlier objections there is very little evidence that the bulk of School Wood
has been planted as can be seen by the lack of trees in lines (away from exotic areas and
some small areas of infill planting of Scots pine) and the sheer mix of tree species, of good
age, present on this site. This is very obvious in the main area designated for housing at
Craigmore Road which comprises mixed age Scots pines, goat willows, aspens and birches.
Dr Mackenzie also states that areas of non-native plantation tree species are of negligible
conservation value. Within three of these non-native areas populations of the rare
Buxbaumia viridis moss have been found since June 2014. These will be detailed later,

1.1.8

Whilst it has to be welcomed that the developer is willing to “hand over all of the remaining
School Wood land and all the Balnagowan Wood to an organisation experienced in
managing woodland for conservation purposes”, one has to consider at this late stage of
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several planning applications whether this is aimed at buying off further objections against
the loss of already highly important, biodiversity rich woodland.

323

Rock crevices/boulder scree were carefully searched? I get the feeling that this was cut and
pasted from somewhere. I think the proposed development site is a fairly level mixed
species woodland.

NVC Survey
325

I would have expected the two survey sites to have had some element of “random” selection
otherwise the sites could have been selected to provide the NVC category the surveyor
wished to report on. 1 also note that a new tree species was found within the survey site —
Scot’s pine, which features regularly within this report! BSBI listing = Scots pine “Pinus
syloestris L”. I don’t know enough about NVC survey techniques to comment in detail about
the method employed and the results but would query whether quadrats of 10 x 10 metres
in each of the proposed development areas is sufficient to provide meaningful data for the
area involved ~ almost 4 hectares.

3.2.6

Again Scots pine plantation habitat is being suggested throughout this section. For
comparison I would suggest that the woodland on the other side of School Road -
Balnagowan Wood - is very typical plantation, being even aged and with very little species
mix, i.e. lacking much birch, aspen, goat willow and rowan.

Table 4.1

Higher Plants

Having briefly visited the NVC site Quadrat 1, and assuming that the grid reference given
(NJ01313 20659) is the centroid of the quadrat, it was located using two hand-held GPSs. At
about the centroid of the location given two plants were found which don’t appear on the
higher plants species list namely Orthilia secunda and Pyrola minor.

Lichens

— . Though I am not a lichenologist I have a slight problem with the
record of Peltigera canina given for Quadrat 1, in what is primarily
mixed woodland habitat. The nearest listed records (NBN map left)
are from NO08 Glen Tilt, NO19 Lion's Face Braemar and NH9545
Ardclach, River Findhorn. Another website gives the following
information “usually occurs on sandy, +/- basic soils and among
dunes”. The following identificaticn help also suggests that
“Similar: P, membranacea. Common, less calcareous habitats.” For
the record to be accepted I would suggest a specimen would need to
be checked by an expert.

1 also have a problem with the definition “Live stumps”. The dictionary definition =
Stump (noun): the bottom part of a tree left projecting from the ground after most of the
trunk has fallen or been cut down. Clarification therefore is needed.
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School Wood

432

Again T have to take strong issue with what is being suggested here. This section covers the

non-native trees found within School Wood and as detailed in MBECs Figure 1. The

surveyor writes “The wider School Wood contains the same habitat to that which would be

lost to housing ie. largely Scot's (sic) pine, un-thinned, even age mainly farest planted (sic)

with some natural regeneration of Scot’s (sic) pine in places”. This sentence is just not true.

The area of woodland that would be lost to housing on Craigmore Road is the most diverse

in both species and age range and comprises the most ancient area of mixed woodland
within the whole of School Wood and Balnagowan Wood, and it
would be a criminal act if this woodland was felled for housing

| purposes. The same area also has good amounts of lying
deadwood with the rare deadwood morel Gyromitra infula present
(see NBN distribution map left) not found during the original
MBEC survey. There are just 54 records on the Fungal Records

| Database of Britain and Ireland. A single capsule of Buxbaumia
viridis was also found nearby, growing from a mossy Scots pine
root. Both species were very close to the NVC survey quadrat, but
just outside the development footprint as shown on MBEC map

Figure 1.

Table 4.2 Non-native Forestry Summary Within School Wood
Type of “Spruce” not detailed —~ Norway or sitka?

Area Numbered 3 an MBEC map Figure 1

I was a little confused by the description of this area and made a repeat visit to check. At
NJ01110 21112, which is almost central in the shaded Area3 on the map, there are obvious
shallow plough-lines most of which have Scots pines, presumably of planted origin, and all
fairly uniformly aged. There area does have young Norway spruce trees present but as
mostly young, single trees growing with the pines, and probably of self-sown origin.

Area Numbered 5 on MBEC map Figure 1

This area is not too far from a drain/water-course and if damp would have been planted
with trees which tolerate winter water-logging. To suggest there was a mistake with the
planting stock is a bit of an insult to the well-respected forester employed by Seafield Estates
at the time. This is not a plantation of lodgepole pines but is a plantation of Norway spruce,
Two Buxbeumia viridis capsules have been found on the stump (felled tree) of one of the
Norway spruces, and, fo date as far as [ am aware, this moss has not been found growing

with lodgepole pine,

NJ01387 20826 & NJ02012 21362

I'm having great difficulty trying to understand why these two entries were made, and what
they were trying to prove. There are quite a few Norway spruces away from the main
plantings and “under planted Scot’s (sic) pine canopy”. 1tis fully accepted that some
planting of Scets pine took place and this would have been to infill areas which hadn’t
regenerated naturally as stated in my last letter of objection. At some of these sites you can
see the pines were planted, and in lines, and of even age, showing quite clearly that the rest
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of the pine woodland was established by natural means, contradicting the surveyor’'s
assumption throughout this report that the whole wood was planted.

434

Suggestion again that “the rest is non-native forestry plantation which is of negligible
conservation value”. I attach a table below showing that the rare Buxbaumia viridis moss has
been found in several locations within School Wood. All of the sites (12) apart from one,
were found within the non-native woodland comprising plented Norway spruces. This was
not an extensive survey, undertaken in my own time, o I am sure that more capsules would
be found if a more extensive search was undertaken.

Details of all Buxbaumtia viridis (Green shield moss) records from School Woed. Details of
exact grid references have been sent separately to protect the populations from any
interference.

| Quantity |Site Name Grid ref |Date Recorder Comment
20 School Wood  |Site 1 18Jun 2014 |Taylor, Stewart |x20 capsules, minimum, found on root-
Nethybridge plate of wind-blown Norway spruce on
west gide of drain
48 Schopl Wood |[Site2 |28 Sep 2014 [Taylor, Stewart  |x48 ‘new' capsules from 2014 growing
Nethybridge season, Just appearing in about 5
locations on root-plate of wind-blown
Norway spruce. x1 old capsule present
along with several setag. Tree on east
side of small drain
4 SchoolWood |Site3 |30 Sep 2014 (Taylor, Stewart |x4 old cepsule on decayed stump of
Nethybridge possibly a small birch tree,
2 School Wood | Site 4 28 Sep 2014 |Taylor, Stewart  [x2 old capsules on ropt-plate of wind-
Nethybridge blown Norway spruce. Tree on east
side of small drain
2 School Wood  |Site 5 28 Sep 2014 |Taylor, Stewart (2 old capsules present, 30cm between
Nethybridge capsules, on side of Norway spruce
stump from which tree had been cut
down and was still lying in situ.
3 School Wood  |Site 6 May 2014 |Taylor, Stewart  [x3 current years capsules on root-plate
Nethybridge area of wind-blown Norway spruce
8 SchoolWood |Site7 |08 May 2014 | Taylor, Stewart |8 current years capsules (2013/14) on
Nethybridge rooi-plate of wind-blown Norway
spruce on edge of spruce plantings,
Minizum of x3 new capsules seen 30
Sept 2014
4+ School Wood |Site8  |30Sep 2014 [Taylor, Stewart [Several new, young capsules, growing
Nethybridge on damp, mossy wood? under fallen
Norway spruce tree. Too you to make
an accurate count but minimum of 4
seen. No old capsules seen.
4+ School Wood  [Site 9 308ep2014 |Taylor, Stewart  [Several new, young capsules, growing
Nethybridge from either old scots pine stump or
entwined Norway spruce root covered
in mosses. Too young to make an
accurate count but minimum of 4 seen.
No old capsule found.
2 School Wood [Site 10  (30Sep2014 [Taylor, Stewart | Minimum of x1 new, young capsule,
Nethybridge and x1 old capsule on trunk of emall
fallen Norway. Too young o make an
accurate count,
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2 School Wood (Site 11 |30 Sep 2014 |Taylor, Stewart |Minimum of x1 new, young capsule,
Nethybridge and x1 ald capsule on trunk of amall
fallen Norway. Too young to make an
accurate count.
1 School Wood  |Site 12 |50ct 2014 | Taylor, Stewart  |x1 old capsule on mossy root of live
Methybridge Scots pine trec.

This moss has the following Designations:

UK Biodiversity Action Plan priority species

Nationally rare

TUCN (2001) - Endangered

Scottish Biodiversity List of species of principal importance for biodiversity conservation
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (Schedule 8)

Habitats Directive Annex 2 - non-priority species

Bern Convention Appendix 1

Table 4.3
Ditto, Scots pine plantation comments as made earlier, above.

5.2 Vegetation

521

The suggestion that non-flowering Goodyera repens is difficult to find is totally wrong and the
report writer is trying to cover up for poor survey techniques employed during earlier
surveys or use of inexperienced surveyors. The leaves, which form rosettes, are evergreen
and, as its common name suggests — creeping lady’'s tresses — several leafy rosettes can often
be found growing together. As the report surveyor states “it was found in numerous
colonies in both School Wood and Balnagowan Wood” so there was no excuse for it not
being found during earlier visits. I think this one plant exposes the sioppy and poor survey
techniques employed by MBEC, and raised several times during this objection.

Therefore, until the true value of this woodland to the local community and the important
biodiversity of the wider National Park, is determined 1 repeat the closing peragraph from
my last objection of 12 May 2014.

The CNPA should work with SNH, the Scottish Government and the local commumity fo
ensure this woodland is retained for the benefit of people and wildlife and should reject this
planning application in its entirety.

Yours sincerely

Stewart Taylor
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Copy of MBEC map Figure 1 for illustrative purposes anly to show the distribution of

Buxbaumia viridis capsules found to date.
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also see photos with earlier objections
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One of the populations of Buxbaumia viridis capsules School Wood Sept 2014.

Sadly, this group of capsules has been predated but several others remain on the same
Norway spruce root-plate. It is not unusual for capsules to be predated, though currently
the main predatar(s) is unknown.
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From: Susan Broyd
Owner of:

20 Dirdhu Court
Nethy Bridge

PH25 3EG

Dear Mr Harrison,

APPLICATION NUMBER: 2013/0119/DET
Erection of 58 houses, Land at School Road and Craigmore Road Bri

Thank you for your letter of 1 May inviting comments on the additional documents related to
the proposed developments at Nethy Bridge.

| should like to register my very strong objection to the proposed developments and
nothing in the new documentation serves to allay my fears.

May | draw your attention to my comments dated 6™ May 2013 (already posted on the CNPA
website) and to my comments submitted in relation to the draft Local Development Plan. The
current plan suggests that there should be no more than 40 houses across the two Nethy
Bridge sites — this is far too great a number given the very special nature of the ecology in
the area, and to suggest that 58 houses could be built is nothing short of a crime against
nature.

| am afraid that the new transport statement does not adequately address the issues posed
by the likely addition of over 100 extra vehicles in the village and the consequent traffic
disruption, wildlife deaths and danger to children that will arise. It is simply not realistic to
assume that many journeys will be undertaken on foot — young families most often have
cars.

Nothing in the new documents adequately addresses the wildlife destruction that will result
from the felling of ancient woodland and the reduction in wildlife corridors or the increase in
human usage of the remaining woodland thereby causing even greater wildlife disturbance.

There is also no adeguate statement showing the real demand for so many houses —
virtually every settlement in the national park has plans for new housing developments — why
are any more houses needed when clearly there will not be sufficient work for their
occupants.

In summary thersefore, my comments from last year still hold good and | await with interest
the CPNAs ecology assessment for the proposed siles.

Many thanks for the opportunity o comment.
Yours sincerely

Susan Broyd
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Firwood
Nethybridge
Inverness-shire
PH25 3DR

Ms Mary Grier,
Planning Office
Albert Memorial Hall
Station Square
Ballater

AB3550B

13/05/2013
Dear Ms Grier,

Proposal: ERECTION OF 58 HOUSES, ASSOCIATED ROADS & FOOTWAYS LAND
AT SCHOOL ROAD AND CRAIGMORE ROAD, NETHYBRIDGE

Flanning application: 2013/0119/DET
I'write in reference to the planning application above.
1 wigh to object to this application and request that the Park Authority turn it down.

Despite previous applications to build on this site having been turned down we are now
having to object once more to try and stop the Forest Village loosing part of its amenity
woodland and associated wildlife. Not only is this a new application, but it is for more
houses than were proposed in the last application and ali to be constructed in an area
classified as Ancient Woodland in Scottish Natural Heritage’s Ancient Woodland
Inventory. MBEC Environmental Consultants, the team behind the Ecological and
Nature Congervation Report, suggest that some sections are not ancient. The same as
could be claimed for parts of the adjacent Abernethy Forest NNR as large areas of this
forest were also lost to historical exploitation and war-time fellings. However, that
doesn’t change the overall status of the site. If this application is allowed to go forward
we will loose a section of ancient and semi-natural woodland to the laying of concrete
from which the woodland will never recover, unlike the forest which was re-established
after past management.

This application includes the undertaking of detafled ecological surveys, but despite an
enormous report several things are lacking. This report also seems to be trying hard in
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places, to make a case for the development to go ahead when the aim should just report
on the ecological facts.

3.4.26 Tall ruderal vegetation (p57).

I have to assume from the description that this is the area referred to locally as the
Council lay-by where materials for local repairs have been stored in the past and a
recent dumping ground for excess tarmac after road repairs. Despite a few garden
escapes being positively identified the huge population of bird‘s-foot trefoil (Lotus
corniculatus) fails to get a mention despite being all around the edge of the lay-by.
Whilst the plant is not rare, this population supports one of our rarest solitary mason
bees Osmia uncinats, first reported from this site in 2001 and still visiting the trefoil patch
in 2011. The bee is also missing from the invertebrate list, not usually being on the wing
(May-June) when the surveyors visited later in the year. I would suggest therefore that
the small patch of tall ruderal vegetation has a greater nature conservation value than
that of “negligible” as given by MBEC.

Table 2 Summary of Notable Bryophytes.

I have a personal link to one of the rare species quoted — Buxbaumia viridis and despite
the last record being listed in NJ02 as 2010, I can report that the moss is alive and well, in
NJ02 and not far from School Wood, with the capsules just about to release their spores
for the current year. This moss loves decaying logs and [ would be surprised if it wasn't
to be found somewhere in School Wood. Again, the surveyors’ visit period wasn't
correct for this particular moss.

Mammal Survey.

Whilst welcoming the greater level of ecological surveying carried out for this
application I do wander whether a two day visit is sufficient to give an accurate
assessment of the range of mammal species using the site.

Fungus Survey.

Having been involved in recording fungi over a long period in woods local to this
application {Taylor 2013 - see references) I wonder how accurate the identification
results were when you read that Phillips, 1981 was used as one of the identification
guides. Whilst this is a useful field guide it is just not possible to identify several of the
pinewood occurring fungi using this guide. Neither can some fungi be identified from
photographs when spores etc often need to be checked under a microscope.

Invertebrates.

An extensive list, with, thankfully, various experts used to carry out the identifications.
However, as already mentioned, the rare Osntia uncinata mason bee was missed and
there was a major error made when deciding where to search for the water beetle lllybius
wasastjernea. If the paper on the original find had been consulted {Owen 1992a),
particularly when the report states that “several rost-plate pools (holes made by the root
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plate of fallen trees) were sampled, targeting Jiybius wasustjernae (Vulnerable)”, the
surveyors would have realised that the beetle lives in water filled holes UNDER the

roots of the stumps of dead Scots pines in bogs (see Fig 1). It is possible therefore, that
this beetle is present on the development site.

Breeding Bird Survey.

Whilst the transect and point count method of survey gives good results I would suggest
the Common Bird Census method, also recommended by the British Trust for
Ormithology, might have given better results. The CBC method though does involve up
to 8 visits but does allow the territories of the birds to be mapped. 1would also be
interested to know how the Scottish crossbills were positively identified, and whilst
welcoming their presence, there is a good possibility that the birds could have been
parrot crossbills. There are several ornithological papers on the difficulty in correctly
identifying the two species, and both species are regularly recorded in Strathspey
pinewoods. It was sad to see that no evening visits were made to the development sites
for owls and woodcock, both of which would have been potential breeders, The bare
minimum of effort seems to be the norm in these planning application surveys. To
allow the bird populations of the two sites to be properly evaluated when compared to
other pinewoods, the number of pairs/km? should also have been stated (see Taylor
2010).

I would suggest that this wood was bought cheaply, by people whose sole interest was
motivated by profit and the CNPA should recognise this. Whilst the surveyors failed to
find evidence currently of capercaillie, School Wood still retains huge recreational and
natural history importance to local people, and once again you should reject this
application.

Yours sincerely

Stewart Taylor MBE
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Looking for Mybus {=Agabus) wasastjernae water beetles Typical site undier stump vmder tussock
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From:Tim Ambrose

Sent=29 May 2014 11:28:30 +0100

To:Planning

Subject:nethy Bridge, School Waod proposed housing - Objection
importance:Normal

Dear Sirs,

Planning application 2013/0119/DET - proposed construction of 58 houses at School
Wood, Nethy Bridge

On behalf of The Scottish Wild Land Group, a Scottish Charity number SC004014, I am
writing te OBJECT to the planning application for 58 houses and associated
infrastructure at School Wood in Nethy Bridge.

This is an inappropriate location for so many new houses and will involve the destruction
of Ancient Woodland, as well as irreversible damage to the natural habitats of many key
species of the Caimgorms.  These areas of forest are precious and scarce in the
Caimngorms, and need to be preserved and enlarged, not sacrificed for housing, which
should be erected on brown field sites, in smaller developments, and in less sensitive
locations.

Trying to squeeze as many as 58 houses into the site will involve major disruption to the
wildlife from the presence of so many inhabitants and their pets, particularly to species
such as red squirrels and capercaillie, the iconic species of the Cairngorms which are in
need of support. It will contribute substantially to a continued loss of wildness in the
Caimngorms area, which is one of its principal attractions.

Such damage, once incurrred, is irreversible. Our children and future generations will
lose if this development is allowed. The precautionary principle should apply to prevent
it.

The proposal is completely inconsistent with the CNPA's legal obligation to "conserve
and enhance the natural .. heritage .. of the [Cairngorms] area”, (S1(a) National Parks
(Scotland) Act 2000), and the Scottish Wild Land Group urges the CNPA to reject the
application.

yours faithfully, Tim Ambrose, Treasurer, the Scottish Wild Land Group, 8 Cleveden
Road, Glasgow G12 ONT.
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22 Dirdhu Court
Nethy Bridge
PH25 3 EG

Dear Ms Major

The proposed erection of 58 houses, associated roads and footways, land at School Road and
Craigmure Road, Nethy Bridge.

With reference to the above, | wish to lodge my objections to these proposals.

I do not object to the building of affordable housing as required by first time buyers in Nethy Bridge.
Can you quantify thls demand?

| would be Interested to know who the prospective purchasers of a new development in the village
would be. As you are no doubt aware, there are a large number of ‘second homes’ in the village
which lie empty for most of the year. In Dirdhu Court which joins the two proposed areas, there are
at least 8 houses which fall into this category.

Bullding 58 houses in the School Wood will have a damaging effect on the amenity and nature of the
village environment without serving the needs of the iocal population.

| look forward to your response.,

Yours sincerely

Hamish Thom
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From:tim ransom

Sent:22 Oct 2014 23:27:39 +0100

To:Planning

Subject:Application Ref: 2013/0119/DET. Erection of 58 houses, associated roads and footways.
Land at School Road and Craigmore Road, Nethy Bricge.

Importance:Normal

October 22™ 2014

Dear Sir/Madam,

Application Reference: 2013/0119/DET. Erection of 58 houses,
associated roads and footways. Land at School
Road and Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge.

1 would like to strongly object to planning permission being granted for this
application for & number of reasons.

This proposed site is listed in the Ancient Woodland Inventory as Ca long
established woodland of semi-natural origin[1 and the Scottish Planning Policy (Section

194) states that planning should Llprotect and enhance ancient semi-natural woodland as
an important and irreplaceable resource together with other native or long established

woods[] and so to allow any part of this important local woodland to be destroyed would

clearly fall foul of Planning Policy and that cannot be allowed to happen, especially
within a National Park.

