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Issue 13i  

Lossiemouth  

Development 
plan 
reference: 

 
Lossiemouth Settlement Statement,  page 
239-245 

 General, page 239 

 R1 Sunbank/Kinneddar,  page 240 

 OPP1 Esplanade Area, page 241 

 OPP2 Sunbank,  page 242 

 ENV11 Cemeteries,  page 242 

 HBR1 and HBR2 Lossiemouth Harbour 
Area,  page 243 

 T2 Caravan Park Extension, page 243 
 

Reporter: 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 

 
General  

NHS Grampian Ryden LLP (0300) 
Mr and Mrs A E Mitchell (0703) 
R1 Sunbank/Kinneddar 
Lossiemouth Community Council (0127) 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
Sydney And Jutta Hewett (0647) 
Janice Bowman (0649) 
Hugh Robertson (0651) 
Gillian Priestley (0659) 
Jackie Jackson (0660) 
John Hamilton (0702) 
Mr and Mrs A E Mitchell (0703) 
Rebecca Robertson (0892) 
William Glennie (0893) 
Mary Duncan (0894) 
Deborah Glennie (0895) 
Rachel Glennie (0896) 
Sarah Glennie (0897) 
Ruth Glennie (0898) 
CJ And CRH Dunbar (Pitgaveny) (0908) 
John Lally (0911) 
Ruth McDowall (0916) 
Robert Murdoch (0924) 
Lily Mulholland (0925) 
Moutter (0931) 
David Willmitt (0932) 
Mary Millar (0934) 
Lindsey Cameron (0935) 
Jonathan Priestley (0936) 
Anne and Georg Lees Paxton (0937) 
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David Bowman (0967) 
Mr and Mrs David Cranston (0968) 
L A Munro (0987) 
Mr and Mrs Downing (0990) 
Louise Reid (0991) 
Wendy Lally (0999) 
Pauline Royan (1007) 
Gordon McDonald (1010) 
Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
Mr Allister Mair (1019) 
George Reid (1043) 
Alexander and May McLeod (1052) 
OPP1 Esplanade Area 

Toni White (0628) 
Paul Geraghty 0676) 
Leigh Russell (0736) 
Paul Russell (0737) 
Maureen W Halkett (0973) 
Lossiemouth Business Association (0974) 
Hugh Brown (1034) 
OPP2 Sunbank 
Eric Simpson (0644) 
Hugh Robertson (0651) 
Rebecca Robertson (0892) 
Mary Duncan (0894) 
Tanya Smith (0927) 
Moutter (0931) 
ENV11 Cemeteries 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
HBR1 and HBR2 Lossiemouth Harbour Area  

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
T2 Caravan Park Extension 

Eric Simpson (0644) 
 

Provision of the 
development plan to 
which the issue 
relates: 

 
Site designations within the town of Lossiemouth. These 
include residential allocations that contribute to achieving 
the housing land requirements for the Elgin Housing 
Market Area, sites to provide opportunities for 
employment and environmental designations to protect 
open space and safeguard amenity. 
 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 

 
General  
Mr and Mrs AE Mitchell (0703) 
Support statement that intend to "Ensure public access is maintained to beaches 
and wooded area to support tourism potential." However, the Council is not taking 
responsibility for East Beach Bridge which conflicts with the statement about 
maintaining access. 
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NHS Grampian(0300)  
It is likely that the existing health centre can be expanded on site. The approach 
adopted in the Proposed Plan is appropriate at this time. 
 
R1Sunbank/Kinnedar 

CJ and CRH Dunbar (Pitgaveny)(0908) 
Support allocation of R1.  
 
Jackie Jackson (0660), David Willmitt (0932), Jonathan Priestley (0936) 
Unhappy did not receive neighbour notification.  
 
Hugh Robertson (0651), Rebecca Robertson (0892) 
The decision has already been made as the developer said 9 months ago they 
would build.  
 
Hugh Robertson (0651) 
Residents will suffer to aid developers looking to profit from the Government help 
to buy scheme. Development will devalue existing property. Houses will be 
developed too close together.  
 
Site Capacity, Demand, Affordable Housing 
Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
Capacity should be increased to 279. Developer is in final stages of design of R1 
and this indicates capacity for 279 houses. A considerable amount is affordable. 
The layout includes open space either side of the B9135 entrance and this area 
should be included within the allocation. Layout continues to make provision for 
extension to the south as shown in the Main Issues Report (MIR) despite this 
being removed due to RAF constraints.  
 
John Hamilton (0702), Moutter (0931) 
Object to the scale of development, it is too large. 
 
Ruth McDowall (0916) 
Large number of houses for a small area.  
 
Mr and Mrs Cranston (0968), George Reid (1043), Mr Allister Mair (1019) 
There is no demand for 250-300 properties in Lossiemouth. (0968 There are 
many unsold properties in Lossiemouth, if older houses remain unsold 
Lossiemouth will lose its heart and become a suburb of Elgin.)  
 
