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DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

12 April 2016 
 

6.00 pm – 8.50 pm 
Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud 

 
Minutes 

3 

 
Membership: 
 

Councillor Stephen Moore** P Councillor Paul Hemming P 

Councillor John Marjoram * P Councillor Haydn Jones A 

Councillor Liz Ashton P Councillor David Mossman P 

Councillor Dorcas Binns P Councillor Steve Robinson P 

Councillor Rowland Blackwell P Councillor Emma Sims A 

Councillor Nigel Cooper P Councillor Tom Williams A 

** = Chair * = Vice Chair                     P = Present A = Absent 
 
Officers in Attendance  
 

Planning Manager Solicitors 
Principal Planning Officers Democratic Services Officer 
Planning Officer  
 
 
DC.096 APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Tom Williams, Emma Sims and 
Haydn Jones. 
 
DC.097 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
Councillor Stephen Moore declared a non-pecuniary interest in Schedule Items 4.5 (a) 
and (b) Greystones Cottage, Butterow West, Stroud.  He would leave the Council 
Chamber after item 4.4 and would return after a decision had been made on the Items. 
 
DC.098 MINUTES – 8 AND 22 MARCH 2016 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the Development Control Committee held on 8 and 

22 March 2016 are accepted as a correct record. 
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DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLANNING SCHEDULE 
 
Representations were received and taken into account by the Committee in respect of 
applications: 
 

1 S.16/0207/FUL 2 S.14/2816/FUL 3 S.15/0698/FUL 

4 S.16/0167/HHOLD 5a S.16/0317/HHOLD 5b S.16/0318/LBC 

 
DC.099 55 ETHELDENE ROAD, CASHES GREEN, STROUD (S.16/0207/FUL) 
 
The Principal Planning Officer introduced the above application. 
 
Mr. David Dale spoke in objection to the application.  It is overdevelopment of the site 
and already difficult for residents to access their homes as there is no turning space, 
parking is very difficult as the houses were not built with cars in mind.  He commented 
that the plan shown in the meeting was not up-to-date. 
 
The applicant, Mr. Chris Walkley spoke and confirmed that there is provision for 4 
parking spaces.  
 
A question was asked regarding the plan of the site, the officer confirmed that the 
application only requires a plan which identifies the site.   
 
A motion to ACCEPT officer’s recommendations was proposed by Councillor John 
Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Liz Ashton. 
 
On being put to the vote there were, 8 votes in favour and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT PERMISSION for application S.16/0207/FUL in accordance 

with the officer’s recommendations. 
 
DC.100 MONTSERRAT CARAVAN PARK, BUTTEROW LANE, STROUD 

(S.14/2816/FUL) 
 
The Principal Planning Officer introduced the above application, and showed 
photographs taken in 2012.  The proposal is to cut further into the bank to stabilise it by 
installing a permacrib wall with planting.   
 
A representative of Rodborough Parish Council spoke in opposition to the application, 
commenting; that the site is within the AONB, it adjoins a Special Area of Conservation of 
which there are only 230 in England, the National Trust object to the application, it is 
contrary to Local Plan policy, access to the site is along a single track road with few 
parking spaces, the works were carried out without planning permission, the applicant is 
now intending to put mobile homes on the site and this would create parking problems. 
 
Mr Colin Begeman spoke on behalf of the applicant, he explained that the question of 
mobile homes is not part of this planning application as that had already been approved.  
He understood the concerns of the committee, and suggested that his client had carried 
out these works through his ignorance of the planning system.  It had taken a 
considerable length of time to get the application to Committee and his client would 
complete these works within 1 year. 
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In replying to Members’ questions the following points were clarified: 
 

 Enforcement action against the unauthorised engineering works was authorised, and  
because of ongoing applications it wasn’t expedient to take further action. 

 Planning permission was granted in 1953 for the site as a caravan park. 

 The applicant wants to remove the spoil from the site, details of which had been 
provided.  This would take 2 lorries, 8 trips a day for 4 days removing 3.8 tonnes of 
materials. 

 There is no restriction on the number or occupation of the caravans/mobile homes in 
relation to holiday or residential use. 

 Construction details of the wall would be considered by Building Control. 

 A planning condition could be attached to the permission to state that spoil must stay 
on site and details submitted to the planning authority on how the spoil will be dealt 
with on site. 

