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Issue 13e  

Burghead, Cummingston, and Hopeman  

Development 
plan 
reference: 

Burghead Settlement Statement,  page 119-
124 

 R1 North Quay, Harbour, page 119 

 OPP1 West Foreshore, page 120 

 HBR1 Harbour Area, page 120 

 T1 Caravan Park, page 121 

 ENV8, page 122 

 Not Taken Forward 
 

Cummingston Settlement Statement, page 
135-136 

 R1 Filling Station, page 135 
 

Hopeman Settlement Statement, page 212-
214 

 R1 Manse Road, page 212 

 LONG pg 213 

 HBR1 Harbour Area, page 213 

 Not Taken Forward and New Site 
 

Reporter: 

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

 
Burghead 
R1 North Quay, Harbour 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
Pamela and David Eveleigh (1018) 
OPP1 West Foreshore 
Allan Howie  (0623) 
Mrs Margaret Kendrick (0751) 
Grant Mitchell (0998) 
Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
HBR1 Harbour Area 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
T1 Caravan Park  

Grant Mitchell (0998) 
ENV8 

Grant Mitchell (0998) 
Not Taken Forward 
Strathdee Properties (1020) 
Cummingston 
R1 Filling Station 

Ingrid Fraser (0573) 
Hopeman 
R1 Manse Road 
The Moray Council, Contaminated Land (0186) 
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Mrs Sandra Smith (0462) 
Mr Stuart Huyton (0582) 
Dr Alison Sands (0653) 
Ms Evelyn More (0875) 
Melisa and Peter Richardson (1046) 
Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
LONG 

Mr Stuart Huyton (0582) 
Ms Evelyn More (0875) 
HBR1 Harbour Area  
Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
Not Taken Forward and New Site 
Springfield Properties Plc (0010) 
Dr Alison Sands (0653) 
 

Provision of the 
development plan to 
which the issue 
relates: 

 
Statements showing sites proposed for development, 
including descriptive texts outlining their purpose and 
design requirements, for the third tier settlements of 
Burghead, Cummingston and Hopeman. 
 

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

 
Burghead 
R1 North Quay, Harbour 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
Part of this site is within the coastal flood plain. A Flood Risk Assessment would 
be required prior to residential development taking place.  
 
Pamela and David Eveleigh (1018) 
Seeks removal of two sites on the grounds that parking will be a significant issue 
for existing residents and previous restrictions to planning consents have not 
been upheld.  Queries whether the conservation area status will restrict style and 
type of materials and whether the pump will be able to cope with additional 
residential development. 
 
OPP1 West Foreshore 
Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
It is unreasonable to expect a developer to form and provide an 
esplanade/walkway all the way to the harbour. It is reasonable to expect this on 
the area directly adjacent to the site only.  
 
Grant Mitchell (0998) 
Upgrading of OPP1 is welcomed but provision should be made to ensure the 
existing amenity of neighbouring properties is respected. This could be achieved 
by extending ENV8 to allow a buffer between properties and development.  
 
Allan Howie (0623) 
Development of OPP1 must recognise dangers of global warming and increased 
coastal flooding risk. Potato store is pounded by sea and the lower levels 
including rough track to caravan park has been flooded.  



Page 3 of 13 
 

Mrs Margaret Kendrick (0751) 
Questions suitability of site given proximity to the sea. Note high tides already 
reach boundary and given extreme weather to become more regular the boundary 
could be breached and lower areas flooded. Already issues of wind and sea 
erosion at caravan park. The sea has broken up the concrete ramp to the beach. 
Site should be an observation and interpretation centre with cafe and shop.  
 
HBR1 Harbour Area 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
As residential use would be supported in this area the text should refer to a Flood 
Risk Assessment being required for this type of use.  
 
T1 Caravan Park 

Grant Mitchell (0998) 
OPP1, T1 and ENV8 are linked. The ENV8 should be extended east to create an 
opportunity for an attractive link to be created between the caravan park and 
harbour and onward to the coastal trail.  
 
