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bc 
 

Offices and associates throughout the Americas, Europe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Middle East. 
 

 

Dear Sir / Madam 
 
Cairngorms National Park  
Proposed Local Development Plan  - Braemar 
 
We write on behalf of the Invercauld Estate in relation to the Cairngorms National Park Proposed Local 
Development Plan. Invercauld Estate is fully committed to participating in the preparation of the Local 
Development Plan (‘LDP’) having responded to the previous ‘Call for Sites’ consultation in 2010, the Main 
Issues Report consultation in 2011, and the Settlement Maps Informal consultation in 2012.    
 
Our response to the Settlement Map consultation in 2012 noted the statement in the Main Issues Report that 
the community is keep to maintain itself as vibrant and viable into the future.  We supported the Braemar 
masterplan exercise which took place in 2011.  The Invercauld Estate’s considers that the Proposed LDP 
does not go far enough to reflect the work undertaken in the masterplanning process.    
 
We have the following detailed comments in relation to the Proposed LDP: 
 
Housing  
 
As stated in the response to the Settlement Maps consultation, we request that the northern half of the site 
known as ‘Land South of Balnellan’ (Site 35f in the MIR Background Evidence Report 5 Site Analysis) is 
included in the LDP as a housing site and the settlement boundary is amended to reflect this.   This site 
scored relatively well in the MIR analysis; the landscape analysis noted ‘the northern edge of site abuts a 
fairly recent housing development on Balnellan Road.  Some possible scope for expansion from this edge up 
to the burn that divides the site’ and that ‘part of this site could be developed.’ 
 
The Proposed Plan relies on developments which already have planning permission to provide for the bulk of 
housing demand in the next five years.  We consider that the Proposed Plan provides an under allocation of 
housing sites and that additional allocations are required to provide for local housing with affordable 
requirements.  In addition we consider that the local development plan should allocate land for development 
in Braemar for the current plan period and future plan periods (future opportunity housing) to provide a vision 
and element of certainty as to how the settlement may develop and help the community remain sustainable.   
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Land to the north of Invercauld Arms  
 
We support the recognition that there are opportunities to create a significant opportunity for inward 
investment on land to the north of the village adjacent to the Invercauld Arms.  
 
We request that, in addition to the inward investment site, part of this site is allocated for future opportunity 
housing.  The masterplan exercise proposed that part of this area to the north of the Invercauld Arms would 
be appropriate for housing and that commercial developments could be supported / cross funded through 
new housing development.  It is therefore requested that the settlement boundary is extended to include the 
land to the north of Invercauld Arms.   
 
Tourism Development 
 
As stated in the representation from the Settlement Maps consultation Invercauld Estate recognises that 
tourism is a key element of the economy in Braemar.  Invercauld Estate supports the development of more 
structured tourism accommodation in the village and requests that the LDP reflects this.  It is requested that 
the land immediately to the south of Braemar Caravan Park is included in the LDP as an area for tourism 
accommodation.  
 
In summary, we: 
 

• request that the northern half of the land known as ‘Land South of Balnellan’ (Site 35f in the MIR 
Background Evidence Report 5 Site Analysis) is included in the LDP as a housing site and the 
settlement boundary is amended to reflect this; 

 
• support the recognition that there are opportunities to create a significant opportunity for inward 

investment on land to the north of the Invercauld Arms and we request that, in addition to the inward 
investment site, part of this site is allocated for future opportunity housing and the settlement 
boundary is amended to reflect this; 
 

• request that the land immediately to the south of Braemar Caravan Park is included in the LDP as an 
area for tourism accommodation. 

 
 
We trust that you will take these comments on board.  Invercauld Estate would welcome further discussion 
with the CNPA on this representation and the preparation of the LDP. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Iain Pattenden 
Associate Director 
 
 
Cc Invercauld Estate 
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Offices and associates throughout the Americas, Europe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Middle East. 
 

 

Dear Sirs 
 
Cairngorms National Park  
Proposed Local Development Plan – Monaltrie Park, Ballater 
 
We write on behalf of our client, the Invercauld Estate, and welcome the opportunity to submit comments to 
the Cairngorms National Park (CNP) Proposed Local Development Plan (the Proposed Plan). This letter 
details the representations to the Proposed Plan in relation to land at Ballater, known as the Monaltrie Park 
site.  
 
Our client is committed to participating in the Local Development Plan process.  Detailed representations to 
the Settlement Maps consultation in respect of the land at Monaltrie Park were submitted in September 2012.  
The September 2012 representations are enclosed.  
  
This representation should be read in conjunction with the September 2012 representations which set out a 
detailed assessment of the development context and housing land requirement and demand.  
 
The Proposed Plan identifies land at Monaltrie Park as Proposal H1. The land shown on the proposals map 
in dark brown is allocated for ‘housing, first phase’. The land shown in yellow is allocated for ‘housing, future 
phase’.  
 
The Proposed Plan states the following in relation to site H1: 
 
‘H1 – Monaltrie Park – provides an opportunity for housing and mixed use. The site has a capacity for around 
50 units to meet the needs of the community for the Plan period. Should future needs require, land adjacent 
to the site will be released to consolidate the development with the village.  
 
Development of the site and its adjacent land will require the preparation of a masterplan looking at the long 
term expansion options for this part of Ballater. This should be founded on the work already published by the 
Prince’s Foundation. The masterplan will include: 
 

• Clarity that no development will take place below the 193.8 metre contour and minimum finished floor 
level of 194.3 metres or above DD 

• Details of all mixed use proposed for the site as a whole, including the scope for the provision of 
services for residents, day visitors and tourists 

• Design details which reflect Ballater’s special character. This should include an innovative approach to 
design and layout including access and movement within the site, with a variety of densities and 
designs and pockets of mixed uses 

• The method to ensure appropriate protection of the historic quality of the existing conservation area and 
Listed buildings, including the B listed Monaltrie House, and their settings 
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• The approach to incorporate and enhance Monaltrie Park as a core part of the new development, 
ensuring adequate space for the use of existing sports pitches and parking for events including the 
Ballater Games 

• The way in which the development will link to the existing paths network, and in particular the way the 
development links to the core of the village, the primary school and the Deeside Way 

• The sustainability measures to be incorporated 
• The provision made for habitat protection and enhancement 
• Landscaping and structure planting to ensure integration of the development with the existing 

landscape. ‘ 
 
As set out in the September 2012 representations, the site is effective in terms of Planning Advice Note 
2/2010: Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits.  
 
We support Proposal H1 and the masterplan approach.  
 
We support the allocation of Proposal H1 on the Proposals Map.  We suggest the precise boundary of the 
initial phase could be determined by the masterplan process.  
 
We object to the Proposals Map showing areas as ‘open space’, within the settlement boundary, for land 
which was previously allocated for housing as part of the Monaltrie Park site in the Adopted Local Plan.  We 
request that these areas are identified for development as part of the masterplan for site H1.  This would 
allow flexibility in the designation of open space areas and forms of sensitive development through the 
detailed masterplan design process.  
   
We hereby reserve the right to withdraw this representation at any stage of the preparation of the Local 
Development Plan.   
 
We trust that you will take these comments on board.  Invercauld Estate would welcome further discussion 
with the CNPA on this representation and the preparation of the LDP. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Iain Pattenden 
Associate Director 
 
 
 
Enc. 
 
Cc, Invercauld Estate 







-Proposed Local Development Plan (Version: 2013)
 
Your Details
 

Your Name: D Fairlie Partnership

Organisation Name: D Fairlie Partnership

Agent Name: c/o Emac Planning LLP

Address 1:

Site Name: Monaltrie Park (Ref H1)

Contact Person: Me

 
Your comments will be applied to the following items:
 
1 Introduction - Paragraph 1.16
It is considered that the Proposed LDP should, whilst acknowledging the vision of the Cairngorms
National Park Partnership Plan (NPPP) 2012-2017, also provide for a land use vision for the LDP
itself. This vision should ensure that the LDP seeks to continue to promote and support
sustainable economic growth, protect and enhance built and natural heritage, invest in green
infrastructure and promote and support residential and mixed-use development of a high quality
design. New development should be directed to the main settlements such as Ballater, that is, to
locations that are capable of delivering new development, which support existing services without
placing undue burden on existing infrastructure. In particular the vision should seek to secure new
development that is also capable of delivering growth, including securing much needed affordable
housing.Such a vision would support the stated objectives contained in the Cairngorms NPPP,
2012-2017 for creating a sustainable economy supporting thriving businesses and communities. 
 
 



LDP supplementary guidance and core paths plan
(Version: 2013)
 
Your Details
 

Your Name: D Fairlie Partnership

Organisation Name: D Fairlie Partnership

Agent Name: Emac Planning LLP

Address 1:

Address 2:

Address 3:

Postcode:

Phone Number:

Email Address:

Site Name: Monaltrie Park (Ref H1)

Contact Person: My Agent

 
Your comments will be applied to the following items:
 
2 New Housing Development – Supplementary Guidance - Paragraph 2.11
The statement that all residential development must make a contribution is supported. Comments
provided on the Proposed LDP suggested that the same target percentage for affordable housing
and should be applied to all sites, including those of 4 houses or less and that the applicable
financial contribution should not be discounted.
 
