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Meeting:  
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Not Exempt 

Proposed housing development (52 units) with associated 

roads, landscaping, boundary treatment and infrastructure 

at Site of Former MFI Furniture Store, 1 Maitland Crescent, 

St Ninians, Stirling - Allanwater Developments Ltd - 

18/00446/FUL 

 

Purpose & Summary 

Full planning permission is sought from the Planning and Regulation Panel by Allanwater 

Developments Limited for a residential development (52 units) on land to the east of Glasgow 

Road and north of Maitland Crescent. 

This application is a major planning application under the terms of the Town and Country Planning 

(Hierarchy of Developments) (Scotland) Regulations 2009. 

This report forms the Report of Handling for the planning application in compliance with the Town 

and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013.   

Recommendations 

Panel is asked to: 

1. refuse the application for the following reasons: 

a) The proposed development is contrary to the Overarching Policy of the adopted 

Local Development Plan since the development does not demonstrate a design-led 

approach which includes high standards of design, reinforcement of a sense of 

place nor integration with neighbouring areas and the wider community. 

b) The proposed development is contrary to Primary Policy 1 (Placemaking) of the 

adopted Local Development Plan and Supplementary Guidance SG01 (Placemaking) 

since it has not been designed and sited in relation to the character of the urban 

area nor does the proposed development enhance the built environment.  

Furthermore, the application was not supported by a Design and Access Statement 

of an adequate standard. 

c) The proposed development is contrary to Policy 1.1 (Site Planning) of the adopted 

Local Development Plan since it will not contribute in a positive manner to the 

quality of the built environment by virtue of the design being inappropriate to the 



site’s wider surroundings in terms of height, scale, massing and does not utilise 

materials and finishes which complement those prevalent.  

d) The proposed development is contrary to Policy 1.2 (Design Process) of the 

adopted Local Development Plan since it is not supported by a Design and Access 

Statement of an adequate standard. 

e) The proposed development is contrary to Policy 1.3 (Green Network and Open 

Space) of the adopted Local Development Plan since the submission does not 

include proposals for a multifunctional open space nor a commitment to provide 

any off-site improvements. 

f) The proposed development is contrary to Policy 2.2 (Planning for Mixed 

Communities and Affordable Housing) of the adopted Local Development Plan 

since no details have been included within the application demonstrating how the 

25% affordable housing requirement will be achieved. 

g) The proposed development is contrary to Policy 3.1 (Addressing the Travel 

Demands of New Development) of the adopted Local Development Plan and 

Supplementary Guidance SG14 (Ensuring a Choice of Access for New 

Developments) since no details have been included within the application 

demonstrating how the development aims to reduce its travel demands and 

ensures that residual demands are met in a manner which ensures a safe and 

realistic choice of access by walking, cycling, public transport and motor vehicles. 

h) The proposed development is contrary to Policy 3.3 (Developer Contributions) of 

the adopted Local Development Plan and SG16 (Developer Contributions) since no 

details have been submitted outlining the developer’s commitment to make a fair 

and reasonable contribution to critical and necessary infrastructure such as 

delivering affordable housing on-site, ensuring that there is a safe and realistic 

choice of access, provision of new or improved open space and the provision of 

new or expanded on and off-site facilities for the provision, storage, collection and 

recycling of household waste. 

i) The proposed development is contrary to Policy 9.2 (Landscaping and Planting in 

Association with Development) of the adopted Local Development Plan since the 

development proposal does not include any details to achieve high quality 

proposals for new landscape and planting works nor suitable arrangements for the 

establishment and long-term maintenance of any new landscape and planting. 

Resource Implications 

Not applicable. 

Legal & Risk Implications and Mitigation 

Not applicable. 

  



1. Background 

1.1. Not applicable.  

2. Considerations 

The Site 

2.1. The site extends to just under 1 hectare in area, is irregular in shape and is bounded by 

Maitland Crescent to the south, Glasgow Road to the west, the rear gardens of houses on 

Robertson Place to the east and housing at Polmaise Court to the north.  

2.2. The site has a principal frontage along Glasgow Road, with a second along Maitland 

Crescent.  Vehicular and pedestrian access are currently available from both.  Additionally, 

a minor access exists off Polmaise Avenue, located at the north-eastern corner of the site. 