David Willmitt (0932) 
Building 250 houses will drive down property values putting people into negative 
equity.  
 
John Lally (0911) 
Building houses is not good growth. Moray needs more employment but not by 
building houses.  
 
Alexander and May McLeod (1052) 
It is not a good idea to have a mix of private and Council houses.  
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Sydney and Jutta Hewett (0647), Janice Bowman (0649), David Bowman (0967), 
Gordon McDonald (1010) 
The developer of site R1 has been allowed to transfer the affordable housing 
requirement from site R3 Inchbroom to this site. This means there will be an 
increase in the number of low cost/affordable housing. This is unfair and causes 
segregation. It is not a sustainable model to build a healthy community.  
 
Moutter (0931) 
Inclusion of low cost housing would not be in keeping with the surrounding area. 
Low cost housing will mean no one will buy higher priced properties.  
 
Louise Reid (0991) 
Development will cause crime and drug related incidents. Development will 
impact on the elderly due to the type of people housed in Council houses.  
 
Flooding/Drainage, Noise/Odour, Infrastructure, Local Services, Wildlife, 
Views 

Sydney and Jutta Hewett (0647), Janice Bowman (0649), Hugh Robertson 
(0651), Jackie Jackson (0660), John Hamilton (0702), Rebecca Robertson 
(0892), Mary Duncan (0894), Rachel Glennie (0896), Sarah Glennie (0897),  Ruth 
McDowall (0916), Lilly Mulholland(0925), Mary Millar (0934), Anne and Georg 
Lees Paxton (0937),  David Bowman (0967), Mr and Mrs David Cranston (0968), 
Mr and Mrs Downing (0990), Wendy Lally (0999), Mr Allister Mair (1019), 
Alexander and May McLeod (1052) 
Object to site R1 on some or all of the following grounds.  

 The site has a history of flooding. The site has a high water table and drainage 
problems.  

 The site lies on the flight path and close to the RAF runway which will cause 
noise and fume/odour issues.  

 There are only part time emergency services in Lossiemouth, these would be 
unable to cope with the increase in call outs. Consideration should be given to 
education provision and medical facilities.  

 Additional traffic will impact on roads maintenance.  

 To access the cul de sacs roads would require to cross the main sewage pipe. 
There is major pipework in the site. There is already an odour from the 
sewage works and increasing house numbers will exacerbate this. 

 Wildlife will be displaced.  

 Queries capacity of infrastructure and impacts of increased run off.   
 
Mr and Mrs David Cranston (0968) 
R1 Should be retained as green belt.  
 
John Lally (0911) 
Greenspace should be protected from development. Development will impact on 
local and migratory species.  
 
Rebecca Robertson (0892), Mary Duncan (0894), Lilly Mulholland (0925), Mr and 
Mrs David Cranston (0968), Louise Reid (0991), George Reid (1043) 
Loss of views over countryside, and disturbance will devalue property.  
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John Lally (0911) 
Amount of litter in the area is a concern. 
 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
 A small watercourse runs along the north boundary of the site which is a potential 
cause of flood risk. Small areas of the site may also be at risk from pluvial 
flooding. Flood risk and drainage should be considered with a Flood Risk 
Assessment or further information submitted as appropriate. There is some risk of 
flooding and object unless the designation text is amended to confirm the need for 
a flood risk assessment and avoidance of the area shown to be at risk from 
flooding. 
 
Access via existing cul de sacs 

Sydney and Jutta Hewett (0647), Janice Bowman (0649), Gillian Priestley (0659), 
Hugh Robertson (0651), Jackie Jackson (0660), John Hamilton (0702), Rebecca 
Robertson (0892), William Glennie (0893), Mary Duncan (0894), Deborah Glennie 
(0895), Rachel Glennie (0896), Sarah Glennie (0897), Ruth Glennie (0898), Ruth 
McDowall (0916), Robert Murdoch (0924), Lily Mulholland (0925), Mary Millar 
(0934), Jonathan Priestley (0936), Anne and Georg Lees Paxton (0937), Mr and 
Mrs David Cranston (0968), LA Munro (0987), Mr and Mrs Downing (0990), 
Louise Reid (0991), Wendy Lally (0999), Pauline Royan (1007), Alexander and 
May McLeod (1052) 
Object to use of existing cul de sacs to access proposed development on some or 
all of following grounds.  

 The roads are too small to cope with the increase in traffic and this has 
potential to increase accidents. They are too narrow to allow large vehicles to 
pass other traffic or parked cars. There is no scope to widen existing cul de 
sacs.  

 Using the cul de sacs will impact on the quality of life of existing residents. 
Loss of amenity. Traffic and construction traffic has potential to damage 
houses and foundations.  

 Halliman Way is only 5.05m wide and the junction onto Boyd Anderson Drive 
is onto a corner where cars speed. 

 It will devalue property on the cul de sacs. No need to use cul de sacs access 
can be achieved directly onto the two main roads. This is the position within 
the 2008 plan. Only two accesses are required not four.  Access through cul 
de sacs is a change from the 2008 plan. 

