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1 SUMMARY 

1.1 This application was referred to the Planning and Regulation Panel at the 
request of Councillor Martin Earl on grounds of the current policy relating to 
new housing development in the countryside.   

1.2 At its meeting on 2 August 2016, the Panel agreed to defer consideration of 
the application pending a site visit and Hearing.  A site inspection is 
scheduled to take place on Thursday 1 September 2016 and a note of the site 
visit will be tabled. 

2 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION(S) 

The Panel agrees to refuse this application for the following reasons: 

2.1 In the opinion of the Planning Authority, the application is contrary to Stirling 
Council’s Local Development Plan Primary Policy 1 and Policy 1.1 since it is 
considered that the proposal would not satisfy the Council’s ‘Placemaking’ 
objectives as the development would not respect the topography of the 
existing building group or the established pattern of frontages to the public 
road. 

2.2 In the opinion of the Planning Authority the application is contrary to Stirling 
Council’s Local Development Plan Policy 2.10 and Supplementary Guidance 
SG10, since it is considered that the proposed house plot represents a 
unsympathetic extension of a building group given the absence of an 
appropriate ‘topographic stop’. 

  



 
 

3 CONSIDERATIONS 

The Site 

3.1 The development site forms part of an open pasture field which falls within the 
Council’s countryside policy area.  The proposed house plot is regarded as a 
portion of previously undeveloped land that descends from the eastern 
boundary of Hogwood House to the western boundary of Ruskie School 
house.   

3.2 Access to the site will be via the existing access serving Shandon Wood from 
where an extended access track will be formed from western garden 
boundary Shandon Wood to the development site, some 200 metres to the 
east.  

The Proposal 

3.3 Planning permission in principle is sought for the erection of a single dwelling 
house and associated access on land adjacent to east of Hogwood House, 
Ruskie, near Thornhill.  

Previous History 

3.4 There is no previous application history for this particular site.  

Development Plan Policy 

3.5 Primary Policy 1: Placemaking, of the Stirling Local Development Plan, 
September 2014, states that development of all scales must be designed and 
sited, not only with reference to their own specifications and requirements, but 
also in relation to the character and amenity of the place, urban or rural, 
where they are located. 

3.6 Policy 1.1: Site Planning, of the Stirling Local Development Plan, September 
2014, states that all new developments are required to contribute, in a 
positive manner, to the quality of the surrounding and built environment, in 
accordance with the following: 

3.6.1 The siting, layout and density of development should contribute 
towards or create a coherent structure of streets, spaces and 
buildings; respect, complement and connect with its surroundings, be 
safely accessed; and create a sense of identity within the 
development. 

3.6.2 All new development should consider and respect the site topography. 

3.7 Policy 2.10: Housing in the Countryside of the Stirling Council Stirling Local 
Development Plan, September 2014 states that new houses of a scale, layout 
and design suitable for their intended location will be supported when the 
proposal is within or closely and cohesively visually related to existing 
Buildings Groups and Clusters. 

3.8 Stirling Council Supplementary Guidance SG10: Housing in the Countryside, 
supports Policy 2.10,defines a building group/cluster as 4 or more buildings 
(not including small ancillary structures), of which at least 3 are houses, and 
no building is more than 100 metres from the next; the buildings capable of 



 
 

being viewed as an obvious group in their landscape setting.  A building 
which consists of, or has been converted into, more than one dwelling only 
counts as one residential building.  Although it is expected that most additions 
will consist of single houses, in appropriate cases, well designed small 
multiple-house development may be permitted. 

3.9 SG10 also states that the proposed new house(s) must respect the character, 
layout and building pattern of the group.  New buildings extending a group 
must have a definable topographic relation to the group.  Furthermore, in the 
case of a group consisting simply of frontage houses along a road, infill or 
additions will be permitted where gaps for adequate plot(s) exist.  Extension 
by no more than 2 plots in either direction may be permitted if there is an 
appropriate topographical ‘stop’.  Such proposals resulting in a linear of more 
than 6 dwellings in total will be regarded as Ribbon Development and will only 
be supported in exceptional circumstances. 

3.10 Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) section 76 (Promoting Rural Development), 
states that in the pressurised areas easily accessible from Scotland’s cities 
and main towns, where ongoing development pressures are likely to continue, 
it is important to protect against an unsustainable growth in car-based 
commuting and the suburbanisation of the countryside, particularly where 
there are environmental assets such as sensitive landscapes or good quality 
agricultural land. 

Assessment 

3.11 The determining factors in respect of this application are contained within 
Policy 2.10 of the LDP and the associated Supplementary Guidance SG10, 
which provides for new houses within or closely and cohesively visually 
related to an existing building group.  The definition of a building group/cluster 
is set out in SG10 as:-  

“4 or more buildings (not including small ancillary structures such as domestic 
garages and outbuildings or any-open sided structure), of which at least 3 are 
houses, and no building is more than 100 metres from the next; the buildings 
capable of being viewed as an obvious group in their landscape setting”. 

3.12 It is accepted that the proposed site complies with the spatial requirements of 
Policy 2.10 being situated within 100 metres of the identified building group 
comprising the residential properties Hogwood, Calziemuck, Learig and 
Janefield Cottage.   

3.13 However, since the development proposal represents a linear extension of a 
building group, which is predominantly made up of frontage development 
along the public road, the proposal must comply with the policy provisions 
that requires a ‘topographic stop’ in order to achieve integration and lessen 
the impacts of new development within the countryside. 