 If the application was refused the applicant would have the right of appeal. 

 Members could resolve not to take enforcement action if they felt it wasn’t expedient 
to do so. 

 The question of caravans is not the subject of this application, only the engineering 
works. 

 The Building Control Manager has considered the National Trust objections and the 
long term stability of the wall.  The landowner has a responsibility to ensure the 
works that are carried out are stable and secure. 

 If a condition was attached to keep the spoil on site, but this led to a significant and 
harmful increase in levels, which would make the caravans more visually prominent, 
the LPA could refuse the application for approval of reserved matters.  
 

A motion to ACCEPT officer’s recommendations was proposed by Councillor Dave 
Mossman and seconded by Councillor Paul Hemming. 
 
Members debated the question of the spoil being retained on site. 
 
An amendment to the motion was proposed by Councillor John Marjoram and seconded 
by Councillor Dorcas Binns that  
 
(a) Condition 2 recommended in the officer’s report relating to lorry movements be 

deleted. 
(b) A new condition 2 – be imposed requiring (i) that no spoil be removed from the site 

and (ii) that no development shall take place until details had been submitted in 
writing and approved by the local planning authority on the retention of the spoil on 
site and how the spoil would be redistributed on the site, quoting Local Plan policy 
ES7. 

 
Members debated the amendment to the motion. 
 
On the amendment being put to the vote there were 6 votes in favour, 2 votes against 
and 1 abstention.  The amendment was carried. 
 
Councillor Dave Mossman proposed a motion to ACCEPT officer’s advice incorporating 
the amendment, this was seconded by Councillor Paul Hemming.  
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On being put to the vote there were 4 votes in favour, 4 against and 1 abstention.  The 
Chairman used his casting vote against the motion.  The result of this motion was 4 votes 
in favour and 5 against with 1 abstention.  The motion failed.   
 
Councillor John Marjoram proposed and Councillor Dorcas Binns seconded a motion to 
refuse the application on the grounds of Policy ES7 of the adopted Local Plan relating to 
Landscape Character and paragraph 121 of the NPPF relating to the site, ground 
conditions and land instability. 
 
At this point Councillor Martin Whiteside the ward councillor entered the Council 
Chamber.  Councillor John Marjoram proposed that Councillor Whiteside be allowed to 
speak as he had missed the opportunity at public speaking.  This was seconded and 
voted on, with 3 votes in favour, 4 against and 2 abstentions.  The motion was lost and 
Councillor Whiteside did not speak. 
 
The motion to REFUSE the application was put to the vote and members voted 4 votes in 
favour, 3 against and 2 abstentions.  The application was REFUSED. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE PERMISSION for application S.14/2816/FUL. 
 
REASONS Stroud District Local Plan policy ES7 relating to Landscape Character 

and paragraph 121 of the NPPF relating to the site, ground conditions 
and land instability. 

 
DC.101 LAND ADJACENT TO 18 CROW MEADOW, KINGSWOOD 

(S.15/0698/FUL) 
 
The Principal Planning Officer introduced the above application and explained that 
Members had late pages before them with letters of objection and the Highways 
response.  The officer’s report was also updated relating to paragraphs of the NPPF and 
deleted paragraph 32 referred to in the report.  The proposals were contrary to paragraph 
35 of the NPPF and HC1(9), CP13(iii) and CP14(13) of the Stroud District Local Plan. 
 
Mr. David Rocket, Chair of Kingswood Parish Council spoke and explained that the road 
is very narrow with no footpath, parking is difficult and the junction is dangerous.  There 
is no parking and turning around in the road is at the courtesy of the residents.  It is not in 
keeping with policies T1B and TC6A of the Neighbourhood Plan, Village Design 
Statement, paragraph 32 of the NPPF, and local plan policies CP13, CP14 (7) and (13). 
 
Mr. Andy Stephens spoke in opposition to the application.  There is no continuous 
footpath, the lane is very narrow and any additional vehicles would compound the 
situation.  The application is unacceptable on highway issues, road safety, access, 
parking and other applications in the same area have been refused 3 times on appeal.  
He quoted policy CP13 of the Stroud District Local Plan.   
 
