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ITEM 1

Angus

Council

Angus House Orchardbank Business Park Forfar DD8 1AN Tel: 01307 473360 Fax: 01307 461 895 Email:
plnprocessing@angus.gov.uk

Applications cannot be validated until all the necessary documentation has been submitted and the required fee has been paid.
Thank you for completing this application form:
ONLINE REFERENCE 100531124-001

The online reference is the unique reference for your online form only. The Planning Authority will allocate an Application Number when
your form is validated. Please quote this reference if you need to contact the planning Authority about this application.

Applicant or Agent Details

Are you an applicant or an agent? * (An agent is an architect, consultant or someone else acting
on behalf of the applicant in connection with this application) |:| Applicant Agent

Agent Details

Please enter Agent details

Company/Organisation: Brodies LLP
Ref. Number: You must enter a Building Name or Number, or both: *
First Name: * Elaine Building Name: Brodies House
Last Name: * Farquharson-Black Building Number: 31-33
Telephone Number: * 01224 392251 ,(Asdt?ézi)szj Union Grove
Extension Number: Address 2:
Mobile Number: Town/City: * Aberdeen
Fax Number: Country: * United Kingdom
Postcode: * AB10 65D
Email Address: * planning@brodies.com

Is the applicant an individual or an organisation/corporate entity? *

|:| Individual Organisation/Corporate entity
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Applicant Details

Please enter Applicant details

Title: You must enter a Building Name or Number, or both: *
Other Title: Building Name:

First Name: * Building Number: 15

Last Name: * ,(Asdt?er(:ts)s *1 @rchitects Scotland Ltd
Company/Organisation Duntrune Ltd Address 2: West High Street
Telephone Number: * Town/City: * Forfar

Extension Number: Country: * United Kingdom
Mobile Number: _ Postcode: * DD8 1BE

Fax Number:

Email Address: * planning@brodies.com

Site Address Details

Planning Authority: Angus Council

Full postal address of the site (including postcode where available):

Address 1:

Address 2:

Address 3:

Address 4:

Address 5:

Town/City/Settlement:

Post Code:

Please identify/describe the location of the site or sites

Northing 735536 Easting 344875
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Description of Proposal

Please provide a description of your proposal to which your review relates. The description should be the same as given in the
application form, or as amended with the agreement of the planning authority: *
(Max 500 characters)

Erection of Crematorium Building and associated Parking, Access, Turning Space, Landscaping and Boundary Enclosures at
Land North East Of Duntrune House Duntrune.

Type of Application

What type of application did you submit to the planning authority? *

Application for planning permission (including householder application but excluding application to work minerals).
D Application for planning permission in principle.
D Further application.

|:| Application for approval of matters specified in conditions.

What does your review relate to? *

Refusal Notice.

D Grant of permission with Conditions imposed.

|:| No decision reached within the prescribed period (two months after validation date or any agreed extension) — deemed refusal.

Statement of reasons for seeking review

You must state in full, why you are a seeking a review of the planning authority’s decision (or failure to make a decision). Your statement
must set out all matters you consider require to be taken into account in determining your review. If necessary this can be provided as a
separate document in the ‘Supporting Documents’ section: * (Max 500 characters)

Note: you are unlikely to have a further opportunity to add to your statement of appeal at a later date, so it is essential that you produce
all of the information you want the decision-maker to take into account.

You should not however raise any new matter which was not before the planning authority at the time it decided your application (or at
the time expiry of the period of determination), unless you can demonstrate that the new matter could not have been raised before that
time or that it not being raised before that time is a consequence of exceptional circumstances.

See separate Application for Review Statement.

Have you raised any matters which were not before the appointed officer at the time the |:| Yes No
Determination on your application was made? *

If yes, you should explain in the box below, why you are raising the new matter, why it was not raised with the appointed officer before
your application was determined and why you consider it should be considered in your review: * (Max 500 characters)
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Please provide a list of all supporting documents, materials and evidence which you wish to submit with your notice of review and intend
to rely on in support of your review. You can attach these documents electronically later in the process: * (Max 500 characters)

See separate Application for Review statement and related documents.

Application Details

Please provide the application reference no. given to you by your planning 20/00830/FULL
authority for your previous application.

What date was the application submitted to the planning authority? * 26/11/2020

What date was the decision issued by the planning authority? * 24/01/2022

Review Procedure

The Local Review Body will decide on the procedure to be used to determine your review and may at any time during the review
process require that further information or representations be made to enable them to determine the review. Further information may be
required by one or a combination of procedures, such as: written submissions; the holding of one or more hearing sessions and/or
inspecting the land which is the subject of the review case.

Can this review continue to a conclusion, in your opinion, based on a review of the relevant information provided by yourself and other
parties only, without any further procedures? For example, written submission, hearing session, site inspection. *

Yes D No

In the event that the Local Review Body appointed to consider your application decides to inspect the site, in your opinion:

Can the site be clearly seen from a road or public land? * Yes D No
Is it possible for the site to be accessed safely and without barriers to entry? * Yes D No

Checklist — Application for Notice of Review

Please complete the following checklist to make sure you have provided all the necessary information in support of your appeal. Failure
to submit all this information may result in your appeal being deemed invalid.

Have you provided the name and address of the applicant?. * Yes D No

Have you provided the date and reference number of the application which is the subject of this Yes D No

review? *

If you are the agent, acting on behalf of the applicant, have you provided details of your name Yes D No D N/A

and address and indicated whether any notice or correspondence required in connection with the
review should be sent to you or the applicant? *

Have you provided a statement setting out your reasons for requiring a review and by what Yes D No
procedure (or combination of procedures) you wish the review to be conducted? *

Note: You must state, in full, why you are seeking a review on your application. Your statement must set out all matters you consider
require to be taken into account in determining your review. You may not have a further opportunity to add to your statement of review
at a later date. It is therefore essential that you submit with your notice of review, all necessary information and evidence that you rely
on and wish the Local Review Body to consider as part of your review.

Please attach a copy of all documents, material and evidence which you intend to rely on Yes D No
(e.g. plans and Drawings) which are now the subject of this review *

Note: Where the review relates to a further application e.g. renewal of planning permission or modification, variation or removal of a
planning condition or where it relates to an application for approval of matters specified in conditions, it is advisable to provide the
application reference number, approved plans and decision notice (if any) from the earlier consent.
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Declare — Notice of Review
I/We the applicant/agent certify that this is an application for review on the grounds stated.
Declaration Name: Mrs Elaine Farquharson-Black

Declaration Date: 28/02/2022
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ITEM 2

BRODIES”

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW
On behalf of
DUNTRUNE LTD
Relative to the delegated refusal of Planning Permission by Angus Council of
Planning Application Ref: 20/00830/FULL

Erection of Crematorium Building and associated Parking, Access, Turning Space, Landscaping and
Boundary Enclosures at Land North East of Duntrune House, Duntrune

Brodies LLP
31-33 Union Grove
Aberdeen AB10 6SD

T 01224 392 242

F 01223 392 244
DX.AB10

Ref: EFB/VB/BAT2494.00001

FAS 3330
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1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Duntrune Ltd (“the Applicant”) seeks a review of Angus Council's delegated refusal of planning
application reference 20/00830/FULL for the erection of a Crematorium Building and associated
Parking, Access, Turning Space, Landscaping and Boundary Enclosures at Land North-East of
Duntrune House Duntrune (“Application Site”) on the grounds that the application conforms with
relevant planning policies and that material considerations also support the grant of consent. There
is therefore a legal presumption in favour of the development and the Council's decision requires to

be overturned.

Planning decisions always involve the balance of competing policies and competing interests. The
Review Committee sits as a quasi-judicial body and requires to determine the application as if it had
been made to it in the first instance. They need not follow the officer's recommendation and cannot
be swayed by external pressures or the volume of apparent objections to the development. The
Applicant welcomes the Committee's independent and rigorous review of the determination of the

application.

There are no specific development plan policies governing the location of crematoria in Angus. It
goes without saying that families and mourners seek an attractive, restful and comforting

environment in which to gather and grieve the loss of loved ones.

Guidance issued by relevant cremation governing bodies suggests that sites should avoid close
proximity to housing and highways and that given the sensitivity of the use, existing landscaping
requires to be in place. When assessing a site's suitability, it is submitted that the sensitivity of the
use and the users should carry considerable weight, as should the limited numbers of traffic

movements associated with the development.

At £1,100 per cremation, the cost of cremation in Angus (Friockheim) is higher than anywhere else in
the UK. Dundee, the next nearest cremation location for Angus residents, is 3" equal highest in the
UK at £1,070. Both of which are considerably more expensive than the national average of £815.
The lack of choice of cremation facilities is prejudicing Angus residents. This is a material

consideration for the determination of this application.

The Report of Handling accepts that the type of use is unlikely to come forward in a town centre or
edge of centre location and acknowledges that the proposed development accords with relevant
design and environmental policies and that there are no technical reasons for refusing the
application. Further, the Report confirms that the development will not result in any significant direct
or indirect impacts on natural, built or cultural heritage interests and that there will be no impact on

neighbouring properties.
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Despite these findings, the application has been refused on the grounds that given its location outwith
a settlement boundary, the site is not considered to be accessible by a choice of transport modes
particularly for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport. The Applicant disputes this for the reasons

outlined in this Statement. This Supporting Statement demonstrates:

1.7.1 that there is a need for the proposed development which will have economic benefits for

the Angus community;

1.7.2 that the use is not suitable for a town or edge of centre location;
1.7.3 that there are no sequentially preferable sites available;
1.7.4 that the application site is accessible by public transport; a new bus stop could be provided

at the entrance to the application site; and a private electric vehicle collection service will

also be available for mourners;

1.7.5 that the development will have no detrimental impacts on the natural, built or cultural

environment nor or residential amenity; and

1.7.6 as such, the proposal accords with all relevant development plan policies and therefore

benefits from a legal presumption in favour of granting consent for the development.
THE APPLICANT

The Applicant is a local family business which has been farming in Angus/Tayside for 8 generations.
The Applicant farms 90 acres at Duntrune and 730 acres at Kinnell. The business currently rears beef
cattle and grows potatoes and cereals. Historically the business also reared pigs, but that ceased
recently due to the current disaster facing the UK pig industry. There are three people employed full

time on the farm, and family members work part-time as required.
The family also owns Fleming Butchers (Arbroath) which has 15 employees.
Like many farming businesses, the Applicant requires to diversify to remain viable.

The Applicant contributes to the local community through such projects as supporting the Friockheim
Christmas lights; providing dung every year to HOPE Organic Garden (Hospitalfield House); donating
the turkey to the Cafe Project Christmas Lunch every year and sponsoring Arbroath Cricket Club,

Webster Theatre Group Club, Arbroath Male Voice Choir over the years.

Since the inception of the proposals the Applicant has been in discussions with an established
crematoria operator which will run the facility. The crematorium would employ 4 full time members of
staff
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4.4

SITE AND SURROUNDING AREA

The Burial and Cremation (Scotland) Act 2016 repealed the Cremation Act 1902 with effect from 4
April 2019. The minimum distance requirement for a crematorium from residential housing no longer
applies in Scotland, however guidance issued by the Federation of Burial and Cremation Authorities

on identifying sensitive and suitable sites for crematoria is still relevant (Document D49).

It goes without saying that a crematorium needs an appropriate and sensitive setting having regard to
its use and its users. The Report of Handling acknowledges that the type of use is unlikely to come

forward in a town centre or edge of centre location.

The application site extends to 1.98 hectares. The majority of the application site is Class 3:2 with a
small area of Class 3:1 and is therefore not classed as prime agricultural ground. The field is difficult

to combine/plough due to the slope and has been in set aside for approximately 4 years.

The site is strategically located in south Angus, north of Dundee, in relation to the surrounding
settlements. It has good transport links to the surrounding area and beyond via both the A90 to the
west, and the B978 (Kellas Road) to the south and east. The A90 provides trunk road links to the north
through Angus and beyond. To the south it connects to Dundee, Perth and the M90. The application

site also readily connects to the A92 providing links up the east coast of Angus and beyond.

There are only three dwellings within 300m of the proposed crematorium building. The nearest
dwelling is some 183m away and the intervening mature woodland means that the application site will
not be directly visible from any dwelling houses or from the surrounding areas. The Report of Handling
confirms that given the existing and proposed landscaping, there will be no detrimental impact on

these dwellings.
THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The Planning Design & Access Statement (Document D28) describes the proposed development

and as such it is not proposed to rehearse all the details in this Statement at length.

While the size and general arrangement of the crematorium building are dictated by its function, the
Applicant has sought to provide a well-designed building within a calm, contemplative, beautiful
environment which is respectful of the solemnity of the occasion. This would be hard to do in a town

centre or edge of centre location.

The main concept is to create a modern crematorium which reflects the traditional simple agricultural
forms that are typical of this area of Angus. The form will be softened in the landscape through the

use of form, large overhanging roof and the use of traditionally referenced and high quality materials.

The position of the crematorium building within the site has been carefully chosen, so that it nestles

within a natural landscape. This combined with the existing trees mean that the proposals will be
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completely screened from the west round to the east. Viewing from the adjacent road is screened by
a new dry-stone wall and hedge / tree planting. The site is further screened by the mature trees to the
south of the road. Additional native tree planting is incorporated into the proposals particularly to the
east, screening the proposals further from this angle and further enhancing the sense of peace and
enclosure. A planted garden and memorial garden will be located to the front and south of the
crematorium building incorporating grassed areas, memorials and flower/shrub beds where people

can linger in peace.

The principal view into the site will be when passing on the adjacent road along the south side of the
site. These will be glimpsed views through the proposed planting and screened by a new drystone

wall and hedging.

The site will incorporate an internal one-way road. As required by the Council's Roads Service, there
will be 127 car parking spaces provided, 7 of which will be for disabled drivers, and there will be space
for coaches to pull up and wait. Staff car parking, including electric vehicle charging, will be located to
the rear of the crematorium building and accessed along with the service area to the north of the

building.
DETERMINATION OF THE APPLICATION

There is a legal presumption in favour of granting consent for development which complies with the
development plan. The Review Committee must therefore consider the extent to which the proposals
comply with the relevant planning policy. All planning decisions involve balancing competing policies
and priorities in the plan and as such, the plan must be looked at in the round. There may be some
points in the plan which support a proposal, but there may be some considerations pointing in the
opposite direction. The decision maker must assess all of these and then decide whether in light of
the whole plan the proposal does or does not accord with it. (City of Edinburgh Council v Secretary of
State for Scotland 1998 SLT 120 (Document D52). The Committee is required to follow the correct

legal approach in determining this review.

The Report of Handling sets out the officer's consideration of the application. It notes that the
proposal is compatible with "some aspects" of the development plan and SPP. This summary
downplays the extensive compliance with planning policy and the lack of objections on any technical
grounds. It also glosses over the officer's own conclusions on many of the critical determining factors

for the application.
Reading through the Report, it should be noted that the officer concluded that:

5.3.1 there are no significant amenity issues in respect of air quality, noise, light pollution, odour
or loss of privacy to residential property that could not be mitigated by planning conditions.

The development therefore complies with LDP Policy DS4. SEPA has no objection to the
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5.3.6

5.3.7
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5.3.9

proposals and will be responsible for granting a licence for the operation of the facility which

will control emissions;

since the development would have its own dedicated access onto the public road and there
would be reasonable separation between activities within the site and those that reside
closest to the development there will be no detrimental impact on neighbouring properties
and any such impact could be further reduced if additional planting was provided between

the houses and the development. This is also consistent with LDP Policy DS 4;

all technical assessments relating to noise, air quality and odour control have been
reviewed by the Council's Environmental Health Service and found to be acceptable, in

line with LDP Policy DS4 regarding amenity noted above;

the siting and design of the proposed development would not give rise to any significant
design or landscape issues and planning conditions could be attached to secure
appropriate external finishes on the building and appropriate new landscaping. The
development proposal therefore complies with LDP Policy DS3 regarding design quality

and placemaking, as well as LDP Policy PV6 Development in the Landscape;

the proposal has been designed to minimise the loss of agricultural land and there is no
evidence to demonstrate that the loss of a comparatively small area of non-prime land
would affect the viability of the farm unit, ensuring compliance with LDP Policy PV20 which
indicates that "design and layout should minimise land required for development proposals

on agricultural land and should not render any farm unit unavailable";

there are no protected species or habitats present on the site and it is not the subject of

any natural heritage designation in line with LDP Policy PV5 on Protected Species;

the woodland to the north and west of the site which is subject to a Tree Preservation Order
would not be directly affected by the development and the development would include new
planting which may enhance the biodiversity contained within the site in the longer term
complying with LDP Policy PV7 on Woodland, Trees and Hedges which states that
development and planting proposals should "protect and retain woodland” and "ensure

new planting enhances biodiversity";

the site is not subject to any built or cultural heritage designation and is sufficiently remote
and discrete from listed buildings in the surrounding that it would not impact on their setting,

and thus complies with LDP PV8 Built and Cultural Heritage;

no archaeological mitigation is required and the proposal would not result in any significant
direct or indirect impacts on natural, built or cultural heritage interest, again in compliance
with LDP Policy PV8;
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5.3.10 the Council's Road Service is satisfied that the traffic from the development can be
accommodated within the local road network, complying with LDP Policy DS4 which
requires Angus Council to consider the effect of timing of traffic movements to and from

the site. Further details on this aspect are provided below;

5.3.11 the site is not at risk of flooding and the proposal can be connected to the public water
supply and would be served by a private treatment system for foul drainage which is
acceptable in line with LDP Policies PV12 Managing Flood Risk and PV15 Drainage

Infrastructure. SEPA has no objection to the proposals; and
5.3.12 there are no objections from any statutory consultee, other than the Community Council;

It can be seen, therefore that the proposals comply with an extensive number of relevant development
plan policies and as such this Statement does not examine these policies further. In fact, there is no
dispute between the Council and the Applicant on the proposal's conformity with development plan
policies other than with those the officer described as "policies designed to ensure that development
is directed to locations which are accessible by a choice of transport modes and avoids increasing

reliance on the private car in situations where access to walking, cycling and public transport is poor".

It is these policies which form the basis of the refusal of permission and are at the crux of this

application to the Review Committee.
The application was refused on the following grounds:

"1. The development will result in an unsustainable pattern of travel and development and would
not be accessible by a choice of transport modes, increasing reliance on the private car in a situation
where access to walking, cycling and public transport is poor. The proposal is therefore contrary to
TAYplan policies 1 and 2, Angus Local Development Plan policies DS2, DS3 and TC8, and Scottish

Planning Policy in so far it relates to locating development in accessible locations.

2. The application is contrary to Policy DS1 of the Angus Local Development Plan 2016 because
the scale and nature of the development is not appropriate for its location because it does not enjoy
good accessibility, particularly for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport; and because the proposal

is not in accordance with other relevant policies, namely polices DS2, DS3 and TC8."

Although on the face of it, the application has been refused for breaching 6 policies, they all relate to

accessibility by a choice of modes of transport.

As highlighted above, weight also requires to be given to the numerous policies with which the proposal

conforms and the application considered in the round.

The policies mentioned in the refusal notice are considered below. The following sections demonstrate

that in fact the proposals also comply with the stated policies.
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TAYPLAN POLICIES 1 and 2
The Report of Handling sets out the terms of TAYPlan policies 1 and 2.