 Buses should not be allowed to go through Halliman Way or Fisher Place.  

 Residents bought houses in cul de sacs because there are few houses in the 
street.  

 It is a betrayal of trust to remove cul de sacs and assurances were given when 
R1 was designated that no access would be taken through to Boyd Anderson 
Drive.  

 
Lossiemouth Community Council (0127) 
Lossiemouth Community Council submitted a petition on behalf of signatories in 
respect of site R1. Petition signed by 403 people. The Local Development Plan 
has been altered to allow access to future housing via existing cul de sacs (Fisher 
Place and Halliman Way), and as such allowing access onto Boyd Anderson 
Drive. Seek a review of Scottish Government policy including Creating Places and 
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Designing Streets in the case of R1. Further discussion with the community and 
further consideration of Designing Streets and Creating Places in relation to links 
with existing development is required. Note decision would be subject to a 
Transport Assessment and query if this has already been undertaken. Requests 
statement "Connections through existing built up area onto Boyd Anderson Drive 
should be considered TSP3" is deleted from the plan. Agree pedestrian/cycle 
access is acceptable and is more in keeping with the Scottish Government 
Designing Streets policy. Note that when plots were sold by Moray District Council 
purchasers were given assurances regarding no through road access. Property 
enquiries at the time of purchase were informed "There are no road proposals 
affecting this property." 
 
Robert Murdoch (0924) 
All that is required by Designing Streets is footpath and cycle connection. 
Proposal to use cul de sacs is contrary to Designing Streets aims.  
 
Impacts on Boyd Anderson Drive, Traffic Impacts, TSP implementation 
timescales  
Sydney and Jutta Hewett (0647), Janice Bowman (0649), Hugh Robertson 
(0651), Gillian Priestley (0659), Jackie Jackson (0660), John Hamilton (0702), Mr 
and Mrs A E Mitchell (0703), Rebecca Robertson (0892), Mary Duncan (0894),. 
John Lally (0911), Ruth McDowall (0916), Moutter (0931), David Willmitt (0932), . 
Mary Millar (0934), Jonathan Priestley (0936), Anne and Georg Lees Paxton 
(0937), David Bowman (0967), LA Munro (0987), Louise Reid (0991), Wendy 
Lally (0999), Mr Allister Mair (1019), George Reid (1043), Alexander and May 
McLeod (1052) 
Object to access onto Boyd Anderson Drive for some or all of the following 
reasons.  

 The existing road is unsafe. Accidents have already occurred.  

 Increased traffic will make existing junctions onto Boyd Anderson Drive more 
dangerous.  

 Boyd Anderson Drive is poorly designed which makes access to Cromarty 
Place difficult, more traffic will increase risks.  

 The junctions of Boyd Anderson Drive onto Coulardbank Road are difficult to 
negotiate due to restricted views. Parked cars on Boyd Anderson Drive result 
in traffic waiting on Coulardbank Road if cars are exiting Boyd Anderson Drive. 
There are only two access points to Boyd Anderson Drive and increased 
housing would have implications should an emergency occur.  

 Boyd Anderson Drive is a bus route and used by school children, increased 
traffic would increase risk of danger. Concerned about child safety. Children 
play on green spaces adjacent to Boyd Anderson Drive. There are minimal 
passing places.  

 Boyd Anderson Drive was not designed for this level of traffic. Development 
will cause congestion and noise pollution from inconsiderate drivers.  

 Concerned about use by construction traffic.  
 
Mr Allister Mair (1019) 
The increase in traffic on Kinnedar Road and Boyd Anderson Drive will be 
dangerously excessive.  
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Lindsey Cameron (0935) 
The main road has always had problems with traffic speed including buses. 
Development will increase traffic and increase the risk of accidents.  
Robert Murdoch (0924) 
Council acknowledge improvement required at TSP 2 and TSP 4 and these 
should be undertaken before any development starts. This should be stated in the 
plan.  
 
LA Munro (0987) 
New access roads onto B9135 and A941 should be in place before development 
commences.  
 
Gillian Priestley (0659), Jonathan Priestley (0936) 
Scottish Government is encouraging people to leave cars at home. It is illogical to 
squeeze more traffic onto overcrowded unsuitable road. Should concentrate on 
connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists.  
 
OPP1 Esplanade Area 
Toni White (0628), Maureen W Halkett (0973) 
Object to OPP1 as it is popular with people and families who enjoy the views and 
park.  
 
Paul Geraghty (0676) 
Development of OPP1 would have a negative impact and it should be retained for 
recreation. Improvement to the play area and gardens would enhance the area. 
The area is not suitable for development due to its location on the Moray Firth and 
exposure to the sea. The area would be subject to flooding and salt water spray. 
This would result in high maintenance costs and buildings would quickly become 
an eyesore. 
 