ENV8 
Grant Mitchell (0998) 
ENV8 should be extended through OPP1 to ensure amenity of existing 
neighbours is respected and allow a buffer to be created. It would also allow an 
attractive link to be created/maintained between the caravan park and the 
harbour. This is a principal route identified by its inclusion as part of the Moray 
Coastal Trail and should be safeguarded.  
 
Not Taken Forward 
Strathdee Properties (1020) 
Sites R2, R3 and R5 are built out which highlights additional housing should be 
allocated. Land adjacent to Firth View (MIR site R6) provides opportunity for small 
scale expansion without extending the overall settlement boundary and 
development would be contiguous with existing development. Bid has been 
reduced since MIR to a 1ha area for 10 houses to address landscape concerns. 
The site is set low in the landscape to minimise visual impacts. Site includes 
direct link to railway path to the benefit of the houses and increasing permeability 
between Fraser Road and the coastal path. There is good access to Fraser Road. 
The site is within walking distance of services and is adjacent to existing bus 
stops. The site is not within the AGLV. A location plan is included (BP_13e_1*) 
and a site plan is included with the response (see supporting document 
SD1020b_1_012). 
 
Cummingston  
R1 Filling Station 
Ingrid Fraser (0573) 
Site R1 should be restricted to the site of the former filling station land and not 
include the farmland to the rear as this area contains the septic tank for Firth View 
which the owners property have right of servitude over.  
 
Hopeman 
R1 Manse Road 

The Moray Council, Contaminated Land (0186) 
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R1 Hopeman will require a landfill gas risk assessment and this requirement 
should be added to the designation text. 

 

Mrs Sandra Smith (0462) 

Access to and from existing property on Forsyth Street (B9040) is dangerous 
because there is no footpath and due to the height of neighbouring walls and 
garden visibility is restricted. This is an issue for drivers and those using 
wheelchair and mobility scooters.  Despite speed limit of 30mph vehicles travel 
faster.  Development would increase traffic using Forsyth Street and the needs of 
existing householders should be taken into account. Despite development at 
Burghead and other new properties between Kinloss and Lossiemouth there has 
been no upgrade of Forsyth Street to deal with the traffic increase.  There should 
be no further housing between Kinloss and Lossiemouth which would lead to an 
increase in traffic using Forsyth Street until there is a solution for existing 
residents to access their properties safely.   
 
Mr Stuart Huyton (0582) 
The proposed R1 Manse Road site goes against the third settlement objective 
which is to prevent the coalescence of Hopeman and Cummingston. 
 
Dr Alison Sands (0653) 
Development of R1 goes against the objective to safeguard the Coastal 
Protection Zone and prevent the coalescence of Hopeman and Cummingston.  
Development at Burghead has reduced the distance between Burghead and 
Cummingston. To also reduce the distance between Hopeman and Cummingston 
risks near-coalescence of all three villages with negative impacts on the 
independent character of each.  Manse Road gives structure to the western side 
of Hopeman which would be lost and would have a negative impact on Hopeman.  
There should not be any development of Hopeman towards Cummingston as has 
previously been acknowledged and publicly stated.  Hopeman has gap sites that 
could be development without affecting the character of the village.   
 
Ms Eveyln More (0875) 
The density of housing on R1 is too high.  
 
Melissa and Peter Richardson (1046) 
Concerned about loss of "Village feel". Like the size of the village at present and 
development or extension will only impede this. As it presently stands, 69 Forsyth 
Street enjoys stunning views of the Moray Firth and development will block out all 
the views which will impact adversely on property value.  No development should 
take place.  
 
Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
Developer submits that site R1 Hopeman could accommodate total of 36 houses 
in first phase and 37 in second phase (LONG). Acknowledges proposals will 
require to be redesigned to comply with current policy and guidelines still 
anticipate similar density and mix of homes being achieved. The capacity of the 
site should be increased. 
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LONG 

Mr Stuart Huyton (0582) 

The proposed LONG site goes against the third settlement objective which is to 
prevent the coalescence of Hopeman and Cummingston. 

 

Ms Eveyln More (0875) 

The density of housing on LONG is too high. Houses within the LONG should be 
orientated east to west and no buildings should be within 30 metres of the eastern 
boundary to preserve privacy to existing home owner. 
 