Mr. Mark Gani the applicant’s agent spoke regarding highways safety, green belt, AONB, 
the junction and parking as set out in appendix 2 of the report.  
 
In replying to Members questions the following points were clarified: 
 

 There had been significant changes in both local and national planning policy since 
refusal of the previous application in 1997, in particular the NPPF has introduced a 
different test relating to highway safety. 
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 A question of adequate internal drainage from the property would be for Building 
Control to resolve and not a material planning consideration. 

 
Councillor Paul Hemming proposed a motion to ACCEPT officer’s advice this was 
seconded by Councillor Rowland Blackwell. 
 
Members debated the application. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 5 votes in favour, 3 against and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE PERMISSION for application S.15/0698/FUL. 
 
REASONS The proposals are contrary to paragraph 35 of the NPPF - use of 

sustainable transport and Stroud District Local Plan policies - HC1(9) - 
layout, access and parking, CP13(iii) - road safety and CP14(13) – 
accesses on foot and cycle to footways, bridleways, cycleways, local 
facilities and public transport. 

 
DC.102 KEARNEY HOUSE, BALLS GREEN, MINCHINHAMPTON, STROUD 

(S.16/0167/HHOLD) 
 
The Principal Planning Officer introduced the application. 
 
Mr. Robin Fuller spoke on behalf of himself and his wife.  He clarified that the footpath 
MMH99 is predominately used as a vehicular access for 6 private dwellings.  He 
confirmed that there would be no change of use of the Coach House.  He supports the 
application which he considered would enhance the way Kearney House sits in its 
location and would improve its appearance. 
 
A question was asked regarding the footpath, the Principal Planning Officer confirmed 
that she believed this was a designated footpath. 
 
Councillor Nigel Cooper proposed a motion to ACCEPT officer’s advice, this was 
seconded by Councillor Steve Robinson. 
 
Members debated the application. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 7 votes in favour with 2 abstentions. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT PERMISSION for application S.16/0167/HHOLD in 

accordance with the officer’s recommendations  
 
DC.103 GREYSTONES COTTAGE, BUTTEROW WEST, STROUD, 

GLOUCESTERSHIRE (S.16/0317/HHOLD) 
 
Councillor Stephen Moore left the Council Chamber for this item.  Councillor John 
Marjoram took the chair. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8.00 pm and reconvened at 8.10 pm. 
 
The Vice-Chair explained that he would take the above application as 5(a) and the Listed 
Building Consent application, S.16/0318/LBC, as 5(b). The two applications would be 
joined for the purpose of public speaking and members’ questions but would be the 
subject of separate motions, debate and voting thereon. 
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A representative spoke on behalf of the Parish Council and explained that the gazebo 
and decking was intrusive and would cause an unacceptable loss of privacy to the 
neighbours. 
  
In replying to Members’ questions the following points were clarified: 
 

 The erection of a porch at the front of the property doesn’t require planning 
permission.   

 The garden has been terraced with the introduction of a retaining wall and gazebo.   

 Photographs were shown to Members to clarify questions relating to the gazebo, 
fencing and decking area. 

 Concern was expressed that the decking area overlooks the neighbour’s garden and 
bathroom window, which is obscurely glazed. 

 The fence at the front of the property, if physically attached to the building, does 
require Listed Building Consent. 

 The neighbour could erect a 2 metre high fence for privacy. 

 If Members were concerned by overlooking from the gazebo, they could impose a 
condition to require that element to be screened to the satisfaction of the planning 
authority. 

 
A motion was proposed by Councillor Dave Mossman to ACCEPT officer’s advice with a 
condition requiring provision of a solid fence up to the eave’s height of the gazebo, 
blocking the view into the neighbour’s garden to maintain the privacy, this was seconded 
by Councillor Dorcas Binns. 
 
Members debated the application. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 5 votes in favour, 2 against and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT PERMISSION for application S.16/0317/HHOLD with an 

additional condition to install a solid fence up to the eave’s height of 
the gazebo and otherwise as set out in the recommendation in the 
officer’s report. 

 
REASONS To maintain the privacy into the neighbour’s garden. 
 
DC.103 GREYSTONES COTTAGE, BUTTEROW WEST, STROUD, 

GLOUCESTERSHIRE (S.16/0318/LBC) 
 
The Planning Officer introduced this application, which was a retrospective application for 
front and back door, front porch, front fencing, lean to shelter to rear and barge 
board/fascia board. 
 
