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POLICY/SITE

NAME COMMENT MODIFICATION SOUGHT
Other settlements Mr Jonathan Kerfoot(01052) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1052/1/001

Other Settlements Supports Other Settlements policy. Cromarty is already an established community and with the re-opening

of Nigg further housing development would be seen as beneficial.

Other settlements Mr John Ross(00016) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0016/1/001

Other Settlements Agrees with the preferred approach to other (smaller) settlements. Considers providing some criteria are

met development should go ahead.

Other settlements Kilmorack Community Council(00031) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0031/1/004

Other Settlements Agrees with the preferred approach to other settlements. Concerned that having developer funded

mitigation mentioned means that it will be seen as an inducement to recommend.

Remove criterion 'whether any developer funded mitigation of

impact is offered.'

Other settlements Robert Boardman(00033) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0033/1/001

Other Settlements Considers that all or most criteria should be applied.

Other settlements Scottish Natural Heritage(00204) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0204/1/012

Other Settlements Tentatively suggests Invermoriston should have is own village chapter with more specific guidance on how

the River Moriston SAC salmon and pearl mussel interests will be protected from any development

pressures. Failing this, asserts that the criteria and in particular the penultimate criterion should not

duplicate or contradict guidance elsewhere in the development plan - e.G. It shouldn't imply that only local

natural heritage features will be taken into account.

Other settlements Mr John Finlayson(00244) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0244/1/001

Other Settlements Believes that Abriachan should have a settlement boundary defined with the Plan that encloses client's land

as suitable for development because client's development would allow provision of sewerage system that

could serve wider community, help underpin the hall as an existing facility and attract new services.

Addition of a mapped settlement boundary for Abriachan that

encloses client's land as suitable for development.

Other settlements Ardross Community Council(00267) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0267/1/003

Other Settlements It is unclear as to how a design criteria to match existing designs would work and think this might preclude

the use of innovative design, and might carry on a legacy of matching existing poor quality design. Believe

that this is how Senior Planners will interpret this in making decisions on applications. Would like more

emphasis on the wild and remote aspect of where we live and that this should be respected and that

housing criteria in our area should be slightly more restrictive.

Other settlements Beauly Community Council(00271) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0271/1/001

Other Settlements Support the Councils approach to other (smaller) settlements.

Other settlements Fortrose And Rosemarkie Community

Council(00286)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0286/1/003

Other Settlements May support policy on grounds of sustainability and possibly employment opportunities. However must be

safeguards to protect the environment, land availability and impacts on traffic and infrastructure. Concern

policy could lead to speculative development proposals which are contrary to the best interests of the

ƌĞůĞǀ ĂŶƚ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͘��E ŽƚĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ďŽƚŚ�ƚŚĞ��ĂƐƚ�ZŽƐƐ�>ĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ��ĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�̂ ƚƵĚǇ�ϮϬϬϭ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�̂ >���ŝƚĂƟŽŶƐ�

emphasise the value of the unspoilt coastline to the setting to Fortrose and Rosemarkie. States the

landward form slopes together with the Citation for the coastal aspect from the Soutars to Fort George

ĞŶĐůŽƐĞ�&ŽƌƚƌŽƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ZŽƐĞŵĂƌŬŝĞ�ŝŶ�Ă�ƐĞƫ ŶŐ�ŽĨ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂů�ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶǀ ŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů�ǀ ĂůƵĞ͘��K ƚŚĞƌ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�

policy should not be implemented without proper safeguards for the limited green space and the

environment generally. Criteria for assessing developments in other settlements should be applied to

Fortrose and Rosemarkie.

Other settlements Glenurquhart Community Council(00288) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0288/1/001

Other Settlements Glen Urquhart Community Council support the general policy approach which the Council suggests for

Balnain, however for the smaller settlements and housing groups (for example Milton and Shenval) which

are intended to be covered by HIC they consider that both the HIC policy and the criteria of the other

ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ĂƉƉůǇ�;ƉůĞĂƐĞ�ĐŚĞĐŬ�ŵǇ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ƵŶĐůĞĂƌͿ͘���' ůĞŶ�hƌƋƵŚĂƌƚ�

Community Council consider that a proposal should have to meet all the criteria of this policy. Glen Urquhart

Community Council also consider the wording too vague and would prefer wording less open to

interpretation such as number of permissions granted within a 5 year period should indicate a warning level -

say 20%.

Other settlements Invergordon Community Council(00293) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0293/1/001

Other Settlements Agrees with the Councils preferred approach however feels that there should be a more restrictive set of

ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ�ĨŽƌ�ŚŝŶƚĞƌůĂŶĚ�ĂƌĞĂƐ͘ ����ůƐŽ�ƋƵĞƌǇƐ�ǁ ŚĂƚ�ŚĂƉƉĞŶƐ�ǁ ŚĞŶ�Ă�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ůŽƐĞƐ�ŝƚƐ�ůĂƐƚ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ͘

Other settlements Inverness West Community

Council(00296)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0296/1/005

Other Settlements Requests better definition of terms used within draft policy criteria because as currently worded they are

too subjective and therefore open to differing interpretations and thus dispute. In particular, the terms

"harm" and "character and social balance" need better definition. Similarly, the definition and extent of

locally important green spaces and heritage features should be included in the revised Plan if necessary as

an appendix or publicly available supplement.

Revision to policy criteria to better define terms "harm" and

"character and social balance". Appendix or supplement to set

out definition and extent of locally important green spaces and

heritage features.

Other settlements Killearnan Community Council(00297) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0297/2/001

Other Settlements Respondent supports the Other Settlements Policy. Supports the principle of not imposing housing

developments solely for commercial gain with small settlements.

Other settlements Kiltarlity Community Council(00299) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0299/4/001

Other Settlements Respondent supports Other Settlements policy
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Other settlements Kirkhill & Bunchrew Community

Council(00302)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0302/1/001

Other Settlements Support the Council's preferred approach to development ain other small settlements.

Other settlements Kirkhill & Bunchrew Community

Council(00302)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0302/1/002

Other Settlements Agree with the preferred approach to other small settlements.

Other settlements Nigg & Shandwick Community

Council(00313)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0313/1/003

Other Settlements Supports other settlements policy in general but concerned there is no criteria stating whether or not the

local community feel that it right for the area or not.Pitcalnie is listed but unclear where exactly is meant as

there are a number of scattered areas referred to locally as Pitcalnie.

Other settlements Raigmore Community Council(00314) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0314/1/001

Other Settlements Supports the preferred approach to Other Settlements. Believes gradually developing smaller settlements

at the same time as community/commercial facilities develop is a good approach. However, care must be

taken to ensure that exisiting communities always have input and are not overwhelmed. Also, the need for

greenspace in these settlements must always be considered before any new development.

Other settlements Stratherrick And Foyers Community

Council(00319)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0319/1/001

Other Settlements Agrees that Foyers should not have a village chapter with specific allocations for specific uses. Believes

applications should be addressed on their individual merits across the community council area. However,

believes planning policy for Whitebridge should be less supportive of development because of lack of

infrastructure and services (particularly water and sewerage) there.

Other settlements Avoch & Killen Community Council(00330) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0330/1/001

Other Settlements Concerned about development outwith the boundary of Avoch. May occur due to lack of available sites

within the boundary or landowners desire to raise capital. Often justified on basis of housing clusters,

greater clarity is needed regarding what is a cluster and when does it become a small settlement. Question

the status of Killen and houses appearing at Wester Templand.

Other settlements Mr Fraser Stewart(00407) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0407/1/001

Other Settlements Respondent supports the preferred approach to Other Setlements. Positive yet controlled development

within active travel distance of community facilities should be supported by design quality and siting is

paramount.

Other settlements G H Johnston Building Consultants

Ltd(00424)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0424/2/001

Other Settlements ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ŵĂŬĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�K ƚŚĞƌ�̂ ĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ͗�Ͳ�̂ ĞĐŽŶĚ�ďƵůůĞƚ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ĂĚĚ�

ΗƉĂƩĞƌŶΗ͘�Ͳ�dŚŝƌĚ�ďƵůůĞƚ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ΗĮ ǀ Ğ�ǇĞĂƌ�ƉĞƌŝŽĚΗ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ƌĞĂĚ�ΗƚŚƌĞĞ�ǇĞĂƌ�ƉĞƌŝŽĚΗ�ƚŽ�ƌĞŇĞĐƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚƵƌĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�

planning permissions,- Fourth bullet point should say "whether the development can be adequately

ƐĞƌǀ ŝĐĞĚΗ͘�Ͳ�̂ ŝǆƚŚ�ďƵůůĞƚ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�;ĂƐƐƵŵĞĚ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�Į ŌŚ�ďƵůůĞƚ�ƉŽŝŶƚͿ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ƚŽ�ŐƌĞĞŶ�ƐƉĂĐĞ�ŝƐ�

too embracing in a rural context. A filed that otherwise fits the policy could lead to net loss of green space if

developed. The policy cannot be intended to thwart development in these circumstances. If green space

means community open space such as a kick pitch, park, informal amenity space, then that should be

specified. Respondent suggests that it could be covered in the seventh bullet point (assumed respondent

means sixth bullet point) if "community or" is added before "heritage" and "open space/amenity" is added

after "burial ground" at the end. This would mean the bullet point referring to green space could be

deleted.

Other settlements Highlands & Islands Green Party(00491) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0491/1/002

Other Settlements The standard of design of new developments,would be improved through the application of a

masterplanning and design process that considers the whole development site and puts this in a context for

subsequent planning applications. All new development, whether on allocated sites or arising from other

means should be required to conform to high standards of design and layout. Commend to Highland Council

�ĞƐŝŐŶŝŶŐ�WůĂĐĞƐ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƐƚĂƌƟŶŐ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀ ŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĂŶĚ�ůĂǇŽƵƚ͘ ����ŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂĐƟǀ Ğ�

travel choices are encouraged and therefore we believe that issues of permeability and ensuring that all

development is made attractive to pedestrians and cyclists should be accorded a high degree of importance.

We therefore commend Design for Streets (and the technical standards in Manual for Streets) as the norm

for the layout of the public realm of new developments and hope that Highland Council will bring forward

revised Roads Consent Guidance in line with such at the earliest opportunity and in the meanwhile will

approve developments that conform to these new standards.
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Other settlements Highlands & Islands Green Party(00491) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0491/1/003

Other Settlements Propose the following additions/amendments Policies to supplement and provide overall guidance for all

development : A. Large sites (>50 houses) should have an associated Masterplan and for smaller

developments (5-49 houses) development briefs are encouraged to establish at an early stage. Developers

should be strongly encouraged to engage with local communities at an early stage in forming Masterplans

and design briefs and the final product, including a clear statement of public engagement should be

approved to the appropriate Area Committee and will then be a material consideration in the consideration

ŽĨ�ĂŶǇ�ƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶ͘ ����͘ �D ĂƐƚĞƌƉůĂŶƐ͕ �ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ďƌŝĞĨƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ�

should be accompanied by a clear statement of how the proposal responds to the following design issues: 1.

The site's content, including its response to local climate (winds, rain, snow and solar gain) and respect for

its setting (its relationship to the existing landscape, townscape and neighbouring features); optimising the

ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞͲĞĸ ĐŝĞŶĐǇ͖�ĂŶĚ��Ϯ͘ ��ƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ͕ �ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚ�ĞŶĞƌŐǇ͕�ƌĞƵƐĞ�

ŽĨ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ͕ �ĐŽŵƉĂĐƚŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ďƵŝůƚ�ĨŽƌŵ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ŚŽǁ �ǁ Ğůů�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ�ƌĞůĂƚĞ�ƚŽ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ͖�ĂŶĚ��ϯ ͘ �

�ŶƐƵƌŝŶŐ�ŝƚ�ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨƵŶĐƟŽŶƐ�ĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ�ŽĨ�ŝƚ͕ �ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ��Ͳ�ŝƚƐ�ďĂƐŝĐ�ĨƵŶĐƟŽŶƐ�;ƉƌŽǀ ŝƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�

Ɖƌŝǀ ĂĐǇ͕�ĂŵĞŶŝƚǇ͕�ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ͕�ǁ ĂƌŵƚŚ͕ �ŚŽŵĞůŝŶĞƐƐ�ĞƚĐͿ͖�ĂŶĚ��Ͳ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�;ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ŚĞĂƟŶŐ͕�

lighting, water and waste systems over the design's lifetime, including the use of water-saving technology);

ĂŶĚ��Ͳ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟǀ ŝƚǇ�;ƉƌĂĐƟĐĂůŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶǀ ŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚͲĨƌŝĞŶĚůŝŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ŝƚƐ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞƌǀ ŝĐŝŶŐ�ĂƌƌĂŶŐĞŵĞŶƚƐͿ͖�ĂŶĚ�

iv) flexibility to adapt to the changing circumstances of its occupants;

Other settlements Highlands & Islands Green Party(00491) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0491/1/005

Other Settlements Concerned that the overall scale of development proposed, especially along the A96 corridor will create and

add to 'dormitory towns' increasing commuting and urge a more holistic approach to all development with

an aspiration at least to the creation of at least one new job in locations for each new house and point to the

awarding-winning Rothienorman development in Aberdeenshire as an example of how even a small (74

house units, 3500ft2 commercial) in a rural village, can successfully mix housing and a range of business

uses in an integrated development. Also concerned to ensure that growing communities have a mix of

house sizes and tenures in order to accommodate the expected changes in demographics. In order to

enable the masterplanned approach to design and layout of new development. Where feasible, the

proposed Hx, Mux, Rx and Bx allocations be redesignated as MUx with developers required to create

developments with a mix of uses as well as a mix sizes of units and tenures. Exceptions to this should be

clearly explained (e.G. Where the proposed use may be a 'bad neighbour' or where reservation for a specific

use is strategically important.

Other settlements Mrs C Stafford(00511) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0511/1/005

Other Settlements Policy is too confusing. Assume greater clarity is sought in policy text/explanation

Other settlements Scottish Environment Protection

Agency(00523)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0523/1/001

Other Settlements SEPA agree with the Council’s approach and support the inclusion of water and sewerage within the criteria.

SEPA consider this should also be applied to other (smaller) settlements. SEPA do not have a view on

whether development should meet all the criteria or just some the criteria as issues within our remit, e.G.

Connection to public sewer, will still have to meet the requirements of the Highland wide Local

Development Plan (HwLDP) general policies.

Other settlements Mr Anthony Chamier(00632) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0632/1/001

Other Settlements Considers the criteria for the preferred approach are all desirable and reasonable. Also strongly supports an

alternative option of more restrictive application criteria for settlements within the hinterland as otherwise

there is a risk that smaller settlements will eventually close up with major settlements, for example

Ardross/Alness. In theory restraints on individual houses in hinterland should prevent this, however it is

evident in practice that this cannot be guaranteed.
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Other settlements Mr Roddy Macdonald(00635) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0635/1/001

Other Settlements /�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ĂŐƌĞĞ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ŝƐƐƵĞ͘���/Ŷ�ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƚĞŶƟĂů�

ĨŽƌ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƐĞƚ�ďǇ�ĂĐƟǀ Ğ�ƚƌĂǀ Ğů�ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ��- the bulk of the community at Abriachan live outwith

the 400m radius that was stated. - the use of this distance limit is I understand to encourage walking and

ĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�Ăǀ ĂŝůĂďůĞ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ͕ �ƚŚŝƐ�ĚƐŝĐƌŝŵŝŶĂƚĞƐ�against those with mobility issues.- I was informed

that the 400m referred to distance between bus stops, this appears a spurious measure as the nearest bus

stop is miles awayͲ�Őŝǀ ĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂĐŬ�ŽĨ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�ůŝŐŚƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĂǀ ĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ŵŽƐƚ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁ ŝůů�ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞ�ƚŽ�ƚĂŬĞ�ĐĂƌƐ�

and would not allow their children to walk at night or even during the day- the village hall is sustained by

people over a largely dispersed area and the policy approach does not seek to deliver this same type of

supportThe reference to the loss of locally important greenspace is unecessarrily vague and whilst it is

important to preserve areas of outstanding beauty, surely these primarily would be areas would be utilised

by the general public for walking or picnics or a wood, all public areas that are enjoyed both phsically or

aesthetically. The term greenspace is not sufficiently precise and could be interpreted as all areas in a

ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ��ďƌŝĂĐŚĂŶ͘ ��

Other settlements Mr Aulay Macleod(00637) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0637/1/001

Other Settlements Supports the preferred approach.

Other settlements Hazel Bailey(00638) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0638/1/001

Other Settlements Supports the preferred approach to other (smaller settlements).

Other settlements Mrs Ann Macleod(00639) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0639/1/001

Other Settlements Supports preferred approach to other (smaller settlements). Keeps all houses together.

Other settlements Mr Peter Gilbert(00642) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0642/1/001

Other Settlements Prefers the policy to be worded proposals will be resisted unless all criteria are met since it is considered

that all criteria are valid and important. Feels that a more negative default position would be appropriate.

Other settlements Mrs Karin Kremer(00729) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0729/1/001

Other Settlements Respondent supports the preferred approach to Other Settlements as they believe that smaller areas are

"less like a ghetto than a large area" and would like to ensure that there is a good balance between housing

and businesses.

Other settlements Mr Kit Bower(00754) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0754/1/001

Other Settlements Respodent supports the general approach but seeks- inclusion of a requirement for the

community/commercial facility to be demonstrably viable- all criteria to be met because development in the

countryside needs to be managed more vigorously

Other settlements Miss Annie Stewart(00757) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0757/1/001

Other Settlements Supports all criteria listed in the preferred approach to other settlements. Thinks it is important to ensure

other settlements remain viable; are enabled to grow and offer incentives for youth to remain.

Other settlements Miss Rachael Crist(00772) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0772/1/001

Other Settlements Objects to the Other Settlements Policy. The current Plan is adequate without developing around existing

small settlements.

Other settlements Mr Anthony Neil Morey(00774) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0774/1/001

Other Settlements ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ĂŐƌĞĞ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞĚ�ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀ ĞƐ͘ ��ZĞĚĐĂƐƚůĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�

added to the list of Other Settlements.

Add Redcastle to list.

Other settlements J.A. Wiscombe(00777) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0777/1/001

Other Settlements Supports preferred approach. Does not agree with any of the stated alternatives.

Other settlements Mr Paul A. Ross(00786) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0786/1/001

Other Settlements Respondent supports the preferred approach

Other settlements Mr Alistair Duff(00877) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0877/1/001

Other Settlements ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�K ƚŚĞƌ�̂ ĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ͘��̂ƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ�ĂĚĚŝŶŐ�<ŝůŵŽƌĂĐŬ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝƐƚ�ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ŚĂƐ�Ă�ƐĐŚŽŽů�ĂŶĚ�ŚĂůů͘ Add Kilmorack to list.

Other settlements Nicam Developments Ltd(00882) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0882/1/001

Other Settlements Whilst supportive of preferred approach, respondent believes it should be site specific and applications

should not be required to meet all the criteria. Objects to criteria 'similar in design' as house designs need

to progress and not focus on Victorian designs. Qualified architects should review designs.

Other settlements Miss Mary Maciver(00883) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0883/1/001

Other Settlements Considers the approach to other settlements should be specific and positive i.E. ‘support in favour providing

ƐŽŵĞ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ�ĂƌĞ�ŵĞƚ͘ ͛ ��ŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ĂŐƌĞĞ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ�ƌĞůĂƟŶŐ�ƚŽ�͚ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ŝŶ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ͛ �ĂƐ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƌĞĂ�

may be poor. Considers we need progress rather than reference to Victorian vernacular. Seeks proper

design review from qualified architects. 

Other settlements Dr Ros Rowell(00885) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0885/1/001

Other Settlements Agrees with Torness not being on the list, as long as it has no facility the respondent considers that the only

appropraite development is infill.

Other settlements Mackintosh Highland(00887) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0887/1/001

Other Settlements Support preferred approach but no reasons.

Other settlements Mackintosh Highland(00890) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0890/1/002

Other Settlements Supports preferred approach but no reasons.
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Other settlements Mrs Liz Downing(00892) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0892/1/001

Other Settlements Respondent supports the Council's preferred approach.Respondent consdiers ideally all of the bullet points

should be met or as many as reasonably possible. Local residents should be involved in descion about which

criteria are applied in their own settlements as priorities vary from settlement to settlement.

Other settlements Mr Forbes(00902) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0902/1/001

Other Settlements Respondent does not agree with the Council’s preferred approach to other settlements or stated

alternatives as Croft Croy is not named as an other settlement. Respondent prefers another approach, that

ďĞŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ��ƌŽŌ��ƌŽǇ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ĂŶ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͗ �ͲIt lies 680

metres to the south west of Farr;-t ŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ��ƌŽŌ��ƌŽǇ�Ă�ŐĂƉ�ŝŶ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐ͖ �ͲIt is within

active travel distance of Farr which has a village hall (640 metres), where a post office operates part time,

and Farr Primary School (645 metres);  -Development would increase viability of village hall and post office; -

Development would increase the falling roll at Farr Primary School helping to safeguard its future;-

�Ğǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ĨŽƌŵ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ƌƵƌĂů�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ĐůƵƐƚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƌŽƵŶĚ�Žī �ƚŚĞ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ͖ �ĂŶĚ�Ͳ

�Ğǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƐǇŵƉĂƚŚĞƟĐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƌǇ�ƚŽ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�

dwellings.Respondent notes that the vision for Inner Moray Firth set out in the HwLDP and the IMFLDP MIR,

and SPP supports tourism development. Therefore considers that an additional criteria should be added to

the policy - support for development proposals if they would enable the start up or enhancement of new

and existing business and tourist facilities. Development at Croft Croy would fit under this criteria as it

would generate funding for the landowner to expand existing self catering accommodation tourist facilities

to include ancestral, horse and green tourism. This would result in a number of direct and indirect benefits

to the local economy.