The Applicant accepts that Policy 1 sets out the spatial strategy which is to direct development to the
region's settlements in accordance with a tiered hierarchy. It is also accepted that the application site
is not within a settlement. However, Policy 1 also permits development in the countryside where it
meets specific local needs or does not undermine regeneration of the cities or respective settlements.
Such proposals are to be assessed against the need to avoid suburbanisation of the countryside and

unsustainable patterns of development.

As confirmed by the officer's assessment of the siting and design of the development, it will not lead
to suburbanisation.

It is submitted that the proposal will meet local needs.

The Report of Handling suggests that the proposed crematorium would encourage competition and
result in reduced prices, but then dismisses this, claiming that it cannot be controlled through the
planning system. It is submitted that the officer has failed to have regard to the economic and societal
benefits of granting consent for the application and give due weight to the benefit which the

development will bring to the area.

The Review Committee should have regard to, and place weight on, the following information which

demonstrates a need and demand for the proposed development in this location:

6.6.1 The Planning Design & Access Statement provided details on the Pharos Statistics 2020
Cremation Fee League Table dated 1 January 2020 which showed that Dundee and
Friockheim were, at that time, the most expensive crematoria in Scotland at £1050 per
cremation and the joint highest in the UK out of 291 locations. Crathes, as the next nearest
crematorium to the north of Angus charged only £795.00 and Perth only £788.00. These

facilities are, however, approximately 50 miles away from the south Angus area.

6.6.2 Since the application was submitted, an updated League Table dated January 2021 has
been issued (Document D48). This now shows Friockheim on its own as the most
expensive crematorium in the whole of the UK with its price per cremation increased to
£1,100. Dundee has also increased its prices and now ranks 3 equal highest. Prices at
Crathes and Perth have remained static and are some £300 cheaper than in Angus and

Dundee. These facilities rank 190" and 200t respectively in the table.

6.6.3 The Planning Design & Access Statement highlights the investigation which Competition

and Markets Authority (CMA) conducted in 2019 with regard to low numbers of crematoria
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providers in local areas, and difficulty for new companies to enter the market due to the
planning regime and high fixed costs. Since the application was submitted, an updated
CMA report has been published (Document D47).

6.6.4 The CMA found that demand for cremation is local and that a 30 minute cortege drive time
from the family's house is generally considered an appropriate measure of local geographic
market. A hearse drives at approximately 60% of normal road speeds, partly as a mark of
respect, but also to keep the cortege vehicles together so that they arrive at the
crematorium together. All else equal, the larger number of crematoria in a local area, the
stronger the competitive market and thus the lower the prices. It is accepted that in rural
areas, drive time may require to be slightly longer, but having to drive in a funeral cortege
to Crathes or Perth to secure more competitive cremation rates is detrimentally impacting

on Angus residents.

6.6.5 The report also highlights that a quantitative need for additional cremation facilities can be
established if there are 136,000 to 171,000 people for whom the facility will be their closest
crematorium. A quantitative need can be established if 59,000-95,000 people will, through

the construction of a new crematorium, have such a facility within a 30 minute drive.

6.6.6 In Angus there is a population of approximately115,820 people and a further 148,820 in
Dundee. 20% of the combined population is aged 65 or over. It can be seen that the

population can support and has need of an additional cremation facility in Angus.

6.6.7 In July 2019 the report ‘Funeral Poverty in Dundee’ concluded that to improve choice for
the consumer, Dundee City Council could actively consider the addition of another
cremation facility. There has been no additional cremation facility constructed in Dundee

or Angus since the publication of either of these reports.

The Report of Handling references a new crematorium 6 miles south of St Andrews. This is outwith a
30 minute cortege drive time from Angus and indeed from most of Dundee. As such, it will not compete
with either the Friockheim or Dundee facility for business, nor would it impact on the viability of the

appeal proposals.

It is submitted that this information demonstrates a specific local need for another crematorium in
Angus and the officer has failed to apply sufficient weight to the ability of the proposed development
to prevent "leakage" of business outwith Angus to Dundee and for it to provide fiscal and societal
benefits to Angus residents by providing customer choice which will inevitably lower prices, as the

CMA report concluded.

A quantitative and qualitative need has been established. This part of TAYPlan Policy 1 is therefore
met. Travel patterns are addressed below, which highlights that the average cremation will only

produce 24 car trips.
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TAYPIan Policy 2 relates to delivering better quality development. There is a number of criteria under
this policy with which the Council has found no fault. It is only one part of the requirements under
designing an active and healthy development that are claimed to be breached and that relates to

reducing the need to travel and improve accessibility by foot, cycle and public transport.
Again, this is addressed below.
LDP POLICY DS1

Like the TAYPIlan Policy 1, LDP Policy DS1 directs development towards settlements, but permits
development outwith settlement boundaries where they are of a scale and nature appropriate to their
location and where they are in accordance with relevant policies of the plan. Development of greenfield
sites will be supported where there are no suitable and available brownfield sites capable of
accommodating the development. The development must not result in adverse impacts on designated
sites.

As highlighted earlier, the Council accepts that the design of the building is of a scale and nature
appropriate to the location and that there will be no adverse impacts on the natural, built or cultural

environment.

The officer accepts that it is unlikely that there will be sites in a town centre or edge of centre location
for the proposed use, but then rejects the Applicant's sequential assessment and conclusion that there
are no other suitable and available sites which should be preferred to the application site. This rejection
is firstly based on the fact that the Applicant has only considered sites in Angus and not Dundee. This
approach fails to recognise that the proposal is to serve a local need for a crematorium in Angus,
having regard to the location of existing facilities in Dundee and Friockheim. Locating another

crematorium in Dundee would not address the need for a facility for the people of Angus.

The Planning Design & Access statement considered available land in South Angus and found that
there are no suitable available brownfield sites or land within existing settlement boundaries. The
planning officer did not identify any sites which the Applicant failed to consider, nor did he find that any
of the sites which the Applicant discounted were suitable and available. As confirmed by the Supreme
Court in Tesco Stores v Dundee City Council [2012] UKSC 13 (Document D53) the test is whether an
alternative site is suitable for the proposed development, not whether the proposed development can
be altered or reduced so that it can be made to fit an alternative site. In these circumstances, the

Applicant's findings on the lack of available and suitable alternative sites should be preferred.
The proposals therefore comply with LDP Policy DS1.
LDP POLICY DS2

Under Policy DS2, developments require to demonstrate, according to their scale, type and location,

that they meet specified criteria. These are dealt with in turn below, however, the Review Committee
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needs to have regard, as the policy requires, to the fact that this is an application for a crematorium
which, for the reasons already outlined, and accepted by the officer, is a type of use unsuitable for a
town centre or edge of centre location.

This is not a large scale development which will generate significant traffic movements. The building
only seats 120 people, with an average of 3 cremations per day. Based on established traffic
movements for this type of development (which have been accepted by the Council) it is estimated
that each service may generate on average 24 cars. It is submitted that the generation of 24 cars 3
times a day, outwith peak periods, cannot be considered to be a significant traffic generating
development. It is submitted that the officer has failed to have regard to the scale and type of
development and its need for a countryside location in South Angus when applying the rest of the DS2
policy criteria. These are assessed below:

8.2.1 Are or can be made accessible to existing or proposed public transport networks;

In considering the accessibility to public transport, it is important to remember that very few
people travel to cremation services via public transport due to the solemnity and sometimes
distressing nature of the event. Most people arrange to travel together by car or taxi, usually
in family groups for comfort and support. The traffic counts, which have been accepted by
the Council, assume everyone travels by car, via carshare. This only produces an average
of 24 cars for each service. The services will be outwith peak periods.

Paragraph 276 of Scottish Planning Policy (Document D55) states that "In rural areas the
plan should be realistic about the likely viability of public transport services and innovative
solutions such as demand-responsive public transport and small-scale park and ride
facilities at nodes on rural bus corridors should be considered."

The transport information submitted in support of the application confirms that there are
two school bus services which pass the site frontage (the A17 and A38) and that these can
be accessed on a hail and ride basis. There are a further 2 services (the 22 and 139)
currently passing 450m to the west of the site. The bus companies have confirmed to the
Council (Document D45) that if a bus stop is installed at the entrance to the application
site, then they would be prepared to divert the services to stop at the application site. The
Applicant has also confirmed that the crematorium will provide private -electric
transportation which can be booked by those attending a cremation. If the nos 22 and 139
services did not reroute past the application site, the crematorium's transport could collect
mourners from the existing bus routes to the west or east as required. This is in line with

SPP's recommended approach to rural bus provision and seeking innovative solutions.

Having regard to the nature and scale of the proposed development and the availability of

existing public transport as well as additional private "green" transport provision, it is
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submitted that the development can be considered to be or made to be accessible for the

proposed use which is of small scale and requires a secluded, peaceful location.

Make provision for suitably located public transport infrastructure such as bus

stops, shelters, lay-bys, turning areas which minimise walking distances;

As noted above, a bus stop can be provided at the entrance to the site as an alternative to
the green transport provision. The walk from the entrance to the site to front door of the
crematorium will be circa 100 metres. Alternatively, the crematorium's private electric
vehicle will take passengers to the door of the building from bus stops at a greater distance

as required.
Allow easy access for people with restricted mobility;

There will be 7 spaces for disabled drivers which are located within 20 metres of the door

to the crematorium. The building itself has easy access for those with restricted mobility.

Provide and/or enhance safe and pleasant paths for walking and cycling which are

suitable for use by all, and link existing and proposed path networks:

It is accepted that no pedestrian or cycle paths are being provided as part of the
development, but given the nature of the development, few people are expected to wish to

walk to the facility. Those wishing to cycle can cycle on the existing road network.

Are located where there is adequate local road network capacity or where capacity
can be made available.

The scope of the Transport Assessment was agreed with the Roads Service and provides

a robust assessment of the surrounding road network.

The Applicant will provide 5No new passing places on the Kellas Road, which will benefit
existing road users. The road will be widened over the site frontage to the width agreed
with the Roads Service, thus improving the road for all users over that which is currently in

place.

Due to repeated objections, the Roads Service has been requested to provide 4

consultation responses on the application. This is extremely unusual.

The original response from the Roads Service, dated 19 January 2021 (Document D35),
confirms that "As a result of the low traffic impact on the surrounding road network and the
proposed mitigating improvements to existing roads and visibility splays, | am minded that
there is no significant cause to object to the planning application by reason of traffic

impacts."
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The Roads Service agreed with the Applicant's proposed visibility sightlines at the site
access and the junction of the U315/B978, highlighting that "it will improve the existing
visibility at the [U315] junction which will provide a benefit to the wider community."

Conditions were recommended to secure the sightlines.

The Roads Service was asked to provide further information on the sightlines in response
to third party objections and on 21 June 2021 (Document D37), the Service maintained
their position on the proposed sightlines, highlighting that while the existing junctions may
be below required standard, but the junctions operate in an acceptable manner with no
accidents being reported within the latest 3 year reporting. The Roads Service specifically
indicated that they did not want to impose a sightline condition which might not be able to
be achieved.

In response to yet further objections from the same objector, the Roads Service defended
their position in a response dated 13 August 2021 (Document D38). They explained that
the relaxation which they are proposing is well within the relaxations which the Authority

can permit having regard to the local roads circumstances.

Unhappy with the Roads Service' position, the third party objector submitted further
objections on transport grounds and on 14 December 2021 (Document D39) some 11
months after their original consultation response, the Roads Service changed its position

on the visibility splays required, but still does not object to the application.

No explanation is given for this volte face and it can only be assumed that the Roads
Service has been unduly influenced by the repeated pressure from third parties to change
its position. This is a breach of their statutory duty to act independently as a roads authority.
There has been no change in circumstances which would justify the Roads Service

departing from their position on the splays, as outlined in 3 previous responses.

The Applicant's primary position is that the revised sightlines are not required as a result
of this development. This was the Roads Service's initial position. Their position only
changed under repeated external pressure. Further, if there are deficiencies at the
junctions, these are existing deficiencies in the road network and are not caused by the
development, which will add very little traffic to these junctions. It is noted that none of the

recently highlighted accidents by the objectors relate to the use of these junctions.

If these junctions are an existing problem, the Council as Roads Authority with
responsibility for road safety should be carrying out the required improvements to the

sightlines irrespective of whether this development is approved.

The visibility splays which the Roads Service now say are required are based on the Kellas

Road having a 60mph speed limit. The 60mph speed limit is only over a short stretch before
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it drops to 40mph in one direction and 30mph to the other, as shown on Document D50. If
the speed limit was reduced to 40mph or 30mph, the visibility splays which are required
would also reduce and the reduction in speed would be of benefit to the existing users of

the road network, which the third parties would presumably welcome.

If the Review Committee considers that requiring the Applicant to extend the visibility
splays meets the tests for a valid condition or a planning obligation, then the Applicant

submits that its preference would be for payment of a monetary contribution to the Council.
It is submitted that the development conforms to the criteria in Policy DS2.
LDP POLICY DS3

Policy DS3 requires developments to deliver a high design standard and draw upon those aspects of
the landscape that contribute positively to the character of the area and sense of place. The Planning
Design & Access Statement demonstrates how that has been achieved. The planning officer finds no

fault with the design and does not consider that there will be any detrimental landscape impacts.

One of the criteria requires that where development connects pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles with
the surrounding area and public transport, the access and parking requirements of the Roads Authority
must be met. The development includes the required number of parking spaces and access will be

provided in accordance with relevant standards.
Refusing the application on the grounds of a breach of LDP Policy DS3 is therefore entirely unjustified.
LDP POLICY TC8

Policy TC8 requires new community facilities to be accessible and of an appropriate scale and
nature for the location. The officer has no issue with the scale or design of the development having

regard to its location. Accessibility has been addressed above.
It is submitted that the terms of Policy TC8 are met.
MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The Review Committee must have regard to any material considerations which may impact on its
conclusions in respect of the development's conformity with the development plan. Relevant material

considerations are addressed below.
Need and economic benefits

This Statement sets out at section 6 why there is a need for a new crematorium. It is submitted that

this is relevant to Policy TAYPlan 1. If that is not accepted by the Review Committee, then it should
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be considered to be a material consideration, having regard to the terms of Scottish Planning Policy
(Document D55).

It is also submitted that the Review Committee requires to give weight to the economic benefits of the
construction of the facility. As the CMA report highlights, the construction cost of a new crematorium
can vary from £3.4M to £8.5M. This is a considerable investment in the area and will bring construction

jobs and spend in the local area during construction.
These benefits support a grant of consent for the development.
SPP

Paragraph 276 of Scottish Planning Policy (Document D55) states that "In rural areas the plan should
be realistic about the likely viability of public transport services and innovative solutions such as
demand-responsive public transport and small-scale park and ride facilities at nodes on rural bus

corridors should be considered."

As outlined above, the bus companies have indicated that they will divert the existing hail and ride bus
service and/or the Applicant will provide an electric vehicle which can collect mourners either from

their homes or from the existing bus route 450m to the west.
Statutory Consultations

As noted above, there are no objections to the development from any of the statutory consultees
responsible for the technical aspects of the development, including the Roads Service which has
confirmed that the traffic from the development can be accommodated within the existing road

network.

The Community Council objected to the application. The policies which they cite in support of their
objection have either been addressed in the Report of Handling as not being breached or have been

addressed in this Statement and also shown not to be breached.

It is disappointing that the Community Council does not address the societal and economic impacts
on Angus residents who have to pay more for cremations than anyone else in the UK given the lack
of competition. Nor do they address the fact that local residents require to travel many miles to the
nearest crematorium, which is outwith the recommended travel distance. The Community Council
should have considered the development in light of the need for such a facility and the benefits which
it would have for the local community. The need was highlighted by members of the community in

letters of support, but has been ignored by the Community Council.

It is understood that pressure was also put on the Community Council by the third party objectors
who formed the "Stop the Crematorium" action group, which group refused to allow the Applicant to

speak to the Community Council without the objectors being present and able to engage. Several
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attempts were made to make suitable arrangements, but many were cancelled after the Community
Council's further consultation with the objector group representative. Had the Applicant been able to
address the Community Council, the need for and benefits of a new crematorium in the locality

would have been explained to them.

It is submitted that the Community Council's objection cannot outweigh the presumption in favour of
development having regard to the developments' overall conformity with the development plan and

the need for the facility.
Third party representations

The Report of Handling advises that a total of 866 representations were received in respect of the
application, with 775 raising an objection, 89 offering support and 2 providing neutral comments. As
the Committee will be aware, the number of objections to an application are not per se relevant.
Indeed, refusing planning permission based on the volume of objections is considered by the
Scottish Ministers to be unreasonable behaviour on the part of a planning authority and can give rise

to a claim for expenses in an appeal process.

Unlike other Planning Authorities, Angus Council continues to accept objections to planning
applications after the statutory period for objection is over. This enables objectors to continue
submitting comments after the statutory period has expired. Repeated objections from the same

person and/or the same household are considered as separate objections, which skews the figures.

In this case, it can be seen that many of the objections are in a standard form, having been
generated by a targeted and concerted campaign of objection led by a near neighbour of the
application site who formed the Stop the Crematorium action group. This involved circulating many
copies of the same letter for people to sign, along with prepaid envelopes for sending the completed
objections to the Council. Members of the public were also stopped in the street and asked to object

to the application. A Facebook page was set up to encourage further objections.

The Applicant has concerns that some of the objections appear to have been submitted without the
owner of the relevant property being aware. Document D51 is a redacted letter from a resident
indicating that they did not submit an objection in their name or from their address to the application
yet the address had been used for the submission of an objection to the Council. A review of the
objections also shows that an objection was submitted in the name of Fraser McKenzie, the Planning
Officer who was, at that point, the officer appointed to determine the application. Either the objection
was fabricated in Mr Mackenzie's name, or he had a conflict of interest and should not have been
the case officer. When taken up with the planning officer at the time, the Applicant was assured that
the officer had not made any objection to the application. These examples cast doubt over the
reliance which the Review Committee can place on the number and veracity of the third party
objections. Any objection which has been fraudulently made or obtained requires to be disregarded

and consideration given as to whether a criminal offence has taken place.
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It is clear from a review of the repeated submissions to the Roads Authority that eventually the
Roads Service, while not objecting to the application, changed their position in light of continued
pressure. The Applicant hopes that the Committee, sitting in a quasi-judicial role, will not be so

equally swayed.

The Report of Handling confirms that the development will not result in any significant direct or
indirect impacts on natural, built or cultural heritage interests and that there will be no impact on
neighbouring properties. The objections which are based on transport and accessibility issues have

been addressed above.

It is submitted that the third party objections do not justify refusing planning permission for the
development given the conformity with the development plan; the need for the facility and the

benefits which it will bring.
Precedent

The Report of Handling refers to application 07/00160/OUT (Document D54) to support refusal of the
Duntrune application on accessibility grounds. That application appeal related to a crematorium,
cemetery and associated licensed public house/restaurant with parking for 200 cars on Linlathen
Estate in Dundee in 2008. Aside from being a decision taken 14 years ago, it relates to a different

planning authority and a very different site.

That application site extended to 12 hectares of prime agricultural land with two scheduled ancient
monuments (SAMs) within the site. A listed building was located nearby. Dundee City Council wanted
to grant consent for the development, but this was opposed by Historic Scotland which led to the

application being called in for determination by the Scottish Ministers.

The Reporter found that the development would substantially change the visual setting of the SAMs
which are of national importance and that there may be further unscheduled archaeological remains

within the site which would be affected.

