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DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

8 December 2015 
 

6.00 pm – 9.50 pm 
Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud 

 
Minutes 

3 
 
Membership: 
Councillor Stephen Moore** P Councillor Paul Hemming P 
Councillor John Marjoram * P Councillor Haydn Jones P 
Councillor Liz Ashton P Councillor David Mossman P 
Councillor Dorcas Binns P Councillor Steve Robinson P 
Councillor Rowland Blackwell P Councillor Emma Sims P 
Councillor Nigel Cooper P Councillor Tom Williams P 
    
** = Chair * = Vice Chair                     P = Present A = Absent 
 
Officers in Attendance  
Planning Manager Solicitor 
Team Manager 
Senior Planning Officer 

Democratic Services Officer 
Policy Implementation Manager 

 
DC.055 APOLOGIES 
 
There were no apologies. 
 
DC.056 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
There were none. 
 
DC.057 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the Development Control Committee meeting 

held on 10 November 2015 are accepted as a correct record. 
 
DC.058 DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLANNING SCHEDULE 
 
Representations were received and taken into account by the Committee in respect of 
the following applications. 
 

1. S.15/0677/FUL  2. S.14/2849/FUL  3. S.15/1775/VAR  

4. S.15/1297/FUL  5. S.15/2009/OUT    

 
  



Development Control Committee 
8 December 2015  Subject to approval at next meeting 

DC.059  LAND AT THE STARTING GATE, ELMGROVE ROAD EAST,  
 HARDWICKE, GLOUCESTER – S.15/0677/FUL 
 
The Team Manager explained that the original application had been presented to the 
Committee in July.  Concern had been expressed about the adequacy of parking for the 
housing, shop and take-away.  The original application had been for four houses.  The 
revised application for 3 houses provided dedicated parking for the shops and houses 
and provided a turning area.  The accessible parking spaces had been moved to the 
front of the shop.  The Team Manager added that additional conditions for; litter 
management and a lockable barrier to the car park, had been attached to the 
application.  
 
The Ward Councillor, David Mossman confirmed that the provision of a lockable barrier 
had been agreed with the developer and the manager of the shop. 
 
In replying to Member’s questions the Team Manager confirmed that; 
 

1. The dwellings would be in brick rather than part rendered and this would be in 
keeping with the surroundings. 

2. The revised application provided for a dedicated turning area for delivery 
vehicles. 

3. The street scene may need some work but an open link fence had been agreed 
 
The Team Manager recommended that additional conditions should be imposed in 
respect of the approval of materials, the provision of a barrier to the parking area, the 
disabled parking provision, the boundary treatment of the site with the highway and an 
amendment to condition 3 (v) to ensure vehicles left the site with clean wheels.  
 
Councillor David Mossman proposed a motion to ACCEPT the officer’s 
recommendation for approval this was seconded by Councillor Steve Robinson. 
Councillor Mossman thanked the officers for their work in achieving the revised design 
and noted the positive approach from the developer who had responded to residents 
comments. 
 
The motion was put to the vote and carried unanimously. 
 
RESOLVED to GRANT PERMISSION for application S.15/0677/FUL in accordance 

with officer’s recommendations and the additional conditions 
referred to in the minutes. 

 
DC.060 THE STARTING GATE, ELMGROVE ROAD EAST, HARDWICKE, 
 GLOUCESTER – S.14/2849/FUL 
 
The Team Manager advised Members that this was a revised application and the 
original application had been presented in July 2015.  The application related to the 
same site as S.15/0677/FUL above and had been deferred pending further negotiations 
in respect of parking. The parking concerns had now been resolved. 
 
Councillor David Mossman proposed a motion to ACCEPT the officer’s 
recommendation this was seconded by Councillor Emma Simms. 
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The motion was put to the vote and carried unanimously. 
 
RESOLVED to GRANT PERMISSION for application S.14.2849/FUL as set out in 

 these minutes, with an added condition on litter management. 
 
DC.061 LAND AT BRYNLOE, RANDALLS GREEN, CHALFORD HILL, STROUD 
 - S.15/1775/VAR 
 
The Team Manager confirmed that the application had been deferred from the 
November meeting of the Committee to allow for negotiators on the height of the 
building and land levels in respect of plot 3. 
 
The revised application was showing that the height of the building would be 1020mm 
higher than the previously approved drawing. The Team Manager explained that 
discrepancies such as this can occur, in the translation of planning drawings into very 
detailed construction drawings. It was noted that alterations to drop the parapet end to 
the gable would result in an additional height of 570mm above the approved drawing. 
Neighbours had expressed their concerns and objections to the application and felt that 
the alterations did not go far enough. 
 