Inclusion of Croft Croy as an Other Settlement and additional

criteria that supports development proposals if they would

enable the start up or enhancement of new and existing

business and tourist facilities

Other settlements Mr Forbes(00902) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0902/2/001

Other Settlements Respondent does not agree with the Council’s preferred approach to other settlements or stated

alternatives as Tordarroch is not named as an other settlement. Respondent prefers another approach, that

ďĞŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�dŽƌĚĂƌƌŽĐŚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ĂŶ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͗ �ͲIt lies 1.5km to

the south west of Farr;-Without the inclusion of Tordarroch a gap in policy remains;-It is considered to be

ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ĂĐƟǀ Ğ�ƚƌĂǀ Ğů�ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�&Ăƌƌ�WƌŝŵĂƌǇ�̂ ĐŚŽŽů�;ϭϰϰϬ�ŵĞƚƌĞƐͿ͖��ͲDevelopment would increase the falling

roll at Farr Primary School helping to safeguard its future;-�Ğǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ƌŽƵŶĚ�Žī �ƚŚĞ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�

ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚͬ ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ĐůƵƐƚĞƌ͖��Ͳ�Ğǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ĐůƵƐƚĞƌƐ�ƚŚƵƐ�ƉƌĞǀ ĞŶƟŶŐ�

ƐƉŽƌĂĚŝĐ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ƵŶĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƟĐ�ŝŶ�ƌƵƌĂů�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĞƚƌŝŵĞŶƚĂů�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ͖�Ͳ

�Ğǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ŵĂǆŝŵŝƐĞ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ͖�ͲConsistent with Planning Advice Note 75

ƚŚĂƚ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ŐƌŽƵƉƐ͖ �ͲDevelopment would not result in ribbon

development - four dwellings on either side of the road form a cluster and allow opportunity for rounding

Žī �ƚŚĞ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ͖ ��Ͳt ŽƵůĚ�ŚĞůƉ�ŵĞĞƚ�ĚĞŵĂŶĚ�ĨŽƌ�ŵŝĚ�ŵĂƌŬĞƚ�ĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ůŽĐĂů�ƉĞŽƉůĞ͖�ĂŶĚ�Ͳ

Increase in permanent dwelling houses in a tourist area would support local services.Supports preferred

assessment criteria.

Inclusion of Tordarroch as an other settlement

Other settlements Strathdearn Community Council(00908) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0908/1/001

Other Settlements Strathdearn Community Council supports the Council's approach for other settlements, supports Moy not

being included, and Tomatin having an inset map.

Other settlements Ferintosh Community Council(00910) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0910/1/003

Other Settlements Supports general approach of policy but requests that Mulbuie be added to list and that the policy wording

only encourage housing that will support schools and community facilities.

Add Mulbuie to settlements list. Amend first criterion to only

support housing that will underpin schools and community

facilities .

Other settlements Mr John Duncan(00915) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0915/1/001

Other Settlements Errogie is excluded from the list of other settlements presumably because it does not have any community

or commercial facilities. Therefore it should not be under pressure to allow further development other than

that which is in accordance with the extant Local Plan which encourages "infill development consistent with

ƚŚĞ�ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ƉĂƩĞƌŶΗ͘��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĂŶƚ�ĞŶĚŽƌƐĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ�ƐƚĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƚĂŶƚ�>ŽĐĂů�WůĂŶ͘ ��<ĞǇ�

ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ�ĨŽƌ��ƌƌŽŐŝĞ͗�Ͳ�̂ ĂĨĞŐƵĂƌĚ�ƌƵƌĂů�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ͘ �Ͳ�D ĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�

ůŽĐŚƐŝĚĞ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͘ �Ͳ�/ŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ�ǁ ĂƚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞǁ ĂŐĞ͘�Ͳ�WŽŽƌ�ƌŽĂĚ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ͘�Ͳ�E Ž�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ͘ �Ͳ�WŚǇƐŝĐĂů�

constraints (woodland, wetland, heathland).- Wildlife.- Safeguard against developments intended for

commuters.

Other settlements Mr John Duncan(00915) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0915/1/002

Other Settlements Supports principle of approach but the following criteria should be added and a presumption against

development unless all criteria are met:- Whether development would result in adverse impact on habitat

and/or protected species- Whether development is within an area already experiencing high development

pressure - Whether there is sufficient housing stock and plots on market and no more are required during 

ůŝĨĞƟŵĞ�ŽĨ�ƉůĂŶ�Ͳ�D ŽƌĞ�ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƟǀ Ğ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ�ĨŽƌ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�Ͳ��Ğǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĂƐ�ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ�ĂƐ�

possible in terms of energy efficiency and house plot ratios.
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Other settlements Mr James Grant(00920) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0920/1/003

Other Settlements The respondent agrees with the preferred approach however it is considered that there should be more

consultation at the planning application stage with those affected in the community.

Other settlements Mrs C Wood(00948) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0948/1/001

Other Settlements Objects to the Council's preferred approach and does not agree with the principle of developers having to

ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘ ��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĂĐĐĞƉƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ�ŽĨ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌƐ�ŵĂŬŝŶŐ�

appropriate justified contributions so long as they meet all 5 tests of Circular 1/2010. The Circular makes it

clear that contributions must relate directly to the development and not try to obtain extraneous benefits

that are unacceptable. It is not clear from the MIR if the approach that the Council proposed would accord

with Circular 1/2010.Respondent considers that any policy which seeks to spread infrastructure costs across

all developments within a settlement can not be seen to directly relate to a specific development promoted

by a specific developer and it is not for developers to address pre-existing issues unrelated to their

proposals.  Respondent considers the preferred approach conflicts with the provisions of Circular 1/2010 and 

an alternative approach should indicate that developer contributions should be sought in line with the

ƉƌŽǀ ŝƐŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ��ŝƌĐƵůĂƌ�ϭͬ ϮϬϭϬ͘��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĞ�>�W�Žƌ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƟŶŐ�ŐƵŝĚĂŶĐĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŵĂŬĞ�ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚ�

reference to Matters Specified in Conditions and Section 42 applications should not be subject to developer

ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ͘ ��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚ�ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ŵĂĚĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂďŶŽƌŵĂů�

developer costs in considering exemptions from or adjustments to developer contributions.

Other settlements The Scottish Government(00957) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0957/1/004

Other Settlements Supports the Councils preferred approaches for managing development in or close to smaller settlements.

Other settlements Mr Paul Whitefoot(00973) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0973/1/004

Other Settlements The respondent considers that although all the criteria are valid it could be less restrictive in the areas of

lower demand.

Other settlements Mr James Kidd(00979) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0979/1/001

Other Settlements Respondent disagrees with assessing applications against a standard tick list, however the respondent

considers applications should be assessed individually on their merits, how they fit the given location,

amenity, design and whether there are sufficient services available etc. The respondent considers that given

the pressure to maintain local services and facilities in Highland communities, there should be a

presumption in favour of individual or small cluster developments.

Other settlements The Trustees Of The Cawdor Scottish

Discretionary Trust(00984)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0984/1/001

Other Settlements The relative flexibility of policy for smaller settlements compared with ‘mapped’ settlements suggests a

preference for development at the former; perhaps this is not intended. Preference for development at all

settlements to be mapped or at least made clearer where development at the ‘other settlements’ sits in

terms of the hierarchy of development within the plan area.Consider Brackla, near Cawdor should be

ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝƐƚ�ŽĨ�ƐŵĂůůĞƌ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͗ �Ͳ�hŶĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞĚ�ĂůůŽĐĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�

ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�EĂŝƌŶƐŚŝƌĞ�>ŽĐĂů�WůĂŶ͖ �Ͳ��ŶĐŽŵƉĂƐƐĞƐ�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ƐŝŐŶŝĮ ĐĂŶƚ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ�ƵƐĞ�;ZŽǇĂů�

�ƌĂĐŬůĂ��ŝƐƟůůĞƌǇͿ͖�Ͳ�WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ�ŐƌĂŶƚĞĚ�ůĂƐƚ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ďŝŽŵĂƐƐ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ�ŶĞĂƌ�ƚŚĞ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŝƚ�

ŝƐ�ĂŶƟĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ�ǁ ŝůů�ĐƌĞĂƚĞ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ůŽĐĂů�ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ͖ ��Ͳ�dŚĞ�ǀ ŝůůĂŐĞ�ůŝĞƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ǁ ĂůŬĂďůĞ�ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ�;ůĞƐƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�

ŽŶĞ�ŵŝůĞͿ�ŽĨ��Ăǁ ĚŽƌ�ǁ ŚĞƌĞ�Ă�ǁ ŝĚĞ�ƌĂŶŐĞ�ŽĨ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ƐĞƌǀ ŝĐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƐŝŐŶŝĮ ĐĂŶƚůǇ�ƵŶĚĞƌͲƵƟůŝƐĞĚ͖ �Ͳ�WĞŽƉůĞ�ĐĂŶ�ĂŶĚ�

do cycle from Brackla to Cawdor presently; - Presence of a bus stop; - Brackla is comparable in size and profile 

ƚŽ�&ĞƌŶĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ��Ăǀ ŝŽƚ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ĂƌĞ�ůŝƐƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ƐŵĂůůĞƌ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͖ �ĂŶĚ�Ͳ��ǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�

ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŵĂǇ�ĂƌŝƐĞ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝĨĞƟŵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂŶ�ĚƵĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽǆŝŵŝƚǇ�ŽĨ��ƌĂĐŬůĂ�ƚŽ��Ăǁ ĚŽƌ͘�

Addition of Brackla to other settlements list

Other settlements Mr Ed Macdonald(01013) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1013/1/001

Other Settlements Respondent thinks there should be an allowance for development in Abriachan as it has stunning views of

Loch Ness, is in the middle of the countryside but is still only 10 minutes commute to Inverness. If

development was allowed it would give more people the opportunity to live there.

Other settlements Mr G Philip(01020) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1020/1/001

Other Settlements &ůĞŵŝŶŐƚŽŶ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĂĚĚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝƐƚ�ŽĨ�K ƚŚĞƌ�̂ ĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ͗�Ͳ���ŬĞǇ�ƐŝƚĞ�ŝƐ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�

owners for mixed use development which would include housing, business and community uses- The

development would contribute towards the sustainability of the community by providing housing choice,

employment opportunities, community facilities and make a contribution towards the economic growth

ĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌ�Ͳ�dŚĞ�ƐŝƚĞ�ƐŝƚƐ�ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůǇ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ͕�ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇ�

the A96.- There is already a shop/restaurant nearby - There are no heritage or physical constraints- Despite

being greenfield it is a logical expansion site of the only settlement in the A96 corridor which has not been

ŝĚĞŶƟĮ ĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ŐƌŽǁ ƚŚ ͘ �Ͳ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ƐŝǌĞĂďůĞ�ƌƵƌĂů�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�Ă�ŶĞĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ŚĂůů͘�

Flemington to be added to the list of Other Settlements
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Other settlements Mr Bob How(01047) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1047/1/001

Other Settlements Notes Errogie is excluded from list of ‘other settlements’ presumably because it does not have any facilities

and thus any development would be unsustainable. Assumes that development at Errgoie would therefore

ŽŶůǇ�ďĞ�ƉĞƌŵŝƩĞĚ�ŝĨ�ŝƚ�ŵĞƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵƐ�ŽĨ�, ŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ��ŽƵŶƚƌǇƐŝĚĞ�ĂŶĚ�̂ ŝƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ��ĞƐŝŐŶ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ͘��ĞůŝĞǀ ĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�

key development issues at Errogie are: safeguard existing character of settlement; limited primary school

capacity; inadequate water and sewage capacity; poor road and infrastructure; no cycleway; no facilities

within settlement; physical constraints ; wildlife, woodland and pollution constraints and safeguard against

ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ�ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�Žƌ�ůŝŬĞůǇ�ƚŽ�ĂƩ ƌĂĐƚ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ͘ �

Other settlements Mr Bob How(01047) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1047/1/002

Other Settlements Broadly agrees with preferred approach but considers the criteria below should be added; unless all criteria

are met development should be resisted.-Whether development would result in adverse impact on habitat

and/or protected species;-Whether development is within an area already experiencing high development

pressure; -Whether there is already sufficient house stock (including new builds) and development plots on 

the local market and that no further development is necessary;-Commuter housing should have a more

ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƟǀ Ğ�ƐĞƚ�ŽĨ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ͖ �Ͳ�Ğǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƐŵĂůů�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĂƐ�ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ�ĂƐ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�ŝŶ�ƚĞƌŵƐ�

of energy efficiency, and house:plot ratios should be large enough to allow for self-sufficient enterprises,

micro-industry, woodlots etc.

Other settlements Ashdale Property Company

Limited(01062)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1062/1/001

Other Settlements Respondent objects to Other Settlement policy. Concerned about assessment of "social balance" and the

final bullet point which implies an emphasis on developers offering contributions. This appears to be

contrary to Circular 1/2010 and the use of legal agreements, with proposals being assessed on planning

ŵĞƌŝƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŶŽƚ�ƚŚĞ�Žī Ğƌ�ŽĨ�ƵŶŝůĂƚĞƌĂů�ŽďůŝŐĂƟŽŶƐ͘ ��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�Žǁ ŶƐ�ƐŝƚĞ�ĂůůŽĐĂƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�, ϭ�ŝŶ�&ŽǇĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�

Committee draft of the IMF LDP. Noted that Foyers does not have a settlement map in MIR and is listed in

the Other Settlements policy. Would contend that Foyers should remain as a main settlement with a map

ĚƵĞ�ƚŽ͗ �Ͳ�ŝƚƐ�ƐŝǌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĐĂůĞ�Ͳ�ĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƐŚŽƉ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĐŚŽŽů͘�ZĞŵŽǀ Ăů�ŽĨ�ŝƚƐ�ƐƚĂƚƵƐ�ĂƐ�Ă�ŵĂŝŶ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ǁ ŝůů�ůĞĂĚ�

to unplanned, piecemeal development and "planning by appeal" which is contrary to Scot Gov policy. This

site has been allocated for housing for a number of years in the Inverness LP. Housing market is currently

subdued but there was interest in this site prior to downturn. It should remain as an allocation for housing

so there is provision for future expansion of Foyers when the economic conditions improve. The site is flat,

adjacent to existing development and access could be taken from Riverside Park. Recent consent for an

adjacent caravan park suggests that the River Foyers bridge is not a major constraint.

Other settlements William Gray Construction Ltd(01071) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1071/2/001

Other Settlements Generally agrees with the preferred approach to Other Settlements policy as it allows for suitable

development within or close to settlements. Also agrees with alternative as it could be more positive i.E.

WƌŽǀ ŝĚŝŶŐ�Ă�ƉƌĞƐƵŵƉƟŽŶ�ŝŶ�ĨĂǀ ŽƵƌ�ŽĨ�ƐƵŝƚĂďůĞ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ƐƵďũĞĐƚ�ƚŽ�ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ͘ ��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ�

another alternative to specifically allocate suitable development opportunities in, or close to, settlements

but accord with the adopted and emerging plannnig policy position , rather than relying on general policies

of HwLDP. Would provide a greater degree of certainty and confidence for the development industry.

Other settlements Mr And Mrs A Manson(01077) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1077/1/002

Other Settlements Object to non-allocation of new village proposal at Newmore. Suggests that Newmore should at least be

added to list of settlements covered by Other Settlements policy because: it has a qualifying community

facility in terms of the primary school that could be underpinned by further development; infill and other

integral development sites are available close to the school; there was an expressed community consensus

in favour of some development at Newmore as part of the Plan workshop at Alness, and; the local

topography and potential sites are likely to support development in keeping with the existing settlement

ƉĂƩĞƌŶ͘ �ZĞͲƐƵďŵŝƚ�̂ ���ƐŝƚĞͲĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞ�ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͘ �

Addition of Newmore to list of Other Settlements

Other settlements Mrs Francis Tilbrook(01092) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1092/1/001

Other Settlements Supports preferred approach to Other Settlements policy.

Other settlements Mr Grant Stewart(01097) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1097/1/001

Other Settlements Supports preferred approach to Other Settlement policy. Does not agree with the stated alternative and

does not have any other preferred approach.

Other settlements Ms Elizabeth Barras(01105) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1105/1/001

Other Settlements Would prefer another approach but does not provide details.

Other settlements Mr Wallace Grant(01115) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1115/1/001

Other Settlements Supports preferred approach to Other Settlements policy. Does not agree with the stated alternative and

does not suggest another approach.

Other settlements Mr John Hampson(01119) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1119/1/001

Other Settlements Supports preferred approach to other settlements but also agrees with the stated alternative. Gap sites

should be infilled and make use of central locations.
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POLICY/SITE
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Other settlements Mr Donald Leith(01121) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1121/1/001

Other Settlements Supports the preferred approach to Other Settlements.

Other settlements Kylauren Homes(01128) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1128/1/001

Other Settlements Supports preferred approach and objects to alternatives.

Other settlements Ms Eleanor Ross(01136) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1136/1/001

Other Settlements Supports preferred approach to other settlements and does not agree with the stated alternative.

Other settlements J.E. And S.B Wood(01157) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1157/1/001

Other Settlements Does not agree with the preferred approach to other settlements or any of the stated alternatives. Would

prefer another approach. Considers there is no input of local wishes or needs. The plan is based on

government targets rather than established need. The approach should be based on local needs and

requirements.

Other settlements Ms Irene Ross(01159) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1159/1/001

Other Settlements Agrees with preferred approach to other settlements as it is appropriate to size of settlement. Imagines it is

too costly to do full consultation on every settlement.

Other settlements Mr Ross Glover(01170) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1170/1/001

Other Settlements Agrees with the preferred approach but also feels that development in rural areas should be encouraged in

areas where residents would benefit from an active lifestyle.

Other settlements Heather Macleod And John

Parrott(01193)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1193/1/001

Other Settlements Seeking confirmation that as Errogie is not on the list of smaller settlements that development proposals will

ďĞ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐĞĚ�ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇƐŝĚĞ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ͘���ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƐ��ƌƌŽŐŝĞ�ŚĂƐ�ŶŽ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�ŶŽ�

development other than that consistent with housing in the countryside policy, in particular infill

ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ƉĂƩĞƌŶ͕ ��ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƉĞƌŵŝƩĞĚ͘ �����ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŬĞǇ�

development issues for Errogie to be:-^ĂĨĞŐƵĂƌĚ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ͖ �ͲD ĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƟŽŶ�

on lochside development;-Limited primary school capacity;-Inadequate water and sewage capacity;-Poor

road and infrastructure; no cycleway;-E Ž�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ͖ �ͲPhysical contraints (wetlands,

drainage etc.);-t ŝůĚůŝĨĞ͕�ǁ ŽŽĚůĂŶĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƉŽůůƵƟŽŶ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ͖ �ĂŶĚ�ͲSafeguard against developments

ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�Žƌ�ůŝŬĞůǇ�ƚŽ�ĂƩ ƌĂĐƚ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ͘ �

Other settlements Heather Macleod And John

Parrott(01193)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1193/1/002

Other Settlements Broadly agrees with the preferred approach but would add the following criteria:-Whether development

would result in adverse impact on habitat and/or protected species;-Whether development is within an

area already experiencing high development pressure; -Whether there is already sufficient house stock 

(including new builds) and development plots on the local market and that no further development is

necessary;-ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�Ă�ŵŽƌĞ�ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƟǀ Ğ�ƐĞƚ�ŽĨ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ͖ �ĂŶĚ�Ͳdevelopments in small

communities should be as sustainable as possible in terms of energy efficiency, and house: plot ratios should

be large enough to allow for self-sufficient enterprises, micro-industry, woodlots etc.  Development should 

be resisted unless all criteria are met.