The Reporter also concluded that there was no need for a public house/restaurant as part of the
proposals and that the access to it would be unlit and without footways.

It is acknowledged that the Reporter considered that the Linlathen site did not have good accessibility,
but this was largely because the proposals would involve constructing 750 metres of new road and
that any bus journey to the cemetery would require a 3 km additional round trip which a bus operator
would be unlikely to be willing to undertake. The availability of bus transport was considered by the
Reporter to be of more importance for those people visiting the cemetery or memorials on a regular

basis and not people attending funeral, most of whom the Reporter accepted would travel by car.
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It is clear that the application proposals differ considerably from the Linlathen development, not just in
terms of the site itself, but also because there is already public transport passing the site and another
bus operator has agreed to divert its existing service to also pass the site.

In these circumstances, it is submitted that the Linlathen decision cannot be used to justify refusal of

the application.

CONCLUSION

This Statement has assessed the development against all relevant development plan policies and
demonstrated that when considered in the round, the proposal conforms to policy. In summary, it has
shown that:

12.1.1 that there is a need for the proposed development which will have economic and societal
benefits for the Angus community;

12.1.2 that the use is not suitable for a town or edge of centre location;
12.1.3 that there are no sequentially preferable sites available;
12.1.4 that the application site is accessible by a variety of modes of transport appropriate to the

scale of the development; and

12.1.5 that the development will have no detrimental impacts on the natural, built or cultural

environment nor or residential amenity.

Since the proposal accords with all relevant development plan policies it benefits from a legal
presumption in favour of granting consent for the development. If the Committee considers that there
is a breach of any of the development plan policies, it is submitted that there are material

considerations in favour of granting consent contrary to any perceived breach.
There are no material considerations which justify refusing planning permission.

In these circumstances, the officer's refusal of planning permission for the development requires to be

set aside and permission granted for this much needed development.
LIST OF DOCUMENTS

Listed below are the documents which were submitted by the Applicant, together with the consultation

responses from statutory consultees which are relevant to the determination of this review.

Documents D47-57 are new documents which either seek to respond to matters raised in the Report

of Handling or are updated versions of documents which were submitted with the application.
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13.3  Two court decisions have also been provided which are relevant to how the review requires to be
determined.

D1 Planning Application 20/00830/FULL — Application Form, dated 26 November 2020

D2 Report of Handling 20/00830/FULL, dated 20 January 2022

D3 Decision Notice 20/00830/FULL, dated 24 January 2022

D4 Refused Drawing — Survey Plan 1266/SD/01

D5 Refused Drawing - Site Sections 1266/PD/04 Rev
B

D6 Refused Drawing - Location Plan 1266/PD/03 Rev
B

D7 Refused Drawing — Drainage Layout A/190889 — 920
Rev 1

D8 Refused Drawing — Proposed Site Levels A/190889 — 910
Rev 1

D9 Refused Drawing — Building Plans 1266/PD/05

D10 | Refused Drawing — Road Access Plan 1266/SK/06 Rev
C

D11 Refused Drawing — Site Plan 1266/PD/02 Rev
C

D12 | Refused Drawing — Building and External Works (Car Parking) Plan 1266/PD/01 Rev
C

D13 | Refused Drawing — Visibility Splays Sheet 3 A/190889 — 906
Rev 1

D14 | Stack Emission Monitoring Report dated January 2020, Parts 1A, 1B, 1C, 2A, 2B, 2C

and 3

D15 | Technical Specification dated June 2010, Parts A, B and C

D16 | Emissions Monitoring Test Report dated 11 August 2011, Parts A, B and C

D17 | Traffic Survey Report dated 22 October 2018

D18 | Scotland Rural Collage SAC Prime Agricultural Land Quality Correspondence dated 23

August 2019
D19 | LCA Agricultural Land Plan Extract
D20 | Geotechnical Investigation Report dated 31 October 2019
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D21 | Swept Path Analysis dated 25 June 2020 A/190889 — 902
Rev 2

D22 | Drainage Statement dated 19 November 2020

D23 | Transport Assessment Committed Development Response, dated 13 February 2021

D24 | Odour Impact Assessment Report dated March 2021

D25 | Air Quality Assessment Report dated 5 July 2021 Rev 3.0

D26 | Cover email from Paul Fretwell to Fraser Mackenzie dated 30 April 2021 regarding
further supporting information

D27 | Ecology and Protected Species Report dated May 2021

D28 | Planning Design and Access Statement dated September 2021 Rev B

D29 | Air Quality Assessment Response to SEPA dated 5 July 2021

D30 | Transportation Assessment dated September 2021 Rev - 03

D31 | Environmental Impact Assessment by Angus Council

D32 | Scottish Water Consultation Response dated 22 December 2020

D33 | Aberdeenshire Council Archaeology Service Consultation Response dated 29
December 2020

D34 | Environmental Health Consultation Response dated 11 January 2021

D35 | Roads Service (Traffic) Consultation Response dated 19 January 2021

D36 | Roads Service (Traffic) Comments dated 1 April 2020

D37 | Road Service (Traffic) Comments dated 21 June 2021

D38 | Roads Service (Traffic) Comments dated 13 August 2021

D39 Roads Service (Traffic) Consultation Response dated 14 December 2021

D40 | Dundee City Council Roads Comments dated 7 April 2020

D41 Dundee City Council Consultation Response dated 4 February 2021

D42 Murroes and Wellbank Community Council Consultation Response

D43 Environmental Health Consultation Response dated 14 May 2021

D44 | SEPA Consultation Response dated 28 May 2021

D45 | Email from Marc Winsland of Xplore Dundee to Angus Council dated 8 September 2021

D46 | Post Application Consultation Response Report 20/00830/FULL, dated April 2021

D47 | Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) Funerals Market Investigation dated January

2020
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D48 | Cremation Fee League Table dated January 2021

D49 | Federation of Burial and Cremation Authorities Guidance dated January 2019

D50 | Aerial photograph of speed limits

D51 | Redacted email from resident

D52 | City of Edinburgh Council v Secretary of State for Scotland 1998 SLT 120

D53 | Tesco Stores Limited v Dundee City Council [2012] UKSC 13

D54 | Decision on application 07/00160/0UT

D55 | Scottish Planning Policy (https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy/)

D56 | TAYPlan
(https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/factsheet/2018/
05/planning-core-documents-library/documents/tayplan-pdf/tayplan-
pdf/govscot%3Adocument/Tayplan.pdf)

D57 | Angus Local Development Plan

(https://www.angus.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Angus%?20local%20development%20plan
%20adopted%20September%202016.pdf)

BRODIES LLP
Solicitors, Aberdeen
AGENT FOR THE APPLICANT

28 February 2022

1906



https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy/
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/factsheet/2018/05/planning-core-documents-library/documents/tayplan-pdf/tayplan-pdf/govscot%3Adocument/Tayplan.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/factsheet/2018/05/planning-core-documents-library/documents/tayplan-pdf/tayplan-pdf/govscot%3Adocument/Tayplan.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/factsheet/2018/05/planning-core-documents-library/documents/tayplan-pdf/tayplan-pdf/govscot%3Adocument/Tayplan.pdf
https://www.angus.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Angus%20local%20development%20plan%20adopted%20September%202016.pdf
https://www.angus.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Angus%20local%20development%20plan%20adopted%20September%202016.pdf

D1

Angus%

Council

Angus House Orchardbank Business Park Forfar DD8 1AN Tel: 01307 473360 Fax: 01307 461 895 Email:
plnprocessing@angus.gov.uk

Applications cannot be validated until all the necessary documentation has been submitted and the required fee has been paid.
Thank you for completing this application form:
ONLINE REFERENCE 100335797-001

The online reference is the unique reference for your online form only. The Planning Authority will allocate an Application Number when
your form is validated. Please quote this reference if you need to contact the planning Authority about this application.

Type of Application

What is this application for? Please select one of the following: *

Application for planning permission (including changes of use and surface mineral working).
|:| Application for planning permission in principle.
D Further application, (including renewal of planning permission, modification, variation or removal of a planning condition etc)

D Application for Approval of Matters specified in conditions.

Description of Proposal

Please describe the proposal including any change of use: * (Max 500 characters)

Proposed New Crematorium at Burnside of Duntrune

Is this a temporary permission? * |:| Yes No

If a change of use is to be included in the proposal has it already taken place? |:| Yes No
(Answer ‘No’ if there is no change of use.) *

Has the work already been started and/or completed? *

No D Yes — Started D Yes - Completed

Applicant or Agent Details

Are you an applicant or an agent? * (An agent is an architect, consultant or someone else acting

on behalf of the applicant in connection with this application) D Applicant Agent

Page 1 0of 9
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Agent Details

Please enter Agent details

Company/Organisation:

Architects Scotland Ltd

Ref. Number:

First Name: *

@rchitects

Last Name: *

Scotland Ltd

Telephone Number: *

01307 466480

Extension Number:

Mobile Number:

Fax Number:

You must enter a Building Name or Number, or both: *

Building Name:

Building Number:

Address 1
(Street): *

Address 2:

Town/City: *

Country: *

Postcode: *

15

West High Street

Forfar

Angus

DD8 1BE

Email Address: *

admin@rchitects.org.uk

Is the applicant an individual or an organisation/corporate entity? *

I:] Individual Organisation/Corporate entity

Applicant Details

Please enter Applicant details

Title:

Other Title:

First Name: *

Last Name: *

Company/Organisation

Duntrune Ltd

Telephone Number: *

Extension Number:

Mobile Number:

Fax Number:

You must enter a Building Name or Number, or both: *

Building Name:

Building Number:

Address 1
(Street): *

Address 2:

Town/City: *

Country: *

Postcode: *

Kinnells Mill

Friockheim

Friockheim

Angus

Email Address: *

admin@rchitects.org.uk
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Site Address Details

Planning Authority:

Angus Council

Full postal address of the site

(including postcode where available):

Address 1:

Address 2:

Address 3:

Address 4:

Address 5:

Town/City/Settlement:

Post Code:

Please identify/describe the location of the site or sites

Northing

735119

Easting

344879

Pre-Application Discussion

Have you discussed your proposal with the planning authority? *

Yes D No

Pre-Application Discussion Details Cont.

In what format was the feedback given? *
D Meeting Telephone D Letter Email

Please provide a description of the feedback you were given and the name of the officer who provided this feedback. If a processing
agreement [note 1] is currently in place or if you are currently discussing a processing agreement with the planning authority, please
provide details of this. (This will help the authority to deal with this application more efficiently.) * (max 500 characters)

Areas requiring additional attention identified, to be elaborated and addressed prior to application.

Title:
First Name:

Correspondence Reference
Number:

Mr

Fraser

20/00651/PREAPP

Other title:
Last Name:

Date (dd/mm/yyyy):

Mackenzie

30/09/2020

Note 1. A Processing agreement involves setting out the key stages involved in determining a planning application, identifying what
information is required and from whom and setting timescales for the delivery of various stages of the process.
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Site Area

Please state the site area: 19931.64

Please state the measurement type used: D Hectares (ha) Square Metres (sq.m)

Existing Use

Please describe the current or most recent use: * (Max 500 characters)

Under used Field

Access and Parking

Are you proposing a new altered vehicle access to or from a public road? * Yes D No

If Yes please describe and show on your drawings the position of any existing. Altered or new access points, highlighting the changes
you propose to make. You should also show existing footpaths and note if there will be any impact on these.

Are you proposing any change to public paths, public rights of way or affecting any public right of access? * |:| Yes No

If Yes please show on your drawings the position of any affected areas highlighting the changes you propose to make, including
arrangements for continuing or alternative public access.

How many vehicle parking spaces (garaging and open parking) currently exist on the application 0
Site?

How many vehicle parking spaces (garaging and open parking) do you propose on the site (i.e. the 71
Total of existing and any new spaces or a reduced number of spaces)? *

Please show on your drawings the position of existing and proposed parking spaces and identify if these are for the use of particular
types of vehicles (e.g. parking for disabled people, coaches, HGV vehicles, cycles spaces).

Water Supply and Drainage Arrangements

Will your proposal require new or altered water supply or drainage arrangements? * Yes D No

Are you proposing to connect to the public drainage network (eg. to an existing sewer)? *

|:| Yes — connecting to public drainage network
No — proposing to make private drainage arrangements

|:| Not Applicable — only arrangements for water supply required

As you have indicated that you are proposing to make private drainage arrangements, please provide further details.
What private arrangements are you proposing? *
D New/Altered septic tank.

Treatment/Additional treatment (relates to package sewage treatment plants, or passive sewage treatment such as a reed bed).

D Other private drainage arrangement (such as chemical toilets or composting toilets).

Page 4 of 9
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Please explain your private drainage arrangements briefly here and show more details on your plans and supporting information: *

Discharge to Treatment plant and soakaway for Foul and Surface water to soakaway.

Do your proposals make provision for sustainable drainage of surface water?? * Yes D No
(e.g. SUDS arrangements) *

Note:-
Please include details of SUDS arrangements on your plans

Selecting ‘No’ to the above question means that you could be in breach of Environmental legislation.

Are you proposing to connect to the public water supply network? *

Yes
D No, using a private water supply
|:| No connection required

If No, using a private water supply, please show on plans the supply and all works needed to provide it (on or off site).

Assessment of Flood Risk

Is the site within an area of known risk of flooding? * |:| Yes No |:| Don’t Know

If the site is within an area of known risk of flooding you may need to submit a Flood Risk Assessment before your application can be
determined. You may wish to contact your Planning Authority or SEPA for advice on what information may be required.

Do you think your proposal may increase the flood risk elsewhere? * |:| Yes No |:| Don’t Know
Trees
Are there any trees on or adjacent to the application site? * Yes D No

If Yes, please mark on your drawings any trees, known protected trees and their canopy spread close to the proposal site and indicate if
any are to be cut back or felled.

Waste Storage and Collection

Do the plans incorporate areas to store and aid the collection of waste (including recycling)? * Yes D No

If Yes or No, please provide further details: * (Max 500 characters)

Bin storage area to the rear of the building . Internaal store includes areas for waste sorting and storage

Residential Units Including Conversion

Does your proposal include new or additional houses and/or flats? * D Yes No

Page 5 of 9
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All Types of Non Housing Development — Proposed New Floorspace

Does your proposal alter or create non-residential floorspace? * Yes D No

All Types of Non Housing Development — Proposed New Floorspace
Details

For planning permission in principle applications, if you are unaware of the exact proposed floorspace dimensions please provide an
estimate where necessary and provide a fuller explanation in the ‘Don’t Know’ text box below.

Please state the use type and proposed floorspace (or number of rooms if you are proposing a hotel or residential institution): *

Not in a Use Class

Gross (proposed) floorspace (In square meters, sq.m) or number of new (additional) 480
Rooms (If class 7, 8 or 8a): *

If Class 1, please give details of internal floorspace:

Net trading spaces: Non-trading space:

Total:

If Class ‘Not in a use class’ or ‘Don’t know’ is selected, please give more details: (Max 500 characters)

Crematorium and Funeral Service.

Schedule 3 Development

Does the proposal involve a form of development listed in Schedule 3 of the Town and Country D Yes No D Don’t Know
Planning (Development Management Procedure (Scotland) Regulations 2013 *

If yes, your proposal will additionally have to be advertised in a newspaper circulating in the area of the development. Your planning
authority will do this on your behalf but will charge you a fee. Please check the planning authority’s website for advice on the additional
fee and add this to your planning fee.

If you are unsure whether your proposal involves a form of development listed in Schedule 3, please check the Help Text and Guidance
notes before contacting your planning authority.

Planning Service Employee/Elected Member Interest

Is the applicant, or the applicant’s spouse/partner, either a member of staff within the planning service or an D Yes No
elected member of the planning authority? *

Certificates and Notices

CERTIFICATE AND NOTICE UNDER REGULATION 15 — TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
PROCEDURE) (SCOTLAND) REGULATION 2013

One Certificate must be completed and submitted along with the application form. This is most usually Certificate A, Form 1,
Certificate B, Certificate C or Certificate E.

Are you/the applicant the sole owner of ALL the land? * Yes D No
Is any of the land part of an agricultural holding? * Yes D No
Do you have any agricultural tenants? * D Yes No
Page 6 of 9
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Certificate Required

The following Land Ownership Certificate is required to complete this section of the proposal:

Certificate E

Land Ownership Certificate

Certificate and Notice under Regulation 15 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland)
Regulations 2013

Certificate E
| hereby certify that —

(1) — No person other than myself/the applicant was the owner of any part of the land to which the application relates at the beginning of
the period 21 days ending with the date of the application.

(2) - The land to which the application relates constitutes or forms part of an agricultural holding and there are no agricultural tenants
Or

(1) — No person other than myself/the applicant was the owner of any part of the land to which the application relates at the beginning of
the period 21 days ending with the date of the application.

(2) - The land to which the application relates constitutes or forms part of an agricultural holding and there are agricultural tenants.

Name:

Address:

Date of Service of Notice: *

(4) — | have/The applicant has taken reasonable steps, as listed below, to ascertain the names and addresses of the other owners or
agricultural tenants and *have/has been unable to do so —

Signed: @rchitects Scotland Ltd
On behalf of: Duntrune Ltd
Date: 26/11/2020

Please tick here to certify this Certificate. *

Page 7 of 9
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Checklist — Application for Planning Permission
Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013

Please take a few moments to complete the following checklist in order to ensure that you have provided all the necessary information
in support of your application. Failure to submit sufficient information with your application may result in your application being deemed
invalid. The planning authority will not start processing your application until it is valid.

a) If this is a further application where there is a variation of conditions attached to a previous consent, have you provided a statement to
that effect? *

|:| Yes D No Not applicable to this application

b) If this is an application for planning permission or planning permission in principal where there is a crown interest in the land, have
you provided a statement to that effect? *

|:| Yes D No Not applicable to this application

c) If this is an application for planning permission, planning permission in principle or a further application and the application is for

development belonging to the categories of national or major development (other than one under Section 42 of the planning Act), have
you provided a Pre-Application Consultation Report? *

D Yes D No Not applicable to this application

Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013

d) If this is an application for planning permission and the application relates to development belonging to the categories of national or
major developments and you do not benefit from exemption under Regulation 13 of The Town and Country Planning (Development
Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013, have you provided a Design and Access Statement? *

|:| Yes D No Not applicable to this application
e) If this is an application for planning permission and relates to development belonging to the category of local developments (subject

to regulation 13. (2) and (3) of the Development Management Procedure (Scotland) Regulations 2013) have you provided a Design
Statement? *

Yes D No D Not applicable to this application

f) If your application relates to installation of an antenna to be employed in an electronic communication network, have you provided an
ICNIRP Declaration? *

D Yes D No Not applicable to this application

g) If this is an application for planning permission, planning permission in principle, an application for approval of matters specified in
conditions or an application for mineral development, have you provided any other plans or drawings as necessary:

Site Layout Plan or Block plan.
Elevations.

Floor plans.

Cross sections.

Roof plan.

Master Plan/Framework Plan.
Landscape plan.

Photographs and/or photomontages.
Other.

