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 1 April 2015 
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 
A meeting of the Development Control Committee will be held on Tuesday, 14 April 
2015 in the Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Ebley Wharf, Stroud at 6.00 p.m.  

 

David Hagg 
Chief Executive 

 

 
A G E N D A 

 
 

 

Please Note: This meeting will be filmed for live or subsequent broadcast via the 
Council’s internet site (www.stroud.gov.uk).  By entering the Council Chamber you 
are consenting to being filmed.  The whole of the meeting will be filmed except 
where there are confidential or exempt items, which may need to be considered in 
the absence of the press and public. 

 

 

1. APOLOGIES 
 To receive apologies for absence. 

 
2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 To receive Declarations of Interest in relation to planning matters. 
 
3. MINUTES 

To approve and sign as a correct record the Minutes of the Development 
Control Committee meeting held on 10 March 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Public Speaking at Development Control Committee 
 

The procedure to be followed is set out on the page immediately before the 
Planning Schedule. 
 

http://www.stroud.gov.uk/
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4. DEVELOPMENT CONTROL – PLANNING SCHEDULE  

(NOTE: For access to information purposes, the background papers for the 
applications listed in the above schedule are the application itself and 
subsequent papers as listed in the relevant file.) 

 
 

DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
 

21 April 2015 
 

Members of the Committee: 
 
Councillor John Marjoram (Vice-Chair) Councillor Stephen Moore 
Councillor Liz Ashton Councillor Dave Mossman 
Councillor Dorcas Binns Councillor Stephen Robinson 
Councillor Nigel Cooper Councillor Roger Sanders 
Councillor Paul Hemming Councillor Emma Sims 
Councillor Haydn Jones Councillor Tom Williams 
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2014/15 

 
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

10 March 2015 
 

6.00 pm – 10.30 pm 
Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud 

 
Minutes 

3 
 

Membership: 
 
Ken Stephens ** 
John Marjoram * 
Liz Ashton 
Dorcas Binns 
Nigel Cooper 
Paul Hemming 

P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 

Haydn Jones 
Stephen Moore 
Dave Mossman 
Steve Robinson 
Roger Sanders 
Emma Sims 

P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 

 
** = Chair * = Vice-Chair  A = Absent P = Present 
 
Other Members in attendance 
 
Councillor Gordon Craig Councillor Paul Smith 
Councillor Keith Pearson  
 
Officers in attendance 
 
Head of Planning Solicitor 
Development Control Team Manager Planning Officer 
Principal Planning Officer Democratic Services & Elections Officer 
 
DC.098 APOLOGIES 
 
There were none. 
 
DC.099 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
Councillor Paul Hemming declared a personal and prejudicial, but non-pecuniary 
interest in Scheduled Items 1 and 2 because he was the Treasurer of Kingswood 
Village Cricket Club and also a member of the Village Hall Committee. 
 
DC.100 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the Development Control Committee held on 

10 February 2015 are accepted as a correct record. 
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DC.101 PLANNING SCHEDULE 
 
Representations were received and taken into account by the Committee in respect 
of the following Applications:- 
 

1. S.14/1927/OUT 2. S.14/1928/FUL 3. S.14/1191/FUL 

4. S.14/1192/LBC 5. S.14/2701/COU 6. S.15/0081/FUL 

7. S.15/0013/HHOLD     

 
Late Pages had been delivered to Members prior to the meeting and were available 
at the meeting in respect of Scheduled Items 1, 2, 3 and 4. 
 
Councillor Paul Hemming left the Council Chamber. 
 
DC.102 ITEM 1 – OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION FOR THE 

CONSTRUCTION OF UP TO 59 DWELLINGS, PUBLIC OPEN 
SPACE, LANDSCAPING AND ASSOCIATED WORKS ON LAND AT 
CHESTNUT PARK, KINGSWOOD, GLOS (S.14/1927/OUT) 

 
The Senior Planning Officer drew Members’ attention to Late Pages and three other 
representations that had been received from Sport England, Ms Chloe Ball-Hopkins 
and Loxley, Solicitors that had also been circulated to Members prior to the meeting. 
The Officer also clarified that the site was not an allocated site and amended section 
4 of the Officer’s report. 
 
Mr David Rockey, Chair of Kingswood Parish Council, stated reasons why the Parish 
Council considered that Application should be refused. 
 
A local resident spoke on behalf of ‘Keep Kingswood a Village’ gave their reasons 
why the Application should be refused. 
 
The Applicant outlined reasons why he considered the Application should be 
granted. 
 
Officers confirmed that Natural England had been consulted on the outline planning 
application, the area was cited outside of the settlement boundary, within Flood Zone 
1 (lowest risk) and the conditions provided solutions to enable the granting of the 
permission.  No objections had been received from the Council’s Water Resources 
Engineer and Ecological Consultant.  Extensive discussions had taken place with the 
Applicant on the outline scheme which was for up to 59 dwellings.  Members were 
being asked to agree the principal of the construction of up to 59 dwellings.  If the 
outline planning application was granted the detail would be considered in reserved 
matters. 
 
Members expressed concern about traffic movements affecting pedestrians and the 
height of the proposed net to stop cricket balls from straying out of their intended 
areas.  They considered that the proposal was far too vague to make a balanced 
judgement. 
 
Officers confirmed:- 
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 That this was an unusual Application and all matters were reserved. 

 Members needed to make a balanced decision on what was before them. 

