
STIRLING COUNCIL 

MINUTES of MEETING of the PLANNING & REGULATION PANEL held in the COUNCIL 
CHAMBERS, OLD VIEWFORTH, STIRLING on TUESDAY 29 MAY 2018 at 
10.00 am 

Present 

Councillor Alasdair MacPHERSON (in the Chair) 

Councillor Maureen BENNISON 
Councillor Douglas DODDS 
Councillor Chris KANE 

Councillor Graham LAMBIE 
Councillor Jeremy McDONALD 
Councillor Evelyn TWEED 

In Attendance 

Stephen Boyle, Transport Development Control Officer 
Shona Campbell, Licensing Paralegal 
Christina Cox, Service Manager, Planning & Building Standards 
Jay Dawson, Principal Planning Officer 
Lindsay Fyfe, Licensing Standards Officer 
Iain Jeffrey, Senior Planning Officer 
Ruth McColgan, Lead Solicitor 
Peter McKechnie, Planning Officer 
Neil Pirie, Senior Development Control Officer 
Robert Plewes, Transport Scheduling Co-ordinator 
Iain Strachan, Governance Officer, (Clerk)  
Graham Gibson, Committee Officer, (Minute) 

Also Present 

SGT Claire Mackenzie, Police Scotland (Items PL125-129) 
PC Sandra Trenchard, Police Scotland (Items PL125-129) 

PL114 APOLOGIES AND SUBSTITUTIONS 

Apologies were received from Councillor Alistair Berrill. 

PL115 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Councillor Graham Lambie and Councillor Douglas Dodds advised that they had taken 
no part in the site visits for items PL117 and PL120, and would take no part in the 
consideration of these items Councillor Dodds also declared an interest in respect of 
item PL117 and advised that he wished to speak as a local member. 

PL116 URGENT BUSINESS BROUGHT FORWARD BY THE CHAIR 

There was no item of urgent business. 
Councillor Lambie left the Chamber and Councillor Dodds retired to the public gallery. 



PL117 PROPOSED DEMOLITION OF EXISTING DILAPIDATED GARAGE AND 
ERECTION OF DWELLING AT LAND AND BUILDING ADJACENT AND 
NORTHWEST OF NO. 13, KENILWORTH ROAD, BRIDGE OF ALLAN – BOBBY 
HALLIDAY ARCHITECTS - 17/00660/FUL - HEARING 

A report by the Senior Manager, Infrastructure, advised that full planning permission 
was being sought on land to the north west of 13 Kenilworth Road, Bridge of Allan, for 
the erection of a single dwelling house on a small narrow section of land, which was 
once part of 13 Kenilworth Roads garden ground. 

A request for this item to be the subject of a site visit and a hearing was approved at 
the Planning & Regulation Panel meeting held on 1 May 2018. 

The Planning Officer introduced the report and advised the Panel that the site lay within 
the Upper Bridge of Allan Conservation Area and was surrounded by a number of listed 
buildings, including the properties either side of the site, which were category C listed. 
The proposed application site area extended to 157-seven square metres and the 
proposed drawings showed the erection of a two storey, two-bedroom dwelling house. 

The application was before the Planning and Regulation Panel at the request of 
Councillor Douglas Dodds, who had cited as his grounds whether the proposals would 
enhance the area, compared with a garage which was derelict, and whether the 
proposed house design and finishing materials would be in keeping with the 
Conservation Area. 

The land in question was surrounded on three sides by a tall wall, built from sandstone 
on the original boundary side and brick on the 13 Kenilworth Road side. There were a 
number of mature trees (protected by the conservation area designation) surrounding 
the site in neighbouring gardens, with root protection zones that encroached into the 
application site. 

Historical maps showed that the land was long established as garden ground and even 
though it had in recent years been walled off, it still appeared as garden ground. This 
was confirmed by the existence of an old wooden garage, for which there was 
permission for its demolition. 

Discussion was had on the history of the wall located at the east of the site, whether it 
was contrary to planning and if it should be knocked down. The Planning Officer 
advised that it did not have an adverse impact on the conservation area. 

Discussion was also had regarding what level of protection trees received within the 
conservation area. The Planning Officer advised that there were no roots stemming 
from the trees in question which were growing below the wall and into the site. 

Applicant 

Bobby Halliday, of Bobby Halliday Architects, agent for the applicant, addressed the 
Panel in support of the Application.  Mr Halliday apologised for his absence from the 
site visit, which was due to him not being aware of a change to the timing of the site 
visit. 



Mr Halliday stated that the planner said that this area was characterised by large 
spacious plots. He referred to the massing plan, and stated that at the entrance to 
Kenilworth Road from the west there is a building and site exactly the same as their 
proposal, with direct access from the street. Also, 100m east of the site is another new 
build garage with a flat above, adjacent to the street. 

He stated that the applicant had respected the houses on either side by pulling back 
the proposal to respect the building line of the houses, and that this was entirely 
consistent with other properties in the street. In relation to policy 74, which concerned 
development in garden ground and large garden sub division for a separate plot, he 
stated that this policy did not apply for this location as this was not garden ground, and 
by the presence of the old boundary stone wall and mature trees it must have been 
sub divided many years ago.  

Mr Halliday stated that the site was unique, long and narrow, and lended itself to a 
design of character. In relation to policy 7.3 a), which relates to preserving the 
character of the conservation area, Mr Halliday said that the applicants agreed it should 
be respected. He stated that they had dropped the level of the house to make it less 
obtrusive and subservient to adjacent houses in the conservation area. They had also 
retained the landscaping so that it did not affect neighbouring properties and was well 
hidden. 

A discussion was had about other skinny houses which had been built within the 
Stirling Council area. Members asked about details relating to removal of the tree. Mr 
Halliday stated that a tree surgeon had confirmed that the tree roots did not go below 
the boundary wall. He also stated that the tree had very overgrown limbs and removal 
would make it lopsided. Furthermore, he added that there was some disease in the 
tree which had a lifespan of 5-7 years. 

Objector 

Mr Terry Kirchin told the Panel that he lived in the house opposite the garage site. He 
stated that he was asking the Panel to refuse the application to help maintain what he 
described as the “special kind of area” in which he lived. He raised concerns that by 
allowing a new house to be built on the site it would cause traffic issues. Mr Kirchin 
stated that any new prospective owner of the house would not park on the driveway 
and would instead park in the road opposite the house. He claimed that this would 
have the effect of making an already narrow road even narrower. 