XOO0OOKX X X X

If Other, please specify: * (Max 500 characters)

Reports
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Provide copies of the following documents if applicable:

A copy of an Environmental Statement. * |:| Yes N/A
A Design Statement or Design and Access Statement. * Yes D N/A
A Flood Risk Assessment. * |:| Yes N/A
A Drainage Impact Assessment (including proposals for Sustainable Drainage Systems). * D Yes N/A
Drainage/SUDS layout. * Yes D N/A
A Transport Assessment or Travel Plan Yes D N/A
Contaminated Land Assessment. * |:| Yes N/A
Habitat Survey. * [ ves Xl n/a
A Processing Agreement. * |:| Yes N/A

Other Statements (please specify). (Max 500 characters)

Declare — For Application to Planning Authority

1, the applicant/agent certify that this is an application to the planning authority as described in this form. The accompanying
Plans/drawings and additional information are provided as a part of this application.

Declaration Name: . @rchitects Scotland Ltd

Declaration Date: 26/11/2020

Payment Details

Departmental Charge Code: Client will pay
Created: 26/11/2020 15:25
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D2

Angus Council

Application Number: 20/00830/FULL

Description of Development: | Erection of Crematorium Building and associated Parking,
Access, Turning Space, Landscaping and Boundary Enclosures

Site Address: Land North East Of Duntrune House Duntrune
Grid Ref: 344924 : 735118
Applicant Name: Duntrune Ltd

Report of Handling
Site Description

The application site is a 1.99ha area of agricultural field located north of the C4 public road and
around 300m east of Duntrune House. The site is bound by a wooded area (Duntrune Hill) at the
west, a woodland strip and 2 houses at the east, the public road at the south and the balance of
the agricultural field at the north with woodland beyond. The site is located around 1km north east
of the Dundee City Council boundary.

Proposal

Planning permission is sought for the erection of crematorium building and associated parking,
access, turning space, landscaping and boundary enclosures.

The crematorium would be located towards the west boundary of the site and would be a 544sqm,
single storey, pitched roof building orientated on an east to west axis. The building would be
around 8m high and would provide seating for 120 people The canopy-covered entrance elevation
would face east towards the car parking and site entrance. The building would be finished with
grey and timber clad walls, slate pitched roof, single-ply membrane flat roof sections and grey
coloured aluminium frame glazing. Internally the building would provide a double-height central
atrium for the entrance hall and main hall. Ancillary rooms such as offices and toilets would be
provided and the crematorium plant would be located towards the rear of the building at its west
side. A flue serving the crematorium would terminate around 9m from ground level towards the
west end of the roof.

The site would take access from a new junction formed with the C4 public road at the south and
would lead to car parking with 124 spaces and turning space formed to the east of the building.
The site would be enclosed from the balance of the agricultural field at the north by a post and
wire fence. A new drystone wall with entrance posts and gate would be formed at the south
boundary of the site and new tree planting is proposed across the site, particularly concentrated
towards the south east boundary corner.

The proposal would connect to the mains water supply and would use a private treatment system
for foul water. Sustainable drainage would be used for surface water disposal.

Amendments

- Building and External Works Plan drawing no. 1226 / PD / 01 Revision C dated May 2020
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amends and supersedes all previous Building and External Works Plan drawings and includes
overflow car parking resulting in total of 124 car parking spaces (72 plus 52 overflow spaces).

- Site Plan drawing no. 1266 / PD / 02 Revision C dated May 2020 amends and supersedes all
previous Site Plan drawings and includes overflow car parking resulting in total of 124 car parking
spaces (72 plus 52 overflow spaces).

- Road Access drawing no. 1266 / SK / 06 Revision C dated May 2020 amends and supersedes
all previous Road Access drawings and includes overflow car parking and annotates 'Existing
Road to be widened as per Engineers drawings' on the public road.

Publicity

The application was subject to normal neighbour notification procedures.

The application was advertised in the Dundee Courier on 24 December 2020.
The nature of the proposal did not require a site notice to be posted.
Planning History

None.

Applicant’s Case

The Drainage Statement reports on a site investigation involving trial pits undertaken with the
purpose of infiltration tests. It is indicated that a private treatment system for foul water would be
used and the population equivalent is determined using British Flows and Loads Document
Version 4. This is calculated to a foul drainage system for the development to be designed for a
population equivalent of 22 persons and the infiltration bed area must be at least 50.25sgm. For
surface water, it is proposed where possible to utilise permeable pavement construction for the
private road and car parking areas. The lower section of access road would be tarmac and drain
to a roadside filter drain/soakaway. Roof water runoff would drain to a separate roofwater
soakaway. A scheme of maintenance for drainage infrastructure is provided and the foul water
and surface water drainage schemes are provided as appendices.

The Geotechnical Investigation Report confirms the findings of trial pits undertaken to ascertain
ground bearing conditions for foundation design purposes only and no samples and/or
geotechnical or environmental testing was undertaken. It is recommended that foundations are
situated at a minimum depth of 0.7m below the original ground level on either the firm clay or
medium dense gravels. This should ensure foundations are situated below the softer clays and
sand and gravels that were typically encountered in the upper substrata horizons immediately
below the topsoil layer. These substrata are considered suitable for an allowable bearing pressure
of 100kN/m2.

Correspondence from the Scotland's Rural College and a soil plan of the site which indicates the
land within the site is not prime quality agricultural land.

The Planning Design and Access Statement provides an overview of the site, design solution and
traffic and access analysis. It indicates a crematorium is not suited to a location within a
development boundary because it needs to be at least 200 yards from a dwelling and 50 yards
from a highway and should preferably benefit from existing landscaping. It indicates that this site
has been selected for its location in South Angus to serve the surrounding population and is
considered to be a community facility that will help satisfy the demand in the area to the benefit
of the local communities.
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In respect of access and transport, the statement suggests that journeys to the crematorium would
be made by private car or occasional private bus hire and indicates that public transport is not
used. It suggests that there are two existing bus services that run directly past the site which run
one in each direction on each working day and operate on a hail and ride basis. It refers to
additional bus services outwith a 400m distance from the site and suggests that a bus stop or pull
in area could be incorporated as part of the site access or alternatively a call up service could be
offered for those who want to be collected from the nearest bus stop.

The statement provides information relating to population and death prediction figures and funeral
poverty. It indicates that cremation costs in the local area are the most expensive in Scotland and
refers to a Funeral Poverty in Dundee report prepared in July 2019 which suggested Dundee City
Council could actively consider the addition of another cremation facility. The statement refers to
crematorium-specific locational requirements and emissions. The proposal is discussed in the
context of development plan policy and a sequential assessment of alternative sites is provided.
The sequential assessment covers a number of sites in south Angus identified in the Angus
Employment Land Audit 2019, the Angus Housing Land Audit 2020 and other brownfield
opportunities. It indicates that there are no sites within any of the South Angus Housing Market
Area settlement boundaries of sufficient size to meet the requirements of the proposal. The
statement concludes that, amongst other things, the development would provide a significant
benefit to the local community, requires a countryside location and there is no loss of prime
agricultural ground.

A Swept Path Analysis plan for a coach, a refuse vehicle and a hearse circulating within the site
is provided in support of the application.

The Traffic Survey Report consists of junction turning counts & queue surveys at the B961
(Drumgeith Road) / Kellas Road priority junction; and automatic traffic counts adjacent to the
proposed site access (unnamed road, east of Duntrune House) and at Kellas Road -
approximately 30m south of junction with unnamed road. The report indicates that the data was
compiled on Tuesday 8 October 2019.

A Transportation Assessment to assess the suitability of the site transport infrastructure
proposals, the local road network and local transport infrastructure for the development. It outlines
the development proposal, considers sustainable travel opportunities, provides a network analysis
and provides a conclusion and recommendations.

It indicates that the crematorium would have a seating capacity of 120, with an average of 3 (and
a maximum of 5) cremations per day. It estimates that cremations will be attended by an average
of 70 people arriving in 24 cars, with an infrequent extreme maximum of 200 people arriving in 67
cars (based on an average occupancy of 3 people per car).

The assessment proposes mitigation on the surrounding road network including the widening of
the public road to 5.5m along the site frontage; the installation of passing places on the C4 and
U315; crematorium signage to direct traffic from the B978 Kellas Road to the south; and the
provision of 90 car parking spaces within the site.

It suggests that bus services are available including two services which pass the site frontage and
can be accessed on a hail and ride basis. Additional bus services are provided to the surrounding
area which gives the opportunity for staff and funeral attendees to access the site via existing
public transport. It indicates that a bus stop or pull in area could be incorporated as part of the
access to be formed or alternatively a call up service for those who wanted to be collected from
the nearest existing bus stop. It indicates that there are currently no footpath or cycle links to the
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site and given the nature of the development there is no proposal to provide a footpath link.

The Air_Quality Assessment provides an assessment of the likely impact of air quality on
residential receptors around the proposed site of the crematorium development. The assessment
indicates that the overall air quality impact associated with the development - even conservatively
assuming various worst-case conditions - can be assumed to be negligible and no further
modelling evaluation of impact significance is merited.

The Odour Assessment provides an assessment of the likely impact of odour on residential
receptors around the site. The proposed cremator technology incorporates several pollutant
abatement technologies covering particulate and vapour-phase species, which can be expected
to have a significant impact on the controlled odour releases from the process. Fugitive emissions
are considered to be negligible. A simple semi-quantitative screening air quality assessment was
used, utilising standard "FIDOL" scoring system in accordance with Institute of Air Quality
Management (IAQM) guidance. The assessment concluded that the aggregated odour impact -
for worst-case constant operation of the facility (6 cycles per day) - is small and the receptor
sensitivity is high, resulting in an overall slight adverse impact magnitude. It concludes that this is
not sufficiently significant to warrant recommendation of additional mitigation and control
measures.

The Ecology and Protected Species Report reports on data and field surveys of the site and
indicates that the site is considered poor from an ecology viewpoint. It is considered that no
protected species or habitats are present on site. It concludes that the proposed construction work
would have no adverse impact on any protected species or habitats and that no further survey
work is required.

A Consultation Response Report is provided which responds to issues raised through consultee
and third party representations submitted. The report concludes that the applicants view is that
the matters raised by the various third party objectors do not have material weight and the proper
and a rounded analysis of the development plan and relevant material considerations continue to
support the approval of planning permission.

Consultations

Community Council - Objects to the proposal due to conflicts with the Angus Local Development
Plan; lack of suitable access to public transport; and due to the unsuitability of roads surrounding
the site which are narrow, with acute bends and poor junction visibility. It suggests 4 road
accidents took place during October 2021 and raises concern that the additional traffic associated
with the development will only increase the risk of further accidents.

Angus Council - Roads — Provided comments in respect of the road network and access,
accidents, parking, pedestrian access, cycling access and public transport and has responded to
representations submitted in respect of those matters.

In respect of the road network and access, it is indicated that roads in the vicinity of the site are
typical of rural roads in Angus, being twisty and relatively narrow in some places. The proposal to
widen the carriageway along the site frontage and provide passing places on sections of the C4
and U315 between the site and the B978 is noted.

Roads has indicated that sightlines at the junction of the U315 and the B978 Kellas Road are
currently substandard and are impeded by topography to the south west. Visibility at the junction
of the C4/U315 and C4/B978 is also substandard, with the latter having a stop sign at its junction
with the B978. Roads has indicated that the visibility at U315/B978 and C4/U315 junctions would
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need to be improved were planning permission to be granted. On the B978 that would require
physical works to alter the vertical alignment of the road and the work at both junctions may affect
land outside of the control of the applicant. Roads has indicated that the intensification of use of
sub-standard junctions by concentrated levels of new traffic is undesirable and has the potential
to be detrimental to road safety.

In respect of parking, the roads service has requested an increase in the level of parking proposed
to 120 car parking spaces (1 space per crematorium seat).

In respect of accidents, roads notes that concerns have been raised and evidence provided
through representations relating to a recent spate of collisions in the Duntrune and Murroes area
during late 2021. Roads has confirmed that the data recorded by Police Scotland relates to injury
collisions only and records are no longer kept of collisions resulting in damage only. Recorded
collision data over a three year period shows three collisions resulting in injury have been reported
in that period, which is low. Damage only collisions are not normally considered by the traffic
authority when analysing collision data but that does not mean to imply that concerns raised by
local residents are not valid.

Roads notes that there are no formal pedestrian or cycling links in the immediate vicinity of the
site. In respect of public transport, it comments that given the location of the site and the fact that
the existing public transport services are very low in frequency, the site is not readily accessible
by sustainable means of transport. There are two existing bus services that run directly past the
proposed site, but they are school bus services and operate before and after school, on school
days during term time only. Two additional bus services are cited as running approximately 450m
west of the proposed site which is above the recommended desirable walking catchment distance
of 400m. Roads notes that the frequency of these bus services is very low and no footways are
provided between the site and that bus route. The nature of the public road is such that it would
not be desirable to encourage pedestrians to walk on a section of carriageway which is twisty,
with changes in level, darkened by tree canopy, unlit, and with a verge with limited opportunities
for harbourage by pedestrians to allow vehicles to pass. As such, it is not a route which roads
would wish to see pedestrians walk from a bus route to the crematorium facility.

Scottish Water - Offered no objection.

Aberdeenshire Council Archaeology Service — Offered no objection and indicated that no
archaeological mitigation is required.

Environmental Health - Offered no objection in terms of air quality, odour and noise subject to
the attachment of a planning condition regulating noise levels from fixed plant associated with the
development.

Dundee City Council — Indicated that the application does not raise any issues of strategic
significance for Dundee City Council and offered no objection.

Scottish Environment Protection Agency — Considered the air quality information submitted
and offered no objection.

Representations

A total of 866 representations have been received with 775 raising objection, 89 offering support,
and 2 providing neutral comment.

The main points of concern were as follows:
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Proposal is contrary to Scottish Planning Policy and development plan policies;
Lack of accessibility by a range of transport modes (poor public transport links; lack of
footpath and cycle connections);

The proposal would better serve Dundee than Angus;

Lack of need, demand and viability for a crematorium in this location;

Impacts on residential amenity;

Impacts on air quality/ pollution;

Impacts on landscape and urbanisation of the countryside;

Inappropriate building design;

Impacts on trees, wildlife, protected species and biodiversity;

Loss of greenfield land/ farmland and impact on farming uses in surrounding area;
Issues associated with the surrounding road network, substandard visibility at road
junctions, narrow and twisty rural roads, frequent accidents, impacts on safety of existing
traffic, pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders;

Insufficient parking provision;

Impacts on Murroes Primary School and its pupils;

Would change council/ school catchment boundaries;

Flooding and drainage issues;

Issues caused by power supply failure;

Impact on aviation;

Deficiencies/ inaccuracies in supporting information;

Impacts on house prices.

Points in support were as follows:

Two

Economic benefits including employment during construction and operation of the
development and increase in use of nearby hospitality businesses;

Would reduce journey times/ short travel times from major population;

There is a demand/waiting lists at existing crematoria and a new facility is needed;
The site is well located for both Angus and Dundee;

Provides greater choice for funerals;

Would reduce costs/help tackle funeral poverty;

Pleasant setting for a crematorium;

There would be little environmental/ visual impact;

The development would result in improvements to the local road network;
Potential for other community activities within the building;

Validity of representations submitted in objection and weight that should be attached.

letters have been submitted that indicate they are neither in support or objection of the

application, but they raise issues similar to those summarised in the matters of objection listed
above.

Development Plan Policies

Angus Local Development Plan 2016

Policy DS1 : Development Boundaries and Priorities
Policy DS2 : Accessible Development

Policy DS3 : Design Quality and Placemaking
Policy DS4 : Amenity

Policy TC8 : Community Facilities and Services
Policy TC15 : Employment Development
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Policy TC17 : Network of Centres

Policy TC19 : Retail and Town Centre Uses
Policy PV5 : Protected Species

Policy PV6 : Development in the Landscape
Policy PV7 : Woodland, Trees and Hedges
Policy PV15 : Drainage Infrastructure
Policy PV17 : Waste Management Facilities
Policy PV20 : Soils and Geodiversity

TAYplan Strategic Development Plan

Policy 1 Locational Priorities

Policy 2 Shaping Better Places
Policy 5 Town Centres First

Policy 9 Managing TAYplan’s assets

The full text of the relevant development plan policies can be viewed at Appendix 1 to this report.
Assessment

Sections 25 and 37(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 require that
planning decisions be made in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.

Paragraph 33 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) states that where a development plan is more
than five years old, the presumption in favour of development that contributes to sustainable
development will be a significant material consideration. In this case TAYplan is less than 5-years
old but the ALDP has recently become more than 5-years old as it was adopted in September
2016. The assessment that follows considers the content of SPP in relation to the relevant topics.

There are no policies in either TAYplan or the ALDP which deal specifically with applications for
crematorium developments. Crematorium developments can attract reasonably significant
numbers of people attending funeral services and memorial gardens; they can generate
employment and can provide an important and necessary service for the community. Policies
relating to the general location of development, accessibility of the site, rural employment, and
community facilities are therefore relevant as well as policies relating to design, the natural and
built environment, amenity and infrastructure issues.

The suitability of the proposed location

In considering the suitability of the proposed crematorium location, Scottish Planning Policy (SPP)
seeks to promote rural development that supports prosperous and sustainable communities. It
indicates that in pressurised areas easily accessible from Scotland’s cities and main towns, where
ongoing development pressures are likely to continue, it is important to protect against an
unsustainable growth in car-based commuting and the suburbanisation of the countryside. In
terms of promoting sustainable transport and active travel, SPP indicates that planning permission
should not be granted for significant travel-generating uses at locations which would increase
reliance on the car and where direct links to local facilities via walking and cycling networks are
not available or cannot be made available; access to local facilities via public transport networks
would involve walking more than 400m; or the transport assessment does not identify satisfactory
ways of meeting sustainable transport requirements. SPP also indicates that a sequential
approach should be adopted for uses which generate significant footfall including community
facilities. It requires that locations are considered in order of preference: town centres; edge of
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centre; other commercial centres identified in the development plan; and out of centre locations
that are, or can be, made easily accessible by a choice of transport. The SPP indicates that it is
important that community, education and healthcare facilities are located where they are easily
accessible to the communities that they are intended to serve.

Tayplan Policy 1 location priorities states, amongst other things, that development proposals shall
focus the majority of development in the region’s principal settlements. The application site is not
within a principal settlement as defined by TAYplan.

TAYplan Policy 1 further indicates that proposals for development in the countryside should be
assessed against the need to avoid suburbanisation of the countryside and unsustainable
patterns of travel and development. Policy 2 shaping better quality places seeks to deliver better
quality development and places which respond to climate change with developments which are
active and healthy by design. This is achieved by ensuring that transport and land use are
integrated to reduce the need to travel and improve accessibility by foot, cycle and public
transport.

Policy DS1 in the Angus Local Development Plan (ALDP) indicates that outwith development
boundaries proposals will be supported where they are of a scale and nature appropriate to their
location and where they are in accordance with relevant policies of the ALDP. The policy promotes
the redevelopment of brownfield land in preference to greenfield sites

The ALDP supports development which is accessible by a choice of transport modes including
walking, cycling and public transport. Policy DS2 accessible development indicates that
development proposals will require to demonstrate, according to scale, type and location, that
they are or can be made accessible to existing or proposed public transport networks and provide
and/or enhance safe and pleasant paths for walking and cycling which are suitable for use by all,
and link existing and proposed path networks. Policy DS3 design quality and placemaking
indicates that development proposals should create buildings and places which are well
connected and where development connects pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles with the
surrounding area and public transport. Policy TC8 community facilities and services indicates that
new facilities should be accessible and of an appropriate scale and nature for the location. Policy
TC15 directs new employment development to employment land allocations and existing
employment areas within development boundaries. It also offers support for rural diversification
where there is an economic and/or operational need for the location and other relevant issues
can be addressed.