Any purposeful loss of Ancient Woodland, which is the most pristine and diverse
of habitats in Britain, would be a travesty as this habitat cannot be recreated, replaced or
managed for.

And on the issue of wildlife conservation this proposed site has been shown time
and time again that it is a very rich and important area for wildlife. Not only does the
Ecology Report for this development show clearly how many rare and threatened species
live in and use this site but also other independent surveys show the same over many
years and in all locations of the proposed development.

The species shown to use or live in this site include numerous protected species
from Otter and Red Squirrel, one of the UK rarest mosses in the Green Shield Moss, to
countless protected invertebrate species including a number of UK Priority Specics and
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Red List species and also it would have an impact on nearby breeding Capercaillie. These
surveys show clearly the importance of this site to wildlife in the Cairngorms and to
allow it to disappear under concrete would be a travesty. The CNPA needs to show it
takes its responsibility seriously to protect natural history within the Caimgorms and any
clear failure to do so would reverberate far and wide, and well beyond Scotland, that it
was not truly committed to upholding its First Aim of protecting its natural history but
this is a case where it can show it does.

Both local and national conservation organisations have raised serious concerns
and objections 1o this application. Such organisations do not take the time to raise
objections unless there are very serious concerns over the impact of a development and
those real concerns cannot be mitigated for or be ignored.

Also, recently the Reporters recommended that the School Road part of this
development should be completely removed from the Local Developmert Plan as well as
from the Nethy Bridge settlement boundary and to ignore this recommendation would
send a very negative message that the CNPA cares more for development than upholding
the Reporters recommendations and protecting its wildlife and habitats for future
generations.

This proposed development does not, in any way, fit in with the character of
Nethy Bridge. The proposal to cram 58 houses into this site is totally out of keeping with
the rest of the village and threatens to turn this Forest Village into another faceless

housing estate with no character or village Clfeel[] especially as this proposed

development lies on two important and well-used entrances into the village and would
give a negative view of what is valued as a typical Highland village and so negatively
impact on valued tourism.

To aliow this development to go ahead would have & significant negative impact
not only on the wildlife of the area but also on the village itself as well as being seen to
be ignoring the Reporters recommendation and the objections raised by numerous
individuals and nationgl conservation organisations and if all these factors were to be
ignored it would send a clear and damaging message, within and without the National
Park, of the real priorities of the Park Authority so it surely is clear that planning
permission should be refused for this application once and for all.

Yours,

Mr Tim Ransom, BSc
Flat 8,

1 St Saviour[s Crescent,
St Saviour[ds Road,

St Saviour,
Jersey,
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Channel Islands,
JEZ TXN.
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Roy Turnbull
Torniscar
Nethy Bridge
Inverness-shire PH25 3ED
Scofland

Simon Harrison
Head of Planning
CNPA

Dear Mr Harrison,
A History of the School Wood Allocation and Subsequent Events

2013/0119/DET | Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways | Land at School
Road and Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge

Thank you for your letters of 1% and 15® May 2014 advising me that further documents
relevant to the above planning application have been recently lodged with the CNPA.

Since the School Wood allocation preceded the formation of the Cairngorms National Park, 1
believe it is important that the CNPA should be aware of the events surrounding that
allocation, and to that end the following brief history is provided.

The allocation of parts of School Wood for housing development was made within the
Highland (Regional) Council (HC) Local Plan of the early 1990s. However, the First
(Consultative) Draft of the HC Local Plan, published in March 1991, made no reference to
development within School Wood, see:
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This March 1991 First Draft acknowledged the development pressure on existing settlements
throughout Badenoch and Strathspey with the words:

"Despite spare capacity in land and infrastructure in most settlements, concem is
emerging about the rate and scale of change in established villages. Unsympathetic
cramming and expansion of communities is eroding their character and setting,
threatening to overwhelm facilities, or creating imbalance in the soclal structure. ..."

This March 1991 First Draft LP included provision for 93 houses in Nethy Bridge. HC later
reported (at the Public Local Plan Inquiry held in summer 1994) on the public response to
the March 1991 First Draft LP as follows:

95



#8  TheDraft Plan previstons for Nethyhridge tiractd 2 yery caosiderable public
regpanse. The Planning Authiority seceived seme Eytfﬂytnm representations
togethér witha forther 30 lotters of 2 pro-feintis type, These are sumingrised.

in full, mgether with the Cornell's. césposise | ;
Coma) wnd -ta!ibn's'ﬂifg?;),mm the Statement of Publicity,

22  Broadly, whilst some su ot enterged for tis Plin's . -
tpect of e villige's oo, charactes and. widar aisenfis, viay i ees

housing davelopment; (e siale of changé pruposed; the proportion o

ot s iy st e e Y
ﬁ:ﬁ\yw mﬁﬁ; lpaal people; ?:ﬂ\eyemq:unn that growth of
Notwitkitarifiig, severalIndioldissts soraght & mone gy L

After this period of First Draft consultation in 1991, a private meeting was later arranged and
held on 2™ July 1992, between HC officials, Nethy Bridge Community Councillors, District
Councillor S Black and Regional Councillor B S M Dunlop. (No minute of this 2™ July
meeting from the Community Council appears to exist, though there is an account of the
meeting in the HRC papers to the 1994 PLL) It was at this meeting that the allocation of 40
houses in School Wood was first discussed and informally approved and subsequently
provided for in the Final Draft March 1993 Local Plan. This was, and remains, the largest
Local Plan allocation ever made in Nethy Bridge, in terms of the number of buildings
involved, and area of land allocated. The overall housing allocation was also increased from
93 to 125 in Nethy Bridge. (See March 1993, Final Draft, Nethybridge, below).

Thus, following “very considerable concerns” about housing land allocations expressed
during the March 1991 First Draft LP consultations, the 40 houses in the School Wood
allocation in the Final Draft LP in March 1993 was made without any consultation with, and
indeed without the knowledge of, the public. No public meeting was convened, either by the
Nethy Bridge Community Council, or by Highland Regional Council, concerning the
proposals for housing allocation in School Wood discussed privately on 2™ July 1992. The
public could not have been aware of this meeting, nor of its crucial importance to the future
of Nethy Bridge, because neither the date of the meeting, nor any indication of its proposals
bad been made public. Thus, members of the public were not even able to lobby councillors
with their views. The first public information concerning the School Wood allocation came
with the publication of the Final Draft Local Plan in March 1993, by which time objection to
such a large proposal in an already seriously overdue local plan was largely futile and
involved appearing at the subsequent Local Plan Inquiry held in Aviemore in the summer of
1994,
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Following the allocation for 40 houses in School Wood in HC’s Local Plan, an application
for 48 houses was made in 2001 by Eagle Star Insurance Company.

The “Minute of gt i
THE HIGHLAND COUNCIL
MINUTE OF MEETING OF BADENOCH AND STRATHSPEY AREA
COMMITTEE

Held at Nethy Bridge Community Hall
on Monday 25™ June 2001 at 7.30pm”
into this Eagle Star application records, inter alia, the following:
p-15

Councillor F D S Black stated, “... at least 20 of the house sites should be reserved for
self-build with 10 of those reserved being for people on lower earnings.” ...
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“Councillor A Gordon gave full support to Councillor F D S Black s position ...”
“Councillor S Slimon also supported Councillor F D S Black’s viewpoint and confirmed her
vicw that at least 20 of the sites should be self-build and have the nsual services supplied at
the cost of the developer.”

“Councillor R Severn gave support 10 councillor FD S Black ...”

p.16

“Councillor Dunlop gave support to Councilior F D S Black and belicved that the most
appropriaic way forward would be to refuse this application and invite a new application
taking into account the comments made by the Committee.”

“The AM confirmed that a reduction in the number of houses from 48 to 40 with 20 houses
being reserved for “self-build” ... means that Members would be best advised to refuse this
application ...”

“Councillor F D S Black moved to refuse the application ... this application, as it stands
would not deal with the real developments necds of the community at this time because it
fails to meet the requirements for low cost and self-build houses.”

sccl
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A subsequent application was lodged in 2002, based upon the principles of no more than 40
houses, (20 of which were to be self-build), and protection of mature pine, willow and aspen.
The Highland Council was minded to approve this latter application at the Meeting of
Badenoch and Strathspey Area Committee held on Tuesday, 24 September 2002 at 7.00pm.



It was this situation which the Caimgorms National Park Authority inherited in 2003.
SUMMARY

The above establishes the following:

e the initial allocation of land for housing development in School Wood was made
without public knowledge or consent. Since this, the largest housing allocation
ever made in Nethy Bridge, did not appear in the First Draft Local Plan in 1991,
the public were denied the opportunity for comment and the allocation
represents a serious democratic deficit that the CNPA, by continuing with the
allocation in its 2010 Local Plan, has done nothing to correct.

® contrary to the present application, which is for 58 houses, the CNPA inherited a
situation in which it was accepted that “the rumber of houses should be limited
to 40 maximum”.

* contrary to the present application, which has no provision for self-build plots,
the CNPA inherited a situation in which it was accepted that 20 of the 40 houses
should be self-build.

¢ confrary to the present application, which proposes the clear-fell of trees within
the site, including the destruction of mature aspen and willows, the CNPA
inherited a situation in which It was accepted that “Specific areas of high
amenity/wildlife value such as the mature ... willow and aspen should be
protected from development.”

Thus, the present application, proceeding as the Cairngorms National Park has been
established for more than ten years, is substantially more damaging to the natural and
cuitural heritage of Nethy Bridge than that insisted upon by the Highland Council
before the establishment of the national park.

If granted, this proposal would demonstrate that, contrary to the requirements of its
founding legislation to “conserve and enhance” that heritage, the Cajfrngorms National
Park Authority is causing its degradation.

Should you wish to see full hard copies of any or all of the documents referred to above,
please get in touch.

Yours sincerely
Roy Turnbull
Torniscar

Nethy Bridge
Inverness-shire
Scotland

PH25 3ED

Web: hr1p://www.geograph.org,ult/phato/288449
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Roy Turnbull
Torniscar
Nethy Bridge
Inverness-shire PH25 3ED
Scotland

o

29% May 2014
Simon Harrison
Head of Planning
CNPA

Dear Sir,

2013/0119/DET | Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways | Land At School Road And
Cralgmore Road, Nethy Bridge

Thank you for your letters of 1* May and 15" May 2014 advising me that further documents relevant to the
above planning application have been recently lodged with the CNPA.

I wrote to the CNPA previously (13™ May 2013) registering my objections to this planning application for a
number or reasons. None of those reasons have been adequately, or at all, addressed by these recent
documents, and hence my objections to this application are sustained.

1 will first review my previous objections (numbered 1-7, dated 13% May 2013) in light of these recent
documents and then address some of the content of those documents themselves.

Previous Reasons for Objection to 2013/0119/DET (13" May 2013)

1. The proposal is conirary to the provisions of the adopted CNPA Lacal Plan with respect to the number
of houses proposed.

The mumber of houses proposed was 58, a substantial increase on the 40 allocated in the Local Plan,
representing a substantial departure from the provisions of the Local Plan.

Scottish Planning Policy Para.25 “requires [my emphasis] decisions to be made in accordance with the
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.”

Clearly, the greater the departure from the Local/Development Plan the greater the need for justifying
material considerations: yet no such considerations have been proffered by the applicant, who would have
been fully aware that as long ago as June 2001, Highland (Regional) Council had refused a previous
application, “on the grounds that the site is of swch a sensitive nature so as to require a reduction in the

number of houses from 48 [that had been applied for] to 40” [my emphasis][Ref.: MINUTE OF
MEETING OF BADENOCH AND STRATHSPEY AREA
COMMITTEE Held at Nethy Bridge Community Hall on Monday 25™ June 2001 at 7.30pm]

In order to sustain the applicant’s proposal for 58, rather than 40, houses in School Wood, it would be
required to demonstrate all of the following:

e that the natural heritage value of School Wood was no longer of “such a sensitive nature”, or that the
protection afforded to ancient woodlands had declined. Neither of those events has occurred. Indeed,
the records of the wildlife value of School Wood continue to accumulate, for example, with the
recent discovery of “Key Species” Green Shield Moss Buxbawmia viridis [see CNPA Paper 5579
CAIRNGORMS NATURE ACTION PLAN 2013 - 2018 p.26] on the development site, and the
continual records, including photographic evidence, of otter using the Caochan Fuaran. Meanwhile, the
continued protection afforded to ancient woodlands, as outlined in the correspondence dated 14™ May
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2014 from The Woodland Trust and the establishment of the Caimgorms National Park, (including Local
Plan Policy 3) emphasise the importance that should afforded to the protection of ancient woodland such
as School Wood.,

= that a housing need survey had identified a local need sufficient to justify an increase from 40 to 58
houses. No such survey has been undertaken by the applicant. Indeed, the last detailed survey of
housing need in Nethy Bridge, by The Highlands Small Communities Housing Trust in July 2002,
found no evidence of housing need in Nethy Bridge that could justify a requirement for 40 houses in
School Wood, let alone an increase to 58 houses,

e that there had been a dearth of house building in Nethy Bridge since 2001, but that is not the case,
Over one hundred houses have been built in the Nethy Bridge area since 2001, an increase of some
24% on 2001 numbers*, see below (figures from Highland Council):

New House Completions gr[ Calondar Year
Data Zone
Data Zone Name __2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Nethy
$01003756 | Bridge 7 4 12 7 7 23 3 2 1

*Highland Council report 522 houses in Nethy Bridge in 2001, so the 102 houses built since 2001 represent an increase of
100x102/(522-102) = 24%
Thus, my objection is sustained.

2. Part of the proposed housing site is Outwith the Settlement Boundary of Netby Bridge.
The recent documents provide no change to this situation, thus my objection is snstained.
3. The building of 58 houses is excessive,

The recent documents provide no amelloration to this situation.

Indeed, the new proposed layouts of both the Craigmore Road and School Road sites are even more cramped
and unacceptable than previously, as a result, it appears, of accommodating the SUDS schemes. These
layouts bear no resemblance to housing in the existing Nethy Bridge community and appear to me to
represent urban gheitoes to be hidden, as far as possible, in woodland. If built, they would represent an
appalling example of planning in a national park, as careless of the well-being of their human inhabitants es
they indubitably are of the natural heritage of the ancient woodland they would destroy and degrade. The
proposal is about as far removed from the concept of acceptable and sustainable housing to cater for local
need in a national park es it is possible to get.

Thus my objection is sustained.

4, This application, if granted, would establish the principle of development within this woodland

To my knowledge there has been no change to this situation. It remains the case that transfer of ownership to a
community group provides no guarantee of the firture safeguarding of the remaining woodland from future
development. What it does guarantee, in the event of some members of the community wanting further
development to release funding for some future commumity project, is further division and discord within the
community. No doubt the present applicant would be very happy to come and build some more houses in
School Wood, in thet event, whilst being spared the opprobrium that its current application is attracting. The
prescat vague transfer arrangement in this respect is wholly unsatigfactory. A secure future for School Wood
is far better achieved by transfer of ownership to a properly constituted organisation dedicated to looking after
woodlands, and funds are available towards that ends, My previous comments are sustained.

5. & 6. These previous reasons largely concern landscape and will be addressed in the context of
consideration of the CNPA Landscape Report (May 2014) below.
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7. No further information has been provided by the CNPA concerning ecological surveys. My previous
comments are sustained,

Comment on CNPA LANDSCAPE RESPONSE dated 1* May 2014.

1. The Landscape report states, “The sites are within pine plantation woodland™.

That provides an inaccurate and wholly inadequate description of the School Wood sites.
School Wood was largely, but not entirely felled during WWIL, (many Scots pines and broadleaves such as
willows, aspen, juniper and birch remained unfelled) and some planting occurred around 1962. This planted
component consisted of the lodgepole pine and Norway spruce and some Scots pine. Some of the planters
from that time are still alive (I can privately provide the name and address of one such individual on request)
and confirm that the Scots pine planting was “beating up”, that is, adding to young, naturally regenerated
Scots pine. Careful examination of the spacings of many of the Scots pine confirms that they arose from
natural regeneration, being of a nature that no planter would have produced.
It is thus the case that some (the exact proportion is unknown) of the Scots pine and all of the broadleaved
component in School Wood arose by natural regeneration.
Moreover, whether a tree arose from being spade planted as a small local provenance native sapling,
without ground preparation (ditching or mounding), - which is what happened in School Wood — or from
natural regeneration from remaining seed trees is of very little importance, What matters is that

o the soils remain intact and have not been substantially disturbed throughout their 10,000

years of evolution since the end of the last glaciation

s woodland cover has not been interrupted for extended periods

» most of the tree cover is native species

e the woodland contains the rich assemblage of plants, invertebrates, mammals, birds and

amyphibians that is to be expected from an ancient woodland site

It is those bulleted points that are important for understanding that School Woed is capable of fully
recovering from the war-time felling and non-native planting, to a fully native woodland, if it is allowed to
and if the non-native components are removed. Development will permanently destroy the site and degrade
the remaining woodland.

To the extent that School Wood contains some non-native planted trees it may be regarded as a PAWS
(Plantation on an Ancient Woodland Site).

The Control of Woodland Removal Policy states:

“There will be a strong presumption against removing the following types of woodland: ancient semi-
natural woodland; woodlands listed as ‘Plantations on Ancient Woodland Sites’ (PAWS).

There will also be a strong presumption against woodland removal where it would lead to
fragmentation or disconnection of important forest habitat networks.”

The Cairngorms National Park Forest and Woodiand Framework states that one of the

priorities for the Park is:

“c) Protect all ancient and semi-natural woodlands from further damage and fragmentation and
restore them all in plantations on ancient woodland sites (PAWS).

There really is no excuse for the CNPA to ignore its own Forest and Woodland Framework as well as
Scottish Government policy with respect to PAWS by downplaying the status of School Wood to that
of “pine plantation woodland” so as to facilitate its destruction and degradation by development.

The Forestry Report from Highland Council Forestry Dept. (17" May 2013) and from The Woodland Trust
(14™ May 2014) and several other representations provide further information in this respect and attest to the
rich biodiversity and landscape value of the ancient woodiand site of School Wood.

2. Policy Context

103



NPFP Policy 2.8 states that “new development should ... support the retention and enhancement of local
character”, but this proposed development can in no way be said so to do.

The proposed housing developments, particularly the School Road development, are alien to the existing
settlement patiern in Nethy Bridge, and will always remain so,

Similarly, Policy 6 (landscape) states that new development should complement and enhance the character
of the National Park and in particular the setting of the development. This development is of urban ghettoes
hidden in woodland and can in no way be said to enhance the character of the national park.

Thus the proposal is contrary to the provisions of NPPF Policy 2.8. and CNPALP Policy 6.

What ig the point of having policies to conserve and enhance local landscape character in sympathy with the
wider national park landscape character, as these policies attempt to do, if their provisions are ignored or if it
is pretended that wholly unacceptable proposals are in accordance with them?

3. Landscape Priorlties and Opportunities for Nethybridge

“Identify senescent, diseased and damaged veteran trees and replace over time” is contrary to Scottish
Planning Policy Para. 147, namely:

“... individual trees, especially veteran trees, may also have significant biodiversity value and make a
significant contribution to landscape character and quality so shonld be protected from adverse
impacts resulting from development”,

It is astonishing to find such words within a national park’s considerations concerning landscape.

Veteran trees are by definition ‘senescent’ (ic ‘verging on old age’) and they are almost invariably damaged
and diseased, both of which add to their great biodiversity value, (for invertebrates, plants and lichens and
nesting sites for birds) as well as their character and their value for landscape. Veteran trees, by virtue of
their glow rate of growth and change, provide continuity and history; they are part of the context of
communities. The CNPA should be celebrating and protecting its veteran trees, not encouraging their
“replacement” or using such misguided guidelines to excuse their destruction for development, as in the
Landscape report on School Wood. And what should such veteran trees be replaced with that could possibly
have the value of that which has been destroyed? In the case of School Wood the answer appears to be
concrete and tarmac.

The veteran goat willows on the development site in School Wood were previously marked (with an orange
spot) for retention and followed SNH’s advice, recorded in the 24% September 2002 Area Manager’s Report
PL98/2002 to BS/A)2/045, para. 3.5 p.6, relating to a previous application for housing in School Wood that
“retention of both specimen trees and internal tree compartments ... will provide corridors for movement of
invertebrates and other wildlife” and (para.3.6) “Recommend applicant be required to undertake site survey
in order to accurately prepare detailed design plan ... for retention of strategic amenity woodland within and
around the proposed site.” Similarly, at the planning meeting itself “Councillor B M S Dunlop emphasised
the absolute requirement that the development of the site must be controlled. ... Specific areas of high
amenity/wildlife value such as mature pine, willow and aspen should be protected from development.”
[Minute of Meeting, 25" June 2001, p.16)

Contrast that concern over specific areas and trees within the development site, expressed when Highland
Council was the planning authority, with the CNPA Landscape Report that for both the School Road and
Craigmore Road sites states, “It is accepted that the site will need to be clear-felled within the red line
boundary to facilitate the development.” Clear-felling of the sites would require the destruction of the treed
compartments including the mature willows and aspens and many fine pines and could only occur by
ignoring SNH's advice and the restrictions formerly placed on development by Highland Council.