The Panel raised the point that the land, due to being the site of an existing garage, 
was already a drive. Mr Kirchin stated that this site was simply an opening and not a 
drive, as no cars used the site. 

Local Member 

Councillor Douglas Dodds spoke in support of the application. He stated that the site 
had been a dilapidated garage site for over 30 years and, if a decision was not made 
to renovate the site, then it may continue to exist in such a state for another 30 years. 
He stated that the site was of no value to the area in its current state and that the 
applicant’s design was suitable for the area. He added that a decision had to be taken 
to renovate the site, either now or in the future, and that this application provided an 
opportunity for members to make that decision. Councillor Dodds then left the 
chamber. 



The Panel asked Officers whether, if permission was granted, that others with a similar 
site and in a similar condition, would be allowed to renovate their own site in the same 
way. Officers advised that yes they would as there had to be consistency across all 
applications. The Panel asked if there was a precedent for this sort of development in 
this kind of area, to which Officers advised there was not. 

The Panel then proceeded to consider the application. 

Motion 

That the Panel agree to refuse the application for the following reasons: 

1.1 In the opinion of the Planning Authority, the proposed erection of a house on this 
site within the Upper Bridge of Allan Conservation Area is considered to be contrary to 
Policy 7.2 parts a) i) and ii) of The Adopted Stirling Council Local Development Plan, 
as the proposals represent development that will neither preserve or enhance the 
character of this part of the Conservation Area, as these proposals do not relate well 
to the density and pattern of the existing development, the scale and the existing 
landscape, such as walls and trees. The proposals will likely result in the loss of 
existing natural features, which contribute to the character of the Conservation Area 
and its setting.  

1.2 In the opinion of the Planning Authority, the proposed erection of a house on this 
site within the Upper Bridge of Allan Conservation Area is considered to be contrary to 
Policy 7.4 parts a), b) and c) of The Adopted Stirling Council Local Development Plan 
as the proposals represent development that will neither preserve or enhance the 
character of this part of the Conservation Area, as these proposals do not relate well 
to the density and pattern of the existing development, the scale and the existing 
landscape, such as walls and trees. The size and position of the building is such that 
it cannot be viewed as a natural outbuilding. The proposals will likely result in the loss 
of existing natural features, which contribute to the character of the Conservation Area 
and its setting.  

1.3 In the opinion of the Planning Authority, the proposed erection of a house on this 
site within the Upper Bridge of Allan Conservation Area is considered to be contrary to 
Policy 7.3 part a) of The Adopted Stirling Council Local Development Plan, as the 
proposals are of a scale and position that will adversely impact upon views through the 
Conservation Area and towards the listed buildings either side, adversely affecting 
their setting 

Proposed by Councillor Jeremy McDonald, seconded by Councillor Maureen 
Bennison. 

Amendment 

That the Panel agree to approve, with conditions, the application for the erection of a 
single dwelling house on a small narrow section of land, which was once part of 13 
Kenilworth Gardens garden ground, Bridge of Allan. 

Planning permission to be granted on the basis that the unique characteristics of the 
site in the context of the Bridge of Allan conservation area warranted support of the 
application for a single house. 

Proposed by Councillor Alasdair MacPherson, seconded by Councillor Evelyn Tweed. 



On the roll being called in relation to the amendment, the Members present voted as 
follows: 

For the Amendment (3) Councillor Chris Kane 
Councillor Alasdair MacPherson 
Councillor Evelyn Tweed 

Against the Amendment (2) Councillor Maureen Bennison 
Councillor Jeremy McDonald 

The amendment was carried by 3 votes to 2 and became the substantive motion. 

Substantive Motion 

On the roll being called in relation to the Substantive Motion, the Members voted as 
follows: 

For the Substantive Motion(3) Councillor Chris Kane 
Councillor Alasdair MacPherson 
Councillor Evelyn Tweed 

Against the Substantive Motion (2) Councillor Maureen Bennison 
Councillor Jeremy McDonald 

The substantive motion was carried by 3 votes to 2. 

Decision 

The Panel agreed to approve, with conditions, the application for the erection of a 
single dwelling house on a small narrow section of land, which was once part of 13 
Kenilworth Gardens garden ground, Bridge of Allan. 

Planning permission was granted on the basis that the unique characteristics of the 
site in the context of the Bridge of Allan conservation area warranted support of the 
application for a single house. 

(Reference: Report by Senior Manager, Infrastructure, dated 18 May 2018, 
submitted). 

Councillor Lambie and Councillor Dodds both returned to the Chamber to sit with the 
Panel. 

PL118 APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 42 OF THE TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING 
(SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 TO REMOVE CONDITIONS 5 AND 6 OF PLANNING 
PERMISSION 15/00843/FUL AT LAND TO WEST AND SOUTH OF KEPPHILL, 
STIRLING – MR AND MRS I AND F JOHNSTON - 18/00074/FUL - HEARING 

A report by the Senior Manager, Infrastructure, advised that the application was to 
remove conditions 5 and 6 applied to the previous planning permission for the erection 
of a dwelling house at Kepphill. 

The application was referred to the Planning and Regulation Panel by Councillor 
Alistair Berrill on the grounds of road safety. At its meeting on 1 May 2018, the Panel 
agreed to defer consideration of the application pending a Hearing. 



The Senior Planning Officer introduced the report and advised that the application 
sought to erect a detached house on a site to the rear of the house at Kepphill. He 
stated that Condition 5 was to improve the access geometry – widen access to 5.5 
metres for a distance of 10 metres and form 6 metre radii kerbs. Condition 6 required 
a smooth surface finish and surface water drainage. 

The application site was located adjacent to the A811, approximately one mile to the 
east of Arnprior and 445 metres to the west of the A811 junction with the B8037 Road 
to Kippen. The existing farm access was an unmade track that led to Hill of Arnmore 
and was bordered on either side with grass.  

The Panel asked Officers whether there was a concerning accident history with 
regards to the route, and also specifically regarding the access area to the site. Officers 
advised that there was not.  

A discussion was had regarding the width of the road and the sight distance to the 
junction, including the merits of cutting down vegetation and erecting signage. Officers 
advised the Panel that, in relation to planned developments such as this, any decision 
on signage required consistency across the whole route, and that similar signage as 
had been suggested had been introduced on other routes.  

