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1. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL / SITE LOCATION

1.1 The application seeks to (a) vary condition 2 of planning permission P/14/0094/FUL to 
 allow for the storage of additional scrap metal in the north-west part of the site and (b) 
 remove condition 3 of planning permission P/14/0094/FUL to allow for storage within 
 the north-west part of the site on a permanent basis.  P/14/0094/FUL and conditions 2 
and 3 of the permission are detailed and explained in paragraphs 3.1 to 3.3 of this 
report. 

1.2 The application site lies within a longstanding industrial area at High Bonnybridge and 
is accessed, via two entrances, from Hillview Road.  The site is adjoined to the north by 
industrial land and a railway line, beyond which there is housing.  To the west and 
south of the site is mature planting.  There are mature boundary trees along the road 
frontage. 

1.3 The main part of the site is used for the decontamination, de-liquidising and 
dismantling of vehicles to source re-usable and recyclable parts, and for outdoor 
 storage of the vehicles chassis and frames.  The north-west portion of the site is used 
for the storage of another type of scrap metal. 



 
1.4 The applicant has submitted the following information in support of the application:- 
 

• Supporting Statement. 
• Noise Report. 
• Waste Management License issued by SEPA. 

 
1.5 The Supporting Statement includes the following comments:- 
 

• The additional scrap metal would be transported from the applicant’s Bankside 
yard to allow for the continual upgrading of the yard at Bankside, with a view to 
expanding into all types of waste recycling at the Bankside facility. 

 
• In doing so, the jobs of the existing employees would be safeguarded with the 

potential of creating further employment in the future within the Falkirk area.  
 

• The recycling capacity and capability of the company would also be vastly  
 

• improved within the Falkirk Council area. 
 
 
2. REASON FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION 
 
2.1 The application was called in by Councillor Buchanan to give consideration to the 

impact of the proposal on the visual amenity of the wider area. 
 
 
3. SITE HISTORY 
 
3.1 Planning application P/14/0094/FUL for the use of land for an end-of-life vehicle 

decontamination and de-liquidising facility and storage of scrap material (retrospective) 
was granted on 29 June 2015. 

 
3.2 Condition 2 of P/14/0094/FUL restricts the use of the north-west area of the site to (a) 

the continued storage of the scrap metal existing on that part of the site at the date of 
grant of the planning permission or (b) the storage of vehicles.  The reason for the 
condition was to ensure that the use of the land is suitably controlled, in the interests of 
the amenity of the area (the movement of the scrap metal into the north-west area had 
generated a number of complaints from local residents, notably in relation to noise).    

 
3.3 Condition 3 of P/14/0094/FUL restricts the north-west area of the site to use for a 

temporary period until 25th June 2017.  The reason for the condition was to provide a 
suitable trial period to monitor any additional impacts as a result of the extension to the 
yard area. 

 
3.4 Planning application P/16/0592/VRC for variation of condition 9 of planning permission 

 P/14/0094/FUL to amend the visibility splay requirements at the secondary entrance 
was granted on 24 October 2016. 



 
4. CONSULTATIONS 
 
4.1 The Roads Development Unit note that the additional scrap metal would be brought to 

the site via Bonnyhill Road, the established delivery route to the All Parts site, and that 
 the northern access would be used to gain entry to the storage area.  Planning 
permission P/14/0094/FUL approved the use of this access and secured improvements 
to its visibility and general condition.  The improvements have been implemented and 
the required level of visibility has been achieved.  They acknowledge that the 
importation of additional scrap metal and its eventual sale would generate vehicular 
movements.  However, the northern access is well established and there are no 
restrictions on the proposed delivery route which would restrict its use.  They advise 
that the access is controlled by palisade gates, positioned just under 15 metres from 
the edge of Hillview Road.  The maximum length of a heavy goods vehicle is just under 
19 metres, therefore, there is some concern that a vehicle could encroach onto Hillview 
 Road either when entering or exiting the site.  Accordingly, a condition should be 
attached to any grant of planning permission to require the gates to be positioned a 
minimum distance of 20 metres from the edge of Hillview Road.   

