
Stirling Council  Agenda Item No. 5 

Planning and Regulation Panel Date of 
Meeting:  19 January 2022 

Not Exempt 

Mixed use development comprising of offices (Classes 2 & 4), 
retail, drive-thru restaurant, car showroom and associated car 
parking, infrastructure and landscaping at Land At Crookbridge 
To South Of Wickes And North Of Kerse Road, Muirton Road, 
Stirling - Ramoyle Developments Ltd - 21/00260/PPP - Hearing

Purpose & Summary  
Planning permission in principle is sought for a mixed use development comprising of offices 
(Classes 2 & 4), retail (Class 1 supermarket), drive-thru restaurant(sui generis), car 
showroom ( sui generis), associated car parking, infrastructure and landscaping at land at 
Crookbridge, which is to the south of Wickes and North of the Kerse Road, Muirton Road, 
Stirling.  The site is currently owned by the Stirling Development Agency (SDA), a joint 
venture company which includes Stirling Council.   

The application has been referred to the Planning & Regulation Panel by the Council’s 
Planning and Building Standards Manager in accordance with the Council’s Scheme of 
Delegation procedures since the application proposes a ‘Major’ development as defined in 
The Town and Country Planning (Hierarchy of Development) (Scotland) Regulations 2009. 
It is not considered that the development is significantly contrary to the Development Plan 
and therefore does not require determination by Full Council.  

The application will be determined following a Hearing. 

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  
The Planning & Regulation Panel is asked to refuse the application for the reasons set out 
below:  

1. in the opinion of the Planning Authority, the applicant has not provided a Retail Impact
Assessment that demonstrates that there will not be a harmful impact on the City
Centre, as required by Scottish Planning Policy and Policy 2.7 of the Stirling Local
Development Plan. This is because the Retail Impact Assessment is based on out of
date information and is not robust or reliable as a result;



2. in the opinion of the Planning Authority, the applicant has not provided a robust, up to 
date Retail Capacity Assessment that demonstrates the scale and nature of any retail 
capacity and as such it cannot be demonstrated that there are no alternative City 
Centre sites, or  town centre sites to accommodate the proposals, albeit of a reduced 
scale.  As a result it is not possible to conclude that the proposals can satisfy Scottish 
Planning Policy on the retail sequential test and Development Plan requirements 
under policy 2.7 criteria;  

3. in the opinion of the Planning Authority, the proposed foodstore development is 
contrary to Policy 2.6 of the Adopted Local Development Plan Oct 2018 as the 
proposals are for a different form of retailing than that stipulated in criteria (f) which 
directs that the Springkerse and Millhall Retail Commercial centre has a specific role 
and function for household (bulky goods) retail only. No up to date household survey 
information has justified whether the historical planning position related to there being 
only one superstore provided at the Springkerse and Millhall Commercial Centre 
continues to have any relevance. The demonstration of this irrelevance is required to 
support a position that the foodstore proposal would not undermine the role and 
function for the site and the Centre in the retail network as specified by the 
Development Plan; and  

4. in the opinion of the Planning Authority, the proposed mixed use development is 
contrary to Primary Policy 1, Policies 1.1 and 3.1 of the Adopted Local Development 
Plan Oct 2018 and Supplementary Guidance 01: Placemaking as the approach to 
active travel displayed within the application is not considered to meet with the 
connectivity criteria set out within these policies insofar as it fails to provide for active 
travel connectivity.  In particular it fails to provide a continuous accessible link from 
the proposed site through to the multi-modal accessible neighbouring Springkerse 
Retail Park.  For the same reasons the proposals are contrary to Draft National Policy 
Framework 4, Policy 2: Climate emergency, as the development proposal fails to 
reduce the demand for (fossil fuel-based) energy by not promoting a modal shift away 
from the use of private motorised transport and towards walking and cycling in 
accordance with Scottish Planning Policy (Promoting Sustainable Transport and 
Active Travel). 

 

Resource Implications  
Not applicable. 

 

Legal & Risk Implications  
Not applicable. 

 

1. Background  
1.1. Not applicable. 

 

  



2. Considerations 
The Site 

2.1 Site Location/Allocation:  The application site is located in the Springkerse 
and Millhall Commercial Centre.  It is allocated in the Adopted Local 
Development Plan (LDP) at appendix A for household (Bulky Goods) Retail 
(site Ref R12) and employment for Class 4 Business (site ref B26).  
Household (bulky goods) retail is defined in the LDP’s Glossary of Terms as:  

“A category of Comparison retail and is the sale of items such as furniture and 
furnishings, white goods, large non-portable electrical appliances, floor and 
wall coverings, bedding, lighting, automotive and bicycle parts and 
accessories, garden and outdoor life equipment, tools, DIY equipment and 
building materials, fitted units and associated appliances, heating goods, 
office furnishings and equipment including stationery supplies, pets and pet 
supplies.  Differs from Personal retail.” 

2.2 Site Context:  The area within the red line boundary extends to 5.2ha and 
currently comprises agricultural grazing land.  It lies northwest of the 
roundabout junction of the A91 & A905.  At this locality the roads and 
roundabout are on raised embankments resulting in the generally level site 
sitting below road levels.  Towards the north it falls towards the gully of the 
Town/Pelstream Burn, which also marks the northern boundary.  The eastern 
and southern boundaries are defined by post and wire fences at the base of 
the aforementioned embankments, while the western boundary follows the 
curtilage of a detached residential property, Kerse Mill House. 

2.3 Infrastructure:  Vehicular and pedestrian access will be via a signal 
controlled T junction on the A905, directly opposite the junction, which serves 
the mixed development on the south side of the road.  Car parking spaces 
shown on the indicative layout serve the retail units and hot food takeaways; 
the car showroom has 378 spaces and business space has 64 spaces.  
Service and yard space is also shown on the indicative layout.  

2.4 Landscape Character/Heritage:  The site is Greenfield with trees around the 
boundaries, including a woodland tree belt adjacent to the eastern boundary 
and riparian areas running through the site.  There is a narrow belt of trees 
with dense understorey planting on the southern boundary.  The area is 
predominantly a mix of large retail units, car showrooms and Industrial units.  
However there are a small number of residential properties within the area 
which pre-date its current principal usage.  

2.5 The proposed application area lies within a key portion of the Bannockburn 
designated battlefield and lies close to the confluence of the Bannockburn 
and Pelstream, which bounds the English army overnight camp and the core 
of the fighting on Day 2. The proposed development area therefore has a high 
potential to contain objects associated with the battle.  

The Proposal 

2.6 Planning permission in principle is sought for the following uses: Retail (Class 
1 food retailing), restaurant drive thru (sui generis), car showroom (sui 
generis) and business office space (Classes 2 and 4).  The planning and retail 
statement states the proposed development is approximate in terms of size 
and flexible in terms of operators.  It is set out that Asda are intended to be 
the supermarket operator.   

  



2.7 The application is in principle and indicative information on building size, 
layout, height and design has been provided.  However, plans display a 
sequence of cross sections indicating the flat roofed car showroom will be c. 
10 m in height.  Sections also confirm site levels are roughly 3-5 m below 
carriageway levels.  Building heights are typical for the nearby retail park and 
site levels accord with the extensive flat topography of Springkerse and the 
wider Carse to the east.  The ‘Business’ building seeks to incorporate three-
levels of accommodation in addition to under-croft parking and land is also 
involved to take on the steepening slopes to the north. 

2.8 Internal and boundary landscaping and colours and finishes of roofs and 
external elevations, external lighting and design, scale, location/positioning of 
all signage are to be finalised.  353 car parking spaces are shown on the 
indicative layout to serve the retail units and hot food takeaway; the car 
showroom has 378 spaces and the business space has 64 spaces.  Service 
and yard space is also shown.  Vehicular and pedestrian access will be via a 
signal controlled ‘T’ junction on the A905, directly opposite an established 
junction serving  mixed development on the south of the road. 

Previous History 

2.9 Ref: 08/00314/PPP Mixed use development comprising a food store, other 
Class 1 (Retail), Class 3 (Food and Drink), Class 4 (Business), Class 7 
(Hotel) and Class 11 (Assembly and Leisure). Withdrawn.  

Consultations 

Environmental Health: 

2.10 No objections subject to conditions.  At the detailed stage a Noise Impact 
Assessment will be required and will be required to demonstrate that the 
significance of effects at any surrounding noise sensitive properties shall not 
be greater than neutral/slight.  This will require careful design of the site and 
restrictions on delivery and operating times.  

Roads Development Control: 

2.11 Has no objection to the proposals, subject to conditions being applied to any 
planning approval granted for this application.  Also that all of the 
requirements identified as part of the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit form part of 
the access junction and addressed as the design progresses. 

2.12 The Traffic Assessment (TA) undertaken demonstrates that the Kerse Road 
corridor experiences congestion, and this has been evidenced by the 
modelling shown within TA.  As all junctions with the exception of Craigs 
Roundabout are currently operating beyond their traditional limits of capacity, 
the TA requires to identify what mitigation could be brought forward to allow 
the development to be delivered whilst delivering nil detriment on the 
surrounding road network.  The TA has identified mitigation, however the 
benefits of this mitigation, which seeks to achieve nil detriment on a network 
that already suffers from capacity issues, are limited as they only seek to 
resolve issues associated with the development in isolation.  