Paul Geraghty (0676). Leigh Russell (0736), Paul Russell (0737), Maureen W 
Halkett (0973), Lossiemouth Business Association (0974) 
The land is not underutilised, vacant or derelict. The existing car park is busy and 
should be retained for shoppers and visitors to the seafront. Removal would lead 
to traffic problems and put people off spending time in the town. (0973, 0974) 
Submits photographs of car park being used.   
 
Maureen W Halkett (0973), Lossiemouth Business Association (0974) 
The car park was recently upgraded with tarmac. 
 
Leigh Russell (0736) 
Development of OPP1 will obstruct views. If proposal fails what would prevent 
sale of land for housing.  
 
Leigh Russell (0736), Paul Russell (0737), Hugh Brown (1034) 
Visitors only come to Lossiemouth if weather is good and commercial and tourist 
development will not change this. Concerned about impact on existing 
businesses, as commercial proposals would compete with these. There are 
vacant shops and therefore no logic to creating new.  
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Leigh Russell (0736), Paul Russell (0737) 
Unscrupulous to only inform those within 20m when proposal affects whole town.  
Loss of green space will be to detriment of town. Well developed public amenities 
would bring tourism without need for shops or cafes. Proposal suggests existing 
amenities would be removed (toilets, parking, play area).   
 
Paul Russell (0737) 
Concerned about the traditional seafront gardened area being in hands of private 
developer. Concerned building would not be in keeping with built heritage. 
Proposal is only to save Council on maintenance costs and to raise money from 
sale of land.  
 
Maureen W Halkett (0973), Lossiemouth Business Association (0974) 
The car park is the only area for community functions such as farmers markets, 
gala days, and concerts.  
 
OPP2 Sunbank  

Eric Simpson (0644) 
Objects to development of Sunbank Quarry for industrial/retail 
 
Moutter (0931) 
There is no need for a business park as there are plenty existing empty business 
parks and others being built. Developing the area would take away one of the 
only green areas in Lossiemouth that dog walkers can use and has an abundance 
of wildlife. It should be left for nature. 
 
Tanya Smith (0927) 
Sunbank Quarry is an area of natural beauty and well used for walks, dog 
exercising and horse trekking. There are two lochs within the site and it is a 
natural habitat for wildlife. The designation is vague as to what the site could be 
used for. Concerned about the impact on the entrance/gateway to Lossiemouth. 
Site could be noisy, add light pollution and be unsightly putting off tourist and 
house buyers.   
 
Hugh Robertson (0651), Rebecca Robertson (0892), Mary Duncan (0894) 
Sunbank Quarry is a fire hazard and explosion risk. It should be cleaned up and 
used for housing. Derelict factories at the harbour should be used for industrial.  
 
ENV11 Cemeteries  
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
Investigations suggest site ENV11 is likely to have groundwater dependent 
terrestrial ecosystems on or around them. It is recommended that applications are 
supported by the results of a walkover and photographic survey of habitats to 
assess the presence of potential wetlands. 
 
HBR1 and HBR2 Lossiemouth Harbour 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
Site is within the 1 in 200 year coastal flood extent. As residential proposals will 
be considered any development should consider flood risk and drainage with a 
Flood Risk Assessment or further information submitted, as appropriate.  There is 
some risk of flooding and object unless the designation text is amended to confirm 
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the need for a flood risk assessment and avoidance of the area shown to be at 
risk from flooding. 
 
T2 Caravan Park Extension 
Eric Simpson (0644) 
Caravan site extension should not have a 12 month licence for residential use. 
 

Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 

 
General  

Mr and Mrs AE Mitchell (0703) 
Implied amendment to give a statement regarding responsibility of East Beach 
Bridge. 
 
NHS Grampian (0300) 
Health care provision should be specified under Infrastructure within the 
settlement statement and promoted as a developer contribution.  
 
R1Sunbank/Kinnedar 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
Add text "Proposals should be supported by a flood risk assessment (FRA) the 
outcomes of which may affect the developable area of the site." 
 
Lossiemouth Community Council (0127) 
Remove statement “Connections through existing built up area onto Boyd 
Anderson Drive should be considered TSP3” and remove TSP3.  
 
Sydney And Jutta Hewett (0647), John Lally (0911) 
Remove R1 from the plan.  
 
Janice Bowman (0649) 
Address concerns raised and rethink proposed development plans. 
 
Jackie Jackson (0660) 
Relook at or stop proposal.  
 
Hugh Robertson (0651), Rebecca Robertson (0892), Mary Duncan (0894) 
Develop Sunbank for housing. Develop the harbour for industrial use. 
 
John Hamilton (0702) 
Remove access to site from Halliman Way. Reduce the number of houses to a 
more sensible level. Increase the distance from existing properties to the new 
ones. Provide more landscaping to separate existing houses from new.  
 
Mr and Mrs AE Mitchell (0703) 
Implied amendment reconsider access arrangements.  
 