2.3. The topography of the site is such that the western edge of the site, adjacent to Glasgow 

Road, sits higher than the majority of the site and there is also a level change between 

Maitland Crescent and the site (south-eastern corner). The remainder of the site is 

relatively flat and comparative in levels to surrounding land and properties. 

The Proposal 

2.4. The proposal seeks full planning permission to redevelop land where formerly a MFI 

commercial unit had existed at Maitland Crescent and a two storey commercial unit at 

Glasgow Road.  The site has been cleared of buildings and, despite a number of proposals 

being presented over the past decade or so, has never been redeveloped.  This proposal is 

for 52 residential units ranging over a 3 storey block, 4 storey block, terraces, semi-

detached units and detached units.  

2.5. Where the site fronts Glasgow Road, a 3 storey block is proposed which will provide 15 2-

bed units.  The elevations indicate that this block is to have a flat roof with the external 

facing materials to be in columns of brick (light and dark) and render though no details of 

the materials have been included within the submission.  The building, unlike other 

buildings on Glasgow Road, turns its back to Glasgow Road so the only entrance to the 

block is to the rear from the parking court via the bin storage area. 

2.6. A further flatted block is proposed to the south of the site at Maitland Crescent.  This 

block is to provide 16 2-bed units over 4 floors.  Again, this block faces the internal parking 

court with no access doors from the block to Maitland Crescent.  As with the 3 storey 

block, the elevations indicate that this block is to have a flat roof with the external facing 

materials to be in columns of brick (light and dark) and render though no details of the 

materials have been included within the submission. 

2.7. The detached, semi-detached and terrace properties are Allanwater Homes – Standard 

House Types which have pitched roofs, are two storey with a render and ‘stone’ mix 

though no details of the external facing materials have been included within the 

submission.  

2.8. Vehicle access is proposed primarily off Maitland Crescent.  The plans indicate that 

thereafter the internal road system will be designed as a series of shared surfaces.  A 

further access is proposed to the north of the 3-storey Glasgow Road block though the 

drawing states that this is ‘restricted access for service only’, with the pedestrian and cycle 



access retained.  A pedestrian access is proposed in the north-eastern corner of the site to 

provide a link to Polmaise Avenue. 

Previous History 

2.9. An application for 21 houses, 24 flats and 4,000sqft of retail space (15/00581/FUL) was 

submitted in September 2015 but withdrawn in August 2016.  An application for the 

construction of retail (Class 1), financial or professional services (Class 2), food and drink 

units (Class 3) and business use (Class 4) and the demolition of the existing buildings etc. 

was submitted in September 2012 but withdrawn in May 2015.  

Consultations 

Planning & Policy: 

2.10. The development site lies within the Bannockburn Designated Battlefield, however, the 

area has been previously developed, which makes the area less sensitive to further change 

and will have destroyed the potential for any objects associated with the fighting.  In light 

of the foregoing, there is no objection to the development and no recommendations to 

make. 

Roads Development Control: 

2.11. Roads was consulted on 6 July 2018.  To date no response has been received. 

Service Manager (Environmental Health): 

2.12. It is recommended that the application is not determined until the applicant submits a 

Noise Impact Assessment which determines the impact of the nearby road and existing 

commercial units on the development.  

2.13. Environmental Health also advised that where residential occupiers are likely to be 

affected by noise, a condition limiting noisy construction works to normal working hours is 

recommended.  Furthermore, standard contaminated land conditions were recommended 

as well as the inclusion of electric vehicle charging points. 

Housing Strategy & Development: 

2.14. 25% affordable housing required (13 units) to be rented housing provided by the Council 

or a local Housing Association. 

Land Services Team Leader: 

2.15. Recommend an off-site contribution, in accordance with SG02, to upgrade the Maitland 

Crescent play area which is across the road from the site.  The play area is of currently of 

low quality with ageing equipment.  Consideration for a crossing to be installed to allow 

safer access to the play park should also be considered. 

Children's Services: 

2.16. Consulted on 6 July 2018.  To date no response has been received. 

Representations 

2.17. Two letters of comment have been received.   

2.17.1 One writer suggests the use of permeable surfaces and planting to minimise the 

small risk of flooding and improve the amenity of the area.  They recommend that 

hedging should be of native varieties and that green walls should be considered.  