3.14 The proposed house plot sits within a large open pasture field that separates 
the east and west building groups of Ruskie.  The field descends significantly 
from the eastern boundary of Hogwood House to the western boundary of 
Ruskie School House; a distance of approximately 170 metres.  Given the 
sloping topography of the land, the proposed house will be constructed on 
land which is considerably lower than the houses within the building group.  
New boundaries will also be required on the east and southeast boundaries of 



 
 

the proposed plot. The general expectation is that proposed house plots 
should benefit from robust natural boundaries (mature tree belts and 
hedgerows) and/or physical boundaries (watercourses and built structures) on 
all sides. This is not considered to be the case here. 

3.15 Therefore, it is reasonably considered that the development proposal is 
contrary to provisions of Policy 2.10 and SG10 since the proposed house plot 
neither benefits from a topographical relationship to the identified building 
group, or an appropriate physical stop/boundary that are required to enable a 
new house to achieve a natural fit within the rural landscape setting.  

3.16 The proposed rear access lane also goes against the predominant pattern of 
plot frontages of the building group within which access is taken directly from 
the public road to the curtilages of Janefield, Learig, Calziemuck, and 
Hogwood House.  An important design preference for development proposals 
located directly adjacent to a public road is to provide direct access from the 
road to the plot (when road safety standards permit)  in order to create an 
active roadside boundary that, when read in association with the principal 
elevation, creates a positive road frontage.  In this particular case, a new 
house would be seen behind the solid boundary hedge and a raised verge 
which, is more consistent with the appearance of a field boundary as opposed 
to a residential plot.  It is therefore reasonably considered that the proposal is 
contrary to Primary Policy 1, since the development would not contribute to 
‘sense of place’, and Policy 1.1 as the proposal would not respect the 
topography of the site or the predominant pattern of frontages within the 
group. 

3.17 Finally,  allowing a proposal of this nature would suggest that further 
development would be acceptable under the provisions of 2.9 in SG10, 
whereby potentially 4 new houses could be introduced within the field 
between Hogwood and Ruskie School House (as the policy provides for 2 
houses in either direction).  Therefore, the proposal could act as a catalyst for 
further development in the field leading to the possible coalescence of the 
east and west Ruskie building groups.  This would be out of character with 
the size and nature of the building clusters within the area, and it would 
impact upon the sense of openness that the countryside setting offers.  This 
is something that the policy requirements (i.e. topographical relationship and 
‘stop’) seeks to protect against. 

Objections 

3.18 No objections received to date. 

  



 
 

4 POLICY/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS AND CONSULTATIONS 

Policy Implications   

Equality Impact Assessment No 

Strategic Environmental Assessment No 

Single Outcome Agreement No 

Diversity (age, disability, gender, race, religion, sexual orientation) No 

Sustainability (community, economic, environmental) No 

Effect on Council’s green house gas emissions No Effect 
Strategic/Service Plan No 

Existing Policy or Strategy No 

Risk No 

Resource Implications  

Financial No 

People No 

Land and Property or IT Systems No 

Consultations  

Internal or External Consultations Yes 

 

Equality Impact Assessment 

4.1 This application was assessed in terms of equality and human rights.  The 
impact has been identified in the Considerations/Assessment section of this 
report. 

Strategic Environmental Assessment 

4.2 The application does not require a strategic environmental assessment. 

Single Outcome Agreement 

4.3 The recommendation does not apply to any of the 7 objectives of the single 
outcome agreement. 

Other Policy Implications 

4.4 None. 

Resource Implications 

4.5 None. 

Consultations 

4.6 Port of Menteith Community Council:  Port of Menteith Community Council 
wishes to make no comments regarding the above planning application. 

4.7 Roads Development Control: 

The agent, acting on behalf of the applicant, provided a visibility sightline 
drawing and a land ownership plan.  The drawings submitted confirms the 



 
 

required visibility sightlines towards Ruskie can be achieved subject to the 
removal of any trees and vegetation that restricts the existing sightlines.  

Given the above, Transport Development would offer no objections provided 
the following conditions be applied should any consent be granted.  

Visibility Sightlines:  Visibility shall be provided and maintained by forming 
visibility sightlines of 2.4 metres x 160 metres to the east in either direction 
from the centre of the proposed access, within which there should be no 
obstruction to visibility more than 1.05 metres above carriageway level, thus 
allowing vehicles exiting the development to see and be seen by vehicles on 
the carriageway and join the traffic stream safely.  Visibility shall be provided 
and maintained by forming visibility sightlines of 2.4 metres x 90 metres to the 
west in either direction from the centre of the proposed access, within which 
there should be no obstruction to visibility more than 1.05 metres above 
carriageway level, thus allowing vehicles exiting the development to see and 
be seen by vehicles on the carriageway and join the traffic stream safely. 

Access:  The existing access requires an upgrade.  The initial 6 metres of the 
private road shall be resurfaced to allow no surface water or loose material to 
discharge onto the public road and created as a level section with a maximum 
gradient of (+/- 2%) in accordance with Stirling Council's Development Roads 
and Specification Guidelines. 

Parking:  Parking rates shall be provided in accordance with Stirling Council’s 
Supplementary Guidance SG14:  Ensuring a Choice of Access for New 
Developments. 

Waste Collection:  Collection vehicles will not enter private driveways to 
collect domestic waste.  Provision should be made for a properly designed 
collection point in accordance with Supplementary Guidance SG19:  Waste 
Management:  Requirements for Development Sites This collection point 
should be out with the required visibility splay sightlines. 

5 BACKGROUND PAPERS 

5.1 Planning Application file 16/00235/PPP.  File can be viewed online at: 

http://pabs.stirling.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=O5KA5GPI
HUF00  

6 APPENDICES 

6.1 None. 
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