It is a disgrace that a national park appears content to afford less protection to such natural heritage
values than did the previous locel authority, with SNH support, and is completely unacceptable.

4. Potential significant impacts
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The Landscape Report states “The proposed development at school wood is not contiguous with the
main settlement, it has a very condensed form and there is a high risk that it becomes an urban
pocket in the woodland with the built form, hard surfaces and boundaries dominating, and a low
level of private and public amenity, Without adequate attention to the detailed design and landscape
proposals there is a risk that these impacts would be long term or permanent.”

However, the suggestions to ameliorate this risk of “urban pockets in woodland” by way of footpaths
and public spaces appear wholly inadequate to the task. Though, to be fair, that task does appear to
be as insuperable as attempting to make the proverbial silk purse from a sow’s ear,

Comments or Arboricultural Assessment (13 October 2013)

1. The AA does at least acknowledge the ancient woodland status of the site, but fails to point out that
the broadleaved component is of entirely natursl origin and makes an unwarranted assertion that “the
bulk of the woodland area is planted”, when no such quantified assessment has been attempted.

2. The AA makes the extraordinary, and frankly absurd, claim that the life expectancy of the present
trees in School Wood is 20-40 years. This appears to be yet another attempt to downplay the viability
and value of School Wood, and has no basis in reality, The majority of the Scots pine trees in School
Wood have grown since the war-time fellings and are thus less than 70 years old. Even if left entirely
without further human intervention, self-thinning would result in a woodland full of trees that would
live for far more than another century, as attested by countless examples other woodlands with
similar histories to that of School Wood.

3. 1have addressed the AA recommendations for “clear felling” of the development sites in my
comments under the Landscape Report, above.

Other Comment

I'note that the CNPA ecology report has yet to be published and I await its publication before
responding on various specific aspects that I anticipate will be included therein.

Yours sincerely,

Roy Turnbudi
Torniscar
Nethy Bridge
Inverness-shire
Seotland

PH25 3ED
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Roy Turnbull
Torniscar
Nethy Bridge
Inverness-shire PH2S5 3ED
Scotland

-

Cairngorms National Partk Authority
Station Square
Ballater 11™ May 2013

Dear Sir

2013/0119/DET Erection of 58 honses, associated roads & footways | Land At School Road And
Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge }

I wish to object to the above planning application for the following reasons:
1. The proposal is contrary to the provisions of the adopted CNPA Local Plan.

The CNPALP states, “These two sites have outline consent for a total of 40 dwei]mgs” The CNPALP thus bases
its suppoart for the allocation of NB/H2 on that previous consent. However, that previous consent was itsclf based
upon two important considerations with which the present application conflicts:

Firstly, Highland Council was minded to grant consent for 40 dwellings at the Hearing of September 2002, but
that hearing followed one from June 2001 in which outline consent for 48 houses was sort by the developer, This
June 2001 application was refuged permission "on the grounds that the site is of such a sensitive nature 50 as to
require a rednetion in the number of honses required from 48 to 40",

Secondly, the outline consent that HC minded for approval in September 2002 resulted from an application for 40
houses, with "20 plots ... evailable for self-build; of these 10 ... at lower cost for first time loca] purchasers”
following unanimous support for this provision by Councillors, expressed at the 2001 Hearing, and = request from
the NB Comnmnity Council for all 20 self-build plots to be low cost.

Thus, the “outline consent for a total of 40 dwellings” mentioned in the CNPALP was explicitly based upon two
constraints i) no more than 40 houses and i) 20 of those 40 houses being self-build.

The present application for 58 houses, none of which are self-build, is in violation of both of those constraints and
is thus not in accordance with the CNPALP.

2. Part of the proposed housing site is Ontwith the Settlement Boundary of Nethy Bridge

The northern and eastern corner of the Craigmore Road site is outwith the Nethy Bridge settlement ares,
since the present application site has been moved deeper into the wood there. Thus Policy 22 st apply
to that part of the application site. None of the conditions required for housing development outside
settlements spply in this case and therefore that part of the application site is contrary to Policy 22. This
area is also mainly birch woodland, in contrast to the mainly pine wocdland to the south, see photo GR
NID1512072.

This situation sexves to ergphasise the warmings of the Reporters to the 2009 Local Plan Inquiry into the present

Local Plan, where they state,
Para. 66.10* ... we can see some logic in extending the boundary of the settlement to mcorpomte the
component of NBH-IZ which lies to the east of School Road. ... We can see na similar logic in the
extension of the settlement to the east thereby violating a ﬁn‘ther piece of School Wood and providing
nothing at all by way of an easily recognisable robust and defensible boundary.”
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para.66.21 “Nor is there adequate explanation of how seftlement boundaries have been delineated such
that they are sufficiently robust to endure into the medium term and provide some certainty about policy
implementation while remaining defensible against extensions to accommodate proposed developmients
which wovld be unacceptable,”
para, 7.5 “we have expressed our deep concetn that the proposed boundaries for NB/H2 and NB/ED, as
far s they penetrate School Wood, are not easily recognisable on the ground and are neither robust nor
defensible.”
The wisdom of those statements by the Reporters is revealed, as the first application to follow now violates the
Nethy Bridge setflement boundary.

3. The bullding of 58 houses is excessive,

There has been no recent survey to establish local need, or ability to pay for even “affordable™ housing were they
to be made available, and no evidence to suggest that 58 exira houses {44 affordable) are needed by the local

population.

Scottish Plarming Policy advises, “As with market led housing the need for affordable housing should be
met, where possible, within the housing market area where it has arisen,” The corollary of that advice is
that permission should not be granted for honsing in places where the local housing market area cannot
substantially fill the houses to be built,

As Highland Regional Council’s 1991 Badenoch and Strathspey First Draft Local Plan already felt constrained to
emphasise, “Unsymepathetic cramming and expansion of conmunities is eroding their churacter and setting,
threatening to overwhelm fucilities, or creating imbotances in the soclal structure.” Since that time 182 extra
houses have been built in the Nethy Bridge settiement area (figure from Highland Council), which many would
contend amply illustrates that HRC warning, as well as showing that building houses that loca] people cannot
afford to buy does nothing to alleviate such local housing need as does exist. As well as the undesirable
environmental effects mentioned above, those unaffordable hotises now cccupy sites that could and should have
accommodated truly affordsble dwellings, leading to the present wnacceptable application for development in an
ancient woodland site..

‘This application, quite clearly, is being driven by the desire of the developer to build a sufficiently large number
of houses to provide an economically atiractive return on his investment, rather than the needs of the community
of Nethy Bridge. But the balance sheet of developers is not a valid planning consideration,

Further, in 2005 (12th January), the Nethy Bridge Community Council convened a well-attended public meeting
ahout the new draft CNPA local plan, The meeting voiced overwhelming opposition to large-scale housing
developments within the village,

The present policy of allowing large housing developments is damaging villages and their communities, damaging
landscapes, destroying wildlife and depriving small local builders of a sustainable livelihood, whilst feeding an
unsustainable demand from large landowners and large building companies who generally do not use local
workers. It is the very opposite of what should be occurring in a national park, as hes bean learnt from bitter
experience elsewhere. Sooner or lster the CNPA nust grasp the nettle of appropriate control of development.

4, This appleation, if granted, would establish the principle of development within this woodland,
which would make further LP allocations/ plamting applications harder to resist.

The supporting statement states, “The applicant has offered to transfer ownership of the remaining woodland to
community ownership. This will ensure there is no further development within this area.”

No such surety exists without a cast iron legal stracture, which has not, to my kmowledge, been made, Nethy
Bridge Commmnity Couneil has in the past had discussions with Highland Council (Fuly 1992), concerning
housing elsewhere in School Wood, without the kuowledge of the wider community. If, for example, a situation
arose where substantial sums were required for a comrmunity project or repair and the funds were not available
from elsewhere, then the temptation would remain to raise the funds by further house building in School Wood.
Community ownership without an irrevocable legal structure is a recipe for future disagreement.

The Nethy Bridge community has suffered from twenty years of uscertainty over the future of School Wood,
which has caused considerable friction and disquiet. It is time for the CNPA to end this uncertainty with
categorienl assurances as to the future of School Wood backed by legal structures, whatever the outcome of the
present application.
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The discussion in the MBEC report (para 4.2.14 to 4.2.19) makes no mention of transfer of ownership, but
discusses the present owner undertaking the management. This arrangement also provides no security, For
example, the company can be wound up and its asgets, including the rest of School Wood, sold at any time.
Further, the MBEC report claims that the granting of plarming permission for this development is the only way for
the rest of the wood to be managed. That is not the case: funding and structures exist fo ensure that School Wood
is suitably managed and protected from development for all time coming if the present application is refused.

5. The application is contrary to the provisions of the adopted Cairngorms National Park Partnership
Plan

¢ The Partuership Plan Policy Policy 2.3 is to, “Conserve and enhance the special lsndscape
gualities...”
Ons of the landscape qualities inherited by the CNP is that of small villages nestled amongst extensive native
woodlands. Thiz proposal is one of many that is in the process of destroying that special Iandscape quality of the
CNP,
+ The Partnership Plan Policy Policy 2.4 is to, “Conserve and enhance habitat quality and
conuectivity, with a particalar focus on: a) weodland enhancement and expansion ... .

Building a housing estate in woodland neither conserves nor enhances the woodland: it destroystheareaused for
housing and increases disturbance and degradetion of surrounding aress.

6. The application is conirary to CNPALP Policy 6 - Landscape
The proposed development is sct entirely within a maturing woodland of predominately native species. Enclaves
of houses within native woodlands do not “complement and enhance” the woodland: they destroy the woodland
nnder the footprint of the development and, where tall pines and other trees surround the development footprint
create & new hard edge against the development that might also cause problems of wind-throw, causing firther
landscape darnage.
The proposed housing footprint at the Craigmore Road site will destroy the groups of cld willows, and aspen trees
that were previously marked with an orange spot to indicate their vahue was recognised and they would be saved. I
attach photographs of some these trees in the Appendix, with grid refs. NJ0133420620, NT0138420665 and
NJ0139220693, all of which fzl] within the proposed Craigmore Road development site.

There are no exceptional circumstances, such as the development being of a social or economic benefit

of national importance, to suggest that consideration should be given to allowing this development, when it fails
to complement or enhance the landscape character of the area, and particularly when false information is provided
in the MBEC report concerning the presence of these old willow trees on the development site.

7. The MBEC Ecology and Nature Conservation Report and Other Natural Heritage Considerations.

i) The MBEC report contains a number of obvious emrors:

¢ The housing sites, “development footprint areas™, shown snd described in the Report do not correspond to
the sites in the planning application.

¢ The Report states (3.2.4, and similarly elsewhere), “European larch ... were generally scattered across the
whole area”. That is not true. There are only a small number of larch trees in School Wood, restricted to
the area between the school and Dirdhu Court. MBEC appear to have confused larch with lodgepole pine,
which is the second-most common tree species (after Scots pine) in the wood, occurring on the wetter
arcas, Lodgepole pine is not mentioned anywhere in the MBEC Report.

The Report states (3.2.4), “Mature oak (Quercus sp.) were noted in a more open area mid-way along the
northern edge of the Craigmore Road site” Again, MBEC are misiaken. There is no cak in School Wood
and MBEC appear to have confused oak with veteran willow trees, which are present in that area.

« There is o remarkable and very easily identified arca of the ‘nationally scarce’ plant interrupted
clubmoss Lycopodium annotimum, cight metres in diameter and on the very edge of the development
site at Craigmore Road (GR NJ0154620677 - sce photo in Appendix). This is the only known ocecurrence
of this bryophyte in School Wood or in neighbouring wooeds, its existence here in 2 dense patch 8m in
diameter is enigmatic and special, and it should be protected. MBEC make no mention of interrupted
clubmoss in their Report (save a reference to it in the Table 1 list of plants occurring in the ten km square)
and it appears that MBEC may have misidentified this scarce plant as Polytrichion commune, since the
Report mentions “01477 20667 Glade approximately 8m in diameter domvinatex by Polytrichum
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commune.”(Report Appendix 3 p.9) though the location is also not quite correct. However, patches of
Polytrichum commune are widespread and common throughout woodlands in this area, including within
the Craigmore Road development site.

» P2l of the Report lists Aspen, Juniper, Creeping lady's tresses, Lesser twayblade, Coral root orchid,
Wintergreen speries and Tooth fungi and states that “Juniper is the only one of these species
which was found within the proposed development footprints”. On the contrary, it is the case that aspen
and creeping ladies tresses both ooour on the honsing site, as can be easily verified.

o The MBEC report para 3.4.6 and 3.4.7 claims that the veteran willows at the Craigmore site are “outside
of the proposed development arca™. That is not true. These willows, mentioned in 5) above, are entirely
within the development site, (see also SNH statement on veteran trees in jii) below)

i) The MBEC Report downplays the impact of developments within woodland upon the surrounding
areas of woodland. In contrast, the Woodland Trust recognises that developments close fo ancient
woodlands cause damage well outside the footprint of the development itself. The WT states,
“Research commissloned by the Woodland Trust has highlighted the potentlal impacts on the
ecology of nearby anclent woodland in the UK caused by adjacent developmants.” ... [There
are] “five main Impacts: chemical effects; disturbance; fragmentation; invaslon by non-native
plants; and cumulative effects.”

« Chemical Effects “Chemicals, such as herbicides, pesticides, ... nutrent-rich
leachates, and sulphur and nitrogen oxides, may reach anclent woodland from nearby
development through a range of mechanisms. These Include; aeroscl or spray drift;
the application of road-salt; contaminated surface and ground water flows; deposition
of dust, particulate and gaseous pollution; localised acld-rain events; deliberate
dumping of rubblsh or garden waste Into woodland”

Chemical effects on nearby ancient woodland Include: population-level responses to lethal and sub-lethal
doses of toxic chemicals, or nutrient enrichment, that can significantly alter the composition of the
ground flora and lichens, mosses and liverworts growing on trees or rocks; reduced tres health by
inhiblting root development and retarding growth, Increased drought and frost susceptibility, defoliation,
or leaf discoloration, poor crown condition, and the promation of insect damage; polsoning of animzls,
leading to mortality, reduced feeding rates, or species avoldance; and loss of soll mlcro—organisms,
including tree mycorrhizee, thereby affecting decomposition and nutrient cycling.”

» Disturbance "“Development in the vicinity of ancient woods may cause divect
disturbance effacts as a result of: modifled local hydrological regimes; vibratlon; nolse
and light pollution; vehlcular collisions with wildlife; external activity visible from
within the wood; an increase In wind-blown litter accumulation; and tree surgery or
felling along the wood{and edge for safety reasons or subsldence prevantion.

Development near to anclent woodland Increases the llkelthood of unmanaged publlc access, leading to:
trampling of vegetation and soil compaction; removal of dead wood or plants; acts of vandalism, and the
dumping of rubbish or garden waste. Further Indirect effects include predation of woodland fauna by pets
or large-bodied birds that may be attracted to the area. [Note. In the case of School Wood such factors are
likely to include not only human disturbance, but predation/attack of otters by dogs, predation of red squirrels and
small birds by domestic cats, interbreeding of wildcat (which have been recorded within 800m of the site) with
domestic cats, and predation of eggs and chicks of ground nesting birds, including woodcock and, possibly,
capercaillie, by cats and doga].

Disturbance may result in more frequent biologically-costly flushing events and increased mortality of
animal species. Noise dnd light polittion Interfere with Interactions between species, affecting foraging
and predation, reducing hreeding success and thereby affecting ongoing population viability. Disturbance
may, therefore, lead to specles balng eliminated from woods.”

» Fragmentation “New davelopment may be assoclated with the destruction or
alteration of semi-natural habitats in the vicinity of anclent woods and the creation of
large areas of terrain inhospitable for woodland species, Therefore, development may
Increass the distances between favourzble habltats that woodland specles must cross
to disperse, forage, or breed. In addition, developments that create chemlical or
disturbance effects that penetrate nearby anclent woodland may effectively reduce
woods to amaller functlonal habltat Islands. As a result, new development may
significantly fragment anclent woodland habltats, creating substantial barriers to
species movement, interrupting natural flows between habitat patches, sub-dividing
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populations, and altering the population dynamics of associated species and
communities.”

« Non-Native Plant Specles “The ilkellhood of ancient woadland belng invaded by
non-native plant species Is increased by a range of factors associated with
construction, including soll excavation and movement, altered enviraonmsntal
condltions and modifled hydrologicel processes. Nutrignt enrichment from
developments, such as ... resldential gardens, also Increasas the risk of non-native
plant specles invading woodland on an ongolng basis,”

(see: http://www.woodlandtrust.org,uk/en/campajgning/our-campaions/nei :
hell/Pg ges/meighbours-hell-summary.aspx#. T3m1otl0nuM ) Note, however, that thie paper refers to
development close to woodlands: clearly for developments within woodlands, such as that proposed for Schoal
Wood, these factors will indubitably apply with even greater force, However, new developments within ancient
woodlands, as proposed at School Wood, are a sufficiently rare outrage that the research included developments
that were merely close to such woods.

iif) ~ The MBEC Report also appears to downplay the imporiance of School Wood’s status as an *ancient
woodland site currently supporting woodland of plantation character”.
However, Scottish Natural Heritage states, "Ancient and ssmi-natural woodland ls an important and imeplaceable
national resource that should be protected and enhanced, ss should other nallve and long astablished woodlands.
Other woodlands, hedgerows and individual trees, especially veteran trees, may also have significant blodiversity valua
and make a significant contribution fo landscape character and qualily and so should be protected from adverse Impacis
rasulting from development.”
In its “Summary and Policy Statement” see, http:/www.snb.gov.uk/docs/C283974,ndF, Scottish Natural
Heritage state,
"Although there Is na leglstation specificaliy protecting anclant waodiand, Scottish Planning Policy Identifles It as an
important and irreplaceabla national resource that should he protectad and enhanced, as should other native and long
established waodlands with high nature conservation vafug, SNH will seek to use the planning system lo prolect encient
woodland. The Scottish Government's policy on control of woodland removal slates that there Is a strong presumplion
agalnst removing anclent semi-natural woodland or Plantations on ancient wood!and sites, amongst other types of
woodland,
Other woodlands, hedgerows and incividual trees, especially vateran trees, may also have significant blodiversity valus
and make a significant contribution to landacape character and quality, 80 should be protected from adverse impacts
resulling from development.”

The CNPA The Strategic Environmental Report at page 137 ... notes under the heading “Reasoning for

score” that “(l) the development of the H2 housing slte wlll lead to the loss of Scots Pine plantation

woodiand and disturbance to the species that use it ..." and eoncludes that “The consented development

proposals for the School Wood site In Nethy Bridge wiil ... have significant negative environmental offects

:l-n t;nnBs’;:lf los:s of woadiand habitat, fragmentetion of habitat, and changes to the setting and character of
ethy ge.

NPPG 14, para, 51 states, “Planning authorltles should seek to protect trees, groups of trees and areas
of woodland where they hava natural heritage value or contrlbute to the character or amenity of a
particular locality, Ancient and seml-natural woodiands have the greatest value for nature conservation.”

SPP Feb. 2010 (which superseded NPPG 14) p.29 para 146 states, “Ancient and seml-natural woodland
Is an important and irreplaceable national resource that should be protected and enhanced, as should
other native and long established woodlands with high nature conservation valus. The Scottlsh Forestry
Strategy Identifies the protection of woodlands of high biodiversity value as an Important conslderation in
the development management process. Woodland of high nature conservation value should be Identifled
in development plans along with relevant policies for Its protection and enhancement.”

The proposed development is contrary to Policy 3 Other Important Natural and Earth heritage Sites and
Interests of the CNPA Local Plan, which refers to “Development that would adversely effect an anclent
woodiand site ...” since the application will not enly destroy some of the woodland but is likely to lead to forther
degradation of the surrounding woodland, despite any management proposed by the applicant/ community
ownership (which remains unolear). Besides, such management is not reliant on this application being granted
permission, as explained above.