 The Application before Members did not specify any access; a potential 
access to the site was the next scheduled item.   

 There was no evidence that there would be an impact on the village hall if the 
outline permission were to be granted.   

 In principal the Council’s Environmental Health Officer had no objections. 

 If a cricket ball did cause damage or injury to property or persons outside the 
ground the club might be liable of causing nuisance or under the Occupiers 
Liability Act to people within the cricket ground. 

 In the past no planning application had been submitted for residential houses 
on this site. 

 
A Motion to REFUSE the Officer’s recommendation was proposed by Councillor 
Emma Sims and seconded by Councillor Dave Mossman because there was 
insufficient information for a balanced decision to be made and also the visual impact 
on landscaping. 
 
Members debated the outline Application and although agreed there was a need for 
housing for local people, the Application was too vague for them to make a decision. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 8 votes for the Motion, 3 votes against and 0 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE Application S.14/1927/OUT, as set out in these 

Minutes and Appendix A. 
 
DC.103 ITEM 2 – FORMATION OF VEHICULAR ACCESS TO SERVE 

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ON LAND AT 
CHESTNUT PARK, KINGSWOOD, GLOS (S.14/1928/FUL) 

 
The Senior Planning Officer outlined the above Application and drew Members’ 
attention to the Late Pages.  The Officer also clarified that the site was not an 
allocated site and amended section 4 of the Officer’s report. 
 
Mr David Rockey, the Chair of Kingswood Parish Council raised concerns and 
requested that the Application was refused or deferred. 
 
Ms Chloe Moore-Hopkins and a spokesperson for ‘Keep Kingswood a Village’ also 
raised their concerns, especially when people would be attempting to cross the road. 
 
The Applicant confirmed that a safety audit had been carried out and the Highway 
Authority had been consulted. 
 
Officers confirmed that the land was in the ownership of the developer and the key to 
reducing the speed of traffic would be the surfacing used on this shared space.  If 
Members were satisfied that the development would not be granted in future the 
proposed vehicular access would serve no purpose.  A plan showing the site was 
displayed for Members. 
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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 highway safety and the loss of landscaping. 
 
Members debated the Application. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 8 votes for the Motion, 3 votes against and 0 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED To REFUSE Application S.14/1928/FUL, as set out in these minutes 

and Appendix A. 
 
At 8.00 pm the meeting adjourned and reconvened at 8.10 pm. 
 
Councillor Paul Hemming returned to the Council Chamber. 
 
DC.104 ITEM 3 – RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT COMPRISING OF 16 

DWELLINGS AND OTHER WORKS TO NUPEND FARM, 
BOSCOMBE LANE, HORSLEY, STROUD, GLOS (S.14/1191/FUL) 

 
The Chair confirmed that Scheduled Items 3 and 4 would be taken together with 
separate decisions made on each Application.  Public speaking would be extended 
to 5 minutes per slot, instead of the usual 3 minutes. 
 
The Development Control Team Manager drew Members’ attention to the Late 
Pages and the subsequent responses including a letter from the agent. 
 
Mr Alan Cordwell, Chair of Horsley Parish Council spoke on behalf of the Parish 
Council who had unanimously approved the scheme, after considerable negotiation 
subject to the signing of a Section 106 Agreement and legal agreements. He also 
referred to proposed covenants offered by the developer to the Parish Council 
guaranteeing the retention of the development as proposed. 
 
Mr Paul Fong from Hunter Page Planning outlined the Application and confirmed the 
Application it was CIL compliant and contributions would be made to the village 
infrastructure. 
 
In reply to Members’ questions the Officer clarified the difference between affordable 
housing and market affordable housing and read out an extract from the Planning 
Practice Guide dated November 2014.  The guidance had been updated 11 days 
ago.  Further legal advice from Counsel would be sought on the interpretation of the 
guidance.   
 
A discussion ensued and the Solicitor confirmed that he had not had an opportunity 
to see the proposed covenants referred to by the Parish Council and was not 
therefore in a position to comment on their nature or effectiveness.  He suggested 
that the Application could be delegated to Officers to clarify and negotiate. 
 
The Officer confirmed that the site was not classified as a brown field site but the 
presence of the agricultural buildings and hardstandings needed to be considered in 
terms of impact.  The site was outside the settlement boundary. Members were 



Development Control Committee 5 Subject to approval at next meeting 

10 March 2015   

advised to consider whether the proposed development was sustainable and to 
assess its landscape impact . 
 
The Chair suggested that the Application be deferred until Officers had received 
Counsel’s advice. 
 
The Officer confirmed that the opinion of Counsel should be sought on how the site 
related to the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG).  Various questions 
needed to be answered regarding the legality of the covenants, the measures 
proposed and the mortgageability of the properties. 
 
The Solicitor clarified that until the Section 106 and other agreements had been 
negotiated a final decision could not be made and suggested the Application was 
deferred. 
 
Following discussions the Head of Planning suggested that following receipt of 
Counsel’s advice, if negotiations produced unresolved issues the Application would 
be brought before Committee at their June meeting. 
 
A Motion NOT TO REFUSE the Application and to delegate determination of the 
Application to Officers subject to negotiation and completion of a suitable Section 
106 Agreement to deal with relevant matters including affordable housing provision.  
To facilitate negotiation of such an agreement Counsel’s advice be obtaimed on the 
interpretation of recent ministerial advice regarding the application of “vacant 
buildings credit”.  In the event that agreement could not be reached on the terms of a 
section 106 Agreement the Application would be brought back to Committee for a 
decision.  The Motion was proposed by Councillor Dave Mossman and seconded by 
Councillor Steve Robinson. 
 
