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1 SUMMARY 

1.1 Persimmon Homes are seeking planning permission in principle for residential 
development on land north of Cushenquarter Farm and William Simpson’s 
Home to the south east of Plean.  A planning permission in principle 
application means that details such as housing types and designs are 
confirmed in future application(s).   

1.2 The application is brought to Planning & Regulation Panel as it is a Major 
planning application under the terms of The Town and Country Planning 
(Hierarchy of Developments) (Scotland) Regulations 2009. 

1.3 A request for this item to be the subject of a Hearing was approved at the 
December Planning Panel.  

2 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION(S) 

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

2.1 In the opinion of the Planning Authority, the proposal is contrary to Policy 3.1 
(Addressing the Travel Demands of New Development) since the 
development cannot be suitably and safely accessed by vehicles. 

2.2 In the opinion of the Planning Authority, the proposal is contrary to Policy 3.3 
(Developer Contributions) since the developer has not confirmed that they will 
provide developer contributions for new, extended or improved public 
infrastructure, facilities or services.  Moreover, the developer has not 
confirmed their commitment to provide a fair and reasonable contribution 
relative to the provision of primary education and new or expanded local 
health service infrastructure. 

  



 
 

3 CONSIDERATIONS 

The Site 

3.1 The site extends to approximately 30 hectares and is currently open, 
undulating farmland.  It lies to the south east of Torburn Avenue / 
Cushenquarter Drive and east of the A9 Main Street.  The site wraps around, 
but excludes, William Simpson’s Home and Cushenquarter Farm and extends 
as far east as the M9 motorway.  The sewage works lies to the north of the 
site. 

The Proposal 

3.2 The proposal seeks planning permission in principle for up to 500 residential 
units, the erection of a primary school, access, landscaping, open space, 
Sustainable Urban Drainage System (SUDS) and associated infrastructure.  

Previous History 

3.3 There are no applications within recent years of relevance to this proposal. 

Development Plan Policy 

3.4 Development Plan policies of relevance include: Primary Policy 1: 
Placemaking; Policy 1.1: Site Planning; Policy 1.2: Design Process; Policy 
1.3: Green Network and Open Space; Primary Policy 2: Supporting the Vision 
and Spatial Strategy; Policy 2.1: Housing Land Requirement; Policy 2.2: 
Planning for Mixed Communities and Affordable Housing; Policy 2.3: 
Particular Needs Housing and Accommodation; Policy 2.10: Housing in the 
Countryside; Primary Policy 3: Provision of Infrastructure; Policy 3.1: 
Addressing the Travel Demands of New Development; Policy 3.2: Site 
Drainage; Policy 3.3: Developer Contributions; Primary Policy 4: Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction; Primary Policy 5: Flood Risk Management; Primary Policy 6: 
Resource Use and Waste Management; Primary Policy 7: Historic 
Environment; Policy 7.1: Archaeology & Historic Building Recording; Primary 
Policy 8: Conservation and Enhancement of Biodiversity; Policy 8.1: 
Biodiversity Duty; Policy 9.2: Landscaping and Planting in association with 
Development; Primary Policy 10: Forests, Woodlands and Trees; Policy 10.1: 
Development Impact on Trees and Hedgerows; Primary Policy 13: The Water 
Environment. 

3.5 The Local Development Plan (LDP) is supported by the following 
Supplementary Guidance which is of relevance: SG01; SG02; SG04; SG06; 
SG10; SG14; SG15; SG16; SG18; SG19; SG23; SG29; SG31; SG32; SG34. 

3.6 Other Material Policy Considerations – Local Development Plan Review - 
Stirling Council has commenced an early review of the adopted Local 
Development Plan focused on the housing land requirement for the Stirling 
Core Area.   

3.7 Stirling Local Development Plan: Proposed Plan, June 2016 - The relevant 
policies of the plan remain substantively unchanged, with the exception of 
Primary Policy 2 and Policy 2.1.  Primary Policy 2 no longer states that should 
allocated sites prove ineffective, this will be addressed in the first instance 
through consideration of advancing identified alternatives from Phase 2 



 
 

(2019-24) or Period 2 (2024-34).  Instead, circumstances where there is a 
shortfall in the housing land supply are addressed by Policy 2.1 of the 
Proposed Plan.  

