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ITEM 1 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In his report into the Hillsborough stadium disaster, Lord Taylor recommended that local 

authorities should set up safety advisory groups to assist them in exercising their functions 

under the safety at sport ground legislation.   In the past few years, with the increase in the 

number, variety and complexity of public events from street parties to festivals, many local 

authorities now convene safety advisory group meetings for other types of activities that fall 

outside the legal framework for certified sports grounds.  Recently published guidance1, for 

safety advisory groups, (which has been welcomed and endorsed by industry experts, 

including the Health and Safety Executive) provides a framework for defining the roles, 

responsibilities, terms of reference, membership and management of a safety advisory 

group.  The detail contained within this guidance has underpinned and endorsed the 

council’s approach to safe events.   

In addition to the safety advisory group guidance, the “purple guide”2  to health, safety and 

welfare at music and other events, contains information, guidance and industry standards 

that are essential and necessary for the production and delivery of a safe event. This is 

considered to be the industry standard, and as such is referred to and utilised by the council 

and other partner agencies in their approach to working with event organisers and the 

requirements for the delivery of a safe event.   There is a raft of other legislation that is 

relevant to events, all with statutory and legislative requirements; however, all of these 

elements are contained in detail within the event guide,    

 

The event guide is also quite specific in detailing the accountability and responsibilities that 

are placed upon the event organiser in meeting all of the requirements during the 

preparation for, planning of and delivery of a safe event. 

 

Festival of House is a new outdoor electronic dance event being planned by Jigsaw Events 

and Management Ltd, (known as the event organiser) which is intended to take place at 

Panmure Estate, Carnoustie, Angus, from Thursday 9 June until Sunday 12 June 2016.  The 

event organiser procured the services of an event management company, Red Pepper 

Events to develop and deliver the event.   On 4 April 2016, a further contractor ID Resilience 

was obtained to support the delivery of specialist areas of the event. 

In line with industry practice, a safety advisory group structure has been in place for the 

Festival of House event, thereby promoting a standardised, consistent, and collaborative 

approach for the event organiser and working with all of the partner agencies. 

Lessons identified from T in the Park 2015 and the report from Perth & Kinross Council in early 

2016 outlined thirty six recommendations which were identified as good practice, improving 

scrutiny, governance, plans and reports, collective assessment, competence and 

management structures. This report was subsequently shared across all members of the 

safety advisory group, and recommendations incorporated where relevant, having regard 

for the difference in the scale of the events, however recognising the component parts of 

the delivery of a safe event are ultimately the same.    

 Further information with regard to the safety advisory group structure is noted in item 2.   

 

 

 

                                                           
1 EPC, Griffiths, B, Woodham, R, Stuart, E, The UK Good Practice Guide to Working in Safety Advisory Groups 
2 www.thepurpleguide.co.uk 
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ITEM 2 

CONTEXT 

A safety advising group structure was developed and agreed by the festival organiser and 

all partner agencies.  This outlined the remit, aims and objectives, operating authority and 

autonomy of the groups. 

An overarching group, known as the steering group, chaired by the strategic director, 

communities, alongside a number of sub groups, addressed relevant matters specific to 

regulatory, traffic, safe events and community engagement.  

The steering group met every two months, commencing in September 2015. Sub groups 

commenced at suitable junctures when planning was at a more advanced stage as per 

information provided by the event organiser. Timelines were agreed in advance along with 

meeting schedules, which included the provision of a familiarisation session (roles and 

responsibilities/command structure for the event), table top exercise (testing the plans) and 

other key dates for the production of draft and final plans. 

Outwith the meeting structure, support, advice and guidance has been provided on a 

regular basis to the event organiser from all services and partners.  In addition, good practice 

was shared including plan templates, and importantly the provision of training opportunities 

offered, where gaps were identified in the knowledge and experience of those with key roles 

in delivering a safe event. This was specific to the multi-agency context, the delivery of a 

competent command and control structure and major incident and emergency 

management.  

Co-operation and integration across the membership of all of the groups has been positive, 

with a collaborative, constructive and engaged approach with the event organiser from the 

outset.  

Despite best endeavours and the integration of the approach and advice offered, some 

concerns started to emerge in February 2016 as a result of the first draft of plans being 

submitted. Not all plans were available at this stage, and those that were had significant 

shortfalls in the detail, and little or no input had been sought as would have been expected 

from partners. Nevertheless, communication continued outwith meetings, providing 

professional advice and guidance as required to help support the development of plans.  

Final plans were expected on 31 March.  However, at the steering group on 30 March, a 

number of concerns were raised by council services and partners in terms of the provision of 

information and competent plans and structures. This was based on an updated position 

from the event organiser that all plans were not fully complete.  Furthermore, concerns were 

raised at this stage by Police Scotland, in terms of the safety, competence and delivery of 

the event.    