 
2 New Housing Development – Supplementary Guidance - Paragraph 2.12
There is some concern over the use of the Development Appraisal Toolkit. An exercise was
carried out with the planning gain team at Aberdeenshire Council to explore the ability of the
Ballater site to provide the required affordable housing on site. The results confirmed that the
desires of the council and the CNPA could not be met by the development, but once this position
had been reached there was no ability of the CNPA to then adjust matters in order to make
development work and make progress. Using the toolkit may therefore still be valid as a
mechanism, but there needs to be some form of formal approach needed to progress matters
once the toolkit has been operated and it is clear that the levels of required contributions cannot
be achieved. It is all very well having a formal toolkit, but this should not be used to just stop
development from happening.
 
 
2 New Housing Development – Supplementary Guidance - Paragraph 2.16
Comments provided on the Proposed LDP suggested that the same target percentage for
affordable housing and should be applied to all sites, including those of 4 houses or less and that



the applicable financial contribution should not be discounted.
 
 
2 New Housing Development – Supplementary Guidance - Paragraph 2.19
Comments provided on the Proposed LDP suggested that the same target percentage for
affordable housing and should be applied to all sites, including those of 4 houses or less and that
the applicable financial contribution should not be discounted. All developments place a burden on
existing services and infrastructure and there should be equal contribution from all sites for
affordable housing provision. There is some concern that the currently proposed concession for
sites with less than 4 houses, will encourage small developments with potentially large, low
density houses which will fail to contribute to local need.
 
 
2 New Housing Development – Supplementary Guidance - Paragraph 2.23
It may not always be possible to confirm the details of the residents in advance of permission
being granted or that the residents of the development have a need to live in the locality chosen
(bullets 1 and 2 apply) if, for example, the developer chooses to provide for affordable housing
which is low-cost without subsidy or level entry housing. It is suggested that paragraph 2.23 is
amended to state that the information required by the first 2 bullets ‘may’ be requested depending
on the type of affordable housing provision.
 
 
2 New Housing Development – Supplementary Guidance - Paragraph 2.25
It may not always be possible to confirm the details of the residents in advance of permission
being granted or that the residents of the development have a need to live in the locality chosen
(bullets 1 and 2 apply) if, for example, the developer chooses to provide for affordable housing
which is low-cost without subsidy or level entry housing. It is suggested that paragraph 2.23 is
amended to state that the information required by the first 2 bullets ‘may’ be requested depending
on the type of affordable housing provision.
 
 
3 Supporting Economic Growth – Supplementary Guidance
This Policy is supported, together with its objectives.
 
 
4 Sustainable Design – Supplementary Guidance
This Policy is supported, together with its objectives.
 
 
11 Developer Contributions – Supplementary Guidance
Whilst the Policy approach contained in the Proposed LDP is supported subject to confirmation
that such requirements will be sought in accordance with the legislative and policy requirements
contained in Scottish Government Circular 3/2012: Planning Obligations and Good Neighbour
Agreements.
 
 
11 Developer Contributions – Supplementary Guidance - Paragraph 11.12



It is suggested that a benchmark requirement of 20% of open space provision, will ‘generally’ be
required. There may be some circumstances where the quality and nature of the design of a
development may justify waiving a precise standard.
 
 





 

 

 

 

  

MAR ESTATE 

C/O AGENT ABOVE 

BRAEMAR SETTLEMENT STATEMENT AND HOUSING LAND 

SEE SECTION 2.6 OF THE ATTACHED STATEMENT 



SEE SECTION 2.6 OF THE ATTACHED STATEMENT 
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MAR ESTATE 

C/O AGENT ABOVE 

LANDSCAPE (PAGES 31-33) 

SEE SECTION 2.4 OF THE ATTACHED STATEMENT 



SEE SECTION 2.4 OF THE ATTACHED STATEMENT 
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MAR ESTATE 

C/O AGENT ABOVE 

RENEWABLE ENERGY (PAGES 34-36) 

SEE SECTION 2.5 OF THE ATTACHED STATEMENT 



SEE SECTION 2.5 OF THE ATTACHED STATEMENT 
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MAR ESTATE 

C/O AGENT ABOVE 

SUPPORTING ECONOMIC GROWTH 

SEE SECTION 2.3 OF THE ATTACHED STATEMENT 



SEE SECTION 2.3 OF THE ATTACHED STATEMENT 
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Cairngorms National Park Proposed Local Development Plan – 

Response (July 2012) – Comments on behalf of Mar Estate 
 

 

1.0 General/Introduction 

 

This report represents the view of the Mar Estate on the Cairngorms National Park Proposed 

Local Development Plan (PLDP).  It has been prepared on their behalf by Halliday Fraser 

Munro and concentrates on key issues for discussion.  This response covers the issues as set 

out in the PLDP and individual consultation forms have been prepared for each change 

suggested in the following report.   

 

2.0 Responses 

 

2.1 The Vision and Spatial Strategy (pages 10 & 12)  

 

This section recognises the vision as set out in the National Park Partnership Plan (NPPP) as: 

 

“An outstanding National Park, enjoyed and valued by everyone, where 

nature and people thrive together.”  

 

 

2.2 Policies – New Housing Development (pages 16-19) 

 

Page 16 of the PLDP asks “What will we achieve in the next 5 years?” and goes on to suggest 

“In the next 5 years we will have created opportunities for the right type of housing, in the 

right place, that makes a positive contribution to local communities.  Developers will have 

confidence to invest.  In turn communities will have the support they need to become and 

remain thriving places where people enjoy a sense of wellbeing.”   

 

We agree with the above as a mission statement.  We don’t necessarily agree that the 

allocations, particularly in Braemar, support this goal.  In general the land allocations have a 

westwards bias. 

RESPONSE – Vision and Strategy 

 

We welcome the balanced approach set out in the Vision and Spatial Strategy and in 

particular the aim of delivering the four aims of the national park together, developing a 

strong and sustainable economy and encouraging young people to stay in the Park and 

attracting economically active people to come and live in the Park.   

 

We also welcome that Braemar is included within Figure 4: Strategy Diagram (Page 7) as 

part of “the focus for economic growth and diversification” and, as an identified 

settlement as a focus for new housing.  However, we don’t believe this strategy has 

been reflected in the actual allocations at Braemar.  This will be covered in more detail 

later in this report.  We do not suggest any changes to the Vision or Spatial Strategy but 

suggest that the land allocations and the LDP in general should be more forward 

thinking  and proactive in order to deliver the vision. 
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2.3 Supporting Economic Growth 

 

Economic growth is key to making the Park a sustainable and attractive place to live.  But it is 

also one of the most difficult aspects to make happen for a number of reasons including 

location, proximity to the market, proximity to larger population centres and the ability to 

create enough turnover for a business to become viable and sustainable.  Some businesses, 

such as field sports, require the wide open spaces and remoteness to make them attractive 

to their users.  Others require a critical mass of people living locally.   

 

Economic development policies in the Park need to be wide-ranging and proactive to take 

advantage of the Park’s unique characteristics whilst protecting them at the same time.   

 

At the MIR stage the preferred option was to highlight the different communities in the Park 

and support appropriate opportunities for economic development, services and facilities 

within them.   This policy section sets out individual policies on retail, tourism and leisure, 

other economic development and protection of economic development opportunities.   

 

RESPONSE – Housing Policies 

 

Housing in Settlements – if this policy is to stand then settlement boundaries need to be 

realistic and allow for settlements to expand appropriately.  Many of the settlement 

boundaries, especially in the Aberdeenshire part of the Park, are based on arbitrary 

historical settlement boundaries with little justification.   

 

Braemar is a case in point where the settlement boundary has been roughly the same 

for many years.  It has changed historically in limited areas to adopt new development 

but now remains static with no scope for the settlement to expand appropriately, or to 

reflect the situation on the ground.  We have suggested that the settlement boundary 

at Braemar is altered later in this response – see Section 2.6 of this response.   

 

Housing in Rural Groups – we support this approach as a flexible and realistic policy 

approach to rural housing. 

 

Other Housing in the Countryside – many rural businesses require associated housing to 

make them operationally viable.  We therefore support this policy aspect. 

 

General Comment – the approach to new housing in the Park through this suite of 

policies is progressive and positive and therefore generally supported.    

 

RESPONSE – Economic Growth 
 

The LDP should recognise all forms of economic development, including field sports.   
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2.4 Landscape (pages 31 – 33) 

 

At the MIR stage we responded to a similar point suggesting that the towns, villages and 

groups of buildings within the landscape contribute to the value of that landscape as much 

as the landscape itself.   

 

 

2.5 Renewable Energy (pages 34 – 36) 

 

This policy covers all renewable energy developments and specifically supports hydropower, 

wind energy, biomass and energy from waste in particular circumstances.  It supports an 

increase in the amount of renewable energy generated in the Park, whilst still maintaining 

the areas special qualities. 

 

 

RESPONSE – Landscape Policy 
  

This policy should recognise the contribution of existing settlements to the landscape 

character of the Park in both the explanation/justification and the policy itself.  As it 

stands the policy could be used as a justification for refusing all development in the Park 

as all development will have an impact on the landscape setting.  However, where that 

development is related to settlements the impact will be significantly less.  To ensure 

that the built landscape is considered as part of the decision making process it should 

be included within the “how it will be applied” section as a form of landscape setting. 

