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Introduction      Fair Collection Statement
 

The Proposed Local Development Plan (the 
Plan) sets out a strategy for future development 
in the Cairngorms National Park. It includes sites 
and proposals for development as well as the 
policies that will be used to make decisions on 
applications for planning permission. We aim  
to formally adopt the Plan in 2020 when the 
Local Development Plan 2015 comes to an end.  
The Plan focuses on the five year period until 
2025. It also includes development proposals  
for the 10 year period until 2030, as well as 
providing a general indication of the likely scale 
and location of development as far as 20 years 
into the future.  
 
How to comment 
 

You can use this form to submit your comments 
on the Plan. Please complete a separate form for 
each part of the Plan you want to comment on.  
 

 
All comments should be submitted no 
later than 5pm, Friday 5 April 2019.  
Email: planning@cairngorms.co.uk  
Post: 
Cairngorms National Park Authority 
FREEPOST NAT21454 
Grantown-on-Spey  PH26 3BR  
 
You must submit your name and address to 
ensure your comments can be considered valid. 
This is because the Cairngorms National Park 
Authority (CNPA) is required by legislation  
to contact you in relation to your response. 
 
 

 

As a registered Data Controller, the CNPA  
will collect, store and use your personal data  
for the purpose of informing the content of the 
Cairngorms National Park Local Development 
Plan 2020. You may request to see personal 
information held by the CNPA at any time. 
Information will be shared with the Scottish 
Government Department of Planning and 
Environment Appeals and may be published  
on our website. We will not publish address 
details but may publish the name of the person 
who has completed the form. By completing  
and submitting the form, you are consenting  
to the above. 
 
Your details 
 

Name …………………………………………….. 

Organisation …………………………………….. 

Address ……………………………….. 

……………………………………….. 

……………………… Postcode … 

Email …………….... 

If you are representing a third party, please give 
their details below. 
 

Name …………………………………………….. 

Organisation …………………………………….. 

Address ………………………………………….. 

…………………………………………………….. 

……………………… Postcode ………………… 

Email …………………………………………….... 

A. Grant

NA
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What happens next? 
Following the consultation period, all responses 
will be collated and assessed. The Proposed Local 
Development Plan and all consultation responses 
will then be submitted to Scottish Ministers and 
subject to an Examination by an independent 
Planning Reporter. You can keep up to date with 
progress on www.cairngorms.co.uk and 
Facebook and Twitter via @cairngormsnews 

 
 

 

Queries  
If you have any queries about the consultation 
process, please contact a member of the Planning 
Policy team. 
Email: planning@cairngorms.co.uk 
Telephone: 01479 873535 

Cairngorms National Park Authority 
14 The Square, Grantown-on-Spey, PH26 3HG 

www.cairngorms.co.uk 

2. What is your comment on this section of  the Plan?

3. Please state clearly what change/s you wish to see made to the Plan to
address your comment 

1. Which section of the Plan would you like to comment on? (Please state clearly
which policy, settlement, site reference number, paragraph number etc, your comment relates to)

See please see next page.

Please see next page.

Please see next page. Thank you.

Clear Submit



Policy 1.11, Long Term Designations, 
What is your comment:  

I object to the proposal to develop alternative sites LH1 and LH2 in the circumstances that An 
Camas Mòr is undeliverable, because the premise is erroneous and the development of LH1 
and LH2 are not practicable.  

Aside from the fact that, LH1 and LH2 are smelly and full of flies because they are next to ‘the 
dump’ or Recycling Plant and are not an attractive living environment, the claim that An Camas 
Mòr may prove undeliverable, and the reasons as to why this may be the case run contrary to 
reasons given by The Cairngorms National Park Authority Board in their correspondence with 
Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council (See Appendix I)regarding the the period of two(2) 
years it has taken The Cairngorms National Park Authority to determine An Camas Mòr's 
application for an extension to Planning Permission in Principle.  

Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council suggest in their letter that irregularities in the 
planning application process, and The Cairngorms National Park Authority’s delay of two years 
in issuing planning permission are the reason for delay in the delivery of site - it is therefore 
disingenuous to claim that this is a result of “infrastructure costs” or the size of the project, when 
The CNPA are the real obstacles to the site’s development. Furthermore, this statement serves 
to unfairly prejudice a live planning application for An Camas Mòr.  

Secondly, the claim that alternative sites, LH1 and LH2 could be delivered any quicker than An 
Camas Mòr, or that it would not face the same planning conditions and obstacles does not 
stand up to scrutiny. The planning conditions for An Camas Mòr, and the requirement to 
produce a Recreation Management Plan would be exactly the same for LH1 and LH2 since it is 
also 1km walking distance from Natura sites and Capercaillie breeding sites, if it is not closer 
than An Camas Mòr to Capercaillie breeding sites at Kinveachy Forest.  

Therefore, the effect of this Proposed Plan is to undermine the delivery of the policies and sites 
in the current Plan 2015 - 2020 which should be being implemented now. It is also undermines 
the findings of a Public Inquiry (1994); three previous Local Development Plans, a Judicial 
Review (The Cairngorm Campaign And Others V. The Cairngorms National Park 
Authority+Davall Developments Limited+Tulloch Homes Limited+An Camas Mòr Developments 
LLP) and Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council's wishes which support the development of 
the site.  