During debate Members were supportive of the Application. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 11 votes for the Motion, 1 vote against and 0 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED NOT TO REFUSE Application S.14/1191/FUL, as set out in these 

Minutes. 
 
DC.105 ITEM 4 – ALTERATIONS AND RENOVATION WORKS TO STONE 

BARN AT NUPEND FARM, BOSCOMBE LANE, HORSLEY, 
STROUD, GLOS (S.14/1192/LBC) 

 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation, was proposed by Councillor 
John Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Dave Mossman. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 11 votes for the Motion, 0 votes against and 1 
abstention; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT Application S.14/1192/LBC, as set out in these Minutes. 
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DC.106 ITEM 5 – CHANGE OF USE FROM AGRICULTURAL LAND TO 
STORAGE YARD AT TCS SUPPLIES NEW STORE, BERKELEY 
HEATH, BERKELEY, GLOS (S.14/2701/COU) 

 
The Principal Planning Officer confirmed that following the recent site visit there had 
been no Late Pages or amendment to the above Application. 
 
Councillor Gordon Craig, a Ward Member for Berkeley also spoke on behalf of 
Hamfallow Parish Council supporting the Application and confirmed TCS was a good 
employer. 
 
Mr Tom King outlined reasons why he was opposed to the Application. 
 
Mr James Cullimore, the Applicant’s son outlined reasons why Committee should 
support the Application. 
 
In reply to Members’ questions the Officer confirmed:- 
 

 Use would be restricted to storage only by a condition. 

 The Application was for a specific piece of land and if in the future the 
Applicant wished to increase the area used, this would be the subject of a 
separate Application. 

 The Application was for a change of use and not for the construction of a 
building. 

 A 2.4 m high green plastic fence and trees would be erected around the site 
and a full landscaping scheme could be requested. 

 
A Motion to Grant the Application, subject to additional conditions relating to 
landscaping around the site was proposed by Councillor Liz Ashton and seconded 
by Councillor Roger Sanders. 
 
Members were supportive of this local employer who kept a tidy site and also 
considered that if granted this Application would reduce traffic movements.  Officers 
would be delegated to liaise with the owner regarding a condition on the storage 
height. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 11 votes for the Motion, 0 votes against and 1 
abstention; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT Application S.14/2701/COU, as set out in these Minutes 

and Appendix A. 
 
At 9.35 pm the meeting adjourned and reconvened at 9.40 pm. 
 
DC.107 ITEM 6 – REMOVAL OF PROPOSED MOUNDING TO 

SOUTHBOUND PFS ROOF CANOPY ON LAND ADJACENT TO 
ONGERS FARM, UPTON LANE, BROOKTHORPE, GLOS 
(S.15/0081/FUL) 

 
The Principal Planning Officer referred to the recent site visit and the Application to 
remove the bund from the grass roof to the petrol station. 
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Councillor Keith Pearson, Ward Member objected to the Application citing many 
reasons for refusing the Application, including both the north and south bound 
canopies should be consistent. 
 
Mr Gordon Simpson, Vice-Chair of Brookthorpe with Whaddon Parish Council also 
outlined reasons why the Application should be refused. 
 
Mr Paul Gaze a local resident also outlined several refusal reasons. 
 
Ms Sarah Dunning the Chief Executive from Westland Limited outlined the reasons 
why the Application should be granted. 
 
In reply to questions the Officer circulated a sample showing the colour of the fascia.  
A plan showing the agreed contouring and the proposal was displayed.  From 
Robinswood the grassed roof looked like a continuation of the grassed field. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation, was proposed by Councillor 
Roger Sanders and seconded by Councillor Stephen Moore. 
 
The proposal was debated. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 10 votes for the Motion, 2 votes against and 0 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED.  Councillor John Marjoram requested his 
vote against the Application was recorded within the Minutes. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT Application S.15/0081/FUL, as set out in these Minutes. 
 
DC.108 ITEM 7 – ERECTION OF EXTENSIONS AT WOTTON LODGE, 

VENNS ACRE, WOTTON-UNDER-EDGE, GLOS (S.15/0013/HHOL) 
 
The Development Control Team Manager had nothing to add to the Officer’s report. 
 
Councillor Paul Smith spoke as both a Ward Member and on behalf of Wotton-
under-Edge Town Council in support of the Application and requested that 
Committee add a condition that restricted the property from being divided into two 
properties or sublet in the future. 
 
Mr Philip Joynson, the Applicant outlined reasons why the Application should be 
approved. 
 
Officers confirmed that planning permission would be required to subdivide the 
building but in principle this would be supported by the Council’s policies.   
 
A Motion to GRANT the Application, with an additional Condition regarding materials 
and an Informative, was proposed by Councillor John Marjoram and seconded by 
Councillor Paul Hemming. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 11 votes for the Motion, 1 vote against and 0 
abstentions; it was declared CARRIED.   
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RESOLVED To GRANT Application S.15/0081/HHOL, as set out in these 
Minutes and Appendix A. 