A meeting was arranged by the strategic director, communities and the resilience manager 

with the event organiser; this was held on 31 March 2016.  Significant concerns were outlined 

at this meeting, including the criticality of timescales, and the need for quick and remedial 

action in terms of the production of key plans and documentation, and the views expressed 

by partners in terms of a lack of confidence and competence to deliver a safe event.  A 

follow up letter was sent to the event organiser outlining the key points as discussed. A copy 

of this letter is noted at item 8. 

The next section covers the methodology of the approach by council and partners. 
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ITEM 3 

METHODOLOGY OF APPROACH 

As previously outlined, a collaborative integrated approach was adopted from the outset 

with the event organiser. All of the sub groups agreed to the provision of feedback on a 

regular basis and continued communication as required with the event organiser on plans, 

proposals and information. This also included site visits. 

It is acknowledged that there is a fine line in providing advice and guidance from a 

professional perspective and that of starting to stray into the “fixing” of areas requiring 

attention.  The strategic director, communities as chair of the steering group, made it 

abundantly clear, that council officers and partners were not providing a consultancy 

service and had to remain objective and transparent in their support and guidance, as the 

responsibility to deliver the event, resting firmly with the event organiser.   

As previously noted, final plans and supporting documentation were due for submission by 31 

March 2016; they were submitted to the Resilience Manager, Angus Council, on that due 

date.  This information was distributed to group members on Friday 1 April.  Members were 

asked to review plans and feedback to the event organiser specifically. However, those 

plans3 specifically relevant to the safety and management of the event were reviewed by 

members of the safe events sub group prior to attending a scheduled plans review meeting 

on 7 April.     

In assessing the plans, due regard (by the safe events plans review group) was given to the 

series of plans which specifically related to the planning, management and delivery of a safe 

event. The plans were assessed as a suite of documents; all should be interdependent and 

specific to the management of a safe event. The importance of coherent, workable plans is 

fundamental to the provision of evidence which in part demonstrates that full rigour, 

assessment and understanding of the requirements of the event have been fully considered 

and understood by the event organiser.  Plans must outline the roadmap of functions, roles, 

responsibilities, and how they will be applied in the lead up to, during and post event.  This 

includes operational and tactical functions, clear roles and responsibilities across all sectors, 

occupational competence in those undertaking key management roles and above all else, 

verification that details in the plans have been confirmed to an end point of worst case 

scenario.   

One hundred and forty eight points were identified during this collective assessment of plans 

and discussed and noted at the meeting on 7 April; significantly falling short of the required 

standard for an event of this nature. 

Feedback was given to the event organiser verbally, and in writing highlighting all of the 

issues raised. (This information was also cascaded to members of the steering group, which 

includes sub group chairs to ensure the issues being raised was shared across partners, to 

allow any further dialogue and work to be undertaken as appropriate with council services 

and partners) 

A further seven days was requested by a newly appointed contractor ID Resilience to 

produce final plans with assurance being sought as to the demonstration of a competent 

command and management structure and coherent, deliverable and workable “match fit” 

                                                           
3 Contingency Plan, Weather and Wind Plans, Event Management Plan. Alcohol Management and Drug 

Management Plans, Security & Stewarding Plan, Crowd Management Plan, Evacuation Plan, Medical Plan, Welfare 

Plan, Traffic Management Plan, Communications and Media Plan. 
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suite of plans.   The group agreed to the additional seven day request and confirmed that 

final plans must be submitted to the resilience manager by Friday 15 April 2016; plans were 

submitted on this due date. 

A follow up date for a further review of the plans was scheduled for Thursday 21 April 2016. 

The event organiser and contractors were invited to attend to give an overview of the work 

undertaken to address the gaps in the plans, assurance and provision of a competent 

command structure and the occupational competence of those in key roles.  

Members of the safe events team approached the review of plans with the same 

methodology as undertaken on 7 April, and, in addition, benchmarked against previously 

identified issues, noting where gaps were met, partially met or not met.   The outcome from 

this meeting was to determine if plans and the command structure were sufficiently 

improved to provide much needed confidence and assurance as the safety of the event. 

The summary of this meeting and the collective assessment from the other sub groups is 

noted at Item 4. 
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ITEM 4 

SUMMARY OF COLLECTIVE ASSESSMENT OF SUB GROUPS 

Information has been collated from all the sub group chairs to ensure that an integrated and 

full picture is presented under the safe events approach. 

A summary of points is provided from each group, culminating in an assessment and 

overview from the safe events perspective and the conclusion noted at Item 7.  

a. REGULATORY 

DOCUMENTATION 

 Not all relevant documentation has been received. 

 Raised structures application or certification not received,  

 Full list of vendors yet to be received.  

 Feedback and communication has been frequent with the event organiser, 

GAPS/RISKS 

 Risk assessments have been received, gaps evident and not linked into one 

coherent plan. 

 Lack of confidence in the noise assessment. This relates to traffic noise, and other 

projections of noise from the event itself and this would require careful monitoring.  

 Still gaps in some information and a lack of documents for structures. 

SAFETY 

 Whilst the points raised are themselves not safety issues, they have an impact on 

the event and could create public nuisance with noise issues.  