Additional criteria added to other settlements policy

Other settlements Ms Valerie Weir(01198) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1198/1/001

Other Settlements Supports the exclusion of Errogie from this list as long as it has no facilities. It is considered that infill

ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ƉĂƩĞƌŶ�ŝƐ�ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ͘���ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�

ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŬĞǇ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ�ĨŽƌ��ƌƌŽŐŝĞ͘��Ͳ�̂ ĂĨĞŐƵĂƌĚ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�Ͳ�D ĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�

ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�ůŽĐŚƐŝĚĞ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�Ͳ�>ŝŵŝƚĞĚ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ƐĐŚŽŽů�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�Ͳ�/ŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ�ƐĞǁ ĂŐĞ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�Ͳ�

WŽŽƌ�ƌŽĂĚ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ͖�ŶŽ�ĐǇĐůĞǁ ĂǇ�Ͳ�E Ž�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�;ƐĐŚŽŽů�ĂŶĚ�ŚĂůů͕�ϯ�ŵŝůĞƐ͖ �&ŽǇĞƌƐ͕ �

ĚŽĐƚŽƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŚŽƉ͕ �ϳ �ŵŝůĞƐ�Ͳ�WŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ�;ǁ ĞƚůĂŶĚƐ͕ �ĚƌĂŝŶĂŐĞ�ĞƚĐ͘Ϳ�Ͳ�t ŝůĚůŝĨĞ͕�ǁ ŽŽĚůĂŶĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƉŽůůƵƟŽŶ�

constraints- Safeguarding water quality of loch- Safeguard against developments intended for or likely to

ĂƩ ƌĂĐƚ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ��dŚĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ďƌŽĂĚůǇ�ĂŐƌĞĞƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ďƵƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�

should be resisted unless all criteria are met and would add the following cirteria- Whether development

would result in adverse impact on habitat and/or protected species- Whether development is within an area

already experiencing high development pressure - Whether there is already sufficient house stock (including 

new builds) and development plots on the local market and that no further development is necessary-

�ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�Ă�ŵŽƌĞ�ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƟǀ Ğ�ƐĞƚ�ŽĨ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ�Ͳ��Ğǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƐŵĂůů�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ�

should be as sustainable as possible in terms of energy efficiency, and house plot ratios should be large

enough to allow for self-sufficient enterprises, micro-industry, woodlots etc.. 

Other settlements Ms Lucinda Spicer(01200) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1200/1/003

Other Settlements Agrees with the preferred approach as it seems like a sensible balance and does not think hinterland areas

should be unduly restricted.

Other settlements Ms Christine Matheson(01203) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1203/1/001

Other Settlements Agrees with the preferred approach.
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Other settlements Dr Maria De La Torre(01205) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1205/1/001

Other Settlements Agrees with some smaller settlement criteria but not others. Does not agree with developer funded

mitigation bullet point as the criteria used should be about the specific proposal. Considers criteria relating

to green space and impact upon important heritage features are particularly important as they are the core

reasons for discouraging spread of housing in the countryside.

Other settlements Mr Alexander MacDonald(01227) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1227/1/001

Other Settlements Considers that there is a need for development in Abriachan and whilst understanding the need for

controlling development in rural areas considers that proposals in abriachan should be supported.

Other settlements Munro Construction (Highland)

Ltd(01235)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1235/1/001

Other Settlements KďũĞĐƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ��ŽƵŶĐŝůΖƐ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ĨŽƌ�K ƚŚĞƌ�̂ ĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ�Ͳ�ŝƚ�ĚŽĞƐ�

not offer sufficient clarity on the extent of housing and other development that is acceptable - it does not 

ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ZŚŝĐƵůůĞŶͬ E Ğǁ ŵŽƌĞ�Ğǀ ĞŶ�ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ�ŝƚ�ŚĂƐ�Ă�ůŽĐĂů�ƐĐŚŽŽů�Ͳ�ŝƚ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ƉĂǇ�ĂƩĞŶƟŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌŵ�

and is not in the interests of good placemaking- it creates a polarity between urban and rural areas and does

not allow for creative developments (and this should be encouraged, particularly masterplanned mix use

ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐͿ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŝŶƚĞƌůĂŶĚ�Ͳ�ŝƚ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ�ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƟŶŐ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�

ŚŝŶƚĞƌůĂŶĚ�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ůŝǀ Ğ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�ƵŶŝƚƐ�ŝŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƐŵĂůůĞƌ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ��dŚĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�

ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ĐƌŝƟĞƌŝĂ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ�ĂŵĞŶĚŵĞŶƚ�Ͳ�ĂĐƟǀ Ğ�ƚƌĂǀ Ğů�ƌĂŶŐĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĚĞĮ ŶĞĚ�Ͳ�ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ�ŇĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�

given to layout and density where it is led by good placemaking principles  - greater flexibility when applying 

criterion 3 on the rate of development, as the circumstances vary and any benefits to that community and

wider area need to be considered. It is also suggested that deliverability is important as permissions may not

ůĞĂĚ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�Ă�ƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůĞ�ƟŵĞ�ĨƌĂŵĞ�Ͳ�ĨŽƌ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝŽŶ�ϰ�ŽŶ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝƐŝŽŶ�ŝƚ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�

ŵĂƩĞƌ�ǁ ŚĞƚŚĞƌ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ĐŽƐƚ�Ğĸ ĐĞŶƚ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝƐŝŽŶ�ŝĨ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ǀ ŝĂďůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�Ɖƌŝǀ ĂƚĞ�ƐĞĐƚŽƌ�ƚŽ�ĚĞůŝǀ Ğƌ�Ă�ƐŽůƵƟŽŶ�Ͳ�ĨŽƌ�

criterion 5 about greenspaces this term needs defined and it is considered that it difficult to understand

ǁ ŚĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝŽŶ�ϲ�;ůŽĐĂů�ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ�ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐͿ�ĂƌĞ�ǁ ŝƚŚŽƵƚ�Ă�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ƉůĂŶ�Ͳ�ĨŽƌ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝŽŶ�ϲ�

ĂĚǀ ĞƌƐĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĐůĞĂƌůǇ�ĚĞĮ ŶĞĚ�Ͳ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝŽŶ�ϳ �ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĚƌŽƉƉĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝŽŶ�ϲ�ďĞƩĞƌ�ĚĞĮ ŶĞĚ��

Other settlements Conon Brae Farms(01236) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1236/1/001

Other Settlements The respondent agrees with the preferred approach to other settlements and agrees with some of the

stated alternatives. Considers the approach should be site specific and positive, i.E. 'support in favour

providing some criteria are met'. Does not agree with criteria requiring developments to be similar in

design as existing development in the area may not be good. Considers progress is required, not reference

to Victorian vernacular. Supports proper design review from qualified architects.

Other settlements Ms Jenny Maclennan(01237) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1237/1/001

Other Settlements Respondent does not agree that active travel distance should be a deciding criteria as even if people do live

ĐůŽƐĞ�ƚŽ�ůŽĐĂů�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ůŝŬĞůǇ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞ�ƚŽ�ƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĐĂƌ�ĨŽƌ�ůŽĐĂů�ũŽƵƌŶĞǇƐ͘ ���ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĞĮ ƚ�ŽĨ�

community facilities is the continuation of local identity within an area and brings with it a sense of

belonging. Development proposals should be seen to support the local community and be conducive to

bringing people into an area, and therefore should contribute to roads and infrastructure.Suggests that not

all criteria should be met but all should be considered, especially for larger developments as these will have

the most impact and generate most income for the developer.

Other settlements Ms Hannah Stradling(01242) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1242/1/001

Other Settlements Considers that Abriachan is too desolate and therefore should be excluded from this approach and that

there should instead be a more postive approach to development in Abriachan.

Other settlements Ms Cornelia Wittke(01244) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1244/1/001

Other Settlements Landowner in Arbriachan supports the principle of the Council's preferred approach as it removes that 25%

rule but has the following detailed comments to make oncertain aspects of the determining criteria listed as

ĨŽůůŽǁ Ɛ͗ �Ͳ�ƚŚĂƚ�͚ĂĐƟǀ Ğ�ƚƌĂǀ Ğů�ƌĂŶŐĞ͛�ŝŶ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝŽŶ�ϭ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĐůĞĂƌůǇ�ĚĞĮ ŶĞĚ�ŝŶ�ŽƌĚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ŚĞůƉ�ŵŝŶŝŵŝƐĞ�

ŵŝƐŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƟŽŶ͘ �Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�͚ϱ�zĞĂƌ�ƉĞƌŝŽĚ͛ �ŝŶ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝŽŶ�ϯ ͕ ��ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ϯ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�Őŝǀ ĞŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�

permissions are only now valid for 3 years as per the Planning Etc (Scotland) Act 2006, (albeit only for

approvals granted after the 03 August, 2009) as this is considered to be a more appropriate period to be

taken into account when seeking to measure the potential cumulative impact of extant permissions not yet

implemented - ‘locally important green space’ in Criterion 5 should be more clearly defined to help minimise 

misinterpretation given the likely rural nature of the proposals being determined under this policy.

Other settlements Mr Eddie MacDonald(01249) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1249/1/001

Other Settlements Does not support our current preferred approach but considers - that there is an inconsistency to our

current approach - that a standardised approach would help- and that development should be encouraged

in rural communities

Other settlements Mr Phil Anderson(01259) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1259/1/001

Other Settlements The respondent supports the Council's preferred approach but considers that Cawdor should be added to

the list of settlements.
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Other settlements Mr Craig MacRae(01260) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1260/1/001

Other Settlements Supports the Council's preferred approach and considers that it is important to assist development in rural

areas.

Other settlements Ms Marion Kennedy(01262) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1262/1/001

Other Settlements Generally agrees with the Council's preferred approach but considers that there should be a more positive

appoach for Abriachan.

Other settlements Scotia Homes, Barratt East Scotland And

Robertson Homes(01310)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1310/4/001

Other Settlements Scotia Homes as landowner of land adjacent to the west of Hill of Fearn submits this land for residential and

mixed use development and objects to a policy approach rather than allocation of this site within the Local

�Ğǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�WůĂŶ͘ ���̂ĐŽƟĂ�, ŽŵĞƐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŝƚĞ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƐƵŝƚĂďůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƵƐĞƐ�ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�

ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ�Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŝƚĞ�ŝƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ�ĨŽƌ�, ŝůů�ŽĨ�&ĞĂƌŶ�ĂŶĚ�ŝƐ�ŝĚĞŶƟĮ ĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƉŚĂƐĞĚ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƟĂů�

development in RACE LP - the site is capable of delivering effecitve phased housing in the short and longer 

term - the site is well contained by topographic features- Hill of Fearn provides local services to the

surrounding community including shops, school, garage, and is in close proximity to the church - Hill of

Fearn benefits from bus service provision, has a nearby railway station, and is well located in relation to the

A9 - this site can help accomodate housing requirements that will emerge from the HwLDP employment

ŐƌŽǁ ƚŚ�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƌĞĂ�;ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ŝŶƚĞŶƐŝĮ ĐĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƚǇ�Ăƚ�E ŝŐŐ�ĂŶĚ�/Ŷǀ ĞƌŐŽƌĚŽŶͿ��Ͳ�ŝƚ�ĐŽƵůĚ�

ŵĂŬĞ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƚĞŶƟĂů�ƵŶůŽĐŬĞĚ�ďǇ�ƵƉŐƌĂĚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ��ϵ��̂ĐŽƟĂ�, ŽŵĞƐ�ŝƐ�ĐŽŵŵŝƩĞĚ�ƚŽ�Ͳ�Ă�ŚŝŐŚ�ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ�

design led masterplan approach which secures road, infrastructure and other community benefits and

provides a landscape framework for its development

Addition of new mixed use site at Hill of Fearn

Other settlements Mr And Mrs Campbell(01317) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1317/1/001

Other Settlements The 41 Strathnairn petitioners seek a detailed requirement for protection of trees and vegetation within the

IMFLDP as per or stronger than the conditions on the Inverarnie Farm development should the TPO 115

ŝĚĞŶƟĮ ĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�/Ŷǀ ĞƌĂƌŶŝĞ�ĨĂŝů͘��dŚĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ�Őŝǀ ĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞŵŽǀ Ăů�ŽĨ�ǀ ĂƌŝŽƵƐ�

trees and the Review body's concern over the removal of trees from within theTree Retention area.

Other settlements Cllr Kate Stephen(01348) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1348/1/001

Other Settlements Contends that the restriction of developments to within active travel to one community/commercial facility

ŝƐ�ƚŽŽ�ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƟǀ Ğ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ�Ͳ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ�ĨŽƌ�ƌƵƌĂů�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ǁ ŚĞƌĞ�

individual households can maintain a sustainable lifestyle supported by the land they have (e.G. Growing

ǀ ĞŐĞƚĂďůĞƐ͕ �ŬĞĞƉŝŶŐ�ŚĞŶƐ͕ �ĐŽƉƉŝĐŝŶŐ͕�ĞŶĞƌŐǇ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƟŽŶ͕ �ĞƚĐͿ͘��Ͳ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŚŝŐŚ�ůĞǀ ĞůƐ�ŽĨ�ĐĂƌ�Žǁ ŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ĂŶĚ�

having a car depending on lifestyle and its efficiency is not necessarily considered unsustainable - without it 

ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ůŽĐĂů�ĨŽŽĚ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƟŽŶ���dŚĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ�

relating to scale, density, similarity to existing settlement, character, social balance, and existing

ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�Ăůů�ǀ ĞƌǇ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ƚŽ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ͘ ��

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr John Ross(00016) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0016/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with the items listed under Key Development Issues and agrees with the principle of developers

helping address these objectives and requirements. Respondent comments that principles are broadly

agreed with however at the same time developers should not be scared off by onerous constraints.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mrs Suzanna Stone(00017) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0017/5/001

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

The respondent considers that as per the guidance contained within Circular 1/2010: Planning Agreements,

developer contributions should only be sought where they meet all of the tests considered necessary to

make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms. They should therefore: - Serve a planning

purpose; - Relate to the proposed development; - Fairly and reasonably relate in scale and kind to the

proposed development and be reasonable in all other aspects. The respondent considers that cross

settlement contributions would therefore only be acceptable where they relate to the development

proposal and are required to mitigate any adverse impacts from that proposal. The Respondent considers

that any policy pertaining to developer contributions should be clear that contributions will only be sought

to overcome problems in granting planning permissions and not to resolve existing deficiencies, as set out in

paragraph 19 of the Circular.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Kilmorack Community Council(00031) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0031/1/005

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Disagrees with the approach and the principle of developers paying as they consider that this should be

provided by the Council. Also considers that if a proposed development introduces these issues then it is

inappropriate in scale. Comments that developer contributions should be separate from the deal as

otherwise it suggests that cash can buy anything.
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Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Robert Boardman(00033) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0033/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with the items listed under Key Development Issues and the principle of developers helping to

address them.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Novar Estates(00158) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0158/1/001

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Generally supports the Council's preferred approach to Cross Settlement Development Objectives and

Developer Requirements. It is underpinned by an equitable approach to the funding of community

infrastructure however implementation may be difficult. For example, where a number of sites are zoned

for housing within a settlement, but developed over different time periods, would the developer of first site

be expected to meet the full cost of an infrastructure project where the timescales of other developments

remain unknown. Would the first developer be reimbursed these costs as subsequent developments occur?

What would happen if the first site developer cannot finance the full cost of an infrastructure project.  The 

Council should consider and assess developer contributions in a broad context including design quality

which creates a public benefit for the whole community which cannot always be recovered, in full or in part,

through market prices. Such public benefits should be an important factor in the negotiation of developer

contributions.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Scottish Natural Heritage(00204) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0204/1/013

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with preferred approach but wishes policy to cover green infrastructure such as green networks and

structural landscaping.

Proposed Plan policy to specifically include area-wide green

infrastructure requirements.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr John Finlayson(00244) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0244/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports - no reasons stated.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Beauly Community Council(00271) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0271/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Support the Council's approach to cross settlement development objectives and developer requirements,

the items listed under Key Development Issues and the principle of developers helping to address these

objectives and requirements.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Glenurquhart Community Council(00288) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0288/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Glen Urquhart Community Council considers that for smaller development under 4 houses, and proposals

which are providing more than the minimum affordable housing contribution it may not be appropraite to

seek a contribution.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Invergordon Community Council(00293) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0293/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with the items listed under Key Development Issues and agrees with the principle of developers

helping to address these.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Kirkhill & Bunchrew Community

Council(00302)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0302/1/003

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Support the items listed under Key Development Issues. Do not agree with the principle of developers

helping to address these objectives and requirements.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Nigg & Shandwick Community

Council(00313)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0313/1/006

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent unclear about what is meant by Key Development Issues. Respondent agrees that developers

should be aware of the effect of their proposed development on an area and contribute towards there cost

of providing extra facilities and services needed to support their development.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Raigmore Community Council(00314) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0314/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports preferred approach to Cross Settlement Development Objectives and Dev Requirements.

Respondent highlights that developer contributions must be used to develop infrastructure at the

appropraite time and not be delayed.
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Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Avoch & Killen Community Council(00330) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0330/1/003

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agree with approach but concerned it is ‘shutting the door after the horse has bolted’. Council needs to

facilitate cross settlement consultation prior to planning permission being granted as Community Councils

are only alerted to planning applications within their boundaries.

Facilitation of cross settlement consultation on planning

applications

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Tulloch Homes Ltd(00393) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0393/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent recognises there may be a need for consideration of the cumulative impact of development on

infrastructure and services. The respondent stipulates that any contributions must be set in the context of

the tests in Circular 2/2010.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Fraser Stewart(00407) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0407/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent supports the approach to cross settlement development requirements and objectives.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Albyn Housing Society Ltd(00419) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0419/1/001

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent emphasises that developer contributions need to be set at a level which does not render

development uneconomically viable and act as a brake to the economy recovering. Equally, as it impacts on

affordable housing, a better understanding of the economic viability of developments is required to ensure

that developer contributions do not provide a constraint against provision. The impact of prescribed density

levels in the Local Plan which do not contribute to sustainable affordable housing, especially in reference to

greenfield land, needs to be better understood in order to make the optimum decisions.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Scottish Environment Protection

Agency(00523)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0523/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

SEPA agree with the Council’s preferred approach and consider it important that developers take account

of, and where appropriate contribute to, cross settlement objectives and requirements.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Anthony Chamier(00632) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0632/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Does not understand the question, cannot see the content of headings listed in the question

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Peter Gilbert(00642) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0642/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports items listed under Key Development Issues, and agrees with the principle of having developers

address these.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mrs Karin Kremer(00729) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0729/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent agrees with the preferred approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Kit Bower(00754) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0754/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

The respondent supports this policy approach. The respondent supports this policy approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Miss Annie Stewart(00757) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0757/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Considers developers must help address key development issues. Challenges that capacity exists in

secondary education in Nairn if further development is allowed. Other infrastructure needs to be reviewed

including transport and sewerage.

Addition of other infrastructure items to key development

issues for Nairn, including transport and sewerage.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

J.A. Wiscombe(00777) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0777/1/005

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with the principle of developers helping to address objectives and requirements.
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Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

The Iain Elliot Partnership(00781) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0781/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent agrees with items listed under Key Development Issues. Respondent agrees with the principle

ŽĨ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌƐ�ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ�ĐƌŽƐƐ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ͘ �

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Paul A. Ross(00786) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0786/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent agrees with the items and the principle of developers helping to address objectives.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Alistair Duff(00877) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0877/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

^ƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ŽĨ�ĐƌŽƐƐ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘ ��̂ƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ�ŽĨ�

ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌƐ�ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘ ���Ğǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞ�Ăůů�ĐŽƐƚƐ�ƚŽ�

ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ�ŽƵƚǁ ŝƚŚ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ͘ ���Ğǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ƐƵďƐŝĚŝƐĞ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�

nearby housing for access to new services e.g. Mains sewerage.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Nicam Developments Ltd(00882) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0882/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Developer contributions should be fair, legible and properly administered. The size of local authority

resource should reflect the size of the contribution so the application is dealt with efficiently. The private

sector should be recognised as providing similar services efficiently.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Miss Mary Maciver(00883) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0883/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with the items listed under Key Development Issues and the principle of developers helping to

address these objectives and requirements. Also considers additional items should be included. Considers

developer contributions should be fair, legible and properly administered. Should also be reflected in the

way a proposal is dealt with i.E the larger the contribution the more local authority resource allocated to

deal with the application efficiently. The importance of provide sector development in financing the

economy should be recognised in an equivalently stream lines, lean return service.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mrs Liz Downing(00892) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0892/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�ƚŚĞ��ŽƵŶĐŝůΖƐ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞĚ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͘ ��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉƌŽŵŽƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�

transport, walking and cycling, protection of environment in terms of visual impact, flora and fauna,

pollution etc and the provision of adequate road infrastructure should be included in the cross settlement

developer requirements.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Forbes(00902) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0902/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Does not agree with the items listed under Key Development Issues and does not agree with the principle of

developers helping to address these objectives and requirements. Considers additional items/issues should

be included.Makes reference to Planing Circular 1/2010: Planning Agreements which sets out the tests for

developer contributions. Considers that cross settlement contributions would only be acceptable where

they relate to the development proposal and are required to mitigate any adverse impact(s) arising from

that proposal. Any policy pertaining to developer contributions should be clear that contributions will only

be sought to overcome problems in granting planning permission and not to resolve existing deficiencies,

consistent with the circular.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Forbes(00902) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0902/2/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Does not agree with the items listed under Key Development Issues and does not agree with the principle of

developers helping to address these objectives and requirements. Considers additional items/issues should

be included.Makes reference to Planing Circular 1/2010: Planning Agreements which sets out the tests for

developer contributions. Considers that cross settlement contributions would only be acceptable where

they relate to the development proposal and are required to mitigate any adverse impact(s) arising from

that proposal. Any policy pertaining to developer contributions should be clear that contributions will only

be sought to overcome problems in granting planning permission and not to resolve existing deficiencies,

consistent with the circular.

Revisions to preffered approach to cross settlement

development objectives and developer requirements

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Strathdearn Community Council(00908) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0908/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Strathdearn Community Council support the Councils approach as developers should not impose an unfair

burden on a community.
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ISSUE NAME OUR REF.

