
 
 
 
 

STIRLING COUNCIL 
 
 
MINUTES of MEETING of the PRE-DETERMINATION HEARING COMMITTEE held in the 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, VIEWFORTH, STIRLING on MONDAY 7 MARCH 2016 at 2.00pm 
 
 
Present 
 

Councillor Margaret BRISLEY (in the Chair) 

Councillor Neil BENNY 
Councillor Johanna BOYD 
Councillor Callum CAMPBELL 
Councillor Martin EARL 
Councillor Scott FARMER 
Councillor Danny GIBSON 
Councillor Alycia HAYES 
Councillor John HENDRY 
Councillor Graham HOUSTON 
Councillor Graham LAMBIE 

 

Councillor Corrie McCHORD 
Councillor Gerry MCLAUGHLAN 
Councillor Ian MUIRHEAD 
Councillor Mike ROBBINS 
Councillor Mark RUSKELL 
Councillor Christine SIMPSON 
Councillor Jim THOMSON 
Councillor Violet WEIR 
Councillor Fergus WOOD 

 

 
In Attendance 
 
Claire Dunbar, Committee Officer, Corporate Operations 
Iain Jeffrey, Senior Planning Officer, Corporate Operations 
Colin McMenemy, Planning & Performance Officer, Children, Young People & Education 
Peter Morgan, Chief Planning Officer, Corporate Operations 
Jonathan Padmore, Team Leader (Transport Planning), Corporate Operations 
Harry Preston, Environmental Health Officer, Housing & Environment 
Gillian Rutherford, Planning Technician, Corporate Operations 
Iain Strachan, Chief Governance Officer, Corporate Operations (Clerk) 
Ian Young, Team Leader (Bridge & Flood Maintenance), Housing & Environment 
 
Also in attendance 
 
Applicant: Dr Robert Graham 
  Mr Robert Graham 
  Mr Mark Richardson 
  Mr John Steel 
  Mr Tony Aitken 
 
Objectors: Mr Duncan MacDougall 
  Mr Douglas Dodds 
  Mr John Morgan 
 
To answer technical questions: Ms Sandra Hebenton, Network Rail 
     Mr Sean Caswell, SEPA 
     Mr Kevin Kay, WSP 



Prior to the formal commencement of proceedings, the Convener advised that the pre-
determination hearing procedure had been tabled and she summarised the order of 
proceedings.  She also reminded those present that the photographing or recording of the 
hearing or use of mobile phones, tablets or social media during the hearing was prohibited.   

PDH1 APOLOGIES 

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Alistair Berrill and 
Alasdair MacPherson. 

PDH2 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Councillor Mark Ruskell, having previously come to a view on the application before 
the Committee today, removed himself from the Committee and sat in the public 
gallery.  It was noted that Councillor Ruskell intended to make a statement against the 
application at the appropriate point in the proceedings. 

PDH3 URGENT BUSINESS BROUGHT FORWARD BY THE CONVENER 

There were no items of urgent business. 

PDH4 DEVELOPMENT OF A PUBLIC PARK, RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
(INCLUDING AFFORDABLE HOUSING) OF 600 UNITS, COMMERCIAL SPACE 
(NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRE), IMPROVEMENTS TO ROAD AND DRAINAGE 
INFRASTRUCTURE AND NEW PRIMARY SCHOOL AT LAND TO SOUTH OF 
AIRTHREY KERSE DAIRY FARM, HENDERSON STREET, BRIDGE OF ALLAN - 
MR R GRAHAM & SON AND MACTAGGART & MICKEL - 14/00595/PPP 

A report submitted by the Director of Corporate Operations advised that this Planning 
Application for planning permission in principle was a “major development” as defined 
in the Town and Country Planning (Hierarchy of Developments) (Scotland) Regulations 
2009. 

In these circumstances, legislation required that a Local Authority's determination of 
such applications shall be discharged only by the Authority itself.  The Council was 
therefore prohibited from delegating the determination of such a class of development 
to a Committee or Officer of the Planning Authority. 

Before the determination of this Planning Application, Section 38A(1) of the 1997 Act 
required the Planning Authority to give the Applicants and any person who submitted 
representations to the authority in respect of the Planning Application an opportunity 
of appearing before and being heard by a Committee of the Planning Authority (“a Pre-
Determination Hearing”).  The purpose of the Pre-Determination Hearing was not to 
reach a decision on the Planning Application.  The full Council would consider the 
application at a later date. 

The purpose of the submitted report was to provide a summary of the issues which 
were relevant in the determination of the application, including national and local 
planning policy and the responses from consultees, Community Councils and local 
people.  The further report to Council would build on this and the discussion from the 
Pre-Determination Hearing in forming an Officer recommendation on the application. 