RESPONSE – Renewable Energy Policy 
  

This policy is welcomed but experience indicates that achieving consent for small-scale 

wind energy development is more difficult than the policy suggests.  The principles of 

this policy should be carried forward in new supplementary guidance and 

implementation information for the officers dealing with planning applications for this 

type of development. 
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2.6 Proposed Braemar Settlement Option (Pages 90 & 95)  

 

The recent Braemar Strategic Options Study (Braemar SOS, 2011 – Document Ref: ME1a and 

ME1b) was mentioned in paragraph 11.6.2 of the Main Issues Report as a long-term view, 

setting out how the village could develop.  The suggestion is that it will not impact on this 

Local Development Plan review but on future reviews.   That seems to be the case in this 

PLDP as it remains static in terms of land allocations.  However, we believe that it is this 

review that the Braemar SOS should start to influence if any of the strategic interventions 

are going to come to fruition.   

RESPONSE – Braemar Settlement Statement  
 

Mar Estate supports the recognition in the PLDP that Braemar is a tight-knit community 

that serves a wide area at the heart of the Cairngorms National Park.  They also support 

the aim that it should be a vibrant community.  In some ways it is and in others it suffers 

from significant issues.  These were outlined in the draft Community Vision (Ref: ME2) 

and formed the basis for the Braemar SOS, 2011, which in turn set out some Key themes 

and Strategic Development Options to assist in dealing with these and ensuring that 

Braemar had a vibrant and viable future.  In summary these were: 

 

• More employment opportunities locally – options included an Adventure 

Tourism Centre, Small Business Support Centre and more new business land 

allocations. 

• Increased resident population and greater mix of ages – options included 

additional housing sites to increase the variety of housing. 

• Affordable Homes to meet the local need – options included an appropriate 

percentage of affordable housing on new allocated sites (as existing consents 

couldn’t be altered to reflect this requirement) and a more detailed and local 

Housing Need and Demand Assessment be carried out for Braemar.  There is very 

little information on this aspect available as the HNDA and Local Housing 

Strategies for Aberdeenshire can’t be disaggregated, a point that is expanded 

upon later in this section.   

• Less holiday and second homes – this was a major issue for Braemar and one 

that was considered to affect the viability of local businesses and services as well 

as the availability and inflated value of housing.  An estimate has been suggested 

that 50% of the houses in Braemar are holiday homes or second homes.   If that is 

to remain the case then we can anticipate that 50% of any future housing would 

also be used in that way thereby removing it from the available local supply.  That 

is a fundamental point in trying to establish an appropriate supply of new housing 

in Braemar to meet local and second home requirements.  The SOS also 

suggested a structured provision of holiday homes. 

• Improved Public Transport services – this could be assisted by making Braemar 

more of a destination to support additional services. 

• Better Local Facilities/Shops – a series of reconfigured spaces and places was 

suggested. 

• Tourism to remain an economic driver – this again is key to Braemar’s future 

success and a number of options were suggested. 

 

These are all expanded upon in the Braemar SOS Stages 1 and 2 attached.   

 

Continued over 
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RESPONSE – Braemar Settlement Statement (Cont’d) 
 
The purpose of the Braemar SOS (carried out on behalf of the CNP,  local landowners and 

in conjunction with a community representative) was to inform the content of the PLDP.  

The key question, therefore, is how does the PLDP respond to these challenges. If the 

next Local Development Plan is to take the issues of community, social and economic 

services and the right housing in the right place seriously then it has to respond to these 

in its land use policies and allocations. 

 

Mar Estate was encouraged by the Draft Settlement Plan issued in 2012 (Doc ref: ME3).  

It seemed to grasp a lot of the issues and potential solutions suggested in the Braemar 

SOS and the Community Visioning exercise earlier that year.  Unfortunately this hasn’t 

been reflected in the PLDP.  In particular:   

 

The proposed land allocations (page 93) rely on existing consents for the most part with a 

single new site for a few houses identified for 100% affordable housing on Chapel Brae.  

There are two points here.  Firstly, the plan has not allocated enough land to deal with 

housing needs over the first 5-10 years of the plan period.  The existing allocations are 

about to be started or are being built out.  Aberdeenshire Council’s latest Housing Land  

Audit (HLA) (2013) shows that site ref: M/BR/H/004 (Balnellan Road) is under 

construction; M/BR/H/005 (St Andrews Terrace/Fife Brae) is due to start in 2014 and be 

completed by 2019; and site M/BR/H/010 Invercauld Farm will be complete by 2014.     

 

The LDP has to plan for 5-10 years from its adoption.  This is unlikely to be until 2015.  Of 

the current consents identified in the PLDP (68 houses) approximately 60% should be 

built by the time the PLDP is adopted.  That only leaves 27 houses covering Braemar for 

the 5-10 years after that (plus 4 on the H1 site) or approximately 3 houses a year.   This is 

not enough to allow the community to remain vibrant and forward looking.  The danger is 

that up to 50% of the new houses being built could be used as holiday homes leaving only 

1.5 houses a year for the local population.  Does this meet the objectives set out in the 

Braemar settlement statement (Page 90)?  We don’t believe that it will – services will not 

be protected, the current community issues will remain and new affordable housing will 

rely on the existing consents that are far lower than present requirements and without 

recourse to alter that.    

 

 The supporting information in the Evidence Report on Housing and Population sets out a 

clear policy framework within which the LDP should operate (supporting thriving 

communities, retaining a wide mix of ages, skills and interests, and attracting young 

people and workers).  It also predicts a 35% increase in households.  The evidence of 

housing need and supply in that report is difficult to follow and doesn’t match up with the 

most up to date 2013 HLA.  Table 11 (page 25 of the Evidence Report) also seems to 

suggest that the housing land is met via the “established housing land supply” where it 

should really be the “effective housing land supply”.  Using these broad brush figures also 

hides Braemar’s requirements behind the larger allocations in Ballater.  Para 8.9 also 

suggests that the housing land supply deducts windfall consents (contrary to national 

accepted practice) and includes permissions that are pending and are therefore not 

“effective” housing sites so should not be counted.   All of this points to an under-

estimate of effective housing land supply and therefore an under allocation of new 

housing sites.   

 

The 31 houses in Braemar does not reflect a 35% growth in households for Braemar, 

indicating that additional housing allocations are require in this particular settlement.  
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RESPONSE – Braemar Settlement Statement (Cont’d) 

There are a couple of points worth making on housing land evidence in the PLDP: 

 

� The Aberdeenshire area of the Park does not desegregate its Housing Need and 

Demand Assessment information (The HNDA is prepared on behalf of Aberdeenshire 

Council not the CNPA) in enough detail for the Park to make any informed decisions.  

Instead the housing need here is based on LHA waiting lists and average completion 

rates.  Waiting lists are not an accepted evidence of need and completion rates rely 

on past Local Plan land allocations and consents that could have been artificially 

limited.  The housing information available to the CNPA therefore does not seem to 

offer a realistic view of housing need and demand in the Aberdeenshire area of the 

Park and is most likely an under-estimate.  An Camas Mor undermines this further by 

suggesting a 1500 house development when this is unlikely to happen.  The very 

recent Court of Session decision ([2013] CSIH 65  XA158/10 – Cairngorms Campaign 

and Others vs CNPA and others) describes An Camas Mor as “The allocation of An 

Camas Mor is simply a hope in the future, not a concrete allocation.”  If this is so then 

the LDP allocations are significantly lower than they should be to meet the housing 

requirements ; 

 

� The issue of holiday homes/second homes also starts to affect housing numbers.  In 

Braemar it has been estimated that maybe 50% of the houses are used in this 

manner.  If that is the case and housing allocations only reflect the need identified in 

the background paper then what happens when a significant proportion of those are 

sold as holiday homes?  They are removed from the housing supply available to locals 

and only a proportion of housing to meet local need can be delivered.  This again 

points to a potential under allocation of housing sites. 

 

The above two issues have been considered in the 2011 Strategic Options Study for 

Braemar but these are clear concerns in respect of the preferred option.  A solution to 

this would be to expand the preferred option to allocate completely new housing sites 

over and above existing consents and local plan allocations.  This will assist in meeting 

housing needs in a more flexible manner.  In any event a more detailed study of housing 

need and demand in the Aberdeenshire area of the Park would be highly beneficial. 

 

Employment sites are even fewer.  These include a small brownfield site and an existing 

retail/commercial centre.  If Braemar is to thrive as a sustainable village, encourage 

economically active families to stay and maintain and promote local services then these 

two allocations are not adequate.  Again, the Braemar SOS offers some alternatives to 

these that we believe are more ambitious but potentially achievable.  One of the key 

issues raised locally is the lack of commercial space for local businesses to expand into – 

the CNPA preferred approach doesn’t help overcome that current problem.   

 

The approach that we have advocated previously is to recognise the existing consents, 

allocate the two housing sites already identified in the Draft Settlement Statement (ME3) 

plus more land for housing and economic uses and co-ordinate the short, medium and 

longer-term options by embracing the ideas in the Braemar Strategic Options Study. 

 

The existing consents will not deliver affordable houses to meet current need as the 

negotiation over that took place some years ago.  Only new allocations and consents can 

do that.  The PLDP needs to be far more ambitious if it is going to tackle the issues raised 

by the local community in the Braemar Community Vision and ongoing community 

actions. 
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RESPONSE – Braemar Settlement Statement (Cont’d) 

 

Braemar is a strategic community at the heart of the Park – locationally and functionally.  