POLICY/SITE

NAME COMMENT MODIFICATION SOUGHT
Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Ferintosh Community Council(00910) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0910/1/004

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports preferred approach especially in reference to education and road improvements.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr W Macleod(00912) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0912/1/001

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

The respondent considers that as per the guidance contained within Circular 1/2010: Planning Agreements,

developer contributions should only be sought where they meet all of the tests considered necessary to

make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms. They should therefore: - Serve a planning

purpose; - Relate to the proposed development - Fairly and reasonably relate in scale and kind to the

proposed development and be reasonable in all other aspects.The respondent considers that cross

settlement contributions would therefore only be acceptable where they relate to the development

proposal and are required to mitigate any adverse impacts from that proposal. Any policy pertaining to

developer contributions should be clear that contributions will only be sought to overcome problems in

granting planning permissions and not to resolve existing deficiencies, as set out in paragraph 19 of the

Circular.

Clarification of Cross-settlement development objctives, scope

and fit with Planning Circular.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr John Duncan(00915) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0915/1/003

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Developers should be required to pay a fair share to help resolve cross settlement development issues

however their willingness should not be a key factor in allowing development and over-ride other policies.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr James Grant(00920) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0920/1/004

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Objects to this approach as they are concerned that planning gain will affect assessment and will mean that

ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞůǇ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐĞĚ͘ ��

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Inverness Estates(00944) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0944/2/001

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Objects to the Councils preferred approach and does not agree with the principle of developers having to

ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘ ��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĂĐĐĞƉƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ�ŽĨ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌƐ�ŵĂŬŝŶŐ�

appropriate justified contributions so long as they meet all 5 tests of Circular 1/2010. The Circular makes it

clear that contributions must relate directly to the development and not try to obtain extraneous benefits

that are unacceptable. It is not clear from the MIR if the apporach that the Council proposed would accord

with Circular 1/2010.Respondent considers that any policy which seeks to spread infrastructure costs across

all developments within a settlement can not be seen to directly relate to a specific development promoted

by a specific developer and it is not for developers to address pre-existing issues unrelated o their

proposals.  Respondent considers the preferred approach conflicts with the provisions of Circular 1/2010 and 

an alternative approach should indicate that developer contributions should be sought inline with the

ƉƌŽǀ ŝƐŝŽŶƐ�ŽĨ��ŝƌĐƵůĂƌ�ϭͬ ϮϬϭϬ͘��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĞ�>�W�Žƌ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƟŶŐ�ŐƵŝĚĂŶĐĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŵĂŬĞ�ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚ�

reference to Matters Specified in Conditions and Section 42 applications should not be subject to developer

ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ͘ ��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚ�ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ŵĂĚĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂďŶŽƌŵĂů�

developer costs in considering exemptions from or adjustments to developer contributions.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mrs C Wood(00948) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0948/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent supports the Council's preferred approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

The Scottish Government(00957) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0957/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports the preferred approach for cross settlement development objectives.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mackay, Robertson And Fraser

Partnership(00962)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0962/1/004

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Disagrees with Council's preferred approach because the HwLDP general policy on Developer Contributions

provides adequate policy coverage and repeating it here would be unnecessary duplication.
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ISSUE NAME OUR REF.

POLICY/SITE

NAME COMMENT MODIFICATION SOUGHT
Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Balnagown Estate(00964) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0964/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Disagrees with preferred approach because it duplicates policy coverage within the HwLDP which is

adequate in regards to this issue.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Paul Whitefoot(00973) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0973/1/005

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent agrees with the approach as long as the contributions are proportionate to the developments

impact and the money is appropriately ring fenced.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr James Kidd(00979) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0979/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent is in favour of large developments but not small developments contributing towards

improvement or provision of facilities/infrastructure. The respondent also considers that the council should

allocate more resources towards the viability and growth of small communities.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Brian Stewart(00993) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0993/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

The principle of developers mitigating the impact of a development in the surrounding area should be

rigorously applied. Thus the impact of any development should be assessed but in the wider locality. For

example, a windfarm development on Ben Wyvis or the Dava Moor has a visual impact and consequences

not just locally, but also on residents’ amenity and tourism in Nairn. This requirement should be explicitly

set out as part of the approach to planning.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Alastair Dunbar(01015) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1015/1/001

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent considers that developer obligations must be reasonable and meet the terms of Scottish

Government policy and guidance. A flexible approach is required to ensure deliverability of development is

ŶŽƚ�ĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞĚ�ďǇ�ĐŽƐƚƐ͕ �ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ǁ ŚĞƌĞ�ǁ ŝĚĞƌ�ďĞŶĞĮ ƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ͘ �

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Bob How(01047) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1047/1/004

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees that developers should be asked to pay a fair share to help resolve cross settlement development

issues. However the developer’s willingness to do this should not be a key factor in allowing development

to proceed.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Jonathan Kerfoot(01052) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1052/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports cross settlement development objectives and developer requirements and agrees with the

principle of developers helping to address these objectives and requirements.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mrs Francis Tilbrook(01092) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1092/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent unclear what was meant by this section of MIR.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Grant Stewart(01097) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1097/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with the cross settlement development objectives for Ardersier. Agrees with the principle of

developers helping to address objectives and requirements. Does not suggest any further items/issues to

be added to list.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Wallace Grant(01115) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1115/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports the cross settlement development objectives. Agrees with the principle of developers helping to

address objectives and requirements.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Donald Leith(01121) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1121/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports the cross settlement development objectives. Agrees with the principle of developers helping to

address objectives and requirements.
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POLICY/SITE

NAME COMMENT MODIFICATION SOUGHT
Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Kylauren Homes(01128) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1128/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports preferred approach and objects to alternatives.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Ms Eleanor Ross(01136) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1136/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports the cross settlement development objectives. Agrees with the principle of developers helping to

address objectives and requirements.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

J.E. And S.B Wood(01157) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1157/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Does not agree with the items listed under Key Development Issues or the principle of developers helping to

ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘ ���ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ĂŶǇ�ŝŶƉƵƚ�ƵŶƟů�

requirements have been decided and democratically agreed. Developers needs should have no priority.

Developers should be chosen on the basis of local approval. It is essential that anti-corruption principles are

afforded and that developers should not be seen to 'bribe' the Council/Community Council with payments

or the provision of roads or services.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Ms Irene Ross(01159) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1159/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with the items listed under Key Development Issues and the principle of developers helping to

address these objectives and requirements but thinks there shouldn't be excessive road traffic.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Ross Glover(01170) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1170/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports items listed.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr John D Murrie(01182) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1182/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent believes that developers should not offer funding but be told the cost of planning gain as this

will allow for a more consistent approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Heather Macleod And John

Parrott(01193)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1193/1/003

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agree development should be asked to pay a fair share to help resolve cross settlement development

issues. However the developers willingness to do this should not be a key factor in allowing development to

proceed.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Ms Valerie Weir(01198) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1198/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with the approach as long as it is not a key factor in the determination of whether a development

should proceed.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Ms Lucinda Spicer(01200) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1200/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent agrees with items listed and with the principle of developers helping to address the objectives

and requirements.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Ms Christine Matheson(01203) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1203/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent agrees to the preferred approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Dr Maria De La Torre(01205) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1205/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with the items listed under Key Development Issues and the principle of developers helping to

address these objectives and requirements. Does not consider any additional items/issues should be

included.
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POLICY/SITE

NAME COMMENT MODIFICATION SOUGHT
Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Ms Anne Thomas(01208) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1208/1/001

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Considers supports the Council's approach but feels that this needs to be much more robust than it is at

present particularly in relation to provision of public transport and cycle paths.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Alexander MacDonald(01227) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1227/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports the Councils preferred policy approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Charles Allenby(01232) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1232/1/001

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

The respondent would object to the suggestion that developers will be asked to contribute towards

objectives/requirements listed for each main village or urban district unless it meets the following

ƌĞƋƵŝƌŵĞŶƚƐ�Ͳ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ�ŵƵƐƚ�ĨƵůůǇ�ĐŽŵƉůǇ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�̂ ' �ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƌ�ϭͬ ϮϬϭϬ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ϱ�

ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ƚĞƐƚƐ�Ͳ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶ�ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌ�ĂƐ�ƉĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƌ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĂŶǇ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�Žƌ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�ƐŽ�ĨƵŶĚĞĚ�ƚŽ�

arise directly from implementation of the proposed development and that attempts to extract excessive

ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌƐ�ŝƐ�ƵŶĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďůĞ�Ͳ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐ�ƉĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƌĐƵůĂƌ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�

ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ�ƉƌĞͲ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ�ƵŶƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ�Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ŵƵƐƚ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�

contributions will relate directly to the development proposed taking full account of the "scale and kind"

test in the Circular.- and the LDP must make reference to the requirement for the Council to take into

account abnormal developer costs in considering any exemptions or adjustments to developer

ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ͘ ��dŚĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ŝƐ�ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ��Ͳ�ĂŶǇ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ƐĞĞŬƐ�ƚŽ�ƐƉƌĞĂĚ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ĐŽƐƚƐ�

across all developments within a settlement or between settlements cannot be seen to relate directly to a

specific development

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Munro Construction (Highland)

Ltd(01235)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1235/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Considers that Developer Obligations must be reasonable and meet the terms of Scottish Government

policy and guidance. A flexible approach is required to ensure deliverability of development is not

ĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞĚ�ďǇ�ĐŽƐƚƐ͕ �ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ǁ ŚĞƌĞ�ǁ ŝĚĞƌ�ďĞŶĞĮ ƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ͘ �

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Conon Brae Farms(01236) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1236/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with the items listed under key development issues and agrees with the principle of developers

helping to address these objectives and requirements. Considers additional items/issues should be

included. Developer contribution should be fair, legible and properly administered and should be reflected

the way a proposal is dealt with, for example the larger the contribution the more local authority resource

allocated to deal with the application efficiently. The importance of the private sector development in

financing the economy should be recognised in an equivalently streamlined, lean return service.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Ms Jenny Maclennan(01237) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1237/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Respondent agrees with the Council’s preferred approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Ms Hannah Stradling(01242) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1242/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

The respondent supports the Council's preferred approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Eddie MacDonald(01249) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1249/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with our prerferred approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Redco Milne Ltd(01251) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1251/1/001

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Opposes any developer requirements that are not directly related to a particular site and its development.

Believes any requirements should satisfy all 5 tests of Circular 1/2010 namely: necessity; planning purpose;

relationship to proposed development; scale and kind, and; reasonableness. Warns against imposition of

financial contributions that are excessive and imposed to obtain extraneous benefits. Asserts that new

developers should not be asked to remedy existing deficiencies. Suggests that the Plan be amended to make

contributions dependent on Circular 1/2010 conformity and in particular take account of the scale and kind

test.
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POLICY/SITE

NAME COMMENT MODIFICATION SOUGHT
Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Phil Anderson(01259) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1259/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Supports the Council's preferred approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Mr Craig MacRae(01260) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1260/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

The respondent supoprts the Council's preferred approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Ms Marion Kennedy(01262) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1262/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Agrees with the Council's preferred approach.

Cross settlement

development objectives

and developer

requirements

Cllr Kate Stephen(01348) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1348/1/002

Cross settlement

development

objectives and

developer

requirements

Considers that this policy should include increased consideration of flood risk and the effects of climate

change.

Hinterland Boundary Mr John Ross(00016) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0016/1/003

Hinterland boundary Agrees with the preferred Hinterland boundary around major Inner Moray Firth towns.

Hinterland Boundary Kilmorack Community Council(00031) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0031/1/002

Hinterland boundary Objects to the preferred approach, disagrees with red line. Broadly supports the intention but feels a rule

book approach is restrictive. Considers that Beaulys services and facilities have benefited from inward

migration. However considers there to be a need for a balanced approach.

Change to policy approach.

Hinterland Boundary Robert Boardman(00033) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0033/1/003

Hinterland boundary Agrees with the preferred approach.

Hinterland Boundary Scottish Natural Heritage(00204) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0204/1/014

Hinterland boundary Agree with retention of existing boundary. Disagree with alternative to contract the boundary south of

Dores as this would encourage further development with potentially adverse effects upon Loch Ashie and

Loch Ruthven SPAs.

Hinterland Boundary The Nairnside Estate(00214) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0214/5/001

Hinterland boundary Comments on the opportunity to develop further existing clusters of houses within the hinterland such as

Cranmore, at Nairnside.

Hinterland Boundary Mr John Finlayson(00244) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0244/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred boundary.

Hinterland Boundary Ardross Community Council(00267) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0267/1/004

Hinterland boundary Considers the suggested Hinterland Expansion shown for Ardross as appropriate and are happy with outline

of the area as indicated.

Inclusion of boundary extension in the Ardross area.

Hinterland Boundary Fortrose And Rosemarkie Community

Council(00286)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0286/1/005

Hinterland boundary Supports Council’s preferred hinterland boundary.

Hinterland Boundary Glenurquhart Community Council(00288) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0288/1/003

Hinterland boundary Glenurquhart Community Council object to the current boundary, they consider the road to be an

innappropriate boundary as this creates policies either side of the road. Recommend that the boundary

should lie at least 2km from the road or follow geogarphic features, and therefore specifically recommend

2km west of Culnakirk or to follow Allt a Phuiul. Glenurquhart Community Council also consider that the

whole of Bunloit should be within the Hinterland due to access and water constraints.

Amend boundary to lie 2km west of Culnakirk, or to follow Allt a

Phuiul, also consider that the whole of Bunloit should be within

the Hinterland.

Hinterland Boundary Invergordon Community Council(00293) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0293/1/003

Hinterland boundary Agrees with the preferred approach. They would support smallscale/individual houses in Newmore,

Kindeace, Mossfield, Rosskeen, Achnagarron, Coillemore, Badachonacher. However they would also like to

see an amenity area of Newmore covering the football pitch, car park and adjacent woodland.

Hinterland Boundary Killearnan Community Council(00297) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0297/2/003

Hinterland boundary Supports Hinterland Policy.

Hinterland Boundary Kiltarlity Community Council(00299) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0299/4/003

Hinterland boundary Supports Hinterland boundary however also prefer the suggested expansion area around Kinerras. Kinerras

is not an independent community and development should be considered in the context of Kiltarlity as a

whole as it has the same school catchment area, post office etc and is dependent on the same services and

infrastructure.

Hinterland Boundary Kirkhill & Bunchrew Community

Council(00302)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0302/1/004

Hinterland boundary Support the Councils preferred hinterland boundary around major Inner Moray Firth towns.
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Hinterland Boundary Knockbain Community Council(00303) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0303/1/007

Hinterland boundary Support entire Black Isle lying within the hinterland. Argument for restrictions against development to be

stronger. Note support for Council finding mortgage lenders prepared to accept conditions of a permanent

agricultural connection for new houses.

Hinterland Boundary Nigg & Shandwick Community

Council(00313)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0313/1/004

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred hinterland boundary and approach. Comments on the alternative of 2km restricted

development buffers around all major towns and settlements indicates that Nigg Energy Park is designated

as a settlement, when it is not and it should be removed from the hinterland map. Supports green belts

around towns but only if they can be enforced and keep towns from expanding into the countryside.

Hinterland Boundary Raigmore Community Council(00314) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0314/1/003

Hinterland boundary Support the preferred approach to the hinterland boundary, however, also supports a 2km buffer as this

would help to avoid urban sprawl and retain existing boundaries between settlements (e.g. Inverness and

Nairn) and support existing communities.

Inclusion of a 2km buffer around towns to protect settlement

settings in addition to hinterland.

Hinterland Boundary Tain Community Council(00322) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0322/1/010

Hinterland boundary Hinterland policy is over-restrictive around Tain, depriving local people of proper choice and potential

affordability of individual new housing. Boundary should be withdrawn south from Tain at least as far as

Kildary junction or where it meets the access across the railway line into the less restrictive policy area and

north-east across to Lamington. Railway line is considered an arbitrary policy border and unless full

justifcation of the hinterland policy applcaition in terms of its relevance to the Tain area is forthcoming, then

this historical zoning should not continue.

Withdrawal of hinterland boundary around Tain as far as

Kildary.

Hinterland Boundary Tarbat Community Council(00323) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0323/2/001

Hinterland boundary The Hinterland Boundary should be extended to cover the area between Portmahomack and Tain and from

Portmahomack down to Rockfield. This is due to the landscape impacts, costly service implications and the

reasons for the rural development area designation from the Ross and Cromarty East Local Plan no longer

being applicable to Portmahomack and it's hinterland.

Extend the hinterland boundary to cover the area betweeen

Tain and Portmhomack and Portmahomack and Rockfield

Hinterland Boundary Mr Fraser Stewart(00407) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0407/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the approach to Hinterland, considers that design quality for housing in the countryside is key but

recognises that due to there often being no chartered architect involvement design quality is sometimes

missing. Considers there should be circumstanses where hinterland housing development should be more

piositive if a design process is undertaken by a RIAS/RIBA chartered architect.

Modification to the exceptions in the HiC Policy to allow more

flexibility for proposeals which have been subject to a design

process by a RIBA/RIAS architect.

Hinterland Boundary Albyn Housing Society Ltd(00419) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0419/1/002

Hinterland boundary Questions whether the Council is maintaining its current approach as it has evidence to show that it is

fullfilling its objectives. Believes that the best policy is one which delivers the desired controls and prevents

inappropirate ribbon-type development e.g. Scotsburn and Lamington.

Hinterland Boundary Mrs C Stafford(00511) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0511/1/006

Hinterland boundary Definition on hinterland in glossary of MIR is extremely confusing and lacks clarity. Croy workshop did not

get to grips with the issues on this matter. There is a satisfactory definition of Hinterland in the glossary of

ƚŚĞ��Ğǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�WůĂŶƐ͛ �dĞĂŵ�ďůŽŐ͘����ŽĞƐ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀ Ğ�ŽƉƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ϮŬŵ�ŵŝŶŝ�ŐƌĞĞŶ�ďĞůƚ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�

ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘ ���ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ�ŽŶ�ŵĞƌŝƚ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĚƵĞ�ƌĞŐĂƌĚ�ƚŽ�

ĞŶǀ ŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ͘ ����E ŽƚĞƐ�Ă�ůĂƌŐĞƌ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇƐŝĚĞ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ũƵƐƚ�ĂƐ�ĨĂƌ�

ĨƌŽŵ�ĂŵĞŶŝƟĞƐ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƐŝŶŐůĞ�ŚŽƵƐĞ͘�

Amendment to hinterland definition to be included in the

glossary of the Proposed Plan.

Hinterland Boundary Scottish Environment Protection

Agency(00523)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0523/1/003

Hinterland boundary SEPA generally agree with the Council’s preferred approach as piecemeal housing development can lead to

a proliferation of private waste water drainage systems and associated environmental problems. It is SEPAs

understanding that there may be significant development pressure around the Torness and South of Dores

to Farr areas due to the proximity to Inverness. SEPA's preference would therefore be that these areas are

kept within the hinterland boundary to prevent an increase piecemeal housing development and associated

environmental impacts.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Anthony Chamier(00632) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0632/1/003

Hinterland boundary Objects to the preferred hinterland boundary. Supports the suggested expansion of the hinterland

boundary north of Ardross as the landscape is already being spoilt by random development and the area

contains the catchment for the Loch Acnacloich SSSI/SAC. Concerned that more housing without drainage

could adversely affect the SSSI/SAC, SNH should be consulted about this.

Expansion of hinterland area to include suggested expansion

area north of Ardross

Hinterland Boundary Helena Ponty(00634) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0634/1/001

Hinterland boundary Include site H70 as a housing site. (Marked incorrectly as site H71 in MIR).

Hinterland Boundary Mr Aulay Macleod(00637) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0637/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the preferred hinterland boundary.

Hinterland Boundary Hazel Bailey(00638) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0638/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the preferred hinterland boundary,

Hinterland Boundary Mrs Ann Macleod(00639) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0639/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the preferred Hinterland boundary.
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Hinterland Boundary Mr Peter Gilbert(00642) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0642/1/003

Hinterland boundary Prefers a wider hinterland boundary to protect greenspace and to prevent overstretching infrastructure.

Concerned about the impact on services/infrastrusture, the landscape, and habitats from recent ribbon

expansion in Strathnairn. Feels that ribbon development needs to be positively resisted.

Expansion of a wider hinterland boundary.

Hinterland Boundary Hugh Tennant(00643) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0643/1/001

Hinterland boundary Interested in planning applications for the Farley area at Beauly Braes.No comments on the MIR. None.

Hinterland Boundary Mr George Baxter Smith(00654) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0654/1/001

Hinterland boundary Support the Councils policy position on HIC but is concerned because frequently committee decisions

overturn this position.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Andrew Currie(00658) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0658/1/001

Hinterland boundary Consider that appropriate development occured in Lamington on land outwith crofting tenure but that a

historic decision to include good inbye land within the SDA was detrimental to the character of the area and

introduced ribbon development. Concerned about the persistence of applicants in pursuing large scale

proposals in Lamington and seeking an entire croft to be decrofted and consider that these proposals would

result in suburbanisation and would require susbstantial public investment in waste water treatment and

road improvement. Support the Councils position to not list Lamington as an Other Settlement. Consider

that the current Hinterland boudary is appropriate as it limits housing in the countryside within this area,

better for the public finances and preserving of recreational opportunities.