FINAL COMMENTS, CHAIR, REGULATORY GROUP 

Whilst there are concerns about missing information, none of this is seen as critical or of the 

magnitude that should stop the event going ahead.  Conditions should be attached for the 

provision of information being submitted that is missing and further rigorous assessment of 

those plans.  

b. TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT 

DOCUMENTATION 

 All documents have been received. 

 Feedback and communication has been frequent with the event organiser. 

 Plans are contradictory with minor errors.  Traffic risks and concerns summarised as 

foot traffic, traffic tailing back to the A92, management of egress at night, access 

for Auchrennie Farm.  Some of these risks have been mitigated by the organisers’ 

traffic management and shuttle bus proposals; however these have not been 

fully detailed including resource schedules. 
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 Remaining risk with regard to wet weather. The plan does not adequately 

document the organisers proposals or address the risk of weather impact in the 

event traffic management 

 Wider emergency plans have been developed during traffic planning process, in 

the event of an incident, access to the event site for emergency services and 

including emergency rendezvous points need further work.   

GAPS/RISKS 

 There are a number of sub-contractors involved in the event providing traffic 

management; parking; stewarding and security.  There is a lack of information 

about who is doing what, where and when.  

 A number of gaps are identified in the wet weather planning, access for fully laden 

fire tender, marshalling, management of broken down HGV or bus or coach on 

B9128.   

 Resourcing of staff plans still not fully developed.  

 Police Scotland need further information regarding stewarding, traffic operatives 

to allow development of their resources.  

 Noting the comments above regarding the plans, the planning does not take into 

account the physical condition of the site, and in particular the pick up and drop 

off site, which was seeded/rolled circa 25 March, and as of the site visit 18 April, is 

only just showing signs of early growth with the area still relatively soft.  Whilst the 

traffic management plans notes there will be temporary surfaces as well as 

trackway, the proposals are not fully detailed and the area would be a risk in terms 

of numerous traffic movements potentially in and out twice each day, particularly 

if there is wet weather. 

SAFETY 

 Given the issues with wet weather, resources and the ground condition, safety is 

deemed to be an issue. 

 Emergency services access and egress to site, remains an issue in terms of 

movement given the issue raised regarding traffic flow and egress. 

 Police Scotland have raised concerns regarding the egress of the site and a lack 

of confidence in the resourcing requirements.  

FINAL COMMENTS, CHAIR, TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT  

It is recognised that the organisers have made substantial efforts in preparing the plans and 

information, and dealing with the traffic concerns of the surrounding residents and business, 

and have concentrated on the traffic arriving at the event, leaving gaps around the 

contingency and scenario planning.  However, as previously identified, risks and gaps 

remain, and therefore the event is not deemed to be safe at this time. 
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c. SAFE EVENTS  

DOCUMENTATION 

 All plans and documents have been received and reviewed. (31 March & 15 April) 

 Extensive feedback and communication with and to the event organiser.   

 Additional timescales given to support improvement in plans. 

 Some improvement in re-submitted plans on 15 April 2016. 

 

GAPS/RISKS 

 One hundred and forty eight key issues raised from review of plans (7 April) 

 Still significant gaps, issues, risks evident in all of the plans relevant to safe event (21 

April)  

 Feedback to event organiser on updated plans and gaps. 

 Concern over deliverable event management structure. 

 Collective assessment and agreement on all areas of risk by partner. 

SAFETY 

 In assessing all of the plans relevant to safe events, they remain below the 

standard expected for an event of this nature.  Therefore safety remains a critical 

issue. 

 Interoperability of plans is lacking; therefore integration of key components is an 

issue and therefore lacks assurance of competent workable plans, i.e., crowd 

management, traffic management, evacuation, contingency plans. 

 There remains a concern with regard to the management structure, roles and 

responsibilities and the level of experience needed to manage an event of this 

nature.  

 

FINAL COMMENTS, CHAIR, SAFE EVENTS  

The rigorous assessment of plans, professional expertise and occupational competence from 

within the membership of the sub group concludes that the preparation and documentation 

produced for this event is falling short of the required standard.   The group have not come 

to this decision lightly, and concur that there are significant safety concerns as it currently 

stands.  There is therefore no confidence from partners that that event could be delivered 

professionally and safely at this time.  Concluding comments are noted at Item 7. 

Item 5 details the partner agency submissions.  
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ITEM 5 

PARTNER AGENCY SUBMISSIONS – SAFE EVENTS  

POLICE SCOTLAND 

Festival of House 2016 – Safe Events Group 21 April 2016 

At the Festival of House Steering Group meeting of 30 March 2016, Police Scotland had 

sufficient concerns with regard to the state of planning for the event, adherence to 

established and agreed timescales and the apparent understanding of issues by event 

organisers, Jigsaw Events and Red Pepper Events. Consequently, the latter were verbally 

advised that it was the position of Police Scotland at that time that there was no confidence 

that they could deliver and manage a safe event. In addition, they were advised that as 

things stood at that time, the event did not have the support of Police Scotland. 