HBR1 Harbour Area  

Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
Residential usage at harbour should be considered to provide a mix of tenures 
which can help fund recreational tourism and environmental uses. This would be 
in line with the designation at Lossiemouth harbour. 
 
Not Taken Forward and New Site 

Springfield Properties Plc (0010) 
Welcomes allocation of housing in Hopeman given the lack of opportunities in the 
current local plan. Seek inclusion of site to the south of the B9040 which meets 
the objectives set out in the plan. Site sits between existing houses and 
recreational/community uses and has capacity for 12 houses. It will provide 
additional housing within Hopeman and will not detract from the designations and 
areas referred to. The surrounding uses are compatible with housing. Small site 
fits with third tier status and was supported in last local plan review. The site 
integrates well with the landscape. The site can be developed in accordance with 
National Planning Policy and Guidance. A site plan is included with the response 
(see supporting document SD0010m/3/18b). 
 
Dr Alison Sands (0653) 
A less intrusive site to the east of Hopeman Golf course adjacent to the quarry 
access road is available if there is need for a significant increase in housing 

 

Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 

 
Burghead 
R1 North Quay, Harbour 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
Insert wording “Proposals should be supported by a Flood Risk Assessment 
(FRA) the outcomes of which may affect the developable area of the site.” 
 

Pamela and David Eveleigh (1018) 
Remove site R1 from the Plan.   
 
OPP1 West Foreshore 

Allan Howie (0623) 
Suggests development must take account of existing and future flooding.   
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Grant Mitchell (0998) 
Extend ENV8 through OPP1. 
 
Mrs Margaret Kendrick (0751) 
Remove site due to flooding issues. 
 
Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
Clarify in wording that the esplanade is to be formed at the top of the 
embankment immediately adjacent to the OPP1 site.  
 
HBR1 Harbour Area 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (0569) 
Insert wording “Proposals should be supported by a flood risk assessment (FRA) 
the outcomes of which may affect the developable area of the site.” 
 
T1 Caravan Park 
Grant Mitchell (0998) 
Extend ENV8 designation.  
 
ENV8 

Grant Mitchell (0998) 
Extend ENV8 eastwards.  
 
Not Taken Forward 

Strathdee Properties (1020) 
Allocate land at Fraser Road for up to 10 houses. 
 
Cummingston  
R1 Filling Station 
Ingrid Fraser (0573) 
R1 should be restricted to the site of the former filling station land and not include 
the farmland to the rear as this area contains the septic tank for Firth View which 
the owners property have right of servitude over.  
 
Hopeman 
R1 Manse Road 

The Moray Council, Contaminated Land (0186) 
Add text requiring landfill gas risk assessment. 
 

Mrs Sandra Smith (0462) 

No further housing between Kinloss and Lossiemouth which would lead to an 
increase in traffic using Forsyth Street until there is a solution for existing 
residents to access their properties safely.  
 
Mr Stuart Huyton (0582) 
Remove R1 from the plan. 
 
Dr Alison Sands (0653) 
Implied amendment to remove R1 from plan.  
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Mrs Evelyn More (0875) 
Implied amendment to reduce density.  
 
Melissa and Peter Richardson (1046) 
Do not develop site.  
 
Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
Increase capacities to around 36 in phase 1 and 37 in LONG.  
 
LONG 
Mr Stuart Huyton (0582) 
Remove LONG from the plan.  
 
Ms Eveyln More (0875) 
Reduce density to 20 houses in the LONG and housing should be aligned 
east/west with no building within 30m of the eastern LONG boundary.  
 
HBR1 Harbour Area  
Tulloch of Cummingston (1016) 
Include residential usage within HBR1 Designation 
 
Not Taken Forward and New Site 

Springfield Properties Plc (0010) 
Include 12 house site to the south of B9040 in the adopted plan as it is consistent 
and proportionate for a third tier settlement such as Hopeman. 
 
Dr Alison Sands (0653) 
Allocated a site to east of Hopeman Golf Course.  
 

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 

 
Burghead 
Site R1, North Quay, Harbour 
Transportation 

Development proposals will have to adhere to the Council’s policy on Parking 
Standards as set out in Policy T5, Parking Standards which will assist in traffic 
management.   
 
