
CLACKMANNANSHIRE COUNCIL 

Report to Planning Committee 

 Date of Meeting: 18th June 2026 

Subject:           Application 26/00038/FULL for Planning Permission to 
make alterations and to add an extension to the front, 
side and rear of an existing church at 152 High Street, 
Tillicoultry, Clackmannanshire, FK13 6DT   

Report by:       Mark Dunlop, Principal Planner 

1.0 Purpose 

1.1. The purpose of this report is to provide an assessment of a full application for 
Planning Permission for alterations and extensions to the front, side, and rear 
of a church and hall at 152 High Street in Tillicoultry. 

1.2. Although the development is “local development”, it has been requested by a 
ward councillor that the application be decided by the Planning Committee 
rather than by Officers under their delegated Powers. It is possible to do this 
under an amendment to the scheme of delegation dated the 31st October 
2013. 

1.3. The reasons the Councillor has requested for the application to be decided by 
the Planning Committee are due to the building’s location, the church’s 
current community offers and the circumstances surrounding their growing 
congregation. For these reasons, the Councillor has made the case that it is in 
the public interest for the proposal to be decided by the Planning Committee. 

2.0 Recommendations 

2.1. For the reasons set out in the Appendix 1 and as assessed in section 3.0, it is 
recommended that the application is refused. 

3.0 Considerations 

3.1. Background and relevant site history 

3.2. This planning application is a resubmission of a previously refused application 
referenced 25/00078/FULL that was decided in 2025. The application carried 
the same description of development to this application sought here and was 
refused for the following reasons: 
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3.3. Reason 1 - The extension to the front of the building, due to its modern design 
and large size is unacceptable. It does not pay sufficient respect to the 
buildings historic character and identity and would over dominate the frontage 
of this church. It would present a harmful addition to the streetscape, having a 
long-term detrimental impact on its appearance and the setting of the 
conservation area, and fails to deliver the qualities required for a successful 
place. This conflicts with the Council's supplementary guidance on 
Placemaking, and fails to meet the requirements of Policies 7 and 14 of the 
National Planning Framework 4, and Policies EA23 and EA24 of 
Clackmannanshire's Local Development Plan 2015 

3.4. Reason 2 - The new door proposed on the east facing elevation of the 
existing church hall due to its position and impact on the existing window, fails 
to respect the buildings existing architectural features and would detract 
significantly from its historic character and the symmetry on this elevation. 
This is considered to be poor design which fails to meet the aims of Policies 7 
and 14 of the National Planning Framework 4, and Policies EA23 and EA24 of 
Clackmannanshire's Local Development Plan 2015. 

3.5. No review was sought by the Applicant following the previous decision; 
therefore, these previous reasons for refusal are material planning 
considerations. 

3.6. Although a planning authority is not legally bound by its earlier decision, 
decision-makers are expected to act consistently unless there is clear 
justification for departing from an earlier conclusion. It is considered that as 
there have been no changes to the Development Plan in the time since the 
previous Council decision, or to the context of this building, the previous 
reasons for refusal should therefore be given substantial weight. 

3.7. Changes have been made to the previous proposal to try and overcome the 
previous reasons for refusal, therefore this application has to be judged and 
balanced on its own merits, with appropriate weight applied to the previous 
reasons for refusal.  

3.8. There is no other relevant site history. 

 

3.9. Consultations 

3.10. No consultations have been carried out for this planning application. 

 

3.11. Publicity and Representations 

3.12. The application was advertised in the Alloa Advertiser on 11th March 2026.  
Eleven representations have been received. 

3.13. One general comment was received from the Scottish Wildlife Trust. In 
summary this iterated that both bat roosts and bird nests are protected under 
law and may be features of the site. It suggested that if the Committee were 
minded to grant planning permission, an informative relaying this position 
should be added to the decision notice. 
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Planning Authority Comments: An informative will be applied should the 
application be approved. 