It was already well established on that date that a complete set of finalised plans for the 

event were due to be submitted by close of business on Friday 31 March 2016. A meeting of 

the Safe Events Group was already scheduled for Thursday 7 April 2016 to allow partners to 

scrutinise and reach a collective view on the state of planning for the event.  

In advance of the meeting of 7 April 2016, Police Scotland scrutinised key plans. The plans 

were assessed to be extremely poor, individually and as a coherent suite of documents.  

Police Scotland became aware that in the days immediately following that Steering Group 

meeting, Jigsaw Events engaged the services of ID Resilience to assist with event planning 

and delivery. Along with key partners, Police Scotland agreed that Ian Kerr of ID Resilience 

be permitted to attend the Safe Events Group meeting of 7th April 2016 to present to partners 

what his company intended to deliver in support of the event. 

Ian Kerr presented his company’s credentials and asserted that it was their intention to turn 

the planning around for the event organisers. It was made very clear to him at that meeting 

that timescales for all agencies were very tight and the deadline for plan submission had 

already expired. He was asked at that meeting how long they would require to rectify the 

suite of plans. Ian Kerr asked for 7 days to produce a set of finalised plans. After deliberation 

by the group, this was agreed. 

At the close of that meeting, representatives from Jigsaw Events, Red Pepper Events and ID 

Resilience again met with partners. They were advised that a further 7 days was granted for 

final plan submission. They were also given a very clear message regarding expectations of a 

competent and coherent management structure for the event. 

Following this meeting, Angus Council produced and shared a document summarising all the 

areas of concern and assessed shortcomings within the existing plans, as agreed by the 

members of the Safe Event Group. This document clearly laid out the general high-level 

concerns as well as 148 specific points for further clarity or work.  

A second iteration of final plans was submitted and shared with Police Scotland on Friday 

15th April 2016. These were scrutinised in depth and a range of points of concern were 

documented. It was the unilateral assessment of Police Scotland that the suite of key plans 

fell well below the required standard in terms of content within individual plans, coherence 
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across all plans and that they failed to provide an acceptable level of understanding as to 

how the overall event was to be delivered and managed.  

On 21 April 2016, Police Scotland attended the Safe Event Group meeting. As was previously 

agreed, representatives from Jigsaw Events, Red Pepper Events, ID Resilience and 

Securigroup were in attendance to present and take questions in relation to the suite of 

plans and the management structure for event delivery. This provided members of the Safe 

Event Group an opportunity to jointly assess not only the written plans but also the 

understanding and competence of the proposed events management team to actually 

deliver these plans with safety as the paramount consideration.  

Following this meeting and the deliberations and discussions with key partners, the following 

are the central points that represent the Police Scotland position. 

1. Event Management Structure & Competence 

The following excerpt in relation to event management competence is reproduced from the 

Event Safety Guide (the Purple Guide) published by the Health & Safety Executive: 

“Competence is about ensuring that all employees, self-employed people, contractors and 

sub-contractors working on your site have the necessary training, experience, expertise and 

other qualities to carry out the work safely. Competence is also about ensuring the right level 

of expertise is available particularly in relation to specialist advice. “ 

The plans propose an event management structure which Police Scotland assess to be 

unclear and incoherent in terms of roles and decision-making responsibilities.  

Notwithstanding the incoherent management structure itself, it is the view of Police Scotland 

that those intending to fill key management positions have not evidenced or demonstrated 

that they possess the requisite training, experience, expertise or overarching qualities to 

manage at the levels proposed.  

2. Traffic Management Plan 

The Traffic Management Plan is one of the key plans central to the successful and safe 

delivery of an event of this nature. Police Scotland have contributed views to the relevant 

sub-group and this sub-group has made a submission to the Safe Events group indicating 

that the plan contains a range of risks and weaknesses leading to a conclusion that the plan 

is a) incomplete, b) not viable and by consequence, 3) risks public safety. Police Scotland 

concurs in full with this position. 

3. Event Plans 

This second iteration of event plans was produced after the initially agreed deadline and 

within timescales requested by the planning team themselves. Police Scotland would expect 

that this set of plans would be clear, sufficiently detailed and absolutely coherent as a set of 

documents. Thus, partners might be persuaded that planning was at an appropriate stage 

but more importantly that event organisers were able to present plans in a manner that 

would give agencies confidence that event organisers fully understood them, their inter-

dependencies and the actual mechanics of delivery.  

The plans remain of a standard well below what would be expected. This is evident not only 

in individual plans in isolation but in terms of the links and overall coherence across all plans. 

They are riddled with gaps, conflicting information and inconsistencies and provide no 
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confidence that the plans provide the foundation for the delivery of a professionally 

managed, safe event. 

Conclusion 

Police Scotland has worked from the outset with key partners and event organisers with the 

intention of assisting the organisers in an appropriate and collaborative manner to deliver a 

viable and safe event for all concerned parties. However, the significant issues highlighted 

within this submission are considered critical at this stage. Moreover, it is the assessment of 

Police Scotland that these issues are sufficiently critical in terms of magnitude, impact and 

remaining timescales that they are now irrecoverable. 