 
4.2 The Environmental Protection Unit have reviewed the submitted (updated) noise report 
 and made the following comments:-  
 

• The updated report has now been carried out in accordance with the correct 
standard for this type of noise, namely BS 4142:2014 Methods for rating and 
assessing industrial and commercial sound. 
 

• Whilst they would agree in general with the methodology used, it could be 
argued that a further 3dB penalty should be added due to the likely intermittent 
nature of the noise as proposed.  

 
• An assumption has been made for the purposes of the assessment that only 

one load of material per hour would be deposited.  In practice this may prove 
not to be the case and more than one load per hour may be deposited.  This 
would have the consequence of raising the sound level even further.  

 
• The rating level was determined as being 66dB which, when compared to the 

background level as existing, results in an excess of +27dB above background 
level.  As stated previously, an argument could be made for an additional 3dB 
penalty to be added which would give an excess of 30dB above background 
level.  Given that the excess stated is so far over the background level, they 
would not make such an argument but consider this is worth noting. 

 
• The noise impact assessment does make several recommendations for 

mitigating the noise impact and suggests that these measures may result in 
reducing the noise level by up to 10dB.  Even allowing for a reduction of up to 
10dB, the noise level would still be 17dB above the background level, which is 
almost double the level stated within the standard as causing a significant 
adverse impact. 

 
• For these reasons, they object to this application unless further mitigation can 

be provided to bring the noise level to below +5dB above the background level. 



 
• The applicant may also wish to consider relocating this particular operation to 

another area of the site which is not as close to dwellings as the current 
application is. 

 
4.3 SEPA have no objection to the application and advise that the Waste Management 

License was modified on 17 March 2016 to increase the maximum tonnage/ year to 
15,000 and amend the site boundary to match planning application P/14/0094/FUL to 
include the north-west area.  They advise that storage of waste and drainage from the 
site should be in accordance with the Waste Management License and the site 
Working Plan. 

 
 
5. COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
 
5.1 Bonnybridge Community Council have not made any representation in respect of the 

application. 
 
 
6. PUBLIC REPRESENTATION 
 
6.1 Thirty nine objections have been received in respect of this application.  The concerns 

raised in these objections can be summarised as follows:- 
  
 Previous Impacts 

• Previously complained about noise and dust from this site. 
• This company has caused serious issues in the past with no consideration for 

the local community and neighbours. 
• Noise levels when the last increase in scrap took place were unacceptable. 
• Past promises to keep noise levels to a minimum were not achieved. 
• Impossible last time for shiftworkers to sleep. 
• Unable to enjoy garden last time. 

 
Noise 

• Noise levels will increase. 
• Noise levels will be unacceptable. 
• This type of operation has been experienced before, so what will be different 

now regarding noise reduction? 
• The noise levels are excessive when there is no monitoring as the scrap is 

dropped from a greater height. 
• Noise levels for the railway line will have to be revised as electrification of the 

line will reduce the noise levels by 30%. 
• The conclusions of the noise report that the area is already noisy due to passing 

trains, planes and helicopters is completely unacceptable. 
• This is a quiet and peaceful residential area. 
• There are numerous senior citizens around during the day when these activities 

take place.  
• The work will be carried out in the summer months when impact on residents 

would be greatest. 
• The resultant pile of scrap would not be left in perpetuity so there is certainty 

that noise will always be an issue. 
• Noise levels would affect the sleep of shift workers. 

 



Environmental 
• Increase in pollution levels. 
• Dust generation. 
• Light pollution at night. 
• Serious concerns with impacts on local environment. 
• Spoil the countryside. 
• There is currently a lot of rust polluted water which drains from the site. 
• Need assurances that this pollution is not making its way into any public water 

supplies. 
• The ground is already contaminated by asbestos, which will be disturbed due to 

the weight and amount of material being stored.  
 