Introduction 

The Senior Planning Officer highlighted the following points in particular when he 
introduced the report:- 

Description of application 
 
The application in principle was for the development of a public park, residential 
development (including affordable housing) of 600 units, commercial space 
(neighbourhood centre), improvements to road and drainage infrastructure and new 
primary school.  The applicant was Mr R Graham and Son and McTaggart and Mickel. 
 
Site 
 
The site was flat farmland located between Bridge of Allan and Causewayhead. 
 
Site Visit 
 
A site visit had been held on 3 March 2016 to allow Elected Members to view the site 
in relation the proposal.  There had been no discussion on the merits of the application. 
The site was viewed from the Wallace Monument, Airthrey Road and Easter Cornton 
Road. 
 
Stirling Council Local Development Plan 
 
The site was designated as Green Belt and Countryside for planning policy purposes. 
 
Development Framework 
 
The application was supported by a Development Framework which showed a 
conceptual layout.  The proposal was to develop the site in 5 phases. 
 
Major development 
 
The application was a major development, which required a 3 month period of 
community consultation.  This had been carried out following submission of a Proposal 
of Application Notice in January 2013. 
 
Environmental Statement 
 
An Environmental Statement had been submitted with the application along with 
addenda and this was advertised in September 2015 with a 28 day period for 
comments.  Bridge of Allan and Causewayhead Community Councils were consulted 
on documents relating to the Environmental Statement as and when they were 
received. 
 
Planning Policies 
 
The submitted report provided a full list of polices relevant to the application, including 
Local Development Plan policies and Supplementary Guidance and National Planning 
Policies. 

  



 
Issues to be considered 
 
- Applicant’s Case for Approval 
- Housing land supply 
- Visual impact on developing on green belt 
- Education capacity and provision by the applicant of a new primary school 
- Council’s Roads consultation 
- Network Rail and impact on the 2 railway crossings 
- Impact on Trunk Roads 
- Air Quality 
- Noise Impact 
- Local Health Clinic Provision 
- Green Space and Play Provision 
- Affordable Housing 
- Flood Risk 
- Landscape and Visual Impact 
 
 
Questions 
 
Elected Members were then given the opportunity to ask questions for clarification.  
The following issues were discussed:- 
 
Housing Land Supply 
 
In June 2016 the Council would receive the finalised version of the proposed Local 
Development Plan for consideration.  This followed consultation on the Main Issues 
Report submitted in June 2015.  The acknowledged shortfall in the Council’s housing 
land supply was one of the main reasons the Plan was being reviewed so quickly after 
its adoption.  An audit of land supply was carried out annually and the shortfall had 
increased in the past year. 
 
 
Education Capacity 
 
The proposed primary school would be double stream.  A potential location was set 
out in the applicant’s submission. 
 
 
Transport/ Traffic Impact 
 
The applicant had carried out a transport assessment for a staged development of 250, 
450 and 600 houses at this site.  As a result of this it was believed that with the 
introduction of mitigation measures to be provided by the applicant Airthrey Road, the 
Cornton Road/Causewayhead Road junction, the Causewayhead roundabout and the 
Customs roundabout should be able to accommodate the additional traffic.  Mitigation 
would include additional traffic lights and phasing of pedestrian refuges. 
 
It was suggested that officers should consider the results of a previous pilot scheme 
for light control at the Union Street roundabout. 
 
The proposed alterations to the Cornton Road/ Causewayhead Road junction included 
moving the bus layby.  Members asked where the layby would be relocated to.  



Members also asked whether various local factors had been taken into account in the 
proposed redesign of the junctions. 
 
The assessment also showed that Henderson Street would not experience any 
significant increase in traffic movement, which was in part due to the proposed phasing 
of the development, and the implementation of measures already proposed in Stirling’s 
Local Transport Strategy. 
 
Members asked for information on the potential impact on Keir roundabout. 
 
Conditions proposed that measures would also be put in place which would aim to 
reduce dependency on private cars.  For example, the development of residential and 
school travel plans for the site. 
 
Conditions proposed that the applicant would work with Scotrail and Network Rail to 
look at measures which would encourage as many people as possible to use 
alternative modes of transport, thus reducing the impact on parking in and around the 
railway station.  At present around 75% of the people using Bridge of Allan railway 
station travelled there by car.   
 
The Local Transport Strategy’s City Transport Plan set out a package of measures to 
address transport and access issues in the Stirling City area.  Officers confirmed that 
the adopted 2013 City Transport Plan only contained the Kildean to Cornton Road and 
Cornton Road to Airthrey Road links of the former ‘Kildean Link’ that had been included 
in the earlier (2007) City Transport Strategy. 
 