Conservation Area 
In accord with policy BE3 Conservation Areas the scale, materials and design of 
any proposed development will need to take account of their affect on the 
character and appearance of the conservation area.   
 
Water 

Scottish Water has been consulted at each stage of the Plan’s preparation and 
has raised no objection to the inclusion of the site for residential development.  
Scottish Water are a consultee on planning applications and should any new 
development cause new or exacerbate any known network issues the developer 
will be expected to undertake work to mitigate the impact on existing residents.  
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Flooding 

Should the Reporter be so minded, the Council is agreeable to the inclusion of the 
following text within the site designation description “Proposals should be 
supported by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) the outcomes of which may affect 
the developable area of the site.” 
  
If the Reporter is so minded, the Council would not object to the inclusion of text 
as outlined above. 
 
OPP1 West Foreshore 
Flooding 

Policy EP7, Control of Development in Flood Risk Areas, sets out that the 
potential risk from flooding will be considered through planning applications and 
satisfactory mitigation measures put in place, where necessary.  In addition, the 
designation text sets out that a Flood Risk Assessment will be required.   
 
No modification is proposed. 
 
Environmental Designation/Residential Amenity 
The amenity of existing properties and the route of the Moray Coastal Trail will be 
dealt with at the planning application stage.  The extension of ENV8 to provide a 
buffer strip is not necessary given that issues such as privacy can be addressed 
through the design and layout of the development.  Properties within 20 metres of 
the site boundary of any forthcoming planning application site will be neighbour 
notified.  The Moray Coastal Trail is a core path that will be afforded protection 
through Policy T7 Safeguarding and Promotion of Walking, Cycling and 
Equestrian Networks.   
 
No modification is proposed. 
 
Esplanade 
Should the Reporter be so minded, the Council is agreeable to the inclusion of the 
following text clarifying that the esplanade is to be formed at the top of the 
embankment immediately adjacent to OPP1 “The developer will be expected to 
provide an esplanade/walkway on the embankment immediately adjacent the 
site.”  This is considered to be in accord with policy IMP3 Developer Obligations 
and the five tests set out in Circular 3/2012 (CD36).   
 
If the Reporter is so minded, the Council would not object to the inclusion of text 
as outlined above.   
 
HRB1 Harbour Area 

Should the Reporter be so minded, the Council is agreeable to the inclusion of the 
following text within the site designation description “Proposals should be 
supported by a flood risk assessment (FRA) the outcomes of which may affect the 
developable area of the site.” 
 
If the Reporter is so minded, the Council would not object to the inclusion of text 
as outlined above. 
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T1 Caravan Park 

The extension of ENV8 to provide an attractive link between the caravan park and 
harbour is not necessary as this can be addressed through the design and layout 
of development at the planning application stage.  The amenity value of the route 
will be given due consideration at this stage particularly given the settlement 
statement objective ‘to continue to support Burghead as a tourist destination’.  
The core path will be afforded protection through Policy T7 Safeguarding and 
Promotion of Walking, Cycling and Equestrian Networks.  
 
No modification is proposed. 
 
ENV8 Foreshore Area 
This issue has been addressed in the Council’s planning response to site OPP1 
West Foreshore Environmental Designations/Residential Amenity. 
 

No modification is proposed. 
 
Not Taken Forward 
This site was considered as part of a larger bid site at the Main Issues Report 
stage.  The landscape assessment (BD/13e/02) undertaken for Fraser Road for 
the Main Issues Report identified the site had limited potential for development 
given its exposure, visual prominence, lack of containment and potential to 
obscure views of the sea.  Whilst the designated site R4 Clarkly Hill is still 
considered to be the better option for settlement expansion, the reduction in the 
proposed site has addressed some of the landscape concerns identified at the 
Main Issues Report stage (CD04). However, a strong boundary would need to be 
established along the eastern edge of the proposed site to prevent further 
development along the coastline as development in this more open area would 
detrimentally impact on the landscape character and setting of Burghead. 
 
