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Scottish Government
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4th Floor, 5 Atlantic Quay

150 BROOMIELAW

G2 8LU

28 February 2020

Dear Sir/Madam,

ELECTRICITY ACT 1989

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997

THE ELECTRICITY WORKS (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) (SCOTLAND)

REGULATIONS 2017

ELECTRICITY (APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT) REGULATIONS 1990

WILDCAT HAVEN COMMUNITY INTEREST COMPANY

LETTER OF OBJECTION TO SECTION 36 CONSENT APPLICATION (REF ECU00002002)

VATTENFALL WIND POWER LTD – WINDFARM DEVELOPMENT KNOWN AS

CLASHINDARROCH II, ABERDEENSHIRE (55-80 MW, 14 TURBINES WITH BLADE-TIP

HEIGHT UPTO 180M)

We write on behalf of, and are instructed by, Wildcat Haven C.I.C relative to the above mentioned

windfarm development, known as “Clashindarroch II”, Aberdeenshire, for which Vattenfall Wind

Power Limited (hereafter, the “Applicant” or “Developer”) has now formally applied to the Scottish

Ministers for consent in terms of section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 (hereafter, the “1989 Act”),

together with associated direction for deemed planning permission in terms of section 57(2) of the

Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (hereafter, the “1997 Act”). 

Our clients became aware formally of this application by way of the statutory public notice dated

16 January 2020 and published in the Huntly Express, inviting representations by the public

concerned to be lodged with the ECU on or before 28  February  2020. This letter of objection is,

therefore, timely and competent. 

On behalf of our clients, we are instructed to lodge a formal objection to the application with

Scottish Ministers at this time and for the reasons and on the grounds outlined in this letter.



Summary

Our clients’ objection to this development is based on both procedural and substantive grounds.

Firstly, we submit that Scottish Ministers should reject the application forthwith and without recourse

to further procedure. On behalf of our clients, we assert that the application is invalid due to

fundamental flaws in the accompanying Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA”); in particular, we

note that the ES fails to comply with the provisions in Regulations 5(2) of, and Schedule 4 to, the

2017 Regulations. As a minimum, Scottish Ministers are obliged to seek supplementary information

from the Applicant and require this to be published (Regulation 19(2) and 20). In these

circumstances however, we believe the failings are such that the application should be treated as

invalid.

We take this opportunity to draw Scottish Ministers’ attention to the fact that the EIA in this case is

materially misleading in several respects. When demonstrated, such also constitutes an offence by

the Developer in terms of regulation 38 of the 2017 Regulations. 

Secondly, on substantive grounds, we submit that the EIA presented fails to acknowledge that the

development, due to its scale, location and cumulative effects, poses a very high risk of

catastrophic impact on one of the last – and the single most important remaining – population

nucleus of the critically endangered Scottish wildcat. That the population of this strictly protected

European protected species resident within the Clashindarroch forest is unquestionably of national

(UK) interest is a point of common ground between our clients and the proponents of this scheme,

as is noted in the ES. Indeed, due to the fact that the Scottish sub-species occurs nowhere else in

the world, there is no realistic case against the Clashindarroch population being of anything other

than international importance. 

In our clients’ submission, there is a very high and unmitigated risk of impacts sufficient to result in

extirpation of this population even with mitigation strategies in place. For the reasons which follow,

we assert that the approval of this development would result in serious non-compliance with

requirements of both domestic and international environmental law; obligations to which the

Scottish Ministers are, of course, obliged to comply with also by virtue of the Scotland Act 1998.

This is of specific relevance in relation to the assertions put forward by the Developer of suggested

differences in discretion afforded by the section 36 consent process as compared to the 1997 Act in

terms of the overall legal tests applicable to compliance with the Development Plan.

It is important to highlight that the concerns outlined in this submission are matters which our clients

have gone to considerable efforts to bring to the Developer’s attention prior to its lodging of this

application. This has included most recently meeting with the Developer’s project team and

advisers in January 2020 (which meeting request was accepted by the Developer only after

submission of the application). It has, therefore, elected to proceed on this basis knowingly leaving

our clients with no option other than to draw attention to this issue by way of formal objection. 

In addition, to date, key information requests lodged on behalf of our clients with both the Developer

and relevant government agencies, and which are reasonably required to facilitate proper public

participation in the consenting process, have similarly not been answered.