2.17.2 Another writer, whilst looking forward to the development of a vacant site, has 

concerns about vehicles from the development using the Glasgow Road junction 



and any conflict that this may also have with pedestrians.  The writer suggests 

traffic lights and a pedestrian controlled junction at Glasgow Road/Maitland 

Crescent.  Also raised concerns that the access for service vehicles at Glasgow 

Road may turn into a rat run. 

Local Development Plan 

2.18. Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) indicates 

that in making any determination under the Planning Acts, regard is to be had to the 

Development Plan.  The determination shall be made in accordance with the Plan unless 

material considerations indicate otherwise.  The following provisions of the Development 

Plan are considered relevant to the consideration of this application. 

2.19. Overarching Policy; 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 2.6: The Network of Centres; 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; Policy 4.1: Low and Zero Carbon Buildings; Policy 4.2: Protection of Carbon-

Rich Soils; Primary Policy 5: Flood Risk Management; Primary Policy 6: Resource Use and 

Waste Management; Primary Policy 7: Historic Environment; Policy 7.8: Development 

affecting Battlefields, Gardens and Designed Landscapes; 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 13: The Water Environment. 

Other Planning Policy 

2.20. Stirling Local Development Plan: Proposed Plan, June 2016 – The site is allocated for 

housing (H142 Former MFI – 30 units in Phase 1 2015/2022 where the Key site 

requirements state early contact with Scottish Water regarding foul drainage connection 

and supply and potential to improve pedestrian crossing facilities on Glasgow Road). 

2.21. The Modified Plan, 2018 allocated the site in the same manner as the Proposed Plan, 

however, also included within the Key Site Requirements is the need to ensure that 

appropriate mitigation measures are implemented to reduce the risk of surface water run-

off. 

Assessment 

2.22. Principle of Residential Use:  Policy 2.1 (Housing Land Requirement) of the Adopted Local 

Development Plan states that new housing development will be supported in principle 

where land is allocated for housing purposes in the Plan.  The Adopted Plan allocated this 

site for retail (R07 – 4650sqm (gross) retail floorspace).  However, the Proposed and 

Modified Plans allocated the site for housing (H142 Former MFI – 30 units) and Primary 

Policy 2 (Supporting the Vision and Spatial Strategy) states that housing development 

proposals which are consistent with the Plan’s Vision and Spatial Strategy, will be directed 

to sites identified for those particular purposes.  It is therefore considered that the 

principle of a residential use on this site is acceptable and, while it is contrary to Policy 2.1 

of the Adopted Plan, it is consistent with the Council’s current vision as set out in the 

Proposed and Modified Plans.  

2.23. Density of Development:  This proposal seeks permission for 52 units as opposed to 30 

units as allocated in the Modified Plan.  Whilst an increase in density may be supported, as 

expressed through Primary Policy 1: Placemaking, this is dependent on it being 



demonstrated that the site is capable of successfully accommodating the level of 

development proposed in terms of design and placemaking and that the impacts on local 

infrastructure can be appropriately mitigated.  The Housing Land Audit 2017 states that 

there is a 5.3 years supply of effective housing land in Stirling.  Consequently, there is 

considered to be no shortfall in the land supply position that would add material weight to 

the increase in density on this site.  Whilst the proposal does reduce the need to encroach 

onto greenfield sites by utilising vacant and under-used land within a settlement, it is 

considered that the proposal fails to satisfy Primary Policy 1, since the development has 

not been designed and sited in relation to the character and amenity of the place where it 

is located.  Furthermore, it is not considered that the development is of quality. 

2.24. Lack of Design & Access Statement:  Since the application is a ‘major’ development, there 

is a legislative requirement for a Design & Access Statement to accompany a planning 

application.  A Design & Access Statement does not form part of the planning submission 

therefore the proposal is contrary to Policy 1.2.  