It needs to reflect that in its allocations and look further ahead than the LDP presently 

does.  The Braemar SOS suggested some options to tackle local issues.  Only some of 

these are appropriate for the LDP.  To help provide more housing for locals, more 

affordable housing, increase the resident population to support local services while 

supporting tourism and facilitating local employment opportunities, we believe the LDP 

should: 

 

Allocate more housing land – in particular we believe the sites shown on the Draft 

Settlement Plan (ME3) should be reinstated and sites shown as R10, R7 and R6 in the 

Braemar SOS plans (ME4) should be reconsidered for future housing development.  We 

note that the Community Council in their response (ME5) to the Draft Settlement Plan 

suggests that the site at Clunie Bank floods.  The area for housing here has been carefully 

considered and sits at a higher level than the floodplain.  SEPA’s flood extent map shows 

that this area does not sit within a flood extent area (ME6).   Flooding is therefore not a 

valid reason to remove this site from the PLDP. 

 

Settlement Boundary – should be extended to allow additional development land 

adjacent to the settlement.  We also note that the Community Council response to the 

Draft Settlement Statement indicated that there was a serious lack of self-build plots in 

the village.  The current PLDP does nothing to rectify this and new allocations could 

include requirements for plots.  A new settlement boundary is suggested in the Braemar 

SOS. 

 

Site H1- Chapel Brae - is identified for 100% affordable housing.  Table 10 in the Evidence 

Report (Section 1: Housing and Population) indicates that 23 out of the 79 consented 

houses in Braemar are affordable.  That represents 30% affordable provision and without 

any evidence to support additional affordable housing we do not see why the H1 site 

should be required for 100% affordable housing.  It should be dealt with as a small site 

where affordable housing could be located up to a maximum of 25%. i.e. 1 house or 1 

plot.   It should not be allocated for 100% affordable housing.   

 

Employment Land – both Mar Estate and the Community Council, again in their response 

to the Draft Settlement Plan, indicated a significant lack of new and available 

employment land in Braemar.  Additional employment land should be allocated to 

encourage business start-up or growth.  The Braemar SOS in particular suggested a 

Braemar outdoor activity/adventure centre and additional employment land at E2 (ME4).  

These should be reflected in the LDP rather than rely on existing sites that are already 

being used or are limited in scope.   

 

Site C1 – this is no longer required for community use and should be re-allocated for 

housing. 

 

In general we believe that the Braemar SOS provided land-use based options for many of 

the local issues that remain relevant and should be reflected in the final LDP. 
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3.0 Conclusion  

 

Braemar needs a development strategy that allows it to flourish as a place to live rather than 

simply visit. It needs local services, local jobs and a thriving diversified economy. To enable 

this we believe additional allocations for both housing and employment uses are required. 

The reliance on tourism should be reduced with a greater emphasis on creating a more 

sustainable resident population, local employment and the services and facilities that go 

along with that critical mass. None of this need impact on the special qualities of the Park 

and, in many ways, will enhance the Park as a place to stay and visit. Locating increased 

resident population around existing settlements is sustainable in its potential to reduce the 

need to travel, the support for existing and new facilities and the financial benefit to the 

local economy. 

 

A joint masterplan approach was carried out in 2011 (Braemar Strategic Options Study) with 

input from the CNPA planning officers, local community representatives, and Mar and 

Invercauld Estates.  Its starting point was the agreed Community Vision with the aim of 

identifying potential physical and development interventions that could help achieve that 

vision.   This masterplan approach has identified a range of development options for 

Braemar across tourism, business support, leisure and housing.  We have included 

comments in respect of specific issues in this response and these are referred to in the PLDP 

response forms for each issue.  In general, however, we believe that the findings of the 

Braemar Strategic Options Study (ME1a and ME1b) should be encompassed in greater detail 

in the PLDP.   

 

 

Halliday Fraser Munro 

July 2013 

 

 

List of Supporting Information: 

 

• ME1a – Braemar Strategic Options Study (Masterplan) Stage 1 – Sites & Key Themes   

• ME1b - Braemar Strategic Options Study (Masterplan) Stage 2 – Strategic Options 

• ME2 – Draft Community Vision 

• ME3 – Draft Settlement Plan 2012 (CNPA) 

• ME4 – Braemar Strategic Options Plan 

• ME5 – Draft Settlement Plan responses - Braemar 

• ME6 – SEPA flood extent map, Braemar 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



Badenoch & Strathspey Conservation Group

CNPA

Ballater

localplan@cairngorms.co.uk

2 July 2013

Comments on CNP proposed Local Development Plan

BSCG welcomes the opportunity to comment on the proposed Local Development Plan (LDP).

General Points

We welcome that Open Space green land will be protected from development.

Object to the grey land as being inaccurate and misleading, although we understand that it

demarcates the red line of land included within a development. Object to grey land being described

as ‘Existing permissions-for information only’ as this is misleading in terms of conditions applying

and untrue in terms of any permissions having been granted. We support the LDP showing where

existing permissions exist as it provides a useful context for assessing future allocations, however the

information has to be accurate and properly defined. Many grey areas have permission that is

dependent on conditions being met which may or may not happen, making the building out of that

planning permission not entirely inevitable. The developer may choose to abandon that permission

already granted and to submit a different application. We are concerned that the LDP should be

accurate and should clarify that conditions may apply. Grey areas include land that has never had

any permission for anything and moreover in some cases is allocated in the current LP as green ENV

land that is protected from development. Object that the grey area is not accurately described in the

Map Key.

We welcome that many communities are described as “thriving”, which indicates that the CNPA do

not consider their future to be threatened by e.g. an ageing population or skewed population age

structure.

Object to the incomplete nature of SPAs listed under Natural Heritage in Settlement information.

Capercaillie exist as a metapopulation and must be managed as such. All SPAs for capercaillie in

Badenoch & Strathspey need to be referred to, not just the nearby ones.



Object to overall scale and pace of development as being contrary to the 4th aim of the NP, and in

specific instances contrary to the other 3 aims of the NP as well. This scale and pace is not

sustainable, is not justifiable in a NP given the national purposes of this designation and the public’s

expectations as to what a NP is designated to deliver, and cannot be justified in terms of national

housing need as Badenoch & Strathspey has a higher rate of housing growth in recent years than

most other parts of Scotland.

Object to important information and requirements provided in the current LP not being included in

the LDP when they are still applicable to the LDP (and potentially Plans that come after the LDP, see

comments on Dulnain Bridge as an example).

Ancient Woodland Sites should be protected from built development with a stated presumption

against development in the LDP. Where a housing allocation is adjacent to an AWI site there should

be a stated requirement for house plots to be set back from, rather than abut the AWI to reduce the

impact of garden invasive species in the AWI site.

Introduction

1.1 We note that the LDP “will set out policies and proposals for development and use of land for

the next 5-10 years, and will provide the basis for the assessment of all planning applications

made across the whole of the National Park”.

1.2 1.2 We note that the Main Issues Report “helped inform the proposed Plan which is the second

stage in the process”.

1.3 We note that the planning system is considered essential to achieving the Scottish Government’s

central purpose of sustainable economic growth and that “this involves promoting and

facilitating development in the best places for it while protecting and enhancing the natural and

built environment”. We note that the LDP “is the main tool to deliver that”.

How to use the Plan

1.4 Object to use of the words ‘you’ and ‘your’ as implies this is written only or primarily for

applicants. Suggest should be written

Vision

Overall- object to the emphasis in the Vision that scarcely mentions the natural environment.

1.20 Object to 1.20 on grounds that it is internally inconsistent and fails to provide the public with

clarity of vision. We note with concern that the LDP is to make sure that “there is sufficient land for

housing to meet identified need and demand”. Demand for housing in such an attractive area as the

CNP is substantial and draws on the hinterland of the UK and beyond. To meet demand is

incompatible with achieving sustainable development and occurs at the expense of the natural

environment. Development to meet housing demand would significantly erode and harm the CNP’s

special qualities. No justification is provided as to why demand should be met in a National Park.

This supposedly sets out the role of the LDP in delivering the CNP Partnership Plan, yet the only

reference to the natural environment states that the “special qualities of the Park are enhanced by



new development where possible and protected from new development that would significantly

erode or harm them”. This simplistic statement fails to provide the public with a vision that is

rooted in the real world of planning and how decisions relating to the environment are actually

made.

There also appears to be a lack of reality regarding what the CNPA has achieved to date and

therefore what it might reasonably be anticipated to achieve in the next 5 years. There is little to

indicate that the CNPA has a strong track record on achieving this intention so far. We have concerns

that the LDP is providing idealised intentions that have little solid basis in practical realities.

The Spatial Strategy

1.22 Object to this paragraph which is non- sensical. The first sentence makes a bold statement with

no justification provided “There are clear opportunities for economic growth and diversification

within, between and around the existing settlements”. Are there? Precisely what information is this

sentence supposed to impart? Our view is that there are potentially significant conflicts of interest

between economic growth and diversification outwith settlements (between and around) and that

the opportunities are not particularly ‘clear’ for such development either within or outwith

settlements. At present the LDP allocates sites for economic development where there are major

conflicts with important natural heritage interests. BSCG has objected to these applications

repeatedly and provided clearly set out justifications for our objections. Yet the CNPA continues to

include these sites without providing a justification other than the vague requirement for more

economic development sites even though there remain unused sites within existing industrial

estates. Or is the sentence intended to smooth the path of future development by promoting the

unjustified opinion that there are clear opportunities? A LDP should be providing clearly thought-

through and properly explained and justified statements, not unjustified, unexplained opinion that

moreover appears to fail to take account of the natural environment and commitments to

sustainability.

