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Development Plans Team   
Environmental Services Department  
The Moray Council 
Council Office 
High Street 
ELGIN   
IV30 1BX 
 
 
13 March 2019 
 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
Moray Local Development Plan – Proposed Plan 
DP4 Rural Housing - Representation 
 
In general, we are of the opinion that there are several areas within the proposed rural housing 
policy which could be refined but that ultimately, most of the policy is workable.   
 
The exception to this is the prescription, set out in the siting criteria of the ‘New Houses in the Open 
Countryside’ section of DP4, for 75% enclosure, containment and backdrop made up of existing 
landform, mature trees, established woodland or buildings. We object in the strongest possible 
terms to its inclusion in the final version of the Local Development Plan and respectfully request that 
the percentage is reduced to 50%, as is prescribed in policy H7 of the outgoing LDP. 
 
Based on our extensive experience working on housing projects in the Moray countryside, we need 

to highlight that the prescribed 25% increase in boundary treatment inadvertently wipes out the 

potential for any new housing in the Moray countryside (except in the rarest circumstances) and we 

would contend that this requirement transposed into planning policy serves no purpose in 

promoting good siting over and above what the current 50% boundary enclosure criterion can 

achieve.   

It is important that the aim behind the policy is considered in the context of the outgoing LDP and 

the inevitable outcome- if the aim is to ensure a building has sufficient backdrop or enclosure and 

guard against inappropriate development in the countryside then the current policy approach has 

proven to be sufficient in the preceding Plan period.  In our previous response to the Main Issues 

Report we set out several illustrations of extremely well defined properties in the Moray countryside 

which would fail the proposed policy test. 

If the aim of this policy is to eliminate the possibility of any new Housing in the Moray Countryside 

over the next Plan period then we contend that it should not be accomplished through the 

prescription of an unachievable policy test.  Such an approach is clearly at odds with the spirit of SPP, 

NPF3 and the aims and objectives of the Proposed Plan itself. In its current form, this aspect of the 

Rural Housing policy is unnecessarily restrictive and detracts from the ability of decision makers to 

make assessments based on the individual merits of an application.     

mailto:enquiries@ggmail.co.uk
mailto:enquiries@ggmail.co.uk


We need to make clear that in practice, the amendment of this single aspect of the Proposed Plan 

would only be sufficient to enable some limited residential development in the countryside and 

cannot reasonably be expected to give rise to unsustainable growth and suburbanisation of the 

countryside.  On this basis, we are proposing a compromise i.e. the prescription of 50% enclosure, 

containment and backdrop made up of existing landform, mature trees, established woodland or 

buildings.  

An example of what an amended policy approach would look like is appended to this response.  The 

removal of field drains, ditches, burns and wire fencing, roads and tracks as suitable boundary 

treatments should serve to remove any prospect of housing coming forward which is poorly sited 

but meets the minimum requirements of the policy.  The proposed compromise will allow for a 

limited amount of well sited, residential development in the countryside which we feel is the most 

sustainable approach and what the Council is aiming for. 

For the reasons given, we would respectfully ask that the economic and social benefits associated 
with a limited amount of well sited residential development in the countryside amounting to 
proportionate growth over the next Plan period is given sufficient weight in the plan making process 
and that the proposed amendment is made to the Rural Housing Policy. 
 
We would welcome an opportunity to come in and discuss this in more detail. 
 
 
 
 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
Neil Grant  
grant and geoghegan 
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Woodland Trust Scotland response to Moray Proposed Local Development Plan 2, March 2019 

Response sent via consultation form: https://online.moray.gov.uk/form/auto/mldp_proposed_plan  

 

Woodland Trust Scotland (WTS) welcome the opportunity to give our views on the Moray Proposed Local 

Development Plan 2 (PLDP2). We also made a representation to the Moray Main Issues Report in April 2018.  

The comments that follow are delivered on behalf of the United Kingdom’s leading woodland conservation 

charity. We have three main aims:  

 Ensuring no further loss of ancient woodland 

 Restoring and improving woodland biodiversity 

 Increasing new native woodland creation 

We own over 1,000 sites across the UK, covering approximately 26,000 hectares (ha). In Scotland we own 

and care for around 60 sites covering in excess of 9,500ha which include the 5,000ha Glen Finglas estate and 

significant urban forestry holdings in Glenrothes and Livingston. We combine the promotion of public access 

with forestry, farming and conservation of the natural and cultural heritage. The Woodland Trust has 

500,000 members and supporters. 