The application included the provision of a section of the Link Road as part of the 
development.  Members asked for additional information from officers on the proposed 
speed limit for that section of road and traffic modelling for the site and surrounding 
roads, to clarify whether the road through the site would be able to fulfil the Council’s 
aspiration of a distributor road. 
 
 
Flood Risk 
 
Flooding on the site area was mainly caused by rainwater but there was some flooding 
at the edge of the boundary from the Forglen Burn.  A plan was shown of the affected 
areas. 
 
The body of water known locally as Westerlea loch was seasonal and was not included 
in the site of the proposed development.  As such it was not included in the drainage 
profile of the development.  If the application was approved information would be 
requested to determine how the drainage from the development would impact on the 
area and adjacent properties. 
 
The presence of a reed bed on the proposed site of the new primary school suggested 
poor drainage. 
 
Maintenance of the surface water management system, which it was proposed would 
be adopted by a Trust, would be critical.  A number of the control features were in land 
not in the ownership of the applicant. 
 
It was acknowledged that there were potential long-term risks associated with the 
establishment of the Trust.  Officers were not aware of this having been trialled 
elsewhere. 



 
It had been suggested that the Trust be required to report annually to the Council and 
that the Trust and Council work together to ensure stability and long term maintenance. 
 
The likely operating costs for the Trust were not yet known. Officers were asked to 
provide Members with indicative costs. 
 
There would be a large, but not unique, number of SUDS for the size of the 
development.  It was suggested that officers should look at how a similar development 
in Dunfermline East was managed. 
 
It was understood that there was a need to mitigate against a potential dam breach at 
Airthrey Loch.  Officers were asked to consult the University of Stirling and provide 
further information for Members on this issue. 
 
 
Air Quality 
 
Emissions of Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) on Henderson Street had been measured in the 
region of 32 µg/m3.  The National Air Quality Objective was 40 ug/m3.  However, it 
was noted that: 
 

• Air quality data should be considered in terms of trends with less reliance on 
single figures. 
 

• The difference between 32ug/m3 and 40ug/m3 (NO2) was a large factor in air 
quality terms. 
 

• In addition, it was confirmed that air quality modelling in other areas showed 
that large increases in traffic had a relatively minor impact on air quality.  For 
example, doubling the traffic flow in an area increased the NO2 level by around 
3 µg/m3. 

 
 
Network Rail 
 
The requirement for the development to be restricted to 450 dwellings until a link to 
Cornton Road was provided (via a road bridge replacing Cornton Road level crossing) 
would be triggered by Network Rail’s tolerance of increased traffic conflict at the level 
crossing. 
 
The related safeguarding of land in phased zones 3b, 4a and 4b could have 
implications for the site capacity (150 houses) and this required to be regulated through 
planning conditions. 
 
 
Scottish Water 
 
Members’ interpretation of the information provided by Scottish Water was that the 
supply of fresh water in the area was limited but the ability to process sewerage was 
not.  Officers were asked to confirm this with Scottish Water. 
 
It was noted that if the application in principle was approved a drainage impact 
assessment would be required for the detailed application. 



 
Applicant and Supporters’ Presentation 
 
Dr Robert Graham 
 
Dr Graham advised that he was born in Bridge of Allan and his family started dairy 
farming at Airthrey in 1939 as tenant farmers.  Bridge of Allan had remained their home 
ever since.  They built their family dairy business which today employed 598 full time 
staff, produced and bought 15% of all milk in Scotland and was ranked 3rd in the 
Scottish take home food and drink brands. 
 
He believed that Stirling was a wonderful place to call home and an ideal location to 
work.  Like all cities it had and would continue to change.  When he started delivering 
milk in the early 1950’s it was by pony and cart, the dairy only supplied Bridge of Allan, 
the University did not exist and there were no houses on the Carse. 
 
Today, with 98 Scottish farming partners, they produced a wide range of dairy products 
from milk, ice-cream, butter and cheese to yoghurt.  They delivered to 6,000 
independent retailers and all the major supermarkets and produced 2.5 million litres of 
milk a week from the dairy at Airthrey. 
 
The existing facility at Airthrey could no longer cope with demand.  The project would 
enable them to finance plans for a new dairy and product development facility at the 
Hill of Drip farm.  The project would provide a step-change in their investment and 
create the much needed infrastructure to process milk, increase capacity and develop 
new products.  It would build confidence by providing essential security to support their 
farming partners. It would enable them to respond to customer trends and help deliver 
Stirling’s economic priorities through a further 400 full time jobs and 50 additional 
apprenticeships. 
 