3.8 The site to which this application relates was considered under issue 43 of 
the examination.  Recommendation 43(2) in the Report of Examination is to 
modify the site phasing and capacity to 200 units in Period 1 Phase 1 
(2015/2022); 150 units in Period 1 Phase 2 (2022/2027); and 150 units in 
Period 2 (2027/2037).  These modifications therefore bring forward the full 
site as a development site for housing development. 

3.9 The Council has not yet progressed a Modified Local Development Plan to 
Council for approval.  However, the terms of the Reporter’s examination 
report as set out in paragraph 3.8 is a significant material consideration in the 
determination of this planning application.  

Assessment 

3.10 Planning Policy – The adopted Local Development Plan (2014) identifies this 
site for a future plan noting that 500 units are proposed for Period 2 
(2024/34).  This proposal is therefore not entirely consistent with the adopted 
Local Development Plan as it is proposed to develop the site prior to 2024/34.  
The Proposed Plan (2016) allocates 100 units on this site within Phase 2 
(2022/2027) however this proposal is for 500 units and is therefore contrary to 
the Proposed Plan.  

3.11 In the Report of Examination for the new Local Development Plan the 
Reporter, noting the identified shortfall in housing land and the evidence 
provided regarding school capacity, concluded that it would be appropriate to 
allocate this site for 500 units (200 Phase 1: Period 1, 150 Phase 2: Period 1 
and 150 Period 2).  The Reporter has therefore recommended that this site 
should be allocated for 500 units which is a significant material consideration 
in the determination of this application.  

3.12 Scottish Planning Policy states a presumption in favour of development.  In 
circumstances such as this where the more recent policy position provides for 
development then the balance of considerations in weighing up the policy 
merits of a planning applications fall in favour of development.  Therefore, 
notwithstanding the terms of adopted Local Development Plan or the 
Proposed Local Development Plan, it is considered that the principle of 
housing for 500 units at this location is acceptable.  

3.13 Transport - The Transport Assessment submitted with the application 
indicated that the main site access could be created by means of a priority 
junction with Main Street and a secondary access to be provided to the 
north/east of the site (Bruce Street).  Roads confirmed that the secondary 
access would need to be available to serve the development when it 
exceeded 300 units.  The Transport Assessment also indicated that the layout 
of the junction could be accommodated wholly within the site frontage and the 
adopted road boundary.  

  



 
 

3.14 Whilst the Transport Assessment proposed a priority junction and secondary 
access, the information supporting these proposals was not sufficient since 
no associated drawings were submitted for the priority junction nor any details 
of traffic calming measures.  Furthermore, no information was provided to 
demonstrate that the secondary access could be achieved.   

3.14 Importantly, it was also noted that the red line site boundary does not include 
this secondary access. 

3.15 It is therefore considered that insufficient information has been submitted to 
support the provision of a priority junction as the primary access in terms of its 
deliverability against design standards and achieving a safe point of vehicular 
access. 

3.16 Importantly, since the secondary access has not been included within the red 
line boundary, it does not form part of this proposal.  Moreover, no information 
has been provided to demonstrate that this access can be achieved.  Since 
this access is necessary to serve the overall development of 500 units, 
support cannot be given for this proposal.  It is therefore considered that the 
proposal is contrary to Policy 3.1.  

3.17 Education – The applicant submitted a document entitled ‘Plean – Long Term 
Primary Capacity Solution’ which set out the applicant’s primary school 
education solution.  This document noted that a Phase 1 application could be 
undertaken by extending Plean Primary School to a maximum of a 4-
classroom extension whilst a Section 75 Legal Agreement could secure the 
long term solution for the whole site.  The applicant’s preferred approach to 
the long term solution was for the existing school to become an Infant School 
(nursery and P1-P3) and the provision of a new Senior School (P4-P7).  Each 
school would contain full facilities (dining, gym, library etc.) in each building.  
The Section 75 would provide an annual review to assess when additional 
capacity would be required and ensure that there is a sufficient lead-in period 
for the provision of a new school.  No developer contributions had been 
identified though the applicant’s supporting document states that the applicant 
would accord with the Supplementary Guidance and provide the site for the 
school building at nil cost to the Council.  It should be noted that the 
Supplementary Guidance (SG15: Education) is no longer being applied and is 
currently under review.  