 

For the purpose of this consultation we looked at the policy section, and the site allocations, focusing mainly 

on the impact of these on woodland present on the Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI).  

 

We consider that any woodland present on SNH’s AWI is of high value for nature conservation and therefore 

worthy of further study, and likely to pose constraints on development. Our comments are below.  

 

Placemaking policies  

PP1 Placemaking: (iv) open spaces/ landscaping - good that it mentions a connected network of green and 

blue infrastructure, tree planting as part of landscaping and most importantly maintenance arrangements of 

these spaces. We note that these provisions have been included as part of site allocations and masterplans in 

the settlements section.   

 

On page 50 in relation to ‘Landscaping’, we welcome the addition that ‘15% Native tree planting must be 

provided to help integrate a new house into the landscape setting.’ WTS believes that this provision could be 

improved by adding the wording ‘At least 15% native tree planting […].’ We are unsure of how the figure of 

15% was decided upon, and if the percentage is from the total of the trees to be planted, or the percentage 

of the land use to be occupied by trees. This should be clarified in the final LDP2.  

 

EP2 Biodiversity  

This is a very good policy and we generally welcome this, with the exception of the provision on 

compensatory measures which should be worded to exclude irreplaceable habitats such as ancient 

woodland. Add ‘In the case of irreplaceable habitats, such as ancient woodland, no amount of compensation 

can make up for loss, therefore, development likely to impact on such sites should be located away from 

these areas.’ 
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EP5 Open Space 

This is a fantastic policy and we welcome that the local authority is considerate of these important provisions 

in relation to development. Such provisions will deliver an outstanding environment for biodiversity 

provision as well as for society, and in turn support the local economy.  
 

To change/ include: The Scottish Government launched a new Scottish Forestry Strategy on 4th Feb 2019 and 

this has a commitment to encourage the increase in tree canopy cover across our towns and cities. This Open 

Space policy could include a provision to increase tree canopy cover across Moray's towns, as part of this 

policy. The benefits offered by urban forestry, which includes trees in parks, cemeteries, streets, are now 

well recognised.  

The diagrams should be referenced in the policy text, or in the justification/notes section. 

 

In ii) Quality Standard - Biodiverse supporting ecological networks we are unsure at what point the 

assessment will be made to see if the development meets the criteria set out here, and how will failure to 

meet the assessment criteria by at least 75% compliance be addressed.  

 

EP7 Forestry, Woodlands and Trees  

We welcome and support the provisions in this policy, but have some suggestions to improve this below.  

 

It is recognised that the AWI is incomplete and flawed. This is especially true in certain local authority areas 

such as the Scottish Borders. There may be area of ancient woodland which have been completely missed off 

the inventory, or which are shown in the wrong location. Stating in this policy ‘removal of woodlands which 

appear on the AWI will not be supported’ is restrictive in the sense that it does not offer protection for 

ancient woodland areas which have not been included in the inventory. We recommend just referring to 

ancient woodland instead. Where it is suspected that certain woodland areas could be ancient, the first step 

should be returning to the first Ordnance Survey from the 1860s and/or a survey should be conducted to 

determine the value of the woodland.  Since this proposed plan was published, the Scottish Government has 

published its new Scottish Forestry Strategy 2019-29 which states that unnecessary loss of ancient woodland 

should be avoided; this policy should be updated to reflect this.  

 

 

After identifying some site allocations which are adjacent to areas of woodland shown on the Ancient 

Woodland Inventory we have some recommendations to make in relation to the addition of a requirement in 

this policy to buffer areas of woodland to minimise negative edge effects from development.  We note that 

in some cases the site allocations are right up to the edge of woodland areas which appear on the Ancient 

Woodland Inventory. We have provided comment separately in the site allocations comments section on 

these, but would recommend that as part of this policy, the wording ‘where development is likely to cause 

damage to an area of ancient woodland, the development should be located away from this area, ensuring 

that appropriate buffer areas are left between the woodland edge and the development boundary.’ In some 

cases this reinforcement planting has been specified as part of the site requirements but this is not 

consistent. These cases which we have identified are: R4, R5, R12, I16, LONG 3 in Elgin, and LONG 2 in 

Mosstodloch, and we welcome that landscaped edges, additional reinforcement and screen planting have 

been listed as part of the site requirements.  