Safety is as always the paramount and over-riding consideration. Police Scotland concludes 

that for the reasons provided, this proposed event cannot be delivered safely. It follows as a 

consequence that Police Scotland do not intend from this time to continue to support the 

event and would not therefore intend to allocate resources to specifically Police the event.  

 

Graeme Murdoch 

Superintendent ( Operations) 

Tayside Division 
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SCOTTISH FIRE AND RESCUE SERVICE 

Initial Objections/Concerns to Festival of House 9th – 12th June 2016 

The Scottish Fire and Rescue Service (SFRS) have a number of concerns relating to the 

operating plans presented to the SFRS and its partners by the organisers of the event.  These 

plans have numerous gaps in the information presented/provided to us, which could have 

serious safety implications at the festival should an incident occur which requires SFRS 

assistance. 

The plans were assessed by members of SFRS, Police Scotland, Scottish Ambulance Service, 

NHS Tayside and Angus Council, with the aim of sharing information and to highlight any 

significant risks and information gaps from the detail contained within the plans.  

The information within the plans relating to the fire service also has an underpinning 

connection to the other emergency services as all plans are interwoven at some point and 

will affect all emergency services. 

Although Scottish Fire and Rescue Service (SFRS) does not wish the festival to be cancelled, 

we will object to the festival going ahead, due to safety concerns, if the following points are 

not addressed by the organisers.  

1) Access for SFRS vehicles – The main access route for the majority of SFRS vehicles will 

be from the A92 onto the B9128 and then entry into the festival site via numerous 

access sites.  Therefore some form of traffic management system and stewarding 

must be in place to allow SFRS vehicles free movement to the festival site and within 

it.  This traffic management site must also be adequately manned to allow successful 

operation of the system. 

2) Emergency access routes – If the B9128 becomes impassable then alternative 

route(s) for SFRS must be provided.  The alternative would be for SFRS vehicles to 

proceed from the A92 Upper Victoria junction and onto the B961 then onto the B9128 

accessing the festival site from the north.  A suitable traffic management system is 

required to allow SFRS vehicles free movement.  The traffic management plan must 

ensure that the selected alternative means of access is adequately manned to allow 

successful implementation of the traffic plan.  The proposed plan takes this route into 

consideration; however it is also the alternative access route for the festival visitors.  

This traffic combined with local traffic will make this route difficult for passing and will 

mean emergency vehicles having to travel on the opposite side of the B961. There is 

also no identified personnel to man the traffic lights in the event of an emergency 

within the Traffic Management Plan. 

3) Emergency access via identified forest road – An additional access route has been 

identified via a forest track which is accessed opposite Crombie Park entrance.  This 

road terminates at the festival site, at the rear of the production village and can be 

used by SFRS provided some work is undertaken on the road.  This work will involve the 

filling of a number of large pot holes throughout the length of the road: making 

secure soft sections of the road surface where SFRS vehicles may become stuck: 

confirmation that the culverts are suitably reinforced to take the weight of SFRS 

vehicle: marshalling of the road entrance and adequate directional signage.  

Consultation between the event organisers and SFRS personnel should be undertaken 

as soon as possible for discussion regarding the proposed works. This adoption of this 

road was agreed at the meeting on the 21/4/2016 however it was highlighted to the 
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event organisers that the road was only to be used if all other roads were impassable 

to fire service vehicles. 

4) Water supplies for SFRS use – Due to the lack of fire hydrants within the festival site, a 

20,000 litre tanker and ancillary equipment is being supplied by the event organisers 

for use by SFRS in the event of an incident within the festival site.  SFRS will require from 

the event organisers documentation confirming that they will provide suitable 

connections on the tanker which can be used by SFRS and SFRS fire appliance and 

hard standing for the fire appliances during refilling procedures. 

The organisers have however failed to forward information with regards to the flow 

capability of the prosed pump that they will be supplying. 

5) Command infrastructure – There is a lack of a coherent command infrastructure plan 

that allows for experienced personnel to be allocated certain roles. There is no 

supporting evidence from the event organisers as to the qualifications or experience 

of the personnel that are mentioned within the command structure. 

6) Crowd control plan – Does not show stewards responsibilities during an 

incident/emergency or the number of available stewards.  If there are insufficient 

stewards allocated this will have an impact on SFRS undertaking emergency work.   

7) Site plans – Site plans and grid references do not match up with grid reference 

numbers mentioned within the plans 

 

Fire risk assessments have been provided and have been sufficient, from the regulatory 

perspective.  
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SCOTTISH AMBULANCE SERVICE and NHS TAYSIDE 

All plans have been submitted for medical and public health perspective. 

There are some issues that require to be resolved, which are minor in nature in terms of the 

medical management at the event. Public health matters have been raised in terms of 

sanitation, hand washing and infection control matters and several request have been 

made to address these areas. 

Whilst the medical plan is not of a significant issue, the other elements that form the suite of 

documents necessary for the event to be delivered safely, still present significant gaps, which 

would have an impact on the overall provision of medical services at the event.  