In isolation this undermines the credibility of the Local Development Plan and its policies, but it 
is combined with further irregularities in the development the Plan: 



 

(i) Mis-representing Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council's response to the CNP Local 
Plan 2020-2025 Main Issues Report in Local Development Plan 2020 Main Issues Report 
Summary of Responses and Recommended Actions 
(ii)  Failing to publish An Camas Mòr LLP's response to the call for new sites...(with a persistent 
and non rectified broken-link on The CNPA's website), which accused the CNPA of prejudicing 
An Camas Mòr's planning application.  (See Appendix IV)  
(iii). Mis-publishing the closing date of the Proposed Development Local Plan Consultation on 
the online form.  (Appendix V) 
 
In combination, these apparent 'mistakes' make it appear as if the CNPA is 'playing for time' with 
a live planning application; protracting the time taken to determine the application from three 
months to two years and therefore extending the application process beyond the 
implementation period of the current LD Plan and into the implementation period of the next 
Plan; thus, this Proposed Local Develoment Plan 2020-2025 is being used as a means to 
prejudice a current planning application for a site included in the previous three Local Plans.  
 
Since this Proposed Plan is being used as a means to prevent the implementation of policies 
from the current Plan, the public cannot trust the Planning Authority to make decisions 
according to Plan policies. Therefore, future Plan policies will not be perceived as credible or 
complied with, effectively rendering this Plan and all future Plans meaningless, ineffective and 
redundant.  
 
This not only harms the delivery of The Plan policies, it damages public trust in the credibility of 
the Planning Process; The Cairngorms National Park Authority and its ability to deliver the four 
statutory aims of The National Park.  
 
What changes are you seeking.  
 
The proposal of an alternative site at LH1 and LH2 for Long Term Housing Designation should 
be removed.  
 
The suggestion that An Camas Mòr may prove undeliverable because of infrastructure costs 
should be removed.  
 
There should be a clear commitment from The Cairngorms National Park Authority included in 
The Plan that they will do everything they possibly can to deliver An Camas Mòr as soon as 
possible, by for example, issuing planning permission within three months as opposed to two 
years.  
 
Settlement: Aviemore & An Camas Mòr, LH1 & LH2 & ACM, page 102 
  
What is your comment:  
Inconsistent and arbitrary application of policy from one site to the next.  



 

 
Specifically Capercaillie Breeding habitats are the same distance from the alternative site LH1 & 
LH2 as An Camas Mòr, yet the Recreation Management Plan proposals are entirely different. 
LH1 and LH2 are roughly 1 km walking distance from Kinveachy, almost closer than An Camas 
Mòr is from Coylumbridge yet there is a Recreation Management Plan with obligations at 
variance from one site and not the other.  
 
Secondly, An Camas Mòr’s Proposed Recreation Management Plan was co-created as part of a 
community-led design process, led by Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council and The 
Cairngorms Business Partnership. Please see Appendices VI and VII.  
 
The proposals are based on the community’s wishes as expressed at Community Events in 
Aviemore, Kingussie High School, Grantown Grammar School and The Cairngorms Business 
Partnership. They are therefore likely to prove more effective, but from a policy perspective, to 
suggest an alternative plan (such as downhill MTB track as opposed to a pump track and bike/ 
skate park next to the River) undermines Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council, and is 
contrary to Cairngorms National Park Local Development Plan 2020 Proposed Local 
Development Plan Evidence Paper: Rural Development - Part 2 Communities and The 
Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015. 
 
The Recreation corridor between the River Spey and An Camas Mòr is a long held community 
wish, so to suggest mountain bike facilities at Pityoulish Hill, near a car park, instead of 
somewhere closer to existing Aviemore residents is to undermine this wish.  
 
What changes are you seeking: 
Remove “Diversionary car parking in vicinity of Loch Pityoulish linking to new paths in area.” 
because this will just encourage further car use when the community’s preference is for less 
dependence on a car and Riverside Recreation.  
 
The Recreation Management should include a bike, skate and pump track next to the river, 
close to Aviemore, as opposed to a downhill MTB track.  
 
LH1 and LH2 should offer the same facilities and requirements for a Recreation Management 
Plan as An Camas Mòr, including a pump track and bike park.  
 
Policy 4.67, Woodlands page 27 as applied to  
Settlement Aviemore & An Camas Mòr, ACM 
Appendix 2: Environmental Baseline Topic 7: Landscape and Cultural Heritage, page 264  
 
What is your comment:  
The application of the woodland policy contradict policies in previous Local Development Plans 
that apply to the period of this Local Development Plan 2020-2025.  
 