3.18 Whilst the Education Authority notes that the existing primary school site is 
limited and cannot be extended beyond a 4-classroom extension, concerns 
were initially raised with regard to a split campus option given the operating 
costs and that the two campuses would be separated by a busy road.  
However, these concerns were overcome when fully self-contained split 
campuses were considered.  The Education Authority noted that the two 
campus solution would solely be required as a result of this 500 unit 
development and, on this basis, the developer would be required to contribute 
the full cost of the education provision.  An indicative construction cost of £5-
million (excluding land costs, no adverse ground conditions, no VAT etc.) was 
identified.  If agreement could not be reached on this matter then the 
Education Authority highlighted that it would not support the proposal.  Whilst 
agreement was sought from the developer, no confirmation was provided that 
the developer was willing to agree such contributions regarding the provision 
of a primary education solution.  It is considered that this lack of commitment 
to the provision of education contributions is contrary to Policy 3.3 (d) (ii). 



 
 

3.19 Health Care Facilities – Supplementary Guidance SG06 states that 
developers will be expected to make an appropriate contribution to address 
any shortfall in capacity, quality, or location of health service provision related 
to a proposed development.  SG06 notes that a site of 500 units at Plean will 
potentially result in 1,065 additional patients which would equate to 0.7 
consulting rooms.  The recommendation was for a site to be provided at 
Plean to accommodate increased GP requirements from 
Bannockburn/Plean/Durieshill with developer contributions for all three sites 
required.  SG06 identified this site as being best placed to provide GP 
services for both this residential development and Bannockburn (South 
Stirling Gateway H055) and possibly Durieshill (H057).  Developers will be 
required to contribute to the cost of provision of new facilities as well as the 
provision of land.  

3.20 However the NHS have responded to comment that they cannot with certainty 
call for the reservation of a site within Plean in isolation, therefore, and would 
not pursue this, nor object on the basis of this or a facility not being in place. 

3.21 The Key Site Requirements set out in the Local Development Plan require the 
developer to make early contact with NHS Forth Valley and the Council 
regarding the potential siting of a new GP practice.  SG06 states that the land 
to be safeguarded for health care provision will be transferred to NHS Forth 
Valley at nil cost whilst also recognising that it may be necessary for NHS 
Forth Valley to forward fund the capital investment required and receive 
payment from developer contributions in a phased manner as development 
takes place.  SG06 provides an indicative developer contribution of £1,737 
per unit to fund a new build solution (figure does not include land purchase, 
VAT, Furniture, equipment etc.).  

3.22 The response from NHS Forth Valley stated that a development of 500 units 
in Plean would stretch capacity and would require at least an additional 3 
consulting rooms as well as office/admin space.  Considered in isolation, NHS 
Forth Valley considered that it was unlikely that this could be achieved by 
extending the existing building.  

3.23 No provision has been made within this application for a new practice.  
Furthermore, the developer has not provided any commitment to contribute to 
the cost of health care facilities contrary to Policy 3.3 (d) (v).  

3.24 Whilst the proposals are not wholly consistent with the Stirling Council: Local 
Development Plan 2014 and are contrary to the Proposed Plan 2016, the 
recommendations of the Reporter examining the Stirling Council Local 
Development Plan (2) are a significant material consideration.  Together with 
the presumption in favour of development provided in Scottish Planning 
Policy, it is considered that the principle of housing development (for 500 
units) on this site is acceptable. 

  



 
 

3.25 Whilst it is possible that negotiations with the applicant on the matters set out 
in paras 3.17-3.23, related to developer contributions, could be overcome, the 
fact that it is not possible to accommodate a second access within the red line 
site of the planning application means that on this matter alone it is 
considered that it is not possible to recommend granting planning permission.  
It is therefore recommend that the planning application be refused.  Reason 
for refusal under 2.2 is included because, as matters currently stand, these 
considerations have not been satisfactorily addressed through these planning 
proposals. 

Objections 

3.26 8 letters of comment have been received raising the following issues: 

(a) Lack of details with regard to the types of properties proposed – 
should make provision for accessible or ‘lifetime’ homes.  

Response:  The proposal is in principle therefore details of house types etc. 
will be the subject of future applications. 

