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Angus Council  
 

Application Number:   
 

23/00268/FULL 

Description of Development: 
 

Proposed change of use of land from agricultural and erection 
of crematorium and associated works 

Site Address:  
 

Land North Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie 

Grid Ref:  
 

355958 743383 

Applicant Name:  
 

Greystone Crematorium 

 
 
Report of Handling  
 
Site Description  
 
The application site measures around 1.5 hectares (ha) and comprises agricultural land located 
southeast of the B961 public road. The majority of the site (around 1.35ha) sits adjacent to and 
northeast of a woodland belt, around 130 metres (m) northeast of Carmyllie Hall. The remaining 
part of the site comprises a linear section of land which runs adjacent to the public road on its 
southeast side and extends from the main body of the site in a north-easterly direction towards 
Redford. Surrounding land is primarily in agricultural use. The public road runs along the north-
western site boundary, with agricultural land beyond the public road. The closest residential 
property to the proposed crematorium building would be located at Tillyhoit, around 300m to the 
southwest.  
 
Proposal  
 
Planning permission is sought for the erection of a crematorium building and associated works, 
which includes the formation of parking, access, turning space, landscaping and boundary 
enclosures.  
 
The crematorium building would be located towards the southwest boundary of the site. It would 
have a floorspace of around 673sqm. The highest part of the building would have a ridge around 
9m high, and it would provide seating for 124 people. The proposal would involve some cut and 
fill operations to create a level area for the building, and the proposed floor level of the building 
would be approximately 167m AOD. The building would be finished with an off-white render, 
natural stone and timber clad walls. The ridged roof would be finished in natural slate while lean-
to wings would be finished with a sheeting material. Solar panels are proposed on the southwest 
roof slope. Ancillary rooms such as offices and toilets would be provided and the cremulator and 
associated plant would be located towards the rear (southeast) of the building. A dark grey flue 
would terminate around 12m from ground level towards the south end of the roof. The building 
would connect to the public water supply and would use a private treatment system for foul water. 
Sustainable drainage would be used for surface water management.  
 
A new junction serving a vehicular access to the site would be formed onto the B961 public road. 
The plans indicate that a visibility sightline of 4.5m x 215m would be provided to the southwest of 
the new junction, with a 4.5m x 160m sightline provided to the northeast of the junction. The 
information submitted indicates that provision of sightlines would require the removal of 4 trees 
within the adjacent woodland belt to the southwest (not within the site). 120 visitor car parking 
spaces (6 of which would be disabled spaces) would be provided to the northeast of the building, 
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with an additional 14 parking spaces (1 of which would be a disabled space) in a staff car park to 
the southwest of the building. An area of cycle parking would be provided, and 6 of the car parking 
spaces would have electrical charging points. A garden of remembrance would be formed on the 
southeastern site boundary and the plans identify areas of landscaping adjacent to the building 
and within the car park.  
 
The proposal also involves the formation of a new footpath adjacent to the southeast side of the 
public road between the proposed crematorium and the telephone exchange at Redford, around 
800m northeast. The new path would terminate around 45m from the existing bus shelter located 
on the south side of the B961.    
 
Amendments 
 
The proposal has been amended to alter the proposed vehicular access arrangements from 
separate in and out accesses to a single in/out access point. The plans identify that a visibility 
sightline of 4.5m x 215m would be provided to the southwest, and a sightline of 4.5m x 160m 
would be provided to the northeast of the new junction. Provision would be made for a new bus 
stop and shelter along the site frontage to the northeast of the proposed new junction with public 
road. A B Roger & Young ‘Sightlines’ (Drawing No. 2022 CGC 07 Revision B) and ‘Site and 
Location’ (Drawing No. 2022 CGC 04 Revision A) amend and supersede previous versions of 
those drawings.        
 
Publicity 
 
The application was subject to normal neighbour notification procedures. 
 
The application was advertised in the Dundee Courier on 5 May 2023.  
 
Planning History 
 
None. 
 
Applicant’s Case 
 
Supporting Statement – describes the proposal and provides an assessment of the proposal 
against policies of the development plan. It indicates:- 
 

 The crematorium would run an average of 3 services a day, with a maximum limit of 5 per day 
on week days. There is high demand for cremations within the area and the site is well located 
within the centre of Angus and close enough to Dundee to allow their residents to also choose 
this crematorium.  

 Angus and Dundee are the most expensive crematoriums in Scotland with large savings being 
achieved just for travelling further afield. High prices could potentially cause funeral poverty in 
the local area and the proposed venue would offer cremations and ceremonies at a price in-
keeping with the Scottish average. 

 Crematoriums should be located away from houses and roads and accordingly a crematorium 
is not suited to being located within a development boundary.  

 The site can be accessed sustainably, and patrons would be encouraged to arrive using an 
eco-friendly method of transport. There are bus stops within a 150m walk from the site, served 
by the No. 36-bus which travels from Arbroath Bus Station.  

 In addition to public transport, the development site can be reached via foot or bike from the 
local villages and the applicant proposes a footpath and cycleway through their fields towards 
Redford.  
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 120 patron car parking spaces would be provided with an additional staff car park. It is 
suggested that a private bus can be provided on request to take attendees to the venue.  

 The proposals would provide economic benefits, offering jobs during the construction and 
operation of the development, but also increasing the use of the nearby hospitality businesses. 
There would be 4 full time staff positions created by the proposed development. 

 
Addendum Planning Statement (March 2024) – this document indicates that Angus Council 
Development Management Review Committee has accepted the need for a new crematorium 
within Angus and it suggests that there is a need for at least one additional crematorium. It 
suggests that the Development Management Review Committee has accepted that crematoria 
are unlikely to be located in a town centre or edge of centre location and are more suited to a 
quiet rural location. The statement refers to a new crematorium which became operational in June 
2022 outside of St Andrews, and a proposed crematorium at Duntrune (currently subject of a 
review to DMRC). The statement indicates that consideration has been given to opportunity sites, 
allocated housing sites and allocated employment sites identified in the Angus Local Development 
Plan (2016) but suggests that rural locations provide the only suitable location for this form of 
development.  
 
The statement indicates that the applicant accepts that there are not multi-modal forms of public 
transport serving the site. It notes that there is a public bus route serving the site and indicates 
that the applicant would provide a bus layby (with shelter) along the road frontage thereby creating 
a readily accessible public transport route from Arbroath bus station. The statement indicates that 
the cremations would take place between 09:00 and 16:00 and suggests that applicant would 
undertake to fund the delivery of an additional morning bus service from Arbroath to Redford. 
They suggest that this could be secured through planning condition or planning obligation. The 
applicant could also provide a dedicated bus depending on the requirements of each funeral or 
cremation service. A footpath would be provided to Redford and cycle parking would be provided 
within the site. EV charging points would be provided for electrical vehicles and a travel plan would 
be developed to encourage use of alternative travel opportunities. The statement suggests that 
there are no suitable sites available within town centres or edge of centres and therefore a site 
out with a settlement must be considered.  
 
The statement opines that it has been demonstrated that the proposal complies with the policies 
and overarching principles of development plan policy and will create jobs in the construction and 
operational phase. 
 
Ground Assessment and Drainage Recommendation Report – provides recommendations in 
relation to appropriate means of foul and surface water drainage. Suggests that the development 
would private a private foul drainage system and a sustainable drainage system for surface water. 
 
Ecological assessment (Updated v4, 26 April 2024) - the updated report indicates an Ecological 
Assessment was requested as part of the planning process. This survey reports the results of a 
daytime survey carried out in January 2023. The development will have negligible effect on 
protected species. A root protection zone for trees to the southwest of the site is required. 4 beech 
trees are to be removed to improve sightlines, and they were assessed for potential bat roosts, 
bird nests and squirrel dreys during the field survey. It recommends that the beech trees identified 
for removal should be checked for nesting birds and squirrel dreys before removal. A pre-removal 
bat survey is also advised as there may be dead wood, crack and splits in the trees, not visible 
from the ground and use of trees by wildlife can vary from year to year. It also recommends a 
number of biodiversity enhancement measures including building design to incorporate features 
to encourage nesting birds, such as swift boxes and crevices in wall heads. 
 
Transportation statement – assesses the suitability of the site transport infrastructure proposals, 
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the local road network and local transport infrastructure for the development and outlines the 
sustainable transport accessibility of the site.  
 
It indicates that the crematorium would have a seating capacity of 124, 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 (based on an average occupancy of 3 people per car), with an 
occasional maximum of 124 people arriving in 67 cars. 
 
The statement proposes to extend the existing 40mph speed limit to the south of the proposed 
development in order to achieve adequate visibility for the proposed site access junction and 
because there is insufficient forward visibility for a 60mph speed limit provided to existing traffic 
at the crest of the hill to the north of the proposed development. It indicates that the 4.5m x 120m 
visibility splays each side of the development required to meet the desired standard for a 40mph 
speed limit are achievable. The visibility splay works require the relocation of boundary walls 
within the site, to the north of the site (on the applicant’s land), and on land to the south of the site 
(on land outwith their control). The statement indicates that 4 trees and some shrubbery require 
to be removed from the woodland belt to the southwest of the site and suggests agreement with 
the adjacent landowner has been reached for these works. 
 
The statement indicates that: 
  

 coach parking is provided within the site layout:  

 a new bus layby and bus stop would be provided along the site frontage to allow the existing 
bus service which passes the site to safely stop.  

 there is one existing bus service which passes the site in each direction with 4 or 5 services 
in each direction linking the site to Arbroath bus station. 

 Shower facilities would be available for staff who wish to cycle. 

 There are currently no footpath or cycle links to the site, but a new footpath link will be provided 
along the site frontage and extending north to the existing telephone exchange, then a short 
length of new roadside footpath would be provided to connect to the existing footpath within 
Redford. 

 As a result of existing low traffic flows and low traffic impact on the surrounding road network 
and the proposed mitigation, it opines that there is no foreseeable reason for refusal of the 
proposal in terms of traffic impact or transport provision. 

 
Air Quality and Climate Change Assessment (November 2023) – this considers impacts of the 
proposed development on local air quality during construction and operation of the proposed 
development. It indicates that the impact of the development on air quality as a result of traffic 
movements would be insignificant. At all modelled human health receptors and locations where 
air quality objectives are applicable, no exceedances will be caused by the proposed crematorium 
and impacts would be negligible. Odour emissions would also be negligible and no further 
mitigation is required.  
 
It suggests that the crematorium would be electric, offering considerable carbon savings over 
using natural gas, and indicates that a high degree of electricity generated in Scotland is by 
renewable energy, and energy would also be generated by the solar panels on the roof of the 
building.  
 
In respect of transport emissions, it indicates that the location will require access by car for the 
greater part of journeys. It suggests that whilst the car fleet is only just beginning to transition to 
net zero capable vehicles, this is anticipated to be complete by the target date of net zero for 
2045. EV chargers would be provided within the site and a new bus stop, and two coach spaces 
could reduce the volume of car traffic to the location.      
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Consultations  
 
Angus Council - Roads – objects to the proposal on the basis the development is largely 
inaccessible by sustainable means of transport due to its rural location leading to a lack of 
comprehensive public transport services.  

Roads provided comments in respect of walking, public transport, access and circulation, speed 
restriction and parking provision. It indicates that due to the rural nature of the site, there are 
currently no footpath links to the site, and it is noted that the proposal incorporates a new footpath 
link towards Redford to the northeast. The proposed provision for cycle parking is adequate, but 
the cycle parking should be covered, lit and signed.  

There is currently one bus service (No. 36 Arbroath to Guthrie) that runs past the site with services 
from Arbroath that stop at Redford at 08:00, 12:30, 15:40 and 17:45 Monday to Saturday. There 
are return services from Redford to Arbroath Bus Station at 08:05, 09:13, 13:08, 15:45, 17:50. 
Roads notes that the proposal would incorporate a new bus layby and shelter along the site 
frontage but indicates that the lack of substantive public transport services to the site makes the 
proposed development ostensibly inaccessible by sustainable means of transport. 

In terms of the proposed vehicular access arrangements, it notes that the applicant’s transport 
statement proposes a reduction of the speed limit from 60mph to 40mph as a result of the visibility 
to the north of the proposed junction being restricted by a vertical crest in the carriageway, and to 
enable a reduced visibility sightline distance to be applied. Roads indicates that a reduced visibility 
sightline of 4.5m x 160m would be acceptable to the northeast in line with the Design Manual for 
Roads and Bridges, but it suggests that a reduction of the speed limit is not recommended. The 
proposed car parking provision, including provision of disabled parking, is acceptable. Additional 
provision for motorcycles (6 spaces) would be 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. Environmental health indicates that a PPC Permit would be required from SEPA, 
who would regulate emissions to air. 
 
Scottish Water, Community Council, and Roads (flooding/ drainage) – no comments were 
received from these parties at the time of report preparation. 
 
Representations 
 
21 representations were received with 16 raising objection, 1 offering support, and 4 providing 
general comment.  
 
The main points of concern were as follows: 
 

- Proposal is contrary to development plan policies; 
- Lack of accessibility by a range of transport modes (poor public transport links; lack of 

footpath and cycle connections); 
- Poor choice of location for crematorium; 
- Lack of need for a crematorium in this location; 
- Impacts on landscape and urbanisation of the countryside; 
- Inappropriate building design; 
- Impacts on trees, wildlife, protected species and biodiversity; 
- Loss of agricultural land; 
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- Issues associated with road safety, the capacity of the surrounding road network, 
substandard visibility at proposed access, the geometry of the road, risk of accidents, 
impacts on safety of existing traffic and pedestrians; 

- Deficiencies/ inaccuracies in supporting information; and 
- Lack of public consultation and engagement. 

 
Points in support were as follows: 
 

- Central location is Angus with good accessibility by road and on a bus route; 
- Would include path link to Redford; 
- Proposal has green credentials – electrical cremator and solar panels on roof; and 
- Proposal could help address funeral poverty. 

 
The general comments 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 
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 PV8 : Built and Cultural Heritage 
Policy PV9 : Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Development 
Policy PV15 : Drainage Infrastructure 
Policy PV20 : Soils and Geodiversity 
 
National Planning Framework 4 
 
Policy 1. Tackling the climate and nature crises 
Policy 2. Climate mitigation and adaptation 
Policy 3. Biodiversity 
Policy 4. Natural places 
Policy 5. Soils 
Policy 6. Forestry, woodland and trees 
Policy 7. Historic assets and places 
Policy 9. Brownfield, vacant and derelict land and empty buildings 
Policy 11. Energy 
Policy 13. Sustainable transport 
Policy 14. Design, quality and place 
Policy 15. Local living and 20 minute neighbourhoods 
Policy 18. Infrastructure first 
Policy 22. Flood risk and water management 
Policy 23. Health and safety 
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Policy 27. City, town, local and commercial centres 
Policy 29. Rural development 
 
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. 
 
In this case the development plan comprises: - 
 
- National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4) (Adopted 2023) 
- Angus Local Development Plan (ALDP) (Adopted 2016) 
 
The development plan policies relevant to the proposal are reproduced at Appendix 1 and have 
been taken into account in determining this planning application. 
 
The ALDP was adopted in September 2016 while NPF4 was adopted in February 2023. Planning 
legislation indicates that where there is any incompatibility between the provision of the national 
planning framework and the provision of a local development plan, whichever of them is the later 
in date is to prevail. 
 
There are no policies in either NPF4 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 siting of new community facilities, the general location of development, the 
safeguarding of greenfield land, the accessibility of the site, and rural employment are therefore 
relevant. Policies relating to the climate and nature crises, climate adaptation and mitigation, 
sustainable transport, design, the natural and built environment, amenity and infrastructure issues 
are also relevant. 
 
The main issue is whether the proposal would represent a suitable location for a crematorium, 
having regard to relevant development plan policy on the siting of new development and the 
availability of sustainable means of transport, and other material considerations including 
evidence of need for a crematorium in the area.  
 
The suitability of the proposed location 
 
In considering the suitability of the proposed crematorium location, the NPF4 spatial principles 
seek to (amongst other things) limit urban expansion so we can optimise the use of land to provide 
services and resources; encourage sustainable development in rural areas, recognising the need 
to grow and support urban and rural communities together.  
 
In respect of sustainable places, NPF4 indicates that ‘Scotland’s Climate Change Plan, backed 
by legislation, has set our approach to achieving net zero emissions by 2045, and we must make 
significant progress towards this by 2030 including by reducing car kilometres travelled by 20% 
by reducing the need to travel and promoting more sustainable transport’.  
  
NPF4 indicates that ‘meeting our climate ambition will require a rapid transformation across all 
sectors of our economy and society. This means ensuring the right development happens in the 
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right place. Every decision on our future development must contribute to making Scotland a more 
sustainable place. We will encourage low and zero carbon design and energy efficiency, 
development that is accessible by sustainable travel, and expansion of renewable energy 
generation’.  

 
NPF4 Policy 1 indicates that ‘when considering all development proposals significant weight will 
be given to the global climate and nature crises’. Policy 2 relates to climate mitigation and 
adaptation and the policy intent is to encourage, promote and facilitate development that 
minimises emissions and adapts to the current and future impacts of climate change. Policy 2 
requires development proposals to be sited and designed to minimise greenhouse gas emissions 
as far as possible; and to be sited and designed to adapt to current and future risks from climate 
change.  
 
Policy 5 relates to soils and indicates that development proposals will only be supported if they 
are (amongst other things) designed and constructed in accordance with the mitigation hierarchy 
by first avoiding and then minimising the amount of disturbance to soils on undeveloped land. 
Policy 9 indicates that ‘proposals on greenfield sites will not be supported unless the site has been 
allocated for development or the proposal is explicitly supported by policies in the LDP’.    
 
Policy 13 relates to sustainable transport. Its intent is to encourage, promote and facilitate 
developments that prioritise walking, wheeling, cycling and public transport for everyday travel 
and reduce the need to travel unsustainably. Policy 13(b) indicates development proposals will 
be supported where it can be demonstrated that the transport requirements generated have been 
considered in line with the sustainable travel and investment hierarchies. NPF4 confirms that the 
National Transport Strategy 2 Sustainable Travel Hierarchy should be used in decision making 
by promoting walking, wheeling, cycling, public transport and shared transport options in 
preference to single occupancy private car use for the movement of people. Policy 13(d) indicates 
that development proposals for significant travel generating uses will not be supported in locations 
which would increase reliance on the private car, taking into account the specific characteristics 
of the area.   
 
Policy 14 design, quality and place indicates that development proposals will be supported where 
they are consistent with the six qualities of successful places. Those qualities include (amongst 
other things) ‘connected’ – supporting well connected networks that make moving around easy 
and reduce car dependency. The policy indicates that ‘development proposals that are poorly 
designed, detrimental to the amenity of the surrounding area or inconsistent with the six qualities 
of successful places, will not be supported’. 
 
Policy 15 local living and 20-minute neighbourhoods seeks to ‘create connected and compact 
neighbourhoods where people can meet the majority of their daily needs within a reasonable 
distance of their home, preferably by walking, wheeling or cycling or using sustainable transport 
options’. Policy 27 city, town, local and commercial centres seeks to ensure that ‘development is 
directed to the most sustainable locations that are accessible by a range of sustainable transport 
modes and provide communities with easy access to the goods, services and recreational 
opportunities they need’. It requires proposals to be consistent with the town centre first approach 
and indicates that community uses which generate significant footfall will require a town centre 
first assessment which sequentially considers town centre and edge of centre options.   
 
Policy 29 rural development seeks to ensure that rural places are vibrant and sustainable and 
rural communities and businesses are supported. The policy offers support to proposals that 
contribute to the viability, sustainability and diversity of rural communities and local rural economy. 
It requires proposals to be ‘suitably scaled, sited and designed to be in keeping with the character 
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of the area’; and to ‘take into account the transport needs of the development as appropriate for 
the rural location’. 
 
In summary, NPF4 emphasises the need to site new development in locations which have good 
access for sustainable travel options, in locations which reduce greenhouse gas emissions as far 
as possible, in locations which reduce car kilometres, and in locations which reduce reliance on 
the private car. It limits the circumstances where the development of greenfield land is permitted 
to land allocated for development, or to where a proposal is explicitly supported by policies in the 
LDP. It requires significant weight to be given to the global climate and nature crises.  
 