 

This is inconsistent with The CNPA's Local Development Plan 2005 - 2010 which stated with 
regarding An Camas Mòr: 
 

“Major buffer zones (safeguarded from development) to maintain the community’s 
setting, provide separation from adjoining villages and nature conservation sites, and 
give opportunities for future leisure facilities. Major landscaping, recreation and leisure 
areas including integration of lochans, recently afforested areas, and new planting 
associated with the principal land forms (including the escarpment), 
and the B970 margins. Substantial areas of woodland shall be planted to provide the 
new community with a woodland setting and to ensure that it does not intrude to an 
inappropriate degree in important views from the west (particularly the A9) and east 
(particularly the B970 
 
Section 50 Agreements will be sought with developers or the landowner in relation to the 
provision of roads, infrastructure, social and community facilities and landscaping; and to 
restrict land use change in peripheral areas important to any new community’s setting. 
 
 *Any proposal should be pursued as a free standing village initially although a possible 
long term road bridge over the Spey could improve links with Aviemore eventually.”  

 
Cairngorms National Park Local Development Plan 2005-2010 

 
The policy of planting trees on this site was adopted into the 1997 Local Development Plan for 
Badenoch and Strathspey, following a Public Inquiry in 1994, in which the reporter found that 
with regard to An Camas Mòr : 

 
“Most of the proposed housing shown on the Proposals Map is within existing 
commercial forestry or pine woodland, or within areas programmed for planting. A 
master plan that has as its objective the creation of a housing development within a 
woodland setting over a period of 25 years or more, and that also includes 
landscaping and associated management, would not result in a significantly greater 
change to the landscape character of the area than that which would occur if the area 
matures as commercial forestry as currently planned”. 

Public Inquiry Appendix III  
 
If one Local Development Plan policy is to plant trees on a particular site that is designated 
within the Local Development Plan for housing, to visually screen the development and 
preserve the landscape character, and subsequent Local Development Plan policy is not to 
develop on that site because trees have been planted, then this policy deems that an 
application for development on the site should be prejudiced precisely because it complied with 
a policy under a previous Local Development Plan, whose application extends into the period of 
subsequent plans (obviously, it is unavoidable that policies regarding tree planting must be 
planned over a longer period than five years since trees take more than 5 years to grow).  



 

 
With specific regard to settlement ACM, An Camas Mòr, it should also be noted that Cairngorms 
National Park Planning Committee on a site visit in 2014, commented that more trees should be 
planted on site (as reported in the local press). Under the policies of this Proposed Local 
Development Plan, the assessment of a site should not be prejudiced precisely because the 
developer complied with the wishes of the Planning Committee.  
 
If a planning application is going to be prejudiced as a result of complying with policies in a 
previous Local Development Plan, then future Local Development Plan policies will not be 
complied with or be perceived as credible.  
 
Within the internal logic of CNPA's previous Local Development Plans, development where 
there are no trees will spoil the view; damage the integrity of The National Scenic Area, 
adversely affect the Landscape Character and experience of wildness and therefore be 
inconsistent with aims of The National Park as specified in Cairngorms National Park 
Authority: Appendix 2: Environmental Baseline Topic 7: Landscape and Cultural 
Heritage, page 264. 
 
The unintended consequence of this policy will be that land managers and developers will be 
dis-incentivised to plant trees in advance of development and instead deforest a site that is 
being considered for development, or in advance of submitting a planning application, thereby 
diminishing the biodiversity of The National Park and not meeting the first of The National Park's 
aims.  
 
This policy should recognise that coniferous plantations make a minimal contribution to the 
areas' biodiversity in comparison to locally scarce arable habitats, therefore, arable land is of 
higher ecological value than woodland in localities of Badenoch and Stathspey due to its relative 
scarcity in comparison to the large forested area, so the development of woodland in preference 
to arable land would in fact contribute to greater biodiversity in these localities, thereby 
supporting the first aim of The National Park. 

 
What changes are you seeking: 
This policy should be revised so that “There is a general presumption against the development 
of woodland with a higher ecological value only”.  
 
The policy should be revised to encourage development in woodland where it supports: 
“The perceived naturalness of the land cover  
 The visible lack of buildings, roads, pylons and other modern artefacts”.  
 
Strategic Environmental Assessment Environmental Report January 2019 Appendix 2: 
Environmental Baseline Topic 7: Landscape and Cultural Heritage, page 264.  
 
This policy should encourage development where there is woodland of lower ecological value, 



 

non-native species and coniferous plantation on the grounds that it would "enhance the 
character, diversity and special qualities of the National Park’s landscape and cultural and 
historic heritage", specifically it would "minimise the loss of wildness" (SEA sub-objective). 
Trees visibly screen or hide buildings and roads, therefore development in forested areas 
enhances the "perceived naturalness of the land cover", especially from protected viewpoints 
and in Landscape Character Areas. 
 
 
LDP SEA ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT Appendix 7: Assessment of Sites page 575 
What is your comment:  
Includes inaccurate descriptions of the areas' distances and geography. 
 
“An Camas Mòr 
 
There may be negative effects early in the site's early phases, as residents need to travel to 
Aviemore to access facilities, however these may reduce in the future as new facilities are 
developed in An Camas Mòr”... 
 
