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DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

8 March 2016 
 

6.00 pm – 9.25 pm 
Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud 

 
Minutes 

3 

 
Membership: 
Councillor Stephen Moore** P Councillor Paul Hemming P 

Councillor John Marjoram * P Councillor Haydn Jones P 

Councillor Liz Ashton P Councillor David Mossman A 

Councillor Dorcas Binns P Councillor Steve Robinson A 

Councillor Rowland Blackwell P Councillor Emma Sims P 

Councillor Nigel Cooper A Councillor Tom Williams P 

** = Chair * = Vice Chair                     P = Present A = Absent 
 
Officers in Attendance 
Team Manager Senior Planning Officer 
Principal Planning Officer Solicitor 
Democratic Services Officer Water Resources Engineer 
 

Other Members in Attendance 
Councillors Doina Cornell, Steve Lydon, Nigel Studdert-Kennedy, Geoff Wheeler and 
Rhiannon Wigzell. 
 
DC.082 APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Nigel Cooper, David Mossman 
and Steve Robinson 
 
DC.083 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
Councillor Tom Williams declared a non-pecuniary interest in Schedule Item 4.4., 20 
Castle Mead, Kings Stanley and would leave the Council Chamber after item 4.3. and 
return after a decision had been made on item 4.4. 
 
DC.084 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the Development Control Committee meeting held 

on 9 February 2016 are accepted as a correct record. 
 
DC.085 DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLANNING SCHEDULE 
 
Representations were received and taken into account by the Committee in respect of 
the following applications. 



2015/16 

Development Control Committee 
8 March 2016  Subject to approval at next meeting 

 

1 S.15/1498/VAR 2 S.15/1236/FUL 3 S.15/1237/FUL 

4 S.15/2327/FUL 5 S.15/2909/HHOLD   

 
Late pages had been circulated to Committee Members prior to the meeting and hard 
copies were also available at the meeting for all 5 Scheduled Items. 
 
DC.086 LAND AT COLETHORP FARM, BATH ROAD, HARDWICKE, 

GLOUCESTERSHIRE (S.15/1498/VAR) 
 
The Team Manager outlined the above application and updated Members on Late 
Pages. 
 
The Chair announced that following  public speaking and questions on this application he 
intended to propose a Motion that consideration of the application be DEFERRED to an 
additional meeting to be held at 10.00 am on Tuesday, 22 March 2016, principally to 
receive more information about the viability of the scheme and a further officers’ report on 
options for affordable housing and the secondary school contributions. 
 
Mr Scott Parker a local resident opposed the application and raised concerns about the 
hedgerow around the perimeter of one development area.  
 
Mr Tony Clements, the Applicant’s Agent, outlined the work that had been undertaken 
over the last 2 years at Hunts Grove, confirming that the original scheme was now 
unviable. 
 
In replying to Members’ questions the following was confirmed:- 
 

 That the trigger of 350 dwellings using the Waterwells access had been increased to 
750 dwellings (pages 40-41) because the viability of highway works had been 
expensive. 

 Local Plan policy now required a sustainability checklist to be completed for all 
applications. 

 The site was allocated within the agreed 2005 Local Plan and an application was 
received from the developer very soon after. 

 The Secretary of State permitted the development in 2012. 

 The Hunts Grove site was competing with the Kingsway development. 

 The valuation of the scheme had been undertaken by the District Valuer’s Office, 
which was a Government Agency that specialised in quantifying viability.   

 The development could not meet 30% of affordable housing. 

 A balance had to be struck between education or affordable housing. 

 A primary school was overdue and desperately needed to be opened in 2017. 

 A noise bund had been built as required along the motorway. 

 It was an aspiration to build sheltered accommodation that would allow for 
independent living and community facilities, which were much needed. 

 Currently there are no HCA grants available for affordable housing. 

 Protection of the ancient Hunts Grove woodland would be achieved by a slightly 
longer and wider green area around it. 

 There was good use of ecology in the scheme for wildlife. 