Regrettably, therefore, we highlight that the conduct and actions pursued by Vattenfall are also, in

our submission, non-compliant in material respects with the OECD Guidelines for Multinational

Enterprises with which it claims to comply (now subject to separate legal action).



1 As detailed further, it is noted that Clashindarroch Wind Farm Limited (Company Number 05358030) is under the
significant control of Vattenfall Wind Power Limited; Vattenfall Wind Power Limited (Company Number 06205750) is
under the significant control of Vattenfall AB. Vattenfall AB acquired AMEC Wind Energy Limited was announced on 06
October 2008.

About Our Clients

Our clients are internationally recognised experts in the protection and preservation of Eurasian

felids, including the iconic wildcat species (Felis silvestris). As such, they hold key specialist

knowledge and expertise on matters which we submit are material to the determination of this

application. In this context, it is important to emphasise that our clients are the lead group now

working to protect the Scottish wildcat in the wild.

Scottish Ministers will also be aware that our clients now have an active public campaign to see the

Clashindarroch forest afforded protected status. They submit that legacy conservation failings over

several years are being brought directly to the fore by this application. If that alternative opportunity

is instead seized, it would also benefit several other endangered and rare species (including, inter

alia native red squirrel, goshawk and pine marten).

We draw particular attention to the fact that our clients’ public petition to save the Scottish

wildcat resident within the Clashindarroch is now the largest wildlife petition in UK history,

with some 700,316  signatures  and  rising. This demonstrates the very substantial public

interest in this matter and, as such, we emphasise that it places elevated weight on this

submission by our clients. The clear public interest in conserving this critical population of

the Scottish wildcat in situ is irrefutable and that substantial public interest must now be

given due weight by the Scottish Ministers in their decision-making. 

Moreover, our clients have an active CrowdJustice campaign and are resourced to engage

vociferously in the forthcoming determination process as required, utilising all available

legal routes to challenge and halt this unsustainable development (including, in the event it

is consented by Scottish Ministers). Their legal campaign is now active within both the context of

the UK as well as Sweden (where the single corporate shareholder for the Developer, Vattenfall

AB, is located).1

Whilst our clients duly recognise that the Clashindarroch forest is a plantation forest, and that an

earlier phase of windfarm development (known as Clashindarroch I) is operational there, at the

outset of this submission it must be emphasised that:-

i) the ecological value of the forest is high with a range of protected species present.

Having independently visited the site, it is clear that the ecological value is

significantly downplayed by the Developer in its application and supporting EIA;

ii) attempts to circumvent due Environmental Impact Assessment requirements are

plainly evident – both in this application and the corporate structuring arrangements,

as well as the management of forestry harvesting operations itself – raising justified

suspicions of sequencing with the goal of facilitating consent. This approach must

not be permitted by Scottish Ministers; and

iii) previous non-compliant decision-making and lack of best practice resulting (in

particular) in poor-baseline information. This must not be permitted to effectively

legitimise the present flawed application through an effective doubling-down

approach to ecological harm.



2 The Bern Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats, 1979
3 The Convention on Biological Diversity, 5 June 1992 (1970 U.N.T.S 69)
4 First Minister, Nicola Sturgeon MSP, Climate Crisis Leaders’ Debate, Nov 2019 – “The ecological crisis has to be given
the same priority as the climate crisis”.
5 2019 Global Assessment Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Service. Summary for Policy Makers available online at:
https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/ipbes_7_10_add.1_en_1.pdf

Albeit that this application differs in detailed form from that assessed by the Scottish Government

Reporter in 2006 (Ref: IEC 3-67, refused September 2007), it is clear that the overall assessment

and concerns expressed in the Reporter’s findings remain consistent with the principal concerns

now expressed about this application and its cumulative effects, including by our clients.

On behalf of our clients, we stress that this application is contrary to key requirements of both

national and international environmental law (including, the Bern Convention2 and the Convention

on Biological Diversity3) – which Scottish Ministers have stated their public commitment to comply

with and are, moreover, bound to do so by the Scotland Act 1998.

PRINCIPAL DETAILED GROUNDS OF OBJECTION

1. The  ‘ecological  crisis’  and  the  ‘climate  crisis’  require  to  now  be  afforded  the  same

priority.  Addressing  these  interconnected  crises  is  intrinsically  linked  and  critically  must

be addressed in accordance with the environmental rule of law

Scottish Ministers’ commendable recognition that the ecological crisis requires to be treated with

the same degree of priority as the climate crisis is highly relevant to this application.4 We

respectfully suggest that this application is a litmus test of that commitment, as recently expressed

by the First Minister. 