Concerns had been expressed earlier in the meeting regarding traffic emissions from 
the proposed development.  There were currently 160 trucks and 300-400 cars 
entering and leaving the dairy each day, so Mr Graham believed moving to the new 
dairy would have a positive impact on emissions. 
 
Referring to the concerns about flooding on the site, he advised that drilling had 
recently been carried out on either side of the dairy to find additional water for their 
operations and none had been found. 
 
Instead of fields that the public did not currently have access to, the project would 
provide much needed homes and a new primary school, improve the management of 
surface water and deliver a public park.  
 
 
Mr Mark Richardson 
 
Mr Richardson confirmed that they were promoting a planning application for 600 
houses which were not allocated but were on land designated green belt.  The Local 
Development Plan had also only recently been adopted.  The application was therefore 
at odds with the plan led approach to development. 
 
There were however circumstances which supported such an application and he 
believed they currently existed in Stirling.  Since the Local Development Plan was 
subject to examination, a new country wide Scottish Planning Policy had been 
published.  At its core was the delivery of sustainable development and in particular, 



the national priority to meet local housing needs.  The summary position was that if an 
authority had less than 5 years effective housing land, applications which delivered 
sustainable development should be given significant consideration.  
 
In Stirling there was an 896 unit housing shortfall.  This amounted to a 3-year effective 
supply.  Stirling was not alone, many of the 32 authorities in Scotland had found 
themselves in similar situations and had addressed the issue by approving strategic 
housing applications on unallocated sites.  Key considerations had been ensuring 
proposed developments were technically deliverable and invested in amenities, 
infrastructure and job creation. 
 
The consequence of insufficient housing land was evidenced in high property prices, 
increased rental values and a narrow range of new housing that increasingly did not 
meet the needs of a changing population.  People found themselves either priced out 
of the area or unable to find a house that met their requirements.  Today, a plot of land 
in north Stirling with planning permission for a house could fetch more than the average 
house price in Scotland, making home ownership, of the right kind and in the right 
location, out of reach to many.  He recognised and supported the efforts and significant 
investment being made by the Council to address this issue through the building of 
affordable houses.  
 
The north Stirling Carse had, historically, been the direction for new housing due to its 
accessibility to the city, amenities, work and transport network.  Today this was 
described as a sustainable location, and this was why it was within the core area for 
growth in the Local Development Plan.  
 
He recognised the Carse was a sensitive landscape, valued by many and, if planning 
permission was granted, the applicant would work with all interested parties to develop 
a benchmark project for quality of place.  
 
He believed there was also a huge cost in not taking forward this project for the city 
and region.  Dr Graham had outlined why the project was so important for the business 
with its ability to finance a new dairy.  
 
However, it was accepted that this should not overshadow the case for, and careful 
consideration of, this application at Airthrey Kerse.  
 
That was why it had been subject to so much technical scrutiny, including an 
environmental impact assessment and detailed specialist studies with 3rd party 
reviews.  This comprehensive process had now concluded, with no objections from 
any of the technical statutory consultees, subject to conditions which the applicant had 
accepted.  
 
 
Mr John Steel 
 
Mr Steel advised that he was representing dairy farmers, who were living and working 
in challenging times.  Graham’s dairy was a critical part of the rural and agricultural 
community.  The dairy farmers’ future relied on the prosperity of their milk processing 
plant. 
 
The Graham family consistently delivered on their promises and paid a fair price for 
milk.  They were great revenue earners who generated £30M annually for dairy farming 
in central Scotland.  They had the ability to innovate and develop new products.  The 



new exports which would come out of the new dairy would continue that success and 
allow confidence in the future of Scottish dairy farming. 
 
 
Questions 
 
Elected Members were then given the opportunity to ask questions for clarification.  
The following issues were discussed:- 
 
 
Support for the Application 
 
72 letters had been received in support of the application.  These could be read on the 
Planning website.  Supporters included individual farmers and farming organisations. 
 
 
Green Belt and Open Space 
 
There would continue to be green belt between Bridge of Allan and Causewayhead, 
there would be a park, trails and the SUDS would be developed into recreational areas. 
 
 
Transport/ Traffic Impact 
 
There would continue to be a presence at the existing dairy, but around 90% of the 
work, and the associated vehicles, would move to the new facility. 
 
 
Economic Considerations 
 
There was no basis in national or local planning policy to take cross funding into 
account when considering a planning application.  Sustainable economic development 
was however a policy driver. 
 
Graham’s was one of only 3 main dairy suppliers in Scotland.  Their competitors were 
from other European nations.  They were fortunate in their location in Stirling with the 
proximity of major road networks, but their current size meant there were contracts 
they were not able to take on.  100 Scottish dairy farmers supplied Graham’s.  This 
was 10% of all milk production in Scotland. 
 