3.14. One comment was received in objection to the proposal. In summary it 
suggested that on the basis that the new design does not address the 
reasons for refusing the previous planning application, the same decision 
should be made. 

Planning Authority Comments: The previous reasons for refusal are a material 
planning consideration and will be given appropriate weight in the assessment 
below 

3.15. Nine comments have been received in support of the application.  The 
reasons for support are as follows: 

3.16. The church building is a community asset. 

Planning Authority Comments:  This is the case in planning terms.  However, 
it must be noted that this is not an application for a material change of use of 
the church. In purely planning terms, the existing church may be used as such 
without any further planning permission. Therefore, the assessment for the 
Committee must be on the community benefits of extending the church – not 
of using it – and weighing up the benefit of extending it, as proposed, against 
any harm caused to visual amenity by the extensions.   

3.17. The proposal to extend the building will secure its future. 

3.18. Planning Authority Comments: The building does not appear to be physically 
at risk at the moment. The congregation could use the church for worship right 
now without needing any planning permissions.  It should also be noted that 
the owners of buildings have a responsibility to maintain them, regardless of 
the nature or type of occupation. 

3.19. The existing church building nearby has been outgrown.  

Planning Authority Comments: The operational requirements of the 
congregation and the extent to which the existing accommodation meets their 
needs are not, in themselves, determinative planning considerations. 
However, the potential community benefits arising from the additional 
floorspace proposed, including increased capacity, flexibility and accessibility, 
are material considerations and will been taken into account in the 
assessment of this application.  

3.20. The proposed front extension enhances the building.   

Planning Authority Comments: The appearance of an extension to any 
building is always likely to be subjective. Consideration will be given in the 
main body of the report. 

3.21. The proposal does not harm the character of the area. 

Planning Authority Comments: Although this building is not in the Tillicoultry 
Conservation Area, it abuts it and is a prominent building within the town. The 
question of impact of development on the character of the area is regarding its 
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proximity and setting. Consideration will be given in the main body of the 
report. 

 

The Development Plan 

3.22. The National Planning Framework 4 (NPF 4) was adopted on 13th February 
2023 and is now part of the statutory Development Plan.  Decisions on 
planning applications have to be made in accordance with the Development 
Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The NPF 4 and the 
adopted Clackmannanshire Local Development Plan 2015 and associated 
Supplementary Guidance currently comprise the Development Plan. A review 
of the Local Development Plan (LDP) is underway and will be informed by the 
policies in the NPF 4. Planning applications will be assessed against the 
relevant Principles, Strategies and Policies in the NPF 4 and LDP. As NPF 4 
provides the latest national planning policy context for the assessment of 
planning applications, where it is considered there is an incompatibility 
between the provisions of the adopted Clackmannanshire Local Development 
Plan 2015 and NPF 4, the provisions of NPF 4 will prevail. 

 

3.23. Planning Assessment 

The key NPF4 polices in respect of this development are considered to be: 

Policy 1 Tackling the Climate and Nature Crises 

Policy 2 Climate Mitigation and Adaptation 

Policy 3 Biodiversity 

Policy 7 Historic Assets and Places 

Policy 9 Brownfield, Vacant and Derelict Land and Empty Buildings 

Policy 12 Zero Waste 

Policy 13 Sustainable Travel 

Policy 14 Design, Quality and Place 

Policy 15 Local Living and 20 Minute Neighbourhoods 

Policy 27 City, Town, Local and Commercial Centres 

 

3.24. The key LDP policies in respect of this development are considered to be: 

Policy SC10 Education, Community Facilities and Open Spaces 

Policy SC11 Transport Networks 

EP15 Promoting Town Centre Regeneration 
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Policy EA3 Protection of Designated Sites and Protected Species 

Policy E A7 Hedgerows, Trees and Tree Preservation Orders 

Policy EA23 Conservation Areas 

Policy EA24 Buildings at Risk and Non-Designated Heritage Assets 

Policy EA25 The Development of Brownfield, Unstable and Contaminated 
Land. 