 
The meeting finished at 10.30 pm. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chair 
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Appendix A 
 

Amendments for Development Control Committee 
10 March 2015 

 
Item 1 – Land at Chestnut Park, Kingswood (S.14/1927/OUT) 
Refuse Permission contrary to Officers Recommendation. 
The application has failed to demonstrate that the site is capable of maintaining 
favourable conservation status of the ecological habitat for Great Crested Newts, nor 
demonstrate that the development given its close proximity to the Village Hall and 
Cricket Club would not prejudice the ongoing community uses. Furthermore, the 
application has also failed to demonstrate that the landscape and visual qualities of 
the site would not be significantly harmed by the development including the 
necessary mitigation measures, contrary to Paragraphs 70, 74, 117 and 188 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework, Policies NE8 and NE10 of the adopted Stroud 
District Local Plan, November 2005 and Policies EI11, ES6 and ES7 of the 
Submission Draft Local Plan, December 2013. 
 
Item 2 – Land at Chestnut Park, Kingswood (S.14/1928/FUL)  
Refuse Permission contrary to Officer’s recommendation. 
 
1. The proposed development would result in a severe and demonstrable impact 

on the safety of a range of highway users, contrary to Paragraph 32 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework, Policy GE5 of the adopted Stroud 
District Local Plan, November 2005 and Policy ES3 of the Submission Draft 
Local Plan, December 2013. 

2. The creation of the road surface would result in the removal of existing 
landscaping to the detriment of the character and appearance of the street 
scene, contrary to Paragraphs 57 and 64 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework and Policy ES12 of the Submission Draft Local Plan, December 
2013. 

 
Item 3 – Nupend Farm, Boscombe Lane, Horsley (S.14/1191/FUL) 
 
A Motion NOT TO REFUSE the Application and to delegate determination of the 
application to officers subject to negotiation and completion of a suitable Section 106 
agreement to deal with relevant matters including affordable housing provision. To 
facilitate negotiation of such an agreement Counsel’s advice be obtaimed on the 
interpretation of recent ministerial advice regarding the application of “vacant 
buildings credit”.  In the event that agreement could not be reached on the terms of a 
section 106 agreement the Application would be brought back to Committee for a 
decision.   
 
Item 5 – TCS County Supplies New Store, Berkeley Heath, Berkeley 
(S.14/2701/COU) 
Grant Permission contrary to officer recommendations.  Proposed conditions 
include:- 
 
The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three 
years from the date of this permission. 
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Reason: 
To comply with the requirements of Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004. 
 
The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until details of a 
scheme of hard and soft landscaping for the site have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: 
In the interests of the visual amenities of the area. 
 
All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of landscaping shall 
be carried out in the first complete planting and seeding seasons following the 
occupation of the buildings, or the completion of the development to which it relates, 
whichever is the sooner.  Any trees or plants which, within a period of five years from 
the completion of the development, die, are removed, or become seriously damaged 
or diseased, shall be replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size 
and species, unless the Local Planning Authority gives written consent to any 
variation. 
 
Reason: 
In the interests of the visual amenities of the area. 
 
The storage area hereby permitted shall only be used for the storage of materials as 
specified in accordance with condition 5 of this permission and only in conjunction 
with the main use of the site, TCS Country Supplies. 
 
Reason: 
To enable the Local Planning Authority to retain control over the use of land. 
 
Prior to the commencement of development on site, a schedule of goods to be 
stored on the site shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  Site storage shall then be limited to the details approved and maintained 
as such thereafter. 
 
Reason:   
To protect the visual amenity of the site and to minimise any impact on the 
surrounding landscape. 
 
No materials shall be stacked to a height exceeding 4 metres above ground level 
anywhere within the open areas of the application site. 
 
Reason:  
To protect the visual amenity of the site and to minimise any impact on the 
surrounding landscape. 
 
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, details and plans 
showing the finished ground level of the storage area hereby permitted, including 
cross sections through the site showing the access ramp and referenced to a fixed 
datum point outside the site, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
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Local Planning Authority.  The development hereby permitted shall then only be 
carried out in accordance with those approved details. 
 
Reason: 
In order to protect the visual impact of storage on the site from the surrounding 
landscape. 
 
Item 7 - Wotton Lodge, Venns Acre, Wotton under Edge (S.15/0013/HHOLD) 
 
Grant Permission contrary to officers recommendation. New conditions and 
informative: 
 
The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three 
years from the date of this permission. 
 
Reason: 
To comply with the requirements of Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004. 
 
The proposed render and roofing materials shall match the existing. 
 
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance in accordance with Policy HC8 of the 
Submission Draft Local Plan December 2013. 
 
Informative: 
For the purposes of Article 31 of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010, the following reasons for the 
Council’s decision are summarised below together with a summary of the Policies 
and Proposals contained within the Development Plan which are relevant to this 
decision:- 
 
Policy GE1 prevents an unacceptable level of noise, general disturbance, smell, 
fumes, loss of daylight or sunlight, loss of privacy or overbearing effect. 
Policy GE5 maintains highway safety including rights of way and paragraph 32 of the 
NPPF allows for development up to a severe impact.  
Polices HN16 and HC8 require consideration of plot size, height, scale, form and 
parking.  This tallies with paragraph 64 of the NPPF. 
Policies NE8 and ES7 require consideration of the AONB, which is also reflected in 
the NPPF Paragraph 115.  
 