…”LH1 & LH2  
The site is within moderate walking distance of public transport, local facilities and other 
housing. However, the scale of development means that it is possible for limited facilities, such 
as those associated with retail and public transport, to be made available as part of the site's 
development”.  
 
It defies geography to describe the 1.9 mile walking and cycling distance from the sites beyond 
Aviemore's north boundary, 'LH1' and 'LH2', towards the Recycling Plant to Aviemore public 
transport links as 'moderate', whilst by comparison it is is stated An Camas Mòr residents 'need 
to travel to Aviemore to access facilites' (the implication is by car/ bus) when An Camas Mòr is 
within closer walking and cycling distance from Aviemore's Public Transport Links (Train Station 
& Main Bus Station) with a footbridge , which the plan states if fundamental to its delivery. (1 
mile) or without a footbridge (1.6 miles) and with a path either way for non-motor use, it is also 
closer to the main retail and leisure centres in Aviemore.  
 
There is a local bus service and Primary School planned for An Camas Mòr as part of the 
Section 75 agreement.  
 
The inaccuracies in relative descriptions of the distances leave the public with the impression 
that The CNPA's Planning Department cannot map read an or serve to unfairly prejudice a live 
planning application, An Camas Mòr, a site that has already been adopted into the LDP in 1997, 
and propose an alternative site by inventing a false premise. 
 
What changes are you seeking: 
 



 

This should be changed so that it is clear that relatively LH1 & LH2 are further from Aviemore's 
infrastructure and public transport hub than An Camas Mòr. If relative distances are described in 
the Plan, they are based on geographically accurate measurements or the actual 
measurements are included, If LH1 and LH2 should be described as 'moderate', An Camas Mòr 
should be described as at 'close' walking distance to public transport links; or if LH1 and LH2 
should be described as at a 'long' distance from Aviemore's public transport links; An Camas 
Mòr should be described as at a 'moderate' distance 
 
Appendix 7: Strategic Environmental Assessment Environmental Report 
Assessment of Sites, pages 595; 725 
 
What is your comment:  
 
There is an inconsistency in the assessment of the following sites: 
 
“ACM, An Camas Mòr  
Around 50% of the site is wooded. Of this woodland, around 50% has been identified as being 
ancient. 
 
LTH1 North Aviemore 
A good woodland corridor along the A9 and western edge of the site  
 
LTH2 North Aviemore 
Mature trees exist on site, however theoretically these could be retained as part of a 
development, The overall effects are therefore uncertain as it depends on the nature of the 
development proposed”. 
 
The proposed Masterplan Report for An Camas Mòr, which has planning consent, includes an 
indicative land use plan, retains the ancient woodland, and much of the plantation as part of the 
development, to hide the development from view. Given the certainty over the nature of the 
development should mean that the overall effects are therefore less than the effects for LH1 and 
LH2 which are assessed as uncertain.  
 
It is inconsistent to assess the effects for An Camas Mòr as greater than the effects for LH1 and 
LH2. It is misleading for the assessment of LH2, to write that theoretically mature trees could be 
retained as part of the development and omit this from the assessment of An Camas Mòr, 
because retaining woodland is in fact an integral part of An Camas Mòr’s planning application 
which accords with the Policy to plant trees in the current Local Development Plan 2020-2025, 
and which has consent whereas the assessment implies that this is not the case.  
 
What changes are you seeking: 
 
The assessment for An Camas Mòr should include:  



 

 
ACM, An Camas Mòr  
Around 50% of the site is wooded. Of this woodland, around 50% (25% overall) has been 
identified as being ancient and these will be retained as part of the development which has 
consent. Planting to screen the development from view and preserve the landscape character. 
The overall effects are therefore a minor positive effect” 
 
The effects of An Camas Mòr on the following 
 
6a. Value, conserve and enhance biodiversity  
6b. Improve the management of woodland  
7. Protect the special qualities of the landscape 
 
Should be assessed as “option would have a minor positive effect” taking into account that the 
trees will mature and screen the development from view, preserving the landscape character.  
 
The relative effects for LH1 and LH2 and An Camas Mòr should either be if the effects for LH1 
and LH2 are uncertain, then the effects for An Camas Mòr are either positive or uncertain.  
 
 
Policy 4.64 (b) - page 46 as applied to  
LDP PROPOSED PLAN HABITATS REGULATION APPRAISAL REPORT page 186  
and as applied to  
LH1 LH2 & ACM, An Camas Mòr, page 87 - page 101; 102 
 
 
What is your comment: 
 
The Habitats Regulation Appraisal Report is inconsistent with the Cairngorms Nature Action 
Plan 2018-2023, specifically the Capercaillie Framework which is Policy 4.64 (b). 
 
The Habitats Regulation Appraisal Report, Rationale for each question and initial criteria for 
assessing the answers page 186-187, question 7, ‘For each of the woods identified at Q3, could 
the predicted level of use by residents / users of the development site significantly increase 
overall levels of recreational use? states: 
 
The answer was assessed on the basis of professional judgement of current levels of use and 
whether the increase is likely to be more than approximately 10%.  
 