3.25. Background and Principle of Development 

3.26. The proposal seeks to alter and extend the existing building. It is not a listed 
building and it is not within a conservation area. However, it is a prominent 
building in the townscape, being subjected to both passing views (when 
moving along the A91) and longer distance more prominent views when 
entering Tillicoultry from the south. The building has both historic character 
and architectural merit. 

3.27. The proposal is supported by a project brief which in summary is to “create 
spaces with increased capacity and flexibility to facilitate a greater community 
engagement and outreach programme”. The brief also notes that the proposal 
will “create a welcoming and transparent entrance sequence to the church 
that signals a ‘new chapter’ and will increase accessibility”.  

3.28. The use and reuse of this building is supported in principle by Policies 1, 9 
and 27 of NPF 4, and by Policies EP15 and EA25 of the LDP.  However, it 
should be noted that the use of the building is not the subject of the 
application and the building, although vacant, may in fact be used as a church 
again without the need for any further planning permission.  The community 
benefits offered by the extended church building are supported by Policy 
SC10 of the LDP and given weight throughout the assessment. 

3.29. In principle, extending the church is considered to be acceptable in broad 
principle terms, but a detailed assessment against the Development Plan and 
other material planning matters is required and is below. 

 

3.30. Impact on the Built Environment 

3.31. The extension proposed to side and rear is modern and large but would be of 
limited visibility from prominent public vantage points and is considered to 
make a good use of the available space to the side and rear of the church. 
The proposed materials for the side and rear extension, namely blonde facing 
brick with anthracite grey metal cladding and aluminium windows throughout, 
are considered to be acceptable in the context, as they are appropriately 
placed to give sufficient respect to the original church, and are tucked in a 
location that will not dominate the character or appearance of this building.  

3.32. Although the extension will feature a number of different roof heights and 
pitches, the rear/side extension is considered to be acceptable in terms of its 
scale, form, design and materials and it is not considered to detract from the 
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original church building and is considered to be appropriate for a modern 
intervention on a traditional building. 

3.33. The extension to the front follows a similar modern design theme, using a 
combination of stone, glass, and metal, to create a large new entranceway, 
seating areas, and office, as well as an accessible ramp and steps. Although 
the increased accessibility is clearly a positive and the quality of materials 
proposed is high, the extension is a significant intervention in a very 
prominent position. 

3.34. The church building is an established part of the streetscape. It has a 
distinctive design which appears to have been little-altered. Although it has a 
simple form, its height and the vertical emphasis give it status, and it 
possesses a number of Gothic inspired design features which add to its 
character. It is positioned in a particularly prominent location at the junction 
between the A91 and A908, opposite Murray Square and providing a 
backdrop to the Category B Listed Murray Square Clock Tower.  

3.35. There are a wide variety of building designs and features in the vicinity; the 
building sits outwith the conservation area, but borders it. The traditional form 
and design of the current building sit comfortably in the streetscape and it is 
considered that the proposed front extension would, due to its scale, form, 
design and materials, dominate and detract from the appearance of the 
church presenting a stark and jarring contrast to this traditional building.  

3.36. Although it may be possible to introduce new features on the front elevation of 
this church, it is considered that this proposed extension would be overly 
dominant due to its width and height, and also would obscure the traditional 
features on the front elevation which add to the building’s distinctive character 
and the setting of historic assets, namely the gothic windows and door. 

3.37. It is accepted that some effort has been made to preserve the large 
decorative window in the front elevation by incorporating a butterfly roof into 
the design; however, the proposed roof significantly alters the character and 
appearance of this building, detracts from its simple form, removes much of 
the vertical emphasis at the front, and reduces its proportions for windows and 
doors. The result would not only adversely impact the appearance of the 
building, but would also adversely affect the character of the wider area. 