The Panel also asked why there had not been a conservation with the applicant about 
erecting signs which would then be paid for by the applicant. Officers advised that there 
had been no such discussion as the application had been consistently recommended 
for refusal. 

Applicant 

Applicant Fiona Johnston addressed the Panel in support of the application. She stated 
that she and her family were not developers planning to sell on property and were 
looking to create a family home. Mrs Johnston told the Panel that they had listened to 
the objectors and had both moved the position of the house and reduced the height of 
the house to appease any concerns. They had also changed the design of the house, 
cleared the garden area at the front and removed the boundary fence.  

She claimed that it was clear to her that objectors did not want them to build their home 
and were exaggerating the traffic concerns to achieve this aim. She stated that they 
had written to Arnprior Community Council to discuss the issues but had not had an 
acknowledgement or a response. 

Mrs Johnston told the Panel that her family had made two planning applications, one 
to remove the conditions 5 and 6, and the other to build their own exit on their own 
land. Mrs Johnston stated that their family had been driving in and out of their land for 
more than 40 years without difficulty. She added that large slow moving farm traffic 
makes it out comfortably. 

Objector 

Ed Carrick, of Arnprior Community Council, addressed the Panel. He stated that the 
key concerns of the Community Council were due to road safety, as the A811 is a 
primary route. Mr Carrick stated that the application was initially refused as the 
sightlines fall 100m short of the 215m required and that these sightlines remain 
unchanged. 



He added that access is a single track lane and claimed that there was not sufficient 
room to create a junction for two vehicles. He stated that a new development would 
increase traffic in the access lane, especially during the construction phase. 

The Panel raised the point that there was no accident history for this location. Mr 
Carrick claimed that there was a recent accident and, in response to a question of 
whether this was down to the junction or driver error, stated that he believed it was 
down to both. The Panel also stated that the objector’s claim that the sightlines fell 
100m short of 215m required was incorrect, as the figure was actually 78m. 

The Panel queried how many vehicles a day use the A811 and Mr Carrick replied that 
the number was 4,500, which was a mixture of cars, vans and lorries. He stated that 
most vehicles which used the track are farm vehicles. 

The Panel asked Officers about whether there were any accidents at the site and were 
advised that officers had consulted with road safety and been told that there were no 
accidents. 

Councillor Chris Kane proposed to refuse the application for the reasons outlined in 
the report, which was seconded by Councillor Jeremy McDonald. 

Councillor Alasdair MacPherson moved to approve the application, which was not 
seconded by other members of the panel. As a result the application was refused. In 
terms of Standing Order No. 66, Councillor MacPherson, having moved to approve the 
application, and having failed to find a seconder, asked that his dissent be noted. 

Decision 

Panel agreed to refuse the application for the following reasons: 

1.1 Given the existing single width of the Hill of Arnmore farm access, any vehicle 
accessing the site from the approved dwelling house reference 15/00843/FUL 
would require to wait on the A811 public road, until the vehicle has egressed 
from the application site, should another vehicle be travelling along the private 
access road.  Any vehicle waiting on a public road where vehicles are 
travelling at, or in excess, of 60 miles per hour is detrimental to road safety.  
The proposed development will increase the number of vehicles using this 
access and therefore increases the likelihood of an accident.  The removal of 
Condition 5, which seeks access improvements, would be detrimental to road 
safety 

1.2 Condition 6 states the access must be constructed to ensure no surface water 
or loose material will discharge onto the public road.  A smooth running 
surface is required to avoid vehicles skidding when egressing from the site 
and to provide a safe access.  The removal of Condition 6 is therefore 
contrary to road safety. 

 (Reference: Report Senior Manager, Infrastructure, dated 18 May 2018, submitted). 

PL119 FORMATION OF NEW ACCESS AT LAND TO WEST AND SOUTH OF KEPPHILL, 
STIRLING – MR AND MRS I AND F JOHNSTON - 18/00075/FUL - HEARING 

The above application was referred to the Planning and Regulation Panel by Councillor 
Alistair Berrill on the grounds of road safety. At its meeting on 1 May 2018, the Panel 
agreed to defer consideration of the application pending a Hearing. 



A report by the Senior Manager, Infrastructure, advised that the planning application 
is to form a new access from the application site, on land owned by the applicant, in 
order to secure access to a site that has the benefit of full planning permission for the 
erection of a dwelling house. 

The Senior Planning Officer introduced the report and advised that the application 
sought to form new access to land to west and south of Kepphill, Stirling. The 
application sight was located adjacent to the A811, approximately one mile to the east 
of Arnprior and 440 metres to the west of the A811 junction with the B8037 road to 
Kippen. He advised that the site was level and grassed. Adjoining and to the east was 
the house, Kepphill, while to the west was the farm access track that led to Hill of 
Arnmore Farm. 

Applicant 

Applicant Fiona Johnston addressed the Panel in support of the application. Mrs 
Johnston reiterated her presentation from the previous application. She reinforced that 
they were looking to build a family home and had contacted the Community Council to 
discuss the matter but had not heard back. She stated that this application would help 
provide an extra family home for Anrprior. She added that this had been the most 
stressful and hurtful experience of her and her family’s lives. 

Objector 

Ed Carrick, of Arnprior Community Council, addressed the Panel. He acknowledged 
that the Community Council recognised the distress of the applicant, but that access 
was a matter of safety and stated that the Community Council did not see a solution to 
this issue as yet. Mr Carrick told the Panel that the A811 was a fast road already, with 
a speed limit of 60mph, and that the road currently had three junctions and this 
proposal would add another. He added that any new access on the public road would 
again fall under sightline requirements. 

Mr Carrick stated that the farm opposite was a busy farm divided by the A811. He 
added that the Community Council could see no benefit to adding an intrinsically 
unsafe fourth junction to this route. 

Motion 

That the Panel agree to refuse the application for the following reason: 

1. In the opinion of the Planning Authority, the proposal is contrary to road safety in
that:  

(a) the vehicular traffic travelling along the A811 at this location tend to be at high 
speeds, and may at times exceed the speed limit. The available visibility sightline falls 
short of the roads standard (2.4 metres by 215 metres) for the visibility sightlines to the 
east of the proposed access by a distance of 93 metres.  

(b) the formation of a fourth access in the vicinity of Kepphill is likely to lead to a conflict 
in vehicle movements that is not in the best interests of road safety. 