(b) The access point will hinder access to the writer’s property.  

Response:  Access to the site has been assessed by Roads.  No objection 
was raised in regard to this matter.  

(c) Development will result in air and noise pollution.  

Response:  No objections have been raised by Environmental Health with 
regard to this matter. 

(d) Development will result in overlooking to bungalow opposite.  

Response:  The proposal is in principle therefore details of house types, 
design etc. will be the subject of future applications.  Issues of overlooking 
can only be assessed when details of the buildings have been submitted.  It is 
unlikely that there will be any overlooking issue since the writer’s property is 
on the other side of the A9 from this proposal.  

(e) New residents could result in anti-social behaviour.  

Response:  This is not a material planning consideration. 

(f) Having schools on either side of A9 is dangerous due to speed of 
traffic.  

Response:  Education has not objected to a self-contained split campus. 

(g) Increase traffic on busy A9.  

Response:  Roads have not objected to the increase in traffic levels on the A9 
as a result of this development.  

(h) Problems of existing residents accessing A9 by vehicle as a result of 
this development will be exacerbated.  



 
 

Response:  Roads have not objected to the increase in traffic levels on the A9 
as a result of this development. 

(i) Only one access is proposed from this development onto Main Street. 
This will result in traffic build up. 

Response:  Roads have not objected to the increase in traffic levels on the A9 
as a result of this development. 

(j) Increase demand on GP practice. 

Response:  The increase in demand on GP practice is noted.  The 
developer’s lack of commitment to address this matter has been included in 
one of the reasons for refusal. 

(k) Loss of view. 

Response:  This is not a material planning consideration. 

(l) Lack of capacity at sewage plant.  

Response:  No objection has been received from Scottish Water. 

(m) Lack of capacity within school to accommodate development. 

Response:  School capacity issues and the developer’s lack of commitment to 
address these matters has been included in one of the reasons for refusal. 

(n) Loss of habitat for wildlife. 

Response:  There are no protected species that would be adversely affected 
by this development such that it has been included as a reason for refusal. 

(o) Access proposals did not take account of Church Lane access.  

Response:  Since the developer has changed the access proposals from the 
initial submission to propose a priority junction instead of a new mini 
roundabout to serve as the primary access to the development, there is not a 
requirement to undertake any alterations etc. to Church Lane.  

  



 
 

4 POLICY/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS AND CONSULTATIONS 

Policy Implications   

Equality Impact Assessment No 

Strategic Environmental Assessment No 

Key Priorities 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.  Any 
impact has been identified in the Considerations/Assessment section of this 
report. 

Strategic Environmental Assessment 

4.2 Not required. 

Key Priorities 

4.3 Not applicable. 

Single Outcome Agreement 

4.4 Not required. 

Other Policy Implications 

4.5 None. 

Risk 

4.6 None. 

Resource Implications 

4.7 None. 

  



 
 

Consultations 

Roads Development Control 

4.8 The Transport Assessment submitted does not provide sufficient evidence on 
which Stirling Council can base conclusions of the developments transport 
impact, namely: 

4.9 No supporting drawing demonstrating the delivery of a suitable primary 
vehicular access point has been provided in relation to this application. 

4.10 The ability of the applicant to deliver a secondary vehicular access point is 
unclear for the following reasons: 

4.10.1 A proposed junction layout has not been provided. 

4.10.2 The extent of the area suggested for a secondary access junction 
rests outwith the red line application boundary and outwith the extent 
of the adopted highway boundary.  

4.11 As a consequence, Roads Development Control recommendation is for 
refusal of planning permission. 

4.12 Service Manager (Environmental Health):  Planning conditions 
recommended to address noise, contaminated land and dust. 

4.13 Housing Strategy & Development:  Plean is currently a low priority for the 
delivery of new social rented housing, therefore Housing’s preference would 
be to seek a financial contribution in accordance with the supplementary 
guidance (SG04) on affordable housing.   

Alternatively, the developer may wish to utilise this financial contribution to 
deliver social rented housing units on site at nil cost to the Council. 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency 

4.14 Planning conditions recommended requiring the submission of a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and an Energy Statement 
demonstrating how the proposal will meet the requirements for providing 
district heating onsite.  