ALDP Policy DS1 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 community 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. Policies 
TC17 and TC19 seek primarily to safeguard town centres, but also advocate a sequential 
approach to site selection which amongst other things gives preference to sites that are, or can 
be made accessible.   
 
In summary, the ALDP requires new community facilities to be accessible and also places 
emphasis on locating new development in locations which have good access for sustainable 
travel options. 
 
The application proposes a new 124 seat crematorium and memorial garden in the countryside 
to the south of the B961 Dundee to Friockheim public road around 800m to the southwest of the 
village of Redford. The site is remote from the main population centres in Angus and is 
approximately 8.5km from the centre of Arbroath, 13km from the centre of Forfar, and 20km from 
the centre of Montrose. The site is also around 20km from the centre of Dundee. 
 
Supporting information indicates that the site was chosen so that it would be within a 30-minute 
drive of the Angus towns and Dundee. It suggests that a crematorium requires a countryside 
location and refers to recommendations for new crematoria produced by the Federation of Burial 
and Crematorium Authorities (FBCA) including the recommendation that crematoria are sited at 
least 160m from the nearest dwelling. The supporting information indicates that a review of the 
settlement plans of the Angus towns has taken place, but there are no suitable opportunity sites 
or allocated residential or employment sites available or suitable to meet the requirement to 
provide a crematorium in peaceful location remote from housing.  
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Information submitted in support of the application indicates that the majority of traffic visiting the 
site would do so by private car. The transportation statement estimates that there would be 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 occasional maximum of 124 
people per cremation arriving in 67 cars). It indicates that these figures are based on an average 
occupancy of 3 people per car. The statement notes that there are currently no footpath links or 
dedicated cycling links to the site. Public transport options comprise a bus service between 
Arbroath and Redford. That bus provides a service from Arbroath 4 times per day; with return 
journeys from Redford to Arbroath 5 times per day. The transport statement proposes the 
formation of a bus stop and layby on the site frontage, the formation of a footpath to Redford, and 
provision for coach and cycle parking within the site. Reference is made in the planning addendum 
statement to the crematorium financing an additional morning bus service past the site and 
suggests that this could be secured by panning condition or planning obligation. It also suggests 
that private coach travel to services could be arranged by the crematorium.   
 
While development plan policy promotes a town centre first location for community facilities, a 
crematorium is not a use that immediately lends itself to a town centre location. However, it is a 
use where reasonably significant numbers of people will travel, and national and local policy seeks 
to direct such uses to locations where there is good accessibility by means other than private car. 
The FBCA ‘Recommendations on the Establishment of Crematoria’ (2019) document referenced 
by the applicant acknowledges that government policy advocates sustainable development and 
indicates that ‘there is a growing recognition that new crematoria will be built in a countryside 
location close to the urban fringe’. It recommends that ‘the site selected should be reasonably 
accessible by public transport’.     
 
Public transport options serving the site are extremely limited. There is currently a single morning 
bus link from Arbroath bus station which passes the site, leaving Arbroath at 07:30 (arriving 
around 08:00), which is an hour before the earliest cremation would take place. The next service 
from Arbroath is at 12:00 (passing the site around 12:30), and the final service during the 
proposed opening hours of the crematorium leaves Arbroath at 15:10 (passing the site around 
15:40). Return options to Arbroath from Redford are also limited. The first bus service passing the 
site during crematorium opening hours is at 09:13. The next service is 13:08 and there is a further 
service during opening hours at 15:45. Realistically, the 09:13 morning bus service is too early to 
benefit those who have attended ceremonies, which leaves two afternoon services to Arbroath 
during opening hours.  
 
There are no public transport services which provide direct access to the site from other burghs 
within Angus, or from Dundee. Those accessing the site by public transport from other Angus 
burghs or Dundee would have to first travel to Arbroath to connect to the limited bus service 
available from that location, which makes the service available both infrequent and inconvenient 
for the majority of those attending funerals or the memorial garden.   
 
The proposed footpath would enhance pedestrian connectivity between the crematorium and 
Redford. However, Redford is a small rural village with a small population. The vast majority of 
those attending ceremonies would not benefit from use of that footpath, and the majority would 
require to travel to the site via private car. As noted above, the site is remote from the main 
population centres in Angus and Dundee and there is no direct or convenient public transport 
connection from those locations, with the exception of a very limited service from Arbroath.   
 
The roads service has commented on the proposal in the context of the accessibility of the 
development by a choice of transport modes. They comment that the lack of substantive public 
transport services to the site makes the proposed development ostensibly inaccessible by 
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sustainable means of transport. The roads service objects to the proposal on that basis.  
 
The mitigation measures proposed (including the provision of an additional morning bus service 
from Arbroath, financed by the applicant) would not meaningfully address the limited and 
infrequent public transport connectivity of the site to the larger population centres it is intended to 
serve. It is unlikely that mourners from the other Angus burghs would be willing to embark on the 
multi-part journeys required for them to reach the crematorium for a service at a specific time, 
particularly where the one bus service which is available is so infrequent. This site is not well 
connected to public transport and is too remote from main population centres to allow meaningful 
accessibility for pedestrians or cyclists. Overall accessibility by means other than private car for a 
facility of this nature does not meet the policy objective for a new community facility to be 
accessible to those it would serve.  
 
The information submitted does not present evidence that a diligent assessment has been carried 
out of alternative sites within the Angus towns, or of sites on the urban fringe 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 demonstrate that 
there are no sequentially preferable options available that provide the required tranquillity and are 
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. Information published by government indicates that in 2022 around 22% 
of households in Angus and 38% of households in Dundee did not have access to a car and 
accessibility to the facility for a significant percentage of the population would be limited. The 
development would not help to reduce car kilometres travelled and has not been sited to minimise 
greenhouse gas emissions. The proposal involves the development of greenfield land in 
circumstances where the site is not allocated for the proposed use, and the development is not 
explicitly supported by policies in the ALDP which directs community facilities to accessible 
locations. A crematorium in this location would promote an unsustainable pattern of travel and 
development, contrary to the approach set out in NPF4 and the ALDP. 
 
Other development plan considerations 
 
The closest sensitive receptors to the site are houses at Tillyhoit Farm (The Bungalow and 
Tillyhoit), located around 300m southwest of the proposed crematorium building. There is an 
application currently being assessed for an additional house at Tillyhoit, but that house would be 
at least 250m from the application site. There are other houses to the east and west at a greater 
distance than Tillyhoit, and Carmyllie Hall is located around 130m to the southwest.  
 
The proposal would have some 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 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. Information submitted 
in support of the proposal also indicates that cremations would take place during the normal 
working day, and access at the weekend would be limited to those visiting the memorial garden.  
 
The air quality assessment information submitted indicates that the impacts from the development 
in respect of air quality and odour would not be unacceptable. The council's environmental health 
service has been consulted and has reviewed the air quality information submitted. It has offered 
no objection to the proposal subject to the attachment of a planning condition regulating noise 
levels from fixed plant and machinery. The development would require a permit from SEPA under 
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the Pollution Prevention and Control Regulations which would regulate air quality. Available 
information suggests that amenity issues in respect of air quality, noise, light pollution, odour or 
loss of privacy to residential property would not be significant and could 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 located on reasonably elevated landform, with surrounding land to the east, south 
and west at lower elevation (with rising land to the north). There is a strip of land which contains 
some mature trees to the immediate southwest of the site. The proposed building would be sited 
close to this feature, which could help to integrate the proposed building into the landscape. New 
planting within the site would be required to enhance the effectiveness of existing tree cover, and 
to provide a landscape framework for a site which is currently reasonably open, exposed and 
prominent in some views. The building is reasonably large in scale, but the use of lean to wings 
either side of the main hall would break up the massing, coupled with external materials which 
would be largely recessive in appearance (natural stone, natural slate, timber cladding). The 
proposed white render would be less effective in integrating the building into the landscape, but a 
more suitable external render colour could be secured by planning condition. The information 
submitted indicates that the stone dyke adjacent to the public road (both within the site, and on 
land within the visibility sightlines) would require to be repositioned and that dyke is of some value 
as a landscape feature. The ecology report also notes that the dyke has some biodiversity value. 
Planning conditions could be utilised to ensure it is appropriately positioned and reconstructed. It 
is considered that the siting and design of the proposed development would not give rise to 
unacceptable landscape or visual impacts subject to appropriate mitigation which could be 
secured by planning condition, recognising that it would take some time to become effective.  
 
The proposal would result in the loss of around 1.5ha of agricultural land. Available information 
indicates that the majority of land proposed for development is class 3.2 and is not prime quality 
agricultural land (a small section of the proposed footpath link to Redford falls on land classified 
as class 3.1 prime quality land). While there is no evidence to demonstrate that the loss of a 
comparatively small area of mostly sub-prime agricultural land would affect the viability of a farm 
unit, NPF4 is clear that the development of greenfield sites will not be supported unless the site 
has been allocated for development or the proposal is explicitly supported by policies in the LDP. 
As identified earlier in this report, the site is not allocated for development and there are no policies 
that explicitly support this type of development at this location.   
 
The land on which the development would be located is currently used for the growing of crops. 
The land is not subject of any natural heritage designation and is not close to any such 
designation. The ecological assessment and biodiversity statement indicate that the development 
would have a negligible effect on protected species. It identifies that 4 beech trees would require 
to be felled to provide visibility sightlines to the southwest, but suggests those trees were 
inspected for protected species and no evidence was found. The report recommends a minimum 
6m route protection zone for retained trees adjacent to the site, and the re-inspection of any trees 
to be felled for the presence of protected species prior to felling. It identifies biodiversity 
enhancement measures which could be implemented including native tree and shrub planting, 
the retention of drystone dykes, building design to encourage nesting birds, wildflower lawn mixes, 
and insect friendly flower beds. The impact of the removal of 4 beech trees from the adjacent land 
to improve junction sightlines could be mitigated over the longer term by new native tree planting 
within the site. Overall, the development would not result in any unacceptable impacts on natural 
heritage and planning conditions could be used to secure appropriate mitigation and biodiversity 
enhancement in the longer term. The site is not subject to any built or cultural heritage designation 
and is sufficiently remote from listed buildings and other cultural heritage features in the 
surrounding area to avoid any significant indirect impacts on those features.  
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The application is supported by a transportation statement which provides traffic count data for 
the B961 public road from 2019. It predicts existing peak hour traffic on the B961 road equates to 
approximately 56 cars travelling northeast, and 50 cars travelling southwest. It projects vehicle 
movements associated with the proposed development and predicts that based on expected 
usage of the crematorium, an average of 24 vehicles would enter the site per hour, and 24 vehicles 
would leave the site per hour. It anticipates that half of that traffic would travel to/from the 
northeast, and half to/from the southwest. The assessment indicates that the existing carriageway 
is lightly trafficked, and it therefore considers there to be no capacity issues at the proposed 
access.  
 
The speed limit on the public road adjacent to the site is currently 60mph. The existing vertical 
alignment of the public road to the northeast means that the recommended sightlines for a 60mph 
speed limit (4.5m x 215m) cannot be achieved in a northeasterly direction at the proposed access; 
and insufficient forward visibility would be available to existing traffic at the crest of the hill to the 
northeast of the development. The transportation statement proposes relocation of the existing 
40mph speed limit (currently around 480m northeast on approach to Redford) so that it 
encompasses the site frontage. This reduced speed limit is proposed to reduce the visibility 
sightline requirements at the proposed access to 4.5m x 120m. The transport statement indicates 
that the provision of visibility sightlines to the southwest would require the felling for 4 beech trees, 
the removal of some shrubbery, and the relocation of a length of the roadside stone wall on land 
not in the applicant’s control. The statement indicates that agreement has been reached with the 
adjacent landowner to relocate or remove these elements.       
 
The applicant’s transport statement asserts that, as a result of the existing low traffic flows and 
low traffic impact on the surrounding road network, together with the other mitigation measures 
proposed, there is no foreseeable reason for refusal of the proposal in terms of traffic impact or 
transport provision.  
 
The roads service has reviewed the information submitted by the applicant and has also 
considered public comment submitted relating to the methodology of the traffic assessment 
information submitted. The roads service indicates that a reduced visibility sightline of 4.5m x 
160m would be acceptable to the northeast of the proposed access, in line with The Design 
Manual for Roads and Bridges. In general terms the service is satisfied with the methodology 
used in the applicant’s analysis of road capacity, having regard to the low volumes of traffic using 
the public road. However, it suggests that a reduction of the speed limit is not recommended, 
commenting that speed limits should not be used to attempt to solve the problem of isolated 
hazards, such as a single road junction or reduced forward visibility. The roads service is satisfied 
that the proposed car parking provision, including provision of disabled parking, is acceptable but 
recommends additional provision for motorcycles (6 spaces) and improved arrangements for 
bicycles (covered, lit and signed bicycle parking). The provision of visibility sightlines would 
require works on land outside of the applicant’s control, but those works could be secured by 
negative suspensive condition(s) were the proposal otherwise acceptable. Roads has no 
objection to the proposal on the grounds of visibility sightlines or in relation to the capacity of the 
road network to accommodate the development, and its objection to the proposal relates to the 
inaccessibility of the by sustainable means of transport. 
 
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 could accommodate the required drainage infrastructure and Scottish Water has 
offered no objection to the proposal. 
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In summary, the proposal is compatible with some aspects of the development plan, but it does 
not comply with policies designed to ensure that development is sited to minimise greenhouse 
gas emissions as far as possible, 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 NPF4 and 
the ALDP. The proposal also involves the development of greenfield land in circumstances where 
the site is not allocated for development and the proposal is not explicitly supported by policies in 
the ALDP. On this basis the proposal is contrary to the development plan.  
 
Material considerations   
 
In terms of material considerations, it is relevant to have regard to additional matters raised in the 
applicant’s supporting information and to issues raised in support and objection to the proposal 
by third parties in so far as that has not been addressed above.  
 
The supporting information submitted on behalf of the applicant suggests that there is a need for 
a new crematorium. They suggest that the crematoriums in Dundee and at Friockheim are 
amongst the most expensive in Scotland and argue that additional crematorium facilities could 
help to address funeral poverty in the area by bringing down the cost. The statement opines that 
Angus Council Development Management Review Committee has accepted the need for a further 
crematorium in Angus in its deliberations relating to a crematorium proposal at Duntrune. The 
statement questions the deliverability of that proposal, which is currently subject to review.  
 
Objections to the application suggest there is no need for an additional crematorium in this 
location and indicate that local need is served by the existing crematorium at Friockheim, which 
is approximately 11km northeast of the site.  
 
The FBCA planning advice referenced by the applicant suggests that a business case for a new 
facility should consider the length and duration of journey and the availability of service times at 
existing neighbouring crematoria; it suggests that plans should take account of the proximity and 
capacity of neighbouring crematoria and where relevant, the future capacity of local cemeteries. 
It suggests that information should be obtained to establish the number of deaths in the area 
during the preceding five years which resulted in cremation being undertaken at existing 
crematoria, including any trends in terms of growth or decline in numbers.  
 
The type of business case promoted by the FBCA has not been provided to substantiate that 
there is a need for an additional crematorium in this location. The University of Dundee (July 2019) 
produced a report entitled Tackling Funeral Poverty in Dundee through Social Enterprise. That 
report provided 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.  
 
It is relevant to note that a new crematorium at Brewsterwells (6 miles south of St Andrews) 
became operational in June 2022 and that may provide some additional capacity to serve areas 
closer to Dundee. There is also a crematorium proposed at Duntrune, Angus which is currently 
subject to review/appeal (ref: 20/00830/FULL) and an application being considered within the 
Dundee City Council area for a crematorium by Camperdown, adjacent to the Kingsway (ref: 
24/00096/PPPM). If either or both of those developments comes forward, that would further 
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increase capacity.  
 
The information submitted by the applicant suggests that the proposed crematorium would charge 
a price closer to the national average and less than is charged at Friockheim or Dundee. It is 
suggested that this might help address funeral poverty. However, the cost of a cremation cannot 
be controlled through the planning system. Any benefit in addressing inequality must be balanced 
against the fact that the site does not benefit from good accessibility by means other than private 
car and over 22% of households in the area that the crematorium would serve do not have access 
to a car.   
 
Information submitted in support of the application indicates that the development is anticipated 
to create 50 full time jobs during the 12-18 month construction phase, and 4 full time jobs during 
the operational phase. It also suggests that the provision a crematorium would benefit local 
hospitality operators within the area who could provide function space for gatherings after 
services. 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 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 development plan policy requirements regarding the location of development and 
accessibility. 
 
Third parties raise concerns relating to traffic safety, public transport provision and the suitability 
of public roads in the area surrounding the site. One party suggests that the site has good 
accessibility and provides safe access. 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. 
The roads service does not object to the proposal on the basis of road capacity, junction sightlines 
or road safety; but it has objected because of the lack of substantive public transport services to 
the site making the proposed development ostensibly inaccessible by sustainable means of 
transport. 
 
The National Transport Strategy (2020) indicates that ‘transport accessibility will influence the 
location and design of future development. Transport will help planning and development and also 
ensure our communities are sustainable. We will continue to create a planning system that puts 
in place options that will discourage people from owning or using cars. They will be designed so 
that workers in, and visitors to, an area are attracted to public transport or active travel options 
ahead of private cars. The transport system will also help ensure that places are convenient to 
get to without having to use a car. Strong links with spatial planning, including the National 
Planning Framework and local development plans, will ensure we understand and address these 
challenges.’   
 
Comment has been submitted raising concern regarding adverse impacts of the proposed 
development on the landscape and environment of the area. Issues relating to landscape and 
environmental impacts are discussed in the policy assessment above. Having regard to the advice 
provided by consultation bodies and other relevant information, it is considered that these impacts 
could be adequately mitigated through the use of planning conditions. These impacts are not such 
that they would merit refusal of the application. The absence of unacceptable amenity or 
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environmental impact does not however justify setting aside development plan policy 
requirements regarding location of development and accessibility.   
 
In relation to criticisms of the methodology used in the supporting information submitted, having 
regard the advice provided by consultees, the information is considered adequate to allow a 
decision to be made.  
 
The proposal has been subject to publicity and consultation in accordance with the regulations.  
 
Conclusion 
 
This is a proposal for a new community facility in a location that is remote from the main population 
centres in Angus that would require those attending the facility to travel. The nature of the 
proposed location is such that persons attending cremations and the memorial garden are likely 
to be required to travel by private 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. As indicated above, in 2022 
22% of households in Angus and 38% of households in Dundee did not have access to a car. 
There are also those in the community that want to exercise the ability to use sustainable means 
of transport.  
 
Development plan policy indicates that community uses 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 transport is poor. NPF4 indicates that every 
decision on our future development must contribute to making Scotland a more sustainable place. 
It seeks to reduce car kilometres travelled, to site development such that it minimises greenhouse 
gas emissions as far as possible, and it promotes development that is accessible by sustainable 
travel. This proposal is not in a location that would meet those requirements and it is a 
development which would not contribute to making Scotland a more sustainable place. 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 rather 
than reduce car kilometres travelled.  
 
While the proposal is compatible with some aspects of development plan policy, it is not consistent 
with those policies which seek to ensure new community facilities are accessible by a choice of 
sustainable transport modes, reduce reliance upon the private car, and help to address the climate 
crisis. 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. The proposal 
involves the development of greenfield land in circumstances where the site is not allocated for 
development and the development is not explicitly supported by policies of the ALDP. The 
proposal is contrary to NPF4 and the ALDP, primarily for reasons related to poor 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 who 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 
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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 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 and would result in an unsustainable pattern of travel and development. 
It has not been sited to minimise greenhouse gas emissions, The proposal is therefore 
contrary to National Planning Framework 4 policies 1, 2, 13, 14, 29 and Angus Local 
Development Plan policies DS2, DS3 and TC8.  

 
2. The application is contrary to National Planning Framework 4 Policy 9(b) because it 

proposes the development of a greenfield site in circumstances where the site is not 
allocated for development and the proposal is not explicitly supported by policies in the 
Angus Local Development Plan (2016).    

 
3. 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. 