Gillian Priestley (0659), William Glennie (0893), Deborah Glennie (0895), Ruth 
Glennie (0898), Jonathan Priestley (0936) 
Do not use cul de sacs off Boyd Anderson Drive for access to R1. 
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Rachel Glennie (0896) 
Reduce the number of houses proposed on R1. Do not use cul de sacs off Boyd 
Anderson Drive for access to R1. 
 
Sarah Glennie (0897) 
Houses should be kept away from the flight path. Do not use cul de sacs off Boyd 
Anderson Drive for access to R1. 
 
CJ And CRH Dunbar (Pitgaveny) (0908) 
No change 
 
Lily Mulholland (0925) 
Fisher Place and Halliman not opened up to through traffic as main roads. No 
access of any form through Malin Place from R1. 
 
Robert Murdoch (0924) 
Remove the proposal to seek vehicular access across to Boyd Anderson Drive. 
Revert to previous access arrangement in the existing Local Plan and included 
access to B9135 if necessary. Include all previous conditions in the present plan 
(2008). If proceed with seeking to use Boyd Anderson Drive it should be a 
condition that TSP2 and TSP4 are completed prior to commencement. 
 
Moutter (0931) 
Reduce R1. It should be a smaller child friendly scheme with lots of green space. 
 
David Willmitt (0932), Ruth McDowall (0916), Mary Millar (0934), Lindsey 
Cameron (0935), LA Munro (0987), Mr and Mrs Downing (0990), P Royan (1007), 
Mr Allister Mair (1019), George Reid (1043), Alexander and May Mcleod (1052),  
 
Anne and Georg Lees Paxton (0937) 
Do not use the two cul de sacs. Only use B9135 and main Elgin to Lossiemouth 
Road. 
 
David Bowman (0967) 
Remove proposal to use Fisher Place and Halliman Way into feeder routes from 
R1. Revert back to original design. 
 
Mr and Mrs David Cranston (0968) 
Don’t allow development until concerns are answered. Concerned about effect on 
health, property and human rights. Also concerned about effect on drainage, 
safety, noise, pollution and existing public services. 
 
Louise Reid (0991) 
A different location for R1 should be found. 
 
Wendy Lally (0999) 
No development on R1 but if retained no access through Fisher Place and 
Halliman Way or through routes to Boyd Anderson Drive. 
 
Gordon McDonald (1010) 
Reduce/ remove percentage of affordable housing in R1 development. 
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Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
Increase capacity of R1 to around 280 units and redefine R1 site boundaries to 
include open space parkland and shelter belt screening to the south. 
 
OPP1 Esplanade Area 
Toni White (0628) 
OPP1 should be improved as a park and garden and not built upon.  
 
Paul Geraghty (0676) 
Remove OPP1 
 
Leigh Russell (0736) 
Remove OPP1 and upgrade landscape and invest in making area attractive. 
 
Paul Russell (0737) 
Develop the playpark theme not commercial uses.  
 
Maureen W Halkett (0973), Lossiemouth Business Association (0974) 
Upgrade files to show land is not derelict. Upgrade the car park by marking 
spaces. Improve band stand facilities. Organise fun days.  
 
Hugh Brown (1034) 
Explain logic of this proposal, list the consultees and estimate the impact.  
 
OPP2 Sunbank  

Eric Simpson (0644) 
Implied amendment remove OPP2.  
 
Tanya Smith (0927) 
Remove OPP2 designation and find alternative location for uses.  
 
Moutter (0931) 
Not develop OPP2.  
 
Hugh Robertson (0651), Rebecca Robertson (0892), Mary Duncan (0894) 
Allocate for housing.  
 
ENV11 Cemeteries 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
It is recommended that applications are supported by the results of a walkover 
and photographic survey of habitats to assess the presence of potential wetlands. 
 
HBR1 and HBR2 Lossiemouth Harbour 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
Add text "Proposals should be supported by a flood risk assessment (FRA) the 
outcomes of which may affect the developable area of the site." 
 
T2 Caravan Park Extension 
Eric Simpson (0644) 
Do not allow 12 month licences. 
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Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
General  
The support for maintaining access to the beaches and woodland is noted. The 
issue regarding responsibility for East Beach Bridge/Seatown Bridge is not a 
Local Development Plan issue. The objectives of the plan would support any 
planned maintenance. It is also noted that the actions within the Moray Economic 
Strategy (CD28) include Incremental Infrastructure Improvements with the 
example of Seatown Bridge in Lossiemouth given.  
 
The comments from NHS Grampian are noted.  
 
R1 Sunbank/Kinnedar 
Site R1 is carried over from the existing Moray Local Plan 2008 (CD10) and was 
the subject of examination then (CD26 page 2.166). The Reporter concluded that 
“there are few if any other opportunities of a significant scale in and around 
Lossiemouth to provide new housing to meet local demand and Structure Plan 
requirements.” At that time objectors had highlighted aircraft noise, health and 
safety, pollution, loss of property value, loss of view, increased stress from 
construction noise, increased litter/vandalism, no requirement for housing and 
high water table as grounds for R1 to be removed. The Reporter concluded that 
“based on the available evidence and weighing up the arguments put forward, I 
conclude that, on balance there is no justification for removing 12.5ha designation 
R1.” 
 