Transport / Road Safety 
• Increase in heavy traffic on Bonnyhill Road. 
• Unacceptable volume of traffic on a B road. 
• The roads in the area are totally unsuited to an increase in heavy traffic. 
• Issues with Bonnyhill Road/ Tamfourhill Road in terms of sharp bends, damage 

to grass verges and restricted width. 
• The small back road is frequently used by local people. 
• Heavy use by industrial vehicles would greatly increase the risk of accidents. 
• The northern splay at the secondary entrance is poor. 
• Under the 2014 application, the secondary access was solely to provide access 

for vehicles stored on a short term basis for insurance assessment. 
• Need confirmation of the operating hours/ days and timescales. 
• Is the material only coming from the Bankside premises? 

 
Visual 

• More unsightly high piles of scrap. 
• Assume maximum height is still 5 metres? 
• The bund does not reach the eastern boundary and reduces in height below 2.5 

metres towards this point. 
• The noise report states a 3 metre high bund with a 3 metre high fence.  This is 

not correct. 
• Visual impact is to the detriment of the area. 
• There has been no regard to the area around the site, where roadside trees 

have been cut down and metal fencing topped with razor wire. 
 

Other Matters  
• Concerns regarding the information contained in the Application Form. 
• Concerns regarding compliance with the conditions of the planning permission. 
• No confidence that the scheduled 3 months would be adhered to as the 

company has not in the past complied with conditions. 
• Is the condition of the bund and tree growth to be monitored? 
• How much material is already on site? 
• How is the tonnage on the site monitored so the maximum is not exceeded? 
• What area of the site is to be used to store the material? 
• This is just moving the problem from one site to another (Bankside to High 

Bonnybridge). 
• Why is razor wire needed? 
• So close to the railway line. 
• Threatened by dogs when they get out. 
• Object on health grounds. 



 
7. DETAILED APPRAISAL 

 
Under section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, as amended, 
the determination of planning applications for local and major developments shall be 
made in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise.    
 
Accordingly, 

 
7a The Development Plan 
 
7a.1 The Falkirk Local Development Plan (LDP) was adopted on 16 July 2015. It includes a 

number of supplementary guidance documents which also have statutory status as 
part of the Development Plan. The proposed development was assessed against the 
policies as detailed below:- 

 
7a.2 The existing end-of-life vehicle facility lies within a Core Business Area as identified in 

the LDP, and is specifically designated in the LDP as a waste management facility.  
The north-west area of the site is not designated for any specific use under the LDP.  
The entire application site lies outwith the urban limits, within the countryside, as 
defined in the LDP. 
 

7a.3 Policy CG01 - ‘Countryside’ states:  
 

The Urban and Village Limits defined on the Proposals Map represent the 
limit to the expansion of settlements. Land outwith these boundaries  is 
designated as countryside, within which development will be assessed in 
the terms of the relevant supporting countryside policies (Policies CG03 and 
CG04), and Supplementary Guidance SG01 'Development in the 
Countryside'. 

 
7a.4 This policy states that land outwith the urban limits is designated as countryside and 

development proposals will be assessed against the terms of the relevant supporting 
countryside policies and SG01 ‘Development in the Countryside’.  The application site 
lies outwith the urban limits and the relevant countryside policy is Policy CG04 
‘Business Development in the Countryside’. 
  

7a.5 Policy CG04 - ‘Business Development in the Countryside’ states:  
 

Proposals for business development in the countryside of a scale, layout 
and design suitable for its intended location will be supported in the 
following circumstances: 
 
1. Areas specifically identified for business development on the Proposals 
 Map; 
 
2. Business development, including appropriate leisure and tourism uses, 
 where a need for a countryside location is demonstrated, or the 
 development constitutes an appropriate form of farm diversification; 
 
3. Proposals involving the re-use of industrial, commercial or institutional 
 land or premises, or the conversion of farm buildings for business use; or 



 
4. Limited extensions to existing established business in the countryside;  
 
Detailed guidance on the application of these criteria will be contained in 
Supplementary Guidance SG01 'Development in the Countryside'. 
Proposals will be subject to a rigorous assessment of their impact on the 
rural environment, having particular regard to policies protecting natural 
heritage and the historic environment. 