Proposed by Councillor Jeremy McDonald, seconded by Councillor Chris Kane. 



Amendment 

That the Panel agree to approve the application due to there being no evidence of any 
road safety issues and there being other similar entrances along the route. 

Proposed Councillor Douglas Dodds, seconded by Councillor Alasdair MacPherson. 

On the roll being called in relation to the amendment, the Members voted as follows:- 

For the Amendment (2) Councillor Douglas Dodds 
Councillor Alasdair MacPherson 

Against the Amendment (5) Councillor Maureen Bennison 
Councillor Chris Kane 
Councillor Graham Lambie 
Councillor Jeremy McDonald 
Councillor Evelyn Tweed 

The Amendment fell by 5 votes to 2. 

On the roll being called in relation to the motion, the Members voted as follows:- 

For the Motion (5) Councillor Maureen Bennison 
Councillor Chris Kane 
Councillor Graham Lambie 
Councillor Jeremy McDonald 
Councillor Evelyn Tweed 

Against the Motion (2)  Councillor Douglas Dodds 
Councillor Alasdair MacPherson 

The Motion was carried by 5 votes to 2. 

Decision 

Panel agreed to: 

1. refuse the application for the following reason:

1.1 In the opinion of the Planning Authority, the proposal is contrary to road safety 
in that: 

(a) the vehicular traffic travelling along the A811 at this location tend to be at 
high speeds, and may at times exceed the speed limit.  The available 
visibility sightline falls short of the roads standard (2.4 metres by 215 
metres) for the visibility sightlines to the east of the proposed access by a 
distance of 93 metres. 

(b) the formation of a fourth access in the vicinity of Kepphill is likely to lead 
to a conflict in vehicle movements that is not in the best interests of road 
safety. 

(Reference: Report Senior Manager, Infrastructure, dated 18 May 2018, submitted). 

Councillor Lambie and Councillor Dodds both left the Chamber. 



PL120 PROPOSED ERECTION OF 2NO. DETACHED DWELLING HOUSES AT LAND 
AND BUILDINGS AT FORMER MINK FARM, SOMMERS’ LANE, OCHTERTYRE, 
BLAIRDRUMMOND – MRS L HENDERSON & MS K CARNEGIE – 18/00105/FUL - 
HEARING 

A report by the Senior Manager, Infrastructure, advised that full planning permission 
was being sought on land at a former Mink Farm, Sommers Lane, Ochtertyre, 
Blairdrummond, for the erection of two substantial sized dwelling houses on part of the 
grounds of the former farm.  

The application had been referred to the Planning and Regulation Panel at the request 
of Councillor Martin Earl, who had cited the work the applicants had carried out to 
address the previous reasons for refusal, and the fact there appears to be merit in the 
redevelopment of this brownfield site, in terms of general beneficial appropriate re-use 
of brownfield land and improvement to the environment, as the planning reasons for 
this request.   

The application was also being referred for the Panel to consider the Council’s rural 
design guidance that, as currently interpreted, was considered to have limited the 
scope to create distinctively designed houses that the applicants consider to be 
appropriate to the site and its setting. Councillor Martin Earl had also requested that 
the application was determined by means of a site visit and a Hearing to allow the 
applicant to present the case for the development.  

At its meeting on 1 May 2018, the Panel agreed to defer consideration of the 
application pending a Site Visit and Hearing. 

The Planning Officer introduced the report and stated that the application site 
comprised part of the southern portion of the former mink farm situated on the 
Ochtertyre Road. The proposals would create two detached, two storey dwellings, 
partly in areas affected by previous development. The dwelling within Plot One, as 
detailed on the drawings would create a ground floor area measuring approximately 
three hundred and twenty-eight square metres, with an overall floor area of 
approximately five hundred and eighty-one square metres.  

The dwelling proposed for Plot Two, as detailed on the drawings would create a 
ground floor area of approximately three hundred and nine square metres and a total 
floor area of approximately five hundred and forty-seven square metres. The 
proposed dwellings formed an "L-Shaped" layout and were to be finished using a 
mixture of materials, such as natural stone, natural slate and render. 

Applicant 

Grant Baxter, chartered town planner, addressed the Panel in support of the 
application. He stated that his clients were successful local businesswomen and 
employers who wanted to make a long term commitment to the Stirling area and 
building these two houses was part of that commitment. 

Mr Baxter said that the houses were of a substantial size but that this did not render 
them unacceptable nor contrary to policy. He stated that this was a large site of 
1.5Ha for just two houses, which was also visually well enclosed and defined by the 
burn, trees and natural screening and was not open to long distance views. 



He told the Panel that several substantial, new build houses had already been built in 
recent years in more prominent and open locations, such as nearby Chalmerston 
Lane and Carse of Lecropt.  

Mr Baxter said that much had been made of the houses not relating visually to the 
development of six houses to the north, however, the proposals had not sought to 
replicate this farm steading style and that they instead sought to respect and not 
replicate. 

He stated that the planners had expressed concerns about the size of the proposed 
houses and their site coverage. He stated that the overall building footprint would 
only occupy 7.5% of the total site area. The site was of a similar size as that to the 
north and could comfortably accommodate a 6 house development, producing a 
much greater building footprint and density. 

Mr Baxter highlighted that the planning application had received no objections from 
any consultees and had received the unanimous support of Thornhill and 
Blairdrummond Community Council.  

A discussion was had over the changes made by the architects from the original 
proposal and whether they had done enough to achieve compliance with what was 
required. Changes discussed included a reduction in 3 story elements, church style 
windows being reduced and the shapes of the roofing being simplified. 

The Panel asked whether the applicant would be willing to make any more changes. 
Mr Baxter stated that the clients and the architect had come a long way and had 
made significant compromises. He added that the design being presented before the 
Panel was very much what the client was looking for. 

Local Member 

Councillor Martin Earle spoke in support of the application. He stated that he felt it 
was important to approve the application, not just because of the specifics of this 
case, but for the general interpretation of the supplementary guidance. Councillor 
Earle stated that the Community Council had been through the application in some 
detail and were happy with the design and scale. They were unanimous in the view 
that it needed to be developed and done sympathetically. Councillor Earle stated that 
he did not see a radical design that was in conflict with the locale, but two well 
designed houses occupying a large site. 

The Panel then proceeded to consider the application. 