Concern was expressed in relation to the ‘sleeper’ fence at the front of the property. 
 
A motion was proposed by Councillor Nigel Cooper to REFUSE the application, this was 
seconded by Councillor Liz Ashton. 
 
Members debated the application. 
 
On being put to the vote there were 7 votes in favour and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE CONSENT for application S.16/0318/LBC. 
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Councillor Stephen Moore returned to the Council Chamber and took the chair.   
 
As this was his last meeting as Chair, he thanked Members and officers for the 
courteousness and helpful support he had received during his time as Chair.  He wished 
Councillors Paul Hemming and Rowland Blackwell a happy retirement and expressed 
that he had enjoyed working with everyone.   
 
The meeting closed at 8.50 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 

Chair 
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AMENDMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE  
12 APRIL 2016 

 
In addition to the amendments stated on the Late Pages. 
 

ITEM No: 1 Application: S.16/0207/FUL 

Address: 
55 Ethledene Road, Cashes Green 

 
Officer recommendation ACCEPTED. 
 

ITEM No: 02 Application: S.14/2816/FUL 

Address: 
Montserrat Caravan Park, Butterow Lane 

 
Officer recommendation OVERTURNED. 
 
Reason for refusal: 
 
“The excavation works together with the construction of the proposed crib wall would 
result in an over engineered feature within the rural area. The height and length of the 
wall together with its regular gradient would appear as an engineered and alien feature 
which detracts from the landscape quality of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
Furthermore the excavation works required will result in the loss of trees which form part 
of a woodland that contributes to the rural character of the area. The proposed 
development is therefore contrary to policy ES7 of the adopted Stroud District Local 
Plan.” 
 

ITEM No: 03 Application: S.15/0698/FUL 

Address: 
Land adjacent to 18 Crow Meadow, Kingswood 

 
Officer recommendation ACCEPTED. 
 
Amended reason for refusal: 
 
“The proposal is for two new houses on a narrow cul-de-sac which terminates into a 
public footpath. The two houses would attract visitors, including delivery and service 
vehicles, which cannot be adequately accommodated in the confined lane leading to 
impaired manoeuvring and conflict with pedestrians using the lane. The proposal is 
therefore contrary to NPPF paragraph 35 as well as adopted Stroud District Local Plan 
Policies HC1(9),CP13(iii) and CP14(13).”          
 

ITEM No: 04 Application: S.16/0167/HHOLD 

Address: 
Kearney House, Balls Green, Minchinhampton 

 
Officer recommendation ACCEPTED. 
  



2015/16 

Development Control Committee 
12 April 2016  Subject to approval at next meeting 

 

ITEM No: 05 Application: S.16/0317/HHOLD 

Address: 
Greystones Cottage, Butterow West, Stroud 

 
Officer recommendation ACCEPTED. 
 
Additional condition: 
 
“Within 1 month of the date of this permission, details of a screen (to be positioned to the 
north of the handrail and steps to the gazebo) shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The proposed screen shall be equal to the height 
of the eaves of the gazebo building.   
 
Within 3 months of the details being approved, the screen shall be erected (in strict 
accordance with the approved details) and maintained as such thereafter. 
 
Reason: 
 
In the interests of protecting neighbouring amenities, compliant with Policy ES3 of the 
Stroud District Local Plan, November 2015.” 
 

ITEM No: 06 Application: S.16/0318/LBC 

Address: 
Greystones Cottage, Butterow West, Stroud 

 
Officer recommendation OVERTURNED. 
 
Reason for refusal: 
 
“The timber fence (located to the front of the dwelling) by virtue of its design, height and 
construction is considered to have a negative and detrimental  impact on the listed 
building known as Greystones Cottage, contrary to policies set out in Paragraphs 16(2) 
and 66(1) of  the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, 
Paragraphs 126-141 of the NPPF,  the emerging Historic Environment Advice Note 2,  
and Delivery Policy ES10 of the Stroud District Council Local Plan. 
 
No public benefit will be derived that would mitigate the harm done by the proposed 
fence.  The proposal would therefore be contrary to paragraph 134 of the NPPF.” 
 

 