2.13 Given the sites allocation within the Local Development Plan it is considered 
that a financial contribution, reflecting the cumulative impact of development, 
should be sought, in accordance with the Council’s Developer Contribution 
Supplementary Guidance.  

  



Bridge & Flood Maintenance: 

2.14 No objection in principle pending the submission of details and calculations 
showing onsite surface water attenuation of the 1 in 200 year + climate 
change event, as well as updated Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) work to 
detail the flood level and extents of the same event.  

Scottish Water: 

2.15 No objection. 

Historic Environment Scotland: 

2.16 No objection, however the impact on the landscape and Battlefield will need 
full assessment at the detailed stage. 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency: 

2.17 SEPA are satisfied with the principle of the development.  However, they 
request that the following information is provided by a suitably worded 
planning condition which should be attached to any grant of planning consent:  

2.18 An updated, more detailed Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) which accurately 
defines the Functional Floodplain, in order to inform the site layout within the 
detailed planning application.  This should be in consultation with SEPA. 

2.19 Depending on the outcome of the revised FRA, the site plan submitted in 
support of this PPP application may also need to change as it may not be 
developed in its current form. 

Scottish Natural Heritage: 

2.20 No Objection. 

Biodiversity Officer: 

2.21 No Objection subject to proposals achieving biodiversity benefit at the 
detailed stage. 

Transport Scotland: 

2.22 No objection.  

Broomridge Community Council:  

2.23 Object to the proposals on the following grounds:  

2.23.1 These proposals will damage the Town Centre and go against 
adopted policy and the recent report from the Town Centre Action 
Plan Review Group, which has proposed a recommendation for a 
moratorium of out of town developments.  This is in order for town 
and city centres to recover, not only from the pandemic, but also to 
reinvigorate and face up to online retail and climate change 
challenges, 

2.23.2 The Community Council is not satisfied with the public consultation.  
To the best of their knowledge there has been no consultation with 
local residents. 

2.23.3 The economic benefit proposed is questioned. 

2.23.4 The unmet demand for retail units in Stirling is questioned and is 
considered to be based on outdated studies. 

 



2.23.5 These proposals go against Stirling Council's Climate Change 
Emergency announcement of October 2020.  The development is 
created separate from that of Springkerse Retail Park which will 
result in unnecessary car trips between the two locations.  There is 
also the issue of safe access for walkers and cyclists. In addition 
surface water into the Town Burn would be an issue.  Given the 
tidal nature of this water this will exacerbate flooding up stream.  

Representations 

2.24 Nineteen letters of representation were received, including from the 
Community Council, seventeen of which object to the proposals, one is in 
support and one makes neutral comments on accessibility.  The 
representations are set out below: 

2.24.1 Objection on grounds the proposals will have a severe adverse 
impact on the high street through drawing business away from the 
town centre and will cause job losses.  Also it will directly contradict 
investment and efforts currently being made to improve the trading 
environment and viability of the high street. 

2.24.2 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.3 Objection on the grounds these proposals have not fully considered 
the availability of vacancy levels within the town centre. 

2.24.4 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.5 Raising concerns and objections on the grounds of poor 
accessibility.  The proposals have not demonstrated the 
development is safely & conveniently accessible by people riding 
bikes or walking. 

2.24.6 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.7 Raising concerns the proposals do not link to neighbouring 
development, which will increase travel through a lack of 
permeability. 

2.24.8 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.9 Objection received on behalf of the Springkerse Retail Park II that 
the proposed mix of uses proposed runs contrary to the adopted 
Development Plan LDP Policy R12.  They do not accord with the 
policy requirements. 

2.24.10 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.11 The vacant floor space across Springkerse will be undermined by 
the granting of this development. 

2.24.12 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.13 The proposals go against Scottish National Policy.  The 
Government's emerging focus is on measures to revive town 
centres, which have been damaged by the changes in retailing 
brought about by the growth in online shopping, and successive 
lockdowns. 

2.24.14 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

  



2.24.15 Raising concerns and objections that these proposals are 
unsustainable.  The proposals are wholly reliant on the car.  With 
the TA successfully demonstrating the unsustainable nature of the 
proposed development in tables 6.2 and 6.3, which assumes that 
3% of visitors to the retail offer would arrive on foot, and 0.3% by 
bike and public transport.  Also raising concerns that the 
transportation assessment seems to lack any proper analysis and 
understanding of active travel in the area; e.g. it makes reference 
(4.9) to cycle commuting from Kirkcaldy, rather than from 
Braehead/Broomridge which are within a 1 mile cycle of the site, 
shorter/quicker than driving (2.4 miles). 

2.24.16 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.17 Raising objection on the grounds the removal of the Toucan 
Crossing and diverting this crossing along Kerse Road to the main 
development entrance would create dangerous situations for 
pedestrians and cyclists and deter active travel in the area. 

2.24.18 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.19 This proposal does not support the aspiration of the 20-minute 
community and will disadvantage those who do not have access to 
a car. 

2.24.20 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.21 Stirling Thistle Centre has objected on the grounds these proposals 
run contrary to the Development Plan and has set out that Stirling 
Council cannot determine this application on the grounds that they 
own part of the site and have a vested interest in this development, 
as well as protecting the vitality of the town centre. 

2.24.22 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.23 Raising the point that the Retail Impact Assessment is considered 
to be in draft form and cannot be considered as the final version. It 
takes no account of job displacement and is contradictory. 

2.24.24 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.25 Raising concerns that approval of this application will create a new 
retail and leisure destination in its own right. 

2.24.26 Raising concerns that the Transport Assessment is not fit for 
purpose.  The development impact analysis has focussed on the 
weekday peak hours of operation whereas a development of this 
nature is likely to be busier at the weekend as demonstrated by the 
parking accumulation analysis included within the TA. 

2.24.27 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

2.24.28 Raising concerns on road safety grounds.  The proposed access 
junction is forecast to operate close to capacity as soon as it 
becomes operational, generating traffic queues which extend back 
to the adjacent A91 roundabout in the AM peak hour, generating 
potential safety and congestion issues. 

2.24.29 Response:  See Assessment section below. 

  



2.24.30 Any reconsideration of the retail uses for this site needs to be 
through a review of the LDP and not through a planning application.  

2.25 One letter of support from the John Clark Motor Group, which sets out that it 
is the intention to relocate the Jaguar Landrover business on Glasgow Road 
to this site should it be approved.  

2.26 The Stirling Area Access Panel has offered neutral comments on accessibility 
directly to the agent.  

Local Development Plan 

2.27 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.   

2.28 The Adopted Local Development Plan is the adopted Stirling Local 
Development Plan October 2018 (henceforth Local Development Plan).  

2.29 In line with advice set out in Scottish Planning Policy the LDP Spatial Strategy 
identifies a Network of Centres within the city and within which a hierarchical 
approach to convenience (food) retail and other uses (including offices and 
community and cultural facilities) is adopted.  Within this hierarchy the Stirling 
City Centre is identified as having the main role in meeting the current and 
future personal and convenience (food) retailing needs for the Stirling area. 

2.30 The scale, location and nature of the proposal is such that it also requires 
consideration against a range of other Development Plan provisions, with the 
following policies and, where appropriate, supporting supplementary 
guidance,  considered particularly relevant: 

2.31 Overarching Policy; Sustainable Development Criteria; PP1 Placemaking; 
Policy 1.1 Site Planning; Policy 2.4 Safeguarding Employment Land and 
Property; PP3 Provision of Infrastructure; Policy 3.1 Addressing the Travel 
Demands of New Development; Policy 3.2 Site Drainage; Primary Policy 4: 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction; Policy 7.8 Development affecting Battlefields, 
Gardens and Designed Landscapes; PP9 Managing Landscape Change; 
Policy 3.3: Developer Contributions; Primary Policy 5: Flood Risk 
Management; Primary Policy 6: Resource Use and Waste Management; 
Primary Policy 8: Conservation and Enhancement of Biodiversity; Primary 
Policy 9: Managing Landscape Change; Policy 9.2: Landscaping and Planting 
in association with Development. 

Other Planning Policy 

2.32 National Policy:  Scottish Planning Policy 2014, sets out national planning 
policies which reflect Scottish Ministers’ priorities for operation of the planning 
system and for the development and use of land.  As a statement of Ministers’ 
priorities it carries significant weight in the determination of planning 
applications.  This weight has, however, recently been reduced by the 
publication of Draft National Planning Framework 4 (as explained in para 
2.36) which now represents the most up to date expression of Ministerial 
priorities and policies. 

  



2.33 Following a national review of town centres in Scotland the Scottish 
Government published a report in July 2013 - National Review of Town 
Centres - External Advisory Group Report.  Central to this is the ‘Town Centre 
First’ principle: a policy to achieve a “social, bustling and sustainable 
Scotland” by putting the health of town centres at the heart of decision-making 
processes.  The Town Centre First principle is founded on the premise that 
town centres are a key element of the economic, social and environmental 
fabric of Scotland’s towns; often at the core of community and economic life, 
offering spaces in which to live, meet and interact, do business, and access 
facilities and services.  