Motion 

That the Panel agree to refuse the application for the following reasons:  

1.1 In the opinion of the Planning Authority, the proposed development is contrary to 
Policy 2.10 (groupings part) of the Adopted Stirling Council Local Development 
Plan and the associated Approved Supplementary Guidance 10: Housing in the 
Countryside, including the design guide as the proposed substantial houses are 
two buildings which bear little resemblance to the traditional residential buildings 
found in the area surroundings, in terms of the appearance, position, height, and 
scale and massing, which ensures the proposals do not visually relate well to the 
building group and as a result they are not capable of being viewed as an obvious 
part of the group in the landscape setting. 



1.2 In the opinion of the Planning Authority, the proposed development is contrary to 
Policy 2.10 (brownfield land) of the Adopted Stirling Council Local Development 
Plan and the associated Approved Supplementary Guidance 10: Housing in the 
Countryside, including the design guide, as it is not accepted that the development 
of two dwellings, approximately ninety five percent outside of the existing building 
on site footprint and creating a cumulative footprint of approximately six hundred 
and fifty square metres, creates “significantly wider environmental and visual 
benefits", which is a key test for allowing development on brownfield land. 

Proposed by Councillor Maureen Bennison, seconded by Councillor Chris Kane. 

Amendment 

That the Panel agree to approve, with conditions, the application for the erection of two 
substantial sized dwelling houses on part of the grounds of the former Mink Farm, 
Sommers Lane, Ochtertyre, Blairdrummond. 

Planning permission be granted on the basis that the scale, massing and design of the 
proposed dwelling houses was considered appropriate for the site. 

Proposed by Councillor Jeremy McDonald, seconded by Councillor Alasdair 
MacPherson. 

On the roll being called, the Members present voted on the amendment as follows:- 

For the Amendment (3) Councillor Alasdair MacPherson 
Councillor Jeremy McDonald 
Councillor Evelyn Tweed 

Against the Amendment (2) Councillor Maureen Bennison 
Councillor Chris Kane 

The amendment was carried by 3 votes to 2 and became the substantive motion. 

Substantive Motion 

On the roll being called, the Members present voted on the substantive motion as 
follows:- 

For the Substantive Motion (3) Councillor Alasdair MacPherson 
Councillor Jeremy McDonald 
Councillor Evelyn Tweed 

Against the Substantive Motion (2) Councillor Maureen Bennison 
Councillor Chris Kane 

The substantive motion was carried by 3 votes to 2. 

Decision 

The Panel agreed to approve, with conditions, the application for the erection of two 
substantial sized dwelling houses on part of the grounds of the former Mink Farm, 
Sommers Lane, Ochtertyre, Blairdrummond. 



Planning permission was granted on the basis that it was considered that the scale, 
massing and design of the proposed dwelling houses was considered appropriate for 
the site. 

 (Reference: Report Senior Manager, Infrastructure, dated 18 May 2018, submitted). 

Councillor Lambie and Councillor Dodds both returned to the Chamber to sit with the 
Panel. 

PL121 ERECTION OF 319 NO. RESIDENTIAL UNITS WITH ASSOCIATED ACCESS 
ROADS AND LANDSCAPING ACROSS RAPLOCH DEVELOPMENT SITES 6, 8 
AND 8A, 9 AND 22 (PPP REFERENCE 16/00771/PPP) AT LAND MOSTLY TO 
SOUTH OF DRIP ROAD SITE NOS 6 7 8 8A 9 21 AND 22, DRIP ROAD, RAPLOCH, 
STIRLING - ROBERTSON PARTNERSHIP HOMES LTD - 18/00127/MSC 

A report by the Senior Manager, Infrastructure, advised that this application covered 
four sites across Raploch. Site 6 was at Back O’Hill Road where formerly there had 
been Council housing (Gowanhill Gardens), Site 8 & 8A was previously a primary 
school and playground, Site 9 was a small site at Drip Road between Kildean Hospital 
and Balfour Street and Site 22 fronted Drip Road, but was divided by the pedestrian 
access which led to Sainsbury’s. All the sites were owned by Stirling Council. 

The Senior Planning Officer presented the report before the Panel. Planning 
Permission in Principle was achieved in January 2018 for the masterplan and 
regeneration of sites 6, 7, 8, 8A, 9 and 22 at Raploch (new build housing and flats 
together with associated landscape and amenity).  This Matters Specified by Condition 
application sought to discharge the conditions of the Planning Permission in Principle 
with the exception of site 7 which was not being progressed.  The Matters Specified 
by Condition application sought to provide the details, such as layout, housing type, 
parking, landscaping, which were all reserved for a future application. 

The Panel were informed about the details of each site development, which involved: 

Site 6 is 3.4 hectares and was proposed to provide 75 affordable units. The site was 
to be a mix of 11 flats (two person/four person); 44 cottage flats (two person/four 
person); six terraced units (four person) and 14 semi-detached units (five person). The 
units were predominantly two storey with a three storey flatted block to the south 
eastern corner. 

Site 8/8A was 5.9 hectares and was proposed to provide 211 units. This was the only 
site to include a mix of private and affordable housing: 75 private and 136 affordable. 
The private housing mix comprised nine flats (two person/four person); 21 terraced 
units (four person/five person); 30 semi-detached (five person) and 15 detached (five 
and six person). The affordable housing mix comprised 70 cottage flats (two 
person/four person/seven person) 28 terraced units (four person), 38 semi-detached 
(four/five/six person). 

Site 9 was 1.6 hectares where it was proposed that 16 affordable units be provided. 
The housing mix comprised six flats (two person) and 10 semi-detached (four/five 
person). 

Site 22 was 0.3 hectares where it was proposed that 17 affordable housing units would 
be provided which comprise flatted accommodation (two and four person).  



Discussion was had over vehicle access to site 6 at Back O’Hill Road and the Panel 
were informed that there were several different access points for vehicles. The Panel 
were also informed that there had been no discussion as yet on formalising a 20mph 
speed limit for the sites. A further discussion was also had over visibility sight lines for 
parking bays. The Panel also raised the issue of hearing details of all four 
developments in one report rather than as four separate applications. 

Councillor Chris Kane proposed to approve the application, which was seconded by 
Councillor Graham Lambie. The Panel agreed with the motion without the need for a 
roll call vote. 

Decision 

Panel agreed to approve the application subject to the conditions set out in Appendix 
1 to the report. 

 (Reference: Report Senior Manager, Infrastructure, dated 21 May 2018, submitted). 