The ward member, Councillor Elizabeth Peters spoke in opposition to the application. 
She stated that she had met with the Council’s Enforcement Officer, it had been noted 
that the footings had been raised three feet above the level of the approved plan. She 
also commented on the raised ground levels and the fence which had been erected to 
disguise the building. She suggested that the architects were at fault by giving the 
builder the wrong information and that they should be held to account.  She asked the 
Committee to refuse the application. 
 
Mr Peter Ramsey spoke on behalf of Chalford Parish Council and referred to a meeting 
residents had held with the architect where an assurance was given that that the 
property would be built into the hillside. This had not happened and the residents felt 
very let down. The revised application did not respond adequately to residents’ 
concerns. He added that the developer had been advised of the incorrect levels at an 
early stage but had ignored the advice and was relying on retrospective action. 
 
Mr Richard Searle a local resident spoke on behalf of Mr Tudge. He noted that the 
foundations had been built off a slab which had contributed to the higher roof level. The 
proposed mitigations had made no positive impact. 
 
Tom Howard spoke on behalf of his clients and stated that he was aware of the distress 
caused to residents. He confirmed that plot 2 of the development had been built to the 
correct height. There had been no deliberate attempt to increase the height of the 
property at plot 3. Meetings had been held with officers to consider variations to the 
pitch of the roof. He confirmed that an independent daylight assessment impact had 
been undertaken. 
 
In replying to questions the following points were dealt with;  

1. Development in breach of a planning condition was not a criminal offence. 
2. There had been a genuine mistake in moving from the approved plan to a more 

detailed technical drawing. 
3. The architects had agreed to a lowering of the roof, which would be a two stage 

ridge giving a height of 570mm above the approved plan.  
  

http://stroud104/cmisLIVE/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=OB82iezq3HqOG%2ffbtfQ1rkIn%2bDJdjjmn2pLeASREhtGk%2b%2bmA8fs%2f7Q%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=jUgQCaU3L68%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=nwQHvhHYe%2fM%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
http://stroud104/cmisLIVE/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=OB82iezq3HqOG%2ffbtfQ1rkIn%2bDJdjjmn2pLeASREhtGk%2b%2bmA8fs%2f7Q%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=jUgQCaU3L68%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=nwQHvhHYe%2fM%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
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4. If the application were to be refused, an enforcement report would have to be 
prepared for presentation at a future meeting of the Committee. There would be 
a right of appeal against any decision of the committee to undertake 
enforcement action. 

5. The options open to the Committee were; permit, refuse or defer. 
6. Officers had tried to encourage as big a reduction in height as possible but the 

builder would need to achieve a building that also worked for their client. 
7. A half hip roof had been considered but was felt not to be in keeping with the 

area but would be possible and would reduce the height. 
 

Councillor John Marjoram proposed that Approval be given; this was seconded by 
Councillor Liz Ashton. On being put to the vote the motion was lost 4 for the motion and 
8 against. 
 
Councillor Emma Simms proposed a motion that the application be DEFERRED and 
officers to negotiate an amended design. This was seconded by Councillor Tom 
Williams. The motion was put to the vote; and was carried by 8 votes for, 2 against and 
2 abstentions.  
 
RESOLVED To DEFER the application and for officers to negotiate an amended 

design to bring the height of the building in line with the previously 
approved plan. 

 
DC.062 LAND EAST OF, A46 CHELTENHAM ROAD AND SOUTH OF THE 
  PARK, PAINSWICK, GLOUCESTERSHIRE - S.15/1297/FUL 
 
The Senior Planning Officer introduced the application which was for the erection of 
eight 3-5 bedroom market houses and nine 1-3 bedroom affordable dwellings on an 
exception site. The proposal was at the north-eastern edge of Painswick, adjoining an 
offshoot, known as The Park. The proposal included a footpath along Sheepscombe 
Lane and a passing place on the A46. The late papers from the Highway Authority 
stated no objections subject to certain conditions. 
 
Mr Rob Lewis, Chair of Planning Committee at Painswick Town Council spoke in 
opposition to the application.  He said the Town Council was not opposed in principle to 
an exception site if it met local need. The Council did consider there was sufficient 
justification for the number of market homes to cross subsidise the affordable homes.  
He noted that the development would be within the AONB. 
 