 An informative could be added to the application towards zero carbon.  

 Building costs had risen by 20% over the last 5 years and house values were lower 
than had been expected. 
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 Expenses on the site had all risen, these included the costs of the bund and 
archeology being approximately £1m each. A breakdown and explanation of the 
“Infrastructure and abnormal costs total £28,108,000” (page 17) would be provided 
to Members, but could not be made public because the figures and details would be 
commercially sensitive.  The District Valuer had agreed the financial viability.  The 
application had been granted with 30% affordable housing, but grant funding is no 
longer available.  The same number of houses will still be built upon the site. 

 As much as possible of the hedgerow would be retained. 

 The bus route would run through/by Hawthorne Close because it had to go through 
the development.  

 750 houses would be the largest contribution into the Council’s housing allocation 
over the next 5 years. 

 The Team Manager and Councillor Dave Mossman had met representatives from 
the NHS who had acknowledged the need for a new doctors surgery south of 
Gloucester.  There was competition for this from the Kingsway development. 

 The proposed doctors surgery, community centre and food store could have a cost 
cap linked to inflation and would be negotiated by officers. 

 The doctors’ surgery would be funded by the doctors taking out a mortgage and 
being paid for the number of patients on their books.  

 The population of Hardwicke is poorly served from GP surgeries, their nearest is at 
Severnvale. 

 The building of the school would be sub-contracted out. 

 The noise bund would help noise standards.  The Environmental Protection 
Manager would be contacted to double check implications. 

 The contribution for the Cole Avenue junction was questioned. 

 A viability review  clause would be included within the Section 106 Agreement. 
 

The Chair proposed a Motion that consideration of the Application be DEFERRED to an 
additional meeting to be held at 10.00 am on Tuesday, 22 March 2016, principally to 
receive more information about the viability of the scheme which was a major feature of 
the 2015 Local Plan and a further officers’ report on options for affordable housing and 
delivery of the school.  By way of explanation the Chair commented that the Committee 
should consider all arguments and needed hard evidence to be seen to make the right 
decision.  The District Valuer’s report must be understood and more detail provided on 
affordable housing to enable members to examine  the options.   
 
The Motion was seconded by Councillor John Marjoram who said that this would be the 
biggest application before Committee for some time and raised his concerns about social 
housing and the absence of Councillor Dave Mossman who had been involved with 
discussions with the NHS for the past two years. 
 
During debate Members had differing views.  Some supported the Chair’s Motion to defer 
a decision and others stated that there had been support from the Parish Council and 
District Valuer and very little opposition.  The site was an intrinsic part of the Local Plan 
and it would not be realistic to look for another site.  The inclusion of social housing 
would have been nice but it was important to build new homes.  The developer had 
provided a huge package to improve the lives of local people.  Other members stated 
that affordable housing was essential and more information was required before a 
decision could be made. 
 
In summing up the Chair confirmed the four main points:- 
 

1. Affordable housing – details of extra options need to be presented to Committtee. 
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2. The District Valuer’s report needed to be considered in full. 
3. The application for the site west of Stonehouse was considered in detail by 

Committee but some members of the public felt that their views had not been 
taken into account. It was important that the Committee be seen to be giving this 
application the fullest possible examination given its size and significance. 

4. The Committee would need to consider whether to exclude the public and press 
from its consideration of the  District Valuer’s report given the commercial nature 
of its content. 

 
On being put to the vote to DEFER the application the Motion was carried by the 
Chairman’s casting vote; 5 votes for, 4 votes against and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To DEFER application S.15/1498/VAR to a meeting at 10.00 am on 

Tuesday, 22 March 2016. 
REASONS To receive more information about the viability of the scheme and a 

further officers’ report on options for affordable housing and delivery 
of the school to be able to make an informed decision. 