Neighbour notification was carried out in line with the Town and Country Planning 
(Development Planning) (Scotland) Regulations 2008. Neighbouring land that was 
conterminous or within 20 metres of the site boundary were sent a schedule 2 
form. The objectors’ properties are not conterminous with site R1 and are over 20 
metres from the site boundary.  
 
The developer submitted Proposal of Application Notice on 7 December 2012 and 
a planning application has subsequently been submitted on 24 July 2014. The 
application 14/01486/APP for 278 dwellings and community facilities (four retail 
units) is currently being considered by the Council.  
 
Impact on private views and property value is not considered to be a material 
planning consideration.  There is no evidence to suggest housing will be close 
together.  
 
Site Capacity, Demand, Affordable Housing 
Lossiemouth is a second tier settlement within the Elgin Housing Market Area. 
The housing requirement for the Elgin Housing Market Area is 1494. As a second 
tier settlement Lossiemouth is expected to accommodate development at a level 
appropriate to its sub-Moray role. The Housing Needs and Demand Assessment 
(CD12), which assesses future housing need and demand, identified a total 
annual land requirement in the Elgin Housing Market Area for 240 houses per 
annum. Whilst the majority of this requirement is allocated in Elgin as a second 
tier settlement Lossiemouth would be expected to accommodate some of this 
need and demand. The Housing Need and Demand Assessment (CD12) was 
found to be “robust and credible” by the Scottish Government’s  Centre for 



Page 13 of 18 
 

Housing Market Analysis on 12 September 2011. Site R1 is carried over from the 
Moray Local Plan 2008 (CD10 page 200) and within the Housing Land Audit 
(CD18 page 111) 65 units are shown as effective with the remainder of the site 
programmed beyond five years. There are over 3000 households in Lossiemouth 
and 250 houses would represent around an 8% increase in households. When 
accounting for the other allocations and what remains to be built out within those 
a 10% increase in households would be anticipated. This is reasonable over the 
timescales anticipated (2013-2025) and reflects the towns second tier status. It is 
noted that completions averaged 18 houses per annum for the period 2008-2010. 
At the Main Issues Report (CD04 page33) the Council had sought to identify a 
further 100 houses in Lossiemouth to meet housing requirements. However this 
was not possible due to the physical and environmental constraints around 
Lossiemouth and the RAF safeguarding constraints. R1 is therefore likely to be 
the furthest Lossiemouth can expand for the foreseeable future unless constraints 
can be overcome.  
 
The site is capable of accommodating 250 houses without impacts on amenity. It 
is noted that the developer has submitted a proposed layout with their submission 
which is in excess of this. Based on 250 houses the density of the development is 
approximately 17 houses per hectare. Whilst this is a higher density than the 
immediately neighbouring land it is not excessive in comparison to other parts of 
Lossiemouth where higher densities can be found. It is noted that the housing 
capacities identified with allocations are indicative and as stated within Policy H1 
Housing Land “proposed capacities will be considered against the characteristics 
of the site, conformity with policies PP3, H8 and IMP1”. Therefore there is 
potential for a well designed scheme of more than 250 houses to be supported 
once an application is submitted providing it meets the requirements of the 
relevant policies. Any such application may require to be treated as a departure 
and follow appropriate processes.  
 
Provision of affordable housing within developments is a requirement of Policy H8 
Affordable Housing and a minimum of 25% of the total units should be affordable. 
A similar policy has been in operation in the Moray Local Plan 2008 (CD10 page 
25) and has been successful in aiding delivery of affordable housing. There is no 
evidence to suggest that the affordable housing will not be in keeping or that the 
type of housing will lead to social problems for specific groups of people. Not 
aware of any evidence to suggest provision of affordable housing reduces 
demand for higher priced property.  
 
It is noted that affordable housing has been provided at site R3 off of Inchbroom 
Avenue.  
 
The site boundary to the west (adjacent to B9135) reflects the aircraft noise 
contours and the limited development that is likely to be permitted within this area. 
It is not appropriate to include these areas within the R1 allocation due to the 
restricted development opportunities.  
 
Flooding/Drainage, Noise/Odour, Infrastructure, Local Services, Wildlife, 
Views 
The site does not fall within the 1 in 200 year flood risk area on SEPA’s map. 
However as noted by Scottish Environment Protection Agency there is a 
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watercourse within the site that may potentially be a flood risk and also small 
areas that may be at risk from pluvial flooding. If the Reporter is so minded the 
Council would not object to the suggested text by Scottish Environment Protection 
Agency being added to the designation text. The following wording is considered 
suitable “Proposals should be supported by a flood risk assessment (FRA) the 
outcome of which may affect the developable area of the site.” Planning policy 
EP5 Surface Water Drainage, EP6 Waterbodies and EP7 Control of Development 
in Flood Risk Areas will be considered when determining the application.   
 