The proposal is felt to be well contained within the plot, without causing overbearing, 
overshadowing or privacy problems. The design is felt to be in keeping to the 
character of the settlement and the surrounding landscape. Parking and turning 
would not be prejudiced by the proposal. 
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Council 

In cases where a Site Inspection has taken place, this is because Members felt they would be 
better informed to make a decision on the application at the next Committee.  Accordingly the 
view expressed by the Site Panel is a factor to be taken into consideration on the application 
and a final decision is only made after Members have fully debated the issues arising. 
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DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

Procedure for Special Development Control Committee  14th April 2015  
 
In consultation with the Chair and Vice Chair of DCC together with the Legal Services 
Manager, the following document confirms the running order for the meeting to be held 
on the 14th April 2015. 
 
Those who wish to speak during item 3.2 below are reminded that they should use the 
opportunity to reiterate or emphasise evidence which has already been submitted to the 
Local Planning Authority. It should not be seen as an opportunity to introduce new or 
revised evidence. Please note that statements will be recorded and broadcast over the 
internet as part of the Council’s webcasting of its meetings; they may also be used for 
subsequent proceedings such as an appeal. Names may be recorded in the Committee 
Minutes.  
 
The meeting will consider all three supermarket in the round, though determining each 
application in the order they were submitted. For the avoidance of doubt the 
applications are listed below in order of submission (the name to be used for the site is 
in BOLD) 
 

• S.13/1498/FUL – Brunsdons Yard   Ryeford Road South 
• S.13/1499/CAC – Brunsdons Yard  Ryeford Road South (CAC) 
• S.13/2284/FUL – Daniels Industrial Estate 1 , 104 Bath Road 
• S.14/1905/FUL – Daniels Industrial Estate 2, 104 Bath Road 
• S.14/0677/FUL – Avocet,  Dudbridge Industrial Estate  Dudbridge Road  

 
The running order is as follows: 
 
1. Apologies 
 
2. Declaration of Interest. 
 
3. Schedule of applications  
 
3.1 Introduction and late pages for all three sites by the case officer 
 
3.2 Public Speaking 

3.2.1 Ward Councillors (not Councillors sitting on DCC nor those representing 
the parishes of Stonehouse, Rodborough or Cainscross) (Max 3 minutes 
each). 

 
3.2.2 Brunsdons yard (both applications) 

3.2.2.1 Ward Councillors for Stonehouse  (max 5 minutes) 
3.2.2.2 Stonehouse  Town Council (max 5 minutes) 
3.2.2.3 Those opposing  the scheme at Brunsdons Yard (one slot - 

max 5 minutes) 
3.2.2.4 Those supporting  the scheme at Brunsdons Yard (one slot 

- max 5 minutes) 
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3.2.3 Daniels Industrial Estate 
3.2.3.1 Ward Councillors for Rodborough  (max 5 minutes) 
3.2.3.2 Rodborough Parish Council (max 5 minutes) 
3.2.3.3 Those opposing  the scheme at Daniels I.E. (one slot - max 

5 minutes) 
3.2.3.4 Those supporting  the scheme at Daniels I.E.(one slot - max 

5 minutes) 
 

3.2.4 Avocet 
3.2.4.1 Ward Councillors for Cainscross  (max 5 minutes) 
3.2.4.2 Cainscross Parish  Council (max 5 minutes) 
3.2.4.3 Those opposing  the scheme at Avocet (one slot - max 5 

minutes) 
3.2.4.4 Those supporting  the scheme at Avocet (one slot - max 5 

minutes) 
 
(Option for a comfort break – at discretion of the Chair) 
 
3.3 Questions by DCC Members of the Officers (including GVA Grimley, Key 

Transport and Gloucestershire Highway Authority) on all four schemes 
 
3.4 Debate on all four schemes 
 
3.5 Decisions (including motion, seconding, amendments and decision as per the 

constitution) 
 

3.5.1 Brunsdons Yard 
3.5.1.1 Motion on Brunsdons Yard 
3.5.1.2 Debate on the motion 
3.5.1.3 Decision  

 
3.5.2 Daniels Industrial Estate 

3.5.2.1 Motion on Daniels Industrial Estate 
3.5.2.2 Debate on the motion 
3.5.2.3 Decision  

 
3.5.3 Avocet 

3.5.3.1 Motion on Avocet 
3.5.3.2 Debate on the motion 
3.5.3.3 Decision  

 
4. Close of meeting 
 
Please note that speaker’s microphones will be switched off at the end of their allotted 
period. 
 
For the avoidance of doubt , in public speaking, the Parish, Opposer and Supporter 
time allocations are per slot not per speaker. As such if a number of individuals/groups 
wish to speak in the same slot, they must share the 5 minutes between them. The 
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apportionment of this slot is a matter for those speaking and not for the Chair to 
adjudicate.  
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THE STRUCTURE OF THE COMMITTEE SCHEDULE 
 
In acknowledgement of the unique nature of these proposals, the Schedule of 
Applications is structured somewhat differently from the conventional layout and will not 
provide individual recommendations on each individual application. 
 
The Schedule commences with an Update on matters, before moving onto the Prologue 
which sets out the prevailing policy background against which the applications should 
be considered, followed by five separate ‘topic chapters’ which describe the formal 
proposals and their conformity with this policy on an individual basis.  
 
Following this is a sixth chapter which clarifies the recent information submitted in 
respect of The Market Tavern, which whilst not subject to a formal application is a factor 
to be considered in the determination of the existing applications and therefore warrants 
explanation.  
 