4.15 Comments were provided on a number of matters including inter alia waste 
water and surface water drainage, pollution prevention and environmental 
management. 

4.16 SEPA confirmed that they had no objection to the proposed on flood risk 
grounds.  

4.17 Planning & Policy (Archaeology):  Planning condition regarding Programme 
of Archaeological Works recommended.  

Children's Services 

4.18 In the initial response Children’s Services agreed that a Phase 1 application 
for approximately 133 units can be accommodated within East Plean Primary 
School, within 4 classroom extension to the existing building however the 



 
 

existing primary school could not be extended beyond that therefore an 
alternative solution needed to be found.  The Authority acknowledged that the 
applicant had given much thought to how a split campus could work in terms 
of management and teaching but the Authority still had significant concerns:  

4.18.1 The operating costs of having two buildings, each with their own 
catering facilities, energy requirements, janitorial staff etc. would be 
significant when compared to having one building.  A whole life cost 
assessment of a two stream solution outlining the long term impact of 
running costs on Council budget has not been produced.  Further, the 
Council are pursuing a policy of asset rationalisation, which the 
proposed solution would be contrary to.  

4.18.2 The road separating the two buildings is very busy and the Council is 
not confident that safe routes could be put in place, particularly to 
allow pupils to cross the road to use existing sport facilities on the 
other side. 

4.19 Based on the above, the Children’s Services did not agree that a split campus 
was an acceptable solution for Plean.  However, the applicant then proposed 
self-contained split campuses so that only the access to the off-site playing 
fields would require external movement, which is already the case.  Whilst 
this would result in the costs of provision being higher than initially proposed 
and higher full-life operating costs, Children’s Services accepted that this 
addressed the safety concerns previously expressed. 

4.20 With a revision to the pupil product figures, Education then stated that Plean 
primary school would have sufficient capacity for 198 units before a new 
education solution would be required.  

4.21 Land Services Team Leader:  Recommend on-site children's play provision 
would be appropriate mechanism for play provision or upgrading of the 
adjacent MUGA/Ballcourt.  A factor arrangement should be a condition for the 
maintenance of any on-site open space. 

4.22 Scottish Water:  No response received to date. 

4.23 Bridge & Flood Maintenance:  Following the submission of additional 
information, there was no objection to the proposed development providing 
conditions relating to construction phase SUDS and surface water discharge 
rates was applied.  

NHS Forth Valley 

4.24 The current capacity within the Eastern villages and Bannockburn practices is 
not adequate to absorb significant future change and population increase.  
This applies to both our current workforce resource and physical 
infrastructure. 

4.25 With regard to this current application, the development of 500 housing units 
in Plean would stretch capacity and would require additional GP, nursing, 
AHP, Pharmacy and mental health professional time from health and at least 
an additional 3 consulting rooms as well as office/admin space above what is 
currently provided.  Considered in isolation, it is unlikely that this could be 
achieved by extending the existing building. 



 
 

4.26 Strategically, there is a need to future proof community service provision in 
the area.  This could usefully be considered through an integrated approach 
with co-location of existing and necessarily expanded health and social care 
resources for Bannockburn and the Eastern villages.  This would also enable  
delivery of a more cohesive and efficient model which would potentially be far 
more attractive to recruit to and provide a base with a multi-professional and 
flexible workforce with a critical mass to manage and absorb ongoing 
sustainability issues  more effectively. 

4.27 In a further response NHS Forth Valley stated that they were not in a position 
to take forward development in reaction to the proposed housing number 
increase in Plean in isolation from a more strategic review therefore 
considered the issue of specific developer contributions to be problematic.  
Whilst there have been discussions between the Council and NHS Forth 
Valley with regard to a Hub, it will be some time before the review is 
concluded and a strategy developed. In the interim, a developer contribution 
(£1,737 per unit) as per Supplementary Guidance SG06 was recommended.  

5 BACKGROUND PAPERS 

5.1 Planning Application file 17/00440/PPP.  File can be viewed online at:   

https://pabs.stirling.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=OQTOF1PI
KN300  

6 APPENDICES 

6.1 Appendix 1 - Location of Development Plan 
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Reproduced by permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of HMSO. © Crown copyright and database right 2017.  All rights 
reserved. Ordnance Survey Licence number 100020780 

  



 
 

 