2.25. Design Issues:  Whilst some aspects of the proposed layout can be supported in principle, 

such as the general positioning of buildings along the two main frontages, the intention to 

incorporate open space (‘Central Green’) and utilising shared surfaces as part of the 

internal road network; concerns exists over the design detail of some elements.  These are 

outlined in more detail below: 

2.25.1 Street/Parking Court at Rear of Plots 18-21:  The streetscape to the rear of plots 

18-21 will be dominated by large, unbroken, areas of car parking.  This is 

considered to result in a space which is overly dominated by the needs of the car, 

running contrary to best practice expressed through national policy documents 

such as Designing Streets.  Furthermore, large sections of the space are defined by 

the rear of neighbouring buildings or the rear gardens of plots 18-21.  This limits 

the activity likely, and the causal overlooking from buildings, or visual interest 

within the street itself.  Experience shows that such combinations make areas 

unattractive to use and can attract anti-social behaviour.  This is considered 

contrary to Policy 1.1: Site Planning, particularly parts (a); (d); and (e). 

2.25.2 Dominance of Parking:  At the main entrance into the development, off Maitland 

Crescent, the proposal is to include a parking court in a visually prominent 

position at this point, and thereafter additional parking along the main access 

route.  It is considered that this will result in a relatively weak entrance into the 

development, and is contrary to Primary Policy 1 and Policy 1.1.  Equally, whilst 

the provision of a ‘central green’ is encouraged, this is surrounded on two sides by 

parking provision.  The level of car parking required, and its dominance within 

many areas of the development is considered to raise queries regarding the 

acceptability of the scale of development proposed, and the ability of the site to 

successfully accommodate development all contrary to Primary Policy 1 and Policy 

1.1. 

2.25.3 ‘Kintail’ House Type:  The ‘Kintail’ house type occupies a number of visually 

prominent locations within the development, where the design/orientation of the 

building and gable elevations have important Placemaking roles.  For example, in 

the case of Plots 13 and 21 these should overlook and provide casual observance 

to the private parking court and amenity space respectively, whilst in the case of 

Plots 17 and 18 these have roles as ‘vista stoppers’ within the streetscape, adding 

to visual interest and legibility.  However, in all instances the gable elevations 

remain relatively blank.  This is considered to represent a missed opportunity in 

design and Placemaking terms and contrary to Policy 1.1 which seeks to ensure 



that all buildings are designed in a manner so as to create safe and inclusive places 

for people. 

2.25.4 Further Consideration to the Design of Buildings:  It is considered that there are a 

number of other instances within the development where the design of individual 

buildings could have been further enhanced to address its immediate context, and 

thereby meet with the content of Policy 1.1: Site Planning.  For example, the 

gables of Plots 7 and 12 to address the public footpath and park court 

respectively.  This is considered to represent a missed opportunity in design and 

Placemaking terms and contrary to Policy 1.1. 

2.25.5 Vehicular Access off Glasgow Road:  The site plan indicates a vehicular access off 

Glasgow Road, with an annotation that this will provide ‘restricted access for 

service only’.  However, no details have been provided as to how this will be 

controlled.  Thereafter, it also indicates the intention to provide a service area, 

presumably for the public house, and rear footpath between Plots 13-17.  From 

the site visit it was noted that there is an area to the rear of the public house 

which is fully enclosed by high fencing, beyond which large commercial waste bins 

are stored.  No details are available as to whether or not the applicant has control 

over this area and no details regarding the design of this space have been 

submitted.  There is therefore some concern over the relative amenity of this 

area.  It is considered that the siting and layout of the new development does not 

create a coherent structure of streets and spaces nor does it respect and 

complement with its surroundings and is therefore considered to be contrary to 

Policy 1.1: Site Planning.   

2.26. Design and Scale of the Flatted Blocks:  The majority of buildings surrounding the site are 

no more than two storeys in height, including the commercial units along Glasgow Road, 

with pitched roofs predominant on residential buildings.  The application proposes the 

introduction of two flatted blocks of between three and four storeys in height, which 

incorporate elements of flat and mono-pitched roofs.  The buildings both have deep 

floorplates compared to the majority of surrounding properties, including the two 

commercial buildings to the south west.  This raises concern as to how well, or otherwise, 

the scale and design of these buildings will fit and be successfully assimilated into their 

surroundings, as required by PP1: Placemaking and Policy 1.1: Site Planning.  In absence of 

a Design & Access Statement containing a design rationale, nor any drawings 

demonstrating the intended development within the wider streetscape of either Glasgow 

Road or Maitland Crescent, it is considered that the applicant has failed to adequately 

demonstrate that the scale and size of buildings would be appropriate contrary to Policy 

1.1: Site Planning.  