 
Sustainable Development 
 
The public exhibitions had shown a desire for housing where residents could walk or 
cycle to schools and the City centre.  There were footpaths and linkages in the 
proposed plan that would allow this. 
 
There was also a desire for smaller houses that would allow older people to stay in 
their own community for longer. 
 
The new dairy would provide 400 new jobs and 50 apprenticeships. 
 

  



 
Housing Land Supply 
 
Stirling was a constrained City with physical infrastructure issues.  It had a 2 year 
housing shortfall. 
 
The proposed development included affordable housing across a wide range of 
tenures, including social housing, low and mid-market rents, retirement properties and, 
potentially, community self build. 
 
The original plan for the development had included 800 houses.  This had been driven 
down to 600 houses as a result of (a) feedback from the consultation events (b) work 
on surface water management and (c) the landscape context (views from the Castle 
and Wallace Monument).  It was the view of the applicant that this was relatively low 
density for an overall application area of 70 acres.  The street scene would reflect the 
character of the area. 
 
The applicant stated that 600 houses was the minimum required in order to make the 
project deliverable. 
 
Members asked whether the area safeguarded for the construction of the new road 
and rail bridge required by Network Rail at Cornton Road (approximately 150 houses), 
and/ or the new link between Cornton Road and Airthrey Road, would lead to the 
applicant increasing housing density elsewhere on the site. 
 
The applicant replied that they did not believe they would lose 150 houses.  The density 
would be determined by capacity, landscape etc.  The initial sketches would be refined 
before any development took place. 
 
 
NHS Forth Valley 
 
There was a capacity constraint at the existing GP practice.  The application included 
the provision of a new Community Medical Hub. 
 
 
Flood Risk 
 
The obligation to contribute to the operation of the Trust for the on-going maintenance 
of the SUDS and other open spaces would be included in the title deeds for the new 
homes.  It was anticipated that this would be at a cost of around £100 per annum.  It 
was hoped that the Trust would also include representation from the Bridge of Allan 
and Causewayhead communities.  A technical team would be appointed by the Trust 
to carry out the necessary maintenance. 
 
The scheme would include two flood control valves.  It was intended that a spare valve 
would always be held by the Trust in case of the need for immediate replacement. 
 
There would be an independent inspection every three months.  The inspector would 
be appointed, but not paid for, by the Council.  A bond would be in place as a safeguard 
for the Council to call upon if the Trust was not meeting its obligations. 
 

  



 
Objectors’ Presentation 
 
Mr Douglas Dodds 
 
Mr Dodds was Chairman of Bridge of Allan Community Council and also represented 
Causewayhead Community Council who fully supported the strong objection to this 
application. 
 
Mr Dodds began by outlining the major impact which he believed approval of this 
application would have on residents of Causewayhead and Bridge of Allan, with the 
coalescence of the two communities, loss of identity, and the destruction of Green Belt 
in contravention of the Local Development Plan.  He advised that his colleagues would 
go into these matters in more detail. 
 
He went on to address the increased level of activity on roads and car parks, and the 
associated noise and pollution, in an already congested road system. 
 
With a national average of two cars per household, the proposal for 600 houses would 
add over 1,000 vehicles to a system that was already straining to cope at peak times. 
 
The projected five years of construction vehicles using Easter Cornton Road, raised 
another very serious problem which would need to be addressed. 
 
Causewayhead Road was already congested on weekdays from 8.00am until after 
9.00am, and then again at 3.15pm until 6.00pm.  He believed the additional traffic 
would lead to almost total gridlock. 
 
Similarly, the road to and from Bridge of Allan to the Keir roundabout was jammed from 
8.30am onwards.  He believed that another 1000 vehicles would make day to day 
business in that part of Stirling all but impossible.  He added that approving this 
development would add considerably to an ever increasing air quality problem and 
have an effect on lives.  
 
The Local Transport Strategy sought to maintain and manage the existing transport 
network, to reduce the likelihood of air quality being breached.  However, figures 
provided by the latest Sustainable Stirling Annual Report (2015) on air quality noted 
that in Henderson Street, Bridge of Allan nitrogen dioxide was standing at 33.8 µg/m3, 
up from 31.7 in 2013. The guideline for a breach was 40 units. 
 
The Local Transport Report stated that 14,220 vehicles travelled daily both ways along 
Henderson Street and past the A9 West entrance from Stirling University at the Airthrey 
Kerse roundabout.  There were already long queues at peak times where drivers were 
taking in huge amounts of emissions whilst in crawling, almost stationery traffic.  
Emissions were shown to cause lung disease. 
 
He stated that instead of the considerable increase in pollution which would be caused 
by this development, we should be creating a greener, cleaner and safer environment 
for all.  
 