 
DC.087 WOODCHESTER MILL, SELSLEY ROAD, NORTH WOODCHESTER, 

STROUD (S.15/1236/FUL) 
 
The Chair confirmed that the next two scheduled items would be taken together with 
separate voting on each application.  The Principal Planning Officer outlined the 
applications and the Late Pages, confirming that the responses were still awaited from 
the Environment Agency and Historic England. 
 
Councillor Rhiannon Wigzell, Ward Member urged Members to reject the applications 
because of the adverse affect on the transport network and the parking provision was 
flawed, referencing paragraph 5.6.8 of the Local Plan. 
 
The Chair of Woodchester Parish Council raised concerns regarding car parking citing 
core policies 1, 4.3, 7.2, 7.3, 8.2 and HC1.9 and requested Members to refuse the 
applications. 
 
Mr John Woods, with the agreement of Members circulated four photographs which 
supported his objections to the applications because of the danger to pedestrians using a 
single track road with no footpath.  Thirty-six vehicle spaces was contrary to policy E1.12 
of the adopted Local Plan. 
 
The Officer answered Members questions and explained the layout on the plan and 
location of parking spaces.  The County Highways had considered that the application 
was acceptable. 
 
Councillor John Marjoram proposed a Motion to accept the Officer’s recommendation to 
grant permission; this was seconded by Councillor Emma Sims. 
 
Members’ debated the applications and several raised their concerns regarding road 
safety and the number of vehicles using the site. 
 
In summing up the Proposer stated the application was a good scheme.  The Seconder 
requested the Officer to speak to the developer to urge them to provide more car parking 
spaces.  Both subsequently agreed with the Officer’s suggestion that authority was 
delegated to Officers to finalise details subject to comments from Historic England and 
the Environment Agency. 
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On being put to the vote to grant permission the Motion was carried; 5 votes for, 3 votes 
against and 0 abstentions. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT PERMISSION for application S.15.1236/FUL in accordance 

with the officer’s recommendations with delegated authority granted 
to Officers to finalise the terms of the planning consent after receipt of 
any representations from Historic England and the Environment 
Agency. 

 
DC.088 WOODCHESTER MILL, SELSLEY ROAD, NORTH WOODCHESTER, 

STROUD (S.15/1237/FUL) 
 
Councillor John Marjoram proposed a Motion to accept the Officer’s recommendation; 
this was seconded by Councillor Emma Simms.  
 
On being put to the vote to grant permission the Motion was carried 5 votes for, 2 votes 
against and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT PERMISSION for application S.15.1237/FUL in accordance 

with the officer’s recommendations with delegated authority granted 
to Officers to finalise the terms of the planning consent after receipt of 
any representations from Historic England the and Environment 
Agency. 

 
At 8.20 pm the meeting adjourned and reconvened at 8.30 pm. 
 
DC.089 20 CASTLE MEAD, KINGS STANLEY, STONEHOUSE, 

GLOUCESTERSHIRE (S.15/2327/FUL) 
 
The Senior Planning Officer outlined the above application. 
 
Councillor Steve Lydon read out a joint statement on behalf of himself and Councillor 
Nigel Studdert-Kennedy, as Ward Members for The Stanleys raising concerns regarding 
parking and access citing policies GE.1, ES.1, 3 and 5 and HC.9.   
 
Simon Parsley represented Kings Stanley Parish Council confirmed that there had been 
35 local objections about the height, the overbearing affect and the access and urged 
Members to reject the application. 
 
Rachel Stainer-Hutchins, Architect spoke on behalf of the applicant stating that all issues 
had been addressed and requested Members to grant permission. 
 
Officers answered Members’ questions confirming:- 
 

 That the fence posts were inside the site and within the Applicant’s control. 

 There were 2 parking spaces per dwelling. 

 The Inspector had raised concerns regarding the cramped appearance of the site, 
height, character and the impact on neighbours. 

 No objections had been received from County Highways. 
 
Councillor John Marjoram proposed a Motion to REFUSE the application on the grounds 
of character, policy HC.1 and appearance; this was seconded by Councillor Emma 
Simms. 
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In debating the Motion Members stated that the application did not blend in with 
neighbouring properties.  Kings Stanley Parish Council had been supportive of many 
applications in the past but this development was not in keeping with Castle Mead and 
was just for one less dwelling. 
 