Sinee native woodlands, and especially ancient woodland sites, are & characteristic and valued part of the
Csimgorms National Park, developments that adversely affect encient woodland sites also adversely affect the
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Cairngorms National Park. Since it has already been acknowledged by the CNPA that the proposed development
does not constitute “social or economic benefit of national importance” (CNPA. Paper 3986 para. 85), it follows
that the proposal is contrary to Policy 2 Nationat Natural Heritage Designations,

) Europaan Protected Species, Otter

The MBEC Rsport states “there was no evidence of recent or current otier presence on either burn, Food sources for
otter in the burns were very limited this far from the Spey. While these watercourses are part of a much larger
catchment used by ofter, there was no apparent value noted, though there is a small potential for the Caochan
Fhuarain to be used occasionally as a commuting route for accessing the Dorback Burn caichment near Lettoch
{via field drains) though the River Nethy provides a more suitable route.”

The above provides a wholly misleading and inadequate appraisal of the use by otter of the Caochan Fuaran and
surroynding burns, Otters xegularly use the Caochan Fuaran, probably as a source of frogs end perhapa ecls, and
as a route to Culstank Moss, where the wetland at the eastern end and the bog area provide a forther source of
food (I am the owner of Culstank Moss and can confirm that both these areas in Culstank Moss should become
more suitable habitats as improvements are made there), Otter also transfer between the Ault Mor (which is used
regilarly by otters) and the Capchan Fuaran. The appendix includes several photographs of otter spraints taken at
various times over several years along the Caochan Puaran, both in School Wood and Culstank Moss. It also
includes a photo of an otter on the Caochan Fuaran obtained from & “camera trap” from the only time this was
placed on the burm in 2011.

On first reading of the present application, on 25® April, I went into School Wood and within a few minutes found
two otter spraints on separate boulders in the Caochan Fuaran (see photos *130425 Otter spraint® ete, in
Appendix), one of which was about 30m from the NE comner of the proposed Craigmore Road housing site.

Otters are vulnerable to attack from dogs. Indeed, an otter cub was recently attacked by a dog (in the presence of
its owner) close to its holt on the Allt Mor, upstream from Craigmore, a few hundred metres away from the
Caochan Fuaran/Craigmore Road site. It is not known if the cub survived the attack long-term, but it had to be
separated from the dog by its owner and therefore may bave suffered injury and may have succumbed to its
wounds.

The situation concerning the vulnerability of otters to attack by dogs along the Caochan Fuaran is vnusual. This
Caochan Fuaran is fed from springs at the far eastern end of Culstank Moss, and thus flows constantly, although it
i8 less than one metre wide and generally less than 20cm decp. Otters probably follow the Caochan Fuaran
looking for frogs and eels (the springs in Culstank Moss are associated with pools with frogs, and frogs also ocour
elsewhere in both woods). The use of the Caochan Fuaran may also be associated with natal holts either in School
‘Wood or Culstank Moss. There are large boulders in Culstank Moss a little way upstream (¢.100m) fiom the
Craigmore Road site that may afford this possihility, thongh natal holts are notosiously difficult to find since the
female otier ensures they are well concealed,

The unusual feature here is the extreme small sizs of the Caochan Fusran that affords no refuge for an ofter under
attack from dogs: otters are therefore likely to be far more vulnerable than by the Spey or one of its larger
tributeries where thoy can escape into a much larger body of deeper water if attacked.

The proposed Craigmore Road site is less than 30 metres from the Caochan Fuaran. Dogs associated with these
proposed developments would likely regerd stretches of the Caochan Fuaran as their home territory and pose an
unacceptable threat to the ofters using it. They will also effectively sterilise any potential natal holt in the area,
inclnding aveas in Culstank Moss: a dog’s nose will readily find thet which may be overlooked by hurnan eyes.
This would also mean that otters would likely be denied access upstream of the Craigmore Road site, since, in
addition to bmman forms of disturbance, otters would be reluctant to pass an area where attack by dogs would be
likely. This would mean that the whole of Culstank Moss, including the springs at its far end and the bog area and
potential natal holts within it, wonld become vmavailable via the Caochan Fuaran,

Planning permission was granted on 11% March 2011 by Highland Council for a “twao person eco-cabin™ close to
the Lazy Duck Hostel, Badanfhuarain and on the edge of Culstank Moss woodland, about 300m upstream on the
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Caochan Fuaran from the proposed Craigmore Road site. The eco-cabin has no vehicnlar access and no electric
lighting and occupancy is resiricted to two persons (plus possible baby or toddler) at a time. The planning
condition included with the permission stated “the terms of the bullding include a requirement that curtalns
or blinds on the north side windows shall be drawn closed bstween the hours of sunset and sunfise, and
that no dogs shall accompany occupiers of the building”. The reason for these conditions to be imposed upon
this tiny development was concern for light pollution causing disturbance within Culstank Moss and the potential
for predation/disturbance by dogs.

Two conchusions may be drawn from these eco-cabin conditions: firstly, that they werc necessary to protect the
natural heritage of the surrounding area, and secondly, that they were possible, If such conditions were required to
be imposed upon the eco-cabin then it is logical for similar conditions to apply to the very rmch larger proposed
developments (14 dwellings) along Craigmore Road, that are adjacent to the same Culstank Moss and School
Wood, and moreover inchude 24 hour vehicular access and, of course, lighting and domestic pets — indeed all the
noisc and disturbance normally associated with domestic sites. However, such restrictions are not possible on the
Craigmore Road site dwellings, for obvious reasons. It follows that consistency in imposition of planning
conditions requires that no permission be granted for these Craigmore Road developments,

The Appropriate Assessment contains the following statement (and no more), with respect to the effect of the
Local Plan upon the European Protected Species, otter, “in theory development in line with the proposais in
Nethy Bridge could lead o Impacis on the qualilying species or their supporling habiiats within ihis sie If, during
construciion or subsequenlly, physical or chemical confaminanis were relensed info fhe River Spey.

Consiruction covld aiso cause disturbance to offer. in praclice, however, alf development proposals will have to
comply with Policy 2, which protecis Natura shes In accordance with the Conservation {Nalural Heritage eic)
Reguiations 1994 (as amended).One of the ways this would be achleved Is, for applicailons thet Invofve ground
disturbance near fo walercourses, Identifying appropriate guidance for developears to follow lo avold relecses of
sedimenf or chemicals info wafercourses during consiruction: fo ensure that there Is no pofential for offer lo become
entangled In construcion materlals (eg overnighp; and requiring offer surveys prlor o submission of planning
appiications and designing developments fo avoid damaging holls or disturbing these onimals.. Hence
Implementation of these proposals wif nof delract from meaiing the site’s conservation objectives.”

There is no indication of any assessment of the long-term adverse cffect of the proposed development due to the
factors discussed above in the AA, it is entirely concerned with the construction phase.

The Caochan Fuaran, of course, flows into the Spey and is close to the Allt Mor, both of which are part of the
River Spey Special Area of Conservation (under the EU Birds and Habsitats Directive) for which the otter is one of
four qualifying features (the others being salmon, lamprey and freshwater pearl mussel). Thus any harm to or
restrictionofforagingorbroedi.ughabitatnfottem’sadjacenttotheCaocbanFuaranwouldbehamﬁngnntonlya
European Protected Species but would also have an adverse effect on a Special Area of Conservation. This
proposed development is thus contrary to PoHey 4 Protected Species and Policy 1 Natura 2000 Sites of the
CNPA Local Plan, There are no imperative reasons of overriding public interest which would suggest planning
permission should be granted where the potential impacts on Buropean Protected Species can reasonably be
expected to be adverse. The ultimate arbiter of the application of such policies is the Directorate-General,
Environment, of the Buropean Commission, to which reference may need to be made,

¥) Schedule 5 Specles Red Squirrel
The Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981 was amended by the recent infroduction of the Wildlife and Natural
Environment (Scotland) Act 2011 to the effect that there is no longer a complete prohibition upon the granting of
a licence for the destruction of red squirrel dreys for the purpose of development, This amendment to the 1981
requires that,
“The appropriate authority shali not grant a !lcence under subsection (3)(i) unless it s satisfied—

{(a) that undertaking the conduct authprised by the licence will give rise to, or contrlbute towards the
achlevement of, a significant social, economle or environmentat benefit; and

(b) that there is no other satisfactory sotution.” [ WINE(Scotland) Act 2011 Sect. 18 {2} (b) ]

In this context, it should be pointed out that:
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o [ am not aware that the developer has made any attempt to demonstrate that the proposed development
will contribute towards the achievement of a significant social benefit, since no assessment of the possible
social benefits and dis-benefits of this proposal has, to my knowledge, been conducted by the developer or
anyone else.

« The only likely economic benefits fall to the developer, whereas local builders and craftsmen who might
reasonably be expected to derive benefit from smaller developments that this proposed development
prechudes, are disadvantaged. Thus, the loeal econontic benefit has not been demonstrated to be positive
and is likely to be negative. Further, the aims of the Nationel Park require that any economic benefit (and
any use of the natural resources) within the park should be sustainable; developmeat that destroys natural
capital in the form of ancient woodland cannot be regarded as sustainable under any definition.

o There is no environmental benefit associated with this development. The developer suggests that future
managemnent of the remainder of School Weod would bring environmental benefits, but as pointed out
ebove, such management is NOT dependent upon the present application for housing being granted.

Since no demonstrated demand has been shown by the developer to indicate that the proposed
development must be accommodated within School Wood, it follows that any purported problem to
which this is supposedly a sclution is not constrained to this locality, Thus, any development elsewhere
that does not impinge upon red squirre] territory (or have other fatal constraints) must be recognised as a
“gatisfactory solution” to any such a purported problem. It is therefore the case that the relevant
requirement within WINE {Scotland) 2011 is not met.

Notwithstanding the changes to the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981, Policy 4 ‘Protected Speeles’ of the
CNPA Local Plan requires that a “development should avoid any adverse impact ... on species listed in Schedules
1,5 and 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981.** Red squirrel remains a Schedule 5 species and destruction
of its hebitat and potential introduction of predatory species such as domestic cat and disease transmission via
possible feeding stations into its habitat is indubitably an adverse impact, This proposal is therefore contrary to
Policy 4 of the CNPA. Local Plan with respect to red squirrel.

D Habitats and Birvds Directive Aunex 1 Species, Capercaillie
School Wood lies between Abernethy Porest and Craigmore Special Protection Areas. Capercaillie is one of three
qualifying species for Abernethy Forest and the sole qualifying species for Craigmore. The sites allocated for
cither housing or business unit development Lie less than one kilometre away from these two SPAs. Capercaillie
have been observed in School Wood on occasions in recent years and are vulnerable to disturbance, which the
intrusion of housing into the wood would significently increase. The addition of a further 58 houses in this
location, would cause an increase in disturbance in the above two SPAs, and particularly Craigmore Wood, by
recreational actlvity of the occupants.

The Reporters' Report following the Local Flan Inquiry in 2009 noted, para 66.8 “the importance of capercaillie
in School Wood is still the subject of legitimate debate,”

The letter (14/12/2004) from the Commission of the Buropean Communities to the Secretary of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs noted, p.7,

"With vegard to relevant habitat adjacent to SPAs In Strathspey, there is concern that the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland is failing to ensure that snfficient aceount is being taken of the
capercaillie with regard to planning proposals in the new Cairngorms National Park. It appears that a
large number of development proposals are in the pipeline and are being zoned for woodland areas
Important for eapercaillie. The issue of the adequacy of guidance to planning authorities and their need to
take into acconnt the interests of the eapercaillie in thelr planning decisions was already highlighted in the
additional letter of formal notice of 17 December 2002, ...

The Commission is concerned that despite having raised these concerns, there is still no clear gnidance
being given the local planning authority on this matter. Furthermare, there appears to have been no overall
assessment of the likely cumulative impact of these various individual proposals as is yequired under
Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive."
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vi) Culstank Moss
Tam the owner of Culstank Moss, which is listed in the Ancient Woodland Inventory and is presently almost

completely nndisturbed, Legal acrangements age in train to ensure that it will be managed for all time coming
as a nature reserve. The proposed Craigmore Road housing site is across the road from Culstank Moss and is
likely to lead to increased disturbance hoth from people and domestic pets and predation from the latter, as

well as some of the other adverse affects outlined by the Woodland Trust in the section on ancient woodlands

above.

Yours sincerely,

Roy Turnbull
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Roy Turnbull
Torniscar
Nethy Bridge
Inverness-shire PH25 3ED
Scotiand

22nd October
2014
Simon Harrison
Head of Planning
CNPA

Dear Sir,

2013/0119/DET | Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways | Land At School Road And
Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge

Thank you for your letter of 24™ September advising me that further documents relevant to the above
planning application have been recently lodged with the CNPA and advising that the “closing date for
comments on the proposal is the 23 October 2014”,

I wrote to the CNPA previously (13 May 2013, 27® and 29 May 2014) registering my objections to this
planning application for a number or reasons, None of those reasons have been adequately, or at all,
addressed by these recent documents (with the exception of the commitment concerning future management
of the remaining woodland at para. 1.1.8 and 5.3.5/6 in the MBEC Report, August 2014, of which more
below), and hence my previous objections to this application are sustained, The following is additional
to, and not a replacement for, those previous comments and objections.

With respect to those previous objections, please note a typographical error in my reason 1) of 29™ May
2014, concerning the calculation of the percentage increase in housing in the Nethy Bridge settlement area
during the period 2001 to mid-2011. I had stated, **Highland Council report 522 houses in Nethy Bridge in
2001, so the 102 houses built since 200! represent an increase of 100x102/(522-102) = 24%" . This should
have read “*Highland Council report 522 houses in Nethy Bridge in 2011, so the 102 houses built since
2001 represent an increase of 100x102/(522-102) = 24%” (ie. 2011, not 2001, my emphasis in red.)
However, that information (about housing completions in Nethy Bridge) bears repetition: in the ten years
from 2001 to 2011 the housing stock in the Nethy Bridge area increased by about one quarter, That
information shows that Nethy Bridge has already experienced housing growth greatly in excess of national
or Highland rates, as indeed has Badenoch and Strathspey as a whole, with some three and a half thousand
houses being built in this district in the thirty five years from 1976 to 2011, according to Highland Council’s
Housing Completion figures.

That information raises the question:

As Nethy Bridpe has already experienced a rate of housing growth greatly in excess of national or regional
averages, what justification can there be to allow further relatively large scale housing growth in Nethy
Bridge?

That is a particularly pertinent question when the School Wood site proposed:
¢ s listed in the Ancient Woodland inventory as Long Established semi-natural origin.
» with respect to areas within School Wood containing planted trees (the exact proportion of which is
unknown), is 2 Plantation on an Ancient Woodland Site (PAWS)
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* supports European Protected Specles, otter; Annex Il Species Green shield-moss Buxbaumia viridis;
Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981 Schedule § Species Red Squirrel; and is still occasionally used by
Habitats and Birds Directive Annex I species, capercaillic.

» and when Section 194 (Policy Principles) of Scottish Planning Policy (June 2014) states that the
planning system should “profect and enkance ancient semi-natural woodland as an important and
irreplaceable resonrce, together with other native or long-established woods ... * and the Scottigh
Govemnment’s “Control of Woodiand Removal Policy” page 7, states: “There will be a strong
presumpiion against removing the following types of woodland: ancient semi-natural woodland; .
areas supporting prioriy habitats and species listed in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan; and ...
woodlands listed as ‘Plantations on Ancient Woodland Sites’ (PA WS).

(see http://www.forestry.gov.uk/PDF/fefc]25.pdf/SFILE fefcl25.pdf )

* and where the Cairngorms National Park Forest and Woodland Framework states that one of the
priorities for the Park is: “c) Protect all ancient and semi-natural woodlands Jrom further damage
and fragmentation and restore them all in plantations on ancient woodland sites (PAWS)” ?

rg’ rt mber 2014

Lnote that the recent report into the CNPA Local Development Plan (8™ September 2014) page 383
recommends with respect to the proposed development in School Wood that the CNPA should, “Modify the
plan by deleting site H1 [the School Road component of the School Wood allocation) and making a
corresponding amendment to the settlement boundary to exclude that particular parcel of land
from the settlement.”

I strongly support those recommendations, and whilst 1 appreciate that it relates to the new Local
Development Plan in which it will be mandatory, it wouid clearly be a strong material consideration were
this application to be determined before that plan was adopted in a few months time. It would surely be
inconceivable, and an unacceptable rebuff to Scottish Government Reporters, for the CNPA to grant
plenning consent to this application in the meantime, knowing that such would not be possible were the
determination to be held a few months hence.

With respect to the Reporters’ assessment of the Craigmore Road site, I must assert that the Reporters are in
error in stating, p. 376, “the

woodland there is less complete and the setting is not totally undisturbed. Indeed there are already
some houses and other built developments in and adjoining the woodlands on either side of
Craigmore Road to the east and south of the H2 site”,

The Craigmore Road site is particularly rich in broadleaved trees, and includes the veteran goat willows that
that prompted the Highland Council in 2001 to include the requirement that, “Specific areas of high
amenity/wildlife value such as the mature ... willow and aspen should be protected from development.” (see
The Highland Council Minute of Meeting of Badenoch and Strathspey Area Committee, 25™ June 2001,
p.16, comment by Councillor B M S Dunlop).

Also, there are no built developments either side of Craigmore Road. The nearest development is
Badanfhuarain (and Lazy Duck Hostel) which is two to three hundred metres to the south of the Craigmore
Roadandentirelyhiddenﬁ'omviewﬁ'omanywherealongthatmad,nndﬂaenmestbuﬂdingstotheeastare
over half a kilometre away, at Craigmore, and likewise completely hidden from view from the H2 site. The
wood to the south of Craigmore Road is Culstank Moss, which I own, and will ensure will be protected from
any development in perpetuity. Craigmore Road is also a more rural approach to Nethy Bridge than School
Road, with a traveller having experienced rough heathlands, pastures or pinewoods, and only scattered
dwellings, for many miles before reaching the village. Thus, in some (but not all) respects, the Craigmore
Road site is the more sensitive.

In addition, in response to the previous Reporters’ Report (December 2009, into the present adopted Local
Plan) and the recommendation therein to remove the School Wood sites from the plan, the CNPA stated,
page 272 para, 1.3, “Removing the sites NB/H2 and NB/ED1 would not, as the Reporters point out,
remove the benefit of permissions, and would not safeguard the sites from development.” because,
ut that time, the site did have “the benefit of permissions”. However, that consideration no longer applies,
as acknowledged by Karen Major, CNPA Development Planning Manager, in an email to
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Momg. Smithi@scotland.gsi.gov.uk dated 2™ July 2014, conceming the School Wood application, in which it
is stated, “CNPA are clear that the previous permission has now lapsed, and that the current
application is being treated as a full application, not as reserved matters.” Thus this reason, given by
the CNPA to explain its previous reluctance to remove the School Wood allocations from the Local Plan, no
longer applies: if the present Reporters® recommendation is followed, the site would be safeguarded from
development.

I also note that the previous (December 2009) Reporters’ Report recommended, para.66.22, “In the case of
Nethy Bridge, our reservations about what is proposed are so varied and of such intensity that we are
driven to the conclusion that the proposals for the settlement should be the subject of a root and

branch review.” In its response fo that recommendation, the CNPA stated, (see para.2.2 p. 274, ANALYSIS
OF REPORTERS RECOMMENDATIONS AND POST INQUIRY MODIFICATIONS TO CAIRNGORMS NATIONAL PARK LOCAL

PLAN TEXT, 2010) “Accept the need fo carry out a community wide masterplan which will be
used to inform the Local Development Flan.”

However, to my knowledge, no such community wide masterplan has been undertaken,

I suggest that the present situation, with:
» the Reporters recommending removal of the School Road site, and
¢ the Reporters favourably considering the site to the south of the Lettoch road (without formally
recommending its allocation), and
» combined with the as yet unmet commitment to produce the community wide masterplan and
the recognition of the repeatedly stated, but unmet, request for self-build plots
could be resolved were the CNPA to conduct the community wide consultation on the masterplan with a
recommendation to consider removal of both the allocations (School Road and Craigmore Road) within
School Wood, combined with allocating land outwith the 200 year flood area at the Lettoch Road site for
self-build plots, and possibly some affordable units. It is my belief that such an approach would meet with
widespread approval.

The Futnre of School (and Balnagowan) Wood

I note the commitment in the August 2014 MBEC Report {paras. 1.1.8 and 5.3.5/6) to “hand over all of the
remaining School Wood land and all of Balnagowan Wood an appropriately experienced arganisation along
with a legal agreement to ensure the ecological compensation and enhancement are guaranteed and its
conservation management in perpetuity is secured, in return for the implementation of the housing
development.”