2.34 Scottish Planning Policy (2014 - updated 2020) (SPP) responds to the 
Town Centre Review’s call for a ‘town centres first’ approach to planning 
policy.   

2.35 SPP states that Development Plans should identify a network of centres and 
explain how they can complement each other. SPP (para. 68) also directs 
Development Plans to adopt a sequential town centre first approach when 
planning for uses which attract significant numbers of people.  This requires 
that locations are considered in the following order of preference:  

2.35.1 Town centres (including city centres and local centres);  

2.35.2 Edge of town centre;  

2.35.3 Other commercial centres identified in the development plan; and  

2.35.4 Out-of-centre locations that are, or can be, made easily accessible 
by a choice of transport modes.  

2.36 Draft National Planning Framework 4 is a material consideration.  A key 
objective is to rebalance the planning system so that climate change is a 
guiding principle for all plans and decisions.  Efforts will be focussed on 
actively discourage all developments that exacerbates emissions. 

2.37 The Draft sets out a range of key opportunities to achieve this, including:- 

2.38 Policy 7: Local Living, which supports Building 20 minute neighbourhoods. 
Which involves planning our homes together with everyday local infrastructure 
to significantly reduce the need to travel  

2.39 Policy 24: Centres and Policy 25: Retail strengthens support for development 
in town centres and restricting out-of-town retail and leisure to help to 
transition away from car-dependent developments towards those that enable 
walking, cycling, wheeling and public transport accessibility. 

Submitted Assessments/Reports – Summary of Main Issues Raised 

2.40 The Pre- Application Consultation:  The PAC report is a statutory 
requirement for all ‘Major’ planning applications.  This report outlines the 
community engagement undertaken by the applicant during the pre-
application consultation period, and how the development proposal takes 
them into consideration.  The PAC Report provides a summary of the issues 
raised as part of the consultation exercise and details how each of these 
issues will be addressed. 

  



2.41 Design and Access Statement:  The Design and Access Statement (DAS) 
is a statutory requirement for all Major planning applications.  The DAS 
provides the applicant’s approach to the design and layout and access, 
having regard to the Local Development Plan design policies and guidance.  
This was not updated to reflect the new indicative layout.  

2.42 Transport Assessment:  The Transport Assessment considers the impact of 
the proposed development on the local and trunk road networks and identifies 
a series of on-site and off-site interventions to mitigate the impact of 
development generated traffic on the operational efficiency and safety of the 
road network.   

2.43 Noise Impact Assessment (NIA):  The NIA considers the potential impacts 
of the proposed development on existing noise sensitive receptors within and 
surrounding the site as a result of increased noise levels from the 
development and generated traffic.  

2.44 Air Quality Assessment (AQA):  The AQA considers the suitability of the 
site in terms of local air quality for residential, commercial and leisure uses 
and the potential for the development to adversely affect the local air quality 
on sensitive receptors.  The AQA considers emissions generated by traffic to 
have the most significant impact on air quality in relation to the proposed 
development. 

2.45 Ecological Appraisal:  The report details the habitat survey methodology 
used to record vegetation and wildlife across the site, including targeted 
protected species surveys.  The report includes consideration of the potential 
impacts associated with the development, and mitigation/recommendations 
required to address potentially harmful impacts.  

2.46 Flood Risk Assessment (FRA):  The FRA presents an assessment of flood 
risk to the site from all potential sources including fluvial.  This was not 
updated to reflect the new indicative layout.  

2.47 Drainage Impact Report:  This study examines the means by which foul and 
surface drainage services will be incorporated in to this development.  Foul 
drainage will comprise a network of gravity sewers within the site arranged to 
minimise crossing conflicts with an existing high pressure gas main which 
traverses the site. 

2.48 Energy Statement:  This statement considered the requirements of Primary 
Policy 4 (Green House Gas Reduction), Policy 4.1 (Low and Zero Carbon 
Buildings) and Policy 4.3 (Heat Generation) of the Stirling Local Development 
Plan (adopted 2018) for the proposed development. 

2.49 Landscape Design Guide:  This document sets out the vision and overall 
objectives for development of the Site in terms of the landscape framework 
and provides guidance in the planning, design and implementation of the 
various hard and soft landscape components. 

Retail Assessment: 

2.50 The Retail Assessment has been prepared to provide supporting information. 
The Retail Assessment comprises a range of reports, which are summarised 
and set out below.  The primary purpose of this is to address the implications 
of the proposed new 5574 sq m GFA (60,000 sq ft) Asda superstore in place 
of the previously proposed mix of convenience and comparison units.  In 
addition, this also takes the opportunity to respond to criticisms of the original 
RIA forwarded to the applicant from the Planning Service. 



2.51 Economic Benefit:  Within the submitted reports the applicant has set out 
that the proposals would create approximately 500-600 new jobs (full time 
equivalent).  The proposed ASDA superstore at Crookbridge will provide an 
important contribution to extending the range retail within Stirling.  It is also 
pointed out that the site has been marketed for sale for over 10 years by the 
owners, SDA, and this has never attracted interest from bulky goods 
operators because there is a surplus of such space and vacant bulky goods 
units elsewhere in the City. 

2.52 Planning and Retail Statement Including Update:  The purpose of this 
statement is to provide details on the proposals and set out the key factors 
which should be taken into account in the determination of the submitted 
application. In summary it concludes: 

2.52.1 There will be no unacceptable individual or cumulative impact on 
the vitality and viability of any Network Centre, including the City 
Centre. 

2.52.2 The development will help meet proven qualitative and quantitative 
deficiencies in existing retail provision. 

2.52.3 The development will be of a scale and character commensurate 
with the size of catchment served. 

2.52.4 There are no sequentially preferable locations which could 
accommodate the proposed development.  

2.53 During the course of the application the Retail Impact Assessment was 
revised in response to concerns raised regarding the uses proposed and the 
content of the submissions.  The applicant has responded to these 
discussions with the following: 

2.54 The sequential test considered the suitability and availability of the following 
sites identified for retail use in the City Centre or on the edge of it.  It did not 
consider sites that are allocated for other uses, such as business 
development, as it was presumed these would not be supported for retail use 
by the Council: 

2.55 Rainbow Slides:  This site is defined as a Retail Site in the SLDP and is on 
the edge of the City Centre Prime Retail Area (SLDP Policy 2.6 and site 
reference R01).  It was discounted as unsuitable for the proposed 
development in terms of its small size.  

2.56 Station Road (North):  This site is defined as a Retail Site in the SLDP and is 
on the edge of the City Centre Prime Retail Area (SLDP Policy 2.6 and site 
reference R02).  The site is smaller than the minimum 2 hectare requirement 
for the proposals and has now been redeveloped.  

2.57 Station Road (South):  This site is defined as a Retail Site in the SLDP and 
is on the edge of the City Centre Prime Retail Area (SLDP Policy 2.6 and site 
reference R03).  The site is smaller than the minimum 2 hectare requirement 
for the proposals and also already accommodates buildings occupied by retail 
and other uses.  

2.58 Stirling Enterprise Park (Step/Vico):  This site is defined as a Retail Site in 
the SLDP and is on the edge of the City Centre Prime Retail Area (SLDP 
Policy 2.6 and site reference R06).  Part of the site has already been 
redeveloped for a Lidl store, and the remainder of the site accommodates the 
Stirling Enterprise Park.  



2.59 Debenhams (Thistles Centre):  This has recently become vacant with the 
closure of all Debenhams stores.  The premises are not suitable for the 
combination of uses proposed in this application.  This is because the format 
of the vacant Debenhams does not provide for immediately accessible same 
level surface car parking, which is required by the proposed uses.  

2.60 In conclusion, the sequentail test submitted concludes there are no premises 
in the City Centre or on its edge which are suitable for the proposed 
development, and the majority would not be available in any case. 

The Retail Impact Assessment (RIA) 

2.61 The RIA sets out that the proposal will not cause harm to the vitality and 
viability of existing centres and would be beneficial in improving local facilities 
for the people of Stirling.  

2.62 The assessment is based upon a household shopping survey from 2008. 
During consideration of the application the Council’s retail consultant raised 
significant concerns regarding the validity of using a survey of that time 
period. In response the applicant states that COVID restrictions would mean 
any household survey results would need to be treated with caution as the 
restrictions are affecting normal shopping patterns.  Instead the applicant 
sought to deal with this uncertainty by use of sensitivity testing.  Sensitivity 
testing carried out within the report concludes that even with a 10% reduction 
in turnover, impacts increase by only 1%.  This demonstrates that with sizable 
changes in turnover the impact on retail is very small.  Regarding the impact 
on the existing supermarkets it concludes in overall terms, for all four 
superstores, the total turnover (convenience plus comparison) could be in the 
region of 8% below that which would be expected with national average 
turnover rates.  The appliant’s assessment considers that this average level of 
impact would affect the viability of any of the stores which confirms that all 
four would trade at acceptable levels within the existing Stirling market. 