2.27. Furthermore, in the case of the Block 1, situated along Glasgow Road, the site plan 

indicates that the building will be situated very close to the busy public footway, with no 

indication of any intended walling or hedging to mark the boundary.  This raises concerns 

regarding the privacy and amenity of the ground floor flats relative to other properties 

within the development and surrounding area.  The design and layout of the building 

negates the opportunity to take any entrance off this street, which is contrary to the 

pervading character of existing buildings in this location.  Block 2 also has no entrance off 

the main street (Maitland Crescent), instead relying upon an entrance which is reached 

through a bank of car parking.  

2.28. Additionally, the positioning of Block 1 (Glasgow Road) will result in the southern gable 

elevation being particularly visible within the Glasgow Road streetscape.  In line with 

Policies PP1: Placemaking and Policy 1.1: Site Planning, this is a situation which the design 



of the building should positively and demonstrably respond to.  However, it is considered 

that the proposals fall short of this requirement, particularly the large expanse of blank 

walling.  

2.29. It is noted that the location of both Block 1 (Glasgow Road) and Block 2 (Maitland 

Crescent) are in areas of the site where levels change relative to surrounding land and a 

degree of retaining is currently in evidence.  The proposed site plan, and the wider 

submission does not provide any clarification as regards intended site levels and how the 

proposed buildings relates to adjoining levels in this regard contrary to Policy 1.1: Site 

Planning (b). 

2.30. It is noted that the site plan indicates that both flatted blocks will be served by bin stores.  

Whilst this is welcomed, no detailed plans of the appearance and dimension of the bin 

stores have been supplied, so there is no ability to determine whether these are of 

sufficient size to accommodate the level of bin provision required, and are of sufficient 

design quality.  Furthermore, the locations of the bin stores are questioned.  In the 

instance of Block 1 (Glasgow Road), this is immediately adjacent to the only entrance to 

the building, whilst the location of the store for Block 2 (Maitland Crescent) is considered 

detrimental to the amenity of the ground floor flat adjacent, which has lounge and kitchen 

windows in close proximity.   

2.31. It is considered that the proposals represent an over-development of the site; would 

result in a development which would not adequately or successfully complement or 

assimilate into its surrounding; nor would meet with the design and Placemaking 

aspirations set within the Development Plan.  All of the design issues outlined in the 

foregoing paragraphs demonstrate the aspects of the proposed development that are 

considered to be contrary to Policies PP1: Placemaking and Policy 1.1: Site Planning. 

2.32. Multifunctional Open Space Provision:  Policy 1.3 (Green Network and Open Space) 

requires that new development should incorporate accessible multifunctional open space 

of the appropriate quantity and quality to meet the needs arising from the nature of the 

development itself.  It also states that, in some instances, it may be more appropriate to 

remedy local deficiencies.  The submission does not include proposals for a 

multifunctional open space nor a commitment to provide any off-site improvements 

contrary to Policy 1.3. 

2.33. Affordable Housing:  Whilst it is encouraging that the proposal includes a mix of housing 

types and sizes, Policy 2.2 requires residential developments to include 25% affordable 

housing.  No details have been submitted demonstrating how this requirement will be 

met.  It is therefore considered that, due to this omission, the proposal is contrary to 

Policy 2.2. 

2.34. Safety Accessed by Motor Vehicles and Reduction in Travel Demands:  Whilst this 

development is located in a sustainable location, it has not been demonstrated that the 

development can be safety accessed by motor vehicles.  Furthermore, no information has 

been submitted to demonstrate that the travel demands of the development have been 

reduced and that residual travel demands are met in a manner which ensures a safe and 

realistic choice of access by walking, cycling, public transport and motor vehicles.  These 

matters are normally addressed through the submission of a Transport Assessment.  As 

such, the proposal is considered contrary to Policy 3.1 (Addressing the Travel Demands of 

New Development). 

2.35. Contributions:  In line with Primary Policy 3: Provision of Infrastructure; Policy 1.3(e) and 

SG16: Developer Contributions, due to the type and size of residential units proposed, 

contributions towards transport, education, open space and waste may be required.  No 



information has been submitted demonstrating that discussions have taken place with the 

relevant Council departments to ascertain the level of requirements nor any commitment 

to the provision of contributions in accordance with the aforementioned policies and 

guidance.  In the absence of this information it is considered that, in its present form, the 

application is contrary to Primary Policy 3; Policy 1.3(e) and SG16. 