The paragraph continues with a sentence that doesn’t make sense. “Equally [meaning what?], most

of the land of the Park is farmland, moorland, forestry, woodland and mountain …. There is relatively

little development in these areas and while some developments may be required to support land

management activities, the land there is most valued for the lack of development”. All the proposed

allocations in the pLDP are on one of those land types except for mountain (for obvious reasons). All

land that is now built on was once one of those land types. What on earth is this paragraph

supposed to mean, what information is it intended to convey and why has the CNPA included it in

what is one of the most important documents the CNPA writes?

1.23 and Figure 3 Strategy Diagram. Object to this paragraph and to Figure 3. Figure 3 fails to provide

any useful or useable information. The whereabouts of the division between the ‘focus for economic

growth and diversification’ (blue) and the ‘ Areas managed for sporting, agriculture, recreation and

nature conservation benefits’ (green) is impossible for the public to determine. The distinction made

between these two land uses is utterly incorrect because there are land uses within the blue area

that follow the description of the green land and vice versa. The blue area cannot reasonably be

described as a ‘Focus’ . An Camas Mor appears to be presented as both a settlement and a key

employment site when not a single house exists there at present and none are specified within the

pLDP. The ‘Key employment sites’ are nothing more sophisticated than the larger settlements. Some



of the most important land for agriculture, forestry, conservation and recreation is in the straths and

appears to be within the blue area. What are the public supposed to make of this strategy diagram

and how does the CNPA anticipate it will be used, by themselves and developers? Is there to be a

presumption in favour of economic growth and diversification within the blue area? Is this Figure a

material consideration? What is ‘diversification’ intended to refer to? If this Figure is to be referred

to in the planning process, which is presumably why it is included in the LDP, it is a recipe for

confusion and conflict because no one knows where the boundary between the blue and green land

is, yet the focus for the land use is radically different.

2. The Policies

2.2 Object to the LDP being written as though it is written for applicants (‘you’ and ‘your’ used

repeatedly). This Plan is for everyone and should be written so that everyone can have a sense of

ownership.

3. New Housing Development

3.2 Object to the timescale of ‘in the next 5 - 20 years’ in the context of ‘everyone should be able to

see what those opportunities [for new housing] are in the next 5-20 years’’ and note that this is

double the length of time provided in 1.1 that states that the LDP “will set out policies and proposals

for development and use of land for the 5-10 years”. Object to a LDP setting out allocations for 20

years hence. This is undemocratic and provides planning blight on areas providing too little

opportunities for reappraisal of the allocated sites because the inclusion in a former LDP is used to

justify its inclusion in subsequent LDPs. Object that there is no indication of how much land is

considered to apply to which 5 year period. The CNPA should make it clear in the information under

each settlement, how much land is considered to be required for each of the potentially 4 periods

Object to the statement “We want to enable new housing which is affordable and meets community

needs” in that this is not what the CNPA is in a position to achieve. The CNPA’s model of housing

provision provides a small proportion of affordable housing and a large proportion of open market

housing. In addition, the definition of ‘affordable’ can include open market housing that is smaller

and therefore at the less-expensive end of the market.

The LDP cannot simplistically state that the development will be the ‘right’ amount and in the ‘right’

place and it will ‘best’ use existing resources. These are judgements that need to be made based on

information. Merely saying it, does not make it valid. The LDP should not include subjective opinion,

which is what these statements are. It should provide logically argued justification.

Residency Criteria

BSCG objects to the scale and pace of housing proposed in the LDP, which is self-evidently

unsustainable and recommends that residency criteria should be introduced. The amount of land

allocated and already permissioned for development is at major cost to the natural heritage assets

of the area. BSCG considers there is a requirement for a small number of houses to meet the needs

of people who cannot afford open market housing yet who have a reason for living in the CNP e.g.

through work or family connections. To meet this genuine need only a very small number of houses

is required and to allocate them residency criteria need to be introduced. BSCG notes that in the



early days of the NP the CNPA proposed residency criteria. Very regrettably, the CNPA abandoned

residency criteria, perhaps due to pressure from other interested parties.

Policy 4 Supporting Economic Growth

Object that this Policy does not specifically recognise the economic importance of wildlife and the

need to properly protect the CNP’s exceptional biodiversity.

Policy 6 Natural Heritage

6.1 We welcome the statements in 6.1, which refer to the importance of natural heritage in the CNP,

that it must be protected and that it underpins all 4 aims of the Park, and we object if any are

removed or altered.

6.2 and Recommendation of Second Tier Sites

We welcome the statements in 6.2. However, as well as undesignated sites of local importance,

there are also undesignated sites that are of national importance and possibly international

importance, and this needs to be recognised in the LDP. Therefore BSCG objects to 6.2 in that it

omits to refer to the national and possibly international importance of undesignated sites.

We note that the LDP applauds the international acclaim given to the unique richness in biodiversity

of the CNP and the level of designated land (6.1) and also that the LDP refers to the many other sites

that are not designated but that are of local importance and contribute to connectivity of formally

recognised sites and that this improves the long term sustainability of species (6.2).

BSCG is concerned about the future of sites that are important at a local level or beyond. Several

such sites are presently under threat from development (some due to long standing allocations by

the CNPA), some have already been degraded or lost entirely through development and some have

been narrowly saved from development. We welcome that the CNPA has identified their value (in

6.2 and by inference in 6.1). In order to protect them we recommend that a system of second tier

sites should be introduced in the CNP. This would enable important yet undesignated sites to be

identified and flagged up with the expectation that they would be appropriately protected from

development.

6.7 What we will achieve in the next 5 years. Object to the simplistic statement that “In five years we

will have improved the quality of natural heritage found in the Park”. This is internally inconsistent.

The settlement maps show major losses of important sites for habitats and species, making a

deterioration in quality far more likely than an improvement. In addition, it is questionable how the

CNPA can realistically measure ‘the quality of natural heritage’. They hold very scant information on

the subject.

6.10 National designations. Object that only NSAs are referred to, with no mention of other national

designations such as SSSIs and NNRs and the CNP.

6.12 Other important natural and earth heritage sites and interests. Object that this paragraph

should refer to prevention of degradation of such sites as well as to prevent “loss “ of these sites.



6.15 Other biodiversity. Non-sensical - ‘species of habitats’.

Object that this paragraph only refers to developments that will be encouraged, rather than also

referring to the types of development that would not be looked on favourably.

6.16 Object to the word ‘overall’ in “The policy will be applied to ensure that development does not

weaken the overall integrity and connectivity of the ecosystems of the CNP” as it reduces clarity of

how the policy will be applied and could weaken its application.

6.17. Precautionary Principle. We welcome the reference to the Precautionary Principle and object if

this is removed. Object that more information should be provided and recommend that specifically

this should include all species on the Cairngorms Nature Action Plan (the top 26 and the Annex

species which we understand from the CNPA will include species listed in Nature of the Cairngorms

Eds Shaw and Thompson, including species listed in Table 15.1), all SBL and UK BAP Priority species,

and all birds on the UK red and amber lists.

7. Landscape.

7.3 Object to the simplistic, idealised nature of this paragraph which fails to reflect the practical

realities, conflicting interests and compromises involved in the planning process.

7.7 What we will achieve in the next 5 years. Object to “we will have capitalised on opportunities for

new development to enhance the landscape of the Park”. The CNPA argues that housing estate

developments can improve the landscape, but BSCG regards this unachievable in practice. We

consider that all the developments the CNPA has so far approved have not achieved this and we are

therefore unconvinced that a major turnaround is going to be accomplished in the next 5 years. If it

is achievable in the next 5 years why has it not been achieved in the current LP - what is about to

change?

7.9, 7.10, 7.11 How it will be applied. We welcome the references to ‘wildness’ and

acknowledgement that “people’s perception of wildness may vary “and that “new development will

be assessed to consider the cumulative impact on .. the sense of wildness found in the relevant

area”. In addition to the self-evident value of remote wild areas, we are concerned that the

importance of relatively wild areas close to communities should also be valued by the CNPA and

given effective protection. We object to the lack of specific reference to this. More people can

readily benefit from relatively wild areas on their doorstep and such areas can also contribute to

habitat connectivity.

14. An Camas Mor

The principles of the development, which are partly repeated in the LDP, are a set of aspirations with

a lot of subjective opinions. The Principles are unspecific, unmeasurable and are not framed to make

any specific requirement for the developers. When detailed applications are submitted to build out

phases of ACM, the judgement as to whether the Principles have been met or not will be a matter

of subjective opinion rather than objective fact. All of these matters cause us concern. The CNPA has

used spurious reasons for justifying ACM. Reasons include that it is to meet the Scottish

Government’s national housing requirements (these are being met already and do not necessitate a

new town), that it will take the pressure off the countryside (ACM is itself prime countryside in a



National Scenic Area), and that it will mean development in other areas will be unnecessary (the

CNPA has committed in its Plan to housing in all communities). No convincing and irrefutable reason

for building a new town in the CNP has ever been provided by the CNPA or anyone else. This appears

to us to indicate that it is political considerations rather than reasons relating to housing need or real

public interest that are propelling ACM forward. The Reporters in 2009 were concerned about

various aspects of the proposal.

We object to the emphasis on subjective opinion in the LDP (e.g. ACM will be ‘vibrant’) and we

reiterate that such comments are inappropriate in a LDP.

Object that there is no assessment or acknowledgement of the potentially negative impacts of ACM

on existing settlements, including Aviemore.