3.38. Overall, although there is policy support offered for the side and rear 
extensions, the issues raised by the extension to the front are significant. 
They are considered to conflict with the qualities required for creating 
successful places as referred to in Policy 14 of NPF 4 and in the Council’s 
Placemaking Supplementary Guidance, particularly as they fail to reinforce 
the building’s existing identity by not paying sufficient respect to local 
architectural styles or the character of the area.   

3.39. Discussions have taken place between the Planning Team and 
representatives of the church to try and achieve a frontage that better reflects 
the character of the building and the area whilst meeting the churches needs, 
however this has been unsuccessful and it has been confirmed by the 
Applicant that they would like a decision based on the current proposal. 
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3.40. As poorly designed buildings can have a long-term detrimental impact on their 
locality it is considered that, on balance, the proposal is considered to fail to 
make a positive contribution to the local area. It is considered that the 
changes would detract from the appearance of this building, harming the 
character of the area, which is made significantly worse by its prominent 
position in the streetscape. 

3.41. It would not be open for the Committee to recommend partial approval and 
partial refusal i.e. approving the rear and side extensions, but not approving 
the front extension because mixed decisions are not allowed for under s37 (1) 
of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997.  

3.42. Impact on the Historic Environment 

3.43. Although the church is not listed, it contributes to the character of the area.  
The building itself is noteworthy due to its age, architectural features, and 
prominence.  On balance, it can be considered to be a non-designated 
heritage building for the purposes of LDP Policy EA24. 

3.44. Policy EA24 of the LDP offers support for the reuse of non-designated 
heritage buildings that are vacant where they ensure that the character of the 
building and their surroundings are retained or enhanced. Although reuse is 
supported, as noted in the section above, there are significant concerns 
raised for the impacts that the extension to the front would have on the 
character and appearance of this building and its surroundings. For the 
reasons given, the changes and additions are considered to detract from the 
character that this building possesses and will adversely impact the character 
of the wider area.  

3.45. The lack of a sensitive design approach for the front extension is considered 
to detract from the character of this building, contrary to Policy 7 of NPF 4 and 
Policies EA23 and EA24 of the LDP. It is also considered to have a negative 
impact on the setting of the conservation area and the listed clock opposite. 

3.46. Impact on the Natural Environment 

3.47. The church itself is in a sustainable town centre location that supports local 
living and the 20-minute neighbourhood concept. The reuse and adaptation of 
this existing building will reduce pressures to rebuild or build elsewhere, and 
the introduction of the air source heat pumps and thermal improvements 
offered are considered to offer climate change benefits, which together meet 
the requirements of Policies 1, 2, 9, 12 and 15 of NPF 4. 

3.48. The church is surrounded by buildings, roads and walkways, but there are 
pockets of greenery surrounding it with trees in neighbouring gardens and a 
small amount of lawn and vegetation at the rear. The extension proposed to 
the front will replace an area of hardstanding, raising no new concerns for the 
natural environment, and the extensions to the side and rear will be partly built 
in place of the existing extension. Although some grass and vegetation will be 
lost as a result, the changes are not considered to have any significant impact 
on trees given the separation distances between them and are not considered 
overall to raise any significant concerns for the natural environment. 
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3.49. Impact on Roads and Travel. 

3.50. The church is in a sustainable town centre location which is within walking 
and wheeling distance of many homes in the town. It has good public 
transport links from nearby towns being opposite the bus stances at Murray 
Square and is opposite a public car park. 

3.51. Although the site lacks off-street parking the church is an existing building and 
use will not change. The extensions proposed would be ancillary and 
incidental to the existing use which is sustainable and would support local 
living and the 20 minute neighbourhood concept. 

3.52. The A91 and A909 are busy roads, but there are not considered to be any 
significant issues raised for highway safety and no significant pressures on 
the highway network as a result of this proposal. 

3.53. As the site is in a location that supports local living, it meets the aims of Policy 
15 of NPF 4. With no new road safety impacts foreseen, there are not 
considered to be any conflicts with Policy SC11 of the LDP, or with Policy 13 
of NPF 4. 