Mr Ron Harrison, a planning consultant, acting for the residents of The Park, Painswick 
spoke in opposition to the application. He said that the thrust of the opposition centres 
on three issues; 
 

 An absence of proven need for the form of development being proposed 

 Its impact on the AONB 

 The likely impact on the local highway network 
 
Residents considered that the Local Housing Needs Survey, undertaken in 2010 was 
out of date and was a snapshot in time. The proposal was outside the settlement area 
for Painswick and failed to comply with the recently adopted Local Plan. Mr Harrison 
said that the level of cross subsidy did not meet the criteria set out in paragraph 54 of 
the NPPF.The scale of development would have an adverse impact on the landscape 
within the AONB. It was a prominent site within Painswick and would be visible from 
many vantage points. There was concern that the local highway network was sub 
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standard and would not accommodate the increased traffic. The Park was a small 
development of 25 dwellings and the addition of a further 17 homes would exacerbate 
existing traffic problems. 
 
In support of the application the Policy Implementation Manager highlighted that the 
affordable housing would be available to people with a local connection, the scale and 
density of the development would be controlled and the market housing would cross 
subsidise the affordable homes. The Viability Assessment had been considered by the 
District Valuer. The Housing Needs Assessment had shown that 31 households had 
identified a need for affordable homes. 
 
In response to members questions the following points were clarified; 
 

1. The affordable homes would be on the lower part of the site 
2. Officers had sought to minimise the landscape impact by locating as many 

homes as possible on the lower part of the site 
3. The affordable homes would provide for a total of 19 bedrooms and the market 

homes - 33 
4. The need for affordable housing was driven by the housing needs survey and 

reflected the need of rural parishes 
5. There had been no major development in Painswick since the housing survey 
6. The time between the survey and the proposal was indicative of the timescale 

needed to come up with a suitable scheme 
7. The mix between market and affordable homes was driven by the economics of 

the site and supported by the District Valuer 
8. The proposal was outside the settlement boundary but could be viewed as an 

extension 
9. No other suitable site in Painswick had been identified 
10. There would be 2 shared ownership properties and 7 for rent 
11. A SUDS scheme would be implemented.  

 
Speaking in opposition to the officer’s recommendations, the Ward Member Councillor 
Nigel Cooper said he disagreed with the conclusions. He proposed a motion to 
OPPOSE the recommendations, which was seconded by Councillor Paul Hemming. 
 
Councillor Cooper said that there had been an incorrect interpretation of policies citing; 
ES7, ES3, CP15, HC4, NPPF14,54,109,112,115 and 116. 
 
He added that the area was a greenfield site and was well outside the settlement 
boundary. In respect of sustainability the site was almost a mile from local shops and 
the primary school. The A46 was a dangerous road and in places there was no 
footpath. The development would be seen for many miles and have an impact on the 
AONB. He considered that the development could not be justified based on a five year 
old survey and that the housing numbers equated to 53% affordable homes; however 
the number of bedrooms equated to 30%. He urged members to oppose that 
application. 
 
During the debate it was commented that building in the AONB should be avoided 
unless critical. It was noted that there was need for affordable housing and that 
exception sites were very difficult to find. 
 
  



Development Control Committee 
8 December 2015  Subject to approval at next meeting 

On being put the vote the Motion was carried 7 votes for, 4 against and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE PERMISSION for application S.15/1297/FUL as set out in 

the Motion. 
 
DC.063 LAND OFF, LOWER SPILLMANS, STROUD, GLOUCESTERSHIRE – 
  S.15/2009/OUT 
 
The Chair, Councillor Stephen Moore, stepped down for the item as he wished to speak 
to the application. Councillor John Marjoram, Vice Chair, chaired the remainder of the 
meeting. 
 
The Team Manager advised Members that the application was a resubmission of an 
application that had been previously refused. The new application was similar to the 
previous one but provided more information regarding; highway issues, trees and 
ecology. In terms of parking there would be a neutral impact on the area. Some 
engineering work would be needed to the site. He suggested two additional conditions: 
(i) a SUDs drainage and (ii) a detailed levels plan to be agreed. Condition 8 should also 
be amended to ensure vehicles left the site with clean wheels. 
 
Councillor Stephen Moore informed Members that the previous application was subject 
to appeal. He reported that residents were concerned that there would be an impact on 
traffic, the roads were very narrow and dangerous. There would be a loss of open space 
which would have an impact on wildlife. There would be an impact on parking as there 
is very little parking available on Rodborough Hill. 
 
In response to Members questions the following points were clarified; 
 

1. The electricity pole would need to be re-sited 
2. There would be 8 parking spaces in total, 4 would be for public use 
3. Each new property would have 2 parking spaces 
4. There would be two way traffic along the road 
5. A national consultancy had been used to undertake the ecology report and 

conditions had been recommended 
6. No objections had been raised by the highway authority 
7. Badger Sets are at the north end of the site 
8. The Council’s Tree Officer had raised no objections to the proposals 

 
Councillor Rowland Blackwell proposed a Motion to support the officer’s 
recommendations subject to the two additional conditions suggested and the 
amendment to Condition 8. 
 