On being put to the vote to REFUSE to grant permission the Motion was carried 6 votes 
for, 0 votes against and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE to grant permission for application S.15/2327/FUL. 
REASONS The Application conflicts with Local Plan Policy HC.1 because of 

design and NPPF, paragraph 64. 
 
After the decision had been taken Councillor Tom Williams returned to the meeting. 
 
DC.090 LANSDOWN, CHESTAL, DURSLEY, GLOUCESTERSHIRE 

(S.15/2909/HHOLD) 
 
The Principal Planning Officer outlined the above application and drew Members’ 
attention to Late Pages.   
 
Councillor Geoff Wheeler, Ward Member for Dursley raising concerns regarding flooding, 
Local Plan Policy ES.4 which would affect the Local Plan.  Historic data had not been 
taken into account and the effect on neighbours. 
 
Councillor Doina Cornell, Ward Member for Dursley raised similar issues as outlined 
above, adding that there had been a lot of objections raised to the Application and 
requested the Application to be refused. 
 
Mr Dan Aldridge a neighbour raised concerns about the extent of the development to the 
south and the inadequate flood risk assessment.  Mr Steve Badham also raised 
objections because the access road was very narrow over a weak bridge. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer read out a written statement from the Applicant who had 
worked with the Council and had addressed concerns that had been raised.  He hoped 
that Committee would give the new application favourable consideration.  The footprint of 
the single garage on the site was comparable. 
 
Members debated the application.  In reply to Members’ questions the Water Resources 
Engineer commented on the Application confirming that the flow of water had been 
improved around the property and there would be no increased risk to other properties.  It 
was at the discretion of the Environment Agency to dredge the stream.  The culvert was 
the responsibility of the Council. 
 
Councillor Haydn Jones proposed a Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation to 
grant permission; this was seconded by Councillor Rowland Blackwell. 
 
On being put to the vote the Motion was carried unanimously. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT PERMISSION for application S.15/2909/HHOLD in 

accordance with the officer’s recommendations. 
 
The meeting closed at 9.25 pm. 
 

Chair  
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AMENDMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE  

8 March 2016 
 
In addition to the amendments stated on the Late Pages. 
 

ITEM No: 1 Application: S.15/1498/VAR 

Address: 
Land at Colethrop Farm, Bath Road, Hardwicke 

 

Item DEFERRED to a meeting at 10a.m.on Tuesday 22nd March 2016, which 
will include a  closed session. 

 

ITEM No: 02 Application: S.15/1236/FUL 

Address: 
Woodchester Mill, Selsley Road, North Woodchester 

 

Officer recommendation ACCEPTED. 
Resolve to grant permission subject to a Section 106 Legal Agreement.  
Authority delegated to Officers to finalise details with regard to Historic 
England and Environment Agency. 
 

ITEM No: 03 Application: S.15/1237/FUL 

Address: 
Woodchester Mill, Selsley Road, North Woodchester 

 
Officer recommendation ACCEPTED. 
Resolve to grant permission subject to a Section 106 Legal Agreement.  
Authority delegated to Officers to finalise details with regard to Historic 
England and Environment Agency.   
 

ITEM No: 04 Application: S.15/2327/FUL 

Address: 
20 Castle Mead, Kings Stanley, Stonehouse 

 
Officer recommendation OVERTURNED. 
 
Refusal reason: 
The proposed development by virtue of its layout, density, scale, height and 
design would result in an incongruous addition which would appear as out of 
keeping with the character of the local area.  The proposal is contrary to the 
requirements of Delivery Policy HC1 of the adopted Local Plan 2015 and 
Paragraph 64 of the NPPF. 
 

ITEM No: 05 Application: 
S.15/2909/HHOLD 

Address: 
Lansdown, Chestal, Dursley 

 
Officer recommendation ACCEPTED 


