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DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

9 June 2015 
 

6.00 pm – 10.45 pm 
Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud 

 
Minutes 

3 
 

Membership: 
 
Stephen Moore ** 
John Marjoram * 
Liz Ashton 
Dorcas Binns 
Rowland Blackwell 
Nigel Cooper 

P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 

Paul Hemming 
Haydn Jones 
Dave Mossman 
Steve Robinson 
Emma Sims 
Tom Williams 

P 
P 
A 
P 
P 
P 

 
** = Chair * = Vice-Chair  A = Absent P = Present 
 
Other Members in attendance 
 
Councillor Gordon Craig Councillor Brian Tipper 
 
Officers in attendance 
 
Development Control Manager   Legal Services Manager & Monitoring Officer 
Principal Planning Officers Democratic Services Officer 
Planning Officer  
 
DC.001 APOLOGIES 
 
An apology for absence was received from Councillor Dave Mossman. 
 
DC.002 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
Councillor Tom Williams declared a personal interest in Schedule Item 5 because the 
applicant was his GP and would leave the meeting prior to this item being discussed. 
 
DC.003 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the Development Control Committee meetings 

held on 14 and 21 April 2015 are accepted as a correct record.  
Councillor Tom Williams requested that it was recorded within the 
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minutes that he was instructed by Officers not to attend the 
Committee meeting held on 14 April 2015 because of his 
membership of and sponsorship from the Co-operative Group might 
give rise to a conflict of interest on the Brunsdons Yard application. 

 
DC.004 PLANNING SCHEDULE 
 
Representations were received and taken into account by the Committee in respect of 
the following Applications:- 
 

1. S.14/0619/FUL 2. S.13/1893/FUL 3. S.14/1856/FUL 

4. S.15/0446/FUL 5. S.15/0110/FUL 6. S.15/0406/COU 

7. S.15/0224/HHOLD     

 
Late Pages had been circulated to Members prior to the meeting and were available at 
the meeting in respect of Scheduled Items 1, 2, 3 and 7. 
 
DC.005 ITEM 1 – FULL PLANNING PERMISSION FOR ERECTION OF 188 

DWELLINGS, PROVISION OF NEW ACCESS FROM B4066, 
LANDSCAPING AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE ON LAND 
AT THE REAR OF CANONBURY STREET, BERKELEY, GLOS 
(S.14/0619/FUL) 

 
The Principal Planning Officer outlined the application for the above site and 
summarised the Late Pages and additional representations that had been received 
from Historic England (SW Office), Barbara Gibbons and Alkington Parish Council.  A 
plan was displayed showing the site and other buildings within the vicinity. 
 
The Chair reminded committee that the application had been deferred after extensive 
discussions to enable the Applicant to make amendments to the proposed 
development in discussion with officers regarding the impact on the conservation area 
and castle. 
 
Councillor Gordon Craig, a Ward Member outlined reasons why the application before 
members should be refused. 
 
Mr Mike Studden represented Berkeley Town Council who supported the application in 
principle but were concerned about the impact on infrastructure. 
 
Mr John Stanton representing Association of Berkeley Residents Against Inappropriate 
Development and Mr Mike Hill representing Berkeley Triangle Action Group both stated 
reasons why their groups opposed the application. 
 
Mr Mark Crosby representing the Applicant read out extracts of communications from 
local people who wished to purchase an affordable property in Berkeley. 
 
In replying to Members’ questions the following points were clarified:- 
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 Officers had met with the Agent in January, when a revised set of plans were 
submitted.  No pre-application discussions had taken place on the revised 
submission.  The revised plans were subsequently amended in May. 

 The land was a former tip. 
 The original application had dwellings on 3 fields.  The revised application would 

take place in 2 fields. 
 English Heritage had revised their considered impact from substantial to 

moderate (paragraphs 132 and 134 of the NPPF were read out). 
 Protected species and the possibility of gas could be covered by conditions. 
 In the Emerging Local Plan Berkeley was classed as a level 2 settlement, as 

was Minchinhampton, Nailsworth and Wotton-under-Edge, whilst Eastington and 
Leonard Stanley are level 3. 

 The travel plans had been scrutinised by the County Council and were robust. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation, and conditions contained within 
the Late Pages to grant permission was proposed by Councillor Liz Ashton and 
seconded by Councillor John Marjoram. 
 
Members debated the Application and expressed their differing views.  
 
On being put to the vote, there were 5 votes for the Motion, 6 votes against and no 
abstentions; it was declared LOST.  
 
A Motion to REFUSE permission contrary to the Officer’s recommendation was 
proposed by Councillor Dorcas Binns and seconded by Councillor Nigel Cooper 
because of the impact on the landscape and the heritage sites quoting various policies.  
The proposer requested an adjournment. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8.00 pm and reconvened at 8.05 pm. 
 