Finally there is a Summary Chapter which compares and contrasts the individual merits 
of each proposal against each other and provides a series of recommendations. 



6 
 

INDEX 
 
Updates……………………………………………………………………. 7 
 
Prologue…………………………………………………………………… 8 
 
S.13/1498/FUL  
Brunsdons Yard, Ryeford Road South, Ryeford………………………. 31 
 
S.13/1499/CAC  
Brunsdons Yard, Ryeford Road South, Ryeford………………………. 56 
 
S.13/2284/FUL  
Daniels Industrial Estate 1, 104 Bath Road, Stroud…………………… 60 
 
S.14/1905/FUL 
Daniels Industrial Estate 2, 104 Bath Road, Stroud…………………… 79 
 
S.14/0677/FUL  
Dudbridge (Avocet)  Industrial Estate, Dudbridge Road, Stroud…….. 100 
 
The Market Tavern, Union Street, Stroud………………………………. 125 
 
Summary Discussions and Recommendations………………………… 131 



7 
 

1.  UPDATES 
 
1.1. Members may recall that these applications were originally due to be determined 

at a Special Development Control Committee Meeting on July 24th  2014. 
However due to the late submission of substantial new information and various 
threats of judicial review the applications were deferred to the September 23rd 
2014 meeting.  
 

1.2 At the September meeting the applications were deferred to provide additional 
time for the owners / operators of the Market Tavern site in Stroud to carry out 
investigations / consultations in connection with any emerging scheme. 

 
1.3 The agreed time period for deferment sought to have the applications 

reconsidered around March 2015. 
 
1.4 Following this deferment there have been some subsequent changes in respect 

of the proposals before Members: 
 
   • Brunsdons Yard S.13/1498/FUL 

Appeal against non-determination lodged. 
 
   • Brunsdons Yard S.13/1499/CAC 

Appeal against non-determination lodged. 
 

  • Daniels Industrial Estate 1. S.13/2284/FUL 
   Appeal against non-determination lodged. 
 
1.5 These appeals were submitted in February this year and at the time of writing, 

are awaiting formal validation by the Planning Inspectorate. 
 
1.6 As part of these appeals, the Local Planning Authority will have to produce 

individual statements of case as to its view on the appeal proposals along with 
any evidence to substantiate the case made. 

 
1.6 In addition to these appeals, a duplicate application has been submitted in 

respect of the Daniels Industrial Estate. This was submitted in December 2014.  
 
1.7 This application is identical to that previously submitted with the exception of the 

removal of the play area originally proposed to the western corner of the site. 
 
1.8 For the avoidance of doubt the two Daniels Industrial Estate proposals are 

referred to in this report as Daniels 1 for the original submission and Daniels 2 for 
the duplicate. 

 
1.9 The outcome of these updates is that the Committee is now requested to: 
 

• Provide a resolution on the acceptability / unacceptability of the various 
appeal proposals in order that a corresponding statement of case can be 
made. 
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• Formally determine the remaining planning applications. 
 

1.10 Resolutions are required on: 
 
 Brunsdons Yard S.13/1498/FUL. Planning Permission 
 Brunsdons Yard S.13/1499/CAC. Conservation Area Consent. 
 Daniels 1. S.13/2284/FUL. Full Planning Permission. 
 
1.11 Formal Determinations are required on: 
  
 Daniels 2. S.14/1905/FUL. Full Planning Permission. 
 Avocet. S.14/0677/FUL. Full Planning Permission. 

 
1.12 The recommendations within the individual chapters have been updated 

accordingly. 
 
1.13 Policy updates and site specific updates have been incorporated into the relevant 

chapters.   
 
1.14 Any responses subsequent to this report will be reported on late pages  

 
2. PROLOGUE 

 

2.1 Given the fact that all the proposals on this agenda relate to the provision of retail 
stores, it is clearly apparent that there is a common policy basis against which all 
should be considered. As such this prologue seeks to set out the over-arching 
policy and guidance background against which these applications sit thereby 
providing the decision maker with a robust understanding of the policy topics 
against which these applications should be considered.  

 
2.2 Whilst this summary is not meant as an exhaustive list of all of the policy matters 

affecting all of the applications, it will provide a reference for the key policies and 
guidance affecting the applications either individually or cumulatively. Where 
there are bespoke policy considerations relating to an application which are not 
outlined in this prologue, they will be covered within the individual report. 

 
2.3  This prologue will therefore provide an overview of relevant development plan 

policies contained within both the adopted Stroud District Local Plan, November 
2005 (the adopted Local Plan) and the Stroud District Local Plan: Submission 
Draft December 2013 (the emerging Local Plan or ELP), along with a summary of 
guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and 
the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG). This overview will be grouped by 
subject heading. 

 
2.4 The prologue will not look to offer any comment on the merits of the individual 

applications against these policy and guidance requirements. That is clearly a 
matter for discussion within the individual reports. 
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3. THE PREVAILING LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND 
 
3.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires planning 

applications to be determined in accordance with the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 
3.2 The Adopted Development Plan: 
 In the case of the Stroud District, the relevant development plan consists of the 

adopted Stroud District Local Plan which was adopted in November 2005 
(SDLP2005) and sought to cover a plan period up until June 2011. The policies 
in the adopted plan are subject to a Saving Direction (SD2008) issued on 13th 
October 2008. This direction sets out a list of policies which are still in force 
pending the adoption of a new plan, and those which have now been deleted. 
These policies and the corresponding text and explanatory notes within the 
adopted plan form the Development Plan and are the starting point for any 
determination and must be afforded considerable weight in the decision making 
process according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF.  