PL122 TEMPORARY PUBLIC ENTERTAINMENT LICENCE 

A report by the Chief Governance Officer sought a decision from the Planning & 
Regulation Panel with regards to an application for a Temporary Public Entertainment 
licence submitted by Doune The Rabbit Hole CIC for a music festival within Cardross 
Estate, Port of Menteith between Friday 13 July and Monday 16 July 2018. 

Councillors Martin Earl and Alistair Berrill had sought referral of this licensing 
application for the reasons set out in Appendix 1 and 2 to this report. 

The Licensing Paralegal presented the report before the Panel. Over the years the 
Council had worked with the Doune The Rabbit Hole organisers in assisting them in 
producing their event. Last year there were issues in respect of noise and disruption 
to neighbouring properties which raised concern, and brought a small number of 
complaints to the Council’s attention. 

In order to rectify the issues raised and the complaints received from last year, the 
Licensing Team and Environmental Health had met with Doune The Rabbit Hole on a 
regular basis to work through the concerns and issues raised. 

Additional conditions (Appendix 3) had been placed upon this event in previous years 
regarding noise levels. It was proposed that these conditions would again be added to 
the licence if granted. After the event the Council would also organise to have a debrief 
meeting with Doune The Rabbit Hole in order to discuss the event and any issues 
which could arise.  

The Panel queried what complaints were made and asked if officers were confident 
these could be rectified. Officers responded that the complaints included the 
considerable amount of time it took to set up and build the site, with work often ongoing 
late at night. This year a site build management team would be in place who are 
scheduled to start work on July 6th and be off site by July 20th. 

There were also concerns raised about noise levels, and this year an acoustic firm 
would be on site throughout the event. If any complaints are made from residents the 
acoustic team would be able to visit the specific area and take readings. The Panel 
were also informed that the site of the festival had been moved to the other side of the 
estate in order to help with these issues. 



The Panel queried if there had been any arrests or traffic issues last year. Officers 
stated that there were no arrest or traffic management issues. Officers added that the 
Council’s own traffic management team did not have concerns, and that there would 
be passes issued to the community to allow locals to move in and out of the area. 
Furthermore, the speakers would be arranged in a different way to deal with noise 
issues, there would be an 11pm deadline for main stage finishes, and limits to what 
decibel levels could be. The Panel also noted that the festival would provide a boost 
to the rural economy. 

Director of Doune The Rabbit Hole, Jamie Murray, informed the Panel that last year 
there was an issue with inadequate toilet facilities, due to the weather and their choice 
of contractor. This year the toilet facilities would be provided by a new company and 
would be paid for. As well as having an acoustic consultant monitoring throughout the 
event, the organisers had removed the reggae and dub stage, which Mr Murray said 
was a large reason for the number of complaints. 

He stated that the organisers recognised that they had to rebuild trust with the 
community. As a result, letters were to be handed out to local residents, and there was 
a change to the event date to try and achieve better weather conditions and to host 
the event during the school holidays so more families could attend. They would also 
hand out a limited number of free tickets and have a community information evening. 

The Panel queried how many people would be attending. Mr Murray said that they had 
applied for 3,250 guests, and previously the festival had achieved an attendance of 
2,000 people, which they expected to be the same this year. 

Local Member 

Councillor Martin Earl spoke in relation to the application. He stated that nobody that 
he was aware of wanted the festival to not be granted a licence. Councillor Earl said 
that the previous year’s event had issues and this year’s event needed a greater 
degree of professionalism. He stated that the running of the festival had been brought 
before the Panel to give it a degree of scrutiny and that he had been pleased at what 
the organisers had done. He also noted that the Community Council had stated how 
appreciative they were of the efforts of the Council’s licensing team and environmental 
health team.  

The Panel queried whether the organisers would meet with Officers after the event to 
debrief, and officers confirmed that this would be the case. 

Decision 

The Panel agreed to grant the Temporary Public Entertainment Licence in respect to 
Doune the Rabbit Hole music festival, at Cardross Estate, Port of Menteith, subject to 
all relevant conditions being met by the organiser to the satisfaction of the Chief 
Governance Officer and all relevant documents having been supplied. 

(Reference: Report Chief Governance Officer, dated 4 May 2018, submitted). 

PL123 TAXI AND PRIVATE HIRE VEHICLE SPECIFICATION POLICY CHANGES 

A report by the Chief Governance Officer provided details on the proposed changes to 
the Vehicle Specification Policy (‘the Policy’) for both Taxi and Private Hire Vehicles. 



The Lead Solicitor (Communities and Young People) presented the report before the 
Panel. Following discussion with taxi and private hire drivers at the Local Taxi Forum, 
it was made clear that many drivers felt that aspects of the current Policy was outdated 
and/or obstructive.  

Specifically, the issues raised concerned the restricted choice of vehicles available to 
drivers as a result of minimum engine requirements. For both Taxi and Private hire 
vehicles, this is currently 1.6cc.  

Drivers noted that as a result of the minimum engine capacity requirement, many 
electric, hybrid, or otherwise eco-friendly vehicles which would be suitable as taxi or 
private hire vehicle did not meet the criteria. It was therefore being recommended that 
this minimum engine capacity requirement be removed from the Policy for both. 

For the purposes of avoiding any ambiguity, it was also suggested that the explicit 
approval of the use of electric and hybrid vehicles be included within the Policy for both 
Taxi and Private Hire Vehicles.  

It was also brought to the attention of the Licensing Team that fire extinguishers, which 
under the Policy must accompany each vehicle and are examined alongside its 
accompanying vehicle, are often several years old and not able to function 
appropriately. In accordance with guidance from Fire Services, it was recommended 
that fire extinguishers be no more than five years old from the date of manufacture.  

Decision 

The Panel agreed to implement the following changes to the Vehicle Specification 
Policy for Taxi and Private Hire Vehicles:  

1. to remove engine size requirements from the Policy;

2. to include a provision in the Policy which explicitly permits the use of hybrid
and electric engine vehicles; and

3. to include a requirement in the Policy stating that the mandatory fire
extinguisher in each vehicle must be no older than five years from the date of
manufacture.

(Reference: Report Chief Governance Officer, dated 4 May 2018, submitted). 

Councillor Evelyn Tweed left the meeting after a decision was taken on item PL123. 