Hinterland Boundary Mr John Keast(00705) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0705/1/002

Hinterland boundary Agrees with preferred Hinterland Boundary around major Inner Moray Firth towns. Important to the local

communities that Fortrose and Rosemarkie maintain their individual integrity.

Hinterland Boundary Mrs Janis Keast(00707) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0707/1/001

Hinterland boundary Agrees with preferred Hinterland Boundary around major Inner Moray Firth towns. Important to the local

communities that Fortrose and Rosemarkie maintain their individual integrity.

Hinterland Boundary Mrs Karin Kremer(00729) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0729/1/004

Hinterland boundary Agrees with preferred approach but questions whether there should need to be a boundary and should the

criteria not apply area-wide.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Kit Bower(00754) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0754/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the alternative to have a 2km buffer around settlements. Inclusion of the alternative to have a 2km buffer around

settlements.

Hinterland Boundary Miss Annie Stewart(00757) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0757/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the preferred hinterland boundary. Does not support a 2km restricted developmnt buffer around

each village.

Hinterland Boundary Miss Rachael Crist(00772) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0772/1/002

Hinterland boundary ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�ŚŝŶƚĞƌůĂŶĚ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ͘�����ŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌ�ĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀ ĞƐ͘

Hinterland Boundary Mr Anthony Neil Morey(00774) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0774/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred hinterland boundary.

Hinterland Boundary Wood(00776) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0776/1/001

Hinterland boundary Objects to 'ribbon' development between settlements, e.g. Portmahomack, Fearn, Rockfield, Tain.

Hinterland Boundary The Iain Elliot Partnership(00781) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0781/1/003

Hinterland boundary Agrees with the preferred Hinterland boundary around major Inner Moray Firth towns.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Paul A. Ross(00786) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0786/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the preferred approach

Hinterland Boundary Dietrich Pannwitz(00867) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0867/1/001

Hinterland boundary Does not agree with preferred Hinterland boundary or any of the stated alternatives. Would prefer another

ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͘ ����ŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ĂŐƌĞĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƉĞƌŵŝƩĞĚ�ŽŶ�ŐƌĞĞŶĮ ĞůĚ�ƐŝƚĞƐ�ŶĞĂƌ�ƐƵƉĞƌŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ�

which have no relation to the Highland landscape, history or structure but on the other hand development

of single houses in the countryside is not permitted. Considers single house developments should be

assessed on its merits in the same way large projects are.

Assume removal of hinterland altogether

Hinterland Boundary Mr Alistair Duff(00877) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0877/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports hinterland policy, does not prefer stated alternatives and would not prefer any other approach.

Disagrees with the alternative of 2km restricted development buffer as it could lead to a situation where

there is a development ring 2km away from the settlement boundary.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Peter Batten And Denise Lloyd(00878) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0878/1/001

Hinterland boundary Objects to Dores to Farr being removed from the Hinterland or to establishing a green belt around

settlement, preference would be to include the whole of the IMFLDP area within the Hinterland.

Inclusion of the entire IMFLDP area within the hinterland.

Hinterland Boundary Nicam Developments Ltd(00882) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0882/1/003

Hinterland boundary Objects to the preferred approach but prefers 2km restricted development buffer approach providing

applications within the 2km buffer are considered relative to existing supplementary guidance as

development will help to improve the economy.

Inclusion of the 2km restricted development buffer appraoch. 

Hinterland Boundary Miss Mary Maciver(00883) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0883/1/003

Hinterland boundary Objects to the preferred approach, prefers alternative of a 2km restricted development buffer around all

major towns and villages. Believes this approach would be sensible provided proposals within the 2km

buffer zone are considered relative to the existing supplementary guidance. States building is needed to

fuel the economy.

Inclusion of 2km restricted development buffer around all

major towns and villages
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Hinterland Boundary Dr Ros Rowell(00885) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0885/1/002

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred hinterland boundary and feels this represents the best compromise between supporting

rural development whilst guarding against its worst effects. This protects a valuable resource which is

provides a base for our substantial tourism industry, feels that reducing the restricted area south of Dores

ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�Ă�ŶĞŐĂƟǀ Ğ͘���ĞůŝĞǀ Ğ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�Ă�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƐĂĨĞŐƵĂƌĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ�ŽĨ�dŽƌŶĞƐƐ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�

linear development, and to safeguard the existing private water supplies as more houses would endanger

supplies. Considers that the road network and condition make it unsuitable for commuters to Inverness.

Considers that small urban plots are inappropraite in this type of area as they do not allow for self sufficient

enterprises.

Hinterland Boundary Mackintosh Highland(00887) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0887/1/003

Hinterland boundary Believes that well designed houses that fit a rural ("non-mainstream") context and location should be

permissible within the Hinterland.

Seeks change in parent HwLDP Housing in the Countryside

Policy to allow well designed (appropriate to context and

location) houses anywhere within the Hinterland.

Hinterland Boundary Miss Susanna Leslie(00888) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0888/2/001

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred alternative as best protecting countryside areas. Believes new developments should be

kept within settlements.

Hinterland Boundary Mackintosh Highland(00890) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0890/1/004

Hinterland boundary Believes that well designed houses that fit a rural ("non-mainstream") context and location should be

permissible within the Hinterland.

Seeks change in parent HwLDP Housing in the Countryside

Policy to allow well designed (appropriate to context and

location) houses anywhere within the Hinterland.

Hinterland Boundary Mrs Liz Downing(00892) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0892/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the Council's preferred option and the 2km boundary option. Inclusion of 2km option as well as retaining hinterland

boundary.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Charlie And Sonia Ramsay(00894) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0894/1/004

Hinterland boundary Jamestown should be maintained as a "contained settlement" as per the current policy BP2 in the Ross and

Cromarty East Local Plan.

Inclusion of Jamestown as a defined settlement.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Forbes(00902) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0902/1/003

Hinterland boundary Does not agree with the preferred Hinterland boundary or any of the stated alternatives. Supports

suggested contraction of the Hinterland boundary south of Dores to Farr but considers it should be

contracted further to exclude the settlement of Croft Croy, meaning contracting the hinterland boundary to

School Wood. Considers that contracting the hinterland boundary in this way will ensure that existing

housing clusters are maintained, development is directed to the right locations and the landscape is

protected from adverse sporadic development that would not be characteristic of rural locations.

Contraction of Hinterland boundary to exclude Croft Croy

Hinterland Boundary Strathdearn Community Council(00908) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0908/1/003

Hinterland boundary Strathdearn Community Council suggest extension of the hinterland boundary to approximately the slochd

covering 2km either side of the A9 to manage the demand around Tomatin driven by its good A9 access and

schooling. There is limited road network capacity and the water quality of the Findhorn (an important

salmon river) needs to be protected from diffuse pollution. Considers that it would be better to concentrate

development in Tomatin close to mains services, infrstructure and facilities.

Extension of the hinterland boundary to approximately the

slochd covering 2km either side of the A9.

Hinterland Boundary Ferintosh Community Council(00910) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0910/1/002

Hinterland boundary Supports application of current restrictive approach and therefore supports retention of existing boundary.

Disgrees with mini green belt alternative.

Hinterland Boundary Mr John Duncan(00915) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0915/1/004

Hinterland boundary Objects to the preferred approach. Supports the alternative of contracting the boundary south of Dores and

Torness.

Contraction of the boundary south of Dores and Torness.

Hinterland Boundary Lochluichart Estate North(00916) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0916/1/001

Hinterland boundary Support the Council preferred option that maintains the existing Housing in the Countryside hinterland

boundary. This will help promote the properly planned development of land allocations in the main

settlements. This approach is complemented by the ability to round off existing small groups of houses in

the countryside.

Hinterland Boundary Ms Caroline Stanton(00943) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0943/1/001

Hinterland boundary Agree with the preferred hinterland boundary however they also agree with the suggested expansion of the

boundary to include Bunloit (which is not the Council's preferred approach). The dispersed crofting

character, openness of landscape, sensitive receptors on the Great Glen Way and accessing the footpath to

Meall Fuar - mhonaidh, mean that the area is would only be suitable for further sensitive development.

Width and steep slope of single track road serving this area is also a problem.Does not agree with the

alternative 2km restricted buffer. The limit of development should relate to the character of the settlement.

Some settlements are focused in character and require a more restricted radius while others are more

dispersed and the limit could be wider. There needs to be better policy control around the edges of

hinterland areas.

Expansion of the hinterland boundary to include Bunloit.

Hinterland Boundary Mrs C Wood(00948) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0948/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the Council's preferred approach.

Hinterland Boundary The Scottish Government(00957) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0957/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the preferred approach for managing development in the hinterland.
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Hinterland Boundary Highland Planning Consultancy(00963) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0963/1/002

Hinterland boundary Does not consider that any extension, at Ardross, is appropriate and considers the policy over-restrictive.

Hinterland Boundary Highland Planning Consultancy(00963) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0963/2/001

Hinterland boundary Believes Plan should endorse a housing in the countryside group at Little Cantray as having potential for 5-8

houses because: grouped development is better than ad-hoc single houses that have been developed in the

Cantray area over recent years; houses in attractive rural locations are supported by Scottish Planning Policy

as providing market choice; the location is sustainable; the proposal would be an infill development; the site

is available, can be serviced and doesn't suffer from any constraints; it could offer good siting and design,

and; it is poor agricultural land.

Inclusion in Proposed Plan of a housing in the countryside group

at Little Cantray as having potential for 5-8 houses.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Paul Whitefoot(00973) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0973/1/006

Hinterland boundary Supports with the current Hinterland boundary.

Hinterland Boundary Ms Emma Jones(00976) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0976/1/001

Hinterland boundary Supports the preferred Hinterland Boundary around major Inner Moray Firth towns.

Hinterland Boundary Mr James Kidd(00979) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0979/1/003

Hinterland boundary Considers the HIC policy too restrictive and supports the 2km edge of settlement alternative as long as there

is sufficent land identified within these settlements to allow for growth, there should be a presumption in

favour of small scale development in the countryside (dependent on assessment of services availability,

visual impact, and size/design) because it is considered that this could help support services and facilities in

these areas.

Inclusion of the 2km edge of settlement alternative.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Angus Mackenzie(00992) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0992/1/001

Hinterland boundary Does not agree with preferred Hinterland Boundary. It currently takes a straight line from the top of Brin

Rock roughly south east to the top of a small hill to the south east of the B851 which arbitrarily cuts in half a

small filed between the B851 and the River Nairn. Supports the reasonable alternative to reduce the

restricted area south of Dores and Farr.

Inclusion of alternative to reduce the restricted area south of

Dores and Farr.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Brian Stewart(00993) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0993/1/003

Hinterland boundary Restrictions on construction in the countryside are necessary, and rural development should take account of

the capacity of local services. But this carries a risk of accelerating the decline of rural areas. It would be

reasonable (especially as dual-use, home-working, and cottage/workshop industries were, and can still be,

part of the rural economy) to permit small-scale “organic” growth in the hinterland and to allow

development where this is directly associated with local functions and employment. So, for example, permit

construction of a local workshop or studio, but not a second-home for a city commuter.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Chris Barnett(01008) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1008/1/001

Hinterland boundary Supports the Council's non-preference to the expansion of hinterland at Bunloit because as a distinctive,

established and dispersed crofting community not a commuter overspill area for Inverness sufficient

controls exist within the Wider Countryside policy to control issues such as siting, design and servicing; the

area is 24 miles from Inverness and outwith reasonable commuting time/distance by car or public transport;

there is no evidence of commuter demand for this area; there is no evidence of how the landscape and/or

servicing capacity of the area will be breached by further development; any proven servicing impacts can be

offset by developer contributions; the expansion would be inconsistent with other areas such as the

Seaboard villages area which is within commutable distance of Tain but is classified as wider countryside,

and; it would harm hopes of regenerating the community which should be the policy aim for the area

coupled with a landcape capacity assessment and developer contributions towards any service network

issues.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Ruairidh Maclennan(01019) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1019/1/001

Hinterland boundary Objects to the existing hinterland boundary and wishes to see it reduced because it stagnates, displaces and

re-focuses development to the edge of the hinterland boundary, pushes development into rural areas with

limited infrastructure and increases commuting to inverness, impacts on land values due to being either in

or out of the restricted development boundary which leads to speculative developments. This in turn makes

it less affordable for local communities despite recognising need to control urban sprawl the current

approach is not flexible enough it is too restrictive and unfair for an approach to depend on which side of an

arbitrary line a proposal was on, especially some 10-20 miles from InvernessWould like to see the boundary

reduced at the south side of Loch Ness and Dores and around Loch Duntelchaig to allow for both residential

and small scale commercial enterprises. Believes that the policy should be relaxed to allow for single plot

eco-homes to be built and commercial ventures in land used for woodland commercial. This would help to

deal with increased levels of decease among large plantations.

Boundary reduced at the south side of Loch Ness and Dores and

around Loch Duntelchaig to allow for both residential and small

scale commercial enterprises. Policy should be relaxed to allow

for single plot eco-homes to be built and commercial ventures

in land used for woodland commercial.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Bob How(01047) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1047/1/003

Hinterland boundary To conserve the rural nature of the area south of Dores and Torness, there should be a contraction of the

hinterland boundary as indicated on the map.

Contraction of area hinterland at Dores and Torness.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Jonathan Kerfoot(01052) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1052/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the preferred hinterland boundary. If housing is to be considered in the countryside it should be

managed and have positive local community involvement.
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Hinterland Boundary Mr And Mrs McArthur(01060) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1060/1/007

Hinterland boundary Objects to hinterland boundary. Concerned that existing boundary results in considerable divergence of

approach to development on either side of a settlement boundary. Would prefer a more flexible approach

to appropriate rural development that is in keeping with local settlement patterns, sympathetic to the

landscape and does not put undue strain on other rural service network issues, does not support extension

of hinterland boundary to include other land further from the main settlement corridors.

Removal of hinterland boundary and management of housing in

the countryside through policy approach.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Hamish D Maclennan(01080) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1080/1/002

Hinterland boundary Considers that in the wider area around Kiltarlity there should be more scope for large homes in groups in

the countryside around the Kiltarlity area.

Hinterland Boundary Mrs Francis Tilbrook(01092) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1092/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred hinterland boundary.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Grant Stewart(01097) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1097/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred hinterland boundary and does not prefer any of the stated alternatives.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Wallace Grant(01115) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1115/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred hinterland boundary and does not prefer any of the alternatives.

Hinterland Boundary Mr John Hampson(01119) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1119/1/005

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred hinterland boundary and does not prefer any of the alternatives.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Donald Leith(01121) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1121/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred hinterland boundary and does not prefer any of the alternatives.

Hinterland Boundary Kylauren Homes(01128) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1128/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred approach and objects to alternatives.

Hinterland Boundary Ms Eleanor Ross(01136) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1136/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred hinterland boundary and does not prefer any of the alternatives.

Hinterland Boundary J.E. And S.B Wood(01157) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1157/1/003

Hinterland boundary Does not agree with the preferred hinterland boundary around major Inner Moray Firth towns or with any

ŽƚŚĞƌ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͘ ��WƌĞĨĞƌƐ�ŵŝŶŝͲŐƌĞĞŶ�ďĞůƚ�ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀ Ğ͘���ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ŐƌĞĞŶͲďĞůƚ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�

reduce 'kite-flying' planning applications. Lack of local input and proposals are predicated on expansion

even in areas where demand is non-existent.

Inclusion of 2km restricted development buffer and removal of

hinterland boundary.

Hinterland Boundary Ms Irene Ross(01159) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1159/1/003

Hinterland boundary Agrees with the preferred Hinterland boundary around major Inner Moray Firth towns.

Hinterland Boundary Roderick And Livette Munro(01161) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1161/1/002

Hinterland boundary Remove Contin from Hinterland Contraction of hinterland boundary to exclude area around

Contin

Hinterland Boundary Mr Ross Glover(01170) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1170/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports preferred approach.

Hinterland Boundary Heather Macleod And John

Parrott(01193)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1193/1/004

Hinterland boundary Supports contraction of hinterland boundary to the south of Dores to conserve the rural nature of the area. Contraction of hinterland boundary to the south of Dores

Hinterland Boundary Ms Valerie Weir(01198) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1198/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the suggested contraction of the boundary at Dores and Torness but considers that this will

conserve the rural nature of this area.

Contraction of the boundary at Dores and Torness.

Hinterland Boundary Ms Lucinda Spicer(01200) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1200/1/004

Hinterland boundary Objects to the preferred hinterland boundary. Considers the suggested expansion areas are sensible as the

poor quality of existing roads in the area means no additional traffic/services is really practical.

Expand hinterland boundary to include Eskadale and Polmally.

Hinterland Boundary Ms Christine Matheson(01203) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1203/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the Council's preferred approach.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Evan McBean(01204) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1204/1/003

Hinterland boundary Housing development in the countryside could be considered if managed by the concerning governing body

and with positive local community involvement.

Hinterland Boundary Dr Maria De La Torre(01205) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1205/1/003

Hinterland boundary Agrees with the preferred hinterland boundaries. However considers a ‘mini greenbelt’ should be

established to protect the green areas that benefit Inverness.  Considers housing pressure on the hinterland 

is due too many peoples desire to live in areas with suitable space and green areas. Feels the promotion of

individual parcels of land and smaller scale developments within Inverness rather than large scale

developments by volume builders which dominate Inverness. This would allow more diverse development

suited to the needs of local people that will live in these spaces.

Inclusion of a mini greenbelt to protect green areas around

Inverness.
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Hinterland Boundary Ms Floris Greenlaw(01206) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1206/1/001

Hinterland boundary Object to, on behalf of 12 households. with the existing hinterland boundary around the Kiltarlity area as it is

not predicated on any reasoning and is not formed by any urban or natural landscape feature; past housing

development outwith the existing hinterland boundary has led to septic tanks, pressure on water supplies or

new boreholes and increasing traffic on narrow country roads; HwLDP Policy 29 is not a means of controlling

housing development in the countryside; and development should be considered in the context of Kiltarlity,

ŝƚƐ�ƐĞƌǀ ŝĐĞƐ͕ �ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĐĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ�ĂƌĞĂ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ǁ ŝĚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ŚŝŶƚĞƌůĂŶĚ�ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ͘���ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�

hinterland boundary should be expanded to include the suggested expansion area at Eskdale and the whole

of Kinerras, Clunevakie and probably Glen Convinth. Tentative view on Clunevakie is that some local opinion

regarding opposition to further development of housing in the countryside both within and beyond the

existing hinterland boundary, a number of new houses have been built, most of which are unrelated to

ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĚũŽŝŶŝŶŐ�ůĂŶĚ͘ ��dĞŶƚĂƟǀ Ğ�ǀ ŝĞǁ �ŽŶ�' ůĞŶ��ŽŶǀ ŝŶƚŚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĚǀ ĞƌƐĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�

increasing number of new homes fronting onto the A833 currently ends shortly before the road junction

near Glen Convinth House. Extension of the hinterland boundary would safeguard the much more rural

landscape beyond this point.

Expansion of hinterland boundary to include

Eskadale,Clunevakie and Kinerras.

Hinterland Boundary Ms Anne Thomas(01208) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1208/1/003

Hinterland boundary Considers that small developments within existing settlements would be the best approach, would like

stricter controls on housing in the countryside and would therefore support a wider hinterland area.

Inclusion of a wider hinterland area.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Roderick Mackenzie(01210) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1210/1/002

Hinterland boundary Objects to the preferred Hinterland boundary around major Inner Moray Firth towns. Considers

Invergordon settlement development area is too tightly drawn around some parts of the fringes of the

town, notably at the The House of Rosskeen. Considers this area of Invergordon offers development

potential that relates more to the expansion of the town and should therefore be excluded from the

Hinterland area.

Exclusion of House of Rosskeen area in Invergordon from

Hinterland.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Alexander MacDonald(01227) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1227/1/003

Hinterland boundary Support the Council's preferred policy approach.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Robbie Munro(01228) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1228/1/001

Hinterland boundary Object to Contin being within the Hinterland area because of the facilities lost to the village over the last

decade and because this presumes for over development

Removal of Contin from the hinterland.

Hinterland Boundary Neil Sutherland Architects(01233) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1233/1/002

Hinterland boundary Objects to the suggestion of a 2km mini green belt for the following reasons, it stops organic growth of

incremental development within and around existing settlements, it provides a barrier to access to land for

growing enterprises not suited to industrial/business land allocations that can be legitmately connected with

suitable house development. Development cannot always be planned there needs to be flexiblity for mixed

use developments to come forward.

Hinterland Boundary Munro Construction (Highland)

Ltd(01235)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1235/1/003

Hinterland boundary Object to the hinterland boundary and policy approach and considers it should be amended to take better

account of local circumstances and be more postive about achieving a high standard of development on

appropraite sites in rural areas. It should allow development which facilitates gains such as affordable rural

housing, economic development, rural diversification or productive use of land should be supported more

positively and allow the rural hinterland to be a transitional zone between urban centres and more remote

rural living.

Amendment of the hinterland boundary and policy approach.