 
3.3 The Emerging Plan 

Given that the adopted Local Plan period has expired, the Council is in the 
process of producing a new plan, which in it latest form is known as the Stroud 
District Local Plan: Submission Draft. December 2013 or the emerging Local 
Plan (ELP). This ELP sets out the Council overall strategy up until 2031 and has 
been submitted to the Secretary of State for examination in public (EIP). 

 
4 THE EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC (EIP) 
 
4.1 Part 1 of the EIP was held between the 1st and 3rd of April this year, with the topic 

headings under examination being, in order of consideration: 
 

• The Duty to Co-Operate; 
 
• Housing and Employment Requirements; 
 
• Sequential Flood Risk, Habitat Regulations Assessment, Development 

Strategy, Settlement Hierarchy and Strategic sites. 
 
4.2 These topic headings are the cornerstones of the Emerging Local Plan are 

informed by an evidence base which includes matters such as Gloucestershire 
First Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP), the Strategic Economic Plan, the 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), Objectively Assessed Need 
data, Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and the Habitat Regulations 
Assessment (HRA).  

 
4.3 In addition there were unresolved representations from a number of parties to the 

ELP. 
 
4.3 The EIP Inspector provided formal comments on Part 1 of the EIP (EIPIR) on the 

2nd June 2014, which provided feedback on many of the above topics. 



10 
 

 
4.4 Of particular note were: 

 
• Further work is required on the robustness of the approaches taken to 

calculate economic and housing need projections. 
• The Emerging Local Plan may contain pessimistic assumptions about 

potential economic and employment growth thereby threatening the overall 
growth strategy. (para 34 EIPIR) 

• There is uncertainty between the Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) and the 
Emerging Local Plan to ensure that the ELP does not unnecessarily 
constrain economic growth in the district. (para 46 EIPIR) 

• Amendments to wording of policies in respect of SFRA and HRA matters is 
required through on-going discussions (paras 48, 49 & 52 EIPIR) 

 
4.5 This feedback led to the suspension of EIP Part 1. 

 
4.6 In December 2014, in direct response to the EIP Inspector’s comments, the 

Council approved a series of amendments to the ELP most notably with regard to 
the objectively assessed need (OAN) data pertaining to housing and employment 
needs. 
 

4.7 These amendments included an additional strategic allocation on land to the 
west of Stonehouse, together with further work on employment land provision 
and the housing required to cater for an economically active population. 
 

4.8 These amendments have been submitted to the EIP Inspector and are due to be 
considered at the resumption of the EIP Part 1 on the 12th May this year. 
 

4.9 Whilst the ELP is at an evolving stage of its life and is the subject of an ongoing 
EIP process, the ELP is a relevant material consideration and must be afforded 
due weight in the decision making process related to its progress towards formal 
adoption and the comments made by the EIP Inspector. 

 
5 THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 
 
5.1 Whilst not the sole material consideration to be taken into account as part of any 

decision making process, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a 
key consideration and is a clear statement of Government Policy.  

 
5.2 The key issues raised in the NPPF are: 
 

Paragraph 14 within the introduction which states that:  
 

“at the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in 
favour of sustainable development , which should be seen as a golden thread 
running through both plan-making and decision-taking.  
  
For  plan-making this means that: 
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● local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the 
development needs of their area; 

● Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient 
flexibility to adapt to rapid change, unless: 

 
any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a 
whole; or specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be 
restricted. 
 
For  decision-taking this means: 
 
● approving development proposals that accord with the development plan 

without delay; and 
● where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are 

out-of-date, granting permission unless:  
 

any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a 
whole; or 
 
specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.’ 
[Para 14 NPPF]” 

 
6 PARISH PLANS 
 
6.1 Where there are prevailing Parish Plans in place, these form part of the 

Development Plan. At the time of writing there are no Parish Plans which have 
been consulted on or adopted as part of the Development Plan. 

 
7 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND  THE NPPF 
 
7.1 As already outlined at 2.1 above Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 (PCP Act 2004) requires Local Planning Authorities to 
determine planning application in accordance with the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 
7.2 Section 38 clearly indicates that the starting point  for a decision maker is the 

development plan which in this case consists of the adopted Local Plan and the 
Emerging Plan (although this has yet to be formally adopted and hence the 
weight applicable to it must be carefully gauged).  

 
7.3 The NPPF does not change this premise with paragraph 12 of the NPPF stating 

that: 
 

‘This National Planning Policy Framework does not change the statutory status of 
the development plan as the starting point for decision making. Proposed 
development that accords with an up-to-date Local Plan should be approved and 
proposed development that conflicts should be refused unless other material 
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considerations indicate otherwise. It is highly desirable that local planning 
authorities should have an up-to-date plan in place.’ [ Para 12.NPPF.] 

 
7.4 The NPPF is a however a material consideration, for the purposes of Section 38 

of the PCP Act 2004 and this is confirmed in both paragraphs 2 and 196 of the 
NPPF which reiterate the ‘plan-led’ approach as the starting point  for a decision 
making.  