Overall, the Scottish Ambulance Service and NHS Tayside supports the collective view from 

the safe events perspective, which at this time, presents a number of concerns in relation 

overall safety and delivery of the event.   

 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency  (SEPA) 

SEPA can confirm that after consultation on the foul water and sanitation proposals (where 

all foul water will drain to containment tanks and then taken off site for appropriate disposal), 

SEPA are satisfied with the drainage proposals. SEPA are also satisfied that there will be an 

exclusion zone around all nearby water courses which will be fenced off. SEPA have also 

been consulted on the wet weather operational plan however would highlight the need to 

ensure that further actions may be required dependant on the ability of the safe guards for 

preventing polluting matter entering any watercourses. SEPA should be contacted where 

there has been pollution identified and actions taken to mitigate. 

Further third party submissions are included at Item 6. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

14



 

ITEM 6 

THIRD PARTY SUBMISSIONS 

There have been a number of concerns raised with regard to the environmental impact and 

particularly in relation to the protection of species. 

The council consulted with Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) as part of the screening opinion 

for an Environmental Impact Assessment, under the Town and Country Planning 

(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2011. 

A number of communications were received in relation to the badgers, at Panmure Estate.  

Recent correspondence from SNH confirms their position and that of the council role and is 

noted accordingly within this report, due to a further submission from Scottish Badgers who 

raise further safety concerns. 

SCOTTISH NATURAL HERITAGE  

Letter of 21 March – Angus Council - Badgers at Panmure  

Thank you for your email of 29 February 2016 regarding badgers at Panmure Estate and 

potential disturbance from a proposed music festival.  

I have consulted with our badger adviser.  He, in turn, has sought the advice of one of our 

other mammal specialists. They are of the opinion that this short term disturbance will not 

have an adverse effect on the badgers.  

The badger adviser goes on to say, 'The buffering distances given should be strictly adhered 

to, especially in terms of vehicle movements. It would have been useful to have more 

information on the extent of the badger territory away from the application site and of the 

status of nearby badger territories to be reassured that the badgers had some alternative 

shelter but I don't think this would change our view'. 

Email from SNH 6 April 2016. 

It has come to light that there may be a risk of misinterpretation of our advice to Angus 

Council (letter dated 21 March) in regard to legally protected species on or adjacent to the 

site proposed for a music festival at Panmure near Carnoustie. 

In regard to this case and others, it is the role of SNH to provide advice to decision makers 

about the potential for harmful impacts upon features of the natural heritage from proposals 

such as this music festival.  In providing this advice SNH neither object to nor endorse the 

proposal, restricting our response to comments to help the determining authority. 

We have advised (letter dated 8 December 2015) that the presence of protected species 

will, if an offence is to be avoided, require the production of a species protection plan or 

plans.  In providing this advice we do not ‘endorse’ or ‘support’ the proposed 

development.  It is for Angus Council to decide if the proposal with all its mitigations is in line 

with council plans and policies. 
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SCOTTISH BADGERS 

Correspondence has also been received from the Scottish Badgers organisation, who having 

reviewed the recently updated Environmental Protection Plan, (which is located on the 

event organiser’s website) has written an updated position, to the chair of the steering group 

and to the resilience manager.   The correspondence raises further safety concerns and 

therefore is included within this report for completeness.  

Dear Sir / Madam, 

Re: Species Protection Plans (SPPs) and Environmental Protection Plan (EMP) submitted by 

Jigsaw in connection with proposed dance event at Panmure  

At the time we wrote to you with our objection on 21st March 2016 the company had not 

produced their Species Protection Plans (SPPs) and Environmental Protection Plan (EMP).  

We hope you will consider our responses below before concluding. There are universal safety 

issues. 

Our comments are as follows. 

1. The EMP and SPPs are vague. Basic simple information is missing from the Plans. We 

have asked for this information on several occasions over the past two weeks but the 

company has refused to answer our questions.  

Critical information missing includes:- start date and stop date of targeted field survey 

work, a scaled map or accurate plan showing the areas covered by the field survey 

work, dates on the reports (why is each named “version 1” when it should be the final 

tried and tested version), and methodologies. 

In one reply they have confused two different methods – ‘targeted species survey 

work’ and ‘monitoring’.  Targeted species survey work is systematic data collection 

followed by development and testing of Protection Plans on the ground, well in 

advance of the first spade touching the ground. The monitoring they talk about is 

'keeping an eye on things' once the disturbance has started, which is an admission 

that their Environmental and Species Protection Plans have not been tried and tested 

in time.  

 

2. The SPP for badger does not mention the most intrusive and potentially most grave 

disturbance to the badgers - the booming noise and vibration transmitted through 

the ground. Research has shown tripled stress (cortisol) levels in badgers living within a 

kilometre of low frequency sound. We drew their attention to this research in early 

February 2016, yet it seems the company has ignored it or decided they know better.  