Hinterland Boundary Conon Brae Farms(01236) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1236/1/003

Hinterland boundary Does not agree with the preferred hinterland boundary around major Inner Moray Firth towns. Prefers one

of the stated alternatives. The 2km restricted development would be a sensible approach, providing

proposals within a 2km zone are considered relative to existing supplementary guidance. Building is needed

to fuel the economy.

Hinterland policy to be 2km restricted development buffer

around major towns and villages

Hinterland Boundary Ms Jenny Maclennan(01237) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1237/1/003

Hinterland boundary Feels hinterland boundary should be retained but agrees with the suggested contraction to the south of

Inverness as shown in the MIR.

Contraction of hinterland boundary to the south of Inverness

Hinterland Boundary Ms Hannah Stradling(01242) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1242/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the Council's preferred approach.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Eddie MacDonald(01249) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1249/1/004

Hinterland boundary Supports this preferred approach.

Hinterland Boundary Mr Craig MacRae(01260) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1260/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the Council's preferred approach. Supports the Council's preferred approach.

Hinterland Boundary Ms Marion Kennedy(01262) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1262/1/003

Hinterland boundary Supports the Councils preferred approach.

Hinterland Boundary Ms Pat Wells(01301) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1301/1/002

Hinterland boundary Objects to the current boundary and seeks the inclusion of Tomatin as far as Slochd as it is within easy

commute of Inverness and demand for housing may therefore increase, there are road safety issues from

lack of footpath provision in Tomatin that would be exacerbated by additonal traffic and also due to concern

about the location and design of housing in the countryside.

Inclusion of Tomatin and as far as Slochd within the hinterland

boundary
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Special Landscape Areas Hilda Hesling(00005) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0005/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Refers to the suggested extension to the Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA shown in the IMFLDP, to include

Blackfold, the south eastern part of the Caiplich plateau and Loch Laide, and the high viewpoint of Carn na

>ĞŝƟƌ͘��̂ƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͗ �Ͳ�ŝƚ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ŵŝƌƌŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƌĞĂ�ƌŽƵŶĚ�>ŽĐŚƐ��ƵŶƚĞůĐŚĂŝŐ�

and Ashie, with which the extension shares many natural history and cultural features;- the road to

Blackfold provides the first glimpse of Loch Ness and a real sense of its proximity to the Moray Firth which

ĐĂŶŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ��ϴϮ͖ �Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŝŐŚ�ƉůĂƚĞĂƵ�ŽĨ��ĂŝƉůŝĐŚ�ƐŚĂƌĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂƚĞĂƵ�ĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŝƚƐ�

ƐŽƵƚŚĞƌŶ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƉĂƌƚ͕ �ǁ ŝƚŚ�ŵĂŶǇ�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ĂƌĐŚĂĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂů�ƌĞŵĂŝŶƐ͘ ��Ͳ�>ŽĐŚ�>ĂŝĚĞ�ǁ ĂƐ�ĨŽƌŵĞƌůǇ�Ă�ƐŝƚĞ�ĨŽƌ�ŶĞƐƟŶŐ�

Slavonian grebe, like Loch Ruthven; has a possible crannog site, and was considered a special landscape

area, in the development plan of 1991. - the Great Glen Way which passes along Caiplich which is on the line

ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽƌŵĞƌ�ŽůĚ�ƌŽĂĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�/Ŷǀ ĞƌŶĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�hƌƋƵŚĂƌƚ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ƌŽƵƚĞ�ŽĨ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ĂŶƟƋƵŝƚǇ͘�Ͳ�ǀ ŝĞǁ ƉŽŝŶƚ��ĂƌŶ�ŶĂ�

Leitir is well visited and accessible by a footpath which affords some dramatic panoramas, with a real sense

of the 'rift valley' of the Great Glen, with dramatic views south over the Monadliath; and also north over Ben

t Ǉǀ ŝƐ�ĂŶĚ�' ůĞŶ�̂ ƚƌĂƚŚĨĂƌƌĂƌ͕�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƵŶƚĂŝŶƐ͘ ��Ͳ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂŶ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ�ƚŽ�ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚĞ�ƚŚĞ��

ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ�ƐĞƫ ŶŐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ŐůĞŶ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁ ŚŽůĞ�ŵĂƐƐŝĨ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�̂ >� ͘ ���dŚĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�

refers to SPP 2010 para 140 which defines the purpose of designating a SLA as 'to safeguard and enhance

the character and quality of landscapes which are important or particularly valued locally or regionally' and

to 'safeguard and promote important settings for outdoor recreation and tourism locally'. The respondent

considers that this extension meets both of these objectives.

Supports the suggested extension to the Loch Ness and

Duntelchaig SLA shown in the IMFLDP, to include Blackfold, the

south eastern part of the Caiplich plateau and Loch Laide, and

the high viewpoint of Carn na Leitir.

Special Landscape Areas Mr John Ross(00016) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0016/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Agrees with the preferred Special Landscape Area boundaries within the Inner Moray Firth.

Special Landscape Areas Save Our Dava(00022) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0022/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Save our Dava agrees with the following parts of the Council's preferred approach to the Drynachan,

Lochindorb and Dava Moors Special Landscape Area.Agrees with the northern ‘preferred extension’ area for

the following reasons:- would consolidate boundary to the geographical feature of the River Findhorn in its

eastern streens sections and its meltwater gorge feature at Dulsie Bridge which is Listed and where there

ĂƌĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƟŽŶ�ďŽĂƌĚƐ�Ͳ�ǁ ĞƐƚĞƌŶ�ƐƚƌĞĞŶƐ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ�ůŝĞ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�̂ >��ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚ�ďǇ�

preferred extensionSupport the Council’s non-preference for the suggested western exclusion area as it

comprises a major plateau area of similar landscape type to the remainder of the SLA. Loss of increasing

parts of the adjacent Monadhliath upland area to wind farm development should be considered in retaining

ƚŚŝƐ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ƵŶĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�̂ >� ͘ ��̂ƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ƚŚĞ��ŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ�ŶŽŶͲƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ�ĐĞŶƚƌĂů�

exclusion area as it comprises the new native pinewood plantation that supports habitat networking.

Furthermore there is no central hole in any other Highland SLA's.

Special Landscape Areas Save Our Dava(00022) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0022/1/002

Special Landscape

Areas

Save our Dava objects to the Councils non preference of the following suggested extensions to the

Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors Special Landscape Area.Considers that the Southern suggested

expansion area at Balvraid should be re included having been included within the original SLA boundary

prior to the Inverness Local Plan being prepared, and cites the following reasons: - those set out in

respondents submission to the HwLDP and accompanying photography (which indicates that this site has

diversifying forest and a river gorge feature)- this was excluded from present boundaries due to pressure

from wind farm developers and not on landscape grounds and should be reinstated if the pending wind

farm application is refused by Scottish Ministers, but should remain excluded if the application is

ĂƉƉƌŽǀ ĞĚ͘ ���ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĞ��ŽƵŶĐŝůΖƐ�ŶŽŶ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ�ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ�ĂƌĞĂ�ƚŽ�ŶŽƌƚŚ�ŽĨ��Ăǀ Ă�ũƵŶĐƟŽŶ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�

be included for the following environmental, landscape and social reasons:- the wildlife corridor link

ďĞƚǁ ĞĞŶ�̂W�Ɛ�ĂŶĚ�̂ ��Ɛ͖ �Ͳ�ŝƚ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝĚĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞƐƚ�ƉĂŶŽƌĂŵĂ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�̂ >��ŝŶ�ŝƚƐ�ĞŶƟƌĞƚǇ�ĞŶĐĂƉƐƵůĂƟŶŐ�ŝƚƐ�

association as a contrasting landscape type, highlighting the juxtapostion of the broad tablelands with the

�ĂŝƌŶŐŽƌŵƐ�ŵĂƐƐŝĨ͖ �Ͳ�ŝƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ��ϵϰϬ�ĨƌŽŵ�&ŽƌƌĞƐ�ƐŽƵƚŚ�ƚŽ�ũŽŝŶ�ƚŚĞ��ϵϯϵ�ďĞĨŽƌĞ�ƚŚĞ��ĂŝƌŶŐŽƌŵƐ�EĂƟŽŶĂů�

Park Boundary (part of the official tourist route between Inverness and Aberdeen); - it is noted that this 

section lies wholly within Moray Council’s administrative boundary, but that the expansion of the SLA

should not be compromised by potential administrative complications.

Expansion of Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA to

include the non preferred suggested expansion areas to the

North of Dava junction and to the west at Bavraid.

Special Landscape Areas Kilmorack Community Council(00031) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0031/1/003

Special Landscape

Areas

Agrees with SLA boundaries as shown. Considers that SLAs should not allow wind farms

Special Landscape Areas Robert Boardman(00033) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0033/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Agrees with the SLA boundaries as shown.
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Special Landscape Areas Scottish Natural Heritage(00204) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0204/1/015

Special Landscape

Areas

Queries the lack of rationale for the alternatives. Opposes both contraction alternatives to the Drynachan,

Lochindorn and Dava SLA because the respective citation is partly based upon the vast sense of scale of the

area and this special quality would be dimished by contraction. Unable to comment on expansion

alternatives without seeing further justification for them.

Opposes both contraction alternatives to the Drynachan,

Lochindorn and Dava SLA, but is unclear about the suggested

extensions without being able to consider the reasons why

these changes to the SLA boundaries are being consulted on.

Special Landscape Areas Mr John Finlayson(00244) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0244/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Disagrees with alternative of extending Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA to cover wider Abriachan area

because the change is not clear in its boundary and justification, is only apparently supported by one

individual and would if implemented have serious consequences for the community.

Special Landscape Areas Beauly Community Council(00271) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0271/1/003

Special Landscape

Areas

Support the Councils approach to Special Landscape Areas boundaries within the Inner Moray Firth.

Special Landscape Areas Carrbridge & Vicinity Community

Council(00272)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0272/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Carrbridge and Vicinity Community Council supports the Council's preferred approach to Special Landscape

Areas, particularly in regard to the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moor SLA. Does not agree with the

reasonable alternatives of a suggested exclusion areas to the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moor SLA for

ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͗ �Ͳ��ǆůĐƵƐŝŽŶ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǁ �ŶĂƟǀ Ğ�ƉŝŶĞǁ ŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ĞĂƐƚ�ŽĨ��ϵϬϬϳ �ĂŶĚ�ǁ ĞƐƚ�ŽĨ�>ŽĐŚŝŶĚŽƌď�

is important to habitat networks and no other SLAs possess a "hole" within them. - Exclusion area to west is

a SAC comprising a major plateau area of similar landscape type to the remainder of the SLA. The plateau is

a significant area of upland of wild character relative to its proximity to Inverness and the A96 corridor so

should remain in SLA as a area of contrast. The loss of parts of the adjacent Monadliath to wind farm

development should be considered in retaining this section of the SLA.

Special Landscape Areas Dulnain Bridge Community

Council(00282)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0282/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent supports the non-preferred status of the exclusion the the Lochindorb and the Carn nan Tri-

tighearnan areas from the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA due to the histroic, environmental

and recreation benefits to the local community.

Special Landscape Areas Fortrose And Rosemarkie Community

Council(00286)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0286/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports Council’s preference for SLA boundaries.

Special Landscape Areas Glenurquhart Community Council(00288) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0288/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Glenurquhart Community Council asks us to confirm that Meall Fuar-mhonaidh is within the Loch Ness and

Duntelchaig SLA.

Special Landscape Areas Basil Dunlop(00289) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0289/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the Highland Council's preferred extension of the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA as

the special nature and fragility of the area requires protection.

Special Landscape Areas Invergordon Community Council(00293) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0293/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Agrees with the preferred SLA boundaries and that SLAs require a greater degree of protection.

Special Landscape Areas Inverness West Community

Council(00296)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0296/1/006

Special Landscape

Areas

Suggests large westward expansion of Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA boundary because the upland area

north west of Loch Ness shares many of the same characteristics and qualities of the Ashie, Duntelchaig and

Ruthven area which is within the current boundary.   Offers detailed landscape and visual assessment work as 

a justification for the suggested boundary change with the following the main conclusions from this when

ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ�ĂƌĞĂ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚŝƐ�̂ >� ͗ �ͲͲ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐƟŶĐƟǀ Ğ�ƵƉůĂŶĚ�

moorland and agricultural area around Abriachan and Caiplich; and the distinctive upland moorland area

over Culnakirk and Loch nam Faoileag; - the area is comparable to the Ashie, Duntelchaig and Ruthven area

and Caiplich and Abriachan with "undulating moorland plateau characterised by rocky knolls and small-scale

woods and forests, and peppered with upland lochs"around Rivoulich and includes the distinctive Glen

�ŽŶǀ ŝŶƚŚ�ĂŶĚ��ƵůŶĂŬŝƌŬ�ĂƌĞĂ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ƚŚĞ��ϴϯϯ�Ăī ŽƌĚƐ�ǀ ŝĞǁ Ɛ�ƚŽ͖ �Ͳ�ŝƚ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ĐƌŽŌŝŶŐ�ƚŽǁ ŶƐŚŝƉƐ͖ �Ͳ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�

a scheduled hut circle and field system in the Blairmore forest and there are numerous hut circles, historic

field systems and cairns above Culnakirk and Upper Drumbuie. There is also the remains of the Culdrish

ĐƌŽŌƐ͖ �ĂŶĚ�Ͳ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŽĨ�ƵƉůĂŶĚ�ƉůĂƚĞĂƵ͕ �ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ĚŝƐƟŶĐƚ�Śŝůů�ƚŽƉƐ�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ��ƌĞĂŐ��ƌĚ�ĂŶĚ��ŶŽĐ�̂ ŶĂƚĂŝŐ͕�ĂŶĚ�

elevated positions to view ‘long vistas of grand proportions’ where you can see the glen within its context of

elevated plateaux and hills. It also contains the open stretch of the Great Glen Way with elevated and open

views, with most other stretches within woodland or at the foot of the glen.

Large westward expansion of Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA

boundary to enclose Glen Convinth and Caiplich.

Special Landscape Areas Killearnan Community Council(00297) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0297/2/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports SLA policy however proposes a new SLA. Respondent has previously submitted requests to the

Council regarding the creation of a conservation area to protect against unsuitable development within the

Redcastle, Kilcoy and Coulmore areas and suggests that alternatively it could be considered as a Special

>ĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ��ƌĞĂ͘ ���ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ŝƐ�ƌĞƋƵĞƐƟŶŐ�ĐůĂƌŝĮ ĐĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ŽƵŶĐŝůΖƐ�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ͘ ��

New SLA to cover Redcastle, Kilcoy and Coulmore areas
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Special Landscape Areas Kiltarlity Community Council(00299) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0299/4/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports SLA boundaries however also supports the suggestion made by Inverness West Community

Council that the SLA boundary is extended on the west side of Loch Ness which will copy the extent and

qualities of the Ashie, Duntelchaig and Ruthven areas.

Supports Inverness West Community Council's proposed

modification of Loch Ness, and Duntelchaig SLA.

Special Landscape Areas Kirkhill & Bunchrew Community

Council(00302)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0302/1/005

Special Landscape

Areas

Support the preferred Special Landscape Area boundaries identified in the Main Issues Report.

Special Landscape Areas Knockbain Community Council(00303) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0303/1/008

Special Landscape

Areas

Sutors of Cromarty, Rosemarkie and Fort George SLA needs to be extended to include Munlochy Bay.

Kessock Bridge would make a simple boundary.

Extend Sutors of Cromarty, Rosemarkie and Fort George SLA to

include Munlochy Bay, boundary should be Kessock Bridge.

Special Landscape Areas Nigg & Shandwick Community

Council(00313)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0313/1/005

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the preferred SLA boundaries. Hill of Nigg is shown as being within a SLA and therefore any

proposed development on the top of these hills should be opposed by the Council. More detail should be

Őŝǀ ĞŶ�ŽŶ��ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƟŽŶƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ĂŶ�̂ >� ͘ ��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ƚŚŝŶŬƐ�̂ ^^/Ɛ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ĂůƐŽ�ďĞ�ƐŚŽǁ Ŷ�ƚŽ�Őŝǀ Ğ�Ă�

complete picture.

Special Landscape Areas Raigmore Community Council(00314) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0314/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

There are many areas of historic significance and natural beauty which need to be protected and a balance

can be made between this and providing jobs.

Special Landscape Areas Tarbat Community Council(00323) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0323/2/002

Special Landscape

Areas

Considers Tarbat Ness should be designated a Special Landscape Area. This is due to the views from this

area. The respondent considers that given the development pressures in the area it should be a SLA to

prevent further degredation of the special qualities of the landscape.

Tarbat Ness to be covered by an SLA designation.

Special Landscape Areas Avoch & Killen Community Council(00330) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0330/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Consider Sutors of Comarty, Rosemarkie and Fort George SLA should be extended south to Kilmuir to

enclose the railway line, protected woodland between Avoch and Fortrose, Ormand Hill and Munlochy Bay,

a special area in terms of landscape and habitat.

Extend Sutors of Comarty, Rosemarkie and Fort George SLA

south to Kilmuir to enclose the railway line, woodland between

Avoch and Fortrose, Ormand Hill and Munlochy Bay.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Fraser Stewart(00407) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0407/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent supports the prefered approach. Respondent considers that a designation which will safeguard

the landscape from wind energy development should be welcomed.

Special Landscape Areas Albyn Housing Society Ltd(00419) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0419/1/003

Special Landscape

Areas

Broadly supports the current position on SLAs

Special Landscape Areas Mr Anthony Chamier(00632) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0632/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Does not agree with the preferred SLA boundaries or the stated alternatives. Concerned that there is no

SLA between Ben Wyvis and Sutors of Cromarty, Rosemarkie and Fort George SLAs. Considers this is the

most populated area north of Inverness and needs protected as recreational space. Seeks consideration of

a new SLA at the Stratharusdale/Alness River valley complex as the area already contains a protected

designed landscape,;SSSI; is convenient as an amenity for Alness and is adjacent to a main tourist route (the

Struie).

New SLA at Stratharusdale/Alness River valley complex

Special Landscape Areas Mrs P Thompson(00633) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0633/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Sutors of Cromarty, Rosemarkie and Fort George SLA should be expanded to include the Davidston area. It

is a high area on Black Isle which provides stunning views over the Cromarty Firth, looking north and west.

Expand Sutors of Cromarty, Rosemarkie and Fort George SLA to

include the Davidston area.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Roddy Macdonald(00635) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0635/1/002

Special Landscape

Areas

Support this policy approach in order to preserve the Loch Ness scenic landscape.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Aulay Macleod(00637) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0637/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the preferred SLA boundaries.

Special Landscape Areas Hazel Bailey(00638) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0638/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the preferred SLA boundaries

Special Landscape Areas Mr Peter Gilbert(00642) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0642/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the expansion of the existing boundaries shown in the MIR so as to better safeguard existing areas

(by protecting against impacts from development outwith the SLA).

Expand the SLAs as shown in MIR

Special Landscape Areas Mr John Keast(00705) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0705/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Broadly agrees with the SLA boundaries around the Inner Moray Firth. However considers the Sutors of

Cromarty, Rosemarkie and Fort George SLA should be extended to include the Cragie Woods between

Fortrose and Avoch.

Sutors of Cromarty, Rosemarkie and Fort George SLA should be

extended to include the Cragie Woods

Special Landscape Areas Mrs Janis Keast(00707) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0707/1/002

Special Landscape

Areas

Broadly agrees with the SLA boundaries around the Inner Moray Firth. However considers the Sutors of

Cromarty, Rosemarkie and Fort George SLA should be extended to include the Cragie Woods between

Fortrose and Avoch.

Sutors of Cromarty, Rosemarkie and Fort George SLA should be

extended to include the Cragie Woods between Fortrose and

Avoch

Special Landscape Areas Mrs Karin Kremer(00729) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0729/1/005

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent seems to misunderstand the SLA policy as they are concerned about relevance of the boundary

extending westwards and mentions the hinterland boundary.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Kit Bower(00754) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0754/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent seeks a buffer zone around SLAs. Respondent seeks a buffer zone around SLAs.

Special Landscape Areas Miss Annie Stewart(00757) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0757/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the expansion of the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA to include both the preferred

and suggested expansion areas. Does not favour the suggested exclusion area.

Inclusion of all suggested expansion areas to Drynachan,

Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLAs.

Special Landscape Areas Miss Rachael Crist(00772) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0772/1/003

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports SLA approach and does not prefer any of the stated alternatives.

Page 27



ISSUE NAME OUR REF.

POLICY/SITE

NAME COMMENT MODIFICATION SOUGHT
Special Landscape Areas Mr Anthony Neil Morey(00774) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0774/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Objects to preferred SLA boundaries.Respondent thinks Munlochy Bay should be included as an SLA for the

following reasons:- aspect, both into it and from it;- it contains important geological features;- it contains

ƟĚĂů�ŇĂƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂƚƵƌĞ�ƐƚĂŶĚƐ�ŽĨ�ďƌŽĂĚůĞĂĨ�ƚƌĞĞƐ͖ �Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ�ŝƐ�ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŐĞŽůŽŐǇ͕�

climate (glacial and present) and land use (historical and present) which are all in evidence at Munlochy Bay;-

and notes specific elements of significant historical, and cultural importance in the area such as Thomas

dĞůĨŽƌĚΖƐ�>ŝƩ ůĞŵŝůů��ƌŝĚŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ��ĂǇ�Y ƵĂƌƌǇ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ǁ ĂƐ�ƵƐĞĚ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƐƚŽŶĞ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞ�ĨŽƌ�&Žƌƚ�' ĞŽƌŐĞ���

Include Munlochy Bay as an SLA.