 

3.54. Impact on Neighbouring Uses and Residents 

3.55. The extension to the front is not considered to have any significant new 
impacts on neighbouring uses or residents, given its position and relationship 
with the buildings either side. 

3.56. The extension to the side is relatively low height when compared with the 
main church building, and its relationship with the existing tall boundary wall is 
not considered to present any significant new overshadowing issues for 
neighbours or significantly harm their amenity. 

3.57. The extension wraps around the building at the rear and although there will be 
some increased overlooking towards the north given that the building is 
moving closer to neighbouring homes, the impact is considered to be minimal 
given the distances retained. There are also already existing extensions in 
place that this proposal will replace, the use will remain the same, and there 
are intervening hedges and fencing which provide some added screening. 
With a sufficient distance retained to the rear boundary, the proposal overall is 
considered to have an acceptable impact on neighbouring uses and residents, 
and there are not considered to be any conflicts with Policy 14 of NPF 4. 

3.58. Other Material Considerations 

3.59. The proposed extensions will potentially deliver added community benefit, by 
increasing the capacity that the church has to offer to provide activities in the 
local community. 

3.60. The development proposes a ramped arrangement that will provide a step-
free access into the building, ensuring that it can be more inclusive for people 
with mobility needs. 
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3.61. Equalities Impacts 

3.62. In reaching a recommendation on this application, the Planning Authority has 
to have due regard to its duties under the Equality Act 2010, including the 
need to eliminate discrimination, advance equality of opportunity, and foster 
good relations between persons who share a protected characteristic and 
those who do not. 

3.63. The proposal includes the provision of a new step-free access arrangement 
and improved accessibility features which would assist people with mobility 
impairments, older people, wheelchair users, and others who may experience 
difficulties accessing the existing building. Therefore, the proposal would 
provide a positive equality benefit by improving access to the church and the 
community activities undertaken within it. The increased capacity and 
flexibility of the building may also assist in broadening participation in 
community activities and services within the church. 

3.64. These matters have been given weight throughout the assessment of the 
application and are recognised as benefits of the proposal. However, the 
Equality Act 2010 does not require planning permission to be granted where 
there are otherwise sound planning reasons for refusal. Having considered 
the equalities benefits alongside all other material planning considerations, 
including the impact of the front extension on the character and appearance of 
the building, the surrounding area, nearby heritage assets and the 
Development Plan, it is concluded that the identified planning harm is not 
outweighed by the equalities benefits arising from the proposal. 

3.65. There is also no evidence to suggest that a less harmful and less intrusive 
design that provides all of the same benefits could not be achieved on this 
site. 

3.66. Conclusion 

3.67. When considering the previous reasons for refusal and the new placement of 
the door on the east elevation, the second reason for refusal has clearly been 
overcome.  However, the first reason for refusal has not. 

3.68. Although there has been an attempt to address the issues with regards to 
symmetry and longitudinal form in respect of the windows on the front 
extension, it has remained the same size as that refused previously and 
presents the same juxtaposition in relation to the roof form, continuing to 
obscure many of the churches original and most prominent features. It is 
considered that the extension will dominate the frontage of this building and 
have a harmful impact in regard to the character and appearance of this 
building, and the setting of historic assets.  

3.69. Although it is acknowledged that the proposal would deliver welcomed 
benefits for church users and the wider local community, and that elements of 
the development considered in isolation would be supportable, when 
assessed as a whole the significant adverse impact of the front extension on 
the appearance of the building, the character of the surrounding area, and the 
setting of nearby historic assets is, on balance, not outweighed by the 
identified community benefits. Given the prominent location of the building 
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within the townscape, the resulting visual harm is considered to be of such 
magnitude that it is not outweighed by the benefits of the proposal.  

3.70. When balanced the level of harm is not considered to outweigh the benefits 
and for the reasons given, refusal is recommended. 