Without prejudice to my continued objection to any development in School Wood, 1 consider that this would be a
more appropriate way forward, end would be congistent with the situation pertaining with numerous other
communities thronghout the UK whose neighbouring woodlands are owned and managed by an organisation such as
the Woodland Trust (or other organisation). That management involves local people both in decision making and in
practical assistance, but the Woodland Trust has the appropriate legal hasis and experience to ensure sympathetic
management in perpetuity. I do not see why an arrangement that is acceptable for numercus other communities should
not be so for Nethy Bridge,

However, it is not the case that such a favourable outcome can only be achieved following development in School
Wood: the best outcome with respect to amenity, landscape and conservation is for the entirety of School and
Balnagowan Woods to be so managed, and there is every reason to expect that to be achievable, once the long shadow
of possible development is finally removed from their futures, whereupon the present owners will have no reason not
to sell their entire holdings here. In that eventuality there is every likelihood that the woods will become owned by an
“appropriately experienced organisation”, with funding not being an insuperable obstacle. In any event any new owner
would be required to manage the woodlands with appropriate sensitivity, with such management overseen by the
Forestry Commission, to which anyone can make representations.

MBEC Additional Ecology and Nature Conservation Information, August 2014

This second MBEC Report 2014:
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o fails to explicitly correct the error from the first MBEC report (2012) concerning mis-identification
of lodgepole pine as European larch (though the second report does now refer to these trees as
lodgepole pine)

o fails to correct the error of identifying old goat willow trees as oak irees. (There are no oak frees in
School Wood),

o still fhils to identify the remarkable 8m wide patch of interrupted clubmoss {Lycopodium annotinim)
which occurs on the very edge of the Craigmore Road site, and which would be vulnerable to construction and
occupancy of the site.

® fails to correct the statement claiming that the veteran willows et the Craigmore site are “outside of the
proposed development area”. That statement is not true — these willows are within the development site and
were the subject of the Highland Council requirement that they be “protectad from development™ in 2001 (see
above).

All of those errors/omissions were commented upon, and made publicly available, in my submissions
available on the CNPA 2013/0119/DET website, dated 13™ May 2013. Those submissions included
photographs of several of the veteran willows and the interrupted clubmoss with GPS grid references giving
their locations. Yet the CNPA Ecology Report dated 16™ June 2014 makes no reference to them, and nor
does the 2014 MBEC Report. At a recent meeting with senior officials of the CNPA, one of those officials
urged that information on location of species should be sent to the CNPA at the earliest opportunity. I have
to wonder, “What is the point?”, when clearly no notice is taken by the CNPA ecologists of information that
has been sent to them,

I have just been forwarded by John Cummings, Secretariat Manager, Forestry Commission Scotland, a letter
(on a separate issue) in which it is stated,

“Scottish Ministers very much agree that Scotiand’s trees and woodlands are a preclous
asset”. How is it then, that the CNPA exhibits less concern about conserving these veteran trees than did
Highland Council thirteen years ago?

The 2014 MBEC Report now concedes that the orchid, creeping ladies tresses, Goodyera repens, does occur
on the development site, stating that this plant “is difficuit to find when not in flower™. 1 disagree. I have just
(22 October) tried finding it in a randomly chosen area of School Wood (it is not, of course, in flower at
present); I found the first patch of creeping ladies tresses after three minutes and another two minutes later,
and I do not understand how “a fully qualified and experienced ecologist [with] (23 years of professional
practice” could find this process difficult.

The 2014 MBEC Report mis-identifies the strip of non-native trees, some of which are on the proposed
development site, labelled area 5 on the map of Fig.1 and described in Table 4.2 on page 8. The 2014 MBEC
Report identifies these as lodgepole pine, but in reality they are Norway Spruce. They were also planted on
one of the few arcas in the wood where ground preparation (by hand digging) was employed as a deliberate
act, not by mistake as suggested by MBEC. The MBEC Report also frequently makes reference to the
planting being done by the Canadian Forestry Corps in the 1940's. Again, that is not correct. I repeat the
information I provided in my letter of earlier this year, available on the CNPA website for 2013 01 19/DET
dated 27" May 2014:

“School Wood was largely, but not entirely felled during WWII, (many Scots pines and broadleaves such as
willows, aspen, juniper and birch remained unfelled) and some planting occurred around 1962. This planted
component consisted of the lodgepole pine and Norway spruce and some Scots pine. Some of the planters
from that time are still alive (I can privately provide the name and address of one such individual on request)
and confirm that the Scots pine planting was “beating up”, that is, adding to young, naturally regenerated
Scots pine. Careful examination of the spacings of many of the Scots pine confirms that they arose from
natural regencration, being of a nature that no planter would have produced.

It is thus the case that some (the exact proportion is unknown) of the Scots pine and all of the broadleaved
component in School Wood arose by natural regeneration.”

Had MBEC taken up my offer of putting them in touch with one of the planters, they could have avoided
making these numerous errors in their 2014 report.
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European Protected Species: Otter
T have previously provided to the CNPA photographic evidence of otter spraints on a number of boulders in

or near to the Caochan Fuaran in School Wood and Culstank Moss taken over a period of years, and of an
otter itself on the Caochan Fuaran photographed by a camera trap. 1 have frequently looked for signs of otter
presence ont the Caochan Fuaran over the last ten years or so and have never failed to find spraints on
boulders.

I am at a loss to understand how the 2012 MBEC Report could come to the view that “there was no
evidence of recent or current ofter ... presence” on the Caochan Fuaran. Though, of course, if by current is
meant “at the present time” and by recent is meant “in the last few days” then that statement may well be
true - but, if go, it provides little of value to the CNPA in understanding whether the Caochan Fuaran is used
by otters, That statement, in the 2012 MBEC report appears to me to be designed to mislead the CNPA, and
it is both unfortunate and unacceptable that in that aim it appears to have succeeded. How else can one
interpret the bald statement in the CNPA Ecology Report, dated 16™ June 2014, that “No recent or current
otter presence was found."?

It is equally unacceptable that the CNPA only addresses the issue of impact on otters during the construction
phase of the development. It is the permanent occupancy of the proposed dwelling and their pets, notable
dogs, that pose the greater impact on otters, as outlined in my submission dated 13 May 2013 on the CNPA
2013/0119/DET website.

In summary the situation is this:

¢ Otters use the Caochan Fuaran, probably most frequently in the spring searching for frogs, of which
there are many further upstream in the Culstank Moss wetlands,

» The Caochan Fuaran is very narrow and affords little or no protection to an otter set upon by dogs.
The proposed Craigmore Road development would bring housing to within about 40m of the
Caochan Fuaran and thus be within the home range of domestic pets occupying the houses,

» There is an area of large boulders inside Culstank Moss close to the Caochan Fuaran and about 100m
upstream from the proposed development site that might provide a laying up or natal holt area for
ofters. This area is also well within the range of dogs from the proposed Craigmore Road housing.

» 1am not aware that any assessment of this situation has been conducted by the CNPA, and assessing
likely impact during the construction phase certainly does not do so.

# Otters are Evropean Protected Species.

Roy Turnbull
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Valery
Dean

From:Valery Dean

Sent:21 Oct 2014 09:11:28 +0100
To:Planning

Subject:School Wood, Nethy Bridge

2013/0119/DET Erection of 58 houses, assoclated roads & footways.
Land At School Road and Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge.

Dear Sir/s,

! would like to object formaily to the above planning application.

Having previously written with regard to developments in School Wood
and having read the most recent history of what have been long and
protracted proceedings | would like to say that my earlier objections still
stand.

Significantly, this particular application is for 58 houses rather than for 40 as in
the Adopted Local Plan and also strays bayond the existing development
boundaries. Add to this the fact that Government Reporters previously
recommended in 2009 that there should be a moratorium on all housing and
economic developments in Nethy Bridge for the lifetime of the local plan, based
on need for houses.

In addition, they have in September 2014 recommended that in the forthcoming
Local Development Plan which is understood to be due for adoption early in
2015, the section between Dirdhu Court and the Primary School should be
removed from development, thus protecting the forast environment, the local
landscape and the safety of children. There would seem therefore to be very
strong material considerations for refusal of this application with reference to the
New Local Plan.

| would further like to emphasise that the National Park has a special and
undeniable responsibility to protect all ancient woodlands that lie within its
boundaries, for reasons set out in Section 194 (Policy Principles) of Scottish
Planning Policy (June 2014). These principles apply throughout Scotland
and must therefore be carried out to the letter within Scottish National
Parks where visitors to the area will expect to encounter unique habitats
as well as recognisable human/cultural landscapes.
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If allowed to go ahead, this housing development would impact very significantly
on the cultural landscape of Nethy Bridge for ever. With closely built homes and
the inevitable clear felling required, it would alter completely the traditional
character of the Forest Village at two of its entrances, remove an important
amenity enjoyed by many, locals and visitors alike, and compromise the survival
of a unique wildiife habitat with nationally and some intemnationally important
species within its boundaries.

All of this would run counter fo the guiding principles of the Cairngorms National
Park.

Yours faithfully,
Valery Dean
Badanfhuarain
Nethy Bridge
PH25 3ED
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From:Alasdair Washington

Sent:13 May 2013 10:54:42 +0100
To:Planning

Subject:Application No. 2013/0119/DET

PLANNING APPLICATION NO. 2013/0119/DET,

We wish to raise the most serious concerns over the latest application to build houses in
School Wood, Nethybridge. This is an area whose excellent pathways arc greatly used by
local residents and by visitors alike and which is home to a large red squirrel population,
an endangered species and iconic to the Highlands. Red squirrels and other wildlife and
the woods around Nethybridge are a leading factor in what makes the village and
surrounding area so atiractive and we believe that the proposal would seriously detract
from that. We think therefore that it is essential that this Iatest application is rejected

outright.

Alasdair and Fiona Washington,

Craigmore, Nethybridge. PH25 3ED
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Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET

Application Summary

Application Number: 2013/0118/DET

Address: Land At School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways
Case Officer: Fiona Murphy

Customer Detalls
Name: Mr John Wills
Address: Bilbo Monymusk Inverurie

Comment Detalls
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:l, on behalf of the North-east Branch of the Scottish Ornithologists' Club (SOC), of
which | am Chair, wish to object to the planning application to erect 58 houses on land at School
Road and Craigmore Road (aka School Wood), Nethy Bridge.

Nethy Bridge and its abundant adjacent pinewoods lie just cutwith the area covered by the SOC's
North-east Branch and is used and enjoyed by many of its members, for Its birdwatching, its
wildlife, and its important and varied habitats.
Our principal objections are based on:&#8729;

removal of native seminatural pinewood providing significant habitat for a range of important bird
species, many restricted to the northern forests of Scotland. These include Capercaillie, Crested
Tit, Woodcock, Crossbills, plus other red-listed and amber-listed woodland species.
The Capercalillie is designated an Annex 1 species, and is included on the UK's red-list of birds of
high conservation concemn. The pinewoods of Strathspey are recognised as a particularly
important stronghold.

this estate will cause fragmentation of this important habitat, and furthermore will create a barrier
to the connectivity between the adjoining Abemethy and Craigmore SPAs, both important
breeding areas for Capercaillie. Capercaillie populations are declining significantly in Scotland, in
danger of extinction within our lifetime, unless serious efforts are made to preserve their breeding
habitat.

the remaining woodland surrounding the estate will likely suffer significant increased disturbance
from Its new Inhabitants, from dog walkers, chiidren playing, and casual recreational use.

native pinewoods are relatively slow growing and will take many years to replenish, even if the
developser undertakes to replace cut frees promptly. We note that the development is scheduled to
take place over a number of years and thus will only further delay appropriate replenishment.

J.Wills
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Chair, SOC North-east Scotland Branch
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The Woodland Trust
& Scotland
South Inch gusiness Centre

WOODLAND =

Perth
TRUST SCOTLAND PH28gW

Telephone
01738 635544

Ms Murphy PFacsimile

Planning Office 0738 62939]

Albart Memorial Hall Wehsite

Station Square woodlandtrust.org.uk

Ballater AB35 50B
14th May 2014
Dear Ms Murphy

Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, assoclated roads & footways | Land At School Road
And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Plannning application: 2013/0119/DET

The Woodland Trust is the UK’s leading woodland conservation charity. Wa have four
main aims: no further loss of ancient woodland, restoring and Impreving woodland
biodlversity, increasing new native woodland and increasing people’s understanding and
enjoyment of woodland. We own over 1,000 sites across the UK covering around
20,000 hectares. In Scotland we own and manage over 80 sites across 8,760ha which
include the 5,000 ha Glen Finglas estate and significant urban holdings in Glanrothes
and Livingston. We combine the promotion of public access with forastry, farming and
conservation of the natural and cultural heritage. The Woodland Trust has 500,000
members and supporters.

The Woodland Trust considers that any woodland included in Scottish Natural
Heritage’s Ancient Woodland Inventory {or AWI), which is present on historical maps or
which exhibits a significant numbers of ancient woodland indicators can be considerad
as ancient and is therefore worthy of further study and is likely to pose a constraint on
development. We belleve that ancient woodland is amongst the most precious and
biodiverse habitets in the UK and Is a finite resource which should be protected.

As stated within the Ecological and Nature Conservation Report and the Arbericuttural
report the woodland at both sites appeers on the Ancient Waodland Inventory as 2e
Ancient {of semi-natural origin) {grid refarence NJG12205).

The Arboricultural report states that the site is most likely pianted with Scots Pine
around 60 years ago. This would maka tha site a plantation on ancient woodland.

The SPP states:

“1486. Ancient and semi-natural waodland is an important and imeplaceable natlonal
resource that should be protected and enhanced, as should other native and long
astablished woeodlands with high nature conservation value. The Scottish Forestry
Strategy identifies the protection of woodlands of high biodiversity value as an
important conslideration in the development management process. Woodland of high

100% recycled paper. The Woodland Trust is a charity registered in Scotkand (No. SC03488S) and in England and Wales (No. 254344).
A pon-profit making company limited by guarantee. Registered in England No, 1982873,
Reglstered Offtce: Kempton Way . Grantham, Lincolnshire NG3t 6LL The Woodland Trust fopo 15 a registered trademark.
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nature conservation value should be identified in development plans along with refevant
policies for its protection and enhancement. Planning authorities should consider
preparing woodland strategies as supplementary guidence to inform the future
development of woodland and forsstry in their area. Advice on planning for forestry and
woodlands will be iesued by the Forestry Commission Scotland In early 2010.”

The Control of Woodiand Removal Policy states:

“Thers will be a strong presumption against removing the following types of woodland:
ancient semi-natural woodiand; woodtands listed as ‘Plantations on Ancient Woadland

Sites” (PAWS),

There will also ba a strong presumption against woodland removal where it would lead
to fragmentation or disconnection of important forest habitat networks.”

The Cairngorms National Park Forest and Woodland Framework states that one of the
priorities for the Park is:

“c) Protect all ancient and semi-natural woodlands from further damage and
fragmentation arxd restore them all in plantations on ancient woodland sites (PAWS):

Therefore the Woodlend Trust maintains its object to this proposal due to the loss of
ancient woodland.

We recommend that the Cairngorms National Park refuse planning permlesion for this
proposal,

| hope this information is useful to you and thank you for sllowing us the opportunity to
comment on this application.

Please contact us if you require any queries on any of the points that we have raised.
Yours sincerely

Katharine Rist
Campaigner- Anclent Woodiand
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The Woodland Trust
* Scotland
South Inch Bustness Centre

WOODLAND Mot

TRUST SCOTLAND Ky
Telephone
01738 635544
Facsimile
Ms Grier P
Planning Office Website
uk
Albert Memorial Hall wondlandtrusLorg.u
Station Square

Ballater AB35 SQB
10™ May 2013
Dear Ms Grler

Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, assocated roads & footways | Land At School Road And
Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge

Plannning application: 2013/0119/DET

The Woodland Trust is the UK’s |eading woodland conservation charity. We have four main
aims: no further loss of ancient woodland, restoring and improving woodland bindiversity,
Inereasing new native woodiand and increasing people’s understanding and enjoyment of
woodland. We own over 1,000 sites across the UK covering around 20,000 hectares. In
Scotland we own and manage over 80 sites across 8,750ha which include the 5,000 ha Glen
Finglas estate and significant urban holdings in Glenrothes and Livingston. We combine the
promotion of public access with forestry, farming and conservatlon of the natural and
cultural heritage. The Woodland Trust has 500,000 members and supporters.

The Woodland Trust considers that any woodland Intluded in Scottish Natural Heritage’s
Ancient Woodland Inventory {or AWI}, which is present on historical maps or which exhibits
a significant numbers of ancient woodland indicators can be considered as ancient and is
therefore worthy of further study and is likely to pose a constraint on development. We
believe that anclent woodland is amongst the most precious and biodiverse habitats in the
UK and is a finite rescurce which should be protected.

As stated within the Ecological and Nature Conservation Report the woaodland at both sites
appears on the Ancient Woodland Inventory as 2a Ancient (of semi-natural origin) (grid
reference N1012209). Therefore the Woodland Trust objects to this proposal due to the
loss of ancient woodland.

We note what within the Ecological and Nature Conservation Report that it is Implied that
sections of this anclent woodland are not ancient; however as the whole site present on the
ancient woodland inventory we believe that this should not be taken into consideration
when making a decision on the application.. Scottish Natural Herltage should be contacted
if the antiquity of the woodland is in doubt before any decision can be made.

100% recycled paper. The Woodland Trust is a charily registered in Scotland (No. SC038885) and in England and Wales {No, 29434).
A non-profit making company limited by guarantee. Reglsiered in England No. 1982873,
Reglsrered Office: Kempoon Way . Grantham. Lincolnshire NG 6LL. The Woodland Trust logo Is a regisiered trademark.
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Removal of woodland is also contrary to two important pieces of Scottish Government
policy; the Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) which has now superseded NPPG 14 and the
Control of Woodland Removal Policy.

The SPP states:

“146. Ancient and semi-natural woadland is an important and irreplaceable national
resource that should be protected and enhanced, as should other native and long
established woodlands with high nature conservation value. The Scottish Forestry Strategy
Identifies the protection of woodlands of high biodiversity value as an Important
consideration in the development management process. Woodland of high nature
conservation value should be identified in development plans along with relevant policies
for its protection and enhancement. Planning authorities should consider preparing
woodland strategies as supplementary guidance to inform the future development of
woodland and forestry in their area. Advice on planning for forestry and woodlands will be
issued by the Forestry Commission Scotland in early 2010.

147. Other woodlands, hedgerows and individual trees, especially veteran trees, may also
have significant biodiversity value and make a significant contribution to landscape
character and quality so should be protected from adverse impacts resulting from
development. If a development would result in the severing or impairment of connectivity
between important woodland habitats, workable mitigation measures should be identified
and implemented, potentially linked to the creation of green networks. Where appropriate
planning authorities shoukl seek opportunities for new woadland creation and planting of
native species in connection with development schemes. Tree Preservation Orders can be
used to protect individual and groups of trees considered important for amenity or because
of thelr cultural or historic interest.

148. The Scottish Government’s cantrol of woodland removal policy includes a presumption
in favour of protecting woodland resources. Woodland removal should only be allowed
where it would achieve significant and clearly defined additional public benefits. in
appropriate cases compensatory planting may form part of the balance. The criteria for
determining the acceptability of woodland removal and further information on the
implementation of the policy is explained in the Control of Woodland Removal Policy”

The Control of Woodland Removal Policy states:

There will be a strong presumption against removing the following types of woodland:
ancient semi-natural woodland; woodlands listed as ‘Plantations on Ancient Woodland
Sites’ (PAWS).

There will alsa be a strong presumption against woodland removal where it would lead to
fragmentation or disconnection of important forest habitat networks.
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We also note that within the Ecclogical and Nature Conservation Report that management
of the site will occur because of the development. The Woodland Trust does not feel that
this can be included as a mitigation measure to the proposal and would be better referred
to as compensation:
IEEM, 2006 sets out the following definitions of terms:
»  Mitigation
Measures taken to avoid or reduce negative impacts. Measures may include:
Iocating the development and its working areas and access routes away from areas
of high ecological interest, fencing off sensitive areas during the construction
period, or timing works to avoid sensitive periods.

s Compensation
hMeasures taken to make up for the loss of, or permanent damage to, biological
resources through the provision of replacement areas. Any replacement area
should be similar to or, with appropriate management, have the ability to
reproduce the ecological functions and conditions of those blologlcal resources that
have been lost or damaged.

The loss of ancient woodland can not be mitigated and therefore the proposed
management of the woodland should not be seen as a positive due to the loss of the

irreplaceable habitat.

We therefore recommend that the Cairngorms National Park refuse planning permission for
this proposal.

| hope this information s useful to you and thank you for allowing us the opportunity to
comment on this application.

Please contact us if you require any queries on any of tha points that we have raised,

Yours sincerely

Katharine Rist

Campaigner- Ancient Woodland
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Subject:

Dear Planning Committee,

I wish to register my concern at the possibility that planning consent may be
given for the construction of houses in or around School Wood. There appears to
be ample evidence that this area is a part of Nethybridge that should be
protected from commercial development with this evidence coming from experts in
their field.

Although I lack the specialist knowledge of these experts, I have no doubt at all
of thelr sincerity and explanations as to why School Wood is in need of
protection from those who see the woods only as yet ancther commercial venture.