 

3. The company has repeatedly denied there would be any disturbance in the woods 

associated with e.g. the management of anti-social behaviour, non-ticket-holders, 

people walking the woods, frustrated customers. The assertion that staff on site would 

be given a “toolkit talk” about wildlife is far too vague and does not mention how 

stewards would be instructed in the event of an incident.  We see as impractical the 

suggestion that stewards meet with the ecologist as the event goes on to “tweak” 

actions day by day or hour by hour. The Plans fail to specify how stewards would be 

deployed or issues prioritised. 

We do not agree that fencing, notices or suspension of the right to roam could 

adequately protect either wildlife or people – on the contrary these could easily 

make things worse by creating barriers and heightening frustrations.   

Steel fencing is proposed by the company as the ubiquitous solution to both human 

and wildlife protection in the plans. On such a small site surrounded by woods, it 

16



could easily block the safe escape of people and wildlife from e.g. fire, crowd surge 

or other threat.  One potential customer posted on the FoH fb page: 

“Just read your site info page, sounds like something between an open prison and a 

concentration camp, can’t do this, canny do that, canny leave on foot, can`t get in 

after 10pm?? lol, you must be joking”.  

How, specifically, would the company deal with the inevitable episodes of 

disappointment, anger, and frustration about the small prison-like compound they 

are offering customers? How, specifically, would they identify a trigger to prevent a 

tipping point in crowd mood and behaviour. Their characteristic pattern for dealing 

with challenge up till now has been denial and / or vague re-assurances – there is no 

effective plan for safe control put forward in their EPP. There is no tried and tested 

detail in the Plans to indicate the company has recognised or acknowledged the 

risks.  

 

4. Minimum compliance with the letter of the law: one company representative 

explained to me on the 3rd of February 2016 that they see the function of their 

ecological consultant as to keep them out of prosecution’s way. This betrays an 

attitude of ‘only do the minimum’, follow the ‘the letter of the law’ rather than the 

spirit. There is no practical detail for an effective safety plan on the ground?  

 

5. Their Plans say vaguely they will “follow SNH Guidelines”. There are no such magic 

rules or simple guidelines.  SNH have written to Angus Council to clarify this. Their role is 

neither to support nor to object to proposals such as this event. They give advice 

about the steps people should take to avoid harm coming to protected species on 

their website. They do not conduct site visits and cannot make site specific 

recommendations. They do say clearly that the responsibility is with the proposer to 

develop and test robust species and environmental plans that would not result in 

harm or disturbance wildlife. And if there is any doubt not to proceed. Our evidence-

based advice was that there are no mitigation measures that could avoid harm to 

badger (and probably other wildlife), yet the company have either ignored it or think 

they know better.  They have decided they would take the risk anyway.  Our issue is 

not with the ecological consultant(s) but with the company and their instructions.  

 

6. Absence of competencies at a high level for coherency in planning and delivery. We 

have seen evidence of inability to tolerate any evidence that is in conflict with the 

company’s goals.  When a newspaper showed interest in telling both sides of the 

story, the company reacted by cutting off communication with us. The pattern of not 

coping with complexity and opposing interests has been apparent throughout. 

Where is the detailed plan for coping with a wildlife or natural environment crisis?  

 

 

7. The SPPs and EMP are untried and untested. The company either failed to read or 

thought they knew better than Brindley Associates’ advice (29th June 2015). To be 

able to bring forward robust, tried and tested environmental and species protection 

plans the company should not have approached Angus Council before December 

2016 at the earliest. Their premature move gives grounds for more questions. Is there a 

preparedness to cut corners? Is there a hidden desire to get by with minimal 

compliance? Why did the company risk a premature approach to Angus Council a 

year before they could present tried and tested environmental and species 

protection plans?     

 

8. Promises to “reach out” and engage have not been delivered. The Consultation Plan 

December 2015) promised:   

"Festival of House’s organisers fully appreciate that an event of this nature will affect 

many stakeholders who often represent varying interests and conflicting needs. 

Listening to, understanding, and balancing the varied and sometimes conflicting 
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priorities of different stakeholders is a core part of Festival of House’s mission and 

interaction with stakeholders is an ongoing process to which they are committed."  

“Relevant representative groups/ organisations will be identified and information will 

be designed and disseminated to reach them.”  

The company did not consult or make known their proposals to the local badger 

group nor to any environmental or wildlife organisation. Their March 2016 Consultation 

report contains a number of serious inaccuracies about their consulting with a range 

of interests that were in fact omitted. Failing to consult may not be in breach of the 

law but the cavalier way it has been dealt with demonstrates an absence of essential 

awareness of high level planning and destroys trust in the company’s competencies 

to keep people safe.  

9. Reference the forest track as an emergency vehicles / access / evacuation route. 

We would point out that there is a maze of forest tracks (easy to get lost in) most 

barely 2½ m wide bordered by marshy ground and ditches on each side, with steep 

dips in some places, triple sharp bends on one stretch, and soft rutted surface with 

lying water on long stretches. Over 1½ kms of such track lies between the stables 

block and the Crombie Park entrance. There are active signs of protected species 

crossing the tracks and living in the area. Ecological survey work specific to that area 

would be needed before machinery could be considered for upgrading or re-

construction.  