Councillor Dorcas Binns cited policies BE5, BE12 and ES10 of the Emerging Local 
Plan and paragraphs 14, 132, 134, NE10 and NE11 (paragraph 4) of the NPPF, as 
reasons for refusal because of the heritage setting and the wider landscape. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 6 votes for the Motion, 5 votes against and no 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED.  
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE Application S.14/0619/FUL, for the reasons as set out in 

these Minutes, and in Appendix A to these Minutes. 
 
DC.006 ITEM 2 – FULL PLANNING PERMISSION FOR THE CONSTRUCTION 

OF 24 RESIDENTIAL UNITS, REINSTATEMENT OF MILLPOND, 
CONSTRUCTION OF TWO NEW ACCESSES AND ASSOCIATED 
CAR PARKING AND LANDSCAPING AT ROOKSMOOR MILLS, 
BATH ROAD, WOODCHESTER, STROUD, GLOS, (S.13/1893/FUL) 

 
The Principal Planning Officer outlined the above application and confirmed that there 
had been a late proposed contribution of £200 per unit. 
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In the absence of the Ward Member, Councillor Rhiannon Wigzell, the Chair read out 
a statement opposing the application because of the impact it would have on the 
Roman villa and pavement. 
 
Mr Peter Lead, spoke on behalf of Woodchester Parish Council whose objections had 
been well documented and urged Committee to defer from making a decision. 
 
Mr Jeremy Hill stated his many reasons why he opposed the application. 
 
Mr A Cooper, the applicant stated that the scheme would benefit the area and outlined 
reasons why it should be approved. 
 
The Officer clarified that in 2007 a similar scheme of 51 units had been granted 
permission on this green field site.  A plan showing the design was displayed and 
there was a clear distinction between old and new buildings.  He also replied to 
Members’ questions regarding the height of the buildings, the number of historic 
buildings and their listings within this industrial heritage area. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendations was proposed by Councillor John 
Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Liz Ashton. 
 
Members debated the merits of the scheme. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 10 votes for the Motion, 1 vote against and no 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED.  
 
RESOLVED To grant permission for Application S.13/1893/FUL, as set out in 

these Minutes. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9.10 pm and reconvened at 9.15 pm.   
 
Councillor John Marjoram, Vice-Chair took the Chair because Councillor Stephen 
Moore wished to speak as a Ward Councillor on the next planning application. 
 
DC.007 ITEM 3 – FULL PLANNING PERMISSION FOR THE CONSTRUCTION 

OF 14 DWELLINGS ON LAND ADJOINING STROUD RUGBY CLUB, 
DUDBRIDGE HILL, STROUD, GLOS (S.14/1856/FUL) 

 
The Development Control Manager provided Committee with an update and drew 
attention to the comments received from the Parish Council in Late Pages. 
 
Councillor Stephen Moore, a Ward Member for Rodborough raised concerns about the 
access and wanted to secure a play area for the parish. 
 
Mr Charles Pedrick spoke on behalf of Rodborough Parish Council who had listened 
to local people and urged Committee to look at parking and also play facilities. 
 
Mr Mark Organ spoke on behalf of Stroud Rugby Club outlining the reasons for the 
application. 
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The Development Control Manager highlighted the pros and cons of the application.  A 
plan showing a suggested recreational area hatched in red was displayed.  No 
objections to the application had been received from Sports England. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendations, was proposed by Councillor 
Dorcas Binns and seconded by Councillor Nigel Cooper. 
 
During debate Members were supportive of the rugby club and the work that they did to 
promote sport within the community. 
 
To address Members’ concerns regarding car parking, the Solicitor suggested that 
delegated authority was given to Officers to look into this.  The hatched area could be 
offered to the Stroud Valleys Project if the Parish Council did not want it.  
 
On being put to the vote, Members voted unanimously for the Motion, it was declared 
CARRIED.  
 
RESOLVED To grant permission for Application S.14/1856/FUL, as set out in 

these Minutes. 
 
At 10.00 pm the Chair asked Members if they wished to continue with the business on 
the Schedule.  Members agreed to continue and would take Scheduled Item 6 next. 
 
DC.008 ITEM 6 – CHANGE OF USE FROM MIXED RETAIL/RESIDENTIAL TO 

FULL RESIDENTIAL AT FIERY BEACON, NEW STREET, 
PAINSWICK, STROUD, GLOS (S.15/0406/COU) 

 
The Principal Planning Officer had nothing to add to the Officer’s report. 
 
Mr Mike Fletcher spoke on behalf of Painswick Parish Council who had raised 
concerns at the loss of the retail space. 
 