However, I have lived in Nethybridge for about twenty-five years and have
regularly used the multitude of pathways that wend their way through the woods.
During this time I have met others users both local and visitors to the area -
all appear to value the peace and tranquilty that that these woods offer. 1In
addition there is always the opportunity to observe the wildlife that is so
appealing to some and indeed, 1s the reason why many visitors return again and
again to Nethybridge as a holiday destination.

This is also why folk such as myself have made Nethybridge their home.

Even a casual stroll around the village will show evidence of how Nethybridge is
having its identity eroded by the construction of large houses which are totally
out of character with a highland village. In addition, the use of many of these
houses is as holiday homes or as investments which remain empty for much of the
year. Maybe before it is declared that homes in Nethybridge are needed a survey
should be undertaken to find out how much of the existing housing 1s actually in
dally use as opposed to occasional use. It seems likely to me at least that the
proposed devopment in School Wood if allowed to go ahead will only continue this
trend.

If Nethybridge is to truly deserve its title of 'The Woodland Village' then
surely steps need to be taken to ensure that this is reflected in the way that
this very special area of the Cairngorm national Park is protected against
developers. School Wood should be seen as an asset to the community and kept
free from any form of development and I urge those who can make these decisions
to refuse planning consent for the proposed housing.
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Yours sincerely,

Derek Young
Cralgmore,
Nethybridge,
Inverness-shire,

PH25 3ED
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From:Grace M Yoxon

Sent:29 May 2014 11:44:59 +0100
To:Planning;marygrier@cairngorms.co.uk
Subject:Re: Application Number 2013/0119/DET

Further to my earlier email, I would add that as the housing development is 8o close to a burn which is
known to be used by otters it is likely to have a negative effect on the ofters. Alithough it is said that otters
are now "everywhere" this is not the case and they are already facing enough problems from habitat loss
and increased levels of pollutants in the water. In January of this year it was reported that 20 rivers in
Scefland have high levels of hormone disrupting chemicals. So any further foss of habitat can be serious.

Grace M Yoxon
Join cur IOSF mailing list: http://eepur].com/bL Tvy
International Otter Survival Fund

Wildlife Conservation Award Winner, British Animal Honours 2013 IFAW Animal Action Award Winner
2012

7 Black Park, Brogdford, Isic of Skye
Iv49 9DE, Scotland

Tel/FAX: ++1471 822 487
www.otter.org

The International Otter Survival Fund - working to save the world's otters

On Thu 29/05/14 10:45 AM , Grace M Yoxon grace@otter.org sent:

> As no information has come to light regarding otters our objections to
> theproposed houses still stands as in my email of 10 May 2013:

-

> "[ refer to the ahove application and would comment that the

> environmental Tmpactsurvey with respect to otters does not seem to have been done adequately.
=

> Therc are records of otters using the area for 10 years and at least

> twosprainting sites, which were not found. In addition a cub was

> disturbed by adog watker and actually attacked by the dog. So clearly
> there is breeding in thearea and incidents such as the dog attack on

> the cub will be more frequent.

> The environmental impact survey says the Nethy river provides a more
> "suitable"route. Surely we cannat say what is more svitable as the

> otters will usewhichever route THEY find most suitabie.

>

> In view of the above we feel that the otter survey should be repeated
> byqualified otter surveyors and that no planning permission shoutd be
> granted untilthis is done."

>

> Yours faithfully
>

>
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> Grace M Yoxon

>

> Join our IOSF mailing list: htip:/feepur] com/bl Tvv International
> Otter Survival Fund Wildlife Conservation Award Winner, British Animal
> Honours 2013 [FAW Animal Action Award Winner 2012

-

> 7 Black Park, Broadford, Isle of Skye

> V49 9DE, Scotland

> Tel/lFAX: ++1471 822 487

> www.otter.org

> The International Otter Survival Fund - working to save the world's
> piters

VVVVYVVVVVVY
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Comments for Planning Application 2013/0119/DET

Application Summary

Application Number: 2013/0119/DET

Address: Land At School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways
Case Officer; Fiona Murphy

Customer Detalls
Name: Mrs Grace Yoxon
Address: International Otter Survival Fund 7 Black Park Broadford, Isle of Skye

Comment Detalis

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:No new information has come to light regarding otters and so our objection still stands
as in my email of 10 May 2013:

"I refer to the above application and would comment that the environmental Impact survey with
respect to otters does not seem to have been done adequately.

There are records of otters using the area for 10 years and at least two sprainting sites, which
were not found. In addition a cub was disturbed by a dog walker and actually attacked by the dog.
So clearly there is breeding in the area and incidents such as the dog attack on the cub will be
more frequent.

The environmental impact survey says the Nethy river provides a more "suitable” route. Surely we
cannot say what is more suitable as the otters will use whichever route THEY find most suitable.

In view of the above we feel that the otter survey should be repeated by qualified otter surveyors
and that no planning permission should be granted until this is done.”

150



R&R Urquhart rip

SOLICITORS -EST 1829
NAIRN = FORRES * INVERNESS

DAYE QURREF YOUR R5F

28 May 2014 JW

Recorged Deljvery

The Caimgorms National Park Authority

14 The Square

Grantown-on-Spey .
PH28 3HG

Also by emall: plenring@caimgorms.co.uk

Dear Sirs

The Caimgorms Campaign

Planning application 2013/0119/DET

Proposad construction of 88 houses and assoclated infrastructure
at Nethy Bridge

On behalf of and as instructed by The Calmgoms Campalign, a Scottish
charity (number SC005523), we hereby object io planning sppiication
2013/0119/DET being the propesed construction of 58 new houses at
Nethy Bridge together with assoclated infrastructure.

The proposal is at complete odds with the Caimgorms National Park
Authorfty's ("CNPA") polices ms well as those of the Scoftish
Government on the protection of woodiand biodiversity, and as such
gﬂhﬂmsed. The grounds satting out our cllents’ objection are as

1. The CNPA's Caimgorms Nature Action Plan 2013 — 2018 lists 26
key species found within the park thet require “"urgent
conservation action and have very specific management needs”
(page 14).

2, At least four of these — red squirrel, capercaillie, scarlet spiash
fungus and green shield moss — are potentially impacted by this
development becauss of populations found in and adjacent to the
site,

3. The application lacks a detailed study of red squirrels In fine with
the prescribed methodology for recording this protected spacies
as per the Mammal Soclety guidelines 2012. Our clients have

recorded a considerable number of red sguirrels in and around

the site.
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R&R Urquhart 1ip CONTINUATION SHEET

4. The presence of 58 new dwelings together with their
owners/occupiers and pets will undoubtedly have an adverss
impact on capercallie thet frequent the site as wel ss the
Cralgmore and Abemethy SPAs. Given the proximity of these
SPAs 1o the aite and the curent decline of thia species across
the UK, an Appropriate Assessment ehould have besn carried
out. In the absence of an Appropriate Assessment which
provides that the proposed development will not pose an adverse
Impact to capercalle within these SPAs, the precautionary
principle must apply and the application refused.

5. The recent find of green shield moss at the site is a very
important discovery, and a material consideration in Reeif of the
need o protect the site.

€. N is noted that some of the woodland scheduled to be clesr felled
by the developer is in fact listed on SNH's Ancient Woodland

Inventory.

7. The CNPA's Caimgorme Naturs Action Plan highlights (page 19)
that Caledonian pinswoed forms a UKBAP which requires proper
protection from Government.

8 The said Action Plan also highlights woodlend expangion as
being a nationally important policy.

€. Paragraphs 148 — 148 of Scottish Planning Policy 2010 highfight
the impartance of protecting established woodland and profecting
this habitat.

10. The CNPA have a positive duly under the Nature Conservation
(Scotland) Act 2004 fo further the conservation of biodiversity.
Were the CNPA fo grant consent to this proposed development,
It would be in conflict with the statutory obligations.

11.The 1.6 hectares estimated to form the slie and which the
appllenntseeksinclur—fallaspunnﬂhaplansisofsudulame
scale that this level of removal runs contrary to the national
Woodland Removal Policy.

12. The proposed d Is not supported by elther the
CNPA's Local Plan 2010 or the Proposed Local Development
Plan.

13. Against the above, thers ig no basis for the devslopment being
permitted In terms of section 25 of the Town and Country
Planning (Scotland) Act 1967,

14, Furthermore, given the statuiory obligation of the CNPA to
conserve and enhance the natural heritage of the area In terms
of sactions 1(a) and 9(8) of the National Parks (Scotland) Act
2000, as a result of the irreversible damage that would be posad —
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R&R Urquhart up CONTINUATION SHEET

to key habitats end species by this proposed development, the
CNPA have no option but to refuse this application.

On behalf of our clients, we hereby request that the CNPA rejects this
application forthwith.
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Subject: 2013/0119/DET, Erection of 58 houses at School Wood and Craigmore Rd, Nethy Bridge

Dear Sir or Madam,

I would like to make an objection to the above application, on the
grounds that the number of houses appears to be more than indicated at earlier

applications and meetings.

Yours Sincerely

Eric Foulds

The information contained within this e-mail and in any attachments is confidential and
may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, please destroy this message,
delete any copies held on your systems and notify the sender immediately. If you have
received this email in error, you should not retain, copy or use it for any purpose, nor
disclose all or any part of its content to any other person. All messages passing through
this gateway are checked for viruses but we strongly recommend that you check for
viruses using your own virus scanner as Cairngorms National Park Authority will not
take responsibility for any damage caused as a result of virus infection.
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From:Alasdalr Washington

Sent:22 Oct 2014 21:22:26 40100

To:Planning

Subject:PLANNING APPLICATION NUMBER 2013/0119/DET

Simon Harris,
Head of Planning.

Thank you for your communication of 24.04.2014 regarding proposed development
at School Wood and Craigmore Road, Nethybridge.

‘We would like to reiterate our objection to this proposal and we support the
Reporter's recommendation to remove the School Road allocation from the local
development plan.

We also believe that (1), the application is not in keeping with the CPNA Local Plan
and that (2), the Reporters consider that large numbers of houses are not needed in the
village.

Nethybridge prides itself on being The Forest Village and the exceptional woodland
amenities are a vital part of this, to be enjoyed by all. The proposed development would
have

a serious impact on this amenity and on the special wildlife of the area, which
inchudes endangered red squitrels.

Yours faithfully,

Alasdair and Fiona Washington.
Nethybridge.
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Ancient Tree Forum

c/o The Woodiand Trust
Kempton Way
Grantham
Lincoinghing NGS31 8LL
Tet
01476 581135 ]y
E-mall
ancient-tree-forum@woodiandtrist.org.uk nCIEHt
Website tl‘ ce
www.anclent-trea-forum.org.uk ORUM
Ms Murphy
Planning Office
Albert Memorial Hall
Station Square
Ballater AB35 5Q8
28 May 2014
Dear Ms Murphy

Proposal; Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways | Land At School Road
And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Plannning application: 2013/0119/DET

The Ancient Tree Forum represents a Europe-wide group of specialists and experts In tree
ecology, ancient and veteran trees and arboriculture. The Forum’s mission is to champlon
ancient trees and thereby safeguard their biological, cultural and heritage value now and in
the future for the whole of society. In particular it works to secure and expand future
generatlons of anclent trees.

The Forum considers that any woodland included in Scottish Natural Heritage’s Ancient
Woodland inventory (or AWI), which is present on historical maps or which exhibits a
significant numbers of ancient woodland indicators can be considered as anclent and Is
therefore worthy of further study and is likely to pose a constraint on development. We
believe that ancient woodland with ancient and veteran trees is amongst the most precious
and biodiverse habitats in Europe and is a finite resource which should be protected.

The Forestry Commission Scotland’s Native Woodland Survey indicates the area Is native
pinewood containing mature goat willow and mature scots pine. There are also mature to
anclent aspen and birch present. It Is very difficult to ascertain if such trees are anclent or
not other than by taking core sampies, however experts would assess some of these mature
specimens to be anclent. They should be considered as anclent on the precautionary
principle without further evidence to the contrary.

Scottish Planning Policy states:

147. .......especlally veteran trees, may also have significant blodiversity value and make a
significant contribution to landscape character and quality so should be protected from
adverse impacts resulting from development.

The Forum believes that Scotland has an international responsibility for ancient trees
because they are so vital for blodiversity, culture and heritage and their values cannot be
replaced. Each tree is a valuable resource which should be protectad.

The Ancient Tree Forumn 15 a regesiersd chamy mmnber 1071012
The Woorkand Trus! i » segstared chanty. humbers 204344 and SC038885
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Anclent Tres Forum

¢/0 The Woodland Trust
Kampton Way

Grantham

Linccinshie NG3+ 6LL

Tel

01476 531135

E-matl
ancient-tree-torum@woodlendirust org.uk
Webslte
www.anclent-lree-farum.org.uk

Therefore the Ancient Tree Forum objects to this proposal due to the potential loss of
ancient and other veteran trees.

We recommend that the Caimmgorms National Park refuse planning permission for this
proposal.

I hope this information is useful to you and thank you for allowing us the opportunity to
comment on this application.

Please contact us if you require any queries an any of the points that we have raised.
Yours sincerely
Caroline Davies

Lead - Policy, Advocacy and Consultation Working Group
Ancient Tree Forum

The Ancreri Trew Forum i5 o ragistersd chanty number 1071012
The Wootland Trus! :s a regisiened charity, numbers 204344 ard BEO2E4ES
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FRANK
ANDERSON

Sent:15 May 2014 20:27:27 +0100

To:Planning

Subject:Application Number 2013/01 19/DET

Importance:NormalDear Sir or Medam,

Here we are again with yet another developer showing no interest in what has gone on
before. How many times do we have to go through the same thing???

I thought it had been agreed previously that there should be 40 houses between the two
development areas, yet this developer bas again ignored the feelings of the public by
asking for 58,

This is a terrible site in which to build houses, An established wood which they propose
to cut into, build 58 houses with, as far as I can sce form the documents, 2.3 parking
spaces per house, and then give them 1 access in and out of the development.

If we suffer severe dry speils as has happened in recent years and this wood ever went on
fire, a possibility if the new houses are encouraged to go green and burn wood/pellets,
how on earth do expect all these families to get out of there in an emergency when they
are completely surrounded by trees???

As I have stated on my previous letters, the primary schoo! children have a secure safe
foot/cycle path from the corner of Osprey house in Dirdhu Court, to the school without
having to cross any roads.

The plan is now to introduce another road for them to cross, which, as is stated in the
documentation, will be at its busiest when the children are going to school. How foolish,
School Road at present has very fast vehicles travelling along it. Even if the speed limit is
restricted I feel the junction is an accident waiting to happen.

I would urge the National Park Authority to reject this application and once and for all
remove it from further applications and agree that this is not the place to build houses in
Nethybridge. Lets find a better alternative site which is not impossible.

Yours

Frank Anderson
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From:Bob Robbie
Sent:17 May 2014 15:04:25 +0100
To:Planning

Subject:2013/011/19/DET

Hello,

| wish to object to the planning application and the additional documents referred to In your letter of 15
iy 2014.

There are too many houses in the application which !s not in accord with the local plan nor the original
application passed by Highland Council some 12 years ago. There should be at a maximum 30 houses at
School Wood and 8 at Cralgmore Road. Any more than this would spoll the character of Nethy Bridge
which is in the main higgledy-piggledy RATHER than blocks of stardardised houses.,

Yours Ays,

Bob Robbie

pA “Nethy's going gréener - recycie paper”
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Comments for Planning Application 201 3/0119/DET

Application Summary

Application Number: 2013/01 19/DET

Address: Land At School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethy Bridge
Proposal; Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways
Case Officer: Fiona Murphy

Customer Details
Name: Dr James Bateman
Address: 6 Folland Close North Baddesley

Comment Detalls

Commenter Type: Neighbour

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:| grew up in the unigue environment around Craigmore and played freely in the woods; |
how have a small family of my own and | hoped that one day my son could also enjoy this area
while visiting his grandmother.

This proposed development is enormous; it will change the area irrecoverably. To enable new
people to build a life here there must, of course, be some building, but this kind of dense,
disruptive development is exactly what | hoped the National Park would prevent.

Without effective oversight, this kind of short-sighted development will quickly turn Nethy Bridge

from an idyllic Highland retreat, which holds such fond memories and whose economiy relies so
heavily on visitors, into a densely-packed suburbia,
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Craigmore Cottage
Nethy Bridge
Inverness shire

PH25 3ED
Tel:
e-mail:

Ref : Application Number 2013/0118/DET
Development Proposed: Erection of 58 houses,associated roads & foot ways.
Location :Land at School Road and Craigmore Road Nethy Bridge.

28™ May 2014

Dear Sirs,

| would like to object most strongly to the development on School Road and
Craigmore Road in Nethy Bridge.

| have besn a resident in Nethy Bridge for almost 40 years and during that time
the village has been developed out of all recognition.

At present the school roll is almost at capacity, the Health Centres are struggling
to cope and the pressure on water and sewerage is strained.

58 houses would bring in 2 minimum of 100 new residents which, even allowing
for holiday homes, would further stretch these facilities.

I had the privilege of being the first ranger with the Explore Abernethy project and
the area under consideration Is one of the most beautiful and diverse areas within the
project. The woods are home to many rare species including the iconic Crested Tit and
Red Squirrel. | have also observed Scottish Cross-bill, Gold Crest and Pine Marten
during my walks through the woods.

Nethy Bridge as a whole depends on tourism for much of Its livelihood and &
development of this size will surely force many visitors to reconsider coming to the area
and sully it's reputation as an unspoilt ‘Forest Village',

| would ask the Caimgorms National Park Planning Department to please reject
this application and remember the reason they were set up in the first place to conserve
the wonderful area of which we are all custodians for future generations.

Yours Sincerely

Shirley Bateman
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From: Mrs Susan Broyd
Owner, 20 Dirdhu Court, Nethy Bridge, PH25 3EG
Date: 12 October 2014

o

For the attention of Simon Harrison, Head of Planning Calmgorms National Park
Authority

Dear Mr Harrison,

licat r:

| should like to strongly reinforee my earfier comments on this appiication (dated 8% May
2013 and 13" May 2014) and the comments | submitted In relation to the Local Development
Plan. | entirely Support the Reporter's récommendations regarding the Schooj Road site in
Nethy Bridge.

[ remain very strongly opposed to this planning application {for all the reasons given In my
earlier submission} and sincerely hope that the Reporter's recommendations will be
accepted.

Many thanks for the opportunity to comment.
Yours sincerely,

Susan Broyd
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Badenoch & Strathspey Conservation Group
Fiodhag, Nethybridge, Inverness-shire PH25 3DJ
Tel 01479 821491
Scottish Charity No. SC003846

Emeil info@bscg.org.uk

BSCG welcomes the opportunity to comment on the above application.

BSCG wishes to object to the above application and request to speak to the CNPA when the application is considered.
This 2* letter from BSCG is in addition to the 1* letter seat in 2013.

BSCG’s reasons for objecting include ali those in our 1* letter as well as the following points.

A recurring feature of this application is that the proposals conflict with the policies and statements in the CNPA's plans.
IftheCNPAweretoapprovethisproposalitwoulddisplayanemaordimrynﬁsmatchbetwmwhattthNPAststesin
writing and its actions.

National Park Aj

The Caimgorms Learning Zone (following the National Parks Scotland Act 9.6) states “The aime all have equal stetus and it is
lhejobofﬂuNaﬁonalParkAuﬁoritytoemwetheyare“collecﬁvelydeliveredinacoordinatedway".lfitappmto&e
Authority that there is & conflict between the conservation and enhancement of the naturel and eultural heritage and other
National Park aims, then the Purk Authority must give greater weight to the first aim™.

Given the conflicts between the proposed development and natural and cultural heritage, this is a case when the CNPA is
required o give greater weight to the 1 aim and reject the application,

Local Plap Allocation

The proposals are not in accordance with the Local Plan, The CNPA has never allocated School Wood for this large number of
houses and the proposals sitegoesbeyondthcareathatisallomdintthP,Wenotethmlﬁghldeouncilneveraﬂoeated
such a large number of houses for this site cither.

Local Plan Policies
Policy 3 Other Importent Sites
The proposal does not comply with Policy 3, that states:
“Development that would adversely affect an ancient woodland site, semi natural ancient woodland site. ..will only be
permitted where it had been demonstrated that:

) the objectives of the identified site and oversll integrity of the identified area would not be campromised ; and

b) any significant adverse effects on the qualities for which the area or site has been identified are mitigated by the

provision of features of commensurate or greater importance to those that are lost™.