The application proposes a new 120 seat crematorium and memorial garden in the countryside
to the north of the C4 Monifieth-Kingennie-Duntrune public road around 900m to the east of
Burnside of Duntrune.

The Planning Statement includes information which seeks to demonstrate that the site is the most
sequentially preferable for the proposed development. It lists and discounts sites in Monifieth and
Carnoustie and suggests alternative sites within settlement boundaries which are greenfield are
not a reasonable alternative to the application site.

Information submitted in support of the application indicates that the majority of traffic visiting the
site would do so via private car. The transportation assessment estimates an average of 3 and a
maximum of 5 cremations per day, which it suggests would be attended by an average of 70
people per cremation arriving in 24 cars, with an infrequent extreme maximum of 200 people per
cremation arriving in 67 cars (based on an average occupancy of 3 people per car). That
assessment indicates that there are no footpath links or dedicated cycling links to the site. Public
transport options comprise two bus services which pass the site and there are two additional bus

1923



services passing 450m to the west of the site. The applicant has suggested that a bus stop could
be provided outside of the site entrance and/or a call up service could be provided for users who
wish to be collected from the nearest existing bus stop.

Public transport options are limited to two school bus services which pass the site entrance and
operate before and after school during term time on a hail and ride basis; with two further
infrequent services passing 450m to the west of the site and requiring a user to walk to the site
along a section of the C4 public road which is winding, with changes in level, darkened by tree
canopy, unlit, and with a verge with limited opportunities for harbourage by pedestrians to allow
vehicles to pass.

The roads service has commented on the proposal in the context of the accessibility of the
development by a choice of transport modes and notes that there is no formalised pedestrian or
cycling links between the site and the surrounding area. They comment that given the location of
the site and the fact that the existing public transport services are very low in frequency, the site
is not readily accessible by sustainable means of transport and suggest that the C4 to the west
of the site is not a route which they would wish to see pedestrians walk from a bus route to the
crematorium facility.

The level of public transport provision is extremely limited, and it is unrealistic to imagine that
persons attending a funeral would reasonably be expected to rely upon a school bus service that
operates on school days, before and after school, and during term time only. The bus services
that utilises a route which passes 450m west of the site cannot be considered adequate to provide
reasonable accessibility for a crematorium at this location given the limited frequency of service
and the physical characteristics of the route between the site and the bus services as described
above. The mitigation measures proposed would not address the infrequency of the bus services
and the proposed call up service cannot be regarded as convenient for users and again would
not address issues relating to limited frequency of service. This site is not well connected to public
transport and footpath and cycle connections between the site and the wider area are poor.
Overall accessibility by means other than private car for a facility of this nature do not meet policy
objectives for a use that would attract significant numbers of visitors.

This site is not located within a principal settlement where policy seeks to direct the majority of
new development. While it is accepted that the type of use proposed is unlikely to be come forward
in a town centre or edge of centre location, the information relating to alternative sites does not
consider sites within Dundee or out of centre sites which are (or can be made) easily accessible
by a choice of transport such as those on established transport corridors served by regular public
transport services. The information does not reasonably demonstrate that there are no
sequentially preferable options available, and the site selected is not accessible by a reasonable
choice of transport.

The site proposed for development would not be accessible by a choice of transport modes and
would increase reliance on the private car in a location where access to walking, cycling and
public transport is poor. A crematorium in this location would promote an unsustainable pattern
of travel and development contrary to the approach set out in SPP, TAYplan and the ALDP.

Other development plan considerations

The closest sensitive receptors to the site are three houses (Lunaria, No.1 Cottage, Westhall and
The Ship, Westhall) located around 180m from the proposed crematorium building to the east and
north east. All other surrounding housing is over 250m from the application site. The proposal
would impact on the amenity of those that live in the surrounding area through an increase in
activity in and around the site, including an increase in traffic associated with the development on
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surrounding roads. However, the development would have its own dedicated access onto the
public road and there would be reasonable separation between activities within the site and those
that reside closest to the development. Impact on neighbouring property would be further reduced
if additional planting was provided between the houses and the development.

Technical assessments have been submitted in relation to noise, air quality and odour control and
they indicate the impacts from the development would not be unacceptable. The assessments
have been reviewed by the council's environmental health service and it has offered no objection
to the proposal subject to the attachment of a planning condition regulating noise levels from fixed
plant and machinery. SEPA has considered additional information submitted and has offered no
objection, noting that the development would require a permit under the Pollution Prevention and
Control Regulations. There are no significant amenity issues in respect of air quality, noise, light
pollution, odour or loss of privacy to residential property that could not be mitigated by planning
conditions.

Development plan policy seeks to ensure that development delivers a high design standard and
seeks to protect and enhance the quality of the landscape in Angus. The site selected for
development is sloping in nature with rising landform to the north and it is surrounded by
established woodland. The building would be sited in the lower part of the field and would be cut
into the sloping site, back clothed by landform and woodland which would help it integrate into the
landscape. The scale of the proposed building and use of recessive external finishes would also
reduce the prominence of the building in views from areas to the south. The new landscaping
proposed would also assist with this over time. It is considered that the siting and design of the
proposed development would not give rise to any significant design or landscape issues and
planning conditions could be attached to secure appropriate external finishes on the building and
appropriate new landscaping.

The proposal would result in the loss of around 2HA of agricultural land. Available information and
information submitted by the applicant indicates that this field does not contain prime quality
agricultural land. It is not clear how the remaining area of agricultural land to the north of the site
would be accessed following completion of the development, but that matter could be regulated
by planning condition. The proposal has generally been designed to minimise the loss of
agricultural land and there is no evidence to demonstrate that the loss of a comparatively small
area of non-prime land would affect the viability of a farm unit.

The site is not subject of any natural heritage designation. The ecology and protected species
report indicates that the site is poor from an ecology viewpoint and considers that no protected
species or habitats are present on site. The report indicates the proposed construction work would
have no adverse impact on any protected species or habitats and indicates that no further survey
work is required. The woodland to the north and west of the site is subject to a Tree Preservation
Order, but that woodland would not be directly affected by the development. The development
would include new planting which may enhance the biodiversity contained within the site in the
longer term.

The site is not subject to any built or cultural heritage designation and is sufficiently remote and
discrete from listed buildings in the surrounding area that it would not impact on their setting. The
archaeology service indicated that no archaeological mitigation is required and offer no objection
to the proposal. The proposal would not result in any significant direct or indirect impacts on
natural, built, or cultural heritage interests.

Information submitted with the application includes a road network analysis and traffic surveys.

The trip distribution information suggests that 61.4% of traffic would access the crematorium from
the east using the C4 and U315, and 38.5% would access from the west using the C4 and C6.
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The assessment indicates that traffic resulting from the development would result in a 27%
increase in traffic during the AM peak and 20.3% during the PM peak on the C4 along the site
frontage.

The applicant’s transportation assessment (TA) asserts that as a result of the low traffic impact
on the surrounding road network and the proposed access provision and improvements to existing
visibility splays, there is no foreseeable reason for refusal in terms of traffic impact or transport
provision. The TA proposes mitigation on the road network including a widening of the C4 public
road along the site frontage to 5.5m, the installation of passing places on the C4 and U315 to the
east of the site, the provision of signage to direct traffic from the east to use the U315 junction,
and improvements to visibility splays at the junction of the U315/B978.

The roads service has reviewed the transportation information submitted by the applicant and has
also considered information submitted by or on behalf of third parties (including information
provided by a transportation consultant) relating to traffic which is expected to be generated by
the development, impacts on the road network and information relating to accidents.

The roads service accepts that aggregated traffic flows associated with the development are
anticipated to be below those expected to cause capacity and queuing issues. It also agrees with
comments contained within the applicant’s TA that suggest it would be desirable to have visibility
splays of 4.5m x 160m in both directions at the junction of the U315/B978. Roads also accept the
findings of the transportation consultant acting for a third party which identifies that the south-
westerly sightline at U315/B978 junction is currently obstructed by the natural topography of the
B978 and is currently substandard. Roads indicate that it may be possible for the applicant to
improve the topography of the B978 as part of the development mitigation to provide a visibility
splay of 4.5m x 160m but has indicated that the physical works to do this would be significant,
requiring the vertical alignment of the B978 to be lowered on the north-eastbound approach to the
junction. Similarly, the roads service has indicated that sightlines at the junction of the C4/U315
are substandard and require to be improved to 2.4m x 160m. Available information suggests the
provision of visibility splay improvements at both junctions could affect land outside of the
applicants control and no evidence has been submitted to suggest that the applicant is in a
position to make those improvements. While, issues around land ownership or control would not
prevent use of a negative, suspensive planning condition to secure provision of improved visibility
splays, such works, especially in relation to the U315/B978 junction would be significant.

The roads service has indicated that the intensification of use of sub-standard junctions by
concentrated levels of new traffic is undesirable and has the potential to be detrimental to road
safety. They indicate that if the development is to go ahead planning conditions would be required
to secure improvements and mitigation to the road network, including negative suspensive
conditions to secure improvements to the substandard visibility splays at the U315/B978 and
C4/U315 junctions.

There is conflicting information regarding the adequacy of the local road network to accommodate
development traffic. However, the advice of the council’s roads service is that the development
could be accommodated subject to identified mitigation. Having regard to their expertise and
knowledge of the local area, that advice is accepted.

The site is not shown on SEPA flood maps as being at risk from any source of flooding. The
proposal would connect to the public water supply and would utilise a private treatment system
for foul drainage which is acceptable outside of areas served by the public drainage network. A
soakaway would manage surface water from the development. Supporting technical assessments
indicate the site is capable of accommodating the required drainage infrastructure and Scottish
Water has offered no objection to the proposal.
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The proposal is compatible with some aspects of the development plan and SPP, but it does not
comply with policies designed to ensure that development is directed to locations which are
accessible by a choice of transport modes and avoids increasing reliance on the private car in
situations where access to walking, cycling and public transport is poor. A crematorium in this
location would promote an unsustainable pattern of travel and development contrary to the
approach set out in SPP, TAYplan and the ALDP. On this basis the proposal is considered
contrary to TAYplan and ALDP.

Material considerations

In terms of material considerations, it is relevant to have regard to additional matters raised in the
applicants supporting information, issues raised in support and objection to the proposal by third
parties, and Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) in so far as that has not been addressed above.

The applicant has submitted information that suggests there is a requirement for additional
crematorium facilities in the area and references a report prepared by University of Dundee in
July 2019 titled Tackling Funeral Poverty in Dundee through Social Enterprise. That report
provides a number of recommendations to help address funeral poverty in Dundee including a
recommendation that Dundee City Council could actively consider the addition of another
crematorium facility. The report suggests that 800-1000 cremations per year are required to make
a crematorium viable and given there are approximately 1,800 deaths per year in Dundee, if the
surrounding areas were included, there could be potential for additional crematorium capacity.
Third parties have suggested that the development would alleviate pressure on existing facilities.

It is relevant to note that a new crematorium has been granted planning permission at
Brewsterwells, 6 miles south of St Andrews and that will provide some additional capacity to serve
the wider area. Objectors suggest that there is no need for a new crematorium facility, having
regard to existing provision at Dundee and Friockheim and the consented development at
Brewsterwells. A Drive Time Analysis Report has been submitted by a crematorium development
consultant on behalf of a third party, which suggests the need for an additional crematorium is not
cogent and that a new facility is unlikely to be viable. The applicant has refuted that suggestion
and suggests the figures projected in the consultant’s report would be highly satisfactory for the
operator in terms of development viability.

There is some suggestion that the proposed crematorium would encourage competition and result
in reduced prices in the area, but that cannot be controlled through the planning system.

Third parties have suggested that the development would reduce the need to travel to existing
facilities and some comparison is drawn between the locational characteristics of this site and the
existing crematorium facility at Parkgrove, located east of Friockheim. However, planning policy
has evolved since the establishment of Parkgrove and seeks to reduce reliance on the private car
and to direct new development to locations which are accessible by a choice of transport modes
including walking, cycling and public transport. A more relevant comparison to this proposal is the
crematorium facility which was proposed on Linlathen Estate in 2007 (Dundee City Council ref:
07/00160/0UT), just to the south of Drumsturdy Road and around 1.8km south east of the
application site. That proposal, which included a crematorium, cemetery and associated public
house/restaurant, was refused planning permission by Scottish Ministers, for amongst other
reasons, because it did not enjoy good accessibility, particularly for pedestrians, cyclists and
public transport users. That proposal was in a location close to the current application site and
with similar characteristics in terms of limited accessibility by sustainable modes of transport. It is
clear that Scottish Ministers considered good accessibility, particularly for pedestrians, cyclists
and public transport users to be an important requirement for a facility of this nature. Planning
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policy has retained, and if anything increased the importance of accessibility by sustainable
modes of transport in the intervening period.

Information submitted in support of the application indicates that the development is anticipated
to create 4 full time jobs and those making representation in support of the proposal suggest that
it would have associated benefits for the hospitality sector. There would also be employment
opportunities associated with the construction of the facility. It is accepted that there would likely
be additional employment opportunities created through the construction and operation of the
business. Potential benefit to the hospitality sector has not been quantified and the provision of
an additional crematorium is unlikely, in itself, to increase hospitality trade; it may simply result in
displacement of spend. Information has not been provided to quantify net economic impact
associated with the proposal.

The community council and third parties raise concerns relating to traffic safety for local residents,
public access, public transport provision and the suitability of access roads in the area surrounding
the site. These matters are discussed earlier in this report and the lack of accessibility of the site
to sustainable modes of transport is an issue which cannot readily be addressed at this location
and which renders the proposal contrary to development plan policy and SPP.

The proposal would provide some additional choice and it may provide some economic benefit.
However, there is no information to demonstrate that there is an overriding need for the provision
of a new crematorium on a site in the countryside that has poor accessibility, and there is no
evidence to demonstrate it would provide significant net economic benefit that would justify setting
aside SPP or development plan policy requirements regarding location of development and
accessibility.

Comment has been submitted raising concern regarding the adverse impact of the proposed
development on the amenity and environment of the area. Comment has been submitted
suggesting that the development would give rise to little environmental impact and that the site is
a good location for a crematorium. Issues regarding these matters are discussed in the policy
assessment above having regard to the expert advice provided by consultation bodies and other
relevant information. The development would change the environment of the area and it would
result in some adverse impact on the amenity of those that live in the vicinity. However, impact
could be mitigated through the use of planning conditions and impacts are not such that they
would merit refusal of the application. The absence of unacceptable amenity or environmental
impact does not justify setting aside SPP or development plan policy requirements regarding
location of development and accessibility.

The development would result in the loss of around 2HA of agricultural land, but that land is not
identified as being of prime quality and there is no evidence to suggest that there would be any
adverse impact on the viability of any farm unit. Additional traffic on the local road network may
have some minor impact on the movement of agricultural vehicles, but potential for significant
impact would be infrequent and could be mitigated through the provision of passing places.

Significant information has been submitted by the applicant and by objectors regarding road safety
matters. Objectors provide evidence of road accidents in the vicinity of the site and raise concerns
about the suitability of the surrounding road network to accommodate the development.
Supporters refer to improvements which would be made to the road network should the
development go ahead, commenting that would be a wider benefit to the public. The roads service
indicate that recorded collision data over a three year period shows three collisions resulting in
injury have been reported in that period, which is low. While they note the evidence and concerns
relating to damage only collisions, they offer no objection to the proposal subject to identified road
improvements. As the roads service is satisfied that the development could take place without
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unacceptable impacts on the surrounding road network, albeit subject to identified mitigation, this
matter does not justify refusal of planning permission. The improvements to the road network
which would result from the development may be of minor benefit to road safety on the
surrounding road network, but they would not justify approval of development in a location that
otherwise has poor accessibility.

Some concern has been raised regarding impacts on Murroes School and the wellbeing of its
pupils. However, the site is some distance from the school. While school pupils might pass the
facility or be aware of persons attending a service if public transport links were shared, this
arrangement would not be unusual or uncommon. There is no basis to consider that approval of
this application would result in alteration of administrative boundaries in the area.

The site is not within an area identified by SEPA as being at risk of flooding and there is no
evidence to suggest that adequate drainage provision could not be provided in a manner that
would avoid significant flood risk to the surrounding area.

There is no development plan policy requirement for a backup power supply to deal with situations
where there are power cuts. Issues regarding power supply to the site would be matters for the
developer and the relevant utility supplier.

There is no basis to consider that the development would adversely affect aviation interests and
there is no requirement to undertake consultation in relation to this matter for a development of
this nature.

Third parties suggest that the site could be beneficial in providing opportunity for other community
use. That does not form part of this proposal but, in any case, a community building should be
located such that it is accessible to all sections of the community by a range of transport modes.
This location does not meet that requirement.

Reduction in property value as a result of development is not a material planning consideration.
The information submitted in relation to the application is adequate to allow a decision to be made.

A significant number of representations have been submitted both in objection to and in support
of the application. All relevant planning issues raised in those letters have been considered
irrespective whether they are submitted using a standard format.

As indicated above SPP states that where a development plan is more than five years old, the
presumption in favour of development that contributes to sustainable development will be a
significant material consideration. In this case TAYplan is less than 5-years old but the ALDP has
recently become more than 5-years old as it was adopted in September 2016.

This is a proposal for a use that would attract a significant number of visitors. The applicant has
suggested that persons attending cremations are likely to travel by car. However, there are those
in the community that do not have access to a private car and that rely upon other means of
transport. There are also those in the community that want to exercise the ability to use
sustainable means of transport. In addition, planning policy at all levels promotes an approach
that directs new travel generating uses to locations that are accessible by sustainable modes of
transport.

TAYplan and SPP indicate that uses that generate significant numbers of visitors should be

directed to locations which are accessible by a choice of transport modes and that avoid
increasing reliance on the private car in situations where access to walking, cycling and public
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transport is poor. This proposal is not in a location that would meet those requirements regarding
accessibility. It is in a location where direct links by walking and cycling networks are not available,
and where public transport accessibility is poor. This development would increase reliance on the
private car.

The proposal is compatible with some aspects of TAYplan and SPP and account has been had
for the principles identified at paragraph 29 of the SPP along with its wider policy objectives.
However, the proposal is not consistent with those policies in both documents which seek to
ensure new development that would generate significant numbers of visitors is located in areas
that are accessible by a choice of sustainable transport modes and that reduce reliance upon the
private car. The proposal does not constitute a sustainable form of development given the reliance
upon the private car and the lack of accessibility by sustainable modes of transport.

NPF4 has been published in draft form and contains national planning policy that will form part of
the development plan. However, it has been published for consultation purposes and therefore
the policies it contains merit little weight at this time. Notwithstanding that, it is relevant to note
that the document retains a general policy objective to ensure that new development is located in
locations that are accessible by sustainable modes of transport and that reduce reliance on travel
by private car.