 

To ensure that any biosecurity concerns are minimised, there should be a requirement to plant only trees 

which have been sourced and grown in the UK. The Woodland Trust is delighted to see that native tree 

planting is specifically mentioned as the recommended planting in new developments. This is further stated 

in the introduction to the settlement statements. However, we note that ash was added as one of the 



recommended species and we want to bring to the Council's attention that due to ash dieback disease there 

is a moratorium on planting ash trees. In the final version of the plan please leave out mention of ash trees. 

 

c. Trees and Tree Preservation Orders: We welcome the requirements for tree management in Conservation 

Areas, and for trees felled within these areas, or subject to a TPO to be replaced.  

 

We note that many of the new developments have site-specific requirements to plant mature trees, or 

feature tree planting, or retain existing trees, woodland and hedgerows. This is very much welcomed as trees 

play an important part in ensuring a smooth transition between the built and natural environment, they can 

provide habitat for wildlife, shade, water runoff mitigation, to name a few of the benefits of trees within 

built environments. The Woodland Trust has published guidance on residential developments and trees 

which can be found here: https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/mediafile/100824549/residential-

developments-and-trees-12789.pdf?cb=ba134ec6c6b14702aab71e08051def86.  

 

Overall comments on site allocations  

Generally we are pleased with these and we haven’t identified any instances which could cause direct loss to 

woodland present on the Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI), or on the Native Woodland Survey for 

Scotland. We have identified instances where at the moment it looks like the site allocation is adjacent to 

areas of woodland present on the AWI. We have listed these below.  Development adjacent to areas of 

ancient woodland can have negative edge effects such as:  

 Chemical effects through acidification, eutrophication and toxic pollution 

 Disturbance by noise, light, trampling and other human activity 

 Fragmentation as a result of the destruction of adjacent semi-natural habitats 

 Provides a source of non-native plants and aids their colonisation 

 The cumulative effect of development is more damaging to ancient woodland than individual effects 

which should not be considered in isolation. 

Development cannot only harm woodland when felling is required but development in close proximity to 

ancient woodland can be just as damaging. This fact is also recognised in Scottish Planning Policy which 

states that not only should ancient woodland, as well as woodland of high nature conservation value be 

protected from felling but ‘should be protected from adverse impacts resulting from development.’ 

 

We welcome how the site-specific developer requirements are listed with each site allocation, and also the 

clarity of the PLDP2 layout with each site allocation identified separately, and then on the full settlement 

maps.  There are some general comments we can make in relation to these.  

 We welcome instances where existing trees and woodland on site are to be retained and protected  

 We welcome instances where buffer areas of additional planting are required  

 We welcome instances where trees are required as part of green infrastructure  

 We suggest that where there is ancient woodland that this is also identified as such in the site 

specific developer requirements for clarity and to raise awareness of the existence of this abutting 

the site 

 The instances where additional woodland buffer areas should be consistent and apply to all ancient 

woodland.  

 

In the table in Annex 1 below we list the sites we have identified where there could be damage to or direct 

loss of woodland present on the AWI.  
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Annex 1: Site allocations assessments  
 

Site reference, name and 

use 

 

Description of woodland and recommendation 

Elgin: R11 Findrassie. 

Residential 1500 units 

The North West of the development is adjacent to an area of LEPO woodland, Findrassie Wood, 90 ha, NJ206646. There is no specific 

mention of a buffer between the existing woodland and the development in the text but the Findrassie Materplan does appear to 

show an area of planting between the development and the woodland edge. The appropriate size and type of buffer can be advised 

on at planning application stage. The site requirements should be more specific about buffer woodland creation.  

Elgin: R 19 Easter 

Linkwood and Linkwood, 

Residential 675 units 

There is a narrow strip of LEPO along the Linkwood Road near the Southern end of the site, NJ234609. This forms a corridor to a 

larger area of LEPO woodland, Birkenhill Wood, approx. 36 ha in total. This is the same woodland which is adjacent to site allocation 

LONG2 Elgin South. The development area should be designed to retain any existing trees. In addition, a buffer between the area of 

woodland and the development should be recommended by the planning authority as a site specific requirement. The appropriate 

size and type of buffer can be advised on at planning application stage. We note from the Elgin South Masterpan on page 171 that 

the woodland areas are to be retained. This is positive, but should be clearly stated in the site specific requirements. The woodland 

areas could also be surveyed to assess their ecological value and a management plan and buffer areas can be further informed by 

this. The site development is likely to increase recreational use, which is encouraged, however paths within the woodland should not 

result in felling and be designed to ensure they are followed to avoid creation of desire lines and damage to ground flora.  These 

comments are valid for site allocation LONG 2 Elgin South.  