 
 
Notes: 
 
Case Officer: Ed Taylor 
Date:  30 April 2024 
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Appendix 1 - Development Plan Policies  
 
NPF4 – national planning policies 
 
Policy 1 Tackling the climate and nature crises 
When considering all development proposals significant weight will be given to the global climate 
and nature crises. 
 
Policy 2 Climate mitigation and adaptation 
a) Development proposals will be sited and designed to minimise lifecycle greenhouse gas 
emissions as far as possible. 
b) Development proposals will be sited and designed to adapt to current and future risks from 
climate change. 
c) Development proposals to retrofit measures to existing developments that reduce 
emissions or support adaptation to climate change will be supported. 
 
Policy 3 Biodiversity 
a) Development proposals will contribute to the enhancement of biodiversity, including where 
relevant, restoring degraded habitats and building and strengthening nature networks and the 
connections between them. Proposals should also integrate nature-based solutions, where 
possible. 
 
b) Development proposals for national or major development, or for development that 
requires an Environmental Impact Assessment will only be supported where it can be 
demonstrated that the proposal will conserve, restore and enhance biodiversity, including nature 
networks so they are in a demonstrably better state than without intervention. This will include 
future management. To inform this, best practice assessment methods should be used. Proposals 
within these categories will demonstrate how they have met all of the following criteria:  
i. the proposal is based on an understanding of the existing characteristics of the site and 
its local, regional and national ecological context prior to development, including the presence of 
any irreplaceable habitats; 
ii. wherever feasible, nature-based solutions have been integrated and made best use of; 
iii. an assessment of potential negative effects which should be fully mitigated in line with the 
mitigation hierarchy prior to identifying enhancements; 
iv. significant biodiversity enhancements are provided, in addition to any proposed mitigation. 
This should include nature networks, linking to and strengthening habitat connectivity within and 
beyond the development, secured within a reasonable timescale and with reasonable certainty. 
Management arrangements for their long- term retention and monitoring should be included, 
wherever appropriate; and 
v. local community benefits of the biodiversity and/or nature networks have been considered. 
 
c) Proposals for local development will include appropriate measures to conserve, restore 
and enhance biodiversity, in accordance with national and local guidance. Measures should be 
proportionate to the nature and scale of development. Applications for individual householder 
development, or which fall within scope of (b) above, are excluded from this requirement. 
 
d) Any potential adverse impacts, including cumulative impacts, of development proposals 
on biodiversity, nature networks and the natural environment will be minimised through careful 
planning and design. This will take into account the need to reverse biodiversity loss, safeguard 
the ecosystem services that the natural environment provides, and build resilience by enhancing 
nature networks and maximising the potential for restoration. 
 
Policy 4 Natural places 
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a) Development proposals which by virtue of type, location or scale will have an unacceptable 
impact on the natural environment, will not be supported. 
 
b) Development proposals that are likely to have a significant effect on an existing or proposed 
European site (Special Area of Conservation or Special Protection Areas) and are not directly 
connected with or necessary to their conservation management are required to be subject to an 
"appropriate assessment" of the implications for the conservation objectives. 
  
c) Development proposals that will affect a National Park, National Scenic Area, Site of Special 
Scientific Interest or a National Nature Reserve will only be supported where: 
i. The objectives of designation and the overall integrity of the areas will not be compromised; or 
ii. Any significant adverse effects on the qualities for which the area has been designated are 
clearly outweighed by social, environmental or economic benefits of national importance. 
 
All Ramsar sites are also European sites and/ or Sites of Special Scientific Interest and 
are extended protection under the relevant statutory regimes. 
 
d) Development proposals that affect a site designated as a local nature conservation site or 
landscape area in the LDP will only be supported where: 
i. Development will not have significant adverse effects on the integrity of the area or the qualities 
for which it has been identified; or 
ii. Any significant adverse effects on the integrity of the area are clearly outweighed by social, 
environmental or economic benefits of at least local importance. 
 
e) The precautionary principle will be applied in accordance with relevant legislation and Scottish 
Government guidance. 
 
f) Development proposals that are likely to have an adverse effect on species protected by 
legislation will only be supported where the proposal meets the relevant statutory tests. If there is 
reasonable evidence to suggest that a protected species is present on a site or   may be affected 
by a proposed development, steps must be taken to establish its presence. The level of protection 
required by legislation must be factored into the planning and design of development, and 
potential impacts must be fully considered prior to the determination of any application. 
  
g) Development proposals in areas identified as wild land in the Nature Scot Wild Land Areas 
map will only be supported where the proposal: 
i) will support meeting renewable energy targets; or, 
ii) is for small scale development directly linked to a rural business or croft, or is required to support 
a fragile community in a rural area. 
 
All such proposals must be accompanied by a wild land impact assessment which sets out how 
design, siting, or other mitigation measures have been and will be used to minimise significant 
impacts on the qualities of the wild land, as well as any management and monitoring 
arrangements where appropriate. Buffer zones around wild land will not be applied, and effects 
of development outwith wild land areas will not be a significant consideration. 
 
Policy 5 Soils 
a) Development proposals will only be supported if they are designed and constructed: 
i. In accordance with the mitigation hierarchy by first avoiding and then minimising the 
amount of disturbance to soils on undeveloped land; and 
ii. In a manner that protects soil from damage including from compaction and erosion, and 
that minimises soil sealing. 
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b) Development proposals on prime agricultural land, or land of lesser quality that is culturally 
or locally important for primary use, as identified by the LDP, will only be supported where it is for: 
i. Essential infrastructure and there is a specific locational need and no other suitable site; 
ii. Small-scale development directly linked to a rural business, farm or croft or for essential 
workers for the rural business to be able to live onsite; 
iii. The development of production and processing facilities associated with the land produce 
where no other local site is suitable; 
iv. The generation of energy from renewable sources or the extraction of minerals and there 
is secure provision for restoration; and 
 
In all of the above exceptions, the layout and design of the proposal minimises the amount of 
protected land that is required. 
 
c) Development proposals on peatland, carbon- rich soils and priority peatland habitat will 
only be supported for: 
i. Essential infrastructure and there is a specific locational need and no other suitable site; 
ii. The generation of energy from renewable sources that optimises the contribution of the 
area to greenhouse gas emissions reductions targets; 
iii. Small-scale development directly linked to a rural business, farm or croft; 
iv. Supporting a fragile community in a rural or island area; or 
v. Restoration of peatland habitats. 
 
d) Where development on peatland, carbon-rich soils or priority peatland habitat is proposed, 
a detailed site specific assessment will be required to identify: 
i. the baseline depth, habitat condition, quality and stability of carbon rich soils; 
ii. the likely effects of the development on peatland, including on soil disturbance; and 
iii. the likely net effects of the development on climate emissions and loss of carbon. 
 
This assessment should inform careful project design and ensure, in accordance with relevant 
guidance and the mitigation hierarchy, that adverse impacts are first avoided and then minimised 
through best practice. A peat management plan will be required to demonstrate that this approach 
has been followed, alongside other appropriate plans required for restoring and/ or enhancing the 
site into a functioning peatland system capable of achieving carbon sequestration. 
 
e) Development proposals for new commercial peat extraction, including extensions to 
existing sites, will only be supported where: 
i. the extracted peat is supporting the Scottish whisky industry; 
ii. there is no reasonable substitute; 
iii. the area of extraction is the minimum necessary and the proposal retains an in-situ 
residual depth of part of at least 1 metre across the whole site, including 
iv. the time period for extraction is the minimum necessary; and 
v. there is an agreed comprehensive site restoration plan which will progressively restore, 
over a reasonable timescale, the area of extraction to a functioning peatland system capable of 
achieving carbon sequestration. 
 
Policy 6 Forestry, woodland and trees 
a) Development proposals that enhance, expand and improve woodland and tree cover will 
be supported.  
  
b) Development proposals will not be supported where they will result in: 
i. Any loss of ancient woodlands, ancient and veteran trees, or adverse impact on their 
ecological condition;   
ii. Adverse impacts on native woodlands, hedgerows and individual trees of high biodiversity 
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value, or identified for protection in the Forestry and Woodland Strategy; 
iii. Fragmenting or severing woodland habitats, unless appropriate mitigation measures are 
identified and implemented in line with the mitigation hierarchy; 
iv. Conflict with Restocking Direction, Remedial Notice or Registered Notice to Comply 
issued by Scottish Forestry. 
  
c) Development proposals involving woodland removal will only be supported where they will 
achieve significant and clearly defined additional public benefits in accordance with relevant 
Scottish Government policy on woodland removal. Where woodland is removed, compensatory 
planting will most likely be expected to be delivered. 
 
d) Development proposals on sites which include an area of existing woodland or land 
identified in the Forestry and Woodland Strategy as being suitable for woodland creation will only 
be supported where the enhancement and improvement of woodlands and the planting of new 
trees on the site (in accordance with the Forestry and Woodland Strategy) are integrated into the 
design. 
 
Policy 7 Historic assets and places 
a) Development proposals with a potentially significant impact on historic assets or places 
will be accompanied by an assessment which is based on an understanding of the cultural 
significance of the historic asset and/or place. The assessment should identify the likely visual or 
physical impact of any proposals for change, including cumulative effects and provide a sound 
basis for managing the impacts of change. 
 
Proposals should also be informed by national policy and guidance on managing change in the 
historic environment, and information held within Historic Environment Records. 
  
b) Development proposals for the demolition of listed buildings will not be supported unless 
it has been demonstrated that there are exceptional circumstances and that all reasonable efforts 
have been made to retain, reuse and/or adapt the listed building. Considerations include whether 
the: 
i. building is no longer of special interest; 
ii. building is incapable of physical repair and re-use as verified through a detailed structural 
condition survey report; 
iii. repair of the building is not economically viable and there has been adequate marketing 
for existing and/or new uses at a price reflecting its location and condition for a reasonable period 
to attract interest from potential restoring purchasers; or 
iv. demolition of the building is essential to delivering significant benefits to economic growth 
or the wider community. 
 
c) Development proposals for the reuse, alteration or extension of a listed building will only 
be supported where they will preserve its character, special architectural or historic interest and 
setting. Development proposals affecting the setting of a listed building should preserve its 
character, and its special architectural or historic interest. 
 
d) Development proposals in or affecting conservation areas will only be supported where 
the character and appearance of the conservation area and its setting is preserved or enhanced. 
Relevant considerations include the: 
i. architectural and historic character of the area; 
ii. existing density, built form and layout; and 
iii. context and siting, quality of design and suitable materials. 
 
e) Development proposals in conservation areas will ensure that existing natural and built 
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features which contribute to the character of the conservation area and its setting, including 
structures, boundary walls, railings, trees and hedges, are retained. 
 
f) Demolition of buildings in a conservation area which make a positive contribution to its 
character will only be supported where it has been demonstrated that: 
i. reasonable efforts have been made to retain, repair and reuse the building; 
ii. the building is of little townscape value; 
iii. the structural condition of the building prevents its retention at a reasonable cost; or 
iv. the form or location of the building makes its reuse extremely difficult. 
 
g) Where demolition within a conservation area is to be followed by redevelopment, consent 
to demolish will only be supported when an acceptable design, layout and materials are being 
used for the replacement development. 
 
h) Development proposals affecting scheduled monuments will only be supported where: 
i. direct impacts on the scheduled monument are avoided; 
ii. significant adverse impacts on the integrity of the setting of a scheduled monument are 
avoided; or 
iii. exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated to justify the impact on a scheduled 
monument and its setting and impacts on the monument or its setting have been minimised. 
 
i) Development proposals affecting nationally important Gardens and Designed Landscapes 
will be supported where they protect, preserve or enhance their cultural significance, character 
and integrity and where proposals will not significantly impact on important views to, from and 
within the site, or its setting. 
 
j) Development proposals affecting nationally important Historic Battlefields will only be 
supported where they protect and, where appropriate, enhance their cultural significance, key 
landscape characteristics, physical remains and special qualities. 
 
k) Development proposals at the coast edge or that extend offshore will only be supported 
where proposals do not significantly hinder the preservation objectives of Historic Marine 
Protected Areas. 
 
l) Development proposals affecting a World Heritage Site or its setting will only be supported 
where their Outstanding Universal Value is protected and preserved. 
 
m) Development proposals which sensitively repair, enhance and bring historic buildings, as 
identified as being at risk locally or on the national Buildings at Risk Register, back into beneficial 
use will be supported. 
 
n) Enabling development for historic environment assets or places that would otherwise be 
unacceptable in planning terms, will only be supported when it has been demonstrated that the 
enabling development proposed is: 
i. essential to secure the future of an historic environment asset or place which is at risk of 
serious deterioration or loss; and 
ii. the minimum necessary to secure the restoration, adaptation and long-term future of the 
historic environment asset or place. 
 
The beneficial outcomes for the historic environment asset or place should be secured early in 
the phasing of the development, and will be ensured through the use of conditions and/or legal 
agreements. 
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o) Non-designated historic environment assets, places and their setting should be protected 
and preserved in situ wherever feasible. Where there is potential for non-designated buried 
archaeological remains to exist below a site, developers will provide an evaluation of the 
archaeological resource at an early stage so that planning authorities can assess impacts. Historic 
buildings may also have archaeological significance which is not understood and may require 
assessment. 
 
Where impacts cannot be avoided they should be minimised. Where it has been demonstrated 
that avoidance or retention is not possible, excavation, recording, analysis, archiving, publication 
and activities to provide public benefit may be required through the use of conditions or 
legal/planning obligations. 
 
When new archaeological discoveries are made during the course of development works, they 
must be reported to the planning authority to enable agreement on appropriate inspection, 
recording and mitigation measures. 
 
Policy 9 Brownfield, vacant and derelict land and empty buildings 
a) Development proposals that will result in the sustainable reuse of brownfield land including 
vacant and derelict land and buildings, whether permanent or temporary, will be supported. In 
determining whether the reuse is sustainable, the biodiversity value of brownfield land which has 
naturalised should be taken into account. 
b) Proposals on greenfield sites will not be supported unless the site has been allocated for 
development or the proposal is explicitly supported by policies in the LDP. 
c) Where land is known or suspected to be unstable or contaminated, development 
proposals will demonstrate that the land is, or can be made, safe and suitable for the proposed 
new use. 
d) Development proposals for the reuse of existing buildings will be supported, taking into 
account their suitability for conversion to other uses. Given the need to conserve 
embodied energy, demolition will be regarded as the least preferred option. 
  
Policy 11 Energy 
a) Development proposals for all forms of renewable, low-carbon and zero emissions 
technologies will be supported. These include: 
i. wind farms including repowering, extending, expanding and extending the life of existing 
wind farms; 
ii. enabling works, such as grid transmission and distribution infrastructure; 
iii. energy storage, such as battery storage and pumped storage hydro; 
iv. small scale renewable energy generation technology; 
v. solar arrays; 
vi. proposals associated with negative emissions technologies and carbon capture; and 
vii. proposals including co-location of these technologies. 
 
b) Development proposals for wind farms in National Parks and National Scenic Areas will 
not be supported. 
  
c) Development proposals will only be supported where they maximise net economic impact, 
including local and community socio-economic benefits such as employment, associated 
business and supply chain opportunities. 
 
d) Development proposals that impact on international or national designations will be 
assessed in relation to Policy 4. 
 
e) In addition, project design and mitigation will demonstrate how the following impacts are 
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addressed: 
i. impacts on communities and individual dwellings, including, residential amenity, visual 
impact, noise and shadow flicker; 
ii. significant landscape and visual impacts, recognising that such impacts are to be expected 
for some forms of renewable energy. Where impacts are localised and/ or appropriate design 
mitigation has been applied, they will generally be considered to be acceptable; 
iii. public access, including impact on long distance walking and cycling routes and scenic 
routes; 
iv. impacts on aviation and defence interests including seismological recording; 
v. impacts on telecommunications and broadcasting installations, particularly ensuring that 
transmission links are not compromised; 
vi. impacts on road traffic and on adjacent trunk roads, including during construction; 
vii. impacts on historic environment; 
viii. effects on hydrology, the water environment and flood risk; 
ix. biodiversity including impacts on birds; 
x. impacts on trees, woods and forests; 
xi. proposals for the decommissioning of developments, including ancillary infrastructure, and 
site restoration; 
xii. the quality of site restoration plans including the measures in place to safeguard or 
guarantee availability of finances to effectively implement those plans; and 
xiii. cumulative impacts. 
  
In considering these impacts, significant weight will be placed on the contribution of the proposal 
to renewable energy generation targets and on greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets.  
 
Grid capacity should not constrain renewable energy development. It is for developers to agree 
connections to the grid with the relevant network operator. In the case of proposals 
for grid infrastructure, consideration should be given to underground connections where possible. 
 
f) Consents for development proposals may be time-limited. Areas identified for wind farms 
are, however, expected to be suitable for use in perpetuity.  
 
Policy 13 Sustainable transport 
a) Proposals to improve, enhance or provide active travel infrastructure, public transport 
infrastructure or multi-modal hubs will be supported. This includes proposals: 
i. for electric vehicle charging infrastructure and electric vehicle forecourts, especially where 
fuelled by renewable energy. 
ii. which support a mode shift of freight from road to more sustainable modes, including last-
mile delivery. 
iii. that build in resilience to the effects of climate change and where appropriate incorporate 
blue and green infrastructure and nature rich habitats (such as natural planting or water systems). 
 
b) Development proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated that the transport 
requirements generated have been considered in line with the sustainable travel and investment 
hierarchies and where appropriate they: 
i. Provide direct, easy, segregated and safe links to local facilities via walking, wheeling and 
cycling networks before occupation; 
ii. Will be accessible by public transport, ideally supporting the use of existing services; 
iii. Integrate transport modes; 
iv. Provide low or zero-emission vehicle and cycle charging points in safe and convenient 
locations, in alignment with building standards; 
v. Supply safe, secure and convenient cycle parking to meet the needs of users and which 
is more conveniently located than car parking; 

AC1



vi. Are designed to incorporate safety measures including safe crossings for walking and 
wheeling and reducing the number and speed of vehicles; 
 vii. Have taken into account, at the earliest stage of design, the transport needs of diverse 
groups including users with protected characteristics to ensure the safety, ease and needs of all 
users; and 
viii. Adequately mitigate any impact on local public access routes. 
 
c) Where a development proposal will generate a significant increase in the number of 
person trips, a transport assessment will be required to be undertaken in accordance with the 
relevant guidance. 
 
d) Development proposals for significant travel generating uses will not be supported in 
locations which would increase reliance on the private car, taking into account the specific 
characteristics of the area. 
 
e) Development proposals which are ambitious in terms of low/no car parking will be 
supported, particularly in urban locations that are well-served by sustainable transport modes and 
where they do not create barriers to access by disabled people. 
 
f) Development proposals for significant travel generating uses, or smaller-scale 
developments where it is important to monitor travel patterns resulting from the development, will 
only be supported if they are accompanied by a Travel Plan with supporting planning 
conditions/obligations. Travel plans should set out clear arrangements for delivering against 
targets, as well as monitoring and evaluation. 
 
g) Development proposals that have the potential to affect the operation and safety of the 
Strategic Transport Network will be fully assessed to determine their impact. Where it has been 
demonstrated that existing infrastructure does not have the capacity to accommodate a 
development without adverse impacts on safety or unacceptable impacts on operational 
performance, the cost of the mitigation measures required to ensure the continued safe and 
effective operation of the network should be met by the developer. 
 
While new junctions on trunk roads are not normally acceptable, the case for a new junction will 
be considered by Transport Scotland where significant economic or regeneration benefits can be 
demonstrated. New junctions will only be considered if they are designed in accordance with 
relevant guidance and where there will be no adverse impact on road safety or operational 
performance. 
 
Policy 14 Design, quality and place 
a) Development proposals will be designed to improve the quality of an area whether in urban 
or rural locations and regardless of scale. 
 
b) Development proposals will be supported where they are consistent with the six qualities 
of successful places: 
 
Healthy: Supporting the prioritisation of women's safety and improving physical and mental health. 
 
Pleasant: Supporting attractive natural and built spaces. 
 
Connected: Supporting well connected networks that make moving around easy and reduce car 
dependency 
 
Distinctive: Supporting attention to detail of local architectural styles and natural landscapes to be 
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interpreted, literally or creatively, into designs to reinforce identity. 
 