Consultation with the Ministry of Defence/Defence Infrastructure Organisation is 
required within the allocation text to establish the extent to which the site can be 
developed. This is in line with the policy EP13 Ministry of Defence Safeguarding 
which aims to ensure relevant proposals are subject to consultation with the 
Defence Infrastructure Organisation. This is to ensure proposals do not impact 
upon the safe operation of Ministry of Defence facilities. Consideration was given 
to aircraft noise contours at the examination into the Moray Local Plan 2008 
(CD26 page 2.158). Noise will require to be considered in the determination of 
any planning application in line with policy EP8 Pollution.  
 
In line with policy IMP3 Developer Obligations contributions will be sought from 
developers in cases where a development will have a measurable adverse impact 
on existing infrastructure and community facilities, including emergency services 
and education.  
 
The developer will require to consider the potential impact of crossing any 
services/pipework including sewage pipes within their layout and design and 
ensure their proposals are designed to prevent adverse impacts. Existing issues 
with odour are not a result of the development proposals. When Scottish Water 
assess and evaluate connection applications, if there is any suggestion new 
housing may cause new or exacerbate any known existing issues there is a 
responsibility upon the developer to undertake a Drainage Impact Assessment 
(DIA). There is also an expectation that the developer will undertake work on the 
existing network to mitigate any impacts from development on existing customers.  
 
The land is currently farmed and used for arable crops. A habitats survey requires 
to be submitted with proposals. This requirement was included following a 
response from Scottish Environment Protection Agency that noted there were 
potential wetland habitats on part of the site. The site is not greenbelt, nor is it 
within the Countryside Around Towns designation or protected as ENV. There is 
some inevitability that land which adjoins neighbouring property may require to be 
built upon, especially given, the limited availability of brownfield sites, the 
topography and other constraints in Lossiemouth which severely limit 
development opportunities.  
 
Loss of private view and impact on property value in not considered a material 
planning consideration.  
 
Access via existing cul de sacs 

Permeability for all users (pedestrian, cycle, public transport, vehicles) is a key 
requirement for the design and layout of proposals. This is in line with Policy T2 
Provision of Access, Supplementary Guidance on Urban Design and Scottish 
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Government policy (Designing Streets (CD30) and Creating Places). Designing 
Streets (CD30) is a change in Scottish Government policy stance since the Moray 
Local Plan 2008 was adopted and the allocation wording has been amended to 
achieve the six qualities of successful places including a place that is easy to 
move around and adaptable. Well connected or permeable street networks 
encourage walking and cycling and can help avoid segregation of 
neighbourhoods. Vehicular connections to existing street networks provide better 
connectivity for all users, provide more route choice and assist in delivering 
optimal distribution of vehicular traffic across the network. Connections through 
the built up area onto Boyd Anderson Drive would help maximise connectivity and 
permeability. This is a key aspect of Designing Streets (CD30) and delivering the 
qualities of successful places. Street patterns should be fully integrated with 
surrounding networks to provide flexibility and accommodate change in built and 
social environments.  
 
Two accesses are a minimum for the level of housing proposed. The potential for 
additional accesses and connections should be considered to help maximise 
permeability. As highlighted above this reflects the change in Scottish 
Government policy stance since the adoption of the 2008 Local Plan when 
Designing Streets was published in 2010. Greater permeability helps achieve 
developments that are easy to move around and welcoming.  As a Scottish 
Government policy document Designing Streets, is a relevant consideration in the 
preparation of the development plan and is already a material consideration in the 
determination of planning applications. Potential access points onto the B9135 
and the A941 are identified within the allocation and as TSP1 and TSP5 
respectively. These are anticipated to be the primary access points to the 
development.  
 
A Transport Assessment is required to accompany proposals in line with policy 
IMP2 Development Impact Assessment. This will assess and quantify the impacts 
of development and identify appropriate mitigation. Any proposals brought forward 
to connect through to Boyd Anderson Drive would be considered in this way at the 
planning application stage with consideration against policy T2 Provision of 
Access also. TSP 3 should be retained to allow developers to explore options for 
connectivity through the built up area onto Boyd Anderson Drive to help maximise 
site permeability. The suitability of such connections is best assessed at the 
planning application stage with reference to the Transport Assessment and plan 
policies.  
 