Based on the Housing Land Audit 2014 (CD18) and land allocation in the 
Proposed Plan Burghead has a 5+ year housing land supply.  Along with 
opportunity sites, there is a generous supply of housing sites to meet local 
demand in this third tier settlement.  Therefore, it is not considered necessary to 
identify further land for residential development within the timeframe of this Local 
Development Plan although the reduced site will be given further consideration 
through the future review of the Plan.   
 

No modification is proposed. 
 
Cummingston 
Site R1 Filling Station 

Right of servitude is a private matter and not a material consideration, therefore 
the area of land to the rear of Firth View will continue to be included within the 
settlement boundary.  This is a non-notifiable modification included in the table of 
non-notifiable modifications. 
 
Given the boundary amendment to site R1 to exclude the property Firth View and 
reduction in developable area, it is not considered necessary to designate this 
land for residential development.  If the Reporter is so minded, the Council would 
have no objection to the removal of site R1 from the Plan with the site becoming 
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white land within the settlement boundary.  
 
If the Reporter is so minded, the Council would have no objection to the 
modification outlined above.   
 
Hopeman 
R1 Manse Road 
Landfill Gas 
The comment regarding landfill gas assessment is noted. If the Reporter is so 
minded the Council would not object to additional text requiring a landfill gas 
assessment being added to the site designation text. The following wording is 
considered suitable “A landfill gas assessment is required.”  
 
Transportation 
Traffic impacts will be assessed at the planning application stage and as noted in 
the allocation text a Transport Assessment will be required. The assessment will 
consider impact on the safety and efficiency of the transport network and identify 
any appropriate mitigation/modification required. Proposals will also be assessed 
against Policy T2 Provision of Access.  
 
Coalescence 
The development of R1 will not bring Hopeman together with Cummingston. 
There will continue to be a 500m gap between the settlements. This gap is 
considered sufficient to prevent the coalescence of the settlements. However, it is 
acknowledged within the “Bid Checklist” (CD04) that site R1 and the LONG are 
likely to be the furthest west the settlement could expand. It is also noted that at 
the Moray Local Plan 2008 examination (CD26 pg 2.139) the Reporter 
commented that in principle he was “persuaded by the arguments presented by 
the Council that, on balance growth to the west of Hopeman would be preferable 
to an extension southwards.” 
 
Coastal Protection Zone 

The Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ) is reviewed as part of the review of each 
Local Development Plan. There are limited brownfield sites in Hopeman to 
accommodate growth and therefore consideration has been given to expanding 
the settlement which inevitably requires adjustments to the CPZ. This continues to 
protect the undeveloped coast by providing opportunities for coastal expansion 
which will reduce demands for development within the undeveloped coast.  
 
Traditional Settlement Pattern 

Manse Road does not reflect the traditional settlement pattern of Hopeman and 
R1 provides an opportunity to enhance the edge of the settlement and create a 
distinctive edge to Hopeman to help achieve the objectives to prevent 
coalescence and safeguard character.   
 
Density 

The density of the site is relatively low, at around 11 houses per hectare. In the 
more traditional parts of Hopeman the density is around double this and in some 
areas higher. It is noted that the developer is seeking to increase the density of 
the development. An increased density would be more reflective of the historic 
densities within Hopeman and there may be some merit in an increase in house 
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numbers. However, 25 houses is proportionate to the size of the settlement and is 
a reasonable level of growth for the plan period. The appropriate capacity and 
phasing of the site would be best explored through the development of the 
masterplan. It is noted that house numbers are indicative and Policy H1 Housing 
Land states housing numbers will be considered against the characteristics of the 
site, and conformity with policies PP3 Placemaking, Policy H8 Affordable Housing 
and IMP1 Developer Requirements.  
 
Phasing 

The phased development of Hopeman is proportionate to the size of the 
settlement. No development sites are identified in the 2008 Local Plan (CD10 
page 177) and the settlement has benefited from a period of consolidation. 
Phased expansion and preparation of a masterplan will help ensure development 
is in keeping with the village and reflects the character and amenity.  
 
Residential Amenity 
Impact on private views and property value are not considered material planning 
considerations. 
 