 

Yours faithfully 

Elspeth Stirling 

Local Badger Group and Secretary Scottish Badgers 

 

A petition has also been received by the council, in relation to the environment and impact 

on the Panmure Estate.  This is enclosed for your information at Item 9. 
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ITEM 7  

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Angus Council has worked from the outset with the event organiser and with partners, and 

endeavoured to provide the necessary assistance, guidance and collaboration.  

However, a number of key areas remain of significant concern and fall short of the expected 

standards required for this event.  The key areas are outlined as follows: 

I. The plans remain of a standard well below what would be expected. This is evident 

not only in individual plans in isolation, but in terms of the links and overall coherence 

across all plans. There are significant gaps, conflicting information and inconsistencies 

which provide no confidence that the plans provide the foundation for the delivery 

of a professionally managed, safe event. 

II. The event management structure remains a concern, unclear and incoherent in 

terms of roles and decision making responsibilities. 

III. Traffic Management issues remain to the fore, and therefore with gaps evident, the 

plans are not deemed to be workable. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is the view of the constituent members of the steering group that this event cannot be 

delivered safely and therefore cannot support the application for the public entertainment 

licence. 
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ITEM 8 

COPY OF LETTER SENT TO THE EVENT ORGANISER ON 31 MARCH 2016. 

Dear Craig 

 

Festival of House 

 

Thanks for meeting Jacqui and I today. Following this week’s steering group meeting, it is 

important we are all clear on the current state of play and importantly how things are 

progressing, and, in simple terms provide you with direct feedback on our confidence in our 

ability, at this stage to form positive input to the Licensing Committee. 

 

We all acknowledged there is a great deal of work to be done between now and any 

decision that Angus Councillors will be asked to make.  In particular, a great deal of work to 

be done before the submission of the plans by today; 31 March. 

 

I would make the following observations:- 

 

General Confidence and Perceptions 

 

As of today there is a low level of confidence in what we have seen and experienced to 

date. I say that not to berate you but to leave you in no doubt that the steering group want 

to see a great deal more professionalism in the development of the plans and their 

operability. The group are clear the plans will not be developed in a manner of consultancy 

through iteration. It is solely your responsibility to develop and submit plans that are 

comprehensive, detailed and final. I believe that message has landed with you and your 

team and I expect to see complete plans by the required submission date. 

 

Consultation 

 

I provided some feedback yesterday regarding community consultation. There is a steady 

stream of letters and issues many of which are connected to the timing of the submission of 

the plans and the lack of detail on the specifics the community wish to see. We agreed that 

it is up to you to handle that.   I do feel this is an area you should reflect on and come to a 

judgement on, whether or not you want to do things differently with the community. 
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Transport 

 

This is an area that has been fluid. The change to the use of the Montague Bridge is one 

area; the fact that the closure of that option as a planned or emergency vehicle route, 

raises very real concerns for the statutory agencies. I am aware that Police, Fire and 

Ambulance intend to engage with you on a wide range of matters, I expect the entrance 

and egress in emergency situations to be of critical importance. Similarly the preparations for 

the fruit farm are important to Angus Council as well as the farmer and their customers. I very 

much hope a suitable arrangement can be made, tested and implemented with the farmer. 

Ian Cochrane is aware of the concerns with this issue. 

 

Site Safety  

 

One of the enduring issues has been that of on-site security, to control the entrance and 

egress and the movements within the estate to protect festival attendees and residents. 

Having walked the site a couple of times I can see where a number of the concerns have 

validity. It would not be unreasonable to expect the Steering Group make some 

recommendations in this area and I hope to see this proactively covered in the plans. 

 

The joint preparations command function is one that, at this stage, appears to be a long way 

off being at a level where confidence can be taken in the event. Police Scotland are 

particularly concerned about this critical element of the event planning and management. I 

share their concerns. I trust this will be rapidly developed with appropriate, experienced and 

skilled input. As noted above this is an area that we will not develop through an iterative 

process, it will either pass or fail. 

 

Emergency Situations 

 

Feedback from the Steering Group’s experience of working with other major events and 

feedback form other parts of Scotland where similar events have been held indicates that 

the highest quality of onsite medical expertise can and has saved lives. I will be looking to 

test this area extensively during the table-top exercise and again I hope to see the submitted 

plan generate the necessary confidence in this area. 

 

Conclusions 

 

As we approach the end of the preparation and consultation period and begin to enter the 

formal processes and testing phase of the event, the Steering Group are looking to see a 

much more in-depth and professional set of submissions. At this moment in time as you have 

clearly gathered, the confidence in the quality of what we have seen to date is low, unless 

there is a marked and sustained change to the submissions and interactions where you are 

clearly in the lead of events it is by no means certain one or any of the statutory agencies 

can support the event at this time. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Alan McKeown 

Strategic Director – Communities 
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ITEM 9 

 

PETITION 
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