14.1 Object to unsubstantiated comment that ACM will be a ‘sustainable’ community. There is no

commitment that ensures it will be sustainable. In this context we note that the Principles that are

already established do not specifically commit or require the development to meet any specified

standard.

Object to the notion promoted about ACM that it will be of a significantly higher standard than other

developments taking place at the moment and remain unconvinced that this will be achieved. In

addition, we see no reason why the CNPA should not be requiring all new housing developments to

meet standards of design and sustainability etc equivalent to those that the LDP claims ACM is going

to achieve.

14.5 Object to all the excessively optimistic opinion provided that appears to be speculation.

Disagree that it is a ‘distinction’ to have the first new town in a NP, when an alternative viewpoint

that we hold is that it is completely inappropriate to build a new town in such a sensitive location.

It is speculation to state that ACM will be ‘internationally acclaimed’, that ACM will ‘set an

outstanding example of what is possible in a NP’, that it will ‘reflect the special qualities of the NP’,

and ‘incorporate a wide range of sustainability measures in its design, layout and function’. It is

subjective opinion that it will be an ‘inspiration and a delight’; to others it is an appalling example of

excessive scale of development in the wrong place.

14.6 Climate Change. Object to the many claims made for what will be achieved at ACM when there

is nothing to require such claims to be adhered to. We are concerned at the reference to waste

minimisation/recycling. Facilities for waste minimisation and recycling should be made across the

board rather than favour ACM over other communities with greater investment.

We are deeply concerned at the whole area within the settlement boundary being white, which

provides no restriction on land use.

Object to the absence of any allocations within ACM settlement boundary. There should be

allocations of Open Space made at this stage so that the public can see clearly which areas are

committed to not being developed. The areas for recreation should be allocated at this stage too.

An informed assessment should be made of their impacts on Natura and other natural heritage

interests (e.g. impacts on otters and badgers).



There is no commitment within the LDP to protecting areas of particular sensitivity from built and

recreational development, such as the wetlands, areas near badger setts, areas near the river,

Ancient Woodland sites, lowland heath with areas rich in bearberry and petty whin, etc. We are

aware that various proposals have been presented by ACM LLP, but note that these are potentially

meaningless in planning terms. We would like to see more evidence of the LDP building on natural

heritage information that is already in the public domain.

14.14 We welcome the acknowledgement of potential impacts on European sites but object to the

incomplete nature of the list. For example, all SPAs for capercaillie in Badenoch & Strathspey could

be adversely affected through recreational disturbance, given the metapopulation. We note that

obligations towards European interests extend beyond site boundaries.

14.15 Welcome the requirement for ‘all’ information to allow an Appropriate Assessment to be

carried out. Object that the list is significantly incomplete. Object to the exclusion of species,

including the following which are interests for neighbouring Natura sites and/or the site itself and/or

European Protected Species (EPS):

Freshwater Pearl Mussels. Object that no reference is made to this globally threatened species. ACM

should demonstrate that levels of potentially harmful substances will be within limits appropriate to

juvenile FWPM, which are more sensitive than adults.

Impacts on otters should refer to mortality as well as disturbance.

We are concerned that the European Protected Species such as wildcat, all species of bats and great

crested newt should be included. We understand that there are wildcat records in the recent past

from the ACM site.

14.17 Object to the idea that a new town is capable of conserving and enhancing important

biodiversity on the site. We regard this as utterly unrealistic and misleading and reflecting an

apparent lack of sound ecological understanding. It would appear to be particularly so when not a

single commitment to any natural heritage interest is being made on the map in the LDP. How are

habitat networks going to be improved ‘throughout the area within and surrounding it’? How is

mitigation going to ‘ensure a net enhancement of the natural heritage of the Park’? In an area of

such high natural heritage quality already, genuinely enhancing this is a major challenge. However,

reducing the natural heritage of the Park through human intervention, however unintentional, is a

more likely outcome. There are many sensitive biodiversity interests where predictable outcomes

would be degradation.

14.19 Object to the lack of specific information on cultural heritage that would allow the public to

assess whether they considered better protection should be afforded to the assets in the LDP.

Object to the settlement boundary for multiple reasons, including that it goes too close to important

areas for protected species like badgers, it includes too much important habitat, it goes too close to

the Spey, there is insufficient buffer from Natura sites.

16 Aviemore and Vicinity



16.1 Object to Aviemore being claimed as ‘the economic driver for the NP’. It is one of a number of

important economic drivers for the NP. Object to the unsubstantiated statement that Aviemore has

become a focus for conservation activity. A substantial amount of destruction of particularly high

quality habitat has taken place in Aviemore and surrounds in recent years, and recent permissions

by the CNPA are set to exacerbate this trend in the near future.

ED1, ED2. BSCG has consistently objected to the allocation of the undeveloped parts of these two

sites. We note that vacant space still exists within the present industrial estate area, as has been the

case for many years.

The north extremity of ED1 should be left undeveloped and placed outwith the settlement

boundary. It was and potentially could be again, a valuable flower meadow habitat with some

grassland fungi as well as scattered birch and other trees. It also provides a buffer between the

industrial estate and exceptional countryside to the north. This should be valued as an amenity for

all to enjoy and benefit from.

The southern undeveloped part of ED2 should be left undeveloped. It is a piece of relatively natural

habitat with birch, aspen, Scots pine and other trees, juniper (priority species), more open, mosaic

habitats and associated wildlife including wood ants. Informal paths have been created within it

through use, a testimony to its amenity value. Its value can be considered to be higher than ever

now, with the new school having impacted on some adjoining habitat and the school being able to

benefit from good quality habitat on their doorstep. We cannot see any overriding need for

industrial development into this strip of land and consider its value to people and wildlife as amenity

ground and in providing habitat connectivity is greater than benefits that would be derived from

further industrial development.

We welcome the settlement boundary not extending west of the A9. However, we object to the

settlement boundary which should be moved south into the present ED1, as referred to above.

Object to further land not being allocated green. Through development, Aviemore has lost a lot of

open space land in recent years. What remains should be retained. We consider that the Achantoul

Burn area within the boundary should be green, as should land east and north of the railway line,

land beside the Milton Burn, land at the west area of the former horses field between Milton Wood

and Scandinavian village, land close to the A9 north of Milton Wood, land south of the grey land at

Dalfaber. Consideration should be given to allocating as Open Space land opposite The Bridge Inn to

the Spey boundary (involving moving the settlement boundary).

19 Boat of Garten

Object to H1 which should not be brown.

Object to the settlement boundary which should be modified at H1 to reflect the recently

permissioned development with conditions. The SB should not extend beyond the footprint of this

development.

Object that Boat wood is not coloured green and object that the text does not specify that no built

development will be permitted within the wood, on grounds of its value to natural heritage and

important amenity value.



We welcome the reference under Other Housing to evaluating the impact of windfall and infill

proposals on capercaillie.

Object to the principle of a school being located within the wood on grounds of natural heritage

impacts.

23. Carrbridge

Object to the scale of H1 and H2 and regard it as incompatible with “Natural and organic growth”

which the residents see as the way forward 23.2 and is not “sympathetic and small-scale” which is

also a community wish 23.3.

23.4 We welcome that “development should meet the needs of the local community” which would

not be housing needs that go beyond the needs of the local community, such as national housing

needs. We also welcome that development “should be undertaken in a way which complements the

sensitive woodland setting of the village” and object that H1 and H2 do not achieve this. H2

proposes building right up to sensitive Scots pine woodland, bog woodland and an Ancient

Woodland Inventory site; H1 proposes destroying a substantial area of sensitive Scots pine

woodland for building; and both sites would impact on an extensive hinterland. Further object that

H1 and H2 is not development that “enhances“ Carrbridge’s “character and appearance as a tourism

centre”. Quite the opposite, they would replace rich and attractive flower-rich meadows and

woodland with built development and would threaten the use of woodland in the vicinity of

Carrbridge by capercaillie, an undoubted tourism asset, by increasing human disturbance and

pushing it further into the woodland; they would reduce the local availability of rabbit prey for

wildcat and build over potential wildcat habitat as well as increase potential for breeding of wildcat

with domestic cats, and wildcat are another undoubted tourism asset that are known to use the

Carrbridge area; the amenity quality of the woodland paths, some of which are promoted, would be

reduced by the allocations, yet they too are an important tourism asset.

Object that H1 and H2 are incompatible with the Objectives. H1 and H2 undermine rather than

“ensure” that “development contributes to a clear definition between settlement and countryside”;

do not “ensure” that new housing “helps the community remain sustainable” as the allocations will

entail a majority of open market and non-affordable housing that can be predicted to be sold as

second homes and retirement homes; fail to “facilitate appropriate economic growth which

supports a thriving community” as they undermine significant economic assets contributing to

tourism which is a major part of the economy of the village; and build over rather than “protect

those parts of the village that are important to its character and setting”.

23.5 Object to H1 and H2 as they do not comply with the Guidance provided. They do not

“consolidate the existing settlement”, rather they reduce the attractiveness of Carr Road through

excessive traffic on a narrow and characterful road and create development encroaching into

woodland with an indefensible settlement boundary. They do not “ensure the quality of surrounding

woodland, and sensitive valuable habitats is not compromised”, quite the opposite. The allocations

would destroy woodland and sensitive valuable habitat and would compromise the remaining

woodland, including at a distance from the village, through impacts on important wildlife such as

capercaillie and wildcat. H1 and H2 do not “enhance .. the local economy” due to negative impacts

on tourism interests; the size and siting of the allocations are not “done in a way which raises …



design quality”, they demonstrate poor design; and these developments would make Carr Road less

pedestrian and cycle-friendly rather than more so, due to substantially increased traffic.