Sustainable: Supporting the efficient use of resources that will allow people to live, play, work and 
stay in their area, ensuring climate resilience, and integrating nature positive, biodiversity 
solutions. 
 
Adaptable: Supporting commitment to investing in the long-term value of buildings, streets and 
spaces by allowing for flexibility so that they can be changed quickly to accommodate different 
uses as well as maintained over time. 
 
Further details on delivering the six qualities of successful places are set out in Annex D. 
 
c) Development proposals that are poorly designed, detrimental to the amenity of the 
surrounding area or inconsistent with the six qualities of successful places, will not be supported. 
 
Policy 15 Local living and 20 minute neighbourhoods 
a) Development proposals will contribute to local living including, where relevant, 20 minute 
neighbourhoods. To establish this, consideration will be given to existing settlement pattern, and 
the level and quality of interconnectivity of the proposed development with the surrounding area, 
including local access to: 
 
o sustainable modes of transport including local public transport and safe, high quality 
walking, wheeling and cycling networks; 
o employment; 
o shopping; 
o health and social care facilities; 
o childcare, schools and lifelong learning opportunities; 
o playgrounds and informal play opportunities, parks, green streets and spaces, community 
gardens, opportunities for food growth and allotments, sport and recreation facilities; 
o publicly accessible toilets; 
o affordable and accessible housing options, ability to age in place and housing diversity. 
 
Policy 18 Infrastructure first 
a) Development proposals which provide (or contribute to) infrastructure in line with that 
identified as necessary in LDPs and their delivery programmes will be supported. 
 
b) The impacts of development proposals on infrastructure should be mitigated. 
Development proposals will only be supported where it can be demonstrated that provision is 
made to address the impacts on infrastructure. Where planning conditions, planning obligations, 
or other legal agreements are to be used, the relevant tests will apply. 
 
Where planning obligations are entered into, they should meet the following tests: 
- be necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms 
- serve a planning purpose 
- relate to the impacts of the proposed development 
- fairly and reasonably relate in scale and kind to the proposed development 
- be reasonable in all other respects 
 
Planning conditions should only be imposed where they meet all of the following tests. They 
should be: 
- necessary 
- relevant to planning 
- relevant to the development to be permitted 
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- enforceable 
- precise 
- reasonable in all other respects 
 
Policy 22 Flood risk and water management 
a) Development proposals at risk of flooding or in a flood risk area will only be supported if 
they are for: 
i. essential infrastructure where the location is required for operational reasons; 
ii. water compatible uses; 
iii. redevelopment of an existing building or site for an equal or less vulnerable use; or. 
iv. redevelopment of previously used sites in built up areas where the LDP has identified a 
need to bring these into positive use and where proposals demonstrate that long- term safety and 
resilience can be secured in accordance with relevant SEPA advice. 
 
The protection offered by an existing formal flood protection scheme or one under construction 
can be taken into account when determining flood risk. 
 
In such cases, it will be demonstrated by the applicant that: 
o all risks of flooding are understood and addressed; 
o there is no reduction in floodplain capacity, increased risk for others, or a need for future 
flood protection schemes; 
o the development remains safe and operational during floods; 
o flood resistant and resilient materials and construction methods are used; and 
o future adaptations can be made to accommodate the effects of climate change. 
 
Additionally, for development proposals meeting criteria part iv), where flood risk is managed at 
the site rather than avoided these will also require: 
o the first occupied/utilised floor, and the underside of the development if relevant, to be 
above the flood risk level and have an additional allowance for freeboard; and 
o that the proposal does not create an island of development and that safe access/ egress 
can be achieved. 
  
b) Small scale extensions and alterations to existing buildings will only be supported where 
they will not significantly increase flood risk. 
 
c) Development proposals will: 
i. not increase the risk of surface water flooding to others, or itself be at risk. 
ii. manage all rain and surface water through sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS), 
which should form part of and integrate with proposed and existing blue- green infrastructure. All 
proposals should presume no surface water connection to the combined sewer;  
iii. seek to minimise the area of impermeable surface. 
 
d) Development proposals will be supported if they can be connected to the public water 
mains. If connection is not feasible, the applicant will need to demonstrate that water for drinking 
water purposes will be sourced from a sustainable water source that is resilient to periods of water 
scarcity. 
 
e) Development proposals which create, expand or enhance opportunities for natural flood 
risk management, including blue and green infrastructure, will be supported. 
 
Policy 23 Health and safety 
a) Development proposals that will have positive effects on health will be supported. This 
could include, for example, proposals that incorporate opportunities for exercise, community food 
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growing or allotments. 
  
b) Development proposals which are likely to have a significant adverse effect on health will 
not be supported. A Health Impact Assessment may be required. 
 
c) Development proposals for health and social care facilities and infrastructure will be 
supported. 
 
d) Development proposals that are likely to have significant adverse effects on air quality will 
not be supported. Development proposals will consider opportunities to improve air quality and 
reduce exposure to poor air quality. An air quality assessment may be required where the nature 
of the proposal or the air quality in the location suggest significant effects are likely. 
 
e) Development proposals that are likely to raise unacceptable noise issues will not be 
supported. The agent of change principle applies to noise sensitive development. A Noise Impact 
Assessment may be required where the nature of the proposal or its location suggests that 
significant effects are likely. 
 
f) Development proposals will be designed to take into account suicide risk. 
 
g) Development proposals within the vicinity of a major accident hazard site or major accident 
hazard pipeline (because of the presence of toxic, highly reactive, explosive or inflammable 
substances) will consider the associated risks and potential impacts of the proposal and the major 
accident hazard site/pipeline of being located in proximity to one another. 
 
h) Applications for hazardous substances consent will consider the likely potential impacts 
on surrounding populations and the environment. 
 
i) Any advice from Health and Safety Executive, the Office of Nuclear Regulation or the 
Scottish Environment Protection Agency that planning permission or hazardous substances 
consent should be refused, or conditions to be attached to a grant of consent, should not be 
overridden by the decision maker without the most careful consideration. 
 
j) Similar considerations apply in respect of development proposals either for or near 
licensed explosive sites (including military explosive storage sites). 
 
Policy 27 City, town, local and commercial centres 
a) Development proposals that enhance and improve the vitality and viability of city, town 
and local centres, including proposals that increase the mix of uses, will be supported. 
 
b) Development proposals will be consistent with the town centre first approach. Proposals 
for uses which will generate significant footfall, including commercial, leisure, offices, community, 
sport and cultural facilities, public buildings such as libraries, education and healthcare facilities, 
and public spaces: 
i. will be supported in existing city, town and local centres, and 
ii. will not be supported outwith those centres unless a town centre first assessment 
demonstrates that: 
o all centre and edge of centre options have been sequentially assessed and discounted as 
unsuitable or unavailable; 
o the scale of development cannot reasonably be altered or reduced in scale to allow it to 
be accommodated in a centre; and 
o the impacts on existing centres have been thoroughly assessed and there will be no 
significant adverse effect on the vitality and viability of the centres. 
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c) Development proposals for non-retail uses will not be supported if further provision of 
these services will undermine the character and amenity of the area or the health and wellbeing 
of communities, particularly in disadvantaged areas. These uses include: 
i. Hot food takeaways, including permanently sited vans; 
ii. Betting offices; and 
iii. High interest money lending premises. 
 
d) Drive-through developments will only be supported where they are specifically supported 
in the LDP. 
 
Town centre living 
 
e) Development proposals for residential development within city/town centres will be 
supported, including: 
i. New build residential development. 
ii. The re-use of a vacant building within city/ town centres where it can be demonstrated that 
the existing use is no longer viable and the proposed change of use adds to viability and vitality 
of the area. 
iii. The conversion, or reuse of vacant upper floors of properties within city/town centres for 
residential. 
 
f) Development proposals for residential use at ground floor level within city/town centres 
will only be supported where the proposal will: 
i. retain an attractive and appropriate frontage; 
ii. not adversely affect the vitality and viability of a shopping area or the wider centre; and 
iii. not result in an undesirable concentration of uses, or 'dead frontages'. 
 
g) Development proposals for city or town centre living will take into account the residential 
amenity of the proposal. This must be clearly demonstrated where the proposed development is 
in the same built structure as: 
i. a hot food premises, live music venue, amusement arcade/centre, casino or licensed 
premises (with the exception of hotels, restaurants, cafés or off licences); and/or 
ii. there is a common or shared access with licenced premises or other use likely to be 
detrimental to residential amenity. 
 
Policy 29 Rural development 
a) Development proposals that contribute to the viability, sustainability and diversity of rural 
communities and local rural economy will be supported, including: 
i. farms, crofts, woodland crofts or other land use businesses, where use of good quality 
land for development is minimised and business viability is not adversely affected; 
ii. diversification of existing businesses; 
iii. production and processing facilities for local produce and materials, for example sawmills, 
or local food production; 
iv. essential community services; 
v. essential infrastructure; 
vi. reuse of a redundant or unused building; 
vii. appropriate use of a historic environment asset or is appropriate enabling development to 
secure the future of historic environment assets; 
viii. reuse of brownfield land where a return to a natural state has not or will not happen without 
intervention; 
ix. small scale developments that support new ways of working such as remote working, 
homeworking and community hubs; or 
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x. improvement or restoration of the natural environment. 
 
b) Development proposals in rural areas should be suitably scaled, sited and designed 
to be in keeping with the character of the area. They should also consider how the development 
will contribute towards local living and take into account the transport needs of the development 
as appropriate for the rural location. 
 
c) Development proposals in remote rural areas, where new development can often help to 
sustain fragile communities, will be supported where the proposal: 
i. will support local employment; 
ii. supports and sustains existing communities, for example through provision of digital 
infrastructure; and 
iii. is suitable in terms of location, access, siting, design and environmental impact. 
 
d) Development proposals that support the resettlement of previously inhabited areas will be 
supported where the proposal: 
i. is in an area identified in the LDP as suitable for resettlement; 
ii. is designed to a high standard; 
iii. responds to their rural location; and 
iv. is designed to minimise greenhouse gas emissions as far as possible. 
 
 
Angus Local Development Plan 2016 
 
Policy DS1 : Development Boundaries and Priorities 
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 
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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 
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 
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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 
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. 
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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: 

 
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 
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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: 
 
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: 
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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 
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 PV8 : Built and Cultural Heritage 
Angus Council will work with partner agencies and developers to protect and enhance areas 
designated for their built and cultural heritage value. Development proposals which are likely to 
affect protected sites, their setting or the integrity of their designation will be assessed within the 
context of the appropriate regulatory regime.  
 
National Sites 
Development proposals which affect Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings and Inventory 
Gardens and Designed Landscapes will only be supported where: 
 
• the proposed development will not adversely affect the integrity of the site or the reasons 
for which it was designated; 
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• any significant adverse effects on the site or its setting are significantly outweighed by 
social, environmental and/or economic benefits; and 
• appropriate measures are provided to mitigate any identified adverse impacts. 
 
Proposals for enabling development which is necessary to secure the preservation of a listed 
building may be acceptable where it can be clearly shown to be the only means of preventing its 
loss and securing its long term future.  Any development should be the minimum necessary to 
achieve these aims.  The resultant development should be designed and sited carefully in order 
to preserve or enhance the character and setting of the listed building. 
 
Regional and Local Sites  
Development proposals which affect local historic environment sites as identified by Angus 
Council (such as Conservation Areas, sites of archaeological interest) will only be permitted 
where: 
 
• supporting information commensurate with the site’s status demonstrates that the integrity 
of the historic environment value of the site will not be compromised; or 
• the economic and social benefits significantly outweigh the historic environment value of 
the site. 
 
Angus Council will continue to review Conservation Area boundaries and will include 
Conservation Area Appraisals and further information on planning and the built and cultural 
heritage in a Planning Advice Note.   
 
Policy PV9 : Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Development 
Proposals for renewable and low carbon energy development* will be supported in principle where 
they meet the following criteria: 
 
o the location, siting and appearance of apparatus, and any associated works and 
infrastructure have been chosen and/or designed to minimise impact on amenity, landscape and 
environment, while respecting operational efficiency; 
o access for construction and maintenance traffic can be achieved without compromising 
road safety or causing unacceptable change to the environment and landscape; 
o the site has been designed to make links to the national grid and/or other users of 
renewable energy and heat generated on site;  
o there will be no unacceptable impact on existing or proposed aviation, defence, 
seismological or telecommunications facilities; 
o there will be no unacceptable adverse impact individually or cumulatively with other 
exisitng or proposed development on: 
o landscape character, setting within the immediate and wider landscape (including cross 
boundary or regional features and landscapes), sensitive viewpoints and public access routes; 
o sites designated for natural heritage (including birds), scientific, historic, cultural or 
archaeological reasons;  
o any populations of protected species; and 
o the amenity of communities or individual dwellings including visual impact, noise, shadow 
flicker.  
o during construction, operation and decommissioning of the energy plant there will be no 
unacceptable impacts on:  
o groundwater;  
o surface water resources; or 
o carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat or geodiversity. 
 
Where appropriate mitigation measures must be supported by commitment to a bond 
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commensurate with site restoration requirements. 
 
Consideration may be given to additional factors such as contribution to targets for energy 
generation and emissions, and/or local socio-economic economic impact. 
 
Supplementary guidance will be prepared to set out a spatial framework to guide the location of 
onshore wind farm developments, consistent with the approach set out in Table 1 of Scottish 
Planning Policy. It will also provide further detail on the factors which should be taken into account 
in considering and advising on proposals for all types of renewable energy development.  
 
Prior to the adoption of that supplementary guidance, the Council will apply the principles and 
considerations set out in Scottish Planning Policy in assessing the acceptability of any planning 
applications for onshore wind farms.  
 
*infrastructure, activity and materials required for generation, storage or transmission of energy 
where it is within the remit of the council as local planning authority (or other duty). Includes new 
sites, extensions and/or repowering of established sites for onshore wind. 
 
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 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. 
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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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Angus House | Orchardbank Business Park | Forfar | Tel: 03452 777 778 | email: roads@angus.gov.uk  

           

Memorandum  

Infrastructure & Environment  

Roads & Transportation 
 
 

TO: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS MANAGER, PLANNING 

 

FROM: TRAFFIC MANAGER, ROADS 

 

YOUR REF:  

 

OUR REF: CH/AG/ TD1.3 

 

DATE: 20 JUNE 2023 

 

SUBJECT: PLANNING APPLICATION REF. NO. 23/00268/FULL – PROPOSED 

CHANGE OF USE OF LAND FROM AGRICULTURAL AND ERECTION OF 

CREMATORIUM NEAR TO CARMYLLIE, REDFORD 
 ______________________________________________________________________________  
 

I refer to the above planning application. 

 

The National Roads Development Guide, adopted by the Council as its road standards, is 

relative to the consideration of the application and the following comments take due 

cognisance of that document. 

 

The site is located on the south side of B961 Dundee – Friockheim road on agricultural land 

sitting approximately 0.5 miles south of the village Redford.  

 

No Transport Assessment has been provided with the application. 

 

I have considered the application in terms of the traffic likely to be generated by it, and 

its impact on the public road network. As a result, I would request that a Transport 

Assessment is undertaken and submitted by the applicant, prior to the determination of 

the application.  

 

I trust the above comments are of assistance but should you have any queries, please 

contact Adrian Gwynne on extension 2036. 
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Angus House | Orchardbank Business Park | Forfar | Tel: 03452 777 778 | email: roads@angus.gov.uk  

           
          

Memorandum  

Infrastructure & Environment  

Roads & Transportation 
 
 

TO: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS MANAGER, PLANNING 

 

FROM: TRAFFIC MANAGER, ROADS 

 

YOUR REF:  

 

OUR REF: CH/AG/ TD1.3 

 

DATE: 07 DECEMBER 2023 

 

SUBJECT: PLANNING APPLICATION REF. NO. 23/00268/FULL – PROPOSED 

CHANGE OF USE OF LAND FROM AGRICULTURAL AND ERECTION OF 

CREMATORIUM NEAR TO CARMYLLIE, REDFORD  
 ______________________________________________________________________________  
 

Further to my comments of 20 June 2023 regarding the above planning application. 

 

The National Roads Development Guide, adopted by the Council as its road standards, 

is relative to the consideration of the application and the following comments take due 

cognisance of that document. 

 

The site is located on the south side of the Dundee to Friockheim road (B961) on 

agricultural land sitting approximately 0.5 miles south of the village of Redford. A 

Transport Assessment (TA) and additional access drawings have now been submitted in 

support of the application. 

 

Walking 

 

Due to the rural nature of the proposed development, there are currently no footpath 

links to the crematorium site. To improve accessibility of the site, a footpath link is 

proposed along the site frontage, from the internal site footpaths to a new bus stop layby 

shown on drawing no. 2022 CGC 04A. This footpath will also extend to the north through 

the applicant’s land up to the old BT Telephone Exchange building. At this point a new 

roadside footpath will be provided to link to the existing footpath in Redford. 

 

Adequate footpath provision to link the various car park areas to the crematorium 

building will also be provided within the site.  
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Public Transport 

 

There is currently only one bus service (JP Coaches Service Number 36) that runs directly 

past the proposed crematorium site in both directions. The service between Arbroath bus 

station to Redford passes through Abirliot and Milton of Carmyllie. There are 4 services 

per day which arrive at Redford at 8am, 12.30pm, 3.40pm and 17.45pm. 

 

There are 5 services in the opposite direction starting at Redford at 08.05am, 09.13am, 

13.08pm, 3.45pm and 5.50pm. The 9.13am service is additional to the above inbound 

journeys with the other four services from Arbroath turning around within Redford to 

make the return journey to Arbroath bus station. 

 

The nearest existing bus stops are the existing bus stop and shelter on the east side of the 

B961 in Redford, approximately 790 metres from the site. There is currently no footpath 

linking the site to this existing bus stop. As a result of the distances to the nearest bus stops 

it is proposed to provide a new bus stop layby with shelter, along the site frontage. 

Drawing no. 2022 CGC 04A also shows the provision of two coach parking places within 

the site. 

 

The lack of substantive public transport services to the site makes the proposed 

development ostensibly inaccessible by sustainable means of transport. 

 

Access & Circulation 

 

It is proposed to access the development via a simple priority T-junction directly from the 

B961. The site access is situated to the southern end of the site as this has been 

determined as the best location to maximise the junction visibility. A one-way system will 

be used internally with a loop road provided to gain access to the parking areas. 

 

Speed Restriction 

 

The TA suggests that a reduction in the speed limit from the national speed limit of 60mph 

to 40mph should be implemented on the B961 based on observed site conditions.  It is 

stated the reduction of the speed limit would allow an adequate visibility splays to be 

provided for the proposed junction into the development. 

 

The visibility to the north of the proposed junction is restricted by a vertical crest in the 

carriageway. The TA suggests that a visibility splay of 4.5m x 120 metres would be 

adequate for a 40mph speed limit. It is proposed to provide such sightlines in both 

directions at the access. No evidence is provided by way of a traffic speeds survey, to 

show that the current mean vehicle speeds at the locus are at or below 40mph. 

Accordingly, the appropriate minimum visibility sightlines should be 2.4 x 215 metres. 

 

A review of the speed limits on all roads in Angus has been carried out in accordance 

with the national guidance set out in the Scottish Government’s Enterprise, Transport and 

Lifelong Learning Department (ETLLD) Circular 01/2006: Setting Local Speed Limits. 

 

The above guidance advises that local speed limits should not be set in isolation, but as 

part of a package, along with other measures to manage speeds. These measures 

enable traffic authorities to deliver speed limits and driven speeds that are safe and 

appropriate for the road and its surroundings and help drivers to be more readily aware 

of the road environment and assess their own appropriate speeds. If a speed limit is set in 

isolation, or is unrealistically low, it is likely to be ineffective and to lead to possible 
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disrespect for the speed limit. As well as requiring significant and avoidable enforcement 

costs, this may also result in substantial numbers of drivers continuing to travel at 

unacceptable speeds, thus increasing the risk of accidents and injuries. 

 

Speed limits should not be used to attempt to solve the problem of isolated hazards, 

such as a single road junction or reduced forward visibility. 