Special Landscape Areas J.A. Wiscombe(00777) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0777/1/003

Special Landscape

Areas

^ƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�̂ ƉĞĐŝĂů�>ĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ��ƌĞĂ�ďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ͘ ���ŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌ�ĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞĚ�ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀ ĞƐ͘

Special Landscape Areas Mr Paul A. Ross(00786) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0786/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent supports the preferred approach.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Hunter Gordon(00789) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0789/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Objects to current list of SLAs. The entire Beauly Estuary should be a SLA due to its great natural beauty.

Special Landscape Areas Dietrich Pannwitz(00867) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0867/1/002

Special Landscape

Areas

Does not agree with the preferred SLA boundaries or any of the stated alternatives and would prefer the

Council leave the boundaries until planning officers have spare capacity.

No alteration to SLA boundaries.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Alistair Duff(00877) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0877/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports existing SLA boundaries.

Special Landscape Areas Nicam Developments Ltd(00882) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0882/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the preferred approach.

Special Landscape Areas Miss Mary Maciver(00883) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0883/1/006

Special Landscape

Areas

Agrees with Council's preferred Special Landscape Area boundaries within the Inner Moray Firth

Special Landscape Areas Dr Ros Rowell(00885) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0885/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent believes that the whole of Stratherrick including Loch Mhor, the Pass of Inverfarigaig and as far

East as the Killin area should be included within the Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA, its landscape being

ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ƚŽ�ďŽƚŚ�ǀ ŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ĂůŝŬĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͗ �Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ƵŶŝƋƵĞŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ŝƚƐ�ĐŽŵďŝŶĂƟŽŶ�

ŽĨ�ǁ ŝůĚŶĞƐƐ�ƋƵĂůŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ƉĂƩĞƌŶ͖ �Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ǁ ŝůĚůŝĨĞ͕�ǁ ŽŽĚůĂŶĚƐ͕ �

waterfalls, remnants of Caledonian Pine, and fact that part of the Farigaig pass is a SSSI;- the corkscrew road

from Inverfarigaig and magnificant Dun Deardil; and - because there is concern that the area could turn into 

Ă�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�ƐƵďƵƌď�ŽĨ�/Ŷǀ ĞƌŶĞƐƐ�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ůŝǀ ŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�Ă�ƌƵƌĂů�ƐƵƐƟŶĂďůĞ�ǁ ĂǇ͘��

Seeks extension of Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA to include

the whole of Stratherrick.

Special Landscape Areas Mackintosh Highland(00887) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0887/1/002

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports preferred approach.

Special Landscape Areas Mackintosh Highland(00890) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0890/1/003

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports preferred approach.

Special Landscape Areas Mrs Liz Downing(00892) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0892/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

The respondent supprots the Council's preferred approach to SLA

Special Landscape Areas Strathdearn Community Council(00908) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0908/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Strathdearn Community Council support extentions to cover Dulsie/Streens, and Balvraid and oppose

exclusion of carn nan Tri-trighearnan to safeguard the landscape qualities of Strathdearn.

Special Landscape Areas Ferintosh Community Council(00910) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0910/1/005

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports designation of Ben Wyvis SLA and its application in preserving views of the massif from the Black

Isle.

Special Landscape Areas Mr John Duncan(00915) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0915/1/005

Special Landscape

Areas

The Loch Ness and Duntelchaig Special Landscape Area should be extended to the south-east to the south

east to include the Fechlin Glen, Loch Killin, Loch Mhor and Inverfarigaig Pass for the following reasons:- the

landscape is picturesque, and very important to both locals and visitors for recreation and a sense of well-

ďĞŝŶŐ͘��>ŽĐŚ�<ŝůůŝŶ�ŝƐ�Ă�ǁ ŝůĚ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽŶĞůǇ�ƉůĂĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƌĂƚŚ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĂƵƟĨƵů�ƌŝǀ ĞƌƐ͕ �ƉŽŽůƐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ĂƚĞƌĨĂůůƐ͖ �Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƌĞĂ�

around Loch Mhor has numerous pre-historic hut circles, crannogs, field systems and other archeologically

important sites, including General Wade’s Road stretching from Carnoch to Torness;- the area is habitat for

important bird species such as Ospreys and Divers and has a SAC and SSSI within it;- the hills above Farraline

have remnant Caledonian pine, which is beginning to regenerate; - the Inverfarigaig Pass is an ancient steep-

ƐŝĚĞĚ�ƌŽƵƚĞ�ĨƌŽŵ��ƌƌŽŐŝĞ�ƚŽ�>ŽĐŚ�EĞƐƐ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�ƵƐĞĚ�ďǇ�ǀ ŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ͖ �ĂŶĚ�Ͳ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵŵŵŝƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�̂ ƵŝĚŚĞ͕�

there are spectacular views down the length of Stratherrick.

Seeks amendment to the boundary of the Drynachan,

Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA. It should be extended to the

south east to include the Fechlin Glen, Loch Killin, Loch Mhor

and Inverfarigaig Pass.
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Special Landscape Areas Mr James Grant(00920) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0920/1/005

Special Landscape

Areas

The respondent objects to the current boundary of the The Sutors of Cromarty, Rosemarkie & Fort George

Special Landscape Area and considers that the boundary should be extended westward as far as Avoch, and

from the shoreline to the minor road that runs through Knockmuir, and include the hillside that lies

between and behind Fortrose and Rosemarkie. (The Hill of Fortrose).The reasons for this proposed

ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ�ĂƌĞ�ĂƐ�ĨŽůůůŽǁ Ɛ�Ͳ�dŚŝƐ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŝƐ�ĐŽŶƟŐƵŽƵƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĂŶĚ�ŚĂƐ�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƟĐƐ�ŽĨ�ĨŽƌŵ͕ �ƉĂŶŽƌĂŵĂ�ĂŶĚ�

ŐĞŽůŽŐǇ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƌĞĂ�ůŝƐƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�̂ >��ĐŝƚĂƟŽŶ�Ͳ�&ŽƌƚƌŽƐĞ�ŝƐ�Ă�ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ�ǀ ŝůůĂŐĞ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƐĞǀ ĞƌĂů�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ�

ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ŝƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƚŚĞĚƌĂů�Ͳ�dŚĞ�ĂƌĞĂ�ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐ��ƌĂŝŐŝĞ�ǁ ŽŽĚƐ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚƐ�ůĂƌŐĞůǇ�ŽĨ�ŶĂƟǀ Ğ�ǁ ŽŽĚůĂŶĚ�

trees which are considered to be a desirable addition to the SLA(and is without any commercial plantings

ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ĂƌĞ�Ă�ĚĞƚƌĂĐƟŽŶ�ŝŶ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƉĂƌƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�̂ >�Ϳ�Ͳ�/ƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĂďĂŶĚŽŶĞĚ�ƌĂŝů�ůŝŶĞ�ďĞƚǁ ĞĞŶ��ǀ ŽĐŚ�ĂŶĚ�

Fortrose which is now used for pedestrian access between the villages - It would complete the buffer zone 

between Fortrose and Rosemarkie

The respondent objects to the current boundary of the The

Sutors of Cromarty, Rosemarkie & Fort George Special

Landscape Area and considers that the boundary should be

extended westward as far as Avoch, and from the shoreline to

the minor road that runs through Knockmuir, and include the

hillside that lies between and behind Fortrose and Rosemarkie.

(The Hill of Fortrose).

Special Landscape Areas Mrs E MacDougall(00922) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0922/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Attended Stratherrick and Foyers Community Council meeting where it was explained that development has

to be sensitive in Special Landscape Areas such as Loch Ness and Duntelchaig. Concerned this was ignored

when planning permission was granted for a large caravan and campsite in a prominent green area of

Foyers. Development of campsite will be intrusive in terms of impact upon roads and increase in noise.

Questions if development of campsite can still be halted. Note preference is for a housing development in a

strategically sited area to help revive falling school numbers.

Special Landscape Areas Ms Caroline Stanton(00943) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0943/1/002

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondant agrees with the alternative suggestion of extension to Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA to include

Abriachan, however it should be extended to include Craggainvaillie, Glen Convinth, Culnakirk, Upper

Drumbuie and southern slopes of Urquhart Bay that include the route of the Great Glen Way. This area

includes key landscape characteristics and special qualities listed within the citation and would mirror the

area of Ashie and Duntelchaig so that the SLA seems more robust as a whole.  Offers detailed landscape and 

visual assessment work as a justification for the suggested boundary change with the following the main

ĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚŝƐ�ǁ ŚĞŶ�ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ�ĂƌĞĂ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚŝƐ�̂ >� ͗ �Ͳ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�

distinctive upland moorland and agricultural area around Abriachan and Caiplich; and the distinctive upland

moorland area over Culnakirk and Loch nam Faoileag; - the area is comparable to the Ashie, Duntelchaig and

Ruthven area and Caiplich and Abriachan with "undulating moorland plateau characterised by rocky knolls

and small-scale woods and forests, and peppered with upland lochs"around Rivoulich and includes the

ĚŝƐƟŶĐƟǀ Ğ�' ůĞŶ��ŽŶǀ ŝŶƚŚ�ĂŶĚ��ƵůŶĂŬŝƌŬ�ĂƌĞĂ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ƚŚĞ��ϴϯϯ�Ăī ŽƌĚƐ�ǀ ŝĞǁ Ɛ�ƚŽ͖ �Ͳ�ŝƚ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ĐƌŽŌŝŶŐ�

townships; - there is a scheduled hut circle and field system in the Blairmore forest and there are numerous 

hut circles, historic field systems and cairns above Culnakirk and Upper Drumbuie. There is also the remains

ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ƵůĚƌŝƐŚ�ĐƌŽŌƐ͖ �ĂŶĚ�Ͳ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŽĨ�ƵƉůĂŶĚ�ƉůĂƚĞĂƵ͕ �ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ĚŝƐƟŶĐƚ�Śŝůů�ƚŽƉƐ�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ��ƌĞĂŐ��ƌĚ�ĂŶĚ��ŶŽĐ�

Snataig, and elevated positions to view ‘long vistas of grand proportions’ where you can see the glen within

its context of elevated plateaux and hills. It also contains the open stretch of the Great Glen Way with

elevated and open views, with most other stretches within woodland or at the foot of the glen.

Special Landscape Areas Mrs C Wood(00948) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0948/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent supports the Council's preferred approach.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Keith Urquhart(00968) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0968/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the preferred extension from Drynachan to Dulsie Bridge and eastwards to the A939 trunk road

west of Dava junction as this would consolidate the boundary to the River Findhorn and incoporate the

meltwater gorge at Dulsie Bridge the listed historic bridge itself. This would also help to enhance the existing

SLA area.Supports the non-preferred status of the suggested exclusion west of Lochindorb as it has likely

been proposed to allow for windfarm to be developed, the new woodland was created in accordance with

environmental habitat networking, and it would create a non-eligible 'hole' in the SLA.The respondent

supports the non-preferred status of the suggested exclusion of the Carn nan Tri-tighearnan SLA as it

comprises a major plateau with significant wild character. Due to its close proximity to Inverness and A96 it

provides a good contrast between development and natural landscapes.
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POLICY/SITE
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Special Landscape Areas Mr Keith Urquhart(00968) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0968/1/002

Special Landscape

Areas

Objects to the non-preferred status of the Balvaird Suggested Extension of the Drynachan, Lochindorb and

Dava Moors SLA as it is a diversifying forested land type with a river gorge. Feels that to be consistent with

the objectives of the SLA the windfarm proposal in that area should be rejected. Also supports the

suggested extention area north of Dava as it would help to protect an important habitat network, and

protect the panoramic views of the SLA and CNP for people travelling south on the A940.Does not agree

with item 6.8 of the MIR as it can result in industrial development immediately adjacent to an SLA boundary.

The respondent believes that large wind turbines which are developed in close proximity to an SLA will

significantly erode the landscape quality of protected area.

Seeks inclusion of suggested extensions: at Balvraid and north

of Dava, and considers that the SLA boundaries should include

buffer areas.

Special Landscape Areas Mr James Kidd(00979) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0979/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent considers that all the Highlands is a special landscape area and that the map of proposals

should contain NSAs. Respondent is in favour of the proposal if it means that the areas designated will be

protected from wind farm development.

Respondent considers that the map of proposals should contain

NSAs. Respondent is in favour of the proposal if it means the

areas designated will be protected from wind farm

development.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Gordon Grant(00981) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0981/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent wishes to see the SLA at Sutors of Cromarty and Fortrose extended westward to Avoch, from

the shoreline to the minor road that road that runs through knockmuir and the hillside behind Fortrose and

Rosemarkie for the following reasons:- similar raised beach landscape as Craigie woods which is an

important habitat for wildlife and forms part of a natural woodland- these features enhance the appearance

ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ�Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ĂďĂŶĚŽŶĞĚ�ƌĂŝůǁ ĂǇ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝĚĞƐ�ĂŶ�ĂƩ ƌĂĐƟǀ Ğ�ĂƌĞĂ�ĨŽƌ�ǁ ĂůŬŝŶŐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ŽĐĐĂƟŽŶĂů�ǀ ŝĞǁ Ɛ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�

Į ƌƚŚ�Ͳ�&ŽƌƚƌŽƐĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐ�ŵĂŶǇ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂů�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟŽŶƐ�

Seeks extension to Sutors of Cromarty, Rosemarkie and Fort

George SLA westward to Avoch.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Brian Stewart(00993) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

0993/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the preferred approach to extend the Drynchan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA.

Special Landscape Areas Michael And Helen Dickson(01009) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1009/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent supports the preferred extension to the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors

^>�͘ �ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞĚ�ŝŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ĂƌŶ�ŶĂŶ�dƌŝƟŐŚĞĂŶĂŶ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ƌǇŶĂĐŚĂŶ͕ �

Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA.Respondent supports the response of Save our Dava.

Special Landscape Areas Michael And Helen Dickson(01009) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1009/1/002

Special Landscape

Areas

The respondent supports the extensions to the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA at Dava and

Balvraid.

Expansion of the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA in

the suggested locations.

Special Landscape Areas Strathdearn Against Windfarm

Developments(01012)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1012/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent, on behalf of Strathdearn Against Windfarm Developments (SAWD), supports the Council’s

preferred approach to SLAs. Respondent supported the non-preferred status of the suggested exclusion

east of Moy and the area in the middle of the SLA as it is an attractive area with excellent views in all

directions. It also has valuable vegetation and wildlife and removing this integral part of the SLA would

ĚĞǀ ĂůƵĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƟŽŶ͘ ��ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ŽďũĞĐƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ�ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞĞŬƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŝŶ�

the vicinity of Streens and wants western boundary to be straight as it travels south from the Streens and

the small area at Balvaird included.

Seeks the inclusion of the area in the vicinity of Streens and

wants western boundary to be straight as it travels south from

the Streens and the small area at Balvaird included.

Special Landscape Areas Seafield And Strathspey Estates(01032) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1032/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Request better scale map of existing and alternative boundaries of Drynachan SLA. Dispute south and east

boundary of existing SLA because it doesn't match the Council's own criteria that SLAs should follow definite

landforms and avoid severing self contained landscape features. Cite Cairngorms Landscape Assessment

1996 and Cairngorms National Park Forest and Woodland Framework in support of argument. Believe

Council's method and criteria used for original and current AGLV boundaries is not robust. Offers to work

with Council to establish a more appropriate boundary on land in their ownership.

Reduction of land within Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava

Moors SLA on its current south and east boundaries.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Iain Cameron(01043) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1043/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent considers that there are landscapes more special that are not designated citing the riverside

between the end of Loch Ness area and Inverness city boundary as being arguably more attractive than Loch

Ness itself.

Identification of area between Loch Ness and the Inverness city

boundary as a SLA.
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Special Landscape Areas Mr Bob How(01047) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1047/1/005

Special Landscape

Areas

Suggests that Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SPA is extended to the south-east to include the Fechlin glen and

Loch Killin, the whole of Loch Mhor, and the Farigaig pass for the following reasons:-The landscape is

ďĞĂƵƟĨƵů͕�ĂŶĚ�ǀ ĞƌǇ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ƚŽ�ďŽƚŚ�ůŽĐĂůƐ�ĂŶĚ�ǀ ŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƌĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ƐĞŶƐĞ�ŽĨ�ǁ ĞůůͲďĞŝŶŐ͖�ͲLoch Killin

ŝƐ�Ă�ǁ ŝůĚ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽŶĞůǇ�ƉůĂĐĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐ�Ă�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂƌĐƟĐ�ĐŚĂƌ͖�ͲdŚĞ�ŐůĞŶ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĂƵƟĨƵů�ƌŝǀ ĞƌƐ͕ �ƉŽŽůƐ�ĂŶĚ�

waterfalls and it is a wonderful place to walk;-The area around Loch Mhor has numerous pre-historic hut

circles, crannogs, field systems and other archeologically important sites, including General Wade’s Road

stretching from Carnoch to Torness; -Loch Mhor is a fishing ground for osprey and divers as well as a locally 

important site for waders. It is also a breeding ground for ospreys;-The hills above Farraline have remnant

Caledonian pine, which is beginning to regenerate. -The Farigaig pass, which is included in the Ness

Woodlands SAC and includes an SSSI, is an ancient steep-sided route from Errogie to Loch Ness, one which is

ŽŌĞŶ�ƵƐĞĚ�ďǇ�ǀ ŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ͖ ��ͲFrom the summit of the Suidhe, there are spectacular views down the length of

Stratherrick; and-Visitors regularly tour the loop from Inverness to Foyers or Fort Augustus, returning to

Inverness via the B862, and the whole area should be designated in order to conserve its spectacular nature.

Expansion of Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SPA to the south-east

to include the Fechlin glen and Loch Killin, the whole of Loch

Mhor, and the Farigaig pass.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Graeme Grant(01048) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1048/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent objects to the preferred approach and would like to see the Suotors of cromarty, Rosemarkie

and Fort George SLA boundary extended to include all of Fortrose, the hill behind it and Craigie Woods

(woodland between Fortrose and Avoch). As the area is similar in character to the existing SLA sites

including native woodlands; panoramas across the Beauly Firth; remnants of old railway track, and ancient

ƐĞƩ ůĞŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�&ŽƌƚƌŽƐĞ͘�

Extension of the boundary to include all of Fortrose, the hill

behind it and Craigie Woods (woodland between Fortrose and

Avoch).

Special Landscape Areas Mr Jonathan Kerfoot(01052) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1052/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports preferred SLA boundaries as it may impede development of windfarms close to any rural housing.

Windfarms have a distinct negative impact for the immediate wildlife and visually for the rural community.

Special Landscape Areas Lady Balgonie Of Glenferness

Estate(01073)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1073/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Objects to the designation of the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moor SLA, to the boundary of the SLA,

ĂŶĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŚĂĚ�ďĞĞŶ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ĞĚ�ƉƌŝŽƌ�ƚŽ�ŝƚƐ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƟŽŶ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�, ǁ >�W͘���t ŝƚŚ�ƌĞŐĂƌĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚŝƐ�̂ >��

ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ͗�Ͳ�/ƚ�ŝƐ�ŶŽƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�̂ >��ŝƐ�ŝĚĞŶƟĮ ĞĚ�ĂƐ�ƌĞůĂƟŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĂŶ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŽĨ�ŽƉĞŶ�ŵŽŽƌůĂŶĚ�ďƵƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�

SLA boundary there are significant woodland plantations. It is considered that such plantation areas are not

compatible with the description and characteristics identified within the SLA citation as being important for

ƉƌŽƚĞĐƟŽŶ͘ ��Ͳ�/ƚ�ŝƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ŶŽƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�̂ >��ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ�Žǀ ĞƌůĂƉƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ��EW��ďŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ͘����

Seeks removal of the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moor

SLA, or if not removal at least change to the boundary of the

SLA to remove the plantation forestry areas and the area lying

with the CNPA area.

Special Landscape Areas Sarah Brodie Woodlands(01074) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1074/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Objects to the designation of Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA and its boundary and the process

followed prior to its designation in the HwLDP. Also objects to inclusion of the Dunearn plantation within the

SLA boundary as this does not form part of the moorland landscape area.

Seeks the removal of the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava

Moors SLA or fialing that alteration of the SLA boundary to

exclude the Dunearn plantation.

Special Landscape Areas EJ And M Brodie Partnership(01075) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1075/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Objects to the designation of Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moor SLA and its boundaries. Objects to the

process taken prior to its inclusion in the HwLDP, and how its boundaries were formed.

Seeks removal of the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors

SLA and failing that alteration of its boundary. However whilst

alteration of the boundary is sought no amendments have been

specifically sought.

Special Landscape Areas Mrs Francis Tilbrook(01092) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1092/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Agrees with preferred SLA boundaries.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Grant Stewart(01097) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1097/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the preferred SLA boundaries and does not prefer any of the stated alternative.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Wallace Grant(01115) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1115/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the preferred SLA boundaries and does not prefer any of the stated alternatives.