Natural Heritage

23.7 Object. All SPAs in Badenoch & Strathspey for capercaillie could be impacted on and therefore

should be included here, not only Kinveachy Forest. Capercaillie are regarded as existing as a

metapopulation and need to be managed in a way that is appropriate to this.

23.8 Object. Wildcat should be included in the list of interests potentially impacted on.

Housing

H1 and H2. Object to the allocations which conflict with all four aims of the Park. They would destroy

flower- , fungi- and invertebrate-rich meadows and native Scots pine-dominated woodland, both of

which are habitats that are special qualities of the CNP and reduce natural and cultural heritage

rather than conserve and enhance them; they do not promote sustainable use of natural resources,

but destroys them; they reduce quality of experience and enjoyment for the public, e.g. through

impacts on landscapes, habitats, wildlife and paths; and are unsustainable in terms of destroying,

threatening and reducing irreplaceable assets (e.g. capercaillie, wildcat, AWI woodland, long-

established and little-improved meadows) and providing for housing on a scale that is unsustainable.

Object to H1. We note this allocates land that has never previously been allocated for housing and

which is outwith the present settlement boundary in the CNPLP. No justification is provided for

changing the SB. We do not consider that any matters raised in the Main Issues Report warrant this

change. The allocation outline and settlement boundary follow the existing outline of a currently live

application. This gives a distinct impression that the allocation and SB have been drawn to match the

development proposal and that this may amount to a developer-driven allocation and settlement

boundary.

Object to H2. The outline follows the existing outline of a currently live application. This gives a

distinct impression that the allocation has been drawn to match the development proposal and that

this may amount to a developer-driven allocation.

Object that H2 allocates land that in the current CNPLP is allocated as green Environmental land that

“will be protected from development”. No justification for this change is provided.

Object that H2 allocates land that is adjacent to bog woodland (a priority habitat) and to Ancient

Woodland Inventory woodland, both of which would be adversely impacted on by development

close by e.g. through drainage alterations, water quality deterioration, trampling and other

recreational impacts and encroachment of introduced species from gardens.

Settlement Boundary. Object to the SB on grounds that it has been modified from the SB in the

CNPLP so that it now follows a current live application; it is indefensible in many places e.g. around

H1 and H2; it excludes a large area of important ground that is green ENV in the present CNPLP; it

excludes the important economic site of the sawmill, which is included within the SB in the CNPLP

with no explanation given as to why this should be excluded.



Object to the grey allocation ‘Existing permissions – for information only’. Only a small part of this

area has ever been permissioned for built development. Most of the rest of the grey area is

allocated in the present LP as green ENV land that is protected from development. No justification is

provided as to why land should be considered worthy of protection from development in one LP and

then considered unworthy of it in the next.

Object to the planning application-specific nature of allocations. We understand that planning

applications are supposed to follow allocations in the LP, rather than allocations following

applications.

Object to several areas of green ENV land allocated in the current LP being removed from the LDP.

No explanation is provided in the LDP. These include land near the river, bowling green and golf

course areas. We consider all these areas to be worthy of protection against development, just as

they are regarded to be so at present by the CNPA.

Object to the extent of ED1 at the railway station area as the north easterly boundary encroaches

beyond the current station yard area into woodland.

27. Dulnain Bridge

Object to H1 on basis that a community of this size does not need the permissioned development

(on the A938 Carrbridge road) as well as a further development of some 30 houses in the next 5 -10

years. We consider this to be incopatiable with ensuring that “any future development evolves

sympathetically” which residents want (27.2). This rate of expansion is unsustainable and unjustified.

The fact that the permissioned development already had permission at the time of the current LP

being drawn up is testimony to this. Object to the incomplete nature of information transferred

from the current LP to the next LDP relating to permissioned development. For the permissioned

development the current LP states (for H2) “Any future proposals for the area should protect the

marshland area within the site”. This important natural heritage requirement needs to be included

in the LDP, given that the site is likely to be built out in the lifetime of the LDP or subsequent Plans.

Reference should be made to the high natural history importance of Curr Wood and the importance

of maintaining this, given the wood’s proximity to the village and therefore potential vulnerability to

recreational and development pressures.

27.7 All SPAs for capercaillie should be referred to, for reasons already provided.

27.8 Wildcat should be included

29 Glenmore

Object to the settlement boundary. Object to including within the SB substantial areas of national

and European designated land, over which the CNPA should exercise a strong presumption against

development. Object that other SBs in the LDP are drawn tightly around developed or allocated land,

yet at Glenmore the SB is sprawling and includes large amounts of undeveloped land. Object that

the SB is in parts indefensible. Including a SB gives an impression of a development-driven initiative,

especially given the inconsistency that Laggan, a far larger community than Glenmore, has no map

provided in the LDP. The extensive area within the SB yet absence of any development allocations



provides developers with large expanses of white ground over which there is a certain anticipation

of development because the white areas are within the SB.

Object that no guidance is provided in the LDP as to what should be included in the Habitats

Regulation Appraisal and no list of European sites that are potentially affected is provided. We

query whether ‘Habitats Regulation Appraisal’ should be ‘Appropriate Assessment’.

31. Grantown on Spey

Object that the Mossie is unallocated. We recommend that it should be allocated as green Open

Space and therefore clearly protected from development. We are concerned that simply placing it

outside the SB leaves it unclear as to whether the SB could be expanded in the future and the

Mossie could again be a potential housing site. The CNPA should make an unambiguous

commitment to permanently protect the Mossie and this should be made both in the map and the

text.

Object to H2 Castle Road. This area is used by oystercatchers and contributes to the value and

setting of the Mossie. Given that the H1 Beachen Court allocation is currently being carried forward

we do not see that there is a need for another development in the next 5-10 years, nor that this

would be compatible with the residents’ wish for “a low impact small-scale amount of

accommodation ..to encourage young people to stay in the town”.

Open Space. Object that the two fields on each side of the house Revoan are not allocated as green

Open Space. These include areas of flower-rich and valuable wetland and should be protected from

further development.

Object that areas that are designated as green ENV in the current LP are not allocated as Open Space

in the LDP. These include the golf course area and part of Anagach wood near the sewage works.

Settlement Boundary. We welcome that the Mossie has been excluded from the SB and object if this

is changed, unless the Mossie is allocated as Open Space and included as green within the SB.

32 Insh

Object to the settlement boundary including land designated as European site and NNR and

recommend that the SB is redrawn to exclude these areas. These areas should not be incorporated

within a SB to become a part of a settlement.

32 Inverdruie and Coylumbridge

BSCG does not support further development at Inverdruie or Coylumbridge. We therefore welcome

the SB and object if this is enlarged.

35 Kincraig

BSCG considers H1 to conflict with all four aims of the NP

H1 Object on grounds that it is excessive in scale for the size of community and not compliant with

the “things considered essential to the continued prosperity of the community” which include

“appropriate scale and affordability of housing in keeping with local needs and character”. The site



includes a rich area of birch and flowers that needs protection from direct development and also

from excessive recreational damage and impacts of garden invasive species should it become

surrounded by 40 dwellings.

ED1 BSCG has consistently objected to the extent of this site, which includes aspen, birch and more

open habitats of natural character in the north west part of the site behind the existing smiddy

building and surrounds. The land here rises above the smiddy, provides valuable habitat, does not

appear to be particularly suited to economic developments, and has not yet been developed in spite

of being allocated. We recommend that the allocation should be redrawn to exclude the

undeveloped part of the site and especially the treed area towards the north west edge. The

allocation is larger than in the current LP for which no explanation is provided.

Settlement Boundary. Object to the SB around ED1 and H1.

36 Kingussie

Open Space. Object that the valuable habitat of birch-dominated, scattered woodland and open

habitats including wet areas to the north of Mid Terrace/ West Terrace should be clearly protected

from development by being allocated as Open Space.

16.7 Object as the list is incomplete. It should include wildcat which are known from the Kingussie

area.

38 Nethybridge

H1 and H2. Object to these allocations that are wholly within an Ancient Woodland Site and conflict

with all four aims of the Park. The allocations would destroy the rich wildlife and largely pristine soils

supported on the sites; do not represent sustainable use of natural resources but would destroy part

of an irreplaceable asset that is AWI site; would reduce the amenity value of the remaining wood

and reduce people’s enjoyment; and is not sustainable development.

Settlement Boundary. Object to the SB which is indefensible in part (e.g. aroud H2).

Open Space. We welcome the allocations of Open Space and object if these are to be reduced in

size. Object in that the following sites should also be allocated as OS: the remainder of School Wood

outwith H1 and H2, so that it is clearly protected from further development; to clearly protect them

from development; the fields on both sides of the B970 going towards Boat west of the settlement

boundary, thatare biodiverisity-rich long established and little-improved meadows that have

previously been proposed for development and refused by the CNPA and by a reporter on appeal,;

the area north of Balnagown Brae and close to the pedestrian access from Balnagowan Brae to

Balnagown Wood area; and the area between the River Nethy and the gardens at the .

38.7 Object as all SPAs for capercaillie should be included here (reasons already provided).

38.8 Object as wildcat should be included in the list.

39 Newtonmore



H1. Object to this allocation as it is excessive in scale and pace for a community of this size,

especially as there is a large grey site that already has permission. The scale of H1 is completely

incompatible with the aspiration that “retention of the individual characterand appeal of

Newtonmore will depend on appropriate housing development which should be small-scale, of

sensitive design and enhance the existing character”.