 

In line with the council’s speed limits policy the proposed reduction of the speed limit at 

the site is not recommended. 

 

Parking Provision  

 

It is proposed to provide 15 cycle parking spaces which is acceptable. However, those 

spaces should be covered and adequately lit and signed.  

 

No parking allocation is shown for motorcyclists. An additional six parking spaces should 

be provided for motorcycles. 

 

The council’s parking standards for Crematoria requires a maximum of one car parking 

space per seat to be provided. Submitted drawing no. 2022 CGC 04 shows that a total 

of 127 spaces, including a staff allocation, will be provided for this 124-seat crematorium. 

The proposed parking provision is acceptable. 

 

In addition to the required standard car parking bays, a minimum of four disabled 

spaces or 6% of the total should be provided within the site. The application proposes six 

disabled spaces which again meets the required parking standard and is therefore 

acceptable. 

 

Although not a required standard the development also includes 4 electric vehicle 

parking spaces within the total spaces provided. A separate staff car parking area will 

be provided. There is expected to be 4 full time staff and therefore 4 staff spaces are 

adequate corresponding to one space per permanent staff member. 

 

I have considered the application in terms of the traffic likely to be generated by it, and 

its impact on the public road network. As a result, I object to the application in the 

interests of road safety as a sub-standard access junction is proposed from the public 

road. Further, the development is largely inaccessible by sustainable means of transport 

due to its rural location leading to a lack of comprehensive public transport services. 

 

I trust the above comments are of assistance but should you have any queries, please 

contact Adrian Gwynne on extension 2036. 
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Ed Taylor

From: Adrian G Gwynne
Sent: 13 February 2024 09:44
To: Ed Taylor
Subject: 23/00268/FULL | Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of 

Crematorium

Ed 
 
With regard to  the visibility splays, The design Manual for Roads and Bridges a  permits the 
relaxation of visibility splays, therefore the reduced splay of 160m is acceptable. However my 
comments regarding the  
lack of substantive public transport services to the site is still relevant.  
 
Adrian 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
relaxation of 160m  
 
Adrian G Gwynne | Traffic Engineer | Angus Council | Tel -  01307 492036 | Mob - 07917 175 505 | Email : 
gwynneag@angus.gov.uk |www.angus.gov.uk 
 
 
 
Follow us on Twitter 
Visit our Facebook  page 
 
Think green – please do not print this email 
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Veronica Caney

From: Andy Barnes

Sent: 10 April 2024 19:09

To: Ed Taylor

Subject: FW: 23/00268/FULL | Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and 

Erection of Crematorium and associated works | Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall 

Carmyllie

Attachments: Carmyllie Crematorium 2300268FULL-Final Comments.pdf

Hi Ed 
 
Thanks you for the opportunity to provide further comment on the above application. 
 
I can confirm that the draft report is a reasonable reflection of the Roads Authority’s position. 
 
With respect to the further representations I would comment as follows: 
 
1. Transport Statement is insufficient due to the absence of traffic surveys. The data used for 

'Existing Traffic Count' is from 2019 Department of Transport figures. Surely an up-to-date traffic 
survey would benefit the transport statement given the figures used are now 5 years out of 
date. (29 January 2024) 
As the authority has objected to the application it is felt that it would be unreasonable to ask 

for updated traffic counts to be undertaken, as further expense would be incurred by the 

applicant for no justifiable reason, given the application is unacceptable in principle due to its 

inaccessible/unsustainable location. Regardless, on average, 24 cars are expected to arrive 

and leave within the hour allocated for each funeral. While a resurvey of base traffic levels 

would undoubtedly ‘benefit’ the TS, it is not essential given the low volumes of traffic, both in 

the baseline situation and the trips that would be generated by the development. Further since 

the COVID-19 pandemic occurred after the 2019 base surveys traffic volumes are only 

recently risen back up to match pre-pandemic levels, therefore, it is likely that the 2019 

baseline traffic flows will not be significantly different to today’s figures, given the rural location. 
2. I have not had a response to the query I raised in January 2024 that the Transport Statement is 

insufficient due to the absence of traffic surveys. The data used for 'Existing Traffic Count' is 
from 2019 Department of Transport figures. Surely an up-to-date traffic survey would benefit 
the transport statement given the figures used are now 5 years out of date. How can the 
applicant determine that there will be no impact on the road infrastructure without up-to-date 
information on both volume of traffic and traffic speeds? (11 March 2024) 
See 1, above. 

3. The transport assessment has not been updated to reflect the new sightline drawings 
published on 27th December 2023. (11 March 2024) 
This is not significant since the matter of sightlines can be conditional. 

4. Planning application 20/00830/FULL had to carry out three-dimensional visibility splays 
assessments due to a rise in the road. The site junction of planning application 23/00268/FULL 
has a vertical crest and therefore should also require three-dimensional visibility splays to be 
calculated for the roads assessment to be consistent. (11 March 2024) 
All visibility sightline assessment and conditions are three-dimensional. 

5. Regarding the Roads (Traffic) email dated 13th February 2024, it is noted that the DMRB 
"permits the relaxation of visibility splays". It is confusing because this approach was also used 
as part of planning application 20/00830/FULL but Roads (Traffic) chose to not adopt this 
viewpoint. Instead, they relied upon submissions by objectors which pointed out DMRB CD109 
Section 2.13 which notes "The relaxations below desirable minimum in stopping sight distance, 
desirable minimum vertical curvature for crest curves and sag curves, described in Sections 3 
and 5 of this document respectively, shall not be used on the immediate approaches to 
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junctions." Given both the roads in question have curvatures, it is difficult to understand why 
Roads (Traffic) are not following a consistent approach. I request that Roads (Traffic) apply the 
same guidelines from DMRB to all planning applications or clarify why they are being selective 
as to which guidelines they are applying. (19 March 2024) 
To clarify, in discussing Duntrune the sightline in question was at/on the approach to the 

U315/B978 junction and therefore relaxations "shall not be used". There is no road junction 

under consideration in the Carmyllie application and therefore the DMRB note (s2.13) 

restricting relaxations on the approach to junctions does not apply as the proposed site 

access is not a junction between two roads. Note the comma in the sentence after "distance", 

the reference to "desirable minimum vertical curvature for crest curves and sag curves" refers 

to relaxations in the design of those curves. There are no new curves being designed in either 

of the applications, therefore this is not applicable. DMRB also permits allowances for other site 

specific considerations, such as:  

1) isolated from other relaxations; 

2) isolated from junctions; 

3) one where drivers have desirable minimum stopping sight distance; 

4) subject to momentary visibility impairment only; 

5) subject to low traffic volumes; 

6) on geometry that is readily understandable to road users; 

7) on a road with no frontage access; (Carmyllie Hall and field gates excepted) 

8) one where traffic speeds are reduced locally due to adjacent road geometry (e.g. uphill 

sections, 

approaching roundabouts and priority junctions where traffic has to give way or stop, etc), or 

speed 

limits. 

I have highlighted above those other factors that may be considered here. 
 
I hope this helps. 
 
Regards 
 
Andrew Barnes │ Team Leader - Traffic │ Angus Council │ Tel:  01307 491770 │ Email: barnesa@angus.gov.uk 
│www.angus.gov.uk 
 
 
Follow us on Twitter 
Visit our Facebook page 
For information on COVID-19 goto www.NHSInform.scot  
 
Think green – please do not print this email 
 

From: Ed Taylor <TaylorE@angus.gov.uk>  

Sent: Wednesday, April 10, 2024 5:34 PM 

To: Andy Barnes <BarnesA@angus.gov.uk> 

Subject: 23/00268/FULL | Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and 

associated works | Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie 

 

Hi Andy 

 

23/00268/FULL | Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erec&on of Crematorium and associated 

works | Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie 

 

Thanks for your 5me earlier to discuss the above case.  

 

I have summarised the roads response in the dra8 report as follows:- 
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Angus Council - Roads – objects to the proposal on the basis the development is largely inaccessible by 
sustainable means of transport due to its rural location leading to a lack of comprehensive public transport 
services.  
 

Roads provided comments in respect of walking, public transport, access and circulation, speed restriction 
and parking provision. It indicates that due to the rural nature of the site, there are currently no footpath links 
to the site, and it is noted that the proposal incorporates a new footpath link towards Redford to the northeast. 
The proposed provision for cycle parking is acceptable, but the cycle parking should be covered, lit and 
signed.  
 
There is currently one bus service (No. 36 Abroath to Guthrie) that runs past the site with services from 
Arbroath that stop at Redford at 0800, 1230, 1540 and 1745 Monday to Saturday. There are return services 
from Redford to Arbroath Bus Station at 0805, 0913, 1308, 1545, 1750. Roads notes that the proposal would
incorporate a new bus layby and shelter along the site frontage, but indicates that the lack of substantive 
public transport services to the site makes the proposed development ostensibly inaccessible by sustainable 
means of transport. 
 
In terms of the proposed vehicular access arrangements, it notes that the applicant’s transport statement 
proposes a reduction of the speed limit from 60mph to 40mph as a result of the visibility to the north of the 
proposed junction being restricted by a vertical crest in the carriageway and to enable a reduced visibility 
sightline distance to be applied. Roads indicates that a reduced visibility sightline of 4.5m x 160m would be 
acceptable to the northeast in line with The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, but suggests that a 
reduction of the speed limit is not recommended. The proposed car parking provision, including provision of 
disabled parking, is acceptable. Additional provision for motorcycles (6 spaces) would also be required.  
 
Let me know if this is a reasonable reflec5on of the roads posi5on. 

 

I men5oned previously that representa5ons received make reference to concerns about road safety, the speed of 

traffic using the road, and the capacity of the public road to accommodate the proposed development (amongst 

other things). There are detailed comments from Guthrie Batchelor concerning the suitability of the informa5on 

submi?ed in support of the proposal including the data used to inform the assessment. In summary he indicates 

concern rela5ng to the following, in various representa5ons:- 

 

1. Transport Statement is insufficient due to the absence of traffic surveys. The data used for 'Exis�ng Traffic Count' 

is from 2019 Department of Transport figures. Surely an up-to-date traffic survey would benefit the transport 

statement given the figures used are now 5 years out of date. (29 January 2024) 

2. I have not had a response to the query I raised in January 2024 that the Transport Statement is insufficient due to 

the absence of traffic surveys. The data used for 'Exis�ng Traffic Count' is from 2019 Department of Transport 

figures. Surely an up-to-date traffic survey would benefit the transport statement given the figures used are now 

5 years out of date. How can the applicant determine that there will be no impact on the road infrastructure 

without up-to-date informa�on on both volume of traffic and traffic speeds? (11 March 2024) 

3. The transport assessment has not been updated to reflect the new sightline drawings published on 27th 

December 2023. (11 March 2024) 

4. Planning applica�on 20/00830/FULL had to carry out three-dimensional visibility splays assessments due to a 

rise in the road. The site junc�on of planning applica�on 23/00268/FULL has a ver�cal crest and therefore should 

also require three-dimensional visibility splays to be calculated for the roads assessment to be consistent. (11 

March 2024) 

5. Regarding the Roads (Traffic) email dated 13th February 2024, it is noted that the DMRB "permits the relaxa�on 

of visibility splays". It is confusing because this approach was also used as part of planning applica�on 

20/00830/FULL but Roads (Traffic) chose to not adopt this viewpoint. Instead, they relied upon submissions by 

objectors which pointed out DMRB CD109 Sec�on 2.13 which notes "The relaxa�ons below desirable minimum in 

stopping sight distance, desirable minimum ver�cal curvature for crest curves and sag curves, described in 

Sec�ons 3 and 5 of this document respec�vely, shall not be used on the immediate approaches to junc�ons." 

Given both the roads in ques�on have curvatures, it is difficult to understand why Roads (Traffic) are not 

following a consistent approach. I request that Roads (Traffic) apply the same guidelines from DMRB to all 

planning applica�ons or clarify why they are being selec�ve as to which guidelines they are applying. (19 March 

2024) 
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Can you confirm that you have reviewed the above comments and advise if you wish to make any addi5onal 

observa5ons in response to them? 

 

Thanks for your help with these ma?ers. 

 

Regards, Ed 

 
Ed Taylor | Team Leader - Development Standards | Angus Council | 01307 492533| TaylorE@angus.gov.uk | 
www.angus.gov.uk   
 

From: Adrian G Gwynne GwynneAG@angus.gov.uk  

Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2024 9:44 AM 

To: Ed Taylor TaylorE@angus.gov.uk 

Subject: 23/00268/FULL | Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium 

 

Ed 
 
With regard to  the visibility splays, The design Manual for Roads and Bridges a  permits the 
relaxation of visibility splays, therefore the reduced splay of 160m is acceptable. However my 
comments regarding the  
lack of substantive public transport services to the site is still relevant.  
 
Adrian 
 

From: Adrian G Gwynne <GwynneAG@angus.gov.uk>  

Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2024 11:42 AM 

To: Ed Taylor <TaylorE@angus.gov.uk> 

Subject: 23/00268/FULL | Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and 

associated works | Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie 

 

Ed 
 
Spoke to Andy re the splays for the proposed change of use on the land. 
 
We do not support reductions in the speed limit to overcome individual road safety issues. 
 
However  the statement clarifies that 2.4 x 215m can be provided to the south & 2.4 x 160m to the 
north with a relaxation of standards applied to the north. 
 
 
Reference should be made to the DMRB for  dight distance, CD109 Highway Link Design 3 refers. 
 
Relaxations 
Section 3.5  permits the desirable minimum stopping sight distance requirements as identified in 
Table 3.5. 
 
Table 3.5 – All purpose roads, Band A – 2 steps 
 
Restriction on relaxation are covered in section 2.9 : Design speed related parameters and 
relaxations. 
 
NOTE 4 of this section states that :” The safety risk of using a relaxation in the design can be 
mitigated by providing: 
 
1) collision prevention measures; 
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2) specific warning signs and road markings. 
 
Section 2.13 states that “The relaxations below desirable minimum in stopping sight distance, 
desirable minimum vertical curvature for crest curves and sag curves, described in Sections 3 and 
5 of this document respectively, shall not be used on the immediate approaches to junctions” 
which is not applicable here, therefore in light of the DMRB a relaxation of 1 step to 160m is 
acceptable 
 
Adrian 
 
 
Adrian G Gwynne | Traffic Engineer | Angus Council | Tel -  01307 492036 | Mob - 07917 175 505 | Email : 
gwynneag@angus.gov.uk |www.angus.gov.uk 
 
 
 
Follow us on Twitter 
Visit our Facebook  page 
 
Think green – please do not print this email 
 

AC2



1

Veronica Caney

From: Martin Petrie

Sent: 04 September 2023 08:03

To: Ed Taylor

Subject: FW: Planning Application Consultation 23/00268/FULL  flare 545076

Attachments: ufm2_E-mail_-_Standard_Consultation.pdf

HI Ed 

Have resent the response for this one. 

 

MP 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Mar�n Petrie  

Sent: 23 May 2023 16:03 

To: Ed Taylor <TaylorE@angus.gov.uk> 

Cc: Steven D Thomson <ThomsonSD@angus.gov.uk> 

Subject: FW: Planning Applica�on Consulta�on 23/00268/FULL flare 545076 

 

HI Ed 

I can now advise that I have had a chance to peruse the documents for this applica�on and visit the site and my 

thoughts on this are below. 

 

This applica�on introduces a crematorium in a rural area, however there are some residen�al proper�es in the 

vicinity, the closest of which are around 300m away. At this distance, I do not believe noise arising from this proposal 

will significantly impact on residen�al amenity, and can be controlled by way of a standard condi�on.  

 

Another issue arsing from this type of development are the impacts on air quality locally. Crematoria emissions to air 

are controlled by SEPA, by way of a PPC permit, however local authori�es also have a duty under the Local Air 

Quality Management regime. The applicant has stated within their suppor�ng statement that an air quality 

assessment will be submi>ed under a separate cover, however I cannot complete my appraisal of this applica�on 

un�l this has been undertaken by a qualified consultant. 

 

If you have any further queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Kind regards 

Mar�n 

  

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Linda Petrie <PetrieL@angus.gov.uk>  

Sent: 28 April 2023 15:40 

To: Mar�n Petrie <PetrieM@angus.gov.uk> 

Cc: Steven D Thomson <ThomsonSD@angus.gov.uk> 

Subject: FW: Planning Applica�on Consulta�on 23/00268/FULL flare 545076 

 

 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: PLNProcessing@angus.gov.uk <PLNProcessing@angus.gov.uk>  

Sent: 28 April 2023 13:41 

To: ACCESSENVArbroath <accessenvarbroath@angus.gov.uk> 

Subject: Planning Applica�on Consulta�on 23/00268/FULL 
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Please see a>ached document. 
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Ed Taylor

Subject: FW: Planning Application Consultation 23/00268/FULL  flare 545076

 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Martin Petrie <PetrieM@angus.gov.uk>  
Sent: 20 November 2023 15:55 
To: Ed Taylor <TaylorE@angus.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Planning Application Consultation 23/00268/FULL flare 545076 
 
Hi Ed 
 I have had a look over the submitted air quality assessment and my thoughts on this are: 
 
The air quality assessment (AQA) which was provided in support of this application assessed a for a range of relevant 
pollutants, including PM10, PM2.5 and CO, all of which the local authorities are statutorily obliged to review and 
assess within their area. The AQA presented a reasonable worst case scenario with regards to operational and 
meteorological operations and the impact was still deemed to be negligible in terms of the relevant guidance 
documents for air quality. Due to this I have no objections to this application.  
 
I have recommended a condition below controlling plant noise only as emissions to air should be controlled by SEPA 
by way of a PPC permit. 
 
If you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards 
Martin 
 
Condition 
All plant or equipment shall be so enclosed, attenuated and/or maintained such that any noise therefrom shall not 
exceed Noise Rating 30 between 0700 and 2300 hours daily, or Noise Rating 20 between 2300 and 0700 hours daily, 
within any neighbouring residential property, with all windows slightly open, when measured and/ or calculated and 
plotted on a rating curve chart 
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Marion Preston

Address: Sherwood Conon Redford Arbroath

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:The proposed site is close to the brow of a blind hill travelling south along B961 from

Redford. I live along the farm track which is situated left between the 40>20 MPH B961 down the

hill from proposed site, towards Redford, and traffic has mounted the brow at speed almost

crashing into my vehicle as I've waited to turn in-necessitating avoiding action on my part. The

road is straight which renders it liable to speed on the part of many vehicles. The B961 is busy

with agricultural and commercial lorries.
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Andrew  Traynor

Address: Not Available

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I feel this site is not a suitable location for a crematorium. Being so close to the village

hall in where many different type of functions and celebrations are held makes for a distasteful

experience for both visitors of the hall and crematorium respectively. Being that this site is in such

close proximity to the crematorium in Froickheim also doesn't justify the building of another.

Furthermore to emphasise other residents concerns, the speed of traffic travelling on the B961

and lack of drivers adhering to the signed speed limits on approach and through the village also

causes me concern.
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Alison McDonald

Address: 7 Alexandra Place Arbroath

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Miscellaneous

Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Comment from Carmyllie Hall Committee:

There is mention in the proposal about erection of a bus shelter by the applicant at Carmyllie Hall

and this is because it is suggested that the No.36 bus stops there. We would be concerned if the

bus did stop there and people attending the Crematorium having to walk along the road between

the hall and the planned site, without a pavement. This is a fast stretch of road.