In conclusion, a development that would generate a significant number of visitors but that would
increase reliance on access by private car is contrary to policies of SPP, TAYplan and the ALDP
which are designed to ensure that new development is accessible by a range of transport modes
including walking, cycling and public transport. The development is proposed at a location that
does not have good accessibility, particularly for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users
and there is a significant level of objection to the application raising this concern. While the
proposal may be compatible with some aspects of relevant policy, it is contrary to SPP, TAYplan
and the ALDP for reasons related to accessibility. A facility of this nature should be provided at a
location with good accessibility for all sections of the community, and not just those can or wish
to travel by private car. Account has been had for all matters raised in support and objection to
the application, but there are no material considerations which justify approval of planning
permission contrary to the provisions of the development plan.

Human Rights Implications

The decision to refuse this application has potential implications for the applicant in terms of his
entitlement to peaceful enjoyment of his possessions (First Protocol, Article 1). For the reasons
referred to elsewhere in this report justifying the decision in planning terms, it is considered that
any actual or apprehended infringement of such Convention Rights, is justified. Any interference
with the applicant’s right to peaceful enjoyment of his possessions by refusal of the present
application is in compliance with the Council’s legal duties to determine this planning application
under the Planning Acts and such refusal constitutes a justified and proportionate control of the
use of property in accordance with the general interest and is necessary in the public interest with
reference to the Development Plan and other material planning considerations as referred to in
the report.

Decision
The application is refused
Reason(s) for Decision:

1. The development would result in an unsustainable pattern of travel and development and
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would not be accessible by a choice of transport modes, increasing reliance on the private
car in a situation where access to walking, cycling and public transport is poor. The
proposal is therefore contrary to TAYplan policies 1 and 2, Angus Local Development Plan
policies DS2, DS3 and TC8, and Scottish Planning Policy in so far as it relates to locating
development in accessible locations.

2. The application is contrary to Policy DS1 of the Angus Local Development Plan 2016
because the scale and nature of the development is not appropriate for its location
because it does not enjoy good accessibility, particularly for pedestrians, cyclists and
public transport; and because the proposal is not in accordance with other relevant
policies, namely policies DS2, DS3 and TC8.

Case Officer: Ed Taylor
Date: 20 January 2021

Appendix 1 - Development Plan Policies

TAYplan

Policy 1 Location Priorities

Principal Settlement Hierarchy

Strategies, plans, programmes and development proposals shall focus the majority of
development in the region’s principal settlements as shown on Map 1 (opposite):

A. Tier 1 principal settlements which have the potential to accommodate the majority of the
region’s additional development over the plan period and make a major contribution to the region’s
economy;

» Within Dundee Core Area in the principal settlements of Dundee City; including Dundee Western
Gateway, and Invergowrie, Monifieth, Tayport/Newport/Wormit, Birkhill/Muirhead; and,

» Within Perth Core Area in the principal settlements of Perth City, Scone, Aimondbank, Bridge of
Earn, Oudenarde, Methven, Stanley, Luncarty, Balbeggie, Perth Airport.

Tier 2 principal settlements which have the potential to make a major contribution to the regional
economy but will accommodate a smaller share of the additional development; and,

Tier 3 principal settlements which have the potential to play an important but more modest role in
the regional economy and will accommodate a small share of the additional development.

B. Sequential Approach

Strategies, plans and programmes shall prioritise land release for all principal settlements using
the sequential approach in this Policy; shall prioritise within each category, as appropriate, the
reuse of previously developed land and buildings (particularly listed buildings); and shall ensure
that such land is effective or expected to become effective in the plan period, and that a range of
sites is made available, as follows:

1. Land within principal settlements; then,

2. Land on the edge of principal settlements; then,
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3.  Where there is insufficient land or where the nature/scale of land use required to deliver the
Plan cannot be accommodated within or on the edge of principal settlements, and where it is
consistent with Part A of this policy and with Policy 2, the expansion of other settlements
should be considered.

C. Outside of Principal Settlements

Local Development Plans may also provide for some development in settlements that are not
defined as principal settlements (Policy 1A). This is provided that it can be accommodated and
supported by the settlement, and in the countryside; that the development genuinely contributes
to the outcomes of this Plan; and, it meets specific local needs or does not undermine
regeneration of the cities or respective settlement.

Proposals for development in the countryside should be assessed against the need to avoid
suburbanisation of the countryside and unsustainable patterns of travel and development.

D. Green belts

Local Development Plans shall continue the implementation of green belt boundaries at both St
Andrews and Perth to preserve their settings, views and special character including their historic
cores; protect and provide access to open space; assist in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment; to manage long term planned growth including infrastructure on Map 10 and
Strategic Development Areas in Policy 3; and define the types and scales of development that
are appropriate within the green belt based on Scottish Planning Policy.

Policy 2 SHAPING BETTER QUALITY PLACES

To deliver better quality development and places which respond to climate change, Local
Development Plans, design frameworks masterplans/briefs and development proposals should
be:

A. Place-led to deliver distinctive places by ensuring that the arrangement, layout, design, density
and mix of development are shaped through incorporating and enhancing natural and historic
assets®, natural processes, the multiple roles of infrastructure and networks, and local design
context.

B. Active and healthy by design by ensuring that:

i. the principles of lifetime communities (p. 17) are designed-in;

ii. new development is integrated with existing community infrastructure and provides new
community infrastructure/facilities where appropriate;

iii. collaborative working with other delivery bodies concentrates and co-locates new buildings,
facilities and infrastructure; and,

iv. transport and land use are integrated to:

a. reduce the need to travel and improve accessibility by foot, cycle and public transport and
related facilities;

b. make the best use of existing infrastructure to achieve an active travel environment combining
different land uses with green space; and,

¢. support land use and transport integration by transport assessments/ appraisals and travel
plans where appropriate, including necessary on and off-site infrastructure.

C. Resilient and future-ready by ensuring that adaptability and resilience to a changing climate
are built into the natural and built environments through:

i. a presumption against development in areas vulnerable to coastal erosion, flood risk and rising
sea levels;

ii. assessing the probability of risk from all sources of flooding;
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iii. the implementation of mitigation and management measures, where appropriate, to reduce
flood risk; such as those envisaged by Scottish Planning Policy, Flood Risk Management
Strategies and Local Flood Risk Management Plans when published;

iv. managing and enhancing the water systems within a development site to reduce surface water
runoff including through use of sustainable drainage systems and storage;

v. protecting and utilising the natural water and carbon storage capacity of soils, such as peat
lands, and woodland/other vegetation;

vi. ldentifying, retaining and enhancing existing green networks and providing additional networks
of green infrastructure (including planting in advance of development), whilst making the best use
of their multiple roles; and,

vii. design-in and utilise natural and manmade ventilation and shading, green spaces/networks,
and green roofs and walls.

D. Efficient resource consumption by ensuring that:

i. waste management solutions are incorporated into development;

ii. high resource efficiency is incorporated within development through:

a. the orientation and design of buildings and the choice of materials to support passive standards;
and,

b. the use of or designing in the capability for low/zero carbon heat and power generating
technologies and storage to reduce carbon emissions and energy consumption; and,

c. the connection to heat networks or designing-in of heat network capability.

Footnotes

*Natural and historic assets: Landscapes, habitats, wildlife sites and corridors, vegetation,
biodiversity, green spaces, geological features, water courses and ancient monuments,
archaeological sites and landscape, historic battlefields, historic buildings, townscapes, parks,
gardens and other designed landscapes, and other features (this includes but is not restricted to
designated buildings or areas).

Policy 5 TOWN CENTRES FIRST
To protect and enhance the vitality, viability and vibrancy of city/town centres:

A. strategies, plans, programmes and development proposals should focus land uses that
generate significant footfall in city/town centres defined in the network of centres (below) ahead
of other locations (including retail, commercial leisure, offices, community and cultural facilities,
civic activity and, where appropriate public buildings such as libraries, education and health care
facilities). Other land uses including residential, hospitality and catering, events and markets
should be encouraged in town centres.

B. Local Development Plans should:

i. identify specific boundaries, where appropriate, for each city/town centre, local centre and
commercial centre in the network (below); including those subsequently identified in Local
Development Plans;

ii. specify the appropriate functions that can take place at individual commercial centres; and,

iii. identify any other town centres and commercial centres, as appropriate; this will be particularly
likely in larger, multi-centre settlements such as Dundee, Perth and Arbroath.

C. Local Development Plans and planning decisions should recognise that hospitality,
catering and leisure facilities play a prominent role in supporting the visitor function of settlements
and in the daytime and evening economy of all centres. They should also support improvements
to town centres that enable events, festivals or markets to take place and which improve the
general maintenance, character and wellbeing of the centre.
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D. planning decisions for land uses that generate significant footfall should be based on
the sequential priority (below — taken from Scottish Planning Policy) and other local considerations
as appropriate.

Policy 9 MANAGING TAYPLAN’S ASSETS
Land should be identified through Local Development Plans to ensure responsible
management of TAYplan’s assets by:

A. Finite Resources using the location priorities set out in Policy 1 of this Plan to:

i. identify and protect known deposits of solid, liquid and gas minerals of economic importance;
ii. maintain a minimum of 10 years supply of construction aggregates at all times in all market
areas;

iii. identify and protect deposits of nationally important minerals identified on the British Geological
Survey'’s Critical List; and,

iv. protect prime agricultural land or land of lesser quality that is locally important, new and existing
forestry areas, and carbon rich soils where the advantages of development do not outweigh the
loss of this land.

B. Protecting Natura 2000 sites ensuring development likely to have a significant effect on a
designated or proposed Natura 2000 site(s) (either alone or in combination with other sites or
projects), will be subject to an appropriate assessment. Appropriate mitigation must be identified,
where necessary, to ensure there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of Natura 2000 sites
in accordance with Scottish Planning Policy.

C. Safeguarding the integrity of natural and historic assets

i. understanding and respecting the regional distinctiveness and scenic value of the TAYplan area
through safeguarding the integrity of natural and historic assets; including habitats, wild land,
sensitive green spaces, forestry, water environment, wetlands, floodplains (in-line with the Water
Framework Directive), carbon sinks, species and wildlife corridors, and also geo-diversity,
landscapes, parks, townscapes, archaeology, historic battlefields, historic buildings and
monuments; and by allowing development where it does not adversely impact upon or preferably
enhances these assets. Local Development Plans should set out the factors which will be taken
into account in development management. The level of protection given to local designations
should not be as high as that given to international or national designations. International, national
and locally designated areas and sites should be identified and afforded the appropriate level of
protection, and the reasons for local designations should be clearly explained and their function
and continuing relevance considered, when preparing plans.

ii. Protecting and improving the water environment (including groundwater) in accordance with
the legal requirements in the Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC and the Water Environment
and Water Services (Scotland) Act 2003 which require greater integration between planning and
water management through River Basin Management Plans.

D. Safeguarding the qualities of unspoiled coast identifying and safeguarding parts of the
unspoiled coastline along the River Tay Estuary and in Angus and North Fife, that are unsuitable
for development. Local Development Plans should also set out policies for their management;
identifying areas at risk from flooding and sea level rise and develop policies to manage retreat
and realignment, as appropriate. Local Development Plans should have regard to the National
Marine Plan, and Regional Marine Plans, where appropriate.

Angus Local Development Plan 2016

Policy DS1 : Development Boundaries and Priorities
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All proposals will be expected to support delivery of the Development Strategy.

The focus of development will be sites allocated or otherwise identified for development within the
Angus Local Development Plan, which will be safeguarded for the use(s) set out. Proposals for
alternative uses will only be acceptable if they do not undermine the provision of a range of sites
to meet the development needs of the plan area.

Proposals on sites not allocated or otherwise identified for development, but within development
boundaries will be supported where they are of an appropriate scale and nature and are in
accordance with relevant policies of the ALDP.

Proposals for sites outwith but contiguous* with a development boundary will only be acceptable
where it is in the public interest and social, economic, environmental or operational considerations
confirm there is a need for the proposed development that cannot be met within a development
boundary.

Outwith development boundaries proposals will be supported where they are of a scale and nature
appropriate to their location and where they are in accordance with relevant policies of the ALDP.

In all locations, proposals that re-use or make better use of vacant, derelict or under-used
brownfield land or buildings will be supported where they are in accordance with relevant policies
of the ALDP.

Development of greenfield sites (with the exception of sites allocated, identified or considered
appropriate for development by policies in the ALDP) will only be supported where there are no
suitable and available brownfield sites capable of accommodating the proposed development.

Development proposals should not result in adverse impacts, either alone or in combination with
other proposals or projects, on the integrity of any European designated site, in accordance with
Policy PV4 Sites Designated for Natural Heritage and Biodiversity Value.

*Sharing an edge or boundary, neighbouring or adjacent
Policy DS2 : Accessible Development

Development proposals will require to demonstrate, according to scale, type and location, that
they:

o] are or can be made accessible to existing or proposed public transport networks;

o] make provision for suitably located public transport infrastructure such as bus stops,
shelters, lay-bys, turning areas which minimise walking distances;

o] allow easy access for people with restricted mobility;

o] provide and/or enhance safe and pleasant paths for walking and cycling which are suitable
for use by all, and link existing and proposed path networks; and

o] are located where there is adequate local road network capacity or where capacity can be

made available.

Where proposals involve significant travel generation by road, rail, bus, foot and/or cycle, Angus
Council will require:

o] the submission of a Travel Plan and/or a Transport Assessment.
o] appropriate planning obligations in line with Policy DS5 Developer Contributions.

Policy DS3 : Design Quality and Placemaking
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Development proposals should deliver a high design standard and draw upon those aspects of
landscape or townscape that contribute positively to the character and sense of place of the area
in which they are to be located. Development proposals should create buildings and places which
are:

o] Distinct in Character and Identity: Where development fits with the character and pattern
of development in the surrounding area, provides a coherent structure of streets, spaces
and buildings and retains and sensitively integrates important townscape and landscape
features.

o} Safe and Pleasant: Where all buildings, public spaces and routes are designed to be
accessible, safe and attractive, where public and private spaces are clearly defined and
appropriate new areas of landscaping and open space are incorporated and linked to
existing green space wherever possible.

o} Well Connected: Where development connects pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles with the
surrounding area and public transport, the access and parking requirements of the Roads
Authority are met and the principles set out in 'Designing Streets' are addressed.

o} Adaptable: Where development is designed to support a mix of compatible uses and
accommodate changing needs.
o] Resource Efficient: Where development makes good use of existing resources and is sited

and designed to minimise environmental impacts and maximise the use of local climate
and landform.

Supplementary guidance will set out the principles expected in all development, more detailed
guidance on the design aspects of different proposals and how to achieve the qualities set out
above. Further details on the type of developments requiring a design statement and the issues
that should be addressed will also be set out in supplementary guidance.

Policy DS4 : Amenity

All proposed development must have full regard to opportunities for maintaining and improving
environmental quality. Development will not be permitted where there is an unacceptable adverse
impact on the surrounding area or the environment or amenity of existing or future occupiers of
adjoining or nearby properties.

Angus Council will consider the impacts of development on:

. Air quality;

. Noise and vibration levels and times when such disturbances are likely to occur;

. Levels of light pollution;

. Levels of odours, fumes and dust;

. Suitable provision for refuse collection / storage and recycling;

. The effect and timing of traffic movement to, from and within the site, car parking and
impacts on highway safety; and

. Residential amenity in relation to overlooking and loss of privacy, outlook, sunlight,

daylight and overshadowing.
Angus Council may support development which is considered to have an impact on such
considerations, if the use of conditions or planning obligations will ensure that appropriate
mitigation and / or compensatory measures are secured.

Applicants may be required to submit detailed assessments in relation to any of the above criteria
to the Council for consideration.

Where a site is known or suspected to be contaminated, applicants will be required to undertake
investigation and, where appropriate, remediation measures relevant to the current or proposed
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use to prevent unacceptable risks to human health.

Policy TC8 : Community Facilities and Services
The Council will encourage the retention and improvement of public facilities and rural services.

Proposals resulting in the loss of existing public community facilities will only be supported where
it can be demonstrated that:

o] The proposal would result in the provision of alternative facilities of equivalent community
benefit and accessibility; or

o} The loss of the facility would not have an adverse impact on the community; or

o] The existing use is surplus to requirements or no longer viable; and

o} No suitable alternative community uses can be found for the buildings and land in
question.

The Council will seek to safeguard rural services that serve a valuable local community function
such as local convenience shops, hotels, public houses, restaurants and petrol stations.
Proposals for alternative uses will only be acceptable where it can be demonstrated that:

o] the existing business is no longer viable and has been actively marketed for sale as a
going concern at a reasonable price/rent for a reasonable period of time;

o] the building is incapable of being reused for its existing purpose or redeveloped for an
appropriate local community or tourism use; or

o} equivalent alternative facilities exist elsewhere in the local community.

New community facilities should be accessible and of an appropriate scale and nature for the
location. In the towns of Angus, and where appropriate to the type of facility, a town centre first
approach should be applied to identifying a suitable location.

Policy TC15 Employment Development

Proposals for new employment development (consisting of Class 4, 5, or 6) will be directed to
employment land allocations or existing employment areas within development boundaries,
subject to the application of the sequential approach required by Policy TC19 Retail and Town
Centre Uses for office developments of over 1,000 square metres gross floorspace.

Proposals for employment development outside of employment land allocations or existing
employment areas, but within the development boundaries of the towns and the settlements within
the rural area will be supported where:

- there are no suitable or viable sites available within an employment land allocation or
existing employment area; or

- the use is considered to be acceptable in that location; and

- there is no unacceptable impact on the built and natural environment, surrounding
amenity, access and infrastructure.

Proposals for employment development (consisting of Class 4, 5, or 6) outwith development
boundaries will only be supported where:

- the criteria relating to employment development within development boundaries are met;

- the scale and nature of the development is in keeping with the character of the local
landscape and pattern of development; and

- the proposal constitutes rural diversification where:
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o the development is to be used directly for agricultural, equestrian, horticultural or forestry
operations, or for uses which by their nature are appropriate to the rural character of the area;
or

o the development is to be used for other business or employment generating uses, provided
that the Council is satisfied that there is an economic and/or operational need for the location.

Policy TC17 : Network of Centres
Angus Council will seek to protect and enhance the scale and function of the centres as set out
in Table 2 below.

A town centre first policy is applied to uses including retail, commercial leisure, offices, community
and cultural facilities that attract significant numbers of people. Support will be given to
development proposals in town centres which are in keeping with the townscape and pattern of
development and which conform with the character, scale and function of the town centres.

All development proposals within a Commercial Centre will have to satisfy criteria within Policy
TC19 Retail and Town Centre Uses.

Policy TC19 : Retail and Town Centre Uses

Proposals for retail and other town centre uses* over 1000 m2 gross floorspace (including
extensions) on the edge of or outside of defined town centres (including in out of town locations)
will be required to submit relevant assessments (including retail/town centre impact and transport
assessments) and demonstrate that the proposal:

o] has followed a sequential approach to site selection, giving priority to sites within the
defined town centre before edge of centre, commercial centre or out of centre sites which
are, or can be made accessible;

o] does not individually or cumulatively undermine the vibrancy, vitality and viability of any of
the town centres identified in Table 2 in Angus;

o] tackles deficiencies in existing provision, in qualitative or quantitative terms; and

o] is compatible with surrounding land uses and there is no unacceptable impact on the built

and natural environment, surrounding amenity, access and infrastructure.

Proposals for retail and other town centre uses8 under 1000 m2 gross floorspace (including
extensions) on the edge of or outside of defined town centres may be required to submit relevant
assessments (including retail / town centre impact, transport and sequential assessments) where
it is considered that the proposal may have a significant impact on the vibrancy, vitality and
viability of any of the town centres in Angus.