It is unclear what data the Appraisal is using to assess this, since the CNPAs own visitor survey 
finds that 96% of visits to the outdoors in the National Park are made by people who live outside 
The National Park. Does “professional judgement” mean that The CNPA ignored this research 
and just made the figures up instead? By contrast, The Capercaillie Framework, is supported by 



 

the following research  “Robinson, R. and Scott, J. (2013). CRAGG Visitor, Visitor Infrastructure 
and Tourism Audit. Final Report”. 
 
The Capercaillie Framework, Policy 4.64 (b), does not support the rationale in the Habitats 
Regulations Appraisal Report that the numbers of people visiting an area, or population change 
of local residents results in recreational disturbance- rather the Capercaillie Framework places 
importance on the area of undisturbed habitat.  
 

“Rothiemurchus Estate Rothiemurchus is probably one of the most visited areas of the 
CNP (c.300, 000 visitors per annum, Robinson and Scott (2013)) yet they have one of 
the best capercaillie populations in the UK. The estate is split between the “honey-pot” 
areas of Inverdruie and Loch an Eilein where visitor usage is concentrated and 
capercaillie are not present and the quieter areas of the estate where the capercaillie are 
making their home. There is a limited path network in the quieter areas, with no obvious 
destinations or stopping points, which encourages people to mainly stay on the path. 
Much work has been done on the science of responsible behaviour over many years 
with leading experts. Responsible behaviour is encouraged through various information 
and reinforced by the Ranger Service and the well-informed staff. The approach is 
proving effective for both capercaillie and people.” 

Cairngorms Capercaillie Framework, page 156  
 
 
96% of Recreational users in Rothiemurchus live outside the National Park - it is therefore 
erroneous to assess the likely effects of An Camas Mòr as significant according to the CNPAs 
own rationale.  
 
Secondly, it is erroneous, given the rationale and methodology in the Habitats Regulation 
Appraisal Report, to assess the likely effects of An Camas Mòr on recreational disturbance to 
Capercaillie as greater than the recreational disturbance from LH1 and LH2, which is equidistant 
to the Capercaillie breeding sites at Kinveachy.  
 
What changes are you seeking: 
 
The Habitats Recreation Appraisal should use real visitor numbers to an area to assess likely 
recreational disturbance, rather than just population figures since the effect of local residents 
are marginal - they represent less than 10% of recreational users. 
 
The Habitats Recreation Appraisal should reflect that recreational disturbance to Capercaillie 
from An Camas Mor is unlikely given that the population of An Camas Mor will constitute less 
than 10% of recreational uses.  
 
The Habitats Recreation Appraisal should reflect that recreational disturbance to Capercaillie 



 

from LH1 and LH2 is just as likely as from An Camas Mor given that the site is equally close to 
Capercaillie breeding sites.   



 

Appendices 
 
I. Correspondence Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council and Cairngorms National Park 
Authority Board 
II. Badenoch and Strathspey Local Plan (1997)  
III. Reporter’s Report Badenoch and Strathspey Local Plan (1997) Public Inquiry 1997  
IV. Screenshot of broken link to Main Issues Report Call for new sites  
V. Screenshot of online consultation form 
VI Community Feedback Recreation Management Plan, An Camas Mòr  
VII Proposed Recreation Management Plan, An Camas Mòr 



         
               
         
       
         

      Tel. No.
      Email.  

 
   

              26th September
2018 
Peter Argyle,
Convenor,
Cairngorm National Park Authority Board,
14 The Square 
Grantown on Spey 
Scotland 
PH26 3HG

Dear Mr Argyle,

An Camus Mor

The An Camus Mor Section 42 application for renewal and clarification of the original
application, determined in 2010 and issued 2014, was determined by CNPA in August 2017
but, more than a year later, the permission has not yet been issued.  When one considers that
CNPA noted that the fundamental public interest in terms of environment, economy and
culture is overwhelmingly in support, what is the reason for such an undue delay in issuing
the permission?  

We know that in March, CNPA proposed a timetable to issuing permission in April this year
but this has not been achieved. We understand that the latest expectation by CNPA is to issue
permission in November. This would leave very little time for the developers to arrange
approval of a commercial loan. When the CNP Board makes a planning decision, officials
should put that decision in place as quickly as possible. This has not happened in this instance
and reflects badly on the Boards ability to ensure compliance. To any reasonable person it
looks like there are individuals within the CNPA who do not agree with An Camus Mor and
they are stalling issuing permission so that the development will fail.  Is that the case?

It is also significant that the condition with regards to the bridge over the River Spey did not
form any part of previous conditions, was not recommended by the planners and was made,
out of the blue, at the August determination. The Board in attaching the condition did not
take into consideration any of the consequences of requiring the bridge when it goes on to
land the developer does not own and is derelict in its duty of care, or, a reasonable person
could see that as a deliberate act to scupper the development in which case it is totally
reprehensible and an abuse of power. In either case the decision to attach a condition for the
bridge was flawed. A much better course of action would have been a section 75 agreement.

Appendix I: Correspondence with Aviemore and Vicinity 
Community Council and Cairngorms National Park Authority Board 



bridge was flawed. A much better course of action would have been a section 75 agreement.

Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council have a long-standing vision for An Camus Mor
as a sister community to Aviemore with a countryside park, playing fields and a second
foot/cycle bridge joining the communities together and have worked closely with
Rothiemurchus. That is right, it is a second footbridge as there is already one joining
Aviemore to Rothiemurchus. The Community Council do not see why the proposed
foot/cycle bridge should be a condition. It is not necessary at the start of the development and
we have already made that point. Who is going to use it? The Community Council has no
doubt whatsoever that a bridge will be built and are prepared to work with An Camus Mor
LLP and CNPA to ensure it.

The Community Council is extremely concerned that this project, which they consider
essential to addressing issues arising from short term planning in Aviemore is under threat.
Those issues adversely affect people in local jobs, many of which must commute from places
with no suitable childcare or public transport and have adversely affected service and
manufacturing businesses and visitors to the National Park. By failing to deal with the
permission quickly CNPA is failing to comply with its Aims.

This unwarranted delay caused by CNPA is placing the development in jeopardy and destroys
the plans and aspirations of the community and that is not a function of the CNPA. CNPA is
culpable and should act to rectify the situation.  

Yours sincerely,

Chairman
        Chairman      John Grierson Vice Chairman    Alastair Dargie        



        Secretary      Alastair Dargie Treasurer       Wilma Grierson 



R:\Corporate Services\Corporate Governance\CEO\Xander US+1\181016JohnGriersonreplylttr.doc 16/10/18 

     14 The Square 

        Grantown-on-Spey 

            Moray 

      PH26 3HG 

(t) 01479 873535

 (f) 01479 873527
 enquiries@cairngorms.co.uk

www.cairngorms.co.uk

xandermcdade@cairngorms.co.uk 

16 October 2018 

Dear Mr Grierson 

Thank you for your letter of 26 September that you sent to Peter Argyle as Convener of the 

CNPA Board about the An Camas Mòr Section 42 planning application.  I have since been elected 

Convener and he has passed it on to me to answer. 

You raise a number of points in your letter and I have looked to address each of these. 

1. The issue of a decision notice has taken time because the terms of the legal agreement that

the developer must sign in order to issue it have not yet been agreed.  The CNPA has

worked hard to establish terms that support the development of An Camas Mòr and taken

significant steps to ensure the obligations on the developer take account of the financial

viability of the proposals.  This is a significant development and if the development went

ahead without the correct level of developer obligations the cost of any additional services

would have fallen wholly on the public purse at a time when public sector budgets are

extremely tight.  All developments of this type across Scotland make developer

contributions and in this case it will ensure that Aviemore and new An Camus Mòr

communities will have an appropriate level of service provision once building starts.  Each

extension to the agreement has been agreed with the developer because more time was

needed to ensure the S75 was right for what is a long term development.  The CNPA have

a duty to ensure that the funding is in place for schools, roads, infrastructure etc when a

new development of this scale is proposed and this is what officers have been doing on

behalf of the Board.

2. You state that the condition requiring the bridge came out of the blue.  The requirement

for the footbridge was written into a planning condition recommended by officers in

relation to the recreation management plan.  The footbridge is an integral part of the

development and the connection to Aviemore and is highlighted in the Local Development

Plan.  Circumstances change and the mechanism originally anticipated to deliver the

footbridge no longer exists.  Members took the legitimate view that it should be more

clearly defined and be a standalone condition.  The Committee Convener also asked the

applicant’s agent at the Planning Committee if they were able to work with the conditions

and was told yes, ACM LLP could.

John Grierson 

Chair, Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council 
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3. You also state that the bridge would be built no matter what and that a S75 obligation

would be a better way forward than a condition.  The Board does not agree with this view

and feels that the only way that we can guarantee that the bridge will be built is with a

condition.  If this is going to be a genuinely sustainable community then people in An Camas

Mòr will have to be able to access the school and services in Aviemore for the first number

of years.  The bridge needing to be built by the 200th occupied unit gives the developer time

to get this in place but does have it as close to the start as is reasonable.  The CNPA has

also agreed a mechanism to ensure that the developer cannot be held up by the owners of

the west side of the Spey.

I would disagree with your statement that the CNPA has caused an unwarranted delay.  Much of 

the time taken was to restructure with the developer the S75 to take account of changed 

circumstances arising from the new application in August 2017.  This involved significant discussions 

with Highland Council around education contributions, provisions the developer wished to see 

change and other provisions.  This is normal for such a significant development and is to be 

expected for such a significant strategic development. 

We hope that the applicant will sign the legal agreement allowing issue of the decision notice in the 

next few weeks and that they will then make good progress in preparing applications to discharge 

the required conditions. 

Affordable housing is a key issue for the Cairngorms National Park but in the Board’s view we 

would be failing the future residents of An Camas Mòr and Aviemore if we did not ensure that the 

development met the highest standards and was a truly sustainable community.  It is important that 

we get this development right at the start, or we would likely be dealing with the consequences for 

decades to come. 