Assessment 

Principle of Development  

2.63 The Vision and Spatial Strategy:  Primary Policy 2 supports the delivery of 
development in accordance with the Local Development Plan Vision and 
Spatial Strategy  

2.64 In this case, the development site is the largest, southern portion of land 
allocated in the LDP at Appendix A for Household (Bulky Goods) Retail (site 
ref R12), and employment for Class 4 Business (site ref B26), subject to 
conformity with the Key Site Requirements which are: 

2.64.1 Masterplan complying with the brief required. 

2.64.2 Suitable for household bulky goods retail and/or commercial leisure. 

2.64.3 Must provide Class 4 business on part of the site. 

2.64.4 Conserve and enhance green corridors of trees and banks of 
Pelstream Burn through the site and tree belts to the east and 
south, to screen the site from the A roads. 

2.64.5 Flood Risk Assessment required relative to the Pelstream Burn.  
Not all of the area will be developable and no development should 
occur in the functional flood plain or other areas known to flood.  
Water resistant materials and measures may be required. 



2.64.6 Appropriate mitigation measures are implemented to reduce the risk 
of surface water runoff. 

2.64.7 To ensure the maintenance of the integrity of the Firth of Forth SPA, 
foul and surface water drainage shall be treated to the relevant 
standards of Scottish Water and SEPA. 

2.64.8 Evaluate and mitigate the potential impact on Battle of 
Bannockburn Inventory site. 

2.65 Also there is the need for the submission of various technical and design 
information in support of the development, which was agreed at the EIA 
screening opinion stage.  

2.66 The application proposes office use (Classes 2 & 4), retail use (Class 1 
supermarket), drive-thru restaurant use (sui generis), car showroom ( sui 
generis), associated car parking, infrastructure and landscaping.  Therefore, 
the application is not seeking to deliver on the restricted Class 1 (Bulky 
Goods) use allocation, as well as the key elements of infrastructure necessary 
to support the Vision and Spatial Strategy for the creation of high quality 
distinctive new development.  Consequently, the principle of the development 
brought forward within this application does not wholly accord with the Vision 
and Spatial Strategy of the Local Development Plan in this regard. 

2.67 Office Use Class 2 and 4:  The provision of Class 4 office use is a key site 
requirement.  The current proposals are seeking Class 2 and 4 Office use, 
which does not fully accord with the key site requirements.  Class 2 Office use 
once built has a permitted change to open Class 1 retail and should members 
be minded to approve the proposals it is recommended that consideration is 
given to the inclusion of a condition removing permitted development rights of 
any Class 2 units. 

2.68 Retail Use Class 1 Supermarket:  Class 1 retail use on this site is 
acceptable provided it is for household bulky goods provision and complies 
with the other relevant policies in the LDP (including policy 2.7) and the key 
site requirements.  The current proposals do not accord with these 
requirements and instead are seeking Class 1 supermarket use, which is not 
within the town centre or within a local network centre.  Therefore this retail 
element of the proposals is required to be assessed against adopted LDP 
Policies 2.6 and 2.7.  The impact on the vitality and viability of the town centre 
is a key consideration for this use, the assessment of such is set out below.    

2.69 Drive Thru Restaurant Use (Sui Generis):  This proposal does not fully 
accord with the key site requirements.  This use once built has a permitted 
change to open Class 1 retail and should members be minded to approve the 
proposals it is recommended that consideration is given to the inclusion of a 
condition removing permitted development rights for this use. 

2.70 Car Showroom(Sui Generis):  Whilst not a key requirement of the site 
allocation this is a use that can be supported on this site, subject to 
compliance with the other LDP policies set out above.  This use once built has 
a permitted change to open Class 1 retail and should members be minded to 
approve the proposals it is recommended that consideration is given to the 
inclusion of a condition removing permitted development rights for this use.  

  



2.71 Conclusions on the Principle of Development:  The application proposes a 
mix of uses, some of which do not  relate to the allocation within the Local 
Development Plan.  The package of uses proposed in this revised planning 
application could be viewed as acceptable should the proposals be justified 
under Policies 2.6 and 2.7 with a robust RIA setting out the viability and 
vitality of any centre within the network will not be harmed and there being no 
other alternative site for the proposals.   

2.72 The provisions of existing SPP and Draft Natioanl Planning Framework (NPF) 
4 all point to supporting, and indeed enhancing, the principles of the 
development plan related to retail development.  Draft NPF4 is clear that 
applications such as this need to be considered with significant weight given 
to the Global Climate Emergency.  Development proposals for retail 
development which will generate significant footfall are to be supported within 
town centres and not out of town locations.  The emphasis continues to be on 
protecting the vitality and viability of the town centre.  Importantly, this 
presumption is extended into ensuring that decisions on retailing do not 
impede dealing with the climate emergency and avoid decisions on 
accessibility that continue the reliance on the private car.  The key and 
pivotal considerations in determinating this planning application are 
therefore directed by the assessment under Policies 2.6 and 2.7 of the 
Adopted LDP.  A further key consideration relates to the proposals 
ensuring that there would not be an increase in dependency upon car 
use arising from this development. 

LDP Policy 2.6 – Role and Function of Springkerse and Millhall Commercial 
Centre 

2.73 Policy 2.6 criteria (f) is of particular significance.  It states that the Springkerse 
and Millhall Commerical Centre performs a specific function within the 
network centres for bulky goods retailing only.  It recognises that there may 
be opportunities for some ancillary commercial leisure development.  The 
effect of this policy is that irrespective of justification for retail development in 
Policy 2.7 (dealing with alternative sites and retail impact) retail proposals that 
are not related to bulky goods provision are contrary to the Development Plan 
by virtue of being contrary to Policy 2.6 (f). 

2.74 The applicants are of the view that the requirements of 2.6 (f) when 
considered with criteria b) do not mean that the proposals are contrary to the 
Development Plan if they are justified against Policy 2.7 of the Development 
Plan.  This is considered to be a misinterpretation of the policy as criteria b)  
only confirms that proposals consistent with 2.6 f) also require to be justified 
against the criteria of Policy 2.7 and are not automatically justified on the 
basis of Policy 2.6 on its own. 

2.75 It is acknowledged that Stirling likely has an oversupply of land and premises 
reserved for bulky goods retailing, as evidenced by undeveloped areas which 
have been allocated for many years, as well as vacant buildings particularly at 
Springkerse.  The Crookbridge site has been available for the development of 
bulky goods for a decade with no interest.  However this is not reason on its 
own to justify allowing these propsals.  The propsals must also meet the 
requirements of Policies 2.6 and 2.7. 

  



2.76 In considering whether there is justification to support the development given 
the position of Policy 2.6, it is relevant to consider the planning permission 
that relates to the existing Springkerse Retail Park.  This permission (based 
on a historical Development Plan) envisaged only 1 superstore being 
provided at the Retail Park.  Since that time, the Development Plan has 
identified a wider retail park comprising now the Springkerse and Millhouse 
Commercial Centre which includes this site.  It is not clear if, in allocating this 
wider site, the extent of consideration that was given to the appropriateness of 
further food retailing at the Centre. 

2.77 In the absence of an up to date household survey it is unclear if this position 
continues to have any weight.  It is clear that proposals for non-bulky goods 
would direct completely with the City Centre.  This is because the City Centre 
trades in predominately non-bulky, non-food goods.  There is, however, not 
an insignificant scale of food provision in the City Centre.  Whilst it is also 
likey that the majority of food retailing takes place either out of centre or at the 
Morrison’s store at Springkerse, it is unclear the implications of extending the 
scale of food provision at the Springkerse and Millhall Commerical Centre will 
have on the retail network.  

2.78 These proposals, comprising a foodstore, do not present the same scale of 
difficulty and irreconcillation with the policies and spatial strategy of the 
Development Plan that non-bulky comparision (non-food) proposals would do.  
It is also pertinent that there is already a food superstore at Springkerse.  The 
introduction of further food floorspace could therefore not fundamentally alter 
the role and function of the Springkerse and Millhall Commercial Centre, 
which would continue to operate predominatly as a bulky goods retail 
destination although it would shift the balance towards more of a food retailing 
function than it is currently.  Whilst it is considered that the proposals are 
unavoidably contrary to the Development Plan, and that it is unclear the 
impact that extending food retailing at the Millhall Centre would have on the 
retail network, the weight that can be given to this conflict significantly rests 
on justification through Policy 2.7.  There are two main parts to Policy 2.7: 1. 
The sequential approach and 2. Assessment of retail impact.  

Policy 2.7 - Assessment of Sequential Approach and Retail Impact 

2.79 Firstly the sequential test needs to be considered as this may identify that 
there are preferable sites within the town centre boundary that could 
accommodate the proposal.  The test means that a development cannot be 
located within a town centre then it can be justified provided that a Retail 
Impact Assessment demonstrates that the proposals would not have an 
adverse impact on a town centre.  This application seeks consent for a retail 
food store and the application is supported by a sequential test and Retail 
Impact Assessment.  The findings of both are set out above at paras 2.51 to 
2.61.  