He concluded by saying that in many ways, the Council was in a situation similar to a 
jury deciding someone’s fate - in this case the residents of Causewayhead and Bridge 
of Allan.  He believed the same principle should apply as in a Court of Law.  If in doubt 
the Council should reject the application. 
 



 
 
Mr Duncan McDougall 
 
Mr McDougall resided in Bridge of Allan, on the Kerse.  For the past 5 years he had 
been researching the Kerse and its drainage.  He spoke for objectors in both the Bridge 
of Allan and Causewayhead communities. 
 
The applicant had stated that the Kerse was part of the core area of Stirling.  Mr 
McDougall pointed to the King’s Knot and King’s Park Golf Course which were also in 
the core area but were not considered suitable for development. 
 
He stated that Airthrey Kerse was a raft of clay sitting on billions of litres of water.  It 
was a recognised flood plain.  When it rained heavily, large volumes of water lay on its 
surface and gradually filtered away. 
 
Reports by SEPA and the Council’s Flood Team on the development’s drainage 
proposals were “reliant on the accuracy and completeness of any information supplied 
by the applicant”. 
 
Mr McDougall advised that this was the applicant’s sixth attempt to provide a drainage 
scheme. 
 
The scheme was subject to flood influences on the river:  
 

• If the river was high no water could drain from the site, particularly at high tide. 
 

• Our annual rainfalls were increasing due to climate change. 
 

• From November to February the Allan Water was constantly at a higher level 
than the outlet of the applicant’s drainage system.  It was unlikely that any water 
would have been able to discharge from the site for this four month period. 

 
The applicant’s answer was to divert water into the Forglen Burn and the 
Causewayhead surface water system.   However, Mr McDougall stated that these two 
systems would be under strain from the same rainfall.  The Causewayhead system 
discharged directly into the River Forth and already had water bubbling up through 
drains during heavy rainfall.  It would also be impossible to discharge water at these 
times into the Forglen Burn. 
 
The normal approach to a Sustainable Urban Drainage System, known as SUDS, was 
that the developer liaised with Scottish Water at the design stage and then the system 
was adopted by Scottish Water, who were then responsible for its maintenance.  Mr 
MacDougall asked why that had not happened for this application. 
 
The drainage proposals took a route from the Kerse straight to the river.  He advised 
that there were problems associated with that: 
 

• The pipe dropped quickly from the SUDS outlet to enable it to run under the 
railway line.  But from there to the river the pipe would be almost level and 
would be liable to silt up. 

 

• Without Scottish Water who would maintain it? 
 



• The main gas supply pipe line for Bridge of Allan and Dunblane ran across the 
line of the proposed discharge pipe.  How could the pipeline negotiate this 
obstruction across such a level area? 

 

• The scheme considered the use of ‘open channel solutions’ i.e.  ditches.  If the 
outlet flap was closed because of the height of the river the ditches would 
overflow, flooding Cornton and Causewayhead. 

 
The area around Wallace High School had not had drainage problems before the 
school was built and now the neighbours had reeds in their gardens.  Mr McDougall 
asked: 
 

• Was the weight of the school raising the ground water level? 
 

• What would be the effect of the weight of 600 houses on the floating raft of clay 
that was Airthrey Kerse? 

 
Mr McDougall finished by saying that the Council was being asked to support a 
development that could have a devastating effect on local communities. 
 
 
Mr John Morgan 
 
Mr Morgan was a resident of Bridge of Allan.  He saw the development as opportunistic 
with the applicant trading something for the money they could earn from “filling green 
space with tightly packed houses” and in the process overturning carefully created and 
hard fought for green belt and local development plans. 
 
He stated that 600 new houses, more than 1500 new residents and over a thousand 
additional cars would be a blight on the landscape.  He asked that the precious belt of 
green that had preserved the drama and presence of the Carse of Stirling and the 
Castle since before the battle of Bannockburn be retained. 
 
He believed that Airthrey Kerse was unique in that it had resisted virtually every attempt 
at exploitation and remained to this day a testament to the integrity of Planners and 
Councillors alike who had recognised its vital importance. 
 
He stated that this opinion was held by the vast majority of residents in the two 
communities whose very integrity was protected by such a dramatic belt of natural 
open space. 
 
He understood that it would be a temptation for any council to be granted a new 
industrial presence with all that meant in employment and increased tax revenue but 
stressed that this should, at no time, be allowed to detract from the responsibility each 
and every Councillor and official had - to retain the integrity of plans and regulations 
and the vision of the Kerse at it stood today. 
 
Mr Morgan said that this was too important a discussion to be influenced in any way 
by commerce.  This was about place.  Our place:- 
 

• Living at the gateway to the highlands;  

• Living in the shadow of Scotland’s greatest moments in history;  

• Fresh air;  

• Being able to move without  tripping over your neighbor. 