 
7a.6 Business development in the countryside will be supported in areas specifically 

 identified for business development.  The main part of the site is identified in the LDP 
 as a Core Business Area and specifically as a Waste Management Facility.  The north-
west area of the site is not identified for any specific use but limited extensions to 
existing established businesses in the countryside can be supported provided there is 
no unacceptable impact on the rural environment.  It was accepted in granting planning 
permission P/14/0094/FUL that the north-west area represented an acceptable 
extension to the existing business subject to appropriate controls being attached as 
planning conditions or exercised under other statutory regimes such as waste 
management legislation.  The principle of the use of the north-west area for storage of 
waste material is therefore established. 

 
7a.7 The proposal is not considered to raise any issues in terms of scale, layout and design.  

The additional scrap would be stored at the lower part of the north-west area and 
would be effectively screened by an existing landscaped bund.  There is a height 
control of 5 metres on the storage of material at the site. 

 
7a.8 Policy BUS02 - ‘Core Business Areas’ states 

 
The core business areas identified on the Proposals Map will be retained 
primarily in business and industrial use. Class 4, 5 and 6 uses will be 
supported in principle within these areas, apart from Callendar Business 
Park, and Gateway Business Park, Grangemouth, where only Class 4 uses 
will be appropriate. Other employment uses will be permitted where they are 
compatible with the business/industrial character of the area and comply 
with other LDP policies. 

 
7a.9 The core business areas are to be retained primarily for business and industrial uses.  

The existing operation is a Sui Generis use which is considered to be similar in terms 
of impacts to many industrial uses and appropriate in principle to a general industrial 
area.  The north-west area of the site, where the additional material is proposed to be 
stored, is outwith the Core Business Area and was accepted under P/14/0094/FUL as 
an acceptable extension to the existing established business (subject to suitable 
controls). 

 
7a.10 Policy RW08 - ‘Waste Management Facilities’ states 

 
1. The preferred location for waste management facilities will be within or 
 adjacent to existing waste management facilities or on land identified for 
 employment or industrial uses. Mineral sites may also be acceptable 
 locations for waste management facilities.  
 



2. Proposals for waste management facilities must:   
  

• comply with the Zero Waste Plan and address capacity and 
proximity requirements for the Falkirk Council area;  

• assess the impact on local amenity, and  particularly on sensitive 
receptors nearby;  

• for thermal treatment plants seek to co-locate with other potential 
heat users; 

• promote sustainable transport and the proximity principle; and 
• comply with other LDP policies. 

 
3. All operational waste management facilities will be safeguarded for 
 sustainable waste management use. Proposals for other development 
 must consider the potential impact on adjacent or nearby waste 
 management facilities and what impact such facilities could have on the 
 proposed development.  

 
7a.11 As stated in this report, the main part of the site is specifically designated in the LDP as 

a Waste Management Facility.  The north-west extension area, where the additional 
material is to be stored, lies outwith the defined area of the Waste Management 
Facility.  As stated in this report, the north-west area has been accepted as an 
extension to the existing established business (subject to suitable controls). 

 
Supplementary Guidance forming part of Local Development Plan 
 
7a.12 SG01 ‘Development in the Countryside’ is relevant to this application.  The proposal is 

not considered to raise any issues in principle or in design terms under SG01 having 
regard to the planning history of the site, the previous acceptance of the north-west 
area of the site as an extension to the existing established business, and given the 
existing industrial character of this area. 

 
7a.13 The principle of the current application, to store additional scrap within the north-west 

 area, potentially on an on-going basis, would not appear to raise any issues in principle 
 in terms of LDP policy.  Furthermore, there are not considered to any fundamental 
issues in terms of scale, layout and design. 