  



2.80 In accordance with NPF4, LDP - Policy 2.7: Retail and Footfall Generating 
Uses: sets out that all other retail or commercial leisure development or other 
town centre use, as defined in the LDP glossary, which would generate 
significant footfall must provide evidence that the sequential approach to site 
selection has been used in the following order of preference:  

(1) City Centre, Town Centre or Local Centre; 

(2) Edge of Centre locations; 

(3) Commercial Centres; 

(4) Out of centre locations that are, or can be made, easily accessible by 
a choice of transport modes. 

Full justification as to why more sequentially preferable sites have been 
assessed and  discounted as unsuitable or unavailable will be required.  

2.81 As set out at paras 2.50 to 2.60 the application submissions include a 
sequential assessment.  The submitted supporting Planning Statement has 
assessed the suitability and availability of sites allocated for retail with the 
LDP including sites in the City Centre or on the edge of it.  This is considered 
to be incomplete as it was carried out with regard to the orginal proposals 
which were for a range of Class 1 retail uses (including non-food,non-bulky 
goods) rather than food retailing.   

2.82 It is agreed that there are no alternative sites for a superstore of the scale 
proposed within the town centre or edge of centre.  However, it is also 
recognised that at a national level many superstore operators have recently 
developed smaller stores at local neighbourhood level in preference to larger 
superstores formats.  There are a range of sites that could accommodate 
such proposals, for example the vacant Debenhams store.  Furthermore, 
without a Retail Impact Assessment based upon an up to date household 
shopping survey it is not known if there is surplus expenditure capacity and if 
so if this relates to superstore retailing patterns or for neighbourhood stores 
serving more frequent local needs.  This can only be ascertained through an 
up to date household shopping survey that identifies current patterns of 
shopping in the catchment area in terms of the location and frequency of 
shopping.  It is therefore not possible to assess whether the alternative 
(smaller) sequentially preferable sites that exist may be suitable for local level 
food shopping and can be considered as feasible alternative sites for the 
purpose of the sequential test.  

2.83 As discussed above, a requirement of Policy 2.7 is that where proposals are 
located within a Network Centre (excluding the City Centre) where the 
proposal is inconsistent with the role and function of the Centre and/or of a 
scale that could adversely impact upon the vitality and viability of a Centre, 
then the following criteria (i) to (iii) must be satisfied:- 

(i) Demonstrate that there will be no unacceptable individual or 
cumulative impact on the vitality and viability of any Centre within the 
Network.  A Retail Impact Analysis (RIA) must accompany retail 
proposals for more than 2,500sq.m. gross floorspace.  For smaller 
developments, the requirement for an RIA will be at the Council’s 
discretion.  

(ii) Demonstrate that the development will help to meet proven qualitative 
and quantitative deficiencies in existing provision.  



(iii) Demonstrate that the development will be of a scale, character, and 
design, commensurate both with the size of the catchment to be 
served, and if applicable, with the Centre(s) closest to where it is 
located.  

2.84 In response to Policy 2.7 supporting planning and retail statements were 
submitted including a revised Retail Impact Assessment.  The applicant’s 
Retail Impact Assessment concludes that when taking into consideration 
shopping patterns on the vitality and viability of Town Centre, there would be 
some retail impact on existing traders.  However, it is argued that any impacts 
would not be significant and would be mitigated by the benefits of bringing an 
Asda Store to this location.  Overall, it is concluded by the application 
submissions that the proposed Asda will not result in a significant adverse 
impact. 

2.85 The Council’s appointed retail consultants have reviewed the information 
submitted and raised a number of concerns where further evidence or 
explanations are required to be able to conclude that a robust and up to date 
Retail Impact Assessment has been carried, as required by Scottish Planning 
Policy and Development Plan policy.  The Council’s consultants have 
fundamental concern that the assessment relies upon 2008 survey 
information which is considerably out of date particularly as there have been 
significant changes in retail provision in Stirling since that time.  A summary of 
the concerns are set out below:   

The source data presented within the quantitative assessment is considered 
insufficient for the purposes of quantifying the base and design year 
turnovers, and unreliable as a basis for quantifying the retail impacts of the 
proposed development.  The RIA is based upon historic retail studies 
(informed by a household survey dating back to 2008), which is required to be 
updated to ensure a more robust assessment is provided, based on new 
household surveys to ensure impacts are accurately assessed.  Without this 
information Turley’s are not in a position to advise the Council whether the 
impact of the development on Stirling or other centres would be harmful.  This 
requires to be demonstrated to justify the proposals.  This remained Turley’s 
opinion following review of the revised RIA. Turley’s have also concluded the 
revised RIA (September 2021) employs the same methodology as the first 
submission and, crucially, is still based on benchmark turnovers assuming 
company average trading levels.   

2.86 The applicant’s refute the suggestion that a household survey needs to be 
undertaken on the basis that any outputs would be unreliable due to the 
pandemic.  The Council’s consultants have taken this matter up through 
discussions with National Events Management Service (NEMS), a leading 
market research agency specialising in retail surveys. 

2.87 NEMS has confirmed that whilst household surveys were halted at the point 
of the first lockdown, they resumed for private and public clients in early May 
2020.  Since then (May 2020), NEMS has completed circa 60 household 
surveys of the type required in this case (20 Council/40 non-Council studies).  
In the view of NEMS, whilst retail patterns may not be exactly the same as 
they were pre-pandemic, the position has stabilised and a ‘new normal’ has 
emerged.  Results are now taken at face value, and attempts to established 
pre-pandemic shopping patterns through questionnaire design are no longer 
attempted.  

  



2.88 The Council’s consultant disagree with the applicant’s consultant maintaining 
that “there has been very limited change in provision of convenience floor 
space within the Stirling Council area since the 2008 survey” (para 2.19).  
This assertion (that little has changed since 2008) is also part of the rationale 
for not basing the assessment on a new survey.  In reality, Waitrose, Lidl, 
Farmfoods and Aldi stores have opened new stores years since the 2008 
survey was undertaken, significantly changing Stirling’s convenience goods 
offer.  Store formats, goods sold, consumer preferences etc have also 
changed and the home delivery and click and collect infrastructure has also 
evolved.  Changes have also occurred in neighbouring areas that adjoin 
Stirling’s catchment.  It is the Council’s consultants opinion that more than 
likely in such circumstances that shopping patterns have changed significantly 
and materially since 2008, casting real doubt on the findings of the Retail 
Impact Assessment submitted.  

2.89 In response the applicant’s consultant has undertaken ‘sensitivity testing’. 
Sensitivity testing involves changing the levels of turnover (how much money 
a store is expected to make) to calculate what that would mean in terms of 
impact.  Sensitivity testing concludes that even with a 10% reduction in 
turnover, impacts increase by only 1%. 

2.90 The Council’s consultants set out that it is simply not robust to base the RIA 
on a 13-year old survey and average trading densities and strongly disagree 
with the methodology applied which they consider to be unsound.  

2.91 It is clear that there is a fundamental difference of opinion between both retail 
consultants.  In considering this matter it is important to be aware that a 
household shopping survey forms the principal source of much information 
involved in a retail capacity and impact assessment.  It establishes the extent 
of the catchment, where and how often shoppers are currently spending their 
money and significantly influences the estimate of turnover of existing shops.  
These are critically important considerations to be able to estimate if there is 
surplus capacity (i.e. money that is being spent either outwith the catchment 
or in shops such that they are ‘overtrading’).  It forms the basis of estimating 
how the provision of new shops would impact on existing shopping patterns 
and existing shops.  In other words, whether the provision of the new 
foodstore would result in impact that could lead to the closure of existing town 
or edge of centre foodstores.  It informs an understanding of the expected 
changes in shopping patterns, traffic movement and impact on existing shops. 

2.92 Based upon the above conclusions it cannot be considered that the retail 
impact test is met and the scheme would not cause significant adverse impact 
on the city centre of Stirling.  This is a critical consideration to be able to 
justify the proposals under the Development Plan, SPP and NPF4.  
Furthermore, the lack of a robust retail assessment based on up to date 
information significantly impairs the ability to conclude that the food retailing at 
this site would be acceptable in not undermining the role and function of the 
Springkerse and Millhall Retail Commercial Centre and the sequential 
approach when considering alternative local level provisions for food retailing.  
Consequently, in the absence of this critical information it is not known 
whether the objectives of Adopted Local Plan Policies 2.6 and 2.7 and NPF4 
would be met by these proposals.  It follows also that should an up to date 
household survey provide information to justify these considerations then the 
proposals could comply with these policies and then be consistent with the 
Development Plan. 

  



Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment  

2.93 LVA Submission:  The submitted LVA is dated May 2021 and describes the 
existing environment and provides an appraisal of the potential landscape and 
visual impacts which are expected as a result of the construction of a 
proposed business, retail and mixed use development.  

2.94 National Policy and Guidance:  Scottish Planning Policy (A Natural, 
Resilient Place) sets out that Developers should seek to minimise adverse 
impacts through careful planning and design, considering the services, the 
natural environment and maximising the potential for enhancement.  