Elgin: Long 2 Elgin South, 

Residential  

A significant part of the Southern Boundary of the site borders  on to an area of LEPO, Birkenhill Wood, 36 ha, NJ227603. In the first 

instance a buffer between the area of woodland and the development should be recommended by the planning authority as a site 

specific requirement. The appropriate size and type of buffer can be advised on at planning application stage. Our comments for R19 

are also valid for this allocation.  

Elgin MU1 Riverview, 

Business, hotel & 

residential  

The Western boundary of the development area is adjacent to a large area of LEPO woodland, Quarrel Wood, 400 ha. In the first 

instance a buffer between the area of woodland and the development should be recommended by the planning authority as a site 

specific requirement. The appropriate size and type of buffer can be advised on at planning application stage.  The site specific 

requirements should recognise that this woodland is on the AWI to help inform the developer of the constraints this may pose.  



Fochabers T1, Caravan 

Site. Burnside Caravan 

Park – existing caravan 

park on site already  

Woodland to West of the burn (and incorporating a part of) the caravan site is AWI LEPO, NJ351579, and fundamentally connects 

Slorach's wood into and through the town to the riparian woodland of the Spey. This woodland and the continuing riparian 

woodland through the town appear on 1843-1882 OS historic maps. The site allocation boundary includes this LEPO woodland 

(approx. 1.4ha) as well as other newer woodland, which if developed would sever the connection between the two areas of 

woodland. The connected woodland affected by fragmentation is too large to measure. The WT objects to the inclusion of the LEPO 

to the west of the site within the site allocation unless there are clear site specific requirements that this woodland is not to be lost 

and is required to be managed. Buffers appropriate to the scale of development (caravans and roads) should be required. 

Forres R2, Ferrylea, 

Residential 380 units 

The southern part of this site is adjacent to an area identified as LEPO on the AWI, NJ030569. The WT recommends a site-specific 

requirement of a significant buffer to protect the woodland. The site development is likely to increase recreational use, which is 

encouraged, however paths within the woodland should not result in felling and be designed to ensure they are followed to avoid 

creation of desire lines and damage to ground flora.   

Forres Long 1, Lochyhill, 

19ha  

We have identified the woodland area on this site on the 1st Edition OS 1874 maps, and recommend that it is assessed for its ancient 

woodland value. It is known that the AWI is incomplete and that smaller woodlands were left off the Inventory altogether, therefore 

it is worth surveying this area with a view to ensure its retention and appropriate management.  

Forres OPP7, Whiterow, 

13ha residential and/or 

small business 

On this site we have identified LEPO woodland at NJ025569. This is the same woodland adjacent to Long 1 above. The indicative 

drawing for this site at p 212 appears to show a complete loss of the woodland. Introduce change in site drawing (figure 1.5) to 

recognise the importance of this remaining woodland and request retention and appropriate buffers in site requirements. 

Kinloss R1, West of 

Seapark House 

This site contains mature trees, shown on 1st edition OS maps and some of the oldest trees in Kinloss, protected by TPO since 2009 

for their biodiversity value with recognition of the site for housing to be sensitively integrated into the site. It is recognised that 

houses are to be located in clearings, and tree removal avoided, with a tree protection plan required. The best protection for these 

trees would be to avoid development on this site altogether. If unavoidable the indicative site area shown on p 264 could be 

amended to clearly show where the housing would be appropriate taking into account root protection areas. 

Rafford R1, Brochloch, 

Residential 12 units 

Abuts 48ha LEPO to west at NJ066555. Looks like nice open conifer but we are uncertain of the nature conservation value of this 

LEPO and would recommend a survey to assess any ancient woodland features which may be present. Based on these findings an 

appropriate buffer and further management can be recommended. 

 

Contact details: 

Arina Nagy-Vizitiu, Public Affairs Officer 

E: ScottishCampaigns@woodlandtrust.org.uk  

T: 01738 635 829 | Direct line: 0343 770 5580  

Edinburgh office address: Studio 3, 10 Queensferry St, EH2 4PG 
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