Our clients acknowledge and emphasise that they are supportive fully of Scottish Ministers’

ambitions to transition to a net-zero economy and associated legal and policy frameworks. To that

end, they recognise fully the need for important low-carbon energy developments to be brought

forward. While acknowledging this often involves the weighing of competing priorities by the

decision-maker, we emphasise that this must be undertaken in accordance with the rule of

environmental law and such projects cannot be permitted at any cost.

Following confirmation from the world’s top scientists that 1,000,000 species now face extinction

without systemic change in humanity’s interactions with the natural world (IPBES Report 2019),5 the

need for developments of this nature to be sited in accordance with relevant legal and policy criteria

and only permitted following robust environmental impact assessment procedures is even more

acute. 

2. The  application  does  not  accord  with  the  Development  Plan  and  is  insensitively  sited.  No

due   assessment   has   been   made   of   alternatives   that   could   achieve   its   proposed

contribution   to   Scotland’s   climate   goals   without   the   attendant   acute   environmental

concerns

For the reasons below, our clients demonstrate this is, in the simplest terms, the wrong

development in the wrong site. Not only does it fail to accord with the Development Plan (see 4

below), but we submit that there has been no consideration of other lower sensitivity sites capable

of accommodating a 55 - 80MW renewable energy project. Moreover, we submit that the impacts



on the unique Scottish wildcat population – highly vulnerable and elusive by its very nature – are

not matters that can be addressed through mitigation. 

The impact and serious risks presented by climate breakdown for all species is acknowledged fully

by our clients, but de facto this development proposal is not the only means of achieving Scotland’s

climate goals and ambitions (including, also much needed commitments to energy-efficiency and

demand response given 1/ the advanced stage of Scotland’s energy transition; and 2/ the

“Efficiency First Principle”).

In our submission, the  question  for  the  decision-maker  here  is  whether  this  is  the  right  site  for  this

development  having  regard  to  the  clear  risks  of  a  potentially  catastrophic  impact  on  a  sub-species

for  which  Scotland  has  a  unique  international  responsibility. This is also a matter of common and

international concern, as well as being of acute public interest.    

We underscore that this question of alternatives simply has not been engaged with by the

Developer, despite the requirements of the 2017 Regulations: there has been no meaningful

engagement with the requirement to consider alternatives, other than an extremely cursory

consideration of alternative site layouts. The ES includes no consideration of alternative sites and is

predicated simply along the lines of an assumption that there will be a windfarm at this site and that

the only question is how many turbines, what height and where they will be sited. This is wholly

non-compliant with the avoid-mitigate-compensate hierarchy that is the basis for decision-making

where negative effects on important receptors are identified. The Developer seeks to leapfrog

avoidance and rely only on mitigation and compensation. 

3. Scottish  wildcat  population  present  is  of  (at  least)  national  importance  and  is  a  matter  of

common concern

It must be emphasised that the Scottish Wildcat is now amongst the rarest mammals in the world:

there are estimated to be as few as 35  of  them  left  on  earth. One third of that population is believed

to be resident within the publicly owned forest related to this application site. To put this figure in

context, this makes the Scottish wildcat around 75 times rarer than the giant panda.  

Our clients’ fieldwork and related research further supports that the wildcat population within the

Clashindarroch is of particularly high ecological value due to its genetic provenance. They have

identified a number of high-pelage scoring individuals at this site, including a contemporary 21-point

scoring individual – a score never before seen in Scotland. Our clients further underscore that the

Scottish wildcat represents an evolutionary distinct unit of the Felis silvestris species: a scientific

fact which appears to be clouded in this case. 

While acknowledging the difference of scientific view about how wildcats are to be identified, in

reality the current genetic testing is severely flawed. There is evidence of individuals with high

pelage scores, scoring low on the genetic scale and low pelage scoring individuals scoring high on

the genetic scale (https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2017-10/A1636094-Wildcat-Hybrid-

Scoring-for-Conservation-Breeding-under-the-ScottishWildcat-Conservation-Action-Plan.pdf). This,

in our submission, engages the need for an elevated level of precaution to be applied.