2.95 Local Development Plan and Associated Guidance:  Primary Policy 9 
(Managing Landscape Change) of the Adopted Local Development Plan 
requires development to demonstrate that the capacity of the local landscape 
to accommodate new development of the type and scale proposed has been 
taken into account, avoiding an adverse impacts and including appropriate 
provisions for planting works to maintain or enhance landscape quality.  
Furthermore, Primary Policy 1 requires development to have regard to the 
relevant landscape character Supplementary Guidance.  

2.96 Draft National Planning Framework Policy 3 states that Development 
Plans and proposals that contribute to the enhancement of nature networks 
should be supported in principle.  It also notes that adverse impacts of 
development proposals on the natural environment should be minimised 
through careful planning and design. 

2.97 Policy 7.8: Development affecting Battlefields, Gardens and Designed 
Landscapes requires development demonstrated that the overall integrity 
and character of the battlefield area will not be compromised.  Measures must 
be taken to conserve and enhance the essential characteristics, aesthetics, 
archaeological, historical value and setting of the battlefield. 

2.98 Historic Environment Scotland do not object to the proposal as the land is 
allocated for development Local Development Plan (2018).  However, there 
still remains the potential for the proposed development to have adverse 
impacts on the historic environment and this will need careful consideration at 
any detailed design stage.  Further work will be required to understand and 
assess potential impacts on the battlefield’s special qualities and key 
landscape characteristics, with any adverse impacts reduced or avoided by 
mitigation through sensitive design of the development at the detailed 
planning stage.  

2.99 The content, assessment and conclusions of the submitted Landscape and 
Visual Appraisal are generally accepted and agreed.  It has considered the 
development on this site and sets out measures to avoid any adverse 
impacts, including appropriate provisions for planting works to maintain or 
enhance landscape quality.  The proposed development will change the land 
use within a small part of the overall character area, slightly extending the 
urbanising influence.  However, the proposed planting plans submitted and 
the extent of build proposed fall short of achieving the required mitigation set 
out within this report.  These planting plans are required to limit the removal of 
existing hedgerows and shelter belts and introduce substantial additional 
planting, and open space.  A reduction in car parking could deal with these 
concerns at the detailed stage.  

  



2.100 Furthermore, the submissions have not fully considered and demonstrated 
that the overall integrity and character of the battlefield area will not be 
compromised.  Measures at any detailed stage must be taken to conserve 
and enhance the essential characteristics, aesthetics, archaeological, 
historical value and setting of the battlefield. 

2.101 Conclusions on the LVA:  The assessment and conclusions drawn within 
the LVA relative to the impact on the landscape character are accepted.  The 
scale of development will effectively change the landscape from a semi rural 
character to one that is urban in nature, which was an inevitable consequence 
of the plan allocation.  However, the proposed planting plans submitted and 
the extent of build proposed fall short of achieving the required mitigation set 
out within this report.  These are matters that can be addressed through 
conditions at the detailed stage.   

2.102 In terms of the impact on overall integrity and character of the battlefield area 
the submissions are not considered to offer sufficient information in this 
regard.  However,  the site is allocated in the LDP and conditions could deal 
with this at the detailed stage.  

Placemaking and Design 

2.103 In assessing the proposals against the design and Placemaking policies and 
aspirations set out above consideration has been given to of the indicative the 
plans and supporting information submitted.  The Placemaking assessment is 
therefore structured into a series of issues: development; layout/streetscapes; 
landscape & open space and these are addressed below. 

2.104 Development:  The submitted indicative site plan demonstrates an over-
developed site, with a relative lack of soft landscaping and meaningful 
planting to counter-balance built form, and provide a meaningful landscape 
setting.  Whilst the proposed retail and car show room may be relatively ‘low-
rise’ and in keeping with similar buildings nearby in that respect, the cross-
sections contained within the Design & Access Statement indicate an 
intention for the ‘Business’ building to incorporate three-levels of 
accommodation in addition to under-croft parking.  Given the relative lack of 
such buildings in the vicinity, there is real concern regarding the potential 
adverse visibility across the site.  This is a matter whereby judgement on the 
acceptability, or otherwise, of this will be born out through the detailed 
proposals.   

2.105 No up to date sections were submitted for the now proposed supermarket, the 
sections submitted originally showed a building height within the range found 
in the vicinity.  However, overall the proposals differ in terms of the overall 
floor plate.  Most of the buildings in the immediate vicinity of the site tend to 
be single use, pavilion type buildings, set within their own plots.  Therefore 
their footprint, and overall scale, massing, and impact is likely to be less..  

  



2.106 It is noted from the site layout plan that the proposals would involve land 
raising towards the northern extents - requiring the retaining of the likes of the 
service access and turning, with buildings sitting relatively higher than the 
natural ground levels.  It is unclear how this is likely to conserve and enhance 
the green corridor of trees and banks along the Pelstream Burn (as required 
by the LDP Key Site Requirements) and whether this has any impact on flood 
risk, and the recommendations made in respect of limiting work in proximity to 
burn, within the original Flood Risk Assessment (Fairhust Oct 2013).  
Furthermore, this has the potential to have an adverse visual impact, 
particularly given the close proximity of the works and buildings to the site 
boundary and road verge.   

2.107 All of the above are considered to reinforce the concern that the level of 
development is inappropriate for the site.  It is therefore recommended that no 
endorsement is given to the indicative plans in respect of building positions, 
nor the various figures within the Design & Access Statement, where the 
layout is represented and sections shown.  In this respect full support is not 
given to the content of the Design & Access Statement.  This is a PPP 
application and these matters will need to be carefully considered at the 
detailed stage through condition and in full compliance with the key site 
requirements.   

2.108 Car Parking:  The provision of car parking is, and will continue to be, a 
significant element in the design of streetscapes.  In line with the policy and 
guidance outlined above, ways in which this can be achieved sensitively have 
to be explored.  The indicative layout appears to promote a standard 
approach to car parking with parking dominating the site frontage.  Therefore 
it is recommended that no endorsement is given to the indicative plans in 
respect.  This is a PPP application and these matters will need to be carefully 
considered at the detailed stage through condition.   

2.109 Landscape Led Approach:  As advocated within Creating Places, and 
required through the Local Development Plan policies and key site 
requirements, consideration of landscape features and an appropriate 
landscape-led approach to development is required.  This should demonstrate 
a sensitive response to existing landscape features, consideration of means 
by which they can be enhanced.  Provision of an appropriately scaled and 
multi-functional Green Network is also necessary.  All of which have the 
potential to provide significant Placemaking benefits.  Suffice to say that the 
indicative plan is not considered to display a clear landscape-led approach to 
development of the site and provision of open space in line with relevant 
Local Development Plan policies.   

2.110 Conclusions on Placemaking and Design:  It is considered that the 
development approach advocated is not fully consistent with the Placemaking 
aims of Scottish Planning Policy and Local Development Plan policies for the 
reasons set out above.   

Traffic and Transport/Active Travel  

2.111 The impact the impact of the development on the operational efficiency and 
safety of the strategic transport network is an important material consideration 
in the assessment of the application.  

  



2.112 Road Network Assessment:  The Transport Development consultation 
response confirms its requirement for the development to contribute to the 
package of essential measures, generally as identified in the Local Transport 
Strategy, as required to increase the capacity of the local road network in 
order accommodate predicted traffic growth from the land allocations within 
the Local Development Plan.  Transport Development recommends a 
suspensive condition be applied to any consent to secure, by Legal 
Agreement, appropriate and proportionate contributions towards an 
appropriate scheme of mitigation.  As part of the Development Plan, having 
regard to Policy 3.3 and the Key Site Requirements of the land allocation, it is 
reasonably considered that mitigation requirements could be secured in this 
way.  

2.113 Active Travel and Sustainable Transport:  Maximising the ability of trips to 
be made by walking, cycling and public transport is a key policy requirement 
of this development within the sustainable development criteria set out in the 
Overarching Policy of the adopted Local Development Plan.  The principles of 
sustainable travel are a central thread running through the provisions of 
Development Plan policies, namely Primary Policy 1 (Placemaking), Policy 
1.1 (Site Planning), Policy 1.3 (Green Infrastructure and Open Space), Policy 
3.1 (Addressing the Travel Demands of New Development) and Primary 
Policy 4 (Greenhouse Gas Reduction).  

2.114 Furthermore, Draft National Policy Framework 4 supports this approach 
setting out that:  

“Development proposals that will generate significant emissions, on their own 
or when combined with other proposals or when considered in combination 
with other proposals, allocations or consented development, should not be 
supported unless the applicant provides evidence that this level of emissions 
is the minimum that can be achieved for the development to be viable and it is 
also demonstrated that the proposed development is in the long-term public 
interest”. 

2.115 Active Travel:  The approach to active travel displayed within the application 
is not considered to meet with the connectivity ambitions set out within the 
policy context above insofar as it fails to provide connectivity, as intended 
routes through, separate from the road network, designed in a manner to 
accommodate, but segregate, cyclists and pedestrians.  The application does 
not place an emphasis on the provision of pedestrian and cycling 
infrastructure to encourage a modal shift from the use of the private car 
towards active travel as part of a package of mitigation measures designed to 
reduce traffic pressure on the road network.  Nor does it seek to link into the 
path networks situated beyond the boundaries of the site.  This is a key and 
disappointing aspect of the proposals given it could link to Springkerse and 
the neighbouring park and ride etc.  It is considered that the proposals fail to 
propose a development that will form the kind of place that is “easy to move 
around and beyond”, which is one of the six qualities of a successful place 
promoted in Scottish Planning Policy and would meet the requirements of the 
Local Development Plan in this regard. 