 
7b Material Considerations 
 
7b.1 The material considerations to be assessed in respect of this application are the 
 consultation responses, the representations received and noise impacts. 
 
Consultation Responses 
 
7b.2 The consultation responses are summarised in section 4 of this report.  The matter 

raised by the Roads Development Unit regarding the location of the entrance gates 
could be the subject of a condition of any grant of planning permission.  The objection 
by the Environmental Protection Unit is detailed in full in paragraph 4.2.  The 
comments of SEPA are noted. 

 
Representations Received  
 
7b.3 The concerns raised in the 39 objections to the application are summarised in section 6 

of this report.  The following comments are considered to be relevant to those 
concerns: - 



 
 

• The concerns in relation to noise impacts, both in relation to the previous activity 
and the proposed additional import of scrap metal, are noted.  The 
Environmental Protection Unit have reviewed the submitted noise report and 
objected to the application on the grounds that the proposal is likely to cause a 
significant adverse noise impact as detailed in this report. 
 

• The site is required to operate in accordance with the Waste Management 
License (WML) issued by SEPA and the site Working Plan.  The WML covers 
such matters as waste types and quantities, hours of operation, lighting, dust 
and polluting discharges. 
 

• SEPA monitor the site with respect to the WML including the waste types and 
quantities imported and stored on the site. 

 
• The applicant has advised that the additional material would be transported to 

the site via the established delivery route i.e. via Bonnyhill Road.  The Roads 
Development Unit have advised that there are no existing restrictions on the use 
of this route for this purpose. 

 
• The applicant has advised that the scrap metal would be transported from their 

Bankside site over a three month period, with around 6 loads arriving each day 
(i.e. on average less than one per hour).  However, the application appears to 
seek use of the north-west area for additional storage on an on-going basis. 

 
• It is acknowledged that the previous application (P/14/0094/FUL) proposed the 

primary use of the secondary access as being associated with the storage of 
vehicles on a short term basis for insurance assessment.  The current proposals 
seek further use of the secondary access reflecting a change of circumstances 
in terms of the applicant’s future business plans. 

 
• The existing height control of 5 metres would apply to any additional scrap 

material stored on-site. 
 

• It is confirmed that the approved height for the landscaped bund is 2.49 metres 
topped by a 2 metre high screen fence.  The landscape planting at the site is 
subject to monitoring as considered necessary.  

 
• Trees along the site frontage were removed and the embankment cut back in 

order to improve the visibility south of the secondary entrance. 
 

• It is acknowledged that conditions compliance occurred over a lengthy period of 
time.  Progress in respect of compliance with the planning conditions was fully 
reported to the Planning Committee. 

 
• It is confirmed that the proposed location for additional scrap metal storage is at 

the lower part of the north-west area, between the existing landscape bund and 
the higher portion of the north-west area where scrap metal is currently stored. 

 
• Some of the concerns raised e.g. intimidation by dogs are not material planning 

considerations. 
 



 
Noise Impacts 

 
7b.4 Noise is considered to be a significant material planning consideration in this instance.  

As detailed in this report, the Environmental Protection Unit have objected to the 
application as the noise level predicted in the Noise Report associated with import of 
material to the north-west area, is, even with mitigation, 17dB above background noise.  
This is almost double the level stated within the standard as causing a significant 
adverse impact. 

 
7b.5 The noise report does refer to some contextual factors.  Those factors are: - 
 

● that the overall noise levels with the activity taking place would be generally 
consistent with those without the activity i.e. owing to the noise associated with 
passing trains. 

 
● that the applicant currently has planning permission for the storage of scrap 

metals that permits similar activities to those which are the subject of the current 
application. 

 
●  the duration of the proposed activities would be limited to 3 months.   
 

7b.6 However, in respect of these factors, the following considerations are taken into 
account:- 

  
● The noise associated with passing trains is present for a matter of seconds.  

The relocation of the material from the Bankside site would be likely to be 
ongoing over the course of the day, albeit for a limited period of time (the 
applicant has stated 3 months).  Noise impacts arising from any removal of the 
material from the site is also a consideration. 