Special Landscape Areas Mr John Hampson(01119) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1119/1/006

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports preferred SLA boundaries and does not prefer any of the stated alternatives. SLA work is well

thought out.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Donald Leith(01121) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1121/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the preferred SLA boundaries.

Special Landscape Areas Kylauren Homes(01128) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1128/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports preferred approach and objects to alternatives.

Special Landscape Areas Ms Eleanor Ross(01136) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1136/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports preferred SLA boundaries and does not prefer any of the alternatives.

Special Landscape Areas R.V. Hewett(01142) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1142/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports preferred approach to SLA boundaries and supports the Council's suggested expansion of the

�ƌǇŶĂĐŚĂŶ͕ �>ŽĐŚŝŶĚŽƌď�ĂŶĚ��Ăǀ Ă�D ŽŽƌƐ�̂ >� ͘ ����ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ�ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀ ĞƐ�ŽĨ�

excluding parts of this SLA. Tourists pass through the area and use it for leisure activities and observe the

SLA as a whole panorama along with the Cairngorm Massif. This area should have been included within the

Cairngorms National Park.
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Special Landscape Areas J.E. And S.B Wood(01157) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1157/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Does not agree with the preferred SLA boundaries within the Inner Moray Firth or any of the stated

alternatives. Would prefer another approach as it implies open planning in non-designated areas or

development up to a boundary, and this compromises special areas. The entire area should be designated,

any development must be justified and fulfil local needs and approval. There should be buffer zones to

prevent enclosure of SLAs.

Seeks buffer areas to be identified and protected for the SLAs.

Special Landscape Areas Ms Irene Ross(01159) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1159/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Agrees with preferred SLA boundaries within the Inner Moray Firth. Would prefer that the Lochindorb

landscape and surrounding moor is protected in its appearance from any wind farm application.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Ross Glover(01170) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1170/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent supports the SLA boundaries, particularly the non-preferred status of the extension at

Abriachan. However, respondent would prefer to see a more detailed map.The respondent also highlights

the range of outdoor activities that the Abriachan area has to offer and considers that further development

in the area would enhance these and the local community. The extension to the SLA would remove this

opportunity.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Ben Reardon(01172) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1172/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent agrees with the preferred SLA boundaries.Agrees that the Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA

should not be extended to include Abriachan as it may limit development opportunities in within the area.

Considers Abrichan could flourish if further development and expansion were allowed to take place.

Abriachan is close to Inverness and appeals to outdoor enthusiasts, particularly walkers. Considers

attractions are too large to be restricted by the possible decreased development possibilities that would be

synonymous with the expansion of the SLA boundary.

Special Landscape Areas Cawdor Marriage Settlement

Trust(01188)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1188/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Objects in principle to whole of Drynacahan etc SLA because of the process that was followed prior to its

identification in the HwLDP. However, if area remains, objects to existing boundary and stated alternatives

and suggests area is limited to that land east of the B9007 and Dunearn plantation because: the existing

boundary contradicts the relevant local landscape character assessments and Highland SLA citations; it

encloses moorland that has no special quality (it is not rare or unusual within Highland); it contains areas of

naturally regenerating woodland which will undermine the open moorland characteristic; it may be remote

but this in itself is not rare or a reason for protection; it overlaps with the Cairngorms National Park which

has its own designations and this is contrary to Scottish Planning Policy, and; it is contrary to the criteria in

the MIR in terms of not following definite landforms/features, enclosing land to the national park boundary

simply as a buffer, and severs a self-contained landscape and goes into a different landscape character type.

Deletion of the Drynacahan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA

failing that, reduction in the present boundary to only include

Lochindorb and land east of the B9007 and Dunearn plantation

Special Landscape Areas Ms Suzann Barr(01192) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1192/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Considers the Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA should be extended to include the Abriachan, Caiplich. Glen

Conveinth and the lochans to the west of the B833. Reasons are as follows:- Area provides excellent

Ζ, ŝŐŚůĂŶĚƐ�ŝŶ�Ă�ŶƵƚƐŚĞůůΖ͖�Ͳ��ŽŶƚĂŝŶƐ�ŵĂŶǇ�ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ�ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�D /Z�ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŽƌǇ�ƚĞǆƚ�ŝŶ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ϲ ͘ ϴ͖�Ͳ�

Would follow definite landforms such as ridges and avoid severing self contained landscape features such as

river gorges; and- Would meet another aim of SLAs by enclosing an area of similar or complementary

landscape in terms of their type and/or quality.

Expansion of Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA to include

Abriachan, Caiplich, Glen Convinth and the lochans to the west

of the B833.

Special Landscape Areas Heather Macleod And John

Parrott(01193)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1193/1/005

Special Landscape

Areas

Objects to boundary of Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA. It should be extended to the south

east to include the Fechlin Glen, Loch Killin, Loch Mhor and Inverfarigaig Pass for the following reasons:- the

landscape is picturesque, and very important to both locals and visitors for recreation and a sense of well-

ďĞŝŶŐ͘��>ŽĐŚ�<ŝůůŝŶ�ŝƐ�Ă�ǁ ŝůĚ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽŶĞůǇ�ƉůĂĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƌĂƚŚ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĂƵƟĨƵů�ƌŝǀ ĞƌƐ͕ �ƉŽŽůƐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ĂƚĞƌĨĂůůƐ͖ �Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƌĞĂ�

around Loch Mhor has numerous pre-historic hut circles, crannogs, field systems and other archeologically

important sites, including General Wade’s Road stretching from Carnoch to Torness;- the area is habitat for

important bird species such as Ospreys and Divers and has a SAC and SSSI within it;- the hills above Farraline

have remnant Caledonian pine, which is beginning to regenerate; - the Inverfarigaig Pass is an ancient steep-

ƐŝĚĞĚ�ƌŽƵƚĞ�ĨƌŽŵ��ƌƌŽŐŝĞ�ƚŽ�>ŽĐŚ�EĞƐƐ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�ƵƐĞĚ�ďǇ�ǀ ŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ͖ �ĂŶĚ�Ͳ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵŵŵŝƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�̂ ƵŝĚŚĞ͕�

there are spectacular views down the length of Stratherrick.

Extension of Loch Ness and Duntelchaig to the south east to

include Fechlin glen and Loch Killin, the whole of Loch Mhor,

and the Farigaig pass
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Special Landscape Areas Ms Valerie Weir(01198) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1198/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Objects to boundary of Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA. It should be extended to the south

east to include the Fechlin Glen, Loch Killin, Loch Mhor and Inverfarigaig Pass for the following reasons:- the

landscape is picturesque, and very important to both locals and visitors for recreation and a sense of well-

ďĞŝŶŐ͘��>ŽĐŚ�<ŝůůŝŶ�ŝƐ�Ă�ǁ ŝůĚ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽŶĞůǇ�ƉůĂĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƌĂƚŚ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĂƵƟĨƵů�ƌŝǀ ĞƌƐ͕ �ƉŽŽůƐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ĂƚĞƌĨĂůůƐ͖ �Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƌĞĂ�

around Loch Mhor has numerous pre-historic hut circles, crannogs, field systems and other archeologically

important sites, including General Wade’s Road stretching from Carnoch to Torness;- the area is habitat for

important bird species such as Ospreys and Divers and has a SAC and SSSI within it;- the hills above Farraline

have remnant Caledonian pine, which is beginning to regenerate; - the Inverfarigaig Pass is an ancient steep-

ƐŝĚĞĚ�ƌŽƵƚĞ�ĨƌŽŵ��ƌƌŽŐŝĞ�ƚŽ�>ŽĐŚ�EĞƐƐ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�ƵƐĞĚ�ďǇ�ǀ ŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ͖ �ĂŶĚ�Ͳ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵŵŵŝƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�̂ ƵŝĚŚĞ͕�

there are spectacular views down the length of Stratherrick.

Suggests that the Loch Ness and Duntelchaig Special Landscape

Area should be extended to the south-east to include the

Fechlin glen and Loch Killin, the whole of Loch Mhor, and the

Farigaig pass.

Special Landscape Areas Ms Lucinda Spicer(01200) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1200/1/005

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent does not agree with the preferred SLA boundaries. Considers the Loch Ness and Duntelchaig

SLA boundary should be extended to include Abriachan for the following reasons:- landscape of similar

ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ��ƵŶƚĞůĐŚĂŝŐ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƐƚ�ƐŝĚĞ�ŽĨ�>ŽĐŚ�EĞƐƐ͖ �Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŝĚĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŌ�ǀ ĂůůĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�

ƐůŽƉŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉŽŝŶƚƐ�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ��ĂƌŶ�ŶĂ�>ĞŝƟƌĞ�ĂŶĚ��ĂƌŶ�Ă��ŚŽĚĂŝĐŚ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞ�ƚŽ�Ă�ƐĞŶƐĞ�ŽĨ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ�ƐůŽƉĞ͖�Ͳ�

more expansive landscape and includes the Abriachan area and the Caiplich plateau/Cragganvallie area. The

current boundary does not include the landscape necessary to place this upper section of the Great Glen

completely in context. Including these high points and the sloping landforms around them (which conclude

on the Caiplich plateau) meets the twin criteria of forming part of a self contained landscape (the northern

ƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�' ƌĞĂƚ�' ůĞŶͿ�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶĐůŽƐŝŶŐ�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌͬ ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƌǇ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ�ĂƐ�ƚŽ�ƚǇƉĞͬ ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͘�Ͳ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝĚĞƐ�

complementary progression from Lochend to the more dramatic slopes of Meall Fuarmhonaidh to the

south, in the way that the Loch Duntelchaig area to the east side of Loch Ness does to the craggy areas

opposite Urquhart Bay- Would support the plans vision of 'allowing people to move through the green

network' as the area includes the Great Glen Way and Abriachan Forest Trails;- Area has important wildlife;

and- Area is within easy reach of Inverness with excellent road access which is vital for leisure and tourism

objectives.

Extension of Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA to include

Abriachan

Special Landscape Areas Ms Christine Matheson(01203) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1203/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

The Respondent supports the non preferred extension to the Loch Ness and Dutelchaig SLA at Abriachan for

the following reasons- Blackfold has a commanding view down the Loch, as well as a panoramic view

towards the Moray Firth- Caiplich is a moorland plateau, similar in many respects to Duntelchaig/Ashie on

ƚŚĞ�ŽƉƉŽƐŝƚĞ�ƐŝĚĞ�ŽĨ�>ŽĐŚ�EĞƐƐ�Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƵŶŶŝŶŐ�ϯϲϬ�ĚĞŐƌĞĞ�ǀ ŝĞǁ Ɛ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵŵŵŝƚ�ŽĨ��ĂƌŶ�ŶĂ�>ĞŝƟƌ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝĚĞ�Ă�

real sense of how towards the south, the Great Glen fault has impacted on the landscape parallel to the

ƐŚŽƌĞƐ�ŽĨ�>ŽĐŚ�EĞƐƐ�ƚŽǁ ĂƌĚƐ�ƚŚĞ�D ŽƌĂǇ�&ŝƌƚŚ�ďĞǇŽŶĚ��Ͳ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵŵŵŝƚ�ŽĨ��ĂƌŶ�ŶĂ�>ĞƟƌ�ŝƐ�ŝƐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�

we can appreciate the different geological processes which have fashioned the hills of Easter Ross and the

Affric and Strath Farrar ranges and experience the vast extent of this wilderness area of the Highlands which

makes it so special. -towards the west can be seen the iconic Meall Fuar-mhonaidh, the most prominent

summit around Loch Ness and the highest conglomerate hill in Scotland.

The Respondent supports the extension consulted on but not

Council supported to the Loch Ness and Dutelchaig SLA at

Abriachan

Special Landscape Areas Dr Maria De La Torre(01205) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1205/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Objects to the Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA, considers it should be extended to include Dores beach and

the River Ness as far as Clachnaharry as this area is a major view and feature of Inverness city. Notes it is

disappointing that the landscape of Inverness is not given any value or protection. Also supports suggested

extension of this SLA to include Abriachan.Agrees with suggested/preferred extension areas to the

Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA.Does not consider SLA coverage in Highland is comprehensive,

ĨĞĞůƐ�ĐƌŝƟĐĂů�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĚƌĂŵĂƟĐ�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�t ĞƐƚ�ŽĨ�̂ ĐŽƚůĂŶĚ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ďĞĞŶ�ŵŝƐƐĞĚ͕ �ŝŶ�ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌ͗�Ͳ

Gairloch-Ullapool-Assynt mountain range;-Torridon mountain range (&Loch Torridon);-Applecross

peninsula;-South Skye (Cullins ridge and Loch Corrisk); and-Parts of Knoydart.

Extentions to Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA to include Dores

beach and the River Ness as far as Clachnaharry and supports

suggested extension of this SLA to include Abriachan; and seeks

all the suggested extensions to Drynachan, Lochindorb and

Dava Moors SLA to be incorporated into this SLA.

Special Landscape Areas Ms Anne Thomas(01208) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1208/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the Council's preferred SLA boundaries.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Alexander MacDonald(01227) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1227/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the Council's preferred boundary for the Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA as it is considered that the

Abriachan area would benefit from further development and the respondent is concerned that an extension

of the SLA would restrict housing development in the area.

Special Landscape Areas Conon Brae Farms(01236) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1236/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent agrees with the preferred Special Landscape Area boundaries within the Inner Moray Firth.
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Special Landscape Areas Ms Jenny Maclennan(01237) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1237/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Considers boundary around SLAs should include visual impact areas which would affect the nature of the

landscape, for example Ben Wyvis. Not just the land area but the visual montage that it represents as a vista

should be preserved.

Special Landscape Areas Mr And Mrs P. Hemmings(01238) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1238/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Agrees with the following parts of the Council's preferred approach to the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava

Moors Special Landscape Area.Agrees with the northern ‘preferred extension’ area for the following

reasons:- would consolidate boundary to the geographical feature of the River Findhorn in its eastern

streens sections and its meltwater gorge feature at Dulsie Bridge which is Listed and where there are

ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƟŽŶ�ďŽĂƌĚƐ�Ͳ�ǁ ĞƐƚĞƌŶ�ƐƚƌĞĞŶƐ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ�ůŝĞ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�̂ >��ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚ�ďǇ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�

extensionSupport the Council’s non-preference for the suggested western exclusion area as it comprises a

major plateau area of similar landscape type to the remainder of the SLA. Loss of increasing parts of the

adjacent Monadhliath upland area to wind farm development should be considered in retaining this section

undeveloped and within the SLA.Support the Council’s non-preference for the suggested central exclusion

area as it comprises the new native pinewood plantation that supports habitat networking. Furthermore

there is no central hole in any other Highland SLA's.Save our Dava objects to the Councils non preference of

the following suggested extensions to the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors Special Landscape Area.

Expansion Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors Special

Landscape Area to include all preferred and suggested

extension areas shown in the MIR

Special Landscape Areas Mr And Mrs P. Hemmings(01238) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1238/1/002

Special Landscape

Areas

Considers that the Southern suggested expansion area at Balvraid should be re included having been

included within the original SLA boundary prior to the Inverness Local Plan being prepared, and cites the

following reasons: - those set out in respondents submission to the HwLDP and accompanying photography

(which indicates that this site has diversifying forest and a river gorge feature)- this was excluded from

present boundaries due to pressure from wind farm developers and not on landscape grounds and should

be reinstated if the pending wind farm application is refused by Scottish Ministers, but should remain

ĞǆĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŝĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶ�ŝƐ�ĂƉƉƌŽǀ ĞĚ͘ ���ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐ�ƚŚĞ��ŽƵŶĐŝůΖƐ�ŶŽŶ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ�ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ�ĂƌĞĂ�ƚŽ�

ŶŽƌƚŚ�ŽĨ��Ăǀ Ă�ũƵŶĐƟŽŶ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ĞŶǀ ŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů͕�ůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽĐŝĂů�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ͗ �Ͳ�

ƚŚĞ�ǁ ŝůĚůŝĨĞ�ĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌ�ůŝŶŬ�ďĞƚǁ ĞĞŶ�̂W�Ɛ�ĂŶĚ�̂ ��Ɛ͖ �Ͳ�ŝƚ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝĚĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞƐƚ�ƉĂŶŽƌĂŵĂ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�̂ >��ŝŶ�ŝƚƐ�ĞŶƟƌĞƚǇ�

encapsulating its association as a contrasting landscape type, highlighting the juxtapostion of the broad

tablelands with the Cairngorms massif;- it includes the A940 from Forres south to join the A939 before the

�ĂŝƌŶŐŽƌŵƐ�EĂƟŽŶĂů�WĂƌŬ��ŽƵŶĚĂƌǇ�;ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�Žĸ ĐŝĂů�ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚ�ƌŽƵƚĞ�ďĞƚǁ ĞĞŶ�/Ŷǀ ĞƌŶĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ��ďĞƌĚĞĞŶͿ͖�Ͳ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�

noted that this section lies wholly within Moray Council’s administrative boundary, but that the expansion

ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�̂ >��ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞĚ�ďǇ�ƉŽƚĞŶƟĂů�ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟǀ Ğ�ĐŽŵƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ͘ �

Expansion of Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA to

include the non preferred suggested expansion areas to the

North of Dava junction and to the west at Bavraid.

Special Landscape Areas Ms Hannah Stradling(01242) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1242/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent supports the preferred approach, and is concerned that the SLA extension could restrict

opportunities for rural housing in Abriachan.

Special Landscape Areas Ms Cornelia Wittke(01244) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1244/1/002

Special Landscape

Areas

The respondent reserves judgement on the Councils' non preferred extension to the Loch Ness and

Duntelchaig SLA until a more detailed plan is available and a Council rationale is given for its extension.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Scott Macdonald(01248) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1248/1/002

Special Landscape

Areas

Respondent considers that we need to have appropriate protection for all landscapes not just designated

landscapes.

Considers that we need to have appropriate protection for all

landscapes not just designated landscapes.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Eddie MacDonald(01249) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1249/1/005

Special Landscape

Areas

The respondent supports the Council's preferred approach as the existing Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA

boundary is considered more suitable because:- this protects the Loch Ness bank and views of it from the

ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƌŽĂĚ͖ �Ͳ��ďƌŝĂĐŚĂŶ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ďĞŶĞĮ ƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ͖ �ĂŶĚ�Ͳ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�

is concern that extension of the SLA would restrict this development.

Special Landscape Areas RES UK And Ireland Limited(01252) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1252/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Disputes lack of reasoning for boundary amendment alternatives. Scottish Planning Policy requires

reasoning to be stated. Believes any extensions should be consistent with the reasons for the original

designation, comply with national planning policy and the Highland wide Local Development Plan, and

explain why the extension area was not within the original boundary. Fears that undue constraints may be

placed on renewables developments which are required to meet national targets. Requests that Proposed

Plan does not include any new boundary changes not highlighted in Main Issues Report and that any

changes retained are properly justified in the text of the Plan.

Any SLA boundary changes retained need to be justified in the

text of the Plan.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Phil Anderson(01259) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1259/1/003

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the Council's preferred approach.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Craig MacRae(01260) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1260/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the Council's preferred approach and objects to the proposed extension of the Loch Ness and

Duntelchaig SLA at Abriachan because it is considered that this would restrict housing development in

Abriachan.
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Special Landscape Areas Ms Marion Kennedy(01262) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1262/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

The respondent supports the Councils' preferred approach and is concerned about the proposed extension

to the Loch Ness and Duntelchaig SLA boundary at Abriachan because of concern about restriction of

housing development and additional community amenities.

Special Landscape Areas Mr Raymond Bainbridge(01277) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1277/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

The respondent supports the Council's preferred approach and objects to the exclusion of areas from the

Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA as it is considered that this outstanding natural landscape

needs to be protected.

Special Landscape Areas Ms Pat Wells(01301) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1301/1/001

Special Landscape

Areas

Supports the non-preferred status of the suggested exclusions as it is considered that this could have a

significant detrimental effect on the SLA. Supports the preferred status of the Streens area, and suggests an

additional area close to Balvraid to give a straight line from the Streens southwards.

Inclusion of the suggested extension at Balvraid.

Special Landscape Areas Cllr Kate Stephen(01348) IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1348/1/003

Special Landscape

Areas

Considers that the area between Inverness and Fort George (or to nairn) should be included as a Special

Landscape area and section from the Raigmore roundabout to Milton of Culloden (or to Ardersier

designated as a Local Nature Reserve).

Considers that the area between Inverness and Fort George (or

to Nairn) should be included as a Special Landscape area and

section from the Raigmore roundabout to Milton of Culloden

(or to Ardersier designated as a Local Nature Reserve).

Special Landscape Areas Richard Crawford - Collective

Response(01352)

IMFLDP_MAIN/CONS/0

1352/1/004

Special Landscape

Areas

Objects to the Council's preferred approach to the Drynachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA's,

supporting the Council's position in terms of the retention of areas suggested for exclusion, and preferred

extension at Streens but also supporting the other suggested extensions which are non preferred and

proposing a possible extension east of Moy.

Seeks inclusion of the non preferred suggested extensions to

Dryanachan, Lochindorb and Dava Moors SLA and propose a

possible extension east of Moy.
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