*Town centre uses include commercial leisure, offices, community and cultural facilities.

Policy PV5 : Protected Species

Angus Council will work with partner agencies and developers to protect and enhance all wildlife
including its habitats, important roost or nesting places. Development proposals which are likely
to affect protected species will be assessed to ensure compatibility with the appropriate regulatory
regime.

European Protected Species

Development proposals that would, either individually or cumulatively, be likely to have an
unacceptable adverse impact on European protected species as defined by Annex 1V of the
Habitats Directive (Directive 92/24/EEC) will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated to
the satisfaction of Angus Council as planning authority that:
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o) there is no satisfactory alternative; and

o there are imperative reasons of overriding public health and/or safety, nature, social or
economic interest and beneficial consequences for the environment, and
o} the development would not be detrimental to the maintenance of the population of a

European protected species at a favourable conservation status in its natural range

Other Protected Species

Development proposals that would be likely to have an unacceptable adverse effect on protected
species unless justified in accordance with relevant species legislation (Wildlife and Countryside
Act 1981 and the Protection of Badgers Act 1992) subject to any consequent amendment or
replacement.

Further information on protected sites and species and their influence on proposed development
will be set out in a Planning Advice Note.

Policy PV6 : Development in the Landscape

Angus Council will seek to protect and enhance the quality of the landscape in Angus, its diversity
(including coastal, agricultural lowlands, the foothills and mountains), its distinctive local
characteristics, and its important views and landmarks.

Capacity to accept new development will be considered within the context of the Tayside
Landscape Character Assessment, relevant landscape capacity studies, any formal designations
and special landscape areas to be identified within Angus. Within the areas shown on the
proposals map as being part of 'wild land', as identified in maps published by Scottish Natural
Heritage in 2014, development proposals will be considered in the context of Scottish Planning
Policy's provisions in relation to safeguarding the character of wild land.

Development which has an adverse effect on landscape will only be permitted where:

o] the site selected is capable of accommodating the proposed development;

o} the siting and design integrate with the landscape context and minimise adverse impacts
on the local landscape;

o] potential cumulative effects with any other relevant proposal are considered to be
acceptable; and

o] mitigation measures and/or reinstatement are proposed where appropriate.

Landscape impact of specific types of development is addressed in more detail in other policies
in this plan and work involving development which is required for the maintenance of strategic
transport and communications infrastructure should avoid, minimise or mitigate any adverse
impact on the landscape.

Further information on development in the landscape, including identification of special landscape
and conservation areas in Angus will be set out in a Planning Advice Note.

Policy PV7 : Woodland, Trees and Hedges

Ancient semi-natural woodland is an irreplaceable resource and should be protected from removal
and potential adverse impacts of development. The council will identify and seek to enhance
woodlands of high nature conservation value. Individual trees, especially veteran trees or small
groups of trees which contribute to landscape and townscape settings may be protected through
the application of Tree Preservation Orders (TPO).

Woodland, trees and hedges that contribute to the nature conservation, heritage, amenity,
townscape or landscape value of Angus will be protected and enhanced. Development and
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planting proposals should:

o} protect and retain woodland, trees and hedges to avoid fragmentation of existing provision;

o} be considered within the context of the Angus Woodland and Forestry Framework where
woodland planting and management is planned;

o ensure new planting enhances biodiversity and landscape value through integration with

and contribution to improving connectivity with existing and proposed green infrastructure
and use appropriate species;

o] ensure new woodland is established in advance of major developments;
o} undertake a Tree Survey where appropriate; and
o} identify and agree appropriate mitigation, implementation of an approved woodland

management plan and re-instatement or alternative planting.

Angus Council will follow the Scottish Government Control of Woodland Removal Policy when
considering proposals for the felling of woodland.

Policy PV15 : Drainage Infrastructure
Development proposals within Development Boundaries will be required to connect to the public
sewer where available.

Where there is limited capacity at the treatment works Scottish Water will provide additional
wastewater capacity to accommodate development if the Developer can meet the 5 Criteria®.
Scottish Water will instigate a growth project upon receipt of the 5 Criteria and will work with the
developer, SEPA and Angus Council to identify solutions for the development to proceed.

Outwith areas served by public sewers or where there is no viable connection for economic or
technical reasons private provision of waste water treatment must meet the requirements of SEPA
and/or The Building Standards (Scotland) Regulations. A private drainage system will only be
considered as a means towards achieving connection to the public sewer system, and when it
forms part of a specific development proposal which meets the necessary criteria to trigger a
Scottish Water growth project.

All new development (except single dwelling and developments that discharge directly to coastal
waters) will be required to provide Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs) to accommodate
surface water drainage and long term maintenance must be agreed with the local authority. SUDs
schemes can contribute to local green networks, biodiversity and provision of amenity open space
and should form an integral part of the design process.

Drainage Impact Assessment (DIA) will be required for new development where appropriate to
identify potential network issues and minimise any reduction in existing levels of service.

*Enabling Development and our 5 Criteria (http://scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0040/00409361.pdf)
Policy PV17 : Waste Management Facilities

Existing waste management facilities will be safeguarded from alternative development except
where it is demonstrated that they are surplus or no longer suitable to meet future requirements
or where alternative provision of equal or improved standard is provided on another site.

Development proposals adjacent to existing or proposed waste management facilities should not
directly or indirectly compromise the present or future operation of the facility.

Proposals for new waste management facilities will be supported where they deliver the objectives
outlined in the Zero Waste Plan (to prevent, reduce, recycle, recover and pre-treat waste).
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The preferred location for new waste management facilities will be within or adjacent to existing
waste management sites or on land identified for employment or industrial use. Former mineral
sites and derelict or degraded land may also be acceptable. Such facilities should have regard to
the local townscape and pattern of development.

Outwith these locations, proposals for new waste management facilities may be acceptable where
they meet an identified community need and are in a location that minimises travel distances for
that community.

Proposals will be supported where:

o) impacts on the natural and built environment, amenity, landscape character, visual
amenity, air quality, water quality, groundwater resources, site access, traffic movements,
road capacity and road safety are acceptable or could be satisfactorily mitigated through
planning conditions or planning agreement; and

o} appropriate details of restoration, aftercare and after use are submitted for approval by
Angus Council, recognising that ecological solutions are the preferred from of restoration.
Opportunities to enhance, extend and / or link to existing green networks should be
investigated. Prior to commencement of development Angus Council may require a bond
to cover the cost of the agreed scheme of restoration, aftercare and after use.

Energy from waste recovery facilities will also be assessed against Policy PV9 Renewable and
Low Carbon Energy Development and the Scottish Environment Protection Agency's Thermal
Treatment of Waste Guidelines 2014.

Policy PV20 : Soils and Geodiversity
Development proposals on prime agricultural land will only be supported where they:

o] support delivery of the development strategy and policies in this local plan;
o] are small scale and directly related to a rural business or mineral extraction; or
o] constitute renewable energy development and are supported by a commitment to a bond

commensurate with site restoration requirements.

Design and layout should minimise land required for development proposals on agricultural land
and should not render any farm unit unviable.

Development proposals affecting deep peat or carbon rich soils will not be allowed unless there
is an overwhelming social or economic need that cannot be met elsewhere. Where peat and
carbon rich soils are present, applicants should assess the likely effects of development proposals
on carbon dioxide emissions.

All development proposals will incorporate measures to manage, protect and reinstate valuable
soils, groundwater and soil biodiversity during construction.
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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE)

To

ANGUS COUNCIL

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997
(AS AMENDED)

(SCOTLAND) Angu

D3

S
REGULATIONS 2013 Council

PLANNING PERMISSION REFUSAL
REFERENCE : 20/00830/FULL

Duntrune Ltd

c/o @rchitects Scotland Ltd
Paul Fretwell

15 West High Street

Forfar

DD8 1BE

With reference to your application dated 14 December 2020 for planning permission under the above
mentioned Acts and Regulations for the following development, viz.:-

Erection of Crematorium Building and associated Parking, Access, Turning Space, Landscaping and
Boundary Enclosures at Land North East Of Duntrune House Duntrune for Duntrune Ltd

The Angus Council in exercise of their powers under the above mentioned Acts and Regulations hereby
Refuse Planning Permission (Delegated Decision) for the said development in accordance with the
particulars given in the application and plans docqueted as relative hereto in paper or identified as
refused on the Public Access portal.

The reasons for the Council’s decision are:-

1.

The development would result in an unsustainable pattern of travel and development and would
not be accessible by a choice of fransport modes, increasing reliance on the private car in a
sifuation where access to walking, cycling and public fransport is poor. The proposal is therefore
confrary to TAYplan policies 1 and 2, Angus Local Development Plan policies DS2, DS3 and TC8,
and Scottish Planning Policy in so far as it relates to locating development in accessible locations.

The application is contrary to Policy DS1 of the Angus Local Development Plan 2016 because the
scale and nature of the development is not appropriate for its location because it does not enjoy
good accessibility, particularly for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport; and because the
proposal is not in accordance with other relevant policies, namely policies DS2, DS3 and TC8.

Amendments:

Building and External Works Plan drawing no. 1226 / PD / 01 Revision C dated May 2020 amends
and supersedes all previous Building and External Works Plan drawings and includes overflow car
parking resulting in total of 124 car parking spaces (72 plus 52 overflow spaces).

Site Plan drawing no. 1266 / PD / 02 Revision C dated May 2020 amends and supersedes alll
previous Site Plan drawings and includes overflow car parking resulting in total of 124 car parking
spaces (72 plus 52 overflow spaces).

Road Access drawing no. 1266 / SK / 06 Revision C dated May 2020 amends and supersedes alll

previous Road Access drawings and includes overflow car parking and annotates 'Existing Road to
be widened as per Engineers drawings' on the public road.
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Dated this 24 January 2022

Jill Paterson

Service Lead

Planning and Sustainable Growth
Angus Councll

Angus House

Orchardbank Business Park

Forfar

DD8 1AN
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Planning Decisions — Guidance Note

Please retain - this guidance forms part of your Decision Notice

You have now received your Decision Nofice. This guidance note sets out important information
regarding appealing or reviewing your decision. There are also new requirements in terms of
notifications to the Planning Authority and display notices on-site for certain types of
application. You will also find details on how to vary or renew your permission.

‘ Please read the notes carefully to ensure effective compliance with the new regulations.

DURATION

This permission will lapse 3 years from the date of this decision, unless there is a specific
condition relating to the duration of the permission or development has commenced by that

date.

PLANNING DECISIONS

Decision Types and Appeal/Review Routes

The ‘decision type’' as specified in your decision letter determines the appeal or review route.
The route to do this is dependent on the how the application was determined. Please check
your decision letter and choose the appropriate appeal/review route in accordance with the
table below. Details of how to do this are included in the guidance.

Development
Standards
Committee/Full
Council

Delegated Decision

Other Decision

National developments, major developments and local
developments determined at a meeting of the Development
Standards Committee or Full Council whereby relevant
parties and the applicant were given the opportunity to
present their cases before a decision was reached.

Determination Type What does this mean? APPeRC:)'{, ':ee"'ew

Local developments determined by the Service Manager
through delegated powers under the statutory scheme of
delegation. These applications may have been subject to
less than five representations, minor breaches of policy or
may be refusals.

All decisions other than planning permission or approval of
matters specified in condition. These include decisions
relating to Listed Building Consent, Advertisement Consent,
Conservation Area Consent and Hazardous Substances
Consent.

DPEA

(appeal to
Scottish Ministers)
See  details on
aftached

Form 1

Local Review
Body -

See  details on
aftached

Form 2

DPEA

(appeal to
Scottish Ministers)
See  details on
aftached

Form 1
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NOTICES

Notification of initiation of development (NID)

Once planning permission has been granted and the applicant has decided the date they will
commence that development they must inform the Planning Authority of that date. The notice
must be submitted before development commences - failure to do so would be a breach of
planning control. The relevant form is included with this guidance note.

Notification of completion of development (NCD)

Once a development for which planning permission has been given has been completed the
applicant must, as soon as practicable, submit a notice of completion to the planning
authority. Where development is carried out in phases there is a requirement for a notice to be
submitted at the conclusion of each phase. The relevant form is included with this guidance
note.

Display of Notice while development is carried out

For national, major or ‘bad neighbour’ developments (such as public houses, hot food shops or
scrap yards), the developer must, for the duration of the development, display a sign or signs
containing prescribed information.

The notice must be in the prescribed form and:-

e displayed in a prominent place at orin the vicinity of the site of the development;
e readily visible to the public; and

e printed on durable material.

A display notice is included with this guidance note.

Should you have any queries in relation to any of the above, please contact:

Angus Council

Angus House
Orchardbank Business Park

Forfar

DD8 1AN

Telephone 01307 492076 / 492533
E-mail: planning@angus.gov.uk
Website: WWW.aONQUs.QoVv.uk
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FORM 1

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING

Angu (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 (AS AMENDED)

s
Council

The Town & Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)
(Scotland) Regulations 2013 - Schedule to Form 1

Notification to be sent to applicant on refusal of planning permission
or on the grant of permission subject to conditions decided by Angus Council

1. If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the planning authority-

a) to refuse permission for the proposed development;

b) to refuse approval, consent or agreement required by condition imposed on a grant of
planning permission;

c) to grant planning permission or any approval, consent or agreement subject to
conditions,

the applicant may appeal to the Scottish Ministers to review the case under section 47 of the
Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 within three months beginning with the date of
this notfice. The notice of appeal should be addressed to The Planning and Environmental
Appeals Division, Scottish Government, Ground Floor, Hadrian House, Callendar Business Park,
Callendar Road, Falkirk, FKT 1XR. Alternatively you can submit your appeal directly to DPEA
using the national e-planning web site hitps://eplanning.scotland.gov.uk.

2. If permission to develop land is refused or granted subject to conditions and the owner of the
land claims that the land has become incapable of reasonably beneficial use in its existing
state and cannot be rendered capable of reasonably beneficial use by the carrying out of any
development which has been or would be permitted, the owner of the land may serve on the
planning authority a purchase notice requiring the purchase of the owner of the land’s interest
in the land in accordance with Part 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997.
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FORM 2

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING

Angus (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 (AS AMENDED)

ouncil
The Town & Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)
(Scotland) Regulations 2013 - Schedule to Form 2
Notification to be sent to applicant on refusal of planning permission
or on the grant of permission subject to conditions decided through

Angus Council’'s Scheme of Delegation

1. If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the planning authority-

a) to refuse permission for the proposed development;

b) to refuse approval, consent or agreement required by condition imposed on a
grant of planning permission;

c) to grant planning permission or any approval, consent or agreement subject to
conditions,

the applicant may require the planning authority to review the case under section 43A of
the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 within three months beginning with
the date of this notfice. The notice of review should be addressed to Committee Officer,
Angus Council, Resources, Legal & Democratic Services, Angus House, Orchardbank
Business Park, Forfar, DD8 1AN.

A Notice of Review Form and guidance can be found on the national e-planning website
https://eplanning.scotland.gov.uk. Alternatively you can return your Notice of Review
directly to the local planning authority online on the same web site.

2. If permission to develop land is refused or granted subject to conditions and the owner of
the land claims that the land has become incapable of reasonably beneficial use in its
existing state and cannot be rendered capable of reasonably beneficial use by the
carrying out of any development which has been or would be permitted, the owner of
the land may serve on the planning authority a purchase notice requiring the purchase of
the owner of the land’s interest in the land in accordance with Part 5 of the Town and
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997.
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20/00830/FULL
PLANNING Your experience with Planning

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
most recent experience of the Council’s handling of the planning application in which
you had an interest.

Q.1 | was given the advice and help | needed to submit my application/representation:-
Strongly Agree Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Strongly Disagree It does not
Disagree apply
Q.2 The Council kept me informed about the progress of the application that | had an interest in:-
Strongly Agree Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Strongly Disagree It does not
Disagree apply

A e e H e A e

Q.3 The Council dealt promptly with my queries:-

Strongly Agree Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Strongly Disagree It does not
Disagree apply

A e e H e A e

Q.4 The Council dealt helpfully with my queries:-

Strongly Agree Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Strongly Disagree It does not
Disagree apply
Q.5 | understand the reasons for the decision made on the application that | had an interest in:-
Strongly Agree Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Strongly Disagree It does not
Disagree apply
Q.6 | feel that | was treated fairly and that my view point was listened to:-
Strongly Agree Agree Neither Agree nor Disagree Strongly Disagree It does not
Disagree apply
OVERALL SATISFACTION: Overall safisfaction with the serviCe: ......c.oiiiiiiiii e
Q.7 Setting aside whether your application was successful or not, and taking everything into account, how

satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the service provided by the council in processing your application?

Very satisfied Fairly satisfied Neither Satisfied nor Fairly Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
OUTCOME: Outcome of the application:
Q.8 Was the application that you had an interest in:-
Granted Permission/Consent |:| Refused Permission/Consent |:| Withdrawn |:|

Q.9 Were you the:- Applicant |:| Agent |:| Third Party objector who |:|

made a representation

Please complete the form and return in the pre-paid envelope provided.
Thank you for taking the time to complete this form.
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FIGURED DIMENSIONS ONLY TO BE USED
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EMISSIONS MONITORING TEST REPORT
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12th — 13th July 2011

Report Authorised by - Date_ 11 August 2011

Mr S P Atherton

Business Manager

EA MCertS Level 2 + TE1,2,3
MM 03 336
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SURVEYED NETWORK
Junction Turning Counts & Queue Surveys:-

1. B961 (Drumgeith Road) / Kellas Road Priority Junction
Automatic Traffic Counts:-

2. Unnamed Road, east of Duntrune House; and
3. Kellas Road - approximately 30m south of Unnamed Road.

»

BALUDOVIE

BALLUMIBIE

ll."dus'_rxal Estate

£

-
.