 
● If the similar activities referred to are the storage of vehicle chassis and frames, 

the Council's Development Management Unit is not aware of any noise 
complaints having been received in association with those activities.  In 
contrast, the similar activity of the scrap metal currently stockpiled within the 
north-west area attracted noise complaints when the material was brought onto 
the site in August 2014. 

 
● The application appears to seek the use of the north-west area for scrap metal 

storage on an on-going basis, and therefore there is the potential for ongoing 
cycles of large scale import and export of material to and from the north-west 
area of the site.   

 
7b.7 Whilst the area is a longstanding industrial area and, in principle, the use of the land 

 for the intended purpose is acceptable, this has to be carefully balanced against 
 potential noise impacts on nearby residential properties.  As detailed in this report, 
 there is an established residential area nearby to the north and a substantial body of 
 objection has been received to the current application which raise legitimate 
 concerns in relation to noise.  Indeed, the movement of the existing scrap metal to the 
 north-west area generated complaints in 2014.  Potential noise and disturbance also 
have to be weighed against the potential benefits of the proposals as put forward in the 
applicant’s submissions. 



7c Conclusion 

7c.1 The principle of the current application, to store additional scrap metal within the north-
west area of the site, potentially on an on-going basis, would not appear to raise any 
issues in principle in terms of LDP policy.  However, noise impact is a significant 
material consideration in this instance.  As advised by the Environmental Protection 
Unit, the storage of additional scrap material is likely to cause a significant adverse 
noise impact to nearby sensitive residential uses, notwithstanding the presence of a 
railway line between the site and the residential area.  The applicant was invited to 
submit further information, including additional proposals for mitigation, but no 
response was received within the specified timescale.  Whilst the applicant's reasons 
for the proposal, the potential benefits as detailed in this supporting statement and the 
established industrial use of this area are acknowledged, these factors are not 
considered to outweigh the potential significant detriment to residential amenity arising 
from noise and disturbance.  Accordingly the application is recommended for refusal. 

7c.2 It is considered, however, that use of the north-west area for continued storage of the 
existing scrap metal on the site could be supported (i.e. deletion of condition 3 of 
P/14/0094/FUL).  However, as the application also seeks to allow for the storage of 
additional scrap metal within the north-west area (i.e. variation of condition 2 of 
P/14/0094/FUL), the application is recommended for refusal. 

8. RECOMMENDATION

8.1 It is therefore recommended that the Committee refuse planning permission for the 
following reason:- 

1. The proposal has a strong likelihood of causing a significant adverse impact on
noise sensitive residential properties in the area, to the detriment of residential
amenity, potentially on an on-going basis, and it has not been demonstrated that
such impacts could be mitigated to an acceptable level.

Informative(s):- 

1. For the avoidance of doubt, the plan(s) to which this decision refer(s) bear  our
online reference number(s) 01.

.................................................……. 
Pp Director of Development Services 

Date: 16 June 2017 
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37. Objection received from Mr John O'Connell, 34 Reilly Gardens, High Bonnybridge,
FALKIRK, FK4 2BB on 9 March 2017.

38. Objection received from Mr Alfred Hargreaves, 40 Reilly Gardens, High Bonnybridge,
Bonnybridge, FK4 2BB on 2 March 2017.

39. Objection received from Mrs Agnes Hargreaves, 40 Reilly Gardens, High Bonnybridge,
Bonnybridge, FK4 2BB on 2 March 2017.

40. Objection received from Mr David Colvan, 38 Reilly Gardens, High Bonnybridge,
Bonnybridge, FK4 2BB on 7 March 2017.

41. Objection received from Mrs Elizabeth Colvan, 38 Reilly Gardens, High Bonnybridge,
Bonnybridge, FK4 2BB on 7 March 2017.

Any person wishing to inspect the background papers listed above should telephone Falkirk 
01324 504935 and ask for Brent Vivian, Senior Planning Officer. 
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