According to the No.36 bus timetable the bus actually stops in Redford. We note there is planned

provision of a pavement/cycle way between Redford & the planned site.
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  Angus Council are clearly minded to approve a new crematorium in a rural location 
having recently granted approval (on appeal and subject to conditions yet to be 
agreed) at Duntrune and as there are significant technical issues (road junction 
visibility splay improvements which appear undeliverable by the developer there) I 
am writing to express my support for this alternative and in my opinion much better 
proposal for the following reasons: 
 

• site is centrally located for the main population centres of Angus thereby reducing 
car miles travelled in line with one of the aims of the new National Planning 
Framework 4 under which all new planning application should be judged (rather 
than judging them by the planning regulations in force when the existing 
crematorium and cemeteries were granted planning permission) 

• is located on a straight section of B class road with no junctions in the immediate 
proximity, no recent history of any personal injury or other accidents and it is already 
a priority route for gritting and snow clearance in the winter months 

• there is existing community use just 150m away (village hall with car park that could 
provide overflow parking if required) 

• bus (no. 36 Guthrie/Friockheim to Arbroath) would directly serve the site providing a 
realistic public transport option for those either without access to a private car or 
who wish to travel in a more environmentally friendly manner thereby providing a 
sustainable method of public access to this community facility 

• existing bus stops at village hall and a pavement would be built from them to the 
crematorium site and a footpath & cycle path would also be built through the 
adjacent fields in other direction from the site to Redford thereby giving safe and 
sustainable access to the site for pedestrians and cyclists 

• site is flat, well away from houses to provide complete privacy for mourners with a 
memorial garden for the internment of ashes (i.e. a full rather than partial 
crematorium service offering) and it would have a carriage style separate entrance 
and exit (as recommended by the Federation of Burial and Cremation Authorities) 
which gives a smoother and more respectful traffic flow with much less risk of issues 
due to traffic congestion 

• a smaller amount of land is required for the actual site and no other land would be 
required to create safe road access (less environmental impact) 

• Proposal includes solar panels and an electric cremator (greener proposition) 
• Claims have been made by Angus Council (at the Development Management Review 

Committee meeting on 14/03/23) that additional crematoria will help address 
funeral poverty and long waiting times and whilst these claims were not 
substantiated in any way at that time (and are counter to the independent evidence 
made available to that committee) in the spirit of equal and fair treatment to all such 
applications the same reasoning will need to be applied in this case too 

• In summary, this site is a sustainable, suitable, accessible and appropriate location 
for a crematorium for the residents of Angus and I therefore support this planning 
application. 
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Miss Janine Black

Address: Denton Forfar

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:No need perfectly good crematorium in Froickeim and Dundee. Carmyllie is difficult to

access and potential parking at hall increases rush to public re crossing road as visibility is poor at

that particular spot.
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Michael  Walton 

Address: 5 Burnhead Terrace Redford Arbroath

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:The location of the application on the right hand side looking North is at the brow of a

hill which often experiences traffic at excessive speed prior to entering the 40 mph zone. Even

with the 40 and 20 mph zone traffic has been seen to continue at speed about these limits. This

hill is steep in it nature and as such cycling or walking from the village is challenging unless fit.

There are only 4 busses out of Arbroath and 5 returning Mon to Fri and 4 & 4 on a Saturday.

There are non on a Sunday. During winter months there is often soil from agricultural vehicles

,snow,ice and flood water as well as fog which makes travelling in both direction extremely

dangerous to anyone who is not use to these road conditions. In general I have nothing against a

new crematorium being built but the proposed site is in my opinion one of the worse to consider

and may lead to accidents. If the proposal was to install footpaths from the village and the hall ,as

there are non currently, then why as this never been done previously so villagers can benefit from

the hall. However even with footpaths and streetlights, I assume the person building the

crematorium will pay for these and not the tax payer's, it will still be a dangerous location.
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Valerie Norrie

Address: Glentyrie Carmyllie Arbroath

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Response to planning application 23/00268/FULL.

 

Firstly I am surprised that only four addresses were notified of this plan due to the potential impact

on the the wider community.

 

I have two areas of concern, the location and the impact on traffic movements.

The location is an exposed site and is affected by winter weather such as high winds and snow

drifts and combined with the busy road does is not guarantee a peaceful funeral.

 

The B961 is a fast busy road linking Dundee to Brechin. It is heavily used by commuter traffic,

slow moving agricultural vehicles and articulated lorries. This activity increases in the sowing and

harvesting times and when large tractors are spreading digestate, essentially it is an 'agricultural

highway'.

The brae before the site is steep more than a gradual incline as described and the photos do not

illustrate the blind summit which add to the danger involved in approaching the proposed site. I

feel it is unlikely that people would walk or cycle to a funeral even from Redford.

 

I disagree that this road can handle additional traffic. Going by the statistics on the plan three/ five

funeral could create around two hundred extra cars a day in the area. The road traffic accidents

quoted under play the true picture. There are many near misses and a history of accidents at the T

junctions in Redford. The B961 and connecting roads are not fit to cope with such an increase in

traffic.

There are two villages Redford and Greystone in the parish of Carmyllie. There is already daily

dangerous driving in the Redford 20 miles an hour speed limit with frustrated drivers overtaking in
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the zone. Poor weather conditions already impact the B961 use with drivers tending to avoid this

area when there is snow and ice in the winter or fog and floods at other times.

 

Finally the access to this proposed site is potentially dangerous. It would have a negative impact

on the area due to the vast increase in traffic on an already busy road.

 

Mrs Valerie Norrie
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Adam McDonald

Address: Inverbute Redford Arbroath

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Policy DS2 Accessible development as set out in the supporting document from AB

Roger & Young Ltd has been written to match the Council's policy rather than a true assessment

of the proposed site.

 

Bus links to the area are infrequent and only running to/from Arbroath. Crematorium visitors from

any other Angus town/village would require a minimum of one change in Arbroath making access

via bus very difficult.

 

Walking to/from site [other than bus access above] will be minimal, as both Redford and

Greystone are hamlets with small populations. There is no third village as described in the

supporting document - Carmyllie is a church parish.

 

The site being central to Angus does not make it accessible by public transport, walking, or

cycling. Choosing a site that is on a more major route, or near a large population centre, would

make for a far more accessible crematorium.

 

The B961 is a relatively small road, and many of the other routes that traffic from areas like

Arbroath and Forfar are even less developed or in many cases unlisted. A significant portion of the

traffic on these roads is slow-moving agricultural, often taking up the full width of a normal

carriageway.

 

Mention is made of the B961 being gritted and cleared of snow in the winter. I am sure the

Council's own records will show how far down the priority list this road is compared to others in

Angus for gritting and ploughing when conditions are bad. Given the limited resources and large
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area Angus Council are responsible for the B961 will always have to wait while more major routes

are cleared

 

Adam McDonald
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Jules  Philip 

Address: Greystone Cottage Carmyllie Greystone Arbroath

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Totally against, don't want the extra traffic it will bring, and the plans of the crematorium

are an eyesore!!!
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Laura  Philip 

Address: Greystone Cottage Carmyllie

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:This crematorium is in the wrong location.

It is not easily accessible for general public, is not in keeping with its rural location and will bring

unwanted traffic.

There is another crematorium within a short distance away.

I object to the building of this crematorium and the reasons stated for on this site. Not accessible

and an eyesore.
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Malcolm McDonald

Address: Laverockhall Redford Arbroath

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Site will add a lot of traffic to the B961 and smaller roads leading to it. Roads are small

and ill-suited to higher volumes of traffic, especially when most of the cars will be arriving/leaving

at the same time.

 

The B961 is an important road for getting round this part of Angus and well-used by agricultural

traffic with few alternatives. What happens when a funeral cortege ends up following a slow-

moving tractor? Or meets a wide implement or combine harvester coming the other way?

 

Malcolm & Norma McDonald, Laverockhall, Redford
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Emma Jane  Wells 

Address: Carmyllie House Carmyllie Carmyllie

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Encouraging vast numbers of cars out of towns and cities many miles away from this

location does not support the sustainability or low carbon objectives agreed to within the Angus

Local Development plan 2016. Nobody will walk or cycle to this location for a funeral and very few

would take a bus, even if one was available. It will all be car traffic, and others have highlighted

concerns of encouraging even more traffic into this rural area. Public facilities such as this should

be harmonised within population centres which offer easy active / public travel to and from the

venue. This is in direct opposition to any sustainability ambitions.

The site is next to a solar farm. Building a crematorium will reduce even further displace the

agricultural and rural culture of the area.

 

Its proximity to the Carmyllie Hall. A rural village hall of character that is regularly used by the local

community (particularly children and families). Building a crematorium on the opposite side of the

road would be overbearing, out of scale and frankly just be inappropriate.

The location which is is proposed would have an adverse visual impact on the landscape - The

area proposed offers far and wide reaching views across the Angus landscape towards the sea.

The development would blot what is otherwise a scenic feeling of openness and appreciation of

the Angus landscape.
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From: Grace Cruickshank   
Sent: 18 May 2023 09:29 
To: Ed Taylor <TaylorE@angus.gov.uk> 
Subject: 23/00268/FULL Objection 
 
Good Morning Ed,  
 
Hope you don't mind me emailing but I exceeded the online character count when submitting an 
objection to the above application (not by much but all relevant I believe!).  
Details below as though it had been submitted via the portal.  
 
Application number: 23/00268/FULL 
Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie  
Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and 
associated works  
Case Officer: Ed Taylor  
 
Customer Details  
Name: Mrs Grace Cruickshank 

 
 
Comment Details  
Commenter Type: Member of Public  
Stance: Customer made comments objecting to the Planning Application  
 
Comment Reasons:  
Comment 
 
We object to the application in its submitted form.  
 
In addition to the numerous inconsistencies in the application with regards to transport/travel that 
have been highlighted by other residents (condition of road, effect of weather conditions, effect of 
agricultural transport at key times of year, potential impact of such a vast increase of traffic on road 
and residents, proximity and frequency of public transport, lack of any evidence to support claims 
that the road would just 'cope with an increase' etc), we would also object on the basis of the design 
of the proposal.  
 
In addition to the principle of the application being contrary to plan, the proposal lacks any design 
ambition.  
Policy DS3 Design Quality and Placemaking states that designs should be of a high quality, which the 
current proposals are not. The design statement has one sentence regarding the design, which says 
it is 'high standard and sympathetic to surroundings'. This isn't a fact just because it is stated as so. It 
then reiterates the proposed new cycle path (who is cycling to a funeral service?). That is all. A 
building of this scale, use and location should have more thought and explanation of its design and 
appearance than a single sentence, particularly when the drawings attached do not support the 
statement of 'high standard of design'. There is no explanation on design methodology, intent, 
material use, or how the proposal is 'distinct in character and identity' (unless the intention was to 
mimic vernacular agricultural chicken sheds...?). The design statement included in the application 
contains more copy and paste of the development plan than actual justification of the proposal and 
is therefore very light on any information that would allow neighbours or indeed the planning 
authority any meaningful consideration of the proposal.  
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As an aside, we would reiterate the comments made by a neighbour when stating disappointment at 
the lack of public engagement in the process, in fact we only heard about the application through 
the village hall facebook page. The applicant and agents could have engaged more with the 
community and may well have received a more positive response (the agents also mis-spell 
'Greystone' in all their documentation which doesn't make a great impression either!).  
 
It is for the above reasons we would object to the application.  
 
Kind Regards,  
Grace Cruickshank 
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Ms Anne Kelly

Address: BYRE Byre Cottage, Glentyrie Arbroath

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:I have concerns about the planned change of use. The proposed development of a

crematorium is very likely to cause traffic problems. The significant increase in through traffic over

the last few years and the speed limit adjacent to the site may result in accidents. Vehicles

regularly travel to the maximum speed limit and there are blind spots coming uphill from both

directions.
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Angus McDonald

Address: Crofts Farm Carmyllie By Arbroath

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Our primary concern is increased traffic and road safety. The B961 is a fast link

between Dundee and Brechin which is heavily used by commuting traffic. The proposed entrance

and exists sit just South of a steep incline from the village. Following the incline the road bends

and drops away meaning that the line of sight from the entrance/exits illustrated in the application

will be severely impacted by blind spots in the road increasing the likelihood of accidents at the

entrance and exit to the proposed crematorium.
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr R Deer

Address: Carmyllie hall Carmyllie

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Miscellaneous

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Why does Carmyllie need a crematorium when there is Parkgrove, Kellas/Murroes (not

built yet) and Dundee all reasonably equidistant give or take a mile or three. The road where the

planning is to be considered is not suitable for more traffic. It has a blind hill and bend, even

though fairly straight, adding more slow moving traffic would just add to the likelihood of more

accidents. I'm sure the families of the bereaved attending a funeral would not want to get stuck

behind farm traffic such as pea viners combines and tractors with bogies and various wider

implements including potato harvesters.

In the winter the road is not a priority road for the gritters and if coming from the north the chances

of getting stuck in snow are greater. Coming from the south would be the same due to lack of

priority of the gritters.

As we keep getting told, people are living longer so the need for a crematorium is not what

Carmyllie needs. Just another farmer trying to line his pockets. It's agricultural land and should

stay that way.
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Guthrie  Batchelor

Address: Kinnells Mill Friockheim by Arbroath DD11 4UL

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Mr Taylor,

 

I am writing in objection to application 23/00268/FULL, Proposed Change of Use of Land from

Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and associated works, Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall

Carmyllie.

 

My concerns are as follows:

 

1) No odour assessment has been carried out. Environmental Health required an Odour

Assessment as well as an Air Quality Assessment for application 20/00830/FULL.

2) Transport Statement is insufficient due to the absence of traffic surveys. The data used for

'Existing Traffic Count' is from 2019 Department of Transport figures. Surely an up-to-date traffic

survey would benefit the transport statement given the figures used are now 5 years out of date.

3) The Ecological Assessment submitted is not in accordance with relevant best practice. This is

partly highlighted by the consultant's own admission on page 5 of the assessment that "There

were limitations to the survey. The optimum time for carrying out wildlife surveys is in the summer

and autumn months when plant species are visible, and animals and birds are most active. This

survey was carried outwith the optimum survey window. In fact there was even snow on the

ground during the first visit." The survey was carried out in January.

4) Only a draft "Ground Assessment & Drainage Recommendation Report" has been submitted.

Therefore a suitable final report is required.

 

Regards,
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Guthrie Batchelor
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Guthrie Batchelor

Address: Kinnell's Mill Friockheim Arbroath DD11 4UL

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Mr Taylor,

 

Can the Roads Service email dated 13th February 2024, which is referenced in the Addendum, be

made available to the public please.

 

Regards,

Guthrie Batchelor
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Guthrie Batchelor

Address: Kinnell's Mill Friockheim Arbroath DD11 4UL

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Mr Taylor,

In response to the Addendum dated 6th March 2024, I am writing in objection to application

23/00268/FULL, Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium

and associated works, Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie.

My concerns are as follows:

1) The Addendum states that all statutory consultees have responded. This is incorrect. SEPA

have not published a response.

2) I have not had a response to the query I raised in January 2024 that the Transport Statement is

insufficient due to the absence of traffic surveys. The data used for 'Existing Traffic Count' is from

2019 Department of Transport figures. Surely an up-to-date traffic survey would benefit the

transport statement given the figures used are now 5 years out of date. How can the applicant

determine that there will be no impact on the road infrastructure without up-to-date information on

both volume of traffic and traffic speeds?

3) Again, there has been no response to the following query from January 2024. The Ecological

Assessment submitted is not in accordance with relevant best practice. This is partly highlighted

by the consultant's own admission on page 5 of the assessment that "There were limitations to the

survey. The optimum time for carrying out wildlife surveys is in the summer and autumn months

when plant species are visible, and animals and birds are most active. This survey was carried

outwith the optimum survey window. In fact there was even snow on the ground during the first

visit." The survey was carried out in January.

4) Planning application 20/00830/FULL was required to carry out a Sequential Test in regard to

potential alternative site options. Can you clarify why application 23/00268/FULL has not been

required to provide this?

5) Finally, the Addendum mentions planning application 20/00830/FULL and a Judicial Review.
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Can this please be removed from the Addendum. There is no Judicial Review against planning

application 20/00830/FULL.
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Guthrie Batchelor

Address: Kinnell's Mill Friockheim Arbroath DD11 4UL

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Mr Taylor,

 

Further to my comments dated 11/03/24 in objection to planning application 23/00268/FULL, I

have the following points to raise;

 

6) No Tree Survey has been carried out. In addition, in the initial drawing, 4 trees were identified to

be removed. In the latest drawing submitted, 4 trees are identified for removal. But the drawing

indicates the tree nearest to the site boundary has been emitted. It looks like it should be 5 trees

that will be required to be removed to achieve the sightlines? The protected species report does

not seem to cover the 5 trees that have to be removed. Furthermore, the trees are out with the red

boundary of the planning application so surely a new planning application is required to

encompass their removal?

 

7) The transport assessment has not been updated to reflect the new sightline drawings published

on 27th December 2023.

 

8) Planning application 20/00830/FULL had to carry out three-dimensional visibility splays

assessments due to a rise in the road. The site junction of planning application 23/00268/FULL

has a vertical crest and therefore should also require three-dimensional visibility splays to be

calculated for the roads assessment to be consistent.

 

Regards,

Guthrie Batchelor
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Comments for Planning Application 23/00268/FULL

 

Application Summary

Application Number: 23/00268/FULL

Address: Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie

Proposal: Proposed Change of Use of Land from Agricultural and Erection of Crematorium and

associated works

Case Officer: Ed Taylor

 

Customer Details

Name: Mr Guthrie Batchelor

Address: Kinnell's Mill Friockheim Arbroath DD11 4UL

 

Comment Details

Commenter Type: Member of Public

Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application

Comment Reasons:

Comment:Dear Mr Taylor,

 

Please see further comments in relation to planning application 23/00268/FULL.

 

Regarding the Roads (Traffic) email dated 13th February 2024, it is noted that the DMRB "permits

the relaxation of visibility splays".

 

It is confusing because this approach was also used as part of planning application

20/00830/FULL but Roads (Traffic) chose to not adopt this viewpoint. Instead, they relied upon

submissions by objectors which pointed out DMRB CD109 Section 2.13 which notes "The

relaxations below desirable minimum in stopping sight distance, desirable minimum vertical

curvature for crest curves and sag curves, described in Sections 3 and 5 of this document

respectively, shall not be used on the immediate approaches to junctions."

 

Given both the roads in question have curvatures, it is difficult to understand why Roads (Traffic)

are not following a consistent approach.

 

I request that Roads (Traffic) apply the same guidelines from DMRB to all planning applications or

clarify why they are being selective as to which guidelines they are applying.

 

Regards,

Guthrie Batchelor
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ANGUS COUNCIL 

 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 

(AS AMENDED) 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE) 

(SCOTLAND) 

REGULATIONS 2013 

 

PLANNING PERMISSION REFUSAL 

REFERENCE : 23/00268/FULL 

 

 
To Greystone Crematorium 

c/o A B Roger & Young 

9 MacGregor Street 

Brechin 

Angus 

DD9 6AB 

 

With reference to your application dated 20 April 2023 for planning permission under the above 

mentioned Acts and Regulations for the following development, viz.:- 

 

Proposed change of use of land from agricultural and erection of crematorium and associated works at 

Land 200M NE Of Carmyllie Hall Carmyllie    for Greystone Crematorium 

 

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 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 and 

would result in an unsustainable pattern of travel and development. It has not been sited to 

minimise greenhouse gas emissions, The proposal is therefore contrary to National Planning 

Framework 4 policies 1, 2, 13, 14, 29 and Angus Local Development Plan policies DS2, DS3 and TC8. 

 

 2. The application is contrary to National Planning Framework 4 Policy 9(b) because it proposes the 

development of a greenfield site in circumstances where the site is not allocated for development 

and the proposal is not explicitly supported by policies in the Angus Local Development Plan (2016). 

 

 3. 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: 

 

 

 1. The proposal has been amended to alter the proposed vehicular access arrangements from 

separate in and out accesses to a single in/out access point. The plans identify that a visibility 

sightline of 4.5m x 215m would be provided to the southwest, and a sightline of 4.5m x 160m would 

be provided to the northeast of the new junction. Provision would be made for a new bus stop and 

shelter along the site frontage to the northeast of the proposed new junction with public road. A B 

Roger & Young 'Sightlines' (Drawing No. 2022 CGC 07 Revision B) and 'Site and Location' (Drawing 

No. 2022 CGC 04 Revision A) amend and supersede previous versions of those drawings. 
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Dated this 1 May 2024 

Jill Paterson 

Service Lead 

Planning and Sustainable Growth 
Angus Council 

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 Notice. 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 
 

The duration of any permission granted is set out in conditions attached to the permission. 

Where no conditions are attached the duration of the permission will be in accordance with 

sections 58 and 59 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended). 
 

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. 
 