 

4.0 Sustainability Implications 

4.1. The recommendation to refuse planning permission has no sustainability 
implications 

5.0 Resource Implications 

5.1. Financial Details 

5.2. The full financial implications of the recommendations are set out  in the 
report.  This includes a reference to full life cycle costs where 

appropriate.              Yes ☐ 

5.3. Finance have been consulted and have agreed the financial implications as 

set out in the report.              Yes ☐ 

5.4. Staffing 

6.0 Exempt Reports          

6.1. Is this report exempt?   Yes  ☐ (please detail the reasons for exemption below)   No ☒
  

7.0 Declarations 
 
The recommendations contained within this report support or implement our 
Corporate Priorities and Council Policies. 

(1) Our Priorities  

 

Clackmannanshire will be attractive to businesses & people and  ☒ 

ensure fair opportunities for all    
Our families; children and young people will have the best possible ☒ 

start in life   
Women and girls will be confident and aspirational, and achieve ☒ 

their full potential   
Our communities will be resilient and empowered so ☒ 

that they can thrive and flourish  
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(2) Council Policies    
Clackmannanshire Council Local Development Plan 2015 

 

8.0 Impact Assessments 

8.1 Have you attached the combined equalities impact assessment to ensure 
compliance with the public sector equality duty and fairer Scotland duty?  

 No, the Planning Report forms the basis of the committee’s decision. A 
combined Equalities Impact Assessment has been embedded within the 
report of handling and is considered throughout. A dedicated section 
references how the application assesses the equalities impacts of this 
proposal. 

  

9.0 Legality 

9.1 It has been confirmed that in adopting the recommendations contained in this 

 report, the Council is acting within its legal powers.   Yes  ☐ 

  

10.0 Appendices  

10.1 Appendix 1 – Reasons for Refusal 

 

11.0 Background Papers  

11.1 Have you used other documents to compile your report?  (All documents must be 

kept available by the author for public inspection for four years from the date of meeting at 
which the report is considered)    

Yes  ☒ (please list the documents below)   No ☐ 

11.2  Adopted Clackmannanshire Local Development Plan (2015) 

 National Planning Framework 4 (2023) 

 Supplementary Guidance 3 Placemaking 

 

12.0  List of Plans and Other Documents Forming Part of the Planning 
Application 

12.1 Existing Site Plan – 23025 - 02  

12.2 Existing Floor Plans – 23025 - 03 

12.3 Existing South Elevation – 23025 - 04 

31 



12.4 Existing North Elevation – 23025 - 05 

12.5 Existing East Elevation – 23025 - 06 

12.6 Existing West Elevation – 23025 - 07 

12.7 Proposed Site Plan – 23025 - 10 

12.8 Proposed Floor Plans – 23025 - 11A 

12.9 Proposed Ground Floor Plan – 23025 - 12A 

12.10   Proposed South Elevation – 23025 - 13A 

12.11 Proposed North Elevation – 23025 - 14 

12.12  Proposed East Elevation – 23025 - 15A 

12.13  Proposed West Elevation – 23025 - 16 

12.14  Proposed Section AA – 23025 - 17A 

12.15  Proposed Section BB – 23025 - 18 

12.16  Proposed Section CC – 23025 - 19  

12.17  Location Plan – 23025 - 02 

12.18  Design Statement – February 2026 
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 Appendix 1 – Reasons for Refusal 

 

1. The extension to the front of the building, due to its modern design and large 
size is unacceptable. It does not pay sufficient respect to the buildings historic 
character and identity, and would over dominate the existing frontage of this 
church detracting from many of its original features. It would present a harmful 
addition to the streetscape, having a long-term detrimental impact on its 
appearance, the setting of the conservation area and the setting of the listed 
Murray Square Clock Tower, failing to deliver the qualities required for a 
successful place. This conflicts with the Council's supplementary guidance on 
Placemaking, and fails to meet the requirements of Policies 7 and 14 of the 
National Planning Framework 4, and Policies EA23 and EA24 of 
Clackmannanshire's Local Development Plan 2015 
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