2.116 National Planning Framework 4 sets out at Policy 2: Climate emergency 

a) When considering all development proposals significant weight should 
be given to the Global Climate Emergency. 

b) All development should be designed to minimise emissions over its 
lifecycle in line with the decarbonisation pathways set out nationally. 



c) Development proposals that will generate significant emissions, on their 
own or when combined with other proposals or when considered in 
combination with other proposals, allocations or consented 
development, should not be supported unless the applicant provides 
evidence that this level of emissions is the minimum that can be 
achieved for the development to be viable and it is also demonstrated 
that the proposed development is in the long-term public interest. 

2.117 It is considered that the proposals fail to accord with these requirements.  The 
indicative layout shows a site dominated by car useage with no real emphasis 
on the provision of pedestrian and cycling infrastructure to encourage a modal 
shift from the use of the private car towards active travel.  However, the 
proposals are at Planning Permission in Principle stage and these concerns 
could be addressed through alteration at detailed stages. 

2.118 Transport Standards: Visitor/employee Parking Standards is a matter that 
can be adequately addressed at the detailed stage.  Overall, the Roads 
Authority is satisfied that the parking provision will be reflective of the total 
required provision as per the Council’s guidance on vehicular parking 
standards.  

2.119 Conclusions on Traffic Transport Active Travel:  The development 
proposal fails to reduce the demand for (fossil fuel-based) energy by not 
promoting a modal shift away from the use of private motorised transport and 
towards walking and cycling in accordance with Scottish Planning Policy 
(Promoting Sustainable Transport and Active Travel).  Provision for the 
private car dominates the design layout. 

Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation 

2.120 Scottish Planning Policy, including the emerging NPF4 and Stirling Council 
Adopted Policy seeks to promote successful sustainable places with a focus 
on low carbon place; a natural, resilient place; and, a more connected place.  
Scottish Planning Policy notes that the planning system should support a 
pattern of development which reduces the need to travel, facilitates travel by 
public transport, provides safe and convenient opportunities for walking and 
cycling and supports the installation of infrastructure to support new 
technologies, such as charging points for electric. 

2.121 National Policy Framework 4, Policy 2: Climate emergency states that when 
considering all development proposals significant weight should be given to 
the Global Climate Emergency. 

2.122 The development proposal fails to reduce the demand for (fossil fuel-based) 
energy by not promoting a modal shift away from the use of private motorised 
transport and towards walking and cycling in accordance with Scottish 
Planning Policy (Promoting Sustainable Transport and Active Travel).  
Provision for the private car dominates the design layout. 

  



2.123 The applicants have submitted an energy statement which they consider 
addresses the requirements as outlined in the Stirling Local Development 
Plan (2018), by following the energy hierarchal process.  The proposed 
energy efficiency and low carbon measures will ensure that through the 
detailed design of the development, the buildings will meet the requirements 
of section 6 of the Scottish Building Regulations with suitable LZCGT 
deployed to provide 20% reduction in emissions.  This includes placing an 
emphasis on passive design strategies at site and building level to minimise 
the proposed development’s overall energy demands.  A low carbon and 
renewable technologies appraisal has been completed and it is anticipated 
that heat pumps and solar photovoltaics will be the most suitable for 
delivering low carbon solutions for each building on the development. 

2.124 Whilst this approach is welcomed NPF 4 makes clear that this cannot offset 
the adverse impact these proposals will have on the climate through increase 
in private car travel demand.  It is not supporting a pattern of development 
which reduces the need to travel by private car, facilitating travel by public 
transport and providing safe and convenient opportunities for walking and 
cycling  

Conclusions on Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation 

2.125 The development proposal fails to reduce the demand for (fossil fuel-based) 
energy by not promoting a modal shift away from the use of private motorised 
transport and towards walking and cycling in accordance with Scottish 
Planning Policy (Promoting Sustainable Transport and Active Travel).  
Provision for the private car dominates the design layout contrary to these 
policies, but with links to Springkerse this could be significantly addressed. 

Air Quality   

2.126 The submitted Air Quality Report summarises the results of the AQA technical 
report.  The AQA considers the suitability of the site in terms of local air 
quality and the potential for the development to adversely affect the local air 
quality on sensitive receptors.  It identifies that the primary impact on ambient 
air quality at existing and proposed residential areas within and in the vicinity 
of the site are from the effects of transport emission from development 
generated traffic. 

2.127 With regard to the construction process, potential impacts arising from dust 
and construction traffic would require to be mitigated at the detailed stage 
through the adoption of best practice measures and in accordance with the 
agreed terms of a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).   

2.128 The Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA), in their consultation 
response. 

2.129 Conclusions on Air Quality:  The overall impact of the development on air 
quality will not be significant, which is accepted by the Planning Authority.  It 
is considered that the proposal would comply with the terms of National and 
Development Plan policy subject to the use of appropriately worded 
conditions to secure mitigation measures. 

The Water Environment/Appropriate Assessment  

2.130 The submitted Flood Risk Assessment addresses matters relevant to flood 
risk and drainage at the site.  The potential impacts can be summarised as 
follows: 



2.131 Flood Risk:  This site falls partly within the functional flood plain as indicated 
from SEPA flood maps and therefore any reduction in flood plain storage 
would not be supported.  The SEPA flood maps also indicate this site hosts 
areas at high risk from surface water flooding, so on-site management of this 
through SUDs will be of utmost importance to flooding resilience.  

2.132 It is noted that the current Flood Risk Assessment discusses a 500mm 
freeboard for finished floor levels above the flood level.  SEPA’s technical 
flood risk guidance for stakeholder’s echoes Construction Industry Research 
and Information Association guidance of a 600mm minimum and this would 
be required.  The current proposal has a Finished Floor Level (FFL) of 
significantly greater than this however, which is likely deemed acceptable 
pending the 1 in 200 year event plus climate change flood level. 

2.133 SEPA in their consultation response have offered no objection to the 
proposals subject to a planning condition requiring the following:  

2.134 An updated, more detailed Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) which accurately 
defines the Functional Floodplain, in order to inform the site layout within the 
detailed planning application.  This should be in consultation with SEPA. 

2.135 Conclusions on Flood Risk:  The development is likely to be 
accommodated without significant probability of being flooded or increasing 
the probability of flooding elsewhere.  Pending the submission of details and 
calculations showing onsite surface water attenuation of the 1 in 200 year + 
climate change event, as well as updated FRA work to detail the flood level 
and extents of the same event.  Further detail will be required at the detailed 
stages to determine how much of the site is out with the Functional Floodplain 
(FF) (or the FF plus an allowance for Climate Change (CC)).  In terms of 
detailed planning, there will be a number of factors that will require greater 
scrutiny within an updated Flood Risk Assessment (FRA), with any detailed 
FRA for this site needing to consider both fluvial and tidal sources. 

2.136 Pluvial Flood Risk:  The submitted reports state that the drainage strategy 
has been designed in accordance with SuDS principles.  

2.137 Future detailed proposals will also need to provide for exceedance where 
extreme rainfall exceeds inlet capacities, or for extreme storm events 
exceeding the design flood event considered for drainage design (i.e. the 1 in 
200 year plus climate change event).   

2.138 Conclusions on Pluvial Flood Risk:  Any overland flows generated 
following the development of the site will be managed through the provision of 
the surface water drainage network which will include sustainable drainage 
(SuDS) features for capturing, conveying, attenuating and treating the flows.  
This drainage network will be designed to ensure that no properties (existing 
or proposed) will be at risk of flooding for events up and including the 1 in 200 
year plus climate change event. 

Water Quality:   

2.139 Dealing firstly with foul drainage, the development will connect to the public 
sewer system in accordance with Policy 3.2. 

2.140 With regard to surface water drainage, the biggest risk would be during 
construction where there is the potential for fine sediments to be washed into 
watercourses from areas of exposed soil and stockpiles, and as a result of 
earthworks including the construction of watercourse crossings.  Also 
pollution from chemicals and contaminants released from plant, machinery 
and on site works during construction could enter the water environment.     



2.141 The detailed stage will see the need for construction phase mitigation 
measures to avoid any further impact.  These are largely good construction 
practice measures which would be encompassed within a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) for the site and will detail all 
mitigation measures relating to surface water management, pollution 
prevention, and best practice methods of construction.   

2.142 The sustainable urban drainage systems (SuDS) incorporated into the design 
will address water borne pollution arising from the interaction of rainwater and 
the operational development by treating surface water at source, as far as 
practical, before it is released into the water environment.  This will ensure 
that the development will not detrimentally impact river water quality in 
accordance with SEPA requirements. 

2.143 Conclusions on Water Quality Impact:  With sufficient mitigation in the form 
of SUDS and a Construction Environmental Management Plan, the 
development would have no adverse impact on water quality within the 
adjacent water courses. 