The proposals would directly destroy two areas of the ancient woodland site as well as massively impact on the 30m arca
around each site. In addition there would be many negative impacts due to the very substantial increase in use of the woods by
people and their pets (for example increase in paths, trampling at path edges and off paths, increase in impacts on wildlife prey
of domestic cats, increase in dog mess that impacts on soil characteristics and negatively impacts on woodland fungi, increase
in impacts of gardens such as garden refuse deposited outwith the garden, garden escapes and invasive non native species, etc).
Tt cannot reasonably be claimed that the proposals would not adversely affect the encicnt woodland site and compromise the
objectives of the site and its overell integrity.

Policy 3 Background & Justification carries on to state 3.22

“Long established woodlands provide some of the most ecologically diverse habitats in the UK and can take hundreds of years
to develop. Once an area of long established woodland has been lost it is impossible 1o replace it with as diverse a habitat. It is
thereforc important thet wherever possible, areas of long established woodland, which have the greatest capacity to support
meture woodland habitats and species, are not lost to development”.

Given this statement it makes it particularly hard to comprehend why the CNPA bas allocated this ancient woodland site for
development, in such complete contradiction of its own stated policy intentions.

3.23 states that:
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“There is a recopnition that much of this intormation [Ancient Woodland inventory] is desk based data, and the policy will be
implemented in a way which allows site inspections and specialist advice to inform the decision making process”.

BSCG is very disappointed in the negligible amount of information the CNPA provided to us in response to a FOI request in
April 2009.AsfarasweareawarethcCNPAhnsnotsoughtmyparﬁcularspecialistadviceovwandabov:what!heywould
routinely seek for any application and nor have they made any particular site inspections. BSCG is also extremely disappointed
that the CNPA has not gathered information in the past decade on this site. BSCQ has been looking at the natural heritage
value of this wood since before 2001. BSCG is not aware of any particular emphasis the CNPA has placed on site inspections
by their staff,

3.26 Under Implementation the Local Plan states that the policy “is intended to prevent loss of nationally, regionally or locally
important natural ... heritage sites that are not afforded special protection by designation”.
This is a clear intention to afford identified sitcs protection from loss.

3.26 explains that “some of the identified would not pass the rigorous assessment process to become designated sites and
therefore they are not all equally important examples or sensitive sites”.

BSCG is not aware of the CNPA having made any particular assessment of the relative importance of School Wood or the
proposal sites, to assess their quality in relation to natural heritage designations.

3.26 states that “When meking decisions on proposals that would affect thesc sites, the planning authority will take into
acmumthsqualityofth:interustsofihesﬂcanditsconhibuﬁontoﬂlewidermtworkofsites,inaddiﬁnntothcdirecteffects
of the development proposal”.
TheCNPA’sabi]itytotakeintoacoountthequaﬁtyoftheimerwtsofﬂiesiﬁeisimpacwdbyﬂwpomquaﬁtyandquanﬁtyof
informationtheCNPAholdsonthenanlralha'itageinterestofSchoolWood.BSCGisnotawmtbattheCNPAhasmndeany
assessment of the quality of the interests of the site that would enable it to fulfil this requirement.
BSCGisalsotmawareoftheCNPAhavingundatakcnanyaxsessmmtoftheoonhiblﬁonofthcsiteﬁothewidernctworkof
sites

School Wood lies between the two SPAs for capercaillie of Craigmore and Abernethy and provides comnecting habitat for this
Annex 1 species, which is known to fly between Craigmore and Abernethy (e.g. from marked chicks). The loss of parts of
School Wood habitat therefore affects the wider netwotk of SPAs,

Policy 4 Protected Species

The proposals do not accord with Policy 4.

Buropean Protected Species would be adversely affected by the proposals; there is no overriding need for the proposal or
beneficial consequence; there are alternative options; it is reasonable to consider that the development would be detrimental to
maintaining the otter population in favourable status in their natural range (e.g. stopping using the Caochan Fhuarain and
ceasing to breed in this ares) and in the absence of hard data on this the precautionary principle should apply.

The EPS Otter would be adversely affected by the proposal. Otters arc known (since at least 2001) to regularly use the
Caochan Fhuarain, which is a tributary of the Alit Mor which is part of the River Spey and Tributaries SAC for which otters
areaqualifyingkatm.onmsmhowntobebreedingintheSchnolWoodmfmmancounterbctwecnadog and gn
otter cub, and otters can have natal holts some distance from water and in woodland. Therefore the additionsl disturbance
impacts of the proximity of the proposal to the Caochan Fhuarein and additional recreational impacts of people and their pets
on otters is very likely to be affecting otters that are part of the SAC population and the impacts could be very significant in
terms of range, foraging opportunities and successful breeding.

A new material consideration for otters is the global major decline in eels (once a staple otter prey item) as reflected in ocls
being given SBL status in 2007. Implications includc z grester need for otters to travel away from the Spey and its tributaries
to obtain prey other than eels. Ihisphecsgmimporm:eonpmyihmnsmchasamphibimsthatmﬁknlywbem
important prey item for ofters using School Wood and teighbouring hebitar,

Bats are known to forage on both sites and there is potential for roosting sites. Foraging will be reduced by the loss of forest
andtheincreaseinbui]tareasandlessproductivehabitatssuchascutgmss.Theimpantsoflighﬂngonbatsneedstobe
assessed. Cats are known to predate bats (e.g. us they emerge from roosts in houses) and are very likely to incresse in numbers
as a result of the proposal,

There is suitable habitat and prey for Wildeat in the general area and they may use School Wood. Wildeat are vulnerable to
increased hybridisation through an increased domestic cat population that would be very likely to result from the development,
The proposal would also lead to reduced habitat connectivity for wildcat,

3.30 states “This policy ensures that the effects of development proposals on protected specics, including any cumulative
impacts arc fully considered by the planning authority.” For otter, bats and wildcat there are impacts of the proposal to be
considered as well as cumulative impacts with other proposals in the CNP.

3.30 states “Developers will be required to undertake any necessary surveys for species...If there is reason to believe that a
EPS, or its breeding site or resting place may be present on a site, any such presence and any likely effects on the species shall
be fully escertained prior to the determination of the planning application”. BSCG is not aware of any camera trap surveys that
would be appropriate for wildcat having been undertaken, nor of suitably thorough surveys for other EPS having been made.
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Policy 5 Bindiversity

The proposals do not accord with Policy 5.

There are numerous Cairngorms Nature Action Plan/LBAP species, UK Priority species and Scotttish Biodiversity Eist species
that would be adversely affected by the propesal and there are also cumulative impacts relating to other proposals in the CNP.
There is no over riding need or justification for the development and we note that this was made clear by the Local Plan
Reporters. No compensatory measures nor measures to minimise impacts are proposed. Comprehensive environmental surveys
heve not been undertaken by the developer and surveys have not been of a sufficient standard to assess the effect of the
development. On every count therefore, Policy 5 is not adhered to by this proposal.

3.35 states that “This policy is intended to ensure that development does not weaken the overall integrity and connectivity of
the ecosystems of the CNP.” These proposals would destroy and impact on significant biodiversity.

3.35 also states “The planning authority will assess the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of development proposals on
habitats, networks and species.” The proposals would adversely effect ancient woodland kabitat, the connectivity of the
network of SPAs for capercaillic and numerous significant species, and there would also be cumulative impacts.

3.36 states “Developments should therefore conserve and enhance natural and semi-natural habitats for the ecological,
recreational, landscape and natural heritage values including water bodies, water courses, wetlands, peat and river corridor
habitats”. The proposal would destroy and adversely impact on thesc features, including both of the main water courses in
School Wood, and the wetland and peat habitat of the bog woodland with peat of >1.5m depth (through knock-on additional
recreational impacts),

3.37 states that “Developers should address issues of biodiversity es carly as possible in their own planning development and
incorporate snitable measures in the development”. The developer has provided inadequate surveys or no surveys af all and has
not addressed biodiversity issues nor incorporated any suitable measures relating to biodiversity in the proposal.

Policy 6 Landscape

The proposals do not comply with any part of Policy 6. This policy states

“There will be a presumption against any development that does not complement and enhance the landscape character of the
CNP, and in particular the setting of the proposed development™.

We consider it is unreasonable to claim that clearfelling a long established semi natural ancient woodland site and replacing
this attractive and valued landscape feature with dense housing estate can be construed as complementing and enhancing the
landscape character.

3.40 accurately identifics that the CNP’s “diverse and spectacular landscapes are one of the Park’s key assets and the
distinctive character of the landscape is one of the reasons for the creation of the Park itself”, Native woodland is an important
part of the distinctive character of the landscape. Naturainess is enother important aspect of the landscape of School Wood.

Nati ership Plan 2 17

Long-term Quicome 1 A sustainsble economy supporting thriving businesses and communities

5. Building Vibrant Places, This paragraph states it iz about “maintaining what is special about the Park”. As the CNPA has
itself stated, ancient woodland and its associated natural heritage and cultural value, are special qualities of the Park. These
would be destroyed and negatively impacted on by the proposals and the proposals conflict with this programme,

5a Planning the best development. The proposals conflict to an extreme degree with this eiement of the NPPP. Destroying an
ancient woodland site does not constitute the “best development® in the “right places®.

Long-term Outcome 2 A special place for people and nature with netural and cultural heritage enhsnced
4. The quality and connectivity of habitats is enhanced. This specifies increasing woodland area. To conserve the existing area
of ancient woodland, which is irreplaceable, must be central to achieving this outcome,

5. The species for which the Park is most important are in better conservation status. This specifics LBAP priority species,
several of which would be adversely impacted by the proposed development in School Wood.

6. The special landscape qualitics, including wildness, are enhanced. A dense housing development that requires the clear
felling of an ancient woodland site destroys rather than enhances special landscape qualities.

7. Settlements and built developments will retain and enhance the distinct sense of place and identity in the Park. The
proposals, that are unsympathetic to the existing landscape and settlement features, would not achicve this.

It would be extremely confusing to the public if the CNPA. were to approve this proposal when it conflicts so starkly with the
CNPA’s policies and long-term goals in 80 many respects.
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The applicant’s statements (31.3.2014) for the number of 15 social houses and the model for their social housing status are
only proposals, The CNPA should require complete certainty before considering, far less accepting, any arrangements
regarding social housing.

The applicant states they are still negotiating with Highland Council over the social housing model for an Inverness
development, They state that they intend to repeat this mode! and apply it to their Nethybridge proposals. The outcome of these
negotiations is unknown and the suitability to Nethybridge of @ model for an Inverness development is also questionable.
Again, the CNPA should require complete certainty before considering, far less accepting, any arrangements regarding social
housing.

The proposals only provide housing at 80% of market value. This makes a limited difference to the house price and will still
exclude a considerable proportion of peoplc from purchasing these houses. The extent to which & 20% price reduction will
make purchasing a house a reality for the people whom the CNPA is intending to reach with this development, is not analysed.
There is also no analysis of the target people that the CNPA's housing policy is intended to provide for.

Therc is no mention of if or how houses will be retained in the affordable market in perpetuity or even beyond the first sale.
Also, the CNPA has publicly acknowledged that they have no means of controlling open market houses being bought as, or
later becoming 2" homes, other than by reducing their attractivencss as 2! homes through houses being of small size and at
high density. It can be anticipated that some houses, cspecially on the Craigmore Road ares, would be 2* homes.

The proposals do not provide any rented social houses. We note that the loss of council houses is thercfore not redressed.
There will only be preferential treatment to people on the Council’s low cost home ownership waiting list. We note there is no
additional preference specific to this proposal (over and above the points system) given to people with a local connection to
Nethybridge.

We congider these all to be serious criticisms of the proposal and to make it particularly hard to justify the loss of natural and
cultural heritage for any perceived housing gain.

M’Mﬂ
The 4™ aim of the NP is to promote *sustainable development’, It would be unreasonable to deseribe this proposal as
sustainable, when it involves destroying an ancient woodland site that the CNPA acknowledge is an irreplacesble resource,

House Prices
No indication is provided as to the house price (which could be given at today’s prices), which would allow fo a more
meaningful assessment of the potential impact on housing of the proposal.

FPP
The CNPA has now given planning permission in principle for An Camas Mor. A justification for ACM that the CNPA has
made publicly is that ACM will take the pressure for housing off both the countryside and existing communities. Both these
Teasons arc applicable to the proposal, and meke it hard to justify approving this proposal.

Ecology
We note the applicant’s comment that they are anticipating that the CNPA is going to complete an asssssment of the site. We
are concerned at the implications of this and wethiltounde:stmdwhatundmakingshavebeenmadebytheCNPA.

CNPA
BSCG objects to the numcrous statements in the landscape report that are not supported with a justification.
We object to the inadequate and misleading description of the School Wood sites as “pine plantation”, when in fact the sites
are wholly within an Ancient Woodland site of sami natural origin. The CNPA's description fails to recognise the significance
of the sites and could be interpreted as the CNPA deliberatsly downplaying the natural heritage and cultural value of the sites.
BSCG objects that the Landscape Report makes no reference te Policy 3, which applies to Ancient Woodland sites and is
relevant in torms of the undenisble negative landscape impacts of clear felling an ancient woodlend site. Tn addition gre the
negative natural heritage and cultural impacts of clear felling which are relevant to the living and cultural landscapes, that we
notewithoonccmthatthelmdscapempoztdoesnotaddmsinanyrespect
We also object that the Landscape Report gives such an inadequately incomplete rendition of Policy 6, describing it as stating
that ;
“new development should complement and enhance the character of the National Park and in particular the setting of the
development™.
In fact Policy 6 states :
“There will be a presumption against any development that does not complement and enhance the landscape character of the
Cairngorms National Park and in particular the setting of the proposed development. Proposed development that does not
complement gnd enhance the landscape character of the Park and the setting of the proposed development will be permitted
only where:

8) any significant adverse effects on the landscape character of the Park are clearly outweighed by social or economic

bencfits of national importance; and
b) all the adverse effects on the setting of the proposed development have been minimised and mitigated through
#ppropriate siting, layout, scale, design and construction to the satisfaction of the planning avthority™.

The Landscape \report Tails to demonstrate that this policy has been met and does not state that Policy 6 has been met. The
report only goes so far as to state that:
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“The recommendations in the Arboriculturzl assessment will, if implemented in full, make a major contribution to the
developnient meeting Policy 6™,

Further, the Report provides no justificetion or explanation s8 10 how the CNPA Landscape Officer believes the AA
recommendations (heavy felling and planting in 8 30m band around the housing developments) actually will make a ‘major
contribution® to meeting Policy 6. The opposite would seem to be more likely.

Arboricylturat ent

This report assesses the woodland from the point of view of sylviculture, normal commercial forestry practices and windthrow,
1t fails to teke into ccount other valuable aspects relevant to the CNPA, for example the biodiversity value of overmature
trees, snow-damaged trees, diseased trees and dead wood. It's recommendations are therefore only partially relevant to the
policies, 8ims etc of the CNPA, and some recommendations are significantly inappropriate e.g. felling of diseased trees and
over mature goat willows.

The CNPA should not be applying all the recommendations of the AA and BSCG is concerned that the CNPA Landscape
report is of the opinion that they should be and that this would satisfy the CNPA’s Landscape policy.

The ‘life expectancy’ of only 20-40 years for existing trees is irrelevant, Presumably this is in commercial timber terms, as it is
certainly not accurate in terms of the actual life span of the trees.

The condition of ‘fair-poor” is also irrelevant as the wood is not being assessed for its commercial value, and it does not in any
respect describe the biodiversity or landscape value of the trees.

BSCG is concerned that the CNPA should not confuse the commercial value of the trees that would be lost by the propasals,
with their natural and cultural heritage and landscape value.

A 1
BSCG objects to the quality of the survey and objects that the CNPA has accepted this report as of an appropriate standard and
providing meaningful and relisble information. BSCG’s considered concern, from having been visiting the sites since before
2001, is that this report does not provide reliable information, which is what the CNPA requires to meke its decision.
An example of unreliable information is that the MBEC report states that “no squirrel cones {feeding remains) were seen on
the woodland floor in the summer of 2011 within either of the study areas.” As BSCG visited the site in summer 2011 and
Tound squirrel feeding signs were commonplace, BSCG is forced to conclude that squirrel feeding signs were not competently
ar properly looked for by MBEC. BSCG looked at the sites with CNPA staff (including Matthew Hawkins) in 2009 and
feeding signs were numerous, as were dreys.

Cultura] Heritage

School Wood is of cultural heritage value, having been a site of wartime forestry activities and also being intertwined with the
cxperiences of generations of children walking to and from school and of adults using the wood in a varicty of ways.

Policy 11 Local & Wider Cultural heritage of the Park applics. This policy requires that reasonable measures arc taken to
avoid, minimisc and mitigate adverse effects. However, we are not aware that this policy has been taken into account or of any
plans to avoid etc adverss effects on wartime and other heritage.

3.72 states “The National Parks (Scotland) Act 2000 defines cultural heritage as including: ‘structures and other remains
resulting from buman activity of all periods ...and the historic, artistic and literary associations of people, places and

3.72 also states that examples of cultural heritage in the CNP include “trees and in particular heritage and veteran trees”.
Surveys of cultural heritage, inchuding trees, are required as a first step towards fulfilling the requiremenis of this policy.

Plants

In addition to the species referred to in BSCG's 1" letter, Serrated wintergreen Orthilia secunda occurs in the proposal site.
The importance of the CNP populations of serrated wintergreen in relation to the whole of Great Britain is classed as “very
high’. We also note that Corralorhiza trifida is of National Conservation Concern end is ‘Rare’ in the CNP (Flora of the CNP
— A Rare plant register, Andy Amphiett, BSBI 2013)

Buxbawomia viridis is an endangered species for which we have international responsibility and that INCC consider to have its
most important population in the Cairngorms. Its presence on the site is a significant new material consideration.

We strongly recommend that this proposal should be rejected.
Yours sincerely

Gus Jones
Convener.
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Badenoch & Strathspey Conservation Group
Fiodhag, Nethvbridge. Invernass-shire PH25 3D)

Scottish Charity No. SC003846
Email info@bscg.org.uk

Fiona Murphy
CNPA
Grantown on Spey

23.10.2014

Dear Fiona Murphy

Ref 2013/0119/DET Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footways on Land Bounded By
School Road And Craigmore Road, Nethybridge

BSCG objects to the above application and wishes to address the CNPA committee at the meeting
when this application is discussed. This objection is in addition to earlier representations end
information provided to planning authorities, which we request the CNPA to take fully into account.

BSCG's concerns include the following:

Green shield moss Buxbaumig viridis

This is one of Scotland and Europe’s rarest mosses and is recorded in School Wood at various
locations both on and close to the proposal sites. There has heen no appropriately detailed or
complete survey for this species by the developer to determine its full whereabouts and the
whereabouts of suitable habitat and local context in School Wood.

It was not recorded in the bryophyte survey provided by the developer nor included as it shouid
have been with the 6 key Calrngorms species of conifer woodiand apparently drawn from the
Cairngorms 2002 LBAP and referred to in the consultant’s report where reference is made to the
national biodiversity context of contfer woodland. We note however, that in a desk study the
consultants for the applicant list 23 notable bryophytes as recorded in the 10km square {NJ02) and
this list includes Buxboumia viridis that is stated as known from 31 records, the jast being in 2010.
In the same consultant’s report the conservation status of 8. viridis is provided (see Tabie 2 p7).

We note in the UK Priority Species & Locally Important Species Accounts in the chapter on Woodland
Habitats in the Cairngorms LBAP, that locally important issues for green: shield moss are that It Is
poorly understood and vulnerable to removal of dead wood and botanical collection (LBAP p 159).

This moss s classed as endangered in the UK, is on the UK Red List and it has its own Blodiversity
Actlon Plan, K is listed on Schedule 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, Annex il of the EC Habitats
and Species Directive and on Appendix 1 of the Councll of Europe Bern Convention. The European
Committee for the Conservation of Bryaphytes rates B. viridks as Vulnerable In Europe and it is on
the Red List of most countries where it occurs. it Is on the Scottish Biodiversity List. Based on many
accepted criteria it is reasonable to consider this plant as a species of high significance in
conservation terms.
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Despite its evident particular significance at School Wood and conservation status, the effects of the
proposal on this specles do not appear to have been taken into account in any respect. Neither the
CNPA nor SNH in their advice have referred to this moss.

This is in spite of BSCG having made the CNPA aware several years ago that this moss could well be
on the site, referring to the presence of Nowellia curvifolia that is regarded as an important indicator
for B.viridis (see BSCG submission to LP Reporters 2009).

We note that no Species Management Plan for 8. viridis has been provided. We understand that the
habitat requiremesnts are believed to include appropriate humidity, canopy cover and suitable
deadwood. Protection from physical damage and availability of appropriate habitat for the furture, to
sustain the population, would also be required. We note that habitat for this species in Strathspey
has been found to Include wood ant nests.