PL124 TAXI VEHICLE LICENCE POLICY 

A report by the Chief Governance Officer provided the Panel with a proposed policy 
for adoption, which outlined how the Council would generally determine applications 
received by it (as licensing authority) for taxi vehicle licences. 

The Lead Solicitor (Children and Young People) presented the report before the Panel. 
The Panel were informed that this policy sought to promote fairness and transparency 
in providing a framework for applicants, licence holders, officers and members, as to 
generally how these applications would be considered. 



Broadly, it was proposed that the Council would look favourably on applications which 
if granted would in effect ‘amend’ the holder of the licence, when there was a genuine 
connection between the applicant and the operation of the licence and provided the 
applicant had relevant experience. 

The draft policy was circulated to taxi forum members in advance of the forum meeting 
on 2 May 2018 and explained by officers at that meeting. Those present at the meeting 
were largely supportive of the proposed policy’s purpose. Three formal responses 
were subsequently received from forum members. 

Those responses welcomed the changes proposed but raised matters including: 
whether there should be a time limit for those relying on previous involvement with the 
licence in making an application (suggested 10 years), and how retired licence holders 
could step back from holding a licence without those involved in their business 
suffering a detriment. 

Those currently on the waiting list for allocation of a licence were also issued with a 
copy of the draft policy and asked to feed back to officers. One formal response was 
received which was not supportive of the proposed policy, citing issues including: that 
the proposed policy may complicate the issue of business transfer, create tensions 
between day to day managers/ family members and those on the waiting list, create 
complex situations and potentially open the door to the buying and selling of licences.  

Decision 

The Panel agreed to approve the draft policy included at Appendix 1 for immediate 
adoption. 

(Reference: Report Chief Governance Officer, dated 4 May 2018, submitted). 

The Committee resolved under Section 50A (4) of the Local Government (Scotland) Act 
1973 that the public be excluded from the meeting for the following items of business 
on the grounds they involved the disclosure of exempt information as defined in 
Paragraphs 6 and 13, of Part 1 of Schedule 7A of the Local Government (Scotland) Act 
1973. 

PL125 TAXI DRIVER – RENEWAL APPLICATION 

A report by the Chief Governance Officer was submitted to seek a decision from the 
Panel with regards to the renewal application for the licence holder’s Taxi Driver’s 
Licence, and how the Panel wished this to proceed. 

The Clerk outlined the process on how the meeting would be conducted. It was noted 
that the licence holder was in attendance alongside a representative. The licence 
holder  confirmed they understood the process and had no questions regarding it. 

The Licensing Paralegal presented the report, which set out a number of options for 
the Panel to consider. 

The Police Scotland representatives responded to questions from the Panel and 
advised that they had no objections to the application. 

The licence holder confirmed they were content they had been given a fair hearing. 

/forms/request.htm


The Panel then proceeded to consider the application. 

Motion – Recommendation 1.  

That the Panel grant the renewal of the licence holder’s taxi driver’s licence until expiry 
date of 31 May 2019. 

Proposed by Councillor Chris Kane, Seconded by Councillor Graham Lambie. 

Motion – Recommendation 3. 

That the Panel refuse the renewal application of the licence holder’s taxi driver’s 
licence. 

Proposed by Councillor Douglas Dodds. This motion was not seconded by other Panel 
members. In terms of Standing Order No 66, Councillor Douglas Dodds, having moved to 
refuse the renewal application of the licence holder’s taxi driver’s licence, and having failed to 
find a seconder, requested that his dissent be recorded. 

Motion – Recommendation 2. 

That the Panel grant the renewal of the licence holder’s taxi driver’s licence, with a 
condition of good behaviour. 

Proposed by Councillor Maureen Bennison. This motion was not seconded by other 
Panel members. 

Decision 

The Panel agreed to grant the renewal application of the taxi driver’s licence until the 
expiry date of 31 May 2019. 

(Reference: Report by Chief Governance Officer, dated 4 May 2018, submitted). 

PL126 TAXI DRIVER – RENEWAL APPLICATION 

A report by the Chief Governance Officer was submitted to seek a decision from the 
Panel with regards to the renewal application for the licence holder’s Taxi Driver’s 
Licence, and how the Panel wished this to proceed. 

The Clerk outlined the process on how the meeting would be conducted. It was noted 
that the licence holder was in attendance alongside a representative. The licence 
holder confirmed they understood the process and had no questions regarding it. 

The Licensing Paralegal presented the report, which set out a number of options for 
the Panel to consider. 

The Police Scotland representatives advised that they had no objections to the 
application. 

The licence holder confirmed they were content they had been given a fair hearing. 
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The Panel then proceeded to consider the application. 

Motion 

That the Panel grant the renewal of the licence holder’s taxi driver’s licence until 
expiry date of 31 May 2019. 

Proposed by Councillor Chris Kane, Seconded by Councillor Graham Lambie. 

Motion 

That the Panel refuse the renewal application of the licence holder’s taxi driver’s 
licence.  

Proposed by Councillor Douglas Dodds. This motion was not seconded by other 
Panel members. In terms of Standing Order No 66, Councillor Douglas Dodds, 
having moved to refuse the renewal application of the licence holder’s taxi driver’s 
licence, and having failed to find a seconder, requested that his dissent be recorded. 

Decision 

The Panel agreed to grant the renewal application of the taxi driver’s licence until the 
expiry date of 31 May 2019. 

(Reference: Report by Chief Governance Officer, dated 4 May, submitted). 

PL127 TAXI VEHICLE LICENCE 

A report by the Chief Governance Officer was submitted to provide the option to the 
Panel to allocate one additional taxi vehicle licence, in the specific circumstances 
outlined within this report. 

The report was intended to address a situation which arose in early 2017. In relation 
to the granting of a taxi licence, this report and the suggested action are an attempt 
to resolve the matter.  

The Panel then proceeded to consider the application. 

Motion 

“That the Panel grant an additional taxi vehicle licence, taking the number of such 
licences granted by the Council, as licencing authority, to 76, which licence would be 
issued to the relevant applicant subject to the necessary checks being satisfactorily 
completed by the Chief Governance Officer. 

Proposed by Councillor Maureen Bennison, Seconded by Councillor Graham 
Lambie. 

Motion 

That the Panel refuse to grant an additional vehicle licence. 

Proposed by Councillor Jeremy McDonald. This motion was not seconded by other 
Panel members. In terms of Standing Order No 66, Councillor Jeremy McDonald, 
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having moved to refuse to grant an additional vehicle licence, and having failed to 
find a seconder, requested that his dissent be recorded. 