Notwithstanding, given that the genetic test is derived from reference samples based on pelage, it

logically follows that pelage scores should always carry more weight than genetic scores and that

genetic testing is only ever used as a support and a proxy for pelage scoring. 



6 Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora.

On any due and credible analysis therefore, the Clashindarroch forest is a critical  site for the future

of the Scottish wildcat. This applies regardless of any ongoing uncertainty about genetic

differentiation, both in relation to the Scottish sub-species as a distinct entity and in relation to the

status of the small remaining population relative to acknowledged threats from hybridisation.

Indeed, the Applicant itself has acknowledged that this population is of national  importance, as they

are bound to do, and agencies have referred publicly to and promoted Clashindarroch as a ‘Wildcat

Wonderland’. These matters are, therefore, beyond credible dispute. 

There can be no confidence that this development will not have a significant  negative (indeed,

potentially catastrophic) effect; the submitted ES does nothing to provide such confidence. Such an

effect would be measurable at the national level in planning terms, and at international level in

conservation terms. As such, and in the absence of evidence put forward to support the alternative

view, the scientific assessment of these issues and weight to be attached thereto by the decision-

maker must be made in line with the precautionary and preventative legal principles given the high-

risks present. 

4. Development Plan should be upheld

We emphasise to Scottish Ministers the unequivocal terms of Policy E1 of the Local Development

Plan (“LDP”), which must be upheld here such that the development is refused. We underscore that

the key tests stated within Policy E1 have not been satisfied at this stage. These tests, of course,

mirror the requirements of the Habitats Directive6 implemented at the national level through the

Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended).

Given the very high risk of “significant negative effect” at a national level aforementioned, we draw

Scottish Ministers’ specific attention to the fact that:- 

1) No thorough assessment has been undertaken by the Applicant demonstrating “imperative

reasons of overriding public interest”. This is a notably high threshold; nor

2) That the population will be maintained at a favourable conservation status in its native

range. (Indeed, our clients assert the contrary in this case).

These are cumulative tests within Policy E1. Further, it must be demonstrated there is “no other

satisfactory solution”. Again, this has patently not been demonstrated here. Rather, in our

submission, this development appears to be promoted as a matter of convenience due to land

ownership arrangements.

This arguably simplifies the section 36 determination process as it underscores the requirement for

Scottish Ministers to reject the proposal – unless Clashindarroch II is demonstrated to be a project

of overriding national importance, the policy compunction and international conservation obligations

clearly usher matters in favour of invoking the precautionary principle and either: a) finding

somewhere else for the 55-80MW contribution; or b) reaching a much higher level of certainty than

has currently been achieved that the project poses no material threat to the nationally and

internationally important locus of Scottish wildcat population resident on the site. 

Albeit acknowledging that more discretion is afforded in legal terms to decisions under section 36 of

the 1989 Act (compared with the 1997 Act), we again emphasise that Scottish Ministers’ obligations

must be viewed through the lens of the Scotland Act 1998 and their vires therefrom (in particular



here, due to impacts on international obligations to which the UK is subject). Scottish Ministers

must, therefore, uphold Policy E1 of the Development Plan in this case.

5. Concerns  as  to  circumvention  of  EIA  requirements  and  appearance  of  pre-determination

and bias evident in the handling of the application

Scottish Ministers have shown commendable leadership in the context of the environment and

Brexit. However, it must be emphasised that due compliance with the rule of law and upholding the

First Minister’s commitments in this respect are central to any future ambitions for Scotland to be a

climate and environmental leader.

We assert on behalf of our clients very serious concerns around possible impropriety and bias

which may be unduly influencing decision-making in this case; that is, as opposed to decision-

making on the best available science. There are, as a minimum, strong grounds for the perception

of such. 

Suggestions that separation of powers have been appropriately maintained are called into direct

question by environmental information documentation obtained by our clients showing key

concerns raised by key agencies’ own ecologists about this proposal being overruled and closed

down (enclosed as Annex A). Again, emphasising that specialist advice is not being followed.

Ensuring separation of powers is not only adhered to, but seen to be such, is particularly important

in this case when noting the way in which government revenue from this project is derived (linked to

an MWe basis). It is understood that the leasing arrangements for the proposed development

represent an exercise of the initially retained leasing option over the site (granted first to AMEC).