Determination Type What does this mean? 
Appeal/Review 

Route 

Development 

Standards 

Committee/Full 

Council 

 

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. 

DPEA 

(appeal to 

Scottish Ministers) 

–  

See details on 

attached  

Form 1 

Delegated Decision 

 

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. 

Local Review 

Body –  

See details on 

attached  

Form 2 

Other Decision 

 

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 

attached  

Form 1 

AC24



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:- 

 

• displayed in a prominent place at or in the vicinity of the site of the development;  

• readily visible to the public; and 

• 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 03452 777 780 

E-mail: planning@angus.gov.uk 

Website: www.angus.gov.uk 

 

AC24
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FORM 1 

 

 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING 

(SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 (AS AMENDED)  

 

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 notice. 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, FK1 1XR. Alternatively you can submit your appeal directly to DPEA 

using the national e-planning web site https://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. 

 

AC24
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FORM 2 

 

 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING 

(SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 (AS AMENDED) 

 

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 notice. 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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A B ROGER & YOUNG LTD 

Chartered Architect.Planning & Surveying 

 
9 Macgregor Street email: info@abrogerandyoung.com 

Brechin DD9 6AB ashleigh@abrogerandyoung.com 

tel: 01356 622125  fax: 01356 622644 stephen@abrogerandyoung.com 

 

 

Proposed New Crematorium  

At Carmyllie, Arbroath, DD11 2QZ 

 
Site Analysis and Background  

 
 

The proposed site is located within the Angus countryside on the B961. With an area of 

around 14780m², the site sits around 0.5 miles south of the village Redford.  Ideally 

positioned, the main Angus towns and cities can easily reach the location within a 30-

minute drive. In addition, there is public transport available with two bus stops located 

outside the Carmyllie hall. These are served by the No. 36 bus which runs from 

Arbroath to Redford. These bus stops are within a 150m walk from the site and although 

they currently do not have bus shelters our client is willing to install these. The site is set 

within the picturesque agricultural lands of Angus, which provide a peaceful 

atmosphere.  
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Site Photographs 

 

Site viewed from the west. 

Site viewed from the north. 

Site in relation to Carmyllie Hall 
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Proposals 

 
This proposal is for planning permission for a Crematorium building with associated access 

tracks, parking, turning spaces, boundary enclosures and landscaping at Carmyllie Arbroath, 

Angus, DD11 2QZ.   Policies associated within the Angus Local Development Plan (2016) 

which correspond to this application are; 

 

Policy DS1 Development Boundaries and Priorities 

 

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 uses set out. Proposals or 

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 site out with 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. 

 

Out with 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 the 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.  

 

The client is in ownership of three of the fields which run along the B961, highlighted on the 

image below in blue. The most southern site was selected as it is the poorest grade of land within 

our client’s ownership.  

 

The central location of the site between the three villages of Redford, Carmyllie and Greystones 

enables the venue to be accessible by bicycle within 3-9 minutes or by foot in a 10-30 minute 

walk. 
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Policy DS2 Accessible Development 

 

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. 

- Make provision for suitably located public transport infrastructure such as bus stops, 

shelters, lay-bys, turning areas which minimize walking distances. 

- Allow easy access for people 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. 

- 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: 

- The submission of a travel plan and/or a Transport Assessment 

- Appropriate planning obligations in line with Policy DS5 Developer Contributions.  

 

 

We are of the belief that the development will be easily accessible given that the site is central to 

Angus and the road which provides access to the site is a B - road, this means it is a two-lane 

road intended to connect different areas and to feed traffic between A - roads. Therefore the road 

will be more than capable of handling the additional traffic generated by this development.  An 

added bonus is that B-roads are gritted and cleared of snow during winter times to ensure that 

rural traffic can pass. 

 

As stated previously, the proposed location is within a 3-9 minute bike ride or 10-30 minute 

walk from the three neighbouring villages. In addition, also mentioned above, the site is next to 

the No. 36-bus route.  This bus follows the route displayed below: 
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This bus stops at the two stops outside 

Carmyllie Hall (one heading to Arbroath 

one to Guthrie/Friockheim) 5 times a day. 

These bus stops are within a 150m walk 

from the site.  

 

In addition to all the towns and villages to 

the left, many Angus towns have 

transport which runs to Arbroath Bus 

station, as does Dundee. As a result, the 

majority of Angus could reach the 

proposed site via bus if they chose to do 

so.  

 

There currently is no physical bus shelter at the Carmyllie Hall, however our client is willing to 

have this installed. Furthermore, the client is willing to lay a cycle and pedestrian walkway 

along the B961 in the three fields which are under their ownership for pedestrian and cyclist use, 

connecting Redford to the site.  

 

A transport assessment has been carried out by Cameron & Ross, civil and structural engineers. 

This report will be submitted in support of the planning application. 

 

 

Policy DS3 Design Quality and Placemaking 

 

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: 

- 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.  

- 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. 

- 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 ‘Designated Streets’ are 

addressed. 

- Adaptable: where development is designed to support a mix of compatible uses and 

accommodate changing needs. 

- Resource Efficient: Where development makes good use of existing resources and is 

sited and designed to minimize environmental impacts and maximize the use of local 

climate and landform. 

Supplementary guidance will set out the principles expected in all development, more detailed 

guidance in the design aspect 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.  

 

The building has been designed to high standards which will be sympathetic to its surroundings. 

Access to the site is fully achievable safely through the means mentioned above. (The B-road, 

new pathways/cycle paths and public transport) 
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The public and private spaces of the building and 

the surrounding landscaping will be well defined, 

the private areas are all grouped together at the 

south-west of the site and the remaining spaces 

are open to the public. This has been indicated in 

the image to the left, private areas in red and 

public areas in blue.  

 

There are trees to the south-west of the site, it is 

proposed that these are maintained and new 

landscaping is to be incorporated throughout the 

site, including a garden of remembrance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

- 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 

use to prevent unacceptable risks to human health.  

 

We feel that the proposed project complies with the 7 points highlighted above: 

 

An Air Quality Assessment will be submitted under separate cover once Environmental Health 

have reviewed the project and provided comment. 
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It is believed there will be little to no noise or vibration disturbances caused whilst the 

crematorium is in operation. The proposed is to run an average of 3 services a day, with a 

maximum limit of 5 per day. These will be 90 minute time slots allowing the process to be less 

rushed and as respectful as possible. Furthermore, all operations will cease for the day after the 

last ceremony has taken place.  As this is the case there will be no additional light pollution 

caused as the building will be closed in the evening and night times.  

 

A bin store will be located at the bottom of the staff car park to the south-west of the site which 

will be constructed using timber.  This position allows for a bin lorry turning area which will 

ensure that the refuse is easily collected, whilst also keeping it concealed and in the private area.  

 

There will be ample parking available for the visitors on site. Although there are 120 patron 

parking spaces, (6 of which are disabled and 14 staff spaces – which includes a further 1 

disabled space), it will be encouraged that they use public transport, walk or bike. A private bus 

will be provided on request that will take attendees to the venue. Charging points for electric 

vehicles will also be available within the main car park. 

 

We have ensured that the building is located in a place which does not overlook any properties 

nor cast shadows upon any of the surrounding buildings.  Given the building is located at the 

south-west of the site, most of the shadows which will be cast from the building will be towards 

the remainder of the site (the parking area). 

 

 

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: 

- The proposal would result in the provision of alternative facilities of equivalent 

community benefit and accessibility. 

- The loss of the facility would not have an adverse impact on the community. 

- The existing use is surplus to requirements or no longer viable. 

- 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: 

- 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. 

- The building is incapable of being reused for its existing purpose or redeveloped for an 

appropriate local community or tourism use. 

- Equivalent alternative facilities existing 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.  

 

We firmly believe that the addition of the Crematorium to the Angus area would be beneficial to 

the local residents and beyond, there is only one Crematorium within the Angus area at present 

and their price list is generally higher than Crematoriums that are further afield. Below are 

examples of what it costs for an adult ceremony and cremation in Angus and other locations to 

show how the prices compare: 
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 Weekly 

Service 

Saturday 

Service 

 Weekday 

Saving 

Weekend 

Saving 

      

Angus £1,100 £2,111    

      

Aberdeenshire £809 N/A  £291  

Dundee £1,115 £1,605  £5 Extra £506 

St Andrews £835   £265  

Perth £709 N/A  £391  

Stirling £965 £1,205  £135 £906 

Inverness £959 £1,114  £450 £1,461 

Glasgow £650 £650  £450 £1,461 

Edinburgh £899 £999  £201 £1,112 

London £1,301 £1,428  £201 

Extra 

£683 

 

 

 

It should also be noted that Aberdeen offers a discount to local residents who choose to use their 

service, in that circumstance the cost is £753 (a saving of £347).  

 

As can be seen from the table above, Angus and Dundee are the most expensive Crematoriums 

in Scotland with large savings being achieved just for travelling further afield. These prices 

could potentially cause Funeral Poverty in the local area. It is proposed that the venue will offer 

cremations and ceremonies at a price in-keeping with the Scottish average. It is estimated that 

the development would provide such a significant benefit to the local community and beyond, as 

the competition will drive the cost down helping to combat funeral poverty.  

 

We believe the countryside location is essential to ensure that there is no detrimental impact to 

any neighbouring developments. In addition the countryside provides a calm and tranquil 

environment which is required for the Crematorium setting.  We are not aware of any other 

brownfield sites or sites which may be deemed more appropriate for the proposed Crematorium 

to be located and as a result feel this is an ideal location which is easily accessible for Angus and 

Dundee residents. 

 

We believe that we have kept the development to an appropriate scale, the building is set back 

from the road and will be partially screened by landscaping to minimise any visual impact 

caused. The majority of the site is garden and greenfield areas to further set the tranquil 

environment. 

 

 

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.  
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It is noted that towns within Angus which would be capable of a Class 10 development are; 

Arbroath, Forfar, Montrose, Brechin, Carnoustie, Kirriemuir and Monifieth. However, it is 

unrealistic that an area of land which would be acceptable for this size of development – a 

development which requires vast amounts of landscaping and large parking provisions – can be 

found within any of these city centres. We feel that given the circumstances; exceptions should 

be made with regards to this policy.  

 

In addition to the lack of readily available space, a Crematoria building is not permitted to be 

near any dwellinghouse, public highway or consecrated part of a burial ground under “The 

Cremation Act 1902”. This act states that a building of such nature should be located 200 yards 

(183m) away from any dwelling properties and 50 yards (45m) away from a public highway or 

consecrated part of a burial ground. Although Scotland operate under the “Foundation of Burials 

and Cremations Association (FCBA)” rather than the Cremation Act, they still recommend 

maintaining these distances. Given that the towns and cities mentioned above are full of public 

highways and domestic properties, there really would be no suitable location.  

 

Due to the nature of the building we feel that a countryside location is appropriate, ensuring no 

residents will be disturbed by the proposals. We feel this argument is valid for policy TC19 

below. 

 

Policy TC19: Retail and Town Centre Uses 

 

Proposals for retail and other town centre uses over 1000m² gross floorspace (including 

extensions) on the edge of our outside of defined town centres (including in out-of-town 

locations) will be required to submit relevant assessments (including retain/town centre impact 

and transport assessments) and demonstrate that the proposal: 

- 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. 

- Does not individually or cumulatively undermine the vibrancy, vitality and viability of 

any of the town centres identified in Table 2 in Angus 

- Tackles deficiencies in existing provision, in qualitative or quantitative terms and 

- 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 uses under 1000m² 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. 

 

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.  
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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 92/94/EEC) will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated 

to the satisfaction of Angus Council as planning authority that: 

- There is no satisfactory alternative and 

- There are imperative reasons of overriding public health and/or safety, nature, social or 

economic interest and beneficial consequences for the environment, and 

- 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. 

 

We understand that preservation of wildlife is important and as such a Habitat Survey has been 

carried out by Countrywise Ecologists. This report will be submitted in support of the 

application. 

 

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: 

- The site selected is capable of accommodating the proposed development. 

- The siting and design integrate with the landscape context and minimise adverse 

impacts on the local landscape. 

- Potential cumulative effects with any other relevant proposal are considered to be 

acceptable and 

- 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 in Angus will be set out in a Planning Advice Note. 
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We are of the belief that our planned location is more than capable of accommodating the 

proposed development. The buildings footprint is around 636m² which is around 4% of the 

14780m² site area. The trees along the southern boundary are to be retained and further 

additional large scale tree planting would be carried out throughout the site, not only screening 

the development but also offering a larger range of habitats for the surrounding wildlife.  

 

We propose the building to be set below the road level as the site gently slopes away from the 

main road.    As can be seen in proposed section A-A we have tried to use landscaping within 

the design to reduce as much impact the proposed has on its setting as possible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

planting proposals should: 

 

Image showing small area 

taken up by footprint. 

Image showing retained trees to the 

southwest outwith site, and proposed 

trees within the site. 
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Policy PV7: Woodland, Trees and Hedges cont; 

 

- Protect and retain woodland, trees and hedges to avoid fragmentation of existing 

provision. 

- Be considered within the context of the Angus Woodland and Forestry Framework 

where woodland planting and management is planned. 

- 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. 

- Ensure new woodland is established in advance of major developments. 

- Undertake a Tree Survey where appropriate. 

- Identify and agree appropriate mitigation, implementation of an approved woodland 

management plan and re-instatement or alterative planting. 

Angus Council will follow the Scottish Government Control of Woodland Removal Policy when 

considering proposals for the felling of woodland.  

 

The site is currently farmland so there are minimal trees and hedges within the site. As 

previously mentioned regarding Policy PV6, we will ensure that the woodland to the south-west 

of the site will remain untouched.   Around the building, access road and parking areas the site 

will be laid in grass to continue and enhance the countryside setting with some additional 

planting added around the site in the form of a varied mixture of small trees, shrubs and plants 

native to the area thus creating a mix of leaf, textures, heights and flowers that will complement 

the proposed development and surrounding area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Trees located to the south-west. 
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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.  

 

Out with areas served by public sewers or where there is no viable connection for economic or 

technical reasons private provisions of wastewater treatment must meet the requirements of 

SEPA and/or The Building Standard (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.  

 

A Drainage Assessment has been carried out by S.A.McGregor, Drainage Engineer, this reports 

on a site investigation which involved trial pits undertaken with the purpose of infiltration tests. 

This has found the ground to have ideal attenuation and provides ample area for the drainage. It 

is proposed that new surface water will be connected into a private surface water soakaway and 

the new foul water will enter a private septic tank and then into a private foul water soakaway. 

All the drainage will be contained within the site to the current building standard regulations. 

The building will be supplied by mains water supply. This report will be submitted in support of 

the application. 

 

 

Policy PV20: Soils and Geodiversity 

 

Development proposals on prime agricultural land will only be supported where they: 

- Support delivery of the development strategy and policies in this local plan 

- Are small scale and directly related to a rural business or mineral extraction 

- 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 access 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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The land at the site has been graded as 3.2 as per the “National Scottish Soils map”, this means 

that the land is capable of average production though high yields of barley, oats and grass can be 

obtained; use of the land for grass leys are common. The image below shows our site within the 

soils the map. 3.2 is not prime agricultural land, so we believe that this will be no real loss of 

land, in addition only a section of the field is to be utilised leaving the remainder of the field for 

farming.  

 

 

The proposals are consistent with overarching aims of The National Planning Framework 4 and 

will better meet the sustainability conditions than any of the other local crematoriums.  

 

Policy 1 & 2 – NPF4 policy 1 indicates that when considering all development proposals 

significant weight will be given to the global climate and nature crises. Policy 2 relates to 

climate mitigation and adaption and the policy is to encourage, promote and facilitate 

development that minimises emissions and adaptions to the current and future impacts of climate 

change. This requires development proposals to be sited and designed to minimise greenhouse 

gas emissions.  

 

- The aim is to provide a sustainable building. It is believed that cremation produces lesser 

environmental damage than traditional in-ground burial and uses a lot less land. An electric 

cremator is to be used within the proposals, electric cremators release an estimated half the 

NOx (oxides of nitrogen, especially as atmospheric pollutants) emissions of a gas cremator 

and also have the capacity to utilise Selective Catalytic Reduction (a means of converting 

NOx). All electric cremators are fitted with abatement systems to remove mercury and other 

contaminants. This is a huge step towards an eco-friendlier building. To aid in running the 

electric cremator and the building, PV panels are to be installed on the south-west roof with 

potential of battery storage. 

 

- The building will be constructed using high performance materials, such as natural timber 

linings which can store carbon within them.  

 

- Further eco-friendly systems can also be implemented during the running process of the 

project, such as using the heat generated from the cremation process to help heat the 

building, or eco-composting all of the floral tributes, grass cuttings and hedge trimmings 

etc. to then be reused on the flower beds. These processes enabling all waste to be reused 

as environmentally friendly as possible. Recycling will be important during the running of 

the building. 

 

- Finally the venue will have the capability to stream funerals, offering the ability to watch 

remotely; this will eliminate the need to travel completely for those patrons who are unable 

to attend.  
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Policy 5 – this policy is about Scottish soils and indicates that development proposals will only 

be supported if they are (amongst other things) designed and constructed in accordance with the 

mitigation hierarchy by first avoiding and then minimising the amount of disturbance to soils on 

undeveloped land. 

 

- As highlighted on the previous page, the proposed site has been graded as Grade 3.2 on 

the Scottish Soils map which means that it is not prime agricultural land. In addition 

only a small section of the field is to be utilised, allowing the remainder to be used for 

farming.  

 

Policy 9 – indicates that proposals on greenfield sites will not be supported unless the site has 

been allocated for development or the proposal is explicitly supported by policies in the LDP. 

 

- The proposals are consistent with the Angus Local Development Plan, this has been 

highlighted above. 

 

Policy 13 – relates to sustainable transport. Its intent is to encourage, promote and facilitate 

developments that prioritise walking, wheeling, cycling and public transport for everyday travel 

and reduce the need to travel unsustainably. Policy 13 indicates development proposals will be 

supported where it can be demonstrated that the transport requirements generated have been 

considered in line with the sustainable travel and investment hierarchies and where appropriate 

they meet a number of criteria. Policy 13 also indicates that development proposals for 

significant travel generating uses will not be supported in locations which would increase 

reliance on the private car, taking into account the specific characteristics of the area. 

 

- The development site is served by public transport, but can also be accessed by walking, 

wheeling and cycling. This will be made even more possible by the addition of a new 

footpath and cycleway from Redford.  

- Further to being suitable for eco-friendly access, our site will also offer a ‘full package’ 

service. For example, the venue will offer cremations, services and the memorial garden 

which will reduce the need for a patron to travel to different venues.  

- Policy 13 looks to reduce everyday travel, attending a funeral is not an everyday task 

therefore this reduces the applicability of the policy. Additionally, there is a desire to 

encourage appropriate rural development under Policy 29. 

- It must also be taken into account that the patrons that shall visit the proposed 

development would otherwise be travelling to the other facilities in either Friockheim or 

Dundee, therefore the travel to this site may already reduce their miles travelled.  

 

Policy 14 – Policy 14 design, quality and place indicates that development proposals will be 

supported where they are consistent with the six qualities of successful places. Those qualities 

include, (amongst other things) supporting well connected networks that make moving around 

easy and reduce car dependency. The policy indicates that development proposals that are 

poorly designed, detrimental to the amenity of the surrounding area or inconsistent with the six 

qualities of successful places, will not be supported. 
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Although we have already covered the points throughout this report to show how we believe that 

we have addressed the points above we will summarise them below: 

 

- Sustainability of the Site – The site can be accessed sustainably and patrons will be 

encouraged to arrive using an eco-friendly method of transport. There are bus stops within 

a 150m walk from the site, these are served by the No. 36-bus which travels from Arbroath 

Bus Station (a station which provides travel to the whole of Angus). In addition to public 

transport, the development site can be reached via foot or bike from the local villages, 

specifically Redford as our client is willing to lay a footpath and cycleway through their 

fields to the site. 

 

- Distinctive – Our building will be a statement building, whilst also being sympathetic to 

its surroundings.  