Decision 

The Panel agreed to grant an additional taxi vehicle licence, taking the number of 
such licences granted by the Council, as licencing authority, to 76, which licence 
would be issued to the relevant applicant subject to the necessary checks being 
satisfactorily completed by the Chief Governance Officer. 

(Reference: Report by Chief Governance Officer, dated 4 May 2018, submitted). 

PL128 TAXI DRIVER 

A report by the Chief Governance Officer was submitted to seek a decision from the 
Panel with regards to the immediate suspension of the licence holder’s taxi driver’s 
licence, and how the Panel wished this to proceed. 

The Clerk outlined the process on how the meeting would be conducted. It was noted 
that the licence holder was in attendance. The licence holder confirmed they 
understood the process and had no questions regarding it. 

The Licensing Paralegal presented the report, which set out a number of options for 
the Panel to consider. A letter from Police Scotland 30 April 2018, setting out the 
reasons for recommendation to suspend, was attached as an Appendix to the report. 

The Police Scotland representatives provided the Panel with an update on the 
current situation and advised that criminal proceedings were ongoing and a report 
had been sent to the Procurator Fiscal. 

The Police Scotland representatives responded to questions from the Panel. 

The licence holder presented the Panel with a letter from their taxi operator employer 
and a Disclosure Scotland report, which were shared with the Panel who were given 
the opportunity to review the same. The licence holder also responded to questions 
from the Panel. The licence holder confirmed they were content they had been given 
a fair hearing 

The Panel then proceeded to consider the application. 

Motion 

That the Panel revoke the licence holder’s taxi driver’s licence. 

Proposed by Councillor Douglas Dodds, Seconded by Councillor Maureen Bennison. 
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Amendment 

The Panel agree to suspend the licence holder’s taxi driver’s licence under 
Paragraph 11 of the Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982, this being with 
immediate effect, until the final determination in respect of the criminal proceedings, 
after which, the licence holder would be invited to attend a future meeting of the 
Planning & Regulation Panel for further consideration of his taxi driver’s licence.  The 
Panel took this decision because Police Scotland had raised concerns, which related 
to incidents which it is alleged took place between 3 October 2017 and 19 October 
2017 and which the driver has been charged in respect of. In particular, the Panel felt 
that the incidents demonstrated that the licence holder might be a serious threat to 
public safety and as a consequence was not a fit and proper person to hold a taxi 
driver’s licence.  Police Scotland’s representation that the nature of the charges could 
potentially pose a serious sexual risk to female passengers using taxi services 
provided by the driver was a material consideration for the Panel. 

Proposed by Councillor Chris Kane, Seconded by Councillor Jeremy McDonald. 

On the roll being called in relation to Councillor Kane’s amendment, the Members 
voted as follows: 

For the Amendment (4) Councillor Chris Kane 
Councillor Graham Lambie 
Councillor Alasdair MacPherson 
Councillor Jeremy McDonald 

Against the Amendment (2) Councillor Maureen Bennison 
Councillor Douglas Dodds 

The amendment was carried by 4 votes to 2 and became the substantive motion. 

Substantive Motion 

On the roll being called in relation to the substantive motion, the Members voted as 
follows: 

For the Substantive Motion (4) Councillor Chris Kane 
Councillor Graham Lambie 
Councillor Alasdair MacPherson 
Councillor Jeremy McDonald 

Against the Substantive Motion (2) Councillor Maureen Bennison 
Councillor Douglas Dodds 

The substantive motion was carried by 4 votes to 2 



Decision 

The Panel agreed to suspend the licence holder’s taxi driver’s licence under 
Paragraph 11 of the Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982, this being with 
immediate effect, until the final determination in respect of the criminal proceedings, 
after which, the licence holder would be invited to attend a future meeting of the 
Planning & Regulation Panel for further consideration of his taxi driver’s licence.  The 
Panel took this decision because Police Scotland had raised concerns, which related 
to incidents which it is alleged took place between 3 October 2017 and 19 October 
2017 and which the driver has been charged in respect of. In particular, the Panel felt 
that the incidents demonstrated that the licence holder might be a serious threat to 
public safety and as a consequence was not a fit and proper person to hold a taxi 
driver’s licence.  Police Scotland’s representation that the nature of the charges could 
potentially pose a serious sexual risk to female passengers using taxi services 
provided by the driver was a material consideration for the Panel. 

(Reference: Report by Chief Governance Officer, dated 4 May 2018, submitted). 

PL129 DISABLED PERSON’S PARKING BADGE (BLUE BADGE) APPEAL 

A report by the Senior Manager, Infrastructure, was submitted to seek a decision 
from the Panel with regards to an appeal regarding an application for a disabled 
person’s parking badge (Blue Badge). 

On 16 March 2018 a Blue Badge application was received from the applicant.  The 
application was assessed in accordance with the national scheme and was 
unsuccessful.  A letter was sent to the applicant on 28 March 2018 advising of this 
decision. On 6 April 2018, a letter was received from the applicant asking for this 
decision to be reconsidered. 

The Transport Scheduling Co-ordinator presented the report and then responded to 
questions from Panel members. 

The Panel then proceeded to consider the appeal 

Motion 

That the Panel uphold the decision not to award a Blue Badge to the applicant at this 
time, based on the information submitted by the applicant and additional information 
from the Occupational Therapist in accordance with the national scheme. 

Proposed by Councillor Douglas Dodds, seconded by Councillor Alasdair 
MacPherson. 

Amendment 

That the Panel uphold the appeal and grant the parking badge (blue badge). 

Proposed by Councillor Maureen Bennison. This motion was not seconded by 
another Panel member. 

In terms of Standing Order No 66, Councillor Maureen Bennison, having moved to 
uphold the appeal and grant the parking badge (blue badge), but having failed to find 
a seconder, requested that her dissent be recorded. 
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Decision 

The Panel agreed to uphold the decision not to award a Blue Badge to the applicant 
at this time, based on the information submitted by the applicant and additional 
information from the Occupational Therapist in accordance with the national scheme. 

(Reference: Report by Senior Manager Infrastructure, dated 27 April 2018, 
submitted). 

The Chair declared the Meeting closed at 3.30pm. 

Clerk’s Note: In terms of Standing order 40, the business of the meeting was concluded 
within 5 hours once breaks were excluded.   
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