Impacts on Boyd Anderson Drive, Traffic Impacts, TSP implementation 
timescales  
The likelihood of impacts from development on the transport network is 
acknowledged within the allocation and identification of TSPs. The plan 
acknowledges that offsite junctions and road improvements may be required. 
These are also identified in the TSP list, for example TSP2, TSP4, and TSP 7 
Boyd Anderson Drive/Coulardbank Road and Coulardbank Road/Elgin Road. The 
modifications/mitigation required and their timing will be subject to the results of 
the Transport Assessment. Proposals would be considered at the planning 
application stage against the Transport and Accessibility policies and Transport 
Assessment.  
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TSPs are identified to be of assistance to developers when considering their 
proposals. It is acknowledged that the TSP’s are based on information available in 
2013/14 and circumstances may change between the plan publication and 
planning application submission that could mean other junctions may require to 
be considered. At the scoping stage of a Transport Assessment the junctions that 
would require assessment would be clarified but the TSPs provide some advance 
guidance to developers on likely requirements. The approach taken for identifying 
the TSP locations in various settlements has been to identify;  
a) existing locations on the transport network where connections to specific sites 

are anticipated in order to satisfy policy compliance with MLDP Policy T2 
(maximise connections), Supplementary Guidance Urban Design (p4 
Movement), and Designing Streets Policy;  

b) existing locations on the transport network where the development of specific 
sites would require the impact of the development traffic to be assessed in 
accordance with MLDP Policy IMP2 (b) and necessary mitigation/modifications 
to ensure the impact of new development to be delivered to adequately 
address the safety and efficiency of the transport network (walking and cycling 
infrastructure; bus stop infrastructure; passing places; road widening; junction 
enhancement; road drainage infrastructure). 

 
Conclusion R1 Sunbank 
The R1 allocation should be retained. Site R1 is carried over from the Moray 
Local Plan 2008. The relevant planning issues raised will be considered through 
the planning application and against the relevant policies of the plan. It is 
reasonable and appropriate for the allocation to suggest access through the built 
up area is explored to encourage greater permeability in line with the Scottish 
Government policy. In order to provide greater clarity to applicants if the Reporter 
was so minded the Council would not object to amending the designation text to 
include the wording “Proposals should be supported by a flood risk assessment 
(FRA) the outcome of which may affect the developable area of the site.” 
 
The Council would have no objection if the Reporter were minded to make the 
modification highlighted above in respect of a Flood Risk Assessment.  
 
OPP1 Esplanade Area 
The opportunity site has been identified, as whilst the site is not derelict or vacant 
it is considered to be underused. There is potential for uses to be enhanced to 
support the town’s tourism role in line with the Moray Economic Strategy (CD28).  
 
In line with PP3 Placemaking and Supplementary Guidance on Urban Design the 
Council would expect any proposals to consider the context of the built heritage of 
Lossiemouth in its design.  
 
There are no detailed proposals and therefore no evidence to suggest the site will 
compete with existing commercial interests. The opportunity site allocation has 
been identified to support the town’s tourism role and the uses could complement 
existing businesses.  
 
The allocation text acknowledges the location beside the sea may constrain the 
site and that the dynamic nature of the coast will need to be considered. These 
issues would require to be addressed when proposals were submitted.  
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Neighbour notification was carried out in line with the Town and Country Planning 
(Development Planning) (Scotland) Regulations 2008. Neighbouring land that was 
conterminous or within 20 metres of the site boundary were sent a schedule 2 
form. The Proposed Plan was widely publicised and an information event was 
held in Lossiemouth to raise awareness of the proposals and the consultation.  
 
No modification is proposed.  
 
OPP2 Sunbank 

The site is essentially carried over from the Moray Local Plan 2008 where it was 
identified in three separate allocations; retail, business park and industrial. These 
sites have been combined and wording amended to allow greater flexibility 
between these uses. This flexibility should make the site more attractive to 
investment. The OPP designation is also more reflective of the brownfield nature 
of the site given its former use as a quarry.  
 
There is a limited supply of industrial/employment sites within Lossiemouth. With 
the exception of the sites at Sunbank, the Employment Land Audit 2014(CD19 
page 18-19) only identifies a small 0.22ha site available at I1 Coulardbank. The 
only other available opportunities are redevelopment of existing 
industrial/business areas within the town. As a second tier settlement 
Lossiemouth is expected to accommodate growth in line with its sub-Moray role. 
There are limited opportunities for Lossiemouth to expand due to topography and 
other constraints and therefore some inevitability to development expanding into 
green spaces.  
 
No modification is proposed.  
 
ENV11 Cemeteries  
If the Reporter is so minded the Council would not object to additional text 
requiring a walkover and photographic survey of habitats to assess for the 
presence of wetlands being added into the site designation text. The following 
wording is considered suitable “a walkover and photographic survey of habitats is 
required to assess for the presence of wetlands.” 
 
HBR1 and HBR2 Harbour Areas Lossiemouth  

If the Reporter is so minded, the Council would not object to the suggested text by 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency being added to the site designation text 
for HBR1 and HBR2. The following wording is considered suitable “Proposals 
should be supported by a flood risk assessment (FRA) the outcome of which may 
affect the developable area of the site.” 
 
T2 Caravan Park Extension 
Policy H10 Residential Caravans and Sites states that the Council will not permit 
caravans to become permanent residences. Issues about the length of 
occupation and site licences fall outwith the development plan.  
 
No modification is proposed.  
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Reporter’s conclusions: 

 
 

Reporter’s recommendations: 

 
 

 