 
He added that this unique configuration of three communities: Bridge of Allan, 
Causewayhead and Stirling, lived and breathed together with pride, yet apart - with 
their own identity.  That was why the green belt must be protected and the threat of 
coalescence removed.  
 
Mr Morgan believed that this was almost certainly the most important decision in the 
Councillors’ tenure, with polarised potential outcomes, which was why it had been 
opened up to all 22 Councillors.  It was time to demonstrate once and for all, that rules 
were there for a reason – to serve the community. 
 
 
Questions 
 
Elected Members were then given the opportunity to ask questions for clarification.  
The following issues were discussed:- 
 
 
Flood Risk 
 
Members asked what scientific evidence there was for calling the Kerse “a raft of clay 
sitting on water”.  The Council’s hydrological surveys had shown that the flooding was 
mainly rain water which would seem to contradict this. 
 
The objectors advised that there had been geological surveys of the area.  The raft 
came up to the Ochils on one side and the river on the other.  There were three fault 
lines beneath it, one of which had created the face of the Ochils.  Drilling on one side 
would hit bed rock at 70 feet.  At Causewayhead it would be at around 270 feet. 
 
The applicant’s boreholes had not shown the presence of water but the objectors 
thought that this was because it was at the upper end of the Kerse on an outcrop of 
rock and that boreholes a few metres either side would have hit water.  The railways 
moving up north in the 19th century found water at Airthrey Kerse.  That was why the 
brick works was located nearby.  In 1890 the jam factory’s foundations were noted to 
have been sitting on clay. 
 
Photographs of flooding had been taken from the old brick works towards the boundary 
of the Persimmon Homes site.  Objectors commented that if the Persimmon Homes 
development continued there would be nowhere for the water from the applicant’s site 
to go to. 
 
Neighbours had commented that the flooding this year was the worst they had ever 
seen, probably due to the high rainfall from November 2015 – February 2016. 
 
A spring had been identified at the A9 near the University entrance which flowed at 
around 2-3 litres per second. 
 
It was noted that SEPA had withdrawn their objection to the application but retained 
the right to object at the detailed planning stage. 
 
The merits of Trusts/ maintenance agreements were discussed again.  The objectors’ 
view was that it would be expensive.  The soil on the Kerse broke down and formed 
silt which could transfer to valves, pipes etc. 
 
 



 
 
Coalescence 
 
Members asked whether the objectors were against any development on principle or 
the number of houses proposed in this application.  The Reporter had indicated that 
there may be capacity for some limited development on the site. 
 
The objectors advised that they feared any development would be the thin end of the 
wedge.  The general assumption should be for no development.  The infrastructure 
costs were likely to be so high that a smaller development would not be affordable.  
However, a smaller number of houses might not cause the same problems for surface 
water. 
 
The land was in a spectacular setting, surrounded by the Castle and the Wallace 
Monument and with views to Ben Lomond.  There were many brown field sites that 
could be developed instead. 
 
 
Consultation 
 
It was noted that the application was a standing item on the agendas for Bridge of Allan 
and Causewayhead Community Councils. 
 
 
Air Quality 
 
Members asked whether moving the dairy would mitigate against any reduction in air 
quality from the additional traffic generated by new homes.  Objectors commented that 
air quality was already causing concern, even before any new development. 
 
 

  



 
Statement by Local Member 
 
Councillor Mark Ruskell 

Councillor Ruskell stated that the central question on the table was “Would this 
planning application be a sustainable way to meet the current shortfall in housing land 
supply in Stirling?”. 

He believed the answer to that question was a strong no.  But even if it was yes, a 
development of this scale would pre-empt the Council’s emerging Local Development 
Plan at a time when other housing options were on the table, putting the Council in 
contravention of Scottish Planning Policy. 

He stated that the widespread opinion of all the communities that surrounded Airthrey 
Kerse was also that this development would not be sustainable. 

Stirling was the meeting point between the Highlands and the Lowlands and Airthrey 
Kerse connected the Ochils to the Carse to the West.  It acted more as a green wedge 
than a green belt, drawing the two landscapes together onto the same canvass.  It was 
a vital part of the picture and sense of identity and place, not just of Causewayhead or 
Bridge of Allan but of the whole of Stirling.  It was that picture and identity that drew 
people to Stirling to visit and settle. 

This Council took a strong landscape position on the Beauly Denny power line, 
because as one campaigner said it would “be like putting a razor blade across a 
Rembrandt”.  Councillor Ruskell believed that building on Airthrey Kerse would be far 
worse, it would “cut away a chunk of our landscape masterpiece for a private sale”. 