Scottish Ministers will be aware of the planning history for this site – and that this application is not

being formally promoted as an extension to the Clashindarroch I windfarm. Yet, we note that:

I) In 2006, AMEC Project Investments Limited proposed a development of 47 turbines of

blade-to-tip height of 100 metres. This development was specifically rejected following

Public Local Inquiry. While recognising the age of that decision, equally it will be noted

that the height of the turbines proposed at that stage was almost half the size of those

now proposed at the site, and which would comprise only eight (8) turbines less than the

refused 2006 proposal. 

II) Vattenfall Windpower Limited, the present Developer, was previously named AMEC

Wind Energy Limited during the period 10 April 2007 to 08 October 2008 (and Vattenfall

Wind Power Hexham Ltd during the period 08 October 2008 – 16 October 2008).

Vattenfall AB announced it had acquired AMEC Wind Energy Limited on 06 October

2008.

III) Clashindarroch I, a development of 18 turbines with blade to tip height of 110 metres

and operational since 2015, was consented by Aberdeenshire Council, following the

initial 2006 refusal, on application from Vattenfall Windpower Limited (APP/2009/1380)

(i.e. being brought under the applicable 50MW threshold for section 36 consent).

Clashindarroch I is operated now by the company Clashindarroch Windfarm Limited

(named earlier Senate Health (Colchester) Limited in the period 09 February to 20

December 2006). Vattenfall Wind Power Ltd is again recorded as the person with

“significant control” therein for the purposes of the Companies Act 2006.



The accounts for Clashindarroch Windfarm Limited disclose:

“In July 2015, the Company entered into a 28-year lease of an area of land from where it

operates. The operating lease rental charge is based on MWh generation… The variable

rental cost for the year ended 31 December 2018 was £537 thousand (2017: £855

thousand).”

Although we have been denied access to the detailed leasing arrangements by the agency to date,

put simply, in lay-terms, the documentation obtained via Companies House suggests that the more

turbines present at this site, the greater revenue generation is received by the Scottish

Government.

Closer analysis of the initial application documentation and intended reliance in this application on

existing infrastructure moreover supports the suggestion that the initial infrastructure at site was

specifically designed to accommodate such expansion. 

While Scottish Ministers will maintain that separation of powers has been maintained (in terms of

managing the leasing arrangements and in its capacity as decision-making authority), the evidence

our clients can present calls this directly into question. In short, we submit there are strong grounds

to suspect this application has been subject to effective pre-determination. Moreover, these

arrangements appear to represent an effective joint-venturing arrangement between the Scottish

Government and Vattenfall, so far as we are aware without lawful authority. We assert that recent

suggestions that the wildcat population is now “functionally extinct” would thus also appear to be a

conveniently timed smokescreen to divert attention from these dynamics.

Overall, the net effect of this approach to the development and sequencing of events attempts to

effectively result in a more restricted scope of EIA being undertaken for each phase of development

(what is known as ‘salami-slicing’); as opposed to the EIA process duly and properly considering

the acceptability of the scheme overall (against the background of refusal of the initial application by

the Ministerial Reporter in 2006/07). This is particularly concerning given the base-line uncertainties

now described. 

6. Base-line  uncertainties  evident  in  the  EIA.  Need  for  due  application  of  the  precautionary

and preventive principles of environmental law in decision-making

On analysis of the Environmental Impact Assessment documentation, independent expert

ecologists instructed by our clients suggest that the level of baseline understanding about:

a) the use of the Clashindarroch II site by wildcat (and by extension the importance of the

application site to both the wider Clashindarroch forest and wider SWA population); and

b) the potential impacts on the species from wind farm developments generally,

is poor.

This high level of uncertainty and the high importance of the population (as described above) also

directly engages the precautionary principle, having regard to a suite of national and international

obligations and policies (referred to above). We submit that this EIA is subject to a very  high degree

of uncertainty on these matters. In particular, the baseline information on the Scottish wildcat

appears to be the sparsest of any of the studied species. We draw attention to the fact that the

assessment conclusions relative to the Scottish wildcat are therefore amongst the most affected by

uncertainty and potential error. Leaps of faith and unevidenced claims and assumptions by the

Applicant do little to close the gap.



In addition, the ES adopts an extremely narrow and unjustified view asserted without credible

support as to what the zone of influence for impacts is (for example, underestimation and

uncertainties about impacts from noise). These levels of uncertainty are not duly recognised or

acknowledged by the Developer. Statements such as “there was no evidence that habitat in the

vicinity of the proposed windfarm are favoured in comparison to the wider forest” are bauld, not

robust and do not withstand interrogation.