I look forward to a good relationship with Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council, and all the 

Community Councils in the Cairngorms and my door is always open to discuss matters of concern 

should you wish to do so. 

Yours sincerely 

XANDER MCDADE 

Convener, Cairngorm National Park Authority Board 

cc  All Cairngorm National Park Authority Board Members 
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              22nd October
2018 
Xander McDade,
Convenor,
Cairngorm National Park Authority Board,
14 The Square 
Grantown on Spey 
Scotland 
PH26 3HG

Dear Mr McDade,

An Camus Mor

Thank you for your letter dated 16th October replying to my letter to Peter Argyle on 26th

September. Can I first congratulate you on your elevation to Board Convener. It is
unfortunate that I find I must take serious issue with your response.

Your letter paragraph 2 has false statements. In your response you say;

1. “The requirement for the footbridge was written into a planning condition
recommended by officers.” This is incorrect. The planning officers did not
recommend the condition in either the Planning Report or during Gavin Myles’
presentation.  This fact can be plainly seen in the papers for the meeting and in the
official minutes.

2. “The requirement for the footbridge was written into a planning condition
recommended by officers in relation to the recreation management plan” I have
struggled to find ‘the recreation management plan’ Does this plan actually exist?  

3. “The requirement for the footbridge was written into a planning condition
recommended by officers in relation to the recreation management plan” Such
a requirement is found in the Habitats Regulations Assessment. However, that
assessment does not just say that it has to be secured though a condition but says
that the bridge should be secured through a condition or other agreed
arrangements.  CNPA planners and consequently the Board have made no effort to
make or investigate any other agreed arrangements.



4. “Circumstances change, and the mechanism originally anticipated to deliver the
footbridge no longer exists”.  What do you base your assertion on? The original
mechanism involved the Community Council and An Camus Mor delivering the
bridge. At no point has the Community Council or Community Company been
consulted on this matter by CNPA so how do you manage to come to this
conclusion? We still liaise with the developer with Reidhaven Estate and are
actively looking at options to fund a bridge. The convener of the Planning
Committee could have asked the Community Council representative that was at the
meeting but didn’t. The committee relied on officers who were not in full possession
of the facts.

5. The Committee Convener also asked the applicant’s agent at the planning
committee if they were able to work with the conditions and was told yes, ACM
LLP could.  It cannot be denied that the agent was asked that question, however the
question was asked during the developer’s presentation to the committee.  The first
mention of a condition for the bridge was made during the debate section of the
meeting, well after the question was asked. Up until that point the consideration of a
condition was never been mentioned. I think that qualifies as ‘coming out of the
blue’.

6. You state that the CNPA has also agreed a mechanism to ensure that the developer
cannot be held up by the owners of the west side of the Spey. This I assume is a
‘Compulsory Purchase Order’. Have you considered all other options, and can you
evidence that CNPA has engaged, or attempted to engage with those affected by the
proposed development, bearing in mind that Aviemore Community Enterprise Co.
lease the land on the west side of the river? As I have already said CNPA officials
have had no contact with the company. A Compulsory Purchase Order would be
taking a sledgehammer to crack a nut and would be a further indication that the
Board took a decision without properly considering the consequences.

7. In your penultimate paragraph you say that it is important to get the development
right at the start or that you would likely be dealing with the consequences for
decades to come. I would submit that getting it right has not happened and that the
word ‘or’ should be changed to ‘and’.

The information in paragraph 2 is patently incorrect and has put you in an insidious position.
I have no doubt whatsoever that, as you were not at the planning meeting, you did not put the
letter together yourself but relied on others to answer the Community Council’s questions.

I must ask. Who gave you the information that is contained in your paragraph 2?  I think the
Community Council, as a statutory consultee, whose integrity is being challenged is entitled
to know.

In your last paragraph you say that you look forward to a good relationship with Aviemore
and Vicinity Community Council. That would require you to be a bit more honest with us and
more open.

Yours sincerely,

        Chairman      John Grierson Vice Chairman    Alastair Dargie        


        Secretary      Alastair Dargie Treasurer       Wilma Grierson 
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     14 The Square 

        Grantown-on-Spey 

       Moray 

           PH26 3HG 

(t) 01479 873535

 (f) 01479 873527
 enquiries@cairngorms.co.uk

  www.cairngorms.co.uk

xandermcdade@cairngorms.co.uk 

20 November 2018 

Dear Mr Grierson 

Thank you for your follow up letter of 22 October.  It seems that we will be unable to agree some 

of the points you raise because your reading of the papers and minutes of the meeting are simply at 

odds with the CNPA's position acting as the planning authority.  

To be clear, in the August 2017 Committee paper the footbridge was mentioned explicitly in 

condition 1b and implicitly (but very clearly, given the link to the HRA) in condition 11 (the 

requirement for the Recreation Management Plan).  The paper notes the HRA's requirement for 

the footbridge and the Access team's requirement for the footbridge.  The footbridge was clearly 

identified within the Committee Paper as being a critical element where more certainty was 

required and was subject of considerable discussion at the Planning Committee meeting (recorded 

in paragraph 16 of the Committee Minutes).  Ultimately, the Planning Committee decided that the 

implicit requirement of the conditions proposed by officers (where the certainty over delivery of 

the footbridge was provided through a Recreation Management Plan) should be made explicit in 

order to provide greater clarity.  