We note that locations supporting good numbers of B. viridis in School Wood include many that are
directly associated with Norway Spruce. We further note that the published literature on this specles
{see Amphlett A p337 in Atherton et al 2010) has referred to its habitat as “fallen dead wood” with
“Norway Spruce [Picea abies), Scots Pine {Pinus sylvestris), Alder (Alnus) and birch (Betula) as the
“main host species”.

it would therefore be completely inappropriate to fell stands of Norway spruce as compensation for
loss of woodland in the development fontprint, as proposed in the present application.

The 2012 MBEC Ecology report refers to key Cairngorms species in the context of planted conifer
wooedland, in which Juniper is included but B.viridis is not.

Policies 1, 4 and S apply in relation to Buxbgumia viridis. There Is very limited knowledge about the
current status of B. viridis both within and outwith Natura sites. There is aiso limited understanding
about dispersal, including mechanisms and processes operating in Scottish populations.

We note that Policy 1 requires that “where an assessment is unable to ascertain that 3 development
wilt not adversely affect the integrity of the {Natura] site” then the proposal will only be permitted
where a and b apply. The Reporters in 2024 stated that the School Road site should not be
developed and that this aliocation did not need to be provided for elsewhere In the village. In other
words, the Reporters considered there is no housing need faor the number of units proposed for
School Road.

Poor Survey Standards
The CNPA Ecology Report states that the NVC survey “confirms the ground conditions of the

wood!and proposed to be lost”. This is not so. The NVC survey provided does not meet normally
accepted standards, is misleading and fails to identify the range of communities and sub-
communities present on the proposal site. it is unclear what area the NVC survey covered and also
whether the correct development footprint has been used for the NVC survey (the red line on
MBEC’s maps is different from that on the application maps).

The identification of the whole area as W18b is inaccurate and fails to describe the floristic interest
and diversity and the breadth of communities and sub communities that exist, even alowing for an
extremely broad brush interpretation of species tables in Rodwell. For example, there is W1Bc the
tuzwlo sub community, {with prominent Luzulo, Oxaiis and grasses) within the development
footprint.

Non woodland communities are present both within and beyond the development footprint,
including open vegetation (OV). No target notes are provided to describe features and species of
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interest and vegetation types w0 smali to map; and no vegetation map with polygons is provided,
Both of these are normal requirements of an NVC survey.

We find it conceming that such notable species as the following are not referred to: an extensive
area of Pyrola at one of the Quadrat grid references; a large area of Interrupted club moss
Lycopodium annotinum which is an Annex V species that Is either within or directly adjacent to the
Craigmore Road proposal site; and the Nationally Scarce serrated wintergreen Orthilia secunda that
is one of 7 higher plant species characteristic of Scotland’s native pinewoods {Mason et Al 2004) and
s present on the Craigmore Road footprint,

No survey is provided for reptiles, nor justification as to why not. BSCG has recorded common Kizard
in Schoo! Wood and Adders have been recorded from fairly nearby.

BSCG is aware from observations, including in 2014, that toads and frogs are present on the proposal
footprint and that potential habltat for newts exists within School Wood. As far as we are aware no
survey has been provided,

Conflicts with Policies

Scottish Planning Policy Is a statement of Scottish Government policy on how nationally impertant

land use planning matters shouid be addressed across the country. Scottish Planning Policy states:
“216. Ancient semi-natural woodtand Is an irreplaceable resource and ...of high nature
conservation and landscape value, should be protected from adverse impacts resulting from
development.
If a development would result in the severing or impairment of connectivity between
important woodland habitats, workable mitigation measures should be identified and
implemented, preferably linked to 2 wider green network.”

The proposals conflict with SPP. The clear felling of the development sites would cause ‘adverse
Impacts resulting from deveiopment’, as well as ‘impairment of connectivity between important
woodland habitats’ (between Schoo! Wood and Balnagowan Wood and Culstank Wood, as well as
connectivity for capercaillie between Craigmore and Abernethy 5PAs).

The proposal conflicts with CNPLP Policy 3, that states:
“long established woodlands provide some of the most ecologically diverse habitats in the
UK and can take hundreds of years to develop, Once an area of long-established woodland
has been lost it Is impossible to replace it with as diverse a habitat, it is therefore important
that wherever possible areas of long established woodland, which have the greatest capacity
to support mature woodltand habitats and species are not lost to development”.

School Wood has great tapacity to support mature woodiand habitats and species and already
demonstrates this with the recorded presence of such species as the following examples: the
spiders Dipoena torva, Dictyna pusifia and Clubiona subsoltans; the fungi lactarius musteus,
Cortinarius mucosus, and tooth fungi Sorcodon; the moss Ptifium cristo-costrensis that is a
characteristic bryophyte of the native pinewoods of Scotland and an “indicative species of old
pinewpods” {Mason et al 2004); the slugs Malacolimax tenelius an ancient woodland indicator
species, and Limox cineresniger also an ancient woodland indicator; the hoverfly Chamaesyrphus
staevoides on the UK Red Data List, and prior to recent records the last record on NBN in 10km
Square was in1907); the moth Cousin German Protolampra sobring,
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Capercalllie:

The Appropriate Assessment identifies that the “structure, function and supporting processes of
habitats supporting the species” must be “maintained in the iong term”.

In relation to this, we contest the unsubstantiated assertion made that Sliemore and Cuistank
Woods do not recelve ‘significant’ usage by caper. No information is provided on search effort, or
what if any surveys assertions are based on. People with incal knowledge of capercaillie who may
have records of caper have not been asked and thus their records are not induded. Information
from SNH Is unrefiable as we understand that 1t is based on impressions rather than objective
information.

8SCG understands from RSPB that it is certainly their aspiration to improve Sliemore for capercaillie;
this Is also an aspiration for the present owner of Culstank Wood.

It is erroneous to equate low frequency of use with low significance of an area of habitat in relation
to supporting the species In the long term. There appears to be no recognition that infrequent use
may be highly significant, e.g. in contributing to connectivity, successful dispersal and gene flow, or
to exploiting seasonally available foods, or to seasonal activities such as moult.

It is recognised that caper are known to make seasonal use of Cottongrass Eriophorum flowers that
are considered to be significant in the pre-breeding period; and exploit areas of dense vegetation
when they are vulnerable to ground predators during post breeding moult.

in relation to connectivity, it appears that account has not been taken of factors other than dispersal
distance between woads. However, the nature (permeabllity) of the connecting habitat is
potentlally critical. It is reasonable to consider that certaln habitats are more, or less, suitable or
hazardous for capercailtie to traverse.

The strategic Jocations of Culstank, Sliemore and School Woods {in relation to the neighbouring
$PAs of Abernethy and Cralgmore) do not appear to have been adequately considered. This is
relevant 1o current circumstances {when the population Is so low it is in danger of extinction} and
the future {when hopefully the population will have increased). Culstank Wood is relatively
undisturbed {unlike School Woad); however, given the close proximity of the Craigmore Road site,
this would radically change were the Cralgmore Road propasal built.

Wildcat

BSCG finds the reliability, scope and adequacy of the wildcat survey lacking. This survey
contains largely unsubstantiated subjective assertions and is lacking in detail. For example
there is no map Indicating survey search path or potential den sites encountered and areas
missed.

We note that MBEC 2014 states that the survey was undertaken “in accordance” with “the
UKBAP Mamsmals interim Guldance, 2012". However to a significant extent this clailm
appears incorrect. Moreover we note the guidance itself emphasises “It should be noted
that it is not possible to confirm with certainty whether wildcats are present or not with this
methodology fwalk-through survey] although it can indicate the potential for wildcat
presence. To confirm the presence of wiidcats camera trapping is necessary”. Furthermore
the 2012 guidance refers to baited camera traps as allowing the presence of wildcats in an
area both more quickly and reliably. The Cairngorms wildcat project did not encounter
evidence of wildcats through walk- through surveys. Limited confidence should be attached
to research on elusive, typically nocturnal carnivores that fails to use camera traps for
periods that guidance indicates should be 2 months. We note other surveyors use a 250m
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buffer when surveying for wildcat and that guidance states that wildcat home ranges “may
reach 18km? so “an assessment of the impact of any project should be based upon an
understanding of the wildcats needs at a landscape scale”, The 2012 guidance warns "The
risk is that without clear criteria for assessin g impact at this level, there will be continual
erosion of the quality of wildcat habitats by Incremental development which separately may
not be considered damaging to local wildcat populations”.

The 2012 guidance advises asking local residents and researching historic records from
museums etc. Nothing in the survey report indicates any attempt to do this was made.
However, such research could have yielded relevant insight e.g. for understanding patterns
of likely use of the area by wildcat and wildcat prey. BSCG Is aware that anecdotal historic
information exists (for example In October 2010 a report some 800m from the proposal
footprint) as well as some RTA finds around Nethybridge.

The view that wildcat survey has been inconsistent with the 2012 guidance is reinforced by
the following observations. The 2012 guidance states: “Surveys are best done in winter or
late summer” and indicates that signs and footprints can be seen in snow and when
obscuring vegetation Is likely to have died back. The survey was however undertaken on 1
August 2014 on a date when the same observer was undertaking vegetation survey (and
vegetation die back would be limited). Another reason for undertaking surveys in [ate
summer indicated in the guidance is that breeding dens are then vacated. We are concerned
that considering 2014 it is at least somewhat inaccurate to consider 1st August as “late
summer”,

The MBEC report contains loose, ill-defined assertions that are unsubstantiated and
subjective. The exception of private gardens Is significant given that camera trap records
show this habitat can be used by wildeats in Strathspey. Indeed it might have been
particularly appropriate to survey this habitat in winter. Given that guidance emphasises
that there is “No detailed information about den-site usage in Scotland..” limited welght can
be attached to obscure reference to “denning potential” (see 4.1.2) and it is unclear why
“daytime resting sites” referred to in guidance {reviewing Jerosch et al 2010} receive no
mention given that upturned tree roots, fallen crowns and trunks of trees and brushwood
referred to in guidance are features present in habitat within and near the application site.

BSCG notes that the 2012 guidance makes reference to direct mortality of wildcats and for
example states that “Wildcats are highly likely to be killed in road traffic accidents”. The
2012 guidance aiso makes reference to “Introgressive hybridisation with feral domestic
¢ats” as an important threat and in this context discusses issues for planning departments.
The extent to which these threats will be added to by the application appears to have been
given insufficient attention and merit review in 2 wider context of other recently consented
projects with implications for wildcat in Strathspey.
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Otters

The CNPA asserts, without any reference to any objective evidence, that otter are hahituated to
humans and their pets on the river Nethy; yet, at the same time the CNPA clalms that otters are not
going to be affected on the Allt Mor because the lack of an estabiished path means there is little
human use. We do not consider either claim is supported by reliable or objective information.

The AA does not take proper account of post-construction impacts on otters from people fiving In
close proximity to both watercourses, the Caochan Fhuarain and the unnamed burn,

The otters using School Wood are part of the Spey SAC population, and the distances involved are
within an otter's home range or nightly travelling distance.

"In freshwater habitats, otters are largely (but not exclusively) nocturmnal. They accur at
very low population densities, with the average home range size of a female being around
20km of watercourse and that of 2 male, around 32km, aithough the home ranges of some
male otters can be considerably larger than this. Riverine otiers may travel distances of
i6km or more in one night and, as home ranges frequently incorporate sections of
separate river systems, movement between these can expose otters to an increased risk of
mortality when crossing roads.”

Otters & Development, SNH publication, see
http://www.snh.org.uk/publications/on-line/wilditfe/otters/biology.asp

Compensation
BSCG does not consider Balnagowan Wood and the remainder of School Wood to be particularly

threatened In any way.

Balnagowan Wood is allocated in the existing LP as ‘ENV’ meaning that it will be protected from
adverse development. The remainder of School Wood is outwith the settlement boundary meaning
there is a strong presumption against development.

Were the Jandowner to threaten to fell School Woed and/for Balnagowan Wood we note that a
felling licence may not be granted {as was the case at Anagach Wood prior to the community buy
out) and in additicn there are mechanisms for an emergency TPO to be applied [as was the case in
Aviemore near the Four Seasons Hotel). We also note that The Woodland Trust acquired woodland
in Carrbridge following local concern about felling proposals.

Lampreys
We have been informed by the Spey Fisheries Board that they have recorded River Lamprey In the

Allt Mor that is part of the River Spey SAC (through electro fishing). River Lamprey are on Annex 1l
and V of the Habitats Directive and are a UK BAP Priority species. The SFB do not hold data for the
Caochan Fhuarain. Brook lamprey are on Annex |l and are known from other burns including the
Meadow Burn at The Mossie and Milton Burn at Aviemore and may be present in the Caochain
Fhuarain.

impacts including cumulative impacts on all species of lamprey have not been considered.
Phylogenetically, lampreys belong to a group of considerable interest that are globally facing
growing conservation challenges that require sensitive management in marine and freshwater
habitats.

Corallorhiza trifida
This nationally scarce orchid is recorded close to the proposal footprint and information on it in the
developer’s report Is out of date..
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SNH have recognised that It is sensitive to habitat changes including subtje changes relating to the
hydrological regime. This species is very easily overlooked and vulnerable to Inadvertent trampling

Yours sincaraly

Gus jo, "
Convener
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Ms F Murphy

Cairngerms National Park Authority b , 'f
Planning Office I.Ig l E
Albert Memorial Hall Scotland
Station Square Balalian House, 24 Allan Park
Ballater Stirling, FK8 2QG
AB35 5QB

Telephone: 017868 447 504
E-msil: solland@buglife.org.uk

19 May 2014

Dear Fiona,

Application Number: 2013/0119/DET
Proposal: Erection of 58 houses, associated roads & footway
Location: Land At School Road And Cralgmore Road, Nethy Bridge

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this consultation. Buglife objects to planning permission being
granted for this application due to the loss of irreplaceable habitats, which is against Scottish planning
policy, and the impact this will have on rare and endangered invertebrates.

The Invertebrate survey included with the planning application states that ‘A tota/ of 449 specles were
recorded. Of these, 40 are Local, 16 Notlonally Scarce Notable B, 3 Near Threatened, 3 Red Data Book 3
(Rare), 1 Red Data Book 2 (Vuinerabie) and 1 is provisionally Red Dot Book 1 (endangered). Two species
are on the Scottish Biodiversity List. One species is in the UK BAP.’ (Appendix 4, Ecology and Nature
Conservation Assessment) The survey has recorded many species of conservation interest despite only a
partial survey being carried out, Many species that are active in spring and early summer will not have
been picked up and so the list is likely to have even more rare and endangered invertebrates on. For
example the Pinewood mason bee (Osmia uncingta, Scottish Biodivershy List, avoid negative impact and
found only in the Highlands) is known at this site. Although not recorded by the survey it has similar habitat
requirements to the solitary wasp Pemphredon rugifera, which was recorded. As the survey took place
after the recommended survey period for this species (this is Tate April or May to early July) it would be
very unlikely to have been recorded but it should not be concluded as being absent from the site. These
types of woodland are often at the best for invertebrate fauna between May and July so It is difficult to
assess the true value of the site without surveying during this time period.

School Wood is ancient woodland and as such Is protected under paragraph 146, 147 and 148 of Scottish
Planning Policy. it is an irreplaceable habitat and its loss should be avolded. The development sites are part
of a larger complex of woodland that has small variations in habitat within a very fine scale. Different
species of invertebrate will like or need these small variations, or ‘micro-habitats,” and may have very
specific requirements, for example certain food plants. A key part of the value of this area of School Wood
is the warm, south facing woodland edge with dry semi-natural grassland, which is relatively unusual in this
area and important for species such as Osmia uncinata, and the Hoverfly Chamaesyrphus scaevoides.

President —Germaine Grasr Charman — Mark Felton CEO ~ Matt Shardlow Bugiife — The Invertebrate Conservation Trustis a limited company by guarantee
Company No 4132695 Registered Charity No- 1092293 Scottish Charty No 50040004
Registered m England at Bug House, Ham Lane, Ortan Waterville, Saterborough, PE2 SUU wwyw bulife.opg.uk @@buzz_dont_twest



The development plans indicate that not all of the woodland edge habitat will be lost but there will be
indirect impacts on the woodland remaining from the new development. This will have an impact through
changes In humidity, fight levels, Increases in wind, disturbance etc. Whilst these may only seem tiny
changes, cumulatively this area of School Wood wil undergo significant change. When you view these
changes in the context of invertebrates that have very specialist needs, habitat can become unsuitable
leading to lower or even losses of populations.

Do not hesltate to contact us if you would like more information on any of the points raised and please can
we be kept up to date with the progress of this application.

Yours sincerely
Alice Farr
Planning Manager
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22 October 2014

Speclal Delivery

The Cafmgorms National Park Authority
14 The Square

Grantown-on-Spey

PH26 3HG

nni i £o

Dear Sirs

The Caimgorms Campaign
Planning application 2013/0119/DET
Propased construction of 58 houses and infrastructure at Nethy Bridge

On behalf of The Caimgorms Campaign, we write further to our letter of 28
May 2014, in which we intimated our cllents’ objection to the above
proposal at Nethy Bridge. In light of further information provided by the
applicants’ consultants, this letter expands upon submissions made in our
letter of 28 May, the terms of which are maintained in their entirety.

In summary, our clients see no justification for a development of this size
in this location heing permitted, and especially so given the context of the
site being home to important bl within a national park and being
listed in the Ancient Woadland Inventory as Long Established semi-natural
origin. Our clients consider the updated information provided by MBEC to
be lacking in necessary detail, with an unjustifiable emphasis on
compensatory measures as opposed to mitigation measures.

Specific comments are as follows:

1. The report of the Reporter for the new local plan dated 8
September 2014 recommended deleting site H1 and amending the
settlement boundary. The Reporter considered there to be
sufficlent sites already allocated to meet housing requirements and
that there was no need for an allocation in this location. The
Reporter's report is 2 material consideration.

2. The proposal falls to demonstrate that it would enhance or
complement the national park. No exceptional circumstances arise
in this case where the proposed development could provide social
or economic benefit of nationat importance as per CNPLP policy 6.

3, There have been new finds ih and around the proposed
development site of Green shield moss (Buxbowmnia viridis). This
species is endangered in the UK and Europe and {s listed on
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7.

schedule 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended),
It is an Annex If species of the EU Habitats Directive and has its own
biodiversity action plan {being a priority species for the national
perk). The proposed t would adversely impect this
mass bath directly and indirectly.

The National Vegetation Classification undertaken was inadequate.
The assertion tlmtthewholeareaisa"b‘ommunltyofmeww
community greatly over-simplifies the position. Range and
variation are not considered, species (including tree species) are
missing, and the mapping has no polygons shown,

The development will adversely impact upon red squirrels which
mapﬂoﬂtyspecfufermemtlomlpark, listed on the Scottish
Bodiversity List and protected under the Wilditfe and Countryside
Act 1981, Thelossafdreysandfomglnghabftatwlllnotbe
mpmtederfectivelybyﬂmemtofthewoodland in the
applicants’ ownership, as that woodiand is already populated with
squlmls.TheofferofwoodmdasmmtImdmthngto
mitigate the unnecessary habitat loss that would be caused by this
propozsed developrment.

The potential impacts on capercailiie are understated including in
rdnﬁmtomncuvityrequirementsforthlsalnnexi pratected
species of European Community concemn. The assumption that the

Thepmpnseddevelnpmentatt:raimnoadisclmtnme
Caochan FhumlnwhidnﬂmintomehlttMnr(partdtheSpey
SAC). Otters that form part of the Spey population and which are &
quelifying feature of the SAC, are known to use the Caochan
Fhursin (based on camera trap and spraint information), Previous
analysts by the CNPA (see planning report for 09/052/CP)
mﬁudedmataumpmemmmnmm“(ammpnn
thecmdSpedesinthekowan@t}hadnotbeenpmlded.
Nothing in the MBEC report provides an improvement on this
previous assessment. Reference is made to observations by
Scottish Natural Heﬂtageaboutdlsmrbancetocuusbydogs.

CONTINUATION SHEET

g e
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9. Since the Caimgorms Campaign's previous submission on this
planning application, Scottish Planning Policy (June 2014) in Policy
Principles, Section 194 states that the planning system should:

a) “conserve and enhance protected sites and spacies™;

b) “promote pmtectlon and improvement of the water
environment”; and

t) “"protect and enhance ancient semi-natural woodland as an
important and irreplaceable resource, together with other native
or long-established woods, hedzerows and individual trees with
high nature conservation or landscape value".

As stated above and previously, this Is a sensitive site and one which the
Reporter has recommended be amended to remove area H1. Despite further
ecological studies the applicants have falled to properly mssess the
ecological interests pressnt, and proposals to provide woodland in
compensation fail to mitigate what would be a significant loss of habitat.

For the above reasons and for the reasons stated in

correspandence, we raquest on behalf of our clients that the Park Authority
rejects this application,

Yours faithfully

CONTINUATION SHEET
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