TRAFFIC SURVEY REPORT
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CLASSIFIED VEHICLE JUNCTION TURNING COUNTS

TRAFFIC SURVEY REPORT
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SURVEY NETWORK TRAFFIC FLOW DIAGRAMS

B961 (Drumgeith

Road) (N)
T 44l Kellas Road
587 i
362 79
i L» 131 —»
L 333 <“— 460
*7 126
254 52

306

B961 (Drumgeith
Road) (S)

For illustrative purposes only, please refer to data sheets for individual traffic movements

Peak Hour

Weekday AM Hour
Veh.Classification

Date: 8th October 2019
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SURVEY NETWORK TRAFFIC FLOW DIAGRAMS

B961 (Drumgeith

Road) (N)
T 630 Kellas Road
557 i
383 307
i L» 457 —»
L 113 <+«— 233
*7 120
444 150

594

B961 (Drumgeith
Road) (S)

For illustrative purposes only, please refer to data sheets for individual traffic movements

Peak Hour

Weekday PM Hour
Veh.Classification

Date: 8th October 2019
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CLASSIFIED VEHICLE JUNCTION TURNING COUNT

Project: Kellas Road, Dundee
Client: Cameron + Ross
Project Ref: TS-19-058

Date: Tuesday 8th October 2019
Weather: AM: Dry / Sunny; PM: Wet / Overcast

Junction 1: B961 (Drumgeith Road) / Kellas Road Priority Junction
Movement 1.1: B961 (Drumgeith Road) (North) to Kellas Road Left Turn (A-B)

VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION
TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CAR/TAXI LGV 0oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:00 07:15 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 7 0 7.00

07:15 07:30 0 0 9 2 1 0 0 12 1 12.50
07:30 07:45 0 0 10 3 0 0 1 14 1 15.00
07:45 08:00 0 0 12 6 2 0 0 20 2 21.00
08:00 08:15 0 0 13 3 2 0 0 18 2 19.00
08:15 08:30 0 0 18 6 0 0 0 24 0 24.00
08:30 08:45 0 0 1" 3 1 1 0 16 2 17.80
08:45 09:00 0 1 18 3 0 0 0 22 0 21.40
09:00 09:15 0 0 16 7 1 2 0 26 3 29.10
09:15 09:30 0 0 12 3 2 0 0 17 2 18.00
09:30 09:45 0 0 7 6 0 0 0 13 0 13.00
09:45 10:00 0 0 21 7 2 0 0 30 2 31.00
TOTAL 0 1 154 49 1" 3 1 219 15 228.80

PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 0 0 53 18 4 0 1 76 5 79.00
NETWORK BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 0 0 53 18 4 0 1 76 5 79.00

VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
15:30 15:45 0 0 39 6 1 1 0 47 2 48.80
15:45 16:00 0 0 55 6 4 1 0 66 5 69.30
16:00 16:15 0 1 53 5 1 0 0 60 1 59.90
16:15 16:30 1 0 53 15 4 0 0 73 4 74.20
16:30 16:45 0 0 55 10 1 0 1 67 2 68.50
16:45 17:00 1 0 61 7 1 0 0 70 1 69.70
17:00 17:15 0 0 84 9 1 0 0 94 1 94.50
17:15 17:30 0 1 68 4 1 0 0 74 1 73.90
17:30 17:45 0 0 49 6 1 0 0 56 1 56.50
17:45 18:00 0 0 56 9 0 1 0 66 1 67.30
18:00 18:15 0 0 56 3 0 1 0 60 1 61.30
18:15 18:30 0 0 43 2 0 0 0 45 0 45.00
TOTAL 2 2 672 82 15 4 1 778 20 788.90

PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 2 0 253 41 7 0 1 304 8 306.90
NETWORK BICYCLE MICYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 2 0 253 41 7 0 1 304 8 306.90
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CLASSIFIED VEHICLE JUNCTION TURNING COUNT

Project: Kellas Road, Dundee
Client: Cameron + Ross
Project Ref: TS-19-058

Date: Tuesday 8th October 2019
Weather: AM: Dry / Sunny; PM: Wet / Overcast

Junction 1: B961 (Drumgeith Road) / Kellas Road Priority Junction
Movement 1.2: B961 (Drumgeith Road) (North) to B961 (Drumgeith Road) (South) Ahead (A-C)

VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION
TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CAR/TAXI LGV 0oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:00 07:15 0 0 37 2 1 1 0 4 2 42.80
07:15 07:30 1 0 61 12 4 1 0 79 5 81.50
07:30 07:45 0 1 60 13 4 0 0 78 4 79.40
07:45 08:00 1 0 82 20 5 4 0 112 9 118.90
08:00 08:15 0 0 44 15 6 3 0 68 9 74.90
08:15 08:30 2 1 62 13 4 3 0 85 7 88.70
08:30 08:45 0 0 51 1" 3 2 0 67 5 71.10
08:45 09:00 0 0 58 1" 0 0 0 69 0 69.00
09:00 09:15 0 0 39 10 4 0 0 53 4 55.00
09:15 09:30 0 0 32 7 2 3 0 44 5 48.90
09:30 09:45 0 0 44 8 8 3 0 63 1 70.90
09:45 10:00 0 0 48 10 3 0 0 61 3 62.50
TOTAL 4 2 618 132 44 20 0 820 64 863.60
PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 3 2 248 61 19 10 0 343 29 361.90
NETWORK BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 3 2 248 61 19 10 0 343 29 361.90
VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
15:30 15:45 0 1 55 8 4 1 0 69 5 71.70
15:45 16:00 0 0 60 8 3 5 0 76 8 84.00
16:00 16:15 0 0 70 6 2 0 0 78 2 79.00
16:15 16:30 0 0 69 12 5 2 0 88 7 93.10
16:30 16:45 0 0 81 16 2 2 0 101 4 104.60
16:45 17:00 0 0 69 1" 1 2 0 83 3 86.10
17:00 17:15 0 0 76 1" 2 3 1 93 6 98.90
17:15 17:30 0 0 83 10 3 1 0 97 4 99.80
17:30 17:45 0 0 62 7 2 1 0 72 3 74.30
17:45 18:00 0 1 68 7 1 2 0 79 3 81.50
18:00 18:15 0 0 48 8 0 0 0 56 0 56.00
18:15 18:30 0 0 68 5 0 2 0 75 2 77.60
TOTAL 0 2 809 109 25 21 1 967 47 1006.60
PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE MICYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 0 0 295 50 10 9 1 365 20 382.70
NETWORK BICYCLE MICYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 0 0 295 50 10 9 1 365 20 382.70
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CLASSIFIED VEHICLE JUNCTION TURNING COUNT

Project: Kellas Road, Dundee
Client: Cameron + Ross
Project Ref: TS-19-058

Date: Tuesday 8th October 2019
Weather: AM: Dry / Sunny; PM: Wet / Overcast

Junction 1: B961 (Drumgeith Road) / Kellas Road Priority Junction
Movement 1.3: Kellas Road to B961 (Drumgeith Road) (South) Left Turn (B-C)

VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION

TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CAR/TAXI LGV 0oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:00 07:15 0 0 13 1 0 1 0 15 1 16.30
07:15 07:30 1 1 18 4 0 0 0 24 0 2260
07:30 07:45 0 1 15 3 2 0 0 21 2 21.40
07:45 08:00 0 0 27 9 0 2 0 38 2 40.60
08:00 08:15 0 0 20 2 2 0 1 25 3 27.00
08:15 08:30 1 0 25 12 0 0 0 38 0 37.20
08:30 08:45 0 0 26 2 0 1 0 29 1 30.30
08:45 09:00 0 0 31 5 1 1 0 38 2 39.80
09:00 09:15 1 0 18 5 0 0 0 24 0 23.20
09:15 09:30 1 0 21 6 0 0 0 28 0 27.20
09:30 09:45 0 0 21 4 2 1 0 28 3 30.30
09:45 10:00 0 0 21 5 0 0 0 26 0 26.00
TOTAL 4 2 256 58 7 6 1 334 14 341.90

PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 1 1 87 26 4 2 1 122 7 126.20
NETWORK BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 1 1 87 26 4 2 1 122 7 126.20

VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
15:30 15:45 1 0 17 2 0 0 0 20 0 19.20
15:45 16:00 0 0 28 2 2 0 0 32 2 33.00
16:00 16:15 0 0 21 6 0 0 0 27 0 27.00
16:15 16:30 0 0 33 7 0 0 0 40 0 40.00
16:30 16:45 0 0 18 2 0 1 0 21 1 22.30
16:45 17:00 1 0 28 2 0 0 0 31 0 30.20
17:00 17:15 0 0 23 1 2 0 0 26 2 27.00
17:15 17:30 0 0 17 5 0 0 0 22 0 22.00
17:30 17:45 0 0 32 4 1 0 0 37 1 37.50
17:45 18:00 0 0 25 1 1 1 0 28 2 29.80
18:00 18:15 0 0 31 2 1 0 0 34 1 34.50
18:15 18:30 0 0 18 2 1 0 0 21 1 21.50
TOTAL 2 0 291 36 8 2 0 339 10 344.00

PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE MICYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 1 0 102 12 2 1 0 118 3 119.50
NETWORK BICYCLE MICYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 1 0 102 12 2 1 0 118 3 119.50
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CLASSIFIED VEHICLE JUNCTION TURNING COUNT

Project: Kellas Road, Dundee
Client: Cameron + Ross
Project Ref: TS-19-058

Date: Tuesday 8th October 2019
Weather: AM: Dry / Sunny; PM: Wet / Overcast

Junction 1: B961 (Drumgeith Road) / Kellas Road Priority Junction
Movement 1.3: Kellas Road to B961 (Drumgeith Road) (North) Right Turn (B-A)

VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION

TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CAR/TAXI LGV 0oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:00 07:15 0 0 32 8 0 0 0 40 0 40.00
07:15 07:30 0 0 40 7 0 2 0 49 2 51.60
07:30 07:45 1 0 63 13 4 0 0 81 4 82.20
07:45 08:00 1 0 63 6 1 3 0 74 4 77.60
08:00 08:15 0 0 70 9 0 0 0 79 0 79.00
08:15 08:30 0 0 87 6 1 0 0 94 1 94.50
08:30 08:45 0 0 62 13 4 0 0 79 4 81.00
08:45 09:00 0 1 36 8 0 2 1 48 3 51.00
09:00 09:15 0 0 33 4 3 1 0 4 4 43.80
09:15 09:30 0 0 36 4 4 1 0 45 5 48.30
09:30 09:45 0 0 23 2 2 1 0 28 3 30.30
09:45 10:00 0 0 47 2 0 0 0 49 0 49.00
TOTAL 2 1 592 82 19 10 1 707 30 728.30

PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 2 0 283 34 6 3 0 328 9 333.30
NETWORK BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 2 0 283 34 6 3 0 328 9 333.30

VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
15:30 15:45 0 0 27 6 1 1 0 35 2 36.80
15:45 16:00 0 0 21 7 1 0 0 29 1 29.50
16:00 16:15 1 0 17 5 0 0 0 23 0 22.20
16:15 16:30 0 1 15 8 0 0 0 24 0 23.40
16:30 16:45 0 0 27 5 0 0 1 33 1 34.00
16:45 17:00 0 0 21 4 1 1 0 27 2 28.80
17:00 17:15 0 0 23 4 0 0 0 27 0 27.00
17:15 17:30 0 0 32 2 0 0 0 34 0 34.00
17:30 17:45 0 0 24 1 0 0 0 25 0 25.00
17:45 18:00 0 0 21 3 0 0 0 24 0 24.00
18:00 18:15 0 0 27 4 0 0 0 31 0 31.00
18:15 18:30 0 0 24 3 0 0 0 27 0 27.00
TOTAL 1 1 279 52 3 2 1 339 6 342.70

PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE MICYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 0 1 86 21 1 1 1 m 3 113.20
NETWORK BICYCLE MICYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 0 1 86 21 1 1 1 m 3 113.20
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CLASSIFIED VEHICLE JUNCTION TURNING COUNT

Project: Kellas Road, Dundee
Client: Cameron + Ross
Project Ref: TS-19-058

Date: Tuesday 8th October 2019
Weather: AM: Dry / Sunny; PM: Wet / Overcast

Junction 1: B961 (Drumgeith Road) / Kellas Road Priority Junction
Movement 1.4: B961 (Drumgeith Road) (South) to B961 (Drumgeith Road) (North) Ahead (C-A)

VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION
TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CAR/TAXI LGV 0oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:00 07:15 0 0 39 9 1 0 0 49 1 49.50
07:15 07:30 0 0 31 7 1 0 0 39 1 39.50
07:30 07:45 0 0 49 6 1 6 1 63 8 72.30
07:45 08:00 0 0 4 13 1 3 0 58 4 62.40
08:00 08:15 0 0 48 8 2 0 0 58 2 59.00
08:15 08:30 0 0 40 8 8 0 0 56 8 60.00
08:30 08:45 0 0 31 13 4 1 0 49 5 52.30
08:45 09:00 0 0 37 9 2 1 0 49 3 51.30
09:00 09:15 0 0 40 12 4 5 0 61 9 69.50
09:15 09:30 0 0 31 16 3 0 0 50 3 51.50
09:30 09:45 0 0 37 13 4 0 0 54 4 56.00
09:45 10:00 0 0 49 12 3 0 0 64 3 65.50
TOTAL 0 0 473 126 34 16 1 650 51 688.80
PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 0 0 178 35 12 9 1 235 22 253.70
NETWORK BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 0 0 178 35 12 9 1 235 22 253.70
VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
15:30 15:45 1 0 123 6 0 4 0 134 4 138.40
15:45 16:00 0 0 56 10 0 2 0 68 2 70.60
16:00 16:15 1 0 63 1" 4 1 0 80 5 82.50
16:15 16:30 0 0 78 19 6 2 0 105 8 110.60
16:30 16:45 0 0 97 16 2 3 0 118 5 122.90
16:45 17:00 0 0 74 9 2 2 0 87 4 90.60
17:00 17:15 1 0 105 8 3 1 0 118 4 120.00
17:15 17:30 0 0 83 10 0 0 1 94 1 95.00
17:30 17:45 0 0 7 7 0 1 0 85 1 86.30
17:45 18:00 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 44 0 44.00
18:00 18:15 0 0 47 6 0 0 0 53 0 53.00
18:15 18:30 0 0 53 6 0 0 0 59 0 59.00
TOTAL 3 0 897 111 17 16 1 1045 34 1072.90
PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE MICYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 1 0 354 52 13 8 0 428 21 44410
NETWORK BICYCLE MICYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 1 0 354 52 13 8 0 428 21 44410
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CLASSIFIED VEHICLE JUNCTION TURNING COUNT

Project: Kellas Road, Dundee
Client: Cameron + Ross
Project Ref: TS-19-058

Date: Tuesday 8th October 2019
Weather: AM: Dry / Sunny; PM: Wet / Overcast

Junction 1: B961 (Drumgeith Road) / Kellas Road Priority Junction
Movement 1.5: B961 (Drumgeith Road) (South) to Kellas Road Right Turn (C-B)

VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION
TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CAR/TAXI LGV 0oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:00 07:15 0 0 7 1 0 1 0 9 1 10.30
07:15 07:30 0 0 7 2 1 0 0 10 1 10.50
07:30 07:45 0 0 7 2 1 0 0 10 1 10.50
07:45 08:00 0 0 7 1 0 0 0 8 0 8.00

08:00 08:15 0 0 10 2 0 1 0 13 1 14.30
08:15 08:30 0 0 14 4 1 0 0 19 1 19.50
08:30 08:45 0 0 12 2 0 0 0 14 0 14.00
08:45 09:00 0 0 10 2 1 0 0 13 1 13.50
09:00 09:15 0 0 15 6 0 0 0 21 0 21.00
09:15 09:30 0 0 13 3 0 0 1 17 1 18.00
09:30 09:45 0 0 13 5 0 0 0 18 0 18.00
09:45 10:00 0 0 18 4 3 0 0 25 3 26.50
TOTAL 0 0 133 34 7 2 1 177 10 184.10

PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 0 0 38 9 2 1 0 50 3 52.30
NETWORK BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
07:30 - 08:30 0 0 38 9 2 1 0 50 3 52.30

VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
TVE BICYCLE M/CYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
15:30 15:45 0 1 33 5 0 1 0 40 1 40.70
15:45 16:00 1 0 32 4 1 0 0 38 1 37.70
16:00 16:15 0 0 35 2 0 1 0 38 1 39.30
16:15 16:30 0 0 36 2 0 1 1 40 2 42.30
16:30 16:45 0 0 35 4 0 0 0 39 0 39.00
16:45 17:00 0 0 23 4 0 0 0 27 0 27.00
17:00 17:15 0 0 34 5 0 1 0 40 1 41.30
17:15 17:30 1 0 31 2 0 0 0 34 0 33.20
17:30 17:45 0 0 31 1 0 2 0 34 2 36.60
17:45 18:00 0 0 24 1 0 0 0 25 0 25.00
18:00 18:15 0 0 35 2 1 0 1 39 2 40.50
18:15 18:30 0 0 19 1 1 0 0 21 1 21.50
TOTAL 2 1 368 33 3 6 2 415 1" 424.10

PEAK VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION TOTAL
JUNCTION BICYCLE MICYCLE CARITAXI LGV oGV1 0Gv2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 0 0 128 15 0 2 1 146 3 149.60
NETWORK BICYCLE MICYCLE CARITAXI LGV 0oGV1 0GV2 BUS/COACH VEHICLES HGVs PCUs
16:15-17:15 0 0 128 15 0 2 1 146 3 149.60
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VEHICLE QUEUE SURVEYS

TRAFFIC SURVEY REPORT
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STUDY NETWORK MAXIMUM QUEUE COUNT

Project: Kellas Road, Dundee
Client: Cameron + Ross
Project Ref: TS-19-058

Date: Tuesday 8th October 2019

Weather: AM: Dry / Sunny; PM: Wet / Overcast
Junction 1: B961 (Drumgeith Road) / Kellas Road Priority Junction

VEHICLE MOVEMENT(S) / QUEUE - PCUs / LANE
TIME Kellas Road
B961 (Drumgeith Road) (North) (A-BC) B961 (Drumgeith Road) (South) (C-B)
Near. (B-C) Off. (B-A)
07:15 07:20 0 1 0
07:20 07:25 0 4 0
07:25 07:30 0 4 1
07:30 07:35 0 3 0
07:35 07:40 0 1" 0
07:40 07:45 0 3 1
07:45 07:50 1 7 1
07:50 07:55 1 16 0
07:55 08:00 1 9 1
08:00 08:05 1 2 0
08:05 08:10 1 4 0
08:10 08:15 1 2 1
08:15 08:20 1 5 2
08:20 08:25 1 4 1
08:25 08:30 2 1" 2
08:30 08:35 2 2 0
08:35 08:40 1 4 1
08:40 08:45 2 10 1
QUEUE NETWORK PEAK (07:30-08:30)
MINIMUM - 0 2 0
MAXIMUM - 2 16 2
AVERAGE - 1 6 1
85th%ILE - 1 1" 1
VEHICLE MOVEMENT(S) / QUEUE - PCUs / LANE
TIME Kellas Road
B961 (Drumgeith Road) (North) (A-BC) B961 (Drumgeith Road) (South) (C-B)
Near. (B-C) Off. (B-A)
16:00 16:05 1 2 2
16:05 16:10 2 3
16:10 16:15 1 2 1
16:15 16:20 2 6 1
16:20 16:25 3 2 3
16:25 16:30 1 1 2
16:30 16:35 1 4 2
16:35 16:40 0 4 3
16:40 16:45 2 2 1
16:45 16:50 1 3 1
16:50 16:55 1 3 2
16:55 17:00 1 2 1
17:00 17:06 1 2 2
17:05 17:10 2 2 1
17:10 17:15 1 5 5
17:15 17:20 2 5 2
17:20 17:25 1 4 4
17:25 17:30 2 2 2
QUEUE NETWORK PEAK (16:15-17:15)
MINIMUM 0 1 1
MAXIMUM 3 6 5
AVERAGE 1 3 2
85th%ILE 2 4 3
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CLASSIFIED AUTOMATIC TRAFFIC COUNTS
(LINK FLOW & SPEED SURVEYS)

TRAFFIC SURVEY REPORT
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SITE LOCATION

Project: Kellas Road, Dundee
Client: Cameron + Ross
Project.Ref. TS-19-058

Location 1: Unamed Road, east of Duntrune House
Location 2: Kellas Road - Approx. 30m south of Unnamed Road
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SURVEY NETWORK TRAFFIC FLOW DIAGRAM

Kellas Road (S)

Unnamed Road
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Kellas Road (N)
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7 day (Weekly) Average
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Project: Kellas Road, Dundee

Client: Cameron + Ross

Project.Ref. 75-19-058

Location 1: Unnamed Road, east of Duntrune House

Movement: Eastbound
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