The motion was seconded by Councillor Haydn Jones. On being put to the vote the 
Motion was carried; 8 votes for, 3 against and 1 abstention. 
 
RESOLVED to GRANT PERMISSION for application S.15/2009/OUT as set out in 

 these minutes and in accordance with officers recommendations. 
 
 
Meeting ended at 9.50 pm.  
 
 
 

Chair  
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AMENDMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE  
8 December 2015 

 

ITEM No: 1 Application: S.15/0677/FUL 

Address: 
Land at the Starting Gate, Elmgrove Road East, Hardwicke, Gloucester  

 

Additional conditions 
No development shall take place until samples of the red brick walling and roofing to be 
used in the construction of the dwellings hereby permitted have been submitted to and 
approved by the Local Planning Authority.  Development shall then only be carried out 
in accordance with the approved details. 
Reason: To respect the character of the area.   
 
Prior to the occupation of the dwellings hereby permitted, details of a barrier to the 
southern parking area shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning 
Authority in writing. Works must then be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details.  
Reason: To reduce traffic conflict.  
 
Prior to the occupation of the first house the boundary to the southern car park and 
Elmgrove Road East shall be demarcated in accordance with details agreed by the 
Local Planning Authority. The boundary treatment shall allow views through. 
Reason: To ensure that the car parking is segregated from the road, but there are 
through views in the interest of security.  
 
Condition 3 amended to include the requirement to use wheel washing facilities. 
 
 

ITEM No: 2 Application: S.14/1191/FUL 

Address: 
The Starting Gate, Elmgrove Road East, Hardwicke, Gloucester  

 
Additional condition (as from late pages) 
Prior to first beneficial use of the premises hereby permitted, the applicant shall submit 
to the Local Planning Authority details of the daily litter management regime on and 
around the site, indicating who is responsible, the time of the day when undertaken and 
how the waste would be disposed, which shall be approved in writing. The approved 
details shall be implemented in all respects in strict accordance with the agreed details 
and maintained as such thereafter to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: 
In the interest of residential amenities of the adjoining and nearby residential properties 
and to accord adopted Local Plan Policy ES3. 
 
 

ITEM No: 3 Application: S.15/1775/VAR 

Address: 
Land at Brynloe, Randalls Green, Chalford Hill, Stroud.  

 
Resolved: Officers asked to negotiate a lowering of the height of the roof to the 
approved height. Delegated consent to officers if the approved height is maintained. 
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ITEM No: 4 Application: S.15/1297/FUL 

Address: 
Land east of A46 Cheltenham Road and south of the park, Painswick, 
Gloucestershire  

 
Overturn officer recommendation and refuse: 
 
The site is very prominent from several public vantage points. It is within the Cotswolds 
AONB wherein priority is placed on the conservation of the landscape. The houses 
would be visible and would spoil wide ranging views across and down the extensive 
Painswick Valley.   
 
The view would no longer be focussed on open fields with a backdrop of hills rather 
housing would predominate and detract from the open countryside aspect. The 
provision of the 9 affordable houses would not outweigh the landscape impact. The 
proposal is therefore contrary to adopted Stroud District Local Plan Policies ES7, HC4, 
CP14 and the NPPF 115. 
 
The site is distanced from the centre of Painswick and the settlement boundary, across 
unfavourable topography.   It is also segregated by the busy A46, without a designated 
crossing point. The site would be both difficult and hazardous for future residents to 
walk to basic facilities and would be likely to be car dependant. It is not sustainable and 
therefore contrary to Stroud Adopted Local Plan polices CP1, CP9, SO1, HC4, ES3, 
CP15 and NPPF paragraphs 49 and 55. 
 
 

ITEM No: 5 Application: S.15/2009/OUT 

Address: 
Land off, Lower Spillmans, Stroud, Gloucestershire  

 
Additional conditions: 
 
The reserved matters details in condition 1 shall include the existing and proposed 
levels of all the parking spaces and the new 2 houses. Detailed cross sections across 
the site shall be supplied. 
 
Reason: In the interest of visual amenity and ensure the practicality of the parking 
spaces.     
Prior to the commencement of development, details of surface water disposal shall be 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval. These details shall include 
SUDS techniques to ensure that  water run off rates are at least equivalent to the 
existing surface water run off +30% for climate change.  The surface water 
arrangements shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details prior to 
occupation of the first house, and maintained as such thereafter.    
 
Reason: To ensure that surface water is properly accommodated. 
 
Amend condition 8 to include the requirement on the use of wheel washing. 
 
 
 