Summary Site R1 Manse Road  

Site R1 Manse Road should not be removed or amended. The exact house 
numbers are more appropriately explored through development of a masterplan 
and consideration of the planning application. In order to provide greater clarity for 
applicants, if the Reporter was so minded the Council would not object to the 
proposed modification to require a landfill gas assessment.   
 
The Council would have no objection if the Reporter were minded to make the 
modifications highlighted above with regard to landfill gas assessment.  
 
LONG 

The development of LONG will not bring Hopeman together with Cummingston. 
There will continue to be a 500m gap between the settlements. This gap is 
considered sufficient to prevent the coalescence of the settlements. However, it is 
acknowledged within “Bid Checklist” (CD04 extract in folder) that site R1 and the 
LONG are likely to be the furthest west the settlement could expand. It is also 
noted that the Moray Local Plan 2008 examination (CD26 pg 2.139) the Reporter 
commented that in principle he was “persuaded by the arguments presented by 
the Council that, on balance growth to the west of Hopeman would be preferable 
to an extension southwards.” 
 
The density proposed within the LONG allocation is approximately 15 houses per 
hectare. This is reflective (and in some cases slightly lower) than densities in 
other parts of Hopeman. There is no justification to reduce this further. The 
masterplan will be developed and this is likely to consider the orientation and 
layout of development.  
 
No modification is proposed.  
 
HBR1 Harbour Area 
Residential development of the harbour area could risk compromising the 
recreational and tourism uses within the harbour area. The harbour contributes to 
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the character of Hopeman and any development would require to be carefully 
considered. The HBR1 allocation is at risk from coastal flooding and any 
proposals would require to be accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment.  
 
No modification is proposed.  
 
Not Taken Forward and New Site  

The site identified by Springfield Properties plc (SD0010m/3/18) was considered 
during the formal inquiry into a significantly larger site during the examination of 
the 2008 Local Plan (CD26 page 2.125). The examination included consideration 
of this smaller site, which was put forward by the Council. The site was only put 
forward by the Council as there were no other unconstrained development 
opportunities in Hopeman at the time. However, the Reporter disagreed with 
allocating development (of any size) to the south of the B9040. The Reporter 
stated (CD26 page 2.137) that “One of Hopeman’s distinguishing characteristics 
is that, broadly speaking, the B9040 road forms an effective southern boundary. 
This principle has been reinforced by local plans allocating new housing 
development exclusively on sites to the north of this road. This has safeguarded 
this characteristic feature of the village and its setting, with its generally open rural 
outlook to the south of the B9040 road. It is evident from the representations 
made by all the objectors to the local plan – with the notable exception of 
Springfield Properties- that this is an attractive feature of Hopeman which is 
valued locally and is worthy of protection from inappropriate new developments to 
the south of the B9040. I endorse this view and conclude that the Council is 
correct in now seeking to avoid unnecessary and inappropriate development to 
the south of the B9040 road which would damage the character and setting of the 
village.” The Reporter also stated (CD26 pg 2.139) that in principle he was 
“persuaded by the arguments presented by the Council, that on balance, growth 
to the west of Hopeman would be preferable to an extension southwards”.  
 
The Reporter considered the allocation of the 12 houses proposed “would 
demonstrate acceptance of a limited breaching of the B9040 road – and trigger 
longer term risks associated with that “precedent” (CD26 pg 2.141). The Reporter 
concluded that there should be no allocation made to the south of the B9040 and 
that the short term benefits of providing 12 units was outweighed by the precedent 
this would set and the associated risks. This also had the benefit of retaining the 
B9040 as an effective southern boundary which would retain one of Hopeman’s 
most distinctive and attractive characteristics. There has been no change in 
circumstances to suggest this site should now be allocated, indeed the 
identification of the site to the west further justifies maintaining the presumption 
against development to the south of the B9040.  
 
No plan was submitted for the suggested new site to the east of Hopeman. This 
was not submitted as a bid and therefore the deliverability and effectiveness of 
the site is questionable. There has also been no opportunity for the public to 
comment on this site.  
 
No modification is proposed.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
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Reporter’s recommendations: 

 

 