 

- Safe and pleasant – The countryside setting will be a pleasant environment for the 

building, this will be amplified by the landscaping surrounding the building. The building 

itself has been designed to be safe, for example, ensuring the private areas are separate 

from the public areas to reduce risk of harm to patrons and ensuring that pedestrians can 

safely get from their cars to the building. 

 

- Easy to move around – The building has been designed to provide a natural flow.  Patrons 

will move from the entrance into the main hall and then from the main hall back out to 

the landscaped setting.   Private spaces will be adequately sign posted so no public enter.  

- Different materials will be used to further enhance the difference between public and 

private, such as Monoblock pathways for public areas but gravel pathways for private 

walkways. This will guide patrons subconsciously, as they will naturally continue to 

follow the correct path. 

- An additional key point to this section is that the site is gently sloped which enables it to 

be easily accessible for disabled and elderly patrons including the memorial garden. 

 

- Welcoming – The building has a canopied area, which will provide shelter whilst entering 

the building and will allow the hearse to offload safely, but this will also act as a 

welcoming element to the building, drawing the patrons in and into the large and warm 

entrance. 

 

- Adaptable – Buildings should be designed to be adaptable; this means a building should 

be designed initially with the thought of how they might be easily altered in future to 

prolong its life. We believe that this will be a flexible space once constructed and – 

although it will be intended to be used as a crematorium throughout its whole use of life 

– its thought that it could easily be repurposed as a public building with very little work. 

 

- Resource Efficient – It is intended that the building will be built to a high quality, this will 

be done through skilled trades persons and using appropriate materials. There will be 

minimum waste and will function effectively during use, maintaining the minimal waste 

mantra through the use of eco-friendly technology. 

- A traffic analysis has been carried out by Cameron and Ross, Civil and Structural 

Engineers.  This provides swept path analysis along with a traffic assesment and will be 

submitted in support of the application. 
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Policy 29 – rural development seeks to ensure that rural places are vibrant and sustainably and 

rural communities and businesses are supported. The policy offers support to proposals that 

contribute to the viability, sustainability and diversity of rural communities and local rural 

economy. It requires proposals to be suitably scaled, sited and designed to be in keeping with the 

character of the area; and to take into account the transport needs of the development as 

appropriate for the rural location. NPF4 places increased emphasis on locating new development 

in locations which have good access for sustainable travel options and avoiding increased 

reliance on the private car.  

 

- The crematorium will be a sustainably run project which can be accessed sustainably. It 

will be of suitable scale (taking up only 4% of the red line area) and will be set back 

from the road at a reduced level. The building will then be screened by various planting 

to ensure it maintains a low impact on the surrounding. It will incorporate materials 

which can be found on surrounding buildings to ensure that it is in-keeping with the 

area. 

 

As previously mentioned with reference to Policy TC17, a Crematorium building should be 200 

yards from dwellings and 50 yards from highways, so the building itself is not suited to being built 

within a development boundary. Our site is located around 0.5 miles south of the domestic 

properties located at Redford and approximately 0.2 miles (320m) north of its closest neighbour. 

This exceeds the required 0.1mile distance whilst still maintaining walking distance. The building 

has been set back upon the site around 50 yards from the road, with the flue located around 85 

yards from the road. 

 

As mentioned in DS5, the public bus does stop at the Carmyllie Hall despite there currently being 

no physical bus shelters, however our client is willing to install a bus shelter to the north of his 

site. Additionally, our client is willing to install a pedestrian footpath and cycleway from Redford 

to the site, as mentioned earlier.  

 

It is advised that you don’t walk on a carriageway which is twisty, has changes in level, is unlit or 

darkened by tree canopies. The road from the hall and bus stops is straight, is not hugely affected 

by the trees and maintains a constant smooth incline. The road from Redford is similar, with little 

to no trees, straight and a gradual incline. Following the installation of pedestrian footpath and 

cycleway, it too will provide a safe walk to the venue. Additionally, to reduce the need for private 

car, our client is willing to provide a private bus service. Being so easily accessible will work well 

towards the Scottish Governments target of ‘reducing car kilometres travelled by 20% by 2030’. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Road from Carmyllie Hall and Bus Stops 
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Roads from Redford towards the site. Top as you leave Redford then 2nd positioned around the 

end of the straight in first picture. 

 

Given that the B961 is a B-Road which is mostly straight, there have been minimal road traffic 

collisions. The map below shows all the road traffic accidents which have been recorded on this 

stretch of road in the past 23 years, this highlights the locations of 6 different incidents. 2 of these 

incidents were slight with 4 serious. There have been no fatal accidents within the area.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Although there have been 6 reported incidents, the most recent was a serious accident in 2020, 

prior to that there have been none noted since 2011 – a year when 2 were recorded.  

 

  
Incidents between 2020-2023. 

Incident was reported 14/04/2020 

Incidents between 2011-2023. 

Incident was reported 14/04/2020 

Incident was reported 20/07/2011 

Incident was reported 16/06/2011 
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We truly believe that the proposals would provide economic benefits, offering jobs during the 

construction and operation of the development, but also presenting an increase in use of the 

nearby hospitality businesses. There will be 4 full time staff positions created by the proposed 

development.  

 

There is high demand for cremations within the local area and it is known, that at times, waiting 

lists can be formed, so a new facility is required and we believe the site is ideally located within 

the centre of Angus and will provide this facility well. The location is close enough to Dundee to 

allow their residents to view the proposals as an option also, by creating a greater choice for 

funerals within the Angus and Dundee area, we have the potential to reduce the costs of a 

funeral (which are high in the area) which provides opportunity to help tackle funeral poverty. 

 

As mentioned briefly with regards to PV6, a Crematorium ideally should have a calm and 

peaceful atmosphere and we strongly believe that being set within nature plays a huge part in 

this, this is one of the reasons that we are convinced that this is the best setting for the proposal. 

Evidence which confirms our views on this can be seen in several other Crematoriums 

throughout the Scotland, which boast of their natural setting. 

 

 

- The Clyde Coast & Garnock Valley Crematorium is located upon the western coast of 

Scotland and boasts of being the highest Crematorium in Scotland sitting 731m above 

sea level. Opened in 2018, the Crematorium sits within the heart of the Clyde Muirshiel 

Regional park which covers 108 square miles of beautiful Scottish Countryside. It’s 

country location helped it win “Best Crematorium” in Scotland at the 2019 Scottish 

Funeral Awards. 

- The Hurlet Crematorium, which opened in 2021 is near Glasgow. Set within 15-acres of 

open countryside, the Crematorium offers panoramic views out and across the serene 

Hurlet Hills. This has helped them win “Best Crematorium” in Scotland at the 2022 

Scottish Funeral Awards. 

- Brewsterwells Crematorium St Andrews is a new Crematorium which opened in June 

2022 within the outskirts of St Andrews. The Crematorium boasts of a beautiful rural 

outlook which provides a calm and peaceful place. 

- Inverness Crematorium is also set out with the city, within the countryside. 

- South Lanarkshire Crematorium sits within tranquil landscaped gardens with views over 

the Clyde Valley 

- The Moray Crematorium was opened in 1999. It is set within approximately six acres of 

ground, amidst the gently rolling hills of the Moray countryside, their peaceful and 

tranquil gardens providing a quiet heaven and restful sanctuary.   

- Borders Crematorium is set in the heart of the countryside near the Eildon Hills. The 

ground has been carefully designed to preserve the natural landscaping and its garden of 

remembrance offers a beautiful, tranquil setting. 

- The Stirlingshire Crematorium overlooks the historic city of Stirling and the 

surrounding countryside, offering a natural place for families. 

- Holmsford Bridge Crematorium was opened in 1997, it is situated within ten and a half 

acres of beautiful Ayrshire Countryside. 

 

As can be seen from the list above, which is not exclusive, having a countryside setting plays a 

huge part of creating the ideal setting. Many of these Crematoriums have been approved and 

constructed within the countryside recently, we feel this backs up our choice of location. 

 

Given our efforts to immerse this building within a natural setting, we believe there will be little 

to no impact on the surrounding setting. The building is set away from the road with sufficient 

landscaping which will easily conceal the car parking facilities.  
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The road past the venue is of a satisfactory standard for traffic to use as access, however this will 

be upgraded with pedestrian footpaths and cycleways from the site to Redford, thus improving 

the area for locals.   

Design 
 

It is proposed to create a statement building, which will be located to the south-west of the site. 

The building, which is proposed to have a floor area of around 636m², is to have a main section 

which is linear in style and will be balanced with a wing at either side.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The building is to be simple in style, with a pitched roof on the main section and lean-to roofs for 

the wings. Entrance to the building will be through the main doors to the front of the building, 

facing north-west. Patrons will then be guided through to the main hall for the ceremony. After 

the ceremony has come to a close, patrons will then be guided back out the front or side doors into 

the vestibule area, both will offer connection to the external grounds giving ability to wander the 

grounds and to visit the memorial garden. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

It is proposed that a canopied area is to be formed over the entrance door, this will provide a 

sheltered area for patrons and authorised vehicles. The private (red) and public (blue) spaces will 

be grouped together to not only aid with the natural guidance through the building but to also 

ensure that there is no confusion as to whether an area is private or public.  

 

Main element of the 

building highlighted in 

blue, with side wings 

highlighted in yellow. 

In Out 
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The proposals, which are to have an eaves level around 5.1m high and a ridge height of 9m, are 

to be finished in materials which are local to the site, this will help the building complement its 

surroundings rather than contrast against them. The main element of the building is to have a 

natural stone frontage, this will be welcoming and will mirror the stonework on Carmyllie hall 

across the road. The remaining walls of the main section are to be an off-white render, which will 

again mirror the rear of Carmyllie hall. The walls of the wings are to be clad in natural timber 

linings, although a different colour, this will tie in with the timber linings used on Carmyllie hall. 

The vertical metal roofing used on Carmyllie hall will be reflected by the sinusoidal roofing which 

is to be used on the roofs of the wing elements. The main section is to have a natural slate roof, 

which can be seen on many of the houses within the Redford village.  

 

The flue will sit approximately 12m tall, this will comply with the environmental protection act 

1990 which states the flue should be a minimum of 8m from the ground and 3m from ridge height.  

 

 

 

Carmyllie Hall 

 

 

 

 

Vertical Roofing 

Natural Stone 

Timber Linings Off-white Render 
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Patrons will be encouraged to arrive at site via sustainable methods of transport – cycling, walking, 

private bus, or public transport – however parking provisions have been accounted for. Entry to 

the site will be via a new opening which is to be formed to the west side of the north-western 

boundary. Traffic will enter here before being gently guided around the site before exiting the site 

at another new opening along the north-western boundary, this time to the northern side. The use 

of these two openings enables the flow of the site to work to its best potential, it is also good 

practice of the Federation of Burials and Cremations Authority (FBCA). 

 

Upon entry to the site the hearse will veer off the drive-through road to arrive under the canopied 

area of the building, upon leaving the canopied area the hearse will re-enter the looped access road 

to continue through the site and out the separate exit.  

 

A one-way traffic system will operate at the site as shown below, this will enable cars to freely 

move throughout the site and should reduce congestion. 120 parking spaces have been provided 

for the patron car park; this includes 6 disabled parking spaces. The only road which does not 

follow the one-way system is the staff car park, which will be a two-way road,14 parking spaces 

have been provided for this car park, including 1 disabled space. We do not feel the staff car park 

needs to be single lane as they will tend to arrive before the patrons at the start of the day and 

leave after them at the end of the day.  

 

Electric Car Chargers will be offered for 4 parking spaces. 

 

Off-White Wet 

Dash Redner 

Flue Natural Stone Sinusoidal 

Roofing 

Natural Timber 

Linings 
Oak Timber 

Windows 

Natural Slate 

AC26



 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There will be a memorial garden for the venue. This has been positioned in a quiet place within 

the site and has been screened from the car parks by trees to provide a quiet and secluded space 

for mourning. Memorial gardens have been found to be highly effective in other developments, 

and examples of inspiration which may be used when fully designing and landscaping the 

proposed garden are: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Road Out 

Road In 

Flow of main one-

way traffic route 

Direction of parking 

lanes from and back 

onto main traffic route 

Travel of 

hearse and 

staff 

Patron Car Park 

Section of two-

way road 

Staff car park 

4 No. 

Electric 

Parking 

Spaces 

Bike 

Parking 
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Clyde Coast & Garnock Crematorium’s memorial gardens and memory tree. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Hurlet’s memorial gardens and memory tree. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By offering a memorial garden and a place to interment ashes, our development offers a 

complete service. This removes the need for patrons to travel to an additional site to carry out 

this process, further reducing miles travelled.  
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Conclusion 
 

We believe that the proposed new crematorium would be an asset to the Angus and Dundee 

area. Our modern design will sit well within the Angus countryside, ideally located, and easily 

accessed from all of Angus and Dundee. Our proposed site will offer the ability to walk to the 

venue, cycle and gain access via public transport ensuring that eco-friendly travel is possible. 

Ample parking has also been offered for those who do choose to use a private car, although 

emphasis will be on other modes of transport and a private bus will be available.  

 

The site is on a safe road, with only 1 road traffic accident in the past 10 years. This means that 

patrons will be able to access the site and leave the site safely. The straight nature of the road 

will allow for safe entry and egress to the site and sightlines of 215m x 2.4m are easily 

achievable.  

 

A Crematorium ideally should have a calm and peaceful atmosphere and we strongly believe 

that being set within nature plays a huge part in this, this is one of the reasons that we are 

convinced that this is the best setting for the proposal. Given our efforts to immerse this building 

within a natural setting, we believe there will be little to no impact on the surrounding setting. 

The building is set away from the road, with landscaping between, and landscaping will easily 

conceal the car parking facilities.  

 

We truly believe that the proposals would provide economic benefits, offering jobs during the 

construction and operation of the development, but also presenting an increase in use of the 

nearby hospitality businesses as patrons use services such a restaurant, pubs, nearby halls for 

wakes or use services such as public transport. There is high demand for cremations within the 

area showing that new facility is sought after, and we believe the site is well located within the 

centre of Angus. The location is close enough to Dundee to allow their residents to also choose 

this crematorium, by creating a greater choice for funerals within the Angus and Dundee area we 

have the potential to reduce the costs of a funeral, – which are high in the area – thus providing 

opportunity to help tackle funeral poverty. 

 

We hope that you look favourably upon the application, as we feel it will be a great addition to 

the area and the community. 

 

A B ROGER & YOUNG LTD CHARTERED 

ARCHITECTS 

April 2023 KM 
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1. Summary 
 

Planning permission is to be sought to develop this site.  An Ecological 

Assessment was requested as part of the planning process.  This survey 

reports the results of a daytime survey carried out in January 2023.  The 

development will have negligible effect on protected species.  A root 

protection zone for trees to the Southwest of the site is required.  4 beech 

trees are to be removed to improve sightlines, these should be surveyed 

for the presence of protected species before removal. 

 

2. Objectives of the Survey 
 

The objectives of the survey are to establish: 

• If there are protected species or valuable habitats on or close to 

the site 

• If protected species are found, the location of the species and 

extent of use of the site. 

• The species and numbers found on the site 

• The impact of the development 

 

3. Legislation 
 

The basis of the current wildlife protection system throughout the UK was 

developed in the 1980s and 1990s, in response to 3 international 

agreements on nature conservation: 

• The Bern Convention, 1979 (Convention on the conservation of 

European wildlife and natural habitats) 

• The EU Birds Directive 1979 (Directive on the conservation of wild birds) 

• The EU Habitats and Species Directive 1992 (Directive on the 

conservation of natural habitats and of wild flora and fauna). 

Following devolution these key pieces of legislation were revised by the 

Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 and The Conservation (Natural 

Habitats, &c.) Amendment (Scotland) Regulations 2007 

 

Considerations for this survey are  

 

• killing or injuring any bird species (with some exceptions) 

• destroying, damaging obstructing access to any birds nest while 

in use 

• disturbing specially protected birds whilst breeding, or at lek sites, 

or in certain other circumstances; 

• killing or injuring other specially protected animals or destroying, 

damaging or obstructing access to a structure or place used for 

their shelter or protection 

• disturbing a specially protected animal species while it is 

occupying a structure or place used for shelter or protection 
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• damaging or destroying a breeding site or resting place of a 

European protected species of animal  

• disturbing a European protected species or animal  

• picking, uprooting or destroying any specially protected plant 

species and European protected plant species including their 

seed or spore 

 

4. Site Description 
 

This site is the West corner of an agricultural field in cereal stubble at the 

time of the survey.  The remainder of the field is to the East, the Northwest 

is bounded by a drystone dyke with a public road on the other side and 

the Southwest a drystone wall with a strip of mixed woodland beyond 

the wall.    

 

The owners propose to develop a crematorium and associated 

infrastructure on the site.  4 beech trees are to be removed to permit 

clear sightlines. 

 

5. Personnel 
 

The survey was carried out by Isobel Davidson who has around 20 years’ 

experience of carrying out environmental surveys and is a bat roost 

visitor license holder.  

 

6. Method 
 

6.1 Desk Study 
 

A data search was carried out for records of protected wildlife and 

habitats in the area. 

 

6.2 Field Survey 

 

A walkover survey was carried out to record vegetation on the site.  Any 

walls, trees, hedges, watercourses and waterbodies were noted.  

 

The site was examined for animal footprints, tracks and other signs of 

wildlife.    

 

The beech trees scheduled for removal were assessed for potential bat 

roosts, bird nests and squirrel dreys. 
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7. Limitations of the Survey 

 
There were limitations to the survey. The optimum time for carrying out 

wildlife surveys is in the summer and autumn months when plant species 

are visible and animals and birds are most active.   This survey was 

carried outwith the optimum survey window.  There was snow on the 

ground during the first visit.   

 

8. Results 
 

8.1 Desktop Study  
 

There are no protected sites on or close to the site. 

 

There are records of red squirrels close to the site but none on the site. 

There are also  records of grey squirrels close to the site. 

There are no other records on or close to the site though the area is 

likely to be under-recorded. 

 

8.2 Field Survey 

 

8.2.1 Habitats 

 

This is part of an agricultural field with a drystone boundary walls and a 

strip of mixed woodland on adjacent land to the Southeast.   

 

The drystone walls would provide habitat for small mammals and birds 

and the strip of woodland will provide habitats for birds, bats and 

squirrels.   

 

4 beech trees are to be removed as part of the development.   

 
8.2.2 Protected Species  

 

Snow was lying on the ground during the first survey visit.  Deer and fox 

foot prints were visible in the snow where they crossed the site. 

Subsequent walkover and tree surveys in Spring 2023 found no signs of 

protected species on or close to the site.    
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9. Recommendations:  

 

There are no signs or records of protected species on this site and the 

site offers very little suitable habitat.   

 

A root protection zone should be in place, marked by protective wire 

mesh fencing to prevent any damage to trees on adjacent land.    A 

selection of the trees along the length of the site were measured to 

calculate an appropriate root protection zone of 6m from the drystone 

dyke into the site.   

 

The beech trees identified for removal should be checked for nesting 

birds and squirrel dreys before removal.  A pre-removal bat survey is also 

advised as there may be dead wood, crack and splits in the trees, not 

visible from the ground and use of trees by wildlife can vary from year to 

year. 

 

Drystone dykes should be retained where possible.  

 

10. Biodiversity Enhancement  

 

• Native tree and shrub planting will be incorporated into the site 

design.   

• Drystone dykes should be retained as far as possible. 

• Site boundaries should be porous to allow free movement of 

small mammals. 

• Building design should incorporate features to encourage 

nesting birds, such as swift boxes and crevices in wall heads. 

• Some or all managed grassland should be planted with 

wildflower lawn mixes. 

• Flower beds should use native and/or insect attracting species 

wherever possible. 

 

11. Impact Assessment 
 

Proposal:   Develop the site 
 

 Impact: Low – no  signs of protected species were found on the site.  

   Pre removal surveys for birds, bats and squirrels on the trees 

   to be removed are advised. 

 

Risk:   None.   
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12. Proposed Site & Tree Removal Plan  

 

 
Site plan  

 

  
Tree Removal Plan  
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13. Photographs 
 

  
Site from West corner    Dyke and treeline boundary to site 

  
Dyke between site and public road  Site from North 

  
Animal tracks crossing site Trees to be removed 
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