
Planning Application Objection

Riverside Quay 20/00187/FUL
Application under Section 42 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act to:

1. vary Condition 1 of planning permission 15/00790/FUL, and

2. authorise use of existing student accommodation as short term holiday lets between:

1 June and 31 August, annually at:

Riverside Quay, 1 Forthside Way, Stirling, FK8 1HZ, for UK PBSA (Forthside Way,

Stirling) Limited 20/00187/FUL

Members of the Planning Panel.

Thank you for the opportunity to address you on this matter.

Stirling Council has the responsibility to ensure that those who own a vehicle can park it so that it does not impinge on the

safety or amenity of neighbours.

Currently, however, neighbours' amenity is being impinged upon by the accumulation of parked cars for which insufficient

provision has been made during recent developments, and their safety, and that of other road users, is being impinged upon

by the dangerous situations created by the current arrangements for bin collection from, and for access to, this particular

development.

Supplementary Guidance SG14 “Ensuring a Choice of Access for New Developments” guides readers to the car parking

requirements for developments, in its Appendix D.

(According to Stirling Council's website, the draft Supplementary Guidance, to which the officer Recommendation refers,

had not been adopted at the time of this writing, (2020-10-03), so it appears that the officer Recommendation has been

made with reference to the wrong document.  The draft, however, also refers to “ensuring safe and convenient access for

all” and sets standards for car parking at its Appendix A.  There is no mention of departures from these standards.)

Referring to the current SG14, therefore, we find that this latest development is defined as a large one, as it has more than

70 bedrooms.  Its proposed use falls neatly into the Class 7 “Hotels and Hostels”, as the Roads Development Officer has also

observed.  The required Appropriate Provision is, therefore, 1 space per bedroom and 1 space per 3 staff.  

The insistence of the officer Recommendation that the buildings are “flatted, residential accommodation”, however, would

place the development into the sub-set “Flats” in the Class 9 “Houses” identified in both current and draft SG14 and the

Appropriate Provision required would be 1.25 unallocated spaces per dwelling.

It is possible, therefore, that Class 9 classification would lead to a requirement for a greater number of parking spaces, than

would the Class 7 “Hotels and Hostels” requirement.

In passing, since “flats” have been recognised as a sub-set of Class 9 “Houses”, the reference in the officer

Recommendation to matters “sui generis” seems irrelevant.

Suffice to say, therefore, that the officer Recommendation is not acceptable to neighbours of the development as it does

not address their concerns, or those of visitors who are also a responsibility of the Council.  For example, the suggestion that

lessees might park more than half-a-mile from their accommodation is not consistent with Stirling Council's responsibility to

ensure safe and convenient access.

 

Much is made in the officer Recommendation of various Policies, but little or nothing of the supporting Guidance.  As with

any structure, if the supports are ignored, the structure will fail.

 



The submission of the Application, however, does provide an opportunity for Stirling Council to discharge one of its

responsibilities (that concerning amenity), from which it has been prevented from doing by a Reporter's Decision.  

Riverside neighbours of the development, therefore, ask the Panel to reject the officer Recommendation.  Instead the Panel

is asked to consider whether a solution to the problem might be an Application to authorise the use of a number of those

apartments advertised for short term letting on the developer's website, which matches the number of car parking spaces

which the developer has chosen to provide, and with proper arrangements for ensuring compliance.

(This last is necessary because the three disabled drivers' spaces are not always available to disabled drivers, nor are the

other spaces always available to other drivers.)

If that solution was adopted, Stirling Council would be seen to have discharged its responsibility in respect of the amenity of

neighbours, and the development might benefit from the cordial relationships between neighbours which Riverside

Community Council is keen to foster.

Thank you.