Since the Planning Committee meeting, the CNPA has worked hard with the applicant's agent to 

identify ways of making all the conditions as straightforward to comply with as possible.  This 

includes looking to provide assurance for access to the land on the West side of the Spey.  

You are correct that the CNPA has not been made aware of any significant progress in delivering a 

footbridge from Aviemore to ACM by Aviemore Community Enterprise Company.  If there has 

been progress this was not conveyed in the response from the Community Council to the planning 

application last year nor in discussions with ACMLLP.  Indeed, in your response to the last planning 

application you set out clearly that whilst you thought the footbridge was desirable, you didn't 

consider it was required until some other point in the future.  The CNPA Planning Committee 

took an alternative view on this.  

It is encouraging to hear that Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council and/or the Community 

Company are still looking at options to fund a footbridge.  The condition placed on the planning 

application requires a footbridge to be created before the occupation of the 200th house.  It does 

not require it to be provided by ACMLLP.  I am sure that ACMLLP would welcome your help if you 

John Grierson 

Chairman 

Aviemore and Vicinity Community Council 
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can demonstrate to them that you will be able to provide more effectively than they could or at a 

reduced cost to ACMLLP.  Similarly, I'm sure all parties will be delighted if you can broker an 

agreement between Reidhaven Estates and ACMLLP over access to land to allow the footbridge to 

be established.  In the meantime, we consider it a sensible backup for the CNPA to be able to use 

any of the tools available to secure access to that land in future if the parties cannot reach 

agreement. 

The applicant is in receipt of the S75 agreement and we are confident that it will be signed shortly 

by the applicant and Highland Council.  This will enable the CNPA to issue a decision notice 

granting planning permission in principle.  The applicant has a number of options at that point 

including submitting the required applications to implement the planning permission in principle.  

I hope that clarifies matters.  I should also add that nothing I've written in either reply challenges 

the Community Council's integrity and fundamentally the Planning Committee is committed to 

seeing a sustainable community and that includes a bridge over the Spey to connect the 

development at ACM with Aviemore.  

Yours sincerely 

XANDER MCDADE 

Convener, Cairngorm National Park Authority Board 



Appendix II





ISSUE 33 CAMBUSMORE 

Background 

33. I The Regional Council's views on the proposed development of a new
community at Cambusmore are set out in paragraph 1.6 of chapter 6, in the section
dealing with Aviemore. It is stated that the new community should be laid out and
designed in accordance with an agreed master plan, and that it will be expected to
evolve over a timescale of 25 years or more. The local plan makes allocations for,
amongst other things, housing, social and community facilities, commercial and
business uses, a major reconstruction of the B970, new roads, footpaths and cycle
ways, and buffer zones �o maintain the community's setting. It is stated that any
proposal should be pursued as a free-standing village initially, although a possible
long term road bridge over the Spey could improve links with Aviemore eventually.

33.2 Paragraph 3.12 states that the Council will give consideration to the provision 
of a new secondary school in A viemore. Cambusmore is thought to be the most 
appropriate location. It is stated that 3.2 ha of land sufficient for buildings and related 
playing fields will be required for this purpose, and that this should be incorporated 
within the master plan for the area. 

33.3 Objections to development at Cambusmore were submitted by Scottish 
Natural Heritage (HRC3 l and 33/6), the Badenoch and Strathspey Conservation 
Group (HRC25 and 33/4), Dr AM Jones (HRC28), Miss V Halcrow (HRC35 and 
106), Ms H Geddes (HRC50 and 33/14) and Dava Enterprises Ltd (HRC20 and 33/5 ). 
The objections by Scottish Natural Heritage, the Badenoch and Strathspey 
Conservation Group and Dr Jones were presented orally at the inquiry. The other 
objections were dealt with by written submissions. 

33.4 Oral evidence was presented at the inquiry in support of development at 
Cambusmore on behalf of Rothiemurchus Estate (33/1 ), and by Mr A Lindsay, the 
fonner Regional Councillor for the area. 

33.5 A statement on Cambusmore was submitted by the Royal Fine Art 
Commission for Scotland (33/2). The Commission is not a formal objector to the 
local plan, but it is opposed to development at Cambusmore. 

Cases for parties 

33.6 For Scottish Natural Heritage, it is stated that the proposal would dramatically 
affect the outstanding landscape quality within the Caimgorm Mountains National 
Scenic Area, and impact on the low-lying landform in the context of spectacular 
views of the hills and mountains. The site is visible from a wide radius and the 
development would be difficult to integrate into the landscape. 

33. 7 Topo1:,rraphically and physically the site does not connect well with the
exi�ting bu)lt fabric of the Aviemore area. Nor would the proposed development

/ ' 

BSLP3 85 

The Badenoch and Strathspey Local Plan 1997 Public  Inquiry 

































Appendix V: Online Consultation Form - wrong closing date