He added that development where 50% of the area would be removed, a development 
that would visually fence off the Kerse from Airthrey Road, was not sustainable on 
green belt and landscape terms.  That was not just a widespread local opinion, it was 
also reflected in planning policies. 

Policy 1.5 Green Belt stated that ‘Development should not undermine the core role and 
function’ of green belt.  The Reporters who examined the Local Development Plan 
concluded that releases of land on the Kerse would “diminish its character and 
landscape contribution, and thereby also its value as greenbelt’ and requested removal 
of all reference to a housing allocation. 

Airthrey Kerse was nationally recognised too, it sat in the National Planning Framework 
as part of the Central Scotland Green Network, alongside the Second Forth Road 
Bridge.  Councillor Ruskell stressed that national infrastructure needed to be 
enhanced, not degraded and removed. 

The applicant had advised that this loss of greenbelt was acceptable under local policy 
because it was agricultural diversification.  However, Councillor Ruskell stated that this 
was not about taking some of the land to build another business on the farm, it was 
about selling off an entire farm holding to fund a food manufacturing factory somewhere 
else through an unrelated planning application.  There was no policy basis for cross-
funding arrangements like this, it could not be conditioned and the breakdown of local 
jobs was at best unclear. 



Beyond landscape and greenbelt concerns there were further risks relating to how 
deliverable and sustainable the development would be. 

The development would result in greater traffic around Stirling and there was real 
concern about air quality trends.  The suggested solution was to expand the capacity 
at key roundabouts and build a few more cycle lanes, but Councillor Ruskell remained 
unconvinced that this would work.  He believed that it was another example of where 
this major application was pre-empting a review of the Local Development Plan and its 
accompanying transport strategies. 

On flooding, the developers had produced a theoretical model that kept water on site 
in a series of reservoirs, but the reality of the need to have this built and functioning 
well in advance of a single house being constructed called deliverability into question.  
He questioned how big a bond would need to be to ensure the continued operation 
and management of such a complex attenuation system. 

In conclusion, he believed this application was a damaging and unsustainable 
development that ignored the strong conclusions of the current Local Development 
Plan while pre-empting the housing land supply questions in the next version.  It would 
be an irrevocable loss of identity and sense of place for communities surrounding the 
Kerse and would degrade the very reasons why Stirling was an attractive and 
sustainable place to visit and live. 

 
Councillor Ruskell left the meeting at this point in the proceedings. 

 
Summing Up 
 
The Chair gave the Applicant and the Objectors two minutes each to provide a final 
summing up of their presentation. 
 
Mr Robert Graham for the Applicant 
 
The objectors had shown the Committee a photograph of a flooded field.  The applicant 
did not own that field and it did not form part of the application.  Neither SEPA nor the 
Council’s flooding team had any objections to the application. 
 
Graham’s was a family business that had been operating in Bridge of Allan for 75 
years.  It was a big business but their competitors were behemoths.  The new dairy 
was a step change in investment which would allow them to increase their capacity 
and their product range. 
 
The application was not about building the new dairy however, it stood on its own feet.  
The current land supply was ineffective.  The proposed development was sustainable 
and would remove pressures on other areas of Stirling.  It brought with it a new primary 
school, medical centre, park and housing of all tenures. 
 

  



 
Mr John Morgan for the Objectors 
 
Mr Morgan felt that the proposed development was about making more money for a 
company which had announced a turnover £86.5million for 2015, and a profit of £1.6 
million. 
 
He believed that the development would destroy the unique green belt that set off the 

City of Stirling and made it a jewel in the crown of Scottish landscapes.  It would go 

against the Local Development Plan, where the first option was no development 

whatsoever on Airthrey Kerse.  It would create a situation which threatened the 

individuality and integrity of the distinct and unique communities of Causewayhead and 

Bridge of Allan, along with “calamitous congestion, increased pollution and flooding”. 

He referred to the flooding of Carlisle in 2015 and asked what the Councilors would 
say to people if their roads, gardens and homes were flooded as a result of this 
development. 
 
He understood the attraction for the Council of new jobs and industry but asked that 
this did not detract from the principles Councillors were elected to uphold. 
 
 
 
 
Decision 
 
Having heard the submissions from the applicant and supporters/objectors in relation 
to this application, the Committee noted that the application would be reported to full 
Council for determination, and directed Officers to submit a report which would include 
an assessment of the planning issues, conclusions and recommendations and the 
relevant and material planning considerations raised at the Pre-Determination Hearing. 

 
(Reference: Report by Director of Corporate Operations dated 29 February 2016, 
submitted). 

 
 
 
 
 

The Convener declared the Meeting closed at 4.29 pm 
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