Mrs Janet Groves, the Applicant explained the layout of the property which was a 
Grade II Listed Building and was unsuitable for retail use. 
 
A floor plan was displayed and the Officer answered Members’ questions. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendations, was proposed by Councillor Nigel 
Cooper and seconded by Councillor Rowland Blackwell. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 10 votes for the Motion, 1 vote against and no 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED.  
 
RESOLVED To grant permission for Application S.15/0406/COU, as set out in 

these Minutes. 
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DC.009 ITEM 7 – SINGLE STOREY EXTENSION TO PROVIDE ENLARGED 
KITCHEN AND BATHROOM AT 75 BONDEND ROAD, UPTON ST 
LEONARDS, GLOS (S.15/0224/HHOLD) 

 
The Principal Planning Officer drew Members’ attention to the Late Pages from Philip 
Hodges Planning Consultant on behalf of the neighbouring property regarding 
overlooking. 
 
L Cook, from the neighbouring property stated that she would be greatly affected by 
this application and requested Members to refuse the application. 
 
Mr Robert Tickner, co-owner of the property outlined reasons why the application 
should be granted. 
 
The Officer commented on the amended drawings. The building was not listed.  
Cottages are hard to extend and the design was not unusual.  The kitchen vent could 
be placed in a more suitable location but this was not a planning issue. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendations, was proposed by Councillor 
Haydn Jones and seconded by Councillor Emma Sims. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 6 votes for the Motion, 2 votes against and 3 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED.  
 
RESOLVED To grant permission for Application S.15/0224/HHOLD, as set out in 

these Minutes. 
 
DC.010 ITEM 4 – ERECTION OF TWO NEW DWELLINGS ON LAND TO THE 

REAR OF WAYLAND, SELLARS ROAD, HARDWICKE, GLOS 
(S.15/0446/FUL) 

 
The Principal Planning Officer outlined the application and had nothing to add to the 
Officer’s report.  A statement was read out on behalf of Hardwicke Parish Council who 
requested their comments were taken into account when Committee determined the 
application. 
 
The Agent, Mr A Case outlined reasons why the application should be approved. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation was proposed by Councillor Paul 
Hemming and seconded by Councillor John Marjoram. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 9 votes for the Motion, 0 votes against and 2 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED.  
 
RESOLVED To grant permission for Application S.15/0446/FUL, as set out in 

these Minutes. 
 
Councillor Tom Williams left the meeting. 
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DC.011 ITEM 5 – FULL PLANNING PERMISSION FOR THE ERCTION OF A 
HIGH DEPENDENCY ANNEXE TO STANDISH VICARAGE, 
HARESFIELD, STONEHOUSE, GLOS (S.15/0110/FUL) 

 
Members debated whether to defer the above application until the next committee 
meeting in July or to delegate authority to Officers.   
 
On being put to the vote, Members voted unanimously to delegate authority to the 
Development Control Manager to determine the application.  
 
RESOLVED To delegate authority to Development Control Manager to 

determine the Application S.14/1856/FUL. 
 
 
 
 
The meeting closed at 10.45 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chair 
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Amendments for Development Control Committee 
9 June 2015 

 
Item 1 - Land to the rear of Canonbury Street, Berkeley, Glos (S.14/0619/FUL) 
 
Overturn officer recommendation and refuse: 
 
1 The site is highly conspicuous from roads to the east and north. Verdant grass 
slopes are seen rising and curving into the distance. The discernible sense of 
openness is interspersed with some mature trees and hedges. This character is 
perceptible from the site itself via a well used public footpath, which also provides 
outward views across the extensive vale and Cotswold scarp. The town itself does 
not encroach into this landscape, which allows the sandstone ridge to stand out 
prominently. The proposal would lead to a mass of housing extending down the 
slope, whereby rooflines would be seen behind each other merging into a continuous 
spread of development. The openness and perceived continuity of the open slopes 
would be lost as well as the context for inward/outward views.  This impact could not 
be mitigated and the landscape setting of the town would be lost. The proposal is 
therefore contrary to NE10 and ES7 of the Stroud District Council 2005 Local Plan 
and December 2013 Emerging Local Plan. 
 
2 From the eastern approach to Berkeley, residential development is barely visible 
behind a discernible ridge. This gives a spacious setting to the grade 1 listed castle 
and its grade 11* registered parkland and the associated Conservation Area. The 
proposal would place considerable new development close by, on the open slopes 
below the ridge, which would be highly prominent. The proposal would lessen the 
legibility of the inter-relationship of the castle to the park, the town and the wider 
landscape. The proposal would therefore be contrary to NPPF paragraphs 14, 132, 
and 134, and 2005 and 21013 Emerging Local Plan policies BE5, BE12 and ES10. 
 
 