39.8 Object as wildcat should be added to the list.

Open Space. We welcome the allocated OS and object if these are reduced in size.
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Charlotte Milburn

From: basil dunlop 
Sent: 20 May 2013 09:06
To: Local Plan
Cc: Jim Beveridge
Subject: Consultation Response

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

  
FAO Karen Major 
  
Thank you for your letter of 11 April 2013 with the copy of the draft Local Development Plan for Grantown, and some 
Associated Documents, inviting comment. Please note it was wrongly addressed to Mrs S Tulloch, who retired as our 
secretary a number of years.ago. Please address future planning correspondence to me or our Chairman Jim Beveridge.
  
The Plan was discussed at out April meeting, and we would like to express support for the main policies and proposals. In 
particular we welcome the support for our efforts to facilitate the extension of the Strathspey Steam Railway into 
Grantown, page 139 paragraph 31.2  and  on page 142  "Surrounding land uses". We note that the site opposite the 
Caravan Park, identified in the previous draft plan, has not been so marked for tourism/economic use. We appreciate that 
this is because it is shown outwith the settlement boundary, but feel that as this is so important to the future socio-
economic success of the town, the boundary should be altered to include this site, and the land reserved for such use. 
  
Regarding Housing, we welcome the removal of the Mossie area behind Mossie Road from the draft plan, as we 
requested in our previous comments on 12/9/12. However we note the area between the Hospital and Grant House.has 
now been identified for housing as H2. We consider this should remain for community use as previously agreed, not 
housing. We welcome the identification of the recreation areas at the two Playparks and Seafield Park and the school 
playing fields as Open Space. 
  
Basil Dunlop 
Planning Convener, 
Grantown-on-Spey & Vicinity Community Council   



4 July 2013Head of Planning
Cairngorms National Park Authority
Ground Floor
Albert Memorial Hall
Station Square
Ballater
AB35 5QE

Dear Sir,

CONSULTATION RESPONSE TO THE CAIRNGORMS LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Preamble
The SCNP's primary aim is to promote the protection, enhancement and enjoyment of
nationally outstanding areas that are National Parks, or are appropriate to be designated as
such, or are of sufficient merit to warrant special protection. This is manifest in our support for
good stewardship of the country's best environmental assets and encouragement of
environmentally sustainable methods of development, particularly within areas of national park
potential. SCNP is a recognised Scottish Charity.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the draft Local Development Plan. We previously
commented on the draft proposals as outlined in the Main Issues Report, published in Autumn
2010.

As has happened on previous occasions we find ourselves once again having a fundamental
disagreement with the Authority on its approach to development and in particular, housing
development. We consider the draft LDP to be illogical in terms of meeting the actual need for
local housing and we can only repeat our view that the current policies simply shunt the
problem forward at the expense of the natural and cultural heritage of the National Park. In
detail we have the following comment:

1. Introduction - The Collective Aims – SCNP has a problem with the basic concept of
collectively working to secure all four aims whilst securing the primacy of the first aim. It is clear
from the Governments own planning advice that conservation of the natural and cultural
heritage is the reason for establishing a national park in Scotland and that this has primacy in
considering development decisions and yet the wording in paras 1.11 and 1.12 fudges the
issue.
The planning context for the National Park as set out in paras 1.11 and 1.12 could be improved
by using the wording of the SPP. This remains our fundamental problem with the way NPAs are
interpreting their separate socio-economic and conservation roles.
2. Spatial Strategy In regard to the chapter on providing a spatial strategy for development, it
is obvious that any development will best be provided to take account of existing
communications infrastructure. However, these corridors are themselves critical natural
heritage assets so the reasons for development and the means of development must serve the
higher purpose of maintaining these assets, otherwise why have a national park.
Consequentially, it is not sufficient to argue that, for instance, housing need will be met by any
pragmatic, available means, which appears to be for the moment through a 25% or so
developer contribution to housing stock. Such a strategy can only lead to an oversupply of
more expensive housing which will serve the retiree or second home or commuting markets.
This in turn de-stabilises community cohesion and negates the aspiration of the NPA to have
‘thriving communities’.
Other NPAs, notably the Peak District National Park in England, within a similar planning
context, have recognised the futility of continuing to respond to market pressures on housing
and have been released from the need to respond to government targets for housing supply.
This immediately created a new paradigm where the authority could concentrate on serving the
needs of the Park’s communities, rather than by default continuing to encourage inward
migration to the rural idyll of a national park.
3. New Housing Development – The policies as set out will not enhance the national park if
they continue to drive a situation where large parcels of land are allocated and major
developers outbid others to secure as many houses as possible to meet an unrequited demand
to live in the national park. It is obvious that the proposed policies, through large land
allocations, will result in most housing being delivered by developer-led schemes rather than a
range of small scale developments absorbed into existing settlements. The nature of the
developments are themselves alien to the cultural history of the area. When asked in the Main
Issues Report about what they liked best about the Cairngorms National Park, respondents
replied that in addition to the spectacular countryside of mountains and pinewoods, they liked



replied that in addition to the spectacular countryside of mountains and pinewoods, they liked the
planned, stone built towns such as Grantown.
Recent past and current developments demonstrate, beyond doubt that these developments neither fit
into the landscape nor contribute to the character of existing settlements.
There is opportunity in our view for the NPA to encourage a return to attractive stone built properties
which fit into existing townscapes through small scale additions to the built environment.
4. Supporting Economic Growth – In a national park, of all places, it would be useful if the NPA could
lay out what it means by ‘sustainable development’. There is much cynicism amongst environmentalists
about the intentions of government and the public and private sectors when it comes to the use of the
concept of sustainable development. As an organisation based on stewardship of the natural heritage, the
NPA could go a long way to assuring the public that it truly does have a grasp of the concept of
sustainability as expressed by the Brundtland Commission and supposedly adopted into the policies of all
countries in the European Union.
It is laudable to plan for employment opportunities within the Park, but this will need careful management
in respect of providing the right scale, type and location for housing any increases in population
concomitant on job creation. Failure to synchronise this will lead to an increase in commuting to locations
external to the Park.
It will be important to encourage independent retailers as opposed to large supermarkets. The policy on
‘reduction of economic opportunity’ should reflect this.
5. Sustainable Design – the LDP is an opportunity to revolutionalise the way development is done. In a
national park there should be a presumption against the use of artificial materials. Indeed the NPA should
investigate the case for opening up suitable quarry sites for stone blocks to encourage traditional building
skills which would also help maintain existing building stock.
6 Natural Heritage – The success or otherwise of the Cairngorms National Park and the work of its
Authority will depend on whether it can develop policies appropriate to the needs of the very special
natural heritage over which it has responsibility. Past and current development has not seriously dealt
with cumulative impacts in relation to integrated networks or habitat corridors. The hard questions over
such issues as hybridisation of wild cats have not been tackled. The cumulative impact of housing
development on water courses has not been adequately reflected.
The National Park is exceptional in UK terms when it comes to stewardship of its natural heritage. In fact,
such is its special status that the NPA should take a stronger stance on anticipating environmental
damage through potential development. There have been several occasions, for instance, when
inadequate surveys have supported environmental statements in planning applications. Such mistakes, in
our opinion, occur because the mechanism for fact gathering is developer-led and client /consultant
considerations come into play. We would like to see a policy where the NPA takes the lead in certain
cases where the natural heritage value is such that the NPA takes responsibility, not just for the final
decision, but in the whole process of assessing potential damage to the interest.
7. Landscape – There is a loose presumption that built development can ‘enhance the landscape’
character of the national park. In the main this is not so. Apart from the grouse moors, the landscape
character of the National Park is characterised by the high mountains and the extensive pinewoods. Such
landscapes require development to be hidden as far as possible to meet the aspiration of locals and
visitors and where this is not so, to weave development into the landscape in as natural a way as
possible.
8. Renewable Energy – We agree the thrust of the policies in relation to this but we have a concern for
what is left out. The NPA will need to determine how it will specifically react to approaches from
communities wishing to cash in on alternative energy production. This will be a significant issue amongst
other communities in the Highlands such that it is bound to create interest within the National Park
communities. An understanding with the Park’s communities needs to be developed.
9 -13. No comment
14. An Camas Mor – We will not comment on the individual settlement areas in the LDP, but the
exception to this is An Camas Mor which we have vehemently opposed at all stages of its inclusion in the
past Local Plan and this Local Development Plan. This development is posited as a strategic
development for the National Park but it remains our view that this is wholly inappropriate for a national
park and indeed is illogical in the scheme of developments for the national park. We remain of the same
view of the reporters to the Local Plan Inquiry that there was an opportunity at the establishment of the
National Park to re-think all the development proposals inherited from Highland Council. The fact that the
NPA did not reject the need for Cambusmore, as it was called, has meant that at each successive stage
of the thinking behind the proposal the justifications for it have become more and more ludicrous.
We will not repeat all the detailed objections we had to the ‘Principles of the Development’ which were
really a set of unachievable aspirations, but we will continue to monitor closely the information provided in
respect of the various assessments that have to be lodged.
We cannot help feeling that the whole concept of An Camas Mor serves a political imperative over several
governments and is not based on sound resource management in the greater interests of the National
Park environment.

Yours sincerely

Bill McDermott
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