7. Derogations test for EPS licensing

The application not only creates conflicts with policy, but clearly also has relevance to the legal

basis for any future derogations that may be required to licence disturbance (or other impacts) on

not just wildcat but other European protected species. We stress again that those derogation tests

include an overriding requirement that there is “no satisfactory alternative”. If this section 36

consenting process has not duly and properly considered the alternative of a different and less

sensitive site for this quantum of wind energy generation, this will create hostages to fortune when

those licences are to be considered.

8. Other issues of concern

Our clients note that there are several other areas of concern relating to this application, such as

anticipated cumulative landscape and visual impacts. Albeit that these matters go beyond our

clients’ direct area of expertise, they note and align with the considerable concerns expressed by

local community groups in this regard. We submit that those concerns equally bolster the reasons

this scheme must be rejected by Scottish Ministers.

9. Information gaps

Finally, as highlighted at the outset of this letter, we reiterate that a series of information requests

have been made to both the Developer and relevant Government agencies on behalf of our clients

to facilitate timely access to the environmental information required to support meaningfully the

preparation of this letter of objection and exercise of public participatory rights. Such rights are, as

Scottish Ministers will be aware, guaranteed by the UNECE Aarhus Convention. Regrettably, none

of these requests have been responded to substantively at this time. On behalf of our clients, we

accordingly wish to reserve the right to supplement this objection as or when those responses are

forthcoming. They include:-

- To Forestry and Land Scotland – requests for copies of the leasing arrangements (EIR

submitted 22 January). (Following an apparent administrative error, an extension of time

has been sought to the 20 working days for response).

- To the Department for Planning and Environmental Appeals – for access to the (now

archived from the online portal) 2006 PLI documents. No response yet received. Vattenfall

itself has also not been able to facilitate access to these documents; and

- To Vattenfall – per note of agreed actions from meeting of 29th January (in terms of access

to confidential annexes and key base-line data and methodology). 

Conclusion

For the reasons outlined in this letter, we submit on behalf of our clients that this application is not

valid and should be rejected. Esto, the application should be rejected by Scottish Ministers on the

substantive grounds of objection outlined in this submission.



As our clients have intimated directly to Vattenfall, their position is that the developer should

independently withdraw its application on a voluntary basis pending resolution of the serious

procedural concerns outlined in this objection, as well as misleading nature of the EIA

documentation itself and considerable gaps identified therein. 

Our clients look forward to their representations being taken into consideration in the determination

process and reserve the right to expand on the points mentioned herein should Further

Environmental Information be submitted by the Applicant.

Please kindly acknowledge safe receipt.

Yours faithfully,

Ms Susan Shaw

Managing Partner

For and on behalf of Living Law

Direct Dial:    +44(0)7929996105

Direct Email: susan@livinglaw.co.uk

Strictly without prejudice

Enclosed: ANNEX A





From: Emma Rawling

To: Kortland, Kenny; Roo Campbell; Martin Gaywood

Cc: "Kerry Kilshaw (kesserk )"; Murphy, Philippa; Cumberbirch, Jackie

Subject: RE: Clashindarroch - Wildcats

Date: 07 June 2018 11:27:12
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From: Kortland, Kenny [mailto:kenny.kortland@forestry.gsi.gov.uk] 
Sent: 06 June 2018 17:35
To: Cumberbirch, Jackie; Murphy, Philippa
Cc: Emma Rawling; Kerry Kilshaw (kesserk )
Subject: Re: Clashindarroch - Wildcats
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From: Cumberbirch, Jackie
Sent: Wednesday, 6 June 2018 16:04
To: Murphy, Philippa; Kortland, Kenny
Cc: Emma Rawling (Emma.Rawling ); Kerry Kilshaw (kesserk )
Subject: Clashindarroch - Wildcats
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Jackie Cumberbirch
Environment Ranger

Moray and Aberdeenshire Forest District
Forestry Commission Scotland
Portsoy Road
Huntly
AB54 4SJ
 
Jackie.cumberbirch@forestry.gsi.gov.uk
0300 067 6200 (Main Office) 
Tel  ( Direct line – Mobile)
 
www.foresty.gov.uk/scotland
www.facebook.com/forestrycommissionscotland
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