Cultural Heritage and Archaeology  

2.144 Mitigation measures will be required to minimise the potential impact of the 
development on the archaeology of the site, which should include 
archaeological recording, further metal detecting and excavation, and a 
watching brief during construction works. 

2.145 With this mitigation, it is considered that the proposal would achieve 
compliance with Local Development Plan Policies 7.1 (Archaeology and 
Historic Building Recording). 

2.146 The impact on the setting of the battlefield has been covered at the landscape 
section of this report.  It is not clear at this stage whether the proposed 
development can be designed to avoid impacts upon its setting or the 
scheduled monuments, namely Stirling Castle. 

Conclusions on Cultural Heritage and Archaeological Impacts: 

2.147 The findings of the assessment and the responses of Historic Environment 
Scotland and the Council’s Archaeology Officer indicates that there are 
concerns regarding adverse impact on any historic or archaeological asset.  
The proposal is therefore inconsistent with the requirement provisions of 
Policies 7.1 of the Development Plan.  However, this is a PPP application and 
appropriately worded conditions could deal with these matters at the detailed 
stage. 

Ecology and Ornithology/Appropriate Assessment   

2.148 The application submissions consider the impact of the development on 
national designations of which there are none within the site.   

2.149 It is recognised that the development has the potential to affect the Burn, as a 
consequence of drainage related impacts on the water environment.  
Therefore the need for a Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(CEMP) to avoid pollutants entering the water environment during 
construction is essential to these proposals at the future detailed stage.   

2.150 Impact on Protected Species:  The site and surrounding area was assessed 
for the presence of nationally (UK) protected species.  The ecological 
appraisal, which supports the application, provides details of the method of 
survey work undertaken.  The surveys included great crested newts, Otter, 
water vole.   



2.151 Impact on Bat Species:  All Scottish bat species are European Protected 
Species and are therefore of international importance.  Bats are described as 
having a low sensitivity to development impacts as they are able to tolerate 
and adapt to changes in their territory and habitat and have the ability to 
recover from any negative impacts over a short-term period of 1-5 years. 

2.152 The ecological report notes that the greatest threat to local bat species and 
their habitats would occur as a result of construction-related impacts 
(permanent and temporary) through habitat loss and fragmentation, 
disturbance, displacement, injury and fatality, and pollution.  The assessment 
considers the significance of temporary impacts relating to construction when 
foraging and commuting activities may be disrupted by artificial lighting, noise, 
dust and vibration, particularly where impacting on established linear routes 
and treed edges.   

2.153 By applying the effective mitigation measures, mainly through the landscape 
design process and following best practice guidelines during construction, the 
potential negative impacts on bat species would be avoided.   

2.154 Impact on Badger Species:  The site was also surveyed for the presence of 
badgers and the findings are detailed with the Ecological Survey.  Badgers 
and their Setts are protected from disturbance under Scottish law, specifically 
under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992.  Badgers are described in the 
Report as having low sensitivity to development impacts as they have some 
ability to tolerate and adapt to changes in their territory over the course of the 
projected construction period, especially as the development would be 
completed in a phased approach.   

2.155 In considering the nature of the impact, the most significant impacts would 
arise from the unavoidable loss of primary and secondary foraging habitats 
and fragmentation arising from the need to accommodate the development, 
which would see the removal of grassland and arable farmland habitats.  The 
overall negative effects would be prevented provided that the proposed 
mitigation measures are secured and methods of best practice are followed 
during construction.  Overall, the Planning Authority considers that badgers 
would not be adversely affected by this development.   

2.156 Impact on Ornithology:  There are no statutorily or locally designated sites 
related to ornithology within or adjacent to the boundary of the site.   

Conclusions on Ecological and Ornithological Impacts: 

2.157 It is considered that subject to mitigation at the detailed stage, that the 
proposal, as it relates to ecological and ornithology issues, would comply with 
the terms of National and Development Plan policy.  It is also concluded that 
for the specific purposes of the Habitats Regulations the development will not 
adversely affect the integrity of the River Teith SAC. 

Noise Impact 

2.158 Road traffic noise impacts on the existing residential receptors, as a result of 
changes in road traffic noise level, as a result of development generated 
traffic. 

2.159 The effects of noise in dwellings, typically, are sleep disturbance, annoyance 
and speech interference as stated in the World Health Organisation (WHO) 
Guidelines for Community Noise, 1999.  The potential impact of noise on 
residential amenity is acknowledged and carries significant weight as a 
material consideration. 



2.160 This could be addressed by an appropriately worded condition in order to 
determine the most appropriate mitigation as reasonably required to limit the 
exposure to noise taking account of the mitigation measures identified in 
Proposal of Application Notice (PAN) 1/2011.     

2.161 Impacts on Human Health:  The consultation responses from Environmental 
Health offer ‘no objection’ to the development proposal subject to suspensive 
conditions being applied to any planning permission to deal with noise, odour 
and potential contamination.  It is agreed that the appropriate mitigation could 
be secured in this way and conditions to this effect would be added to any 
planning permission accordingly.   

2.162 NPF4 now sets out that developments are required to submit a health impact 
assessment for all proposed development that is considered likely to generate 
significant health effects or is within the categories of national developments, 
or major developments or is EIA development.  As this application was 
submitted prior to the release of NPF4, this submission is not required.  

2.163 Economic Impact:  The Local Development Plan and the Scottish Planning 
Policy supports sustainable economic growth.  Scottish Planning Policy 
introduces a presumption in favour of development that contributes to 
sustainable development.  The planning system should support economically, 
environmentally and socially sustainable places by enabling development that 
balances the costs and benefits of a proposal over the longer term.  The Local 
Development Plan, with reference to the principles of sustainable 
development, is supportive of development that would achieve net economic 
benefits.  The aim is to achieve the right development in the right place.   

2.164 With regard to these proposals, the economic benefit associated, as set out 
above at para 2.51 can only form a material planning consideration when it is 
demonstrated that there is likely to be net economic benefit arising from the 
proposals.  In other words when an assessment has demonstrated that the 
jobs created will be more than the jobs lost through displacement and that the 
jobs created with be maintained.  Even where net economic benefit is 
demonstrated the provisions of the Development Plan require consideration 
and justification where proposals are contrary to the Development Plan. 

Conclusion  

2.165 This application site is allocated for retail (bulky goods) in the adopted LDP.  It 
is recognised that provision of bulky goods proposals on this site is unlikely in 
the current or foreseeable retail market.  However, the lack of feasibility of a 
Development Plan allocation cannot in itself form sufficient material reason to 
outweigh the provisions of the Development Plan and National Planning 
Policy. 

2.166 There are Development Plan and National Planning Policy concern arising 
from the retail proposals:  

2.166.1 It has not been demonstrated through a robust retail assessment 
that the retail proposals would be consistent with the role and 
function of the Springkerse and Millhall Commercial Centre as 
stipulated in of policies 2.6 of the LDP. 

2.166.2 It has not been demonstrated through a robust retail assessment 
that there are no alternative City Centre sites or town centre sites 
for the proposals, albeit serving a local neighbourhood for food 
retailing and further that  that there would be no harm to the town 
centre or network of centres, 



2.167 A significant key weakness with the current proposals is that there are no 
pedestrian/cycle connection through from the site to the wider Springkerse 
Retail Park.  However, the applicant has indicated an intention to route utility 
services over a bridge structure that could combine with provision of a 
pedestrian/cycle way.  It is understood that should a condition be applied to 
provide such a structure that this would be in applicant’s control to deliver.  
Should Panel determine to approve the application such a condition would 
significantly enhance connection through to the wider Springkerse Retail 
Park.  The Springkerse Retail Park includes a Park and Ride facility and 
Shore Road also includes a dedicated cycleway.  Whilst not providing a fully 
formed link to Springkerse, such a condition could significantly address 
Development Plan and National Planning Policy concerns regarding 
placemaking, the car dominated nature of the proposals and inconsistency 
with ensuring that new development does not contribute towards climate 
change.  

2.168 Whilst there is economic benefit from this development, this cannot offset the 
provisions of Development Plan and especially when retail impact is not 
known. 

2.169 The current proposals also present other concerns around flooding 
archaeology and urban design and extent of car parking, but it is important to 
these considerations that this is a Planning Permission in Principle 
application, whereby these matters could be the subject of appropriate 
conditions and amendment at the detailed stage. 

2.170 The development has been assessed against the relevant policies of the 
adopted Stirling Local Development Plan and other applicable material 
considerations and it is considered that the proposals do not accord with the 
provisions of the aforementioned Local Development Plan. 

 

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.  

Climate Change, Sustainability and Environmental Impact 

3.3 An Environmental Impact Assessment is not required  

Other Policy Implications 

3.4 All relevant policies have been set out within Considerations of this report.  

Consultations 

3.5 As set out within Considerations of this report..  

  



4. Background Papers 
4.1 Planning Application file 21/00260/PPP.  File can be viewed online at: View 

Application 

4.2 List of determining plans: 

Stirling Council Plan No. Name Ref on Plan 
 

01 Location Plan loc-01 revB 
 
 

  

5. Appendices 
5.1 None. 
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