2.36. Drainage:  Policy 3.2 (Site Drainage) requires that a connection to the public sewer is 

required for all development within urban areas.  The Key Site Requirements as set out in 

the Proposed and Modified Plans requires early contact with Scottish Water regarding foul 

drainage connection.  The applicant has submitted a recent letter from Scottish Water 

stating that there is currently sufficient capacity in the Turret Water Treatment Works and 

the Stirling Waste Water Treatment works to service this development.  It is therefore 

considered that Policy 3.2 can be met.  

2.37. Flood Risk:  Primary Policy 5 requires all development to be assessed for their potential to 

contribute to the reduction of overall flood risk and that surface water shall be treated by 

Sustainable Urban Drainage System (SuDS) before it is discharged into the water 

environment.  A Flood Risk Assessment was submitted in support of the application.  It 

concluded that the site was not at risk of flooding and will not increase the risk of flooding 

elsewhere.  It did recommend that the plots and finished floor levels are set a minimum of 

150mm above finished ground level.  It is considered that sufficient information has been 

submitted to demonstrate that compliance with Primary Policy 5 can be achieved though 

details of a Sustainable Urban Drainage System (SuDS) and finished floor levels are still 

required. 

2.38. Landscaping:  Policy 9.2 requires all development proposals to include high quality 

proposals for new landscape and planting works and demonstrate suitable arrangements 

for the establishment and long-term maintenance of new landscape and planting.  While 

planting is indicated on the site plan, no details have been submitted nor additional 

information to demonstrate that the indicative planting can be achieved.  Some areas of 

proposed planting, such as hedging along the western boundary (to the rear of the 

commercial units), are questionable given the significant changes in levels.  It is 

considered that the proposal does not include high quality planting proposals nor 

arrangements for maintenance contrary to Policy 9.2. 

2.39. Contaminate Land/Brownfield Land:  Primary Policy 6 encourages the reuse of vacant, 

derelict and other brownfield land where appropriate.  Also, that land is remediated to a 

standard commensurate with its new use.  The proposal is therefore supported by Primary 

Policy 6.  Furthermore, a site investigation report has been submitted to support the reuse 

of the site and Environmental Health colleagues have requested the incorporation of 

appropriate conditions to address this matter.  

2.40. Conclusion:  Whilst the proposed development does comply with some of the policies of 

the Adopted Local Development Plan, it is considered that on balance the proposal is 

contrary to the Adopted Local Development Plan and its subsequent reviews. 

3. Implications 

Equalities Impact 

3.1. This application was assessed in terms of equality and human rights.  Any impact has been 

identified in the Consideration/Assessment section of this report. 

Fairer Scotland Duty 



3.2. This section is not applicable. 

Sustainability and Environmental 

3.3. An Environmental Impact Assessment is not required.  

Other Policy Implications 

3.4. All relevant policies have been set out in section 2. 

Consultations 

3.5. As set out in section 2. 

4. Background Papers 

4.1. Planning Application file 18/00446/FUL.  File can be viewed online at: 

https://pabs.stirling.gov.uk/online-

applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=PB0VJBPIHBO00  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2. List of determining plans: 

Stirling Council Plan No. Name Ref on Plan 
 

01 General  
 

02 Site Plan  
 

03 Site Plan  
 

04 Elevations  
 



05 Elevations  
 

06 Elevations  
 

07 Elevations  
 

08 Elevations  
 

09 Elevations  
 

10 Elevations  
 

11 Elevations  
 

12 Elevations  
 

13 Elevations  
 

14 Elevations  
 

15 Elevations  
 

16 Floor Plans  
 

17 Floor Plans  
 

18 Floor Plans  
 

19 Floor Plans  
 

20 Floor Plans  
 

21 Floor Plans  
 

22 Floor Plans  
 

23 General  
 

24 General  
 

25 General  
 

26 General  
 

27 General  
 

28 General  
 

29 Details  
 

30 Details  
 

 

 

5. Appendices 

5.1. None. 
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