 
‘Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be 
determined in accordance with the development plan, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. The National Planning Policy Framework must 
be taken into account in the preparation of local and neighbourhood plans, and is 
a material consideration in planning decisions. Planning policies and decisions 
must reflect and where appropriate promote relevant EU obligations and statutory 
requirements.’ [Para 2.NPPF] 

 
‘the planning system is plan-led. Planning law requires that applications for 
planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development 
plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. This Framework is a 
material consideration in planning decisions.’ [Para 196. NPPF.] 

 
7.5 Given these statements, one of the key considerations for any decision maker is 

to assess the status of the development plan and to judge whether such a plan, 
and the policies therein, can be considered up-to-date. 

 
7.6 It should be noted that the ‘plan-led’ approach advocated by paragraph 12 of the 

NPPF refers to the determinations of application in accordance with an up-to-
date  development plan. 

 
7.7 A development plan at the end of its plan period, or one to which there is 

outstanding objections, or one which has yet to be subject to rigorous 
examination by way of an EIP, may not be considered up-to-date and its weight 
in the decision making process reduced accordingly. 

 
7.8 In such instances Section 38 of the PCP Act 2004 would require the decision 

maker to have regard to other material considerations, such as the NPPF which 
as stated at 9.4 is material consideration. 

 
7.9 As noted above, the development plan for the Stroud District is under-going a 

period of change, as the formally Adopted Local Plan is replaced by the 
Emerging Local Plan. This transition has yet to conclude and this is a significant 
factor and influence on the up-to-date status of the prevailing development plan 
for the Stroud District. 

 
8 RELEVANT RETAIL POLICY BACKGROUND 
 
8.1  National Planning Policy and Guidance  

National retail planning policy has been contained with various documents since 
the publication of Planning Policy Guidance Note 6: Town Centres and Retail 
Developments. 1996 and it is useful to understand the evolution of this guidance 
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along with the chronological relationship with the adopted and emerging local 
plans. 

 
8.2 In summary the guidance has evolved through the following documents: 
 

• Planning Policy Guidance Note 6: Town Centres and Retail 
Developments. 1996. (PPG6) -superseded by: 

• Planning Policy Statement 6: Planning for Town Centres. 2005. (PPS6) 
superseded by: 

• Planning Policy Statement 4: Planning for Sustainable Urban Growth. 
2009. (PSS4) - superseded by: 

• The National Planning Policy Framework. March 2012. 
(NPPF).supplemented by: 

• The National Planning Practice Guidance. March 2014. (NPPG) 
 
8.3 Reoccurring Themes:  

Although the finer details of retail policy have evolved during the course of these 
documents, there are a number of key requirements that have remained constant 
and continue to underpin the consideration of proposals for retail development. 

 
8.4 Local Authorities should prepare and maintain an evidence base of the retail 

functions of retail centres within their areas. 
 
8.5  Following on from that evidence base, a hierarchy of town centres should be 

adopted and defined town centres indicated on development plan proposal 
maps. 

 
8.6  The evidence base should include a quantitative and qualitative assessment of 

the future retail needs for the Authority as a whole. 
 
8.7  Policies and decision making should seek to protect the vitality and viability of 

these defined town centres and should not detrimentally undermine their retail 
function or detract financial investment from such areas. 

 
8.8 Proposals for retail development should be considered in line with a sequential 

approach which looks to locate proposals: 
 

• within defined town centres firstly and; 
• if no such sites are available then edge of centre sites secondly and; 
• if no edge of centre sites are available then out of centre sites lastly. 
• This is known as THE SEQUENTIAL TEST.  

 
8.9  Annex 2 of The NPPF defines town centres, edge of centre and out of centre 

locations as: 
 
 Town centre: Area defined on the local authority’s proposal map, including the 

primary shopping area and areas predominantly occupied by main town centre 
uses within or adjacent to the primary shopping area. References to town centres 
or centres apply to city centres, town centres, district centres and local centres 
but exclude small parades of shops of purely neighbourhood significance. Unless 
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they are identified as centres in Local Plans, existing out-of-centre developments, 
comprising or including main town centre uses, do not constitute town centres. 

 
 Edge of centre: For retail purposes, a location that is well connected and up to 

300 metres of the primary shopping area. For all other main town centre uses, a 
location within 300 metres of a town centre boundary. For office development, 
this includes locations outside the town centre but within 500 metres of a public 
transport interchange. In determining whether a site falls within the definition of 
edge of centre, account should be taken of local circumstances. 

 
 Out of centre: A location which is not in or on the edge of a centre but not 

necessarily outside the urban area. [Annex 2 NPPF] 
 
 For completeness and to avoid any confusion and misuse of the term, Out of 

Town is also defined as: 
 
 Out of town: A location out of centre that is outside the existing urban area.  

[Annex 2 NPPF] 
 
8.10  In the case of the current proposals, the last two points are particularly relevant 

given that none of the proposals are within a defined town centre or can be 
classed as edge of centre. 

 
8.11  Key Changes in Guidance: 
 One of the most significance changes since the revocation of PPS6 has been the 

deletion of the requirement for proposals outside of the town centre to 
demonstrate a ‘need’ for the development.  

 
8.12 Under guidance contained within PPS6, a developer was required, amongst 

other tests, to demonstrate there was a quantitative and qualitative need for a 
retail proposal. If no such need could be demonstrate the proposal could be 
refused on those grounds alone. 

 
8.13  This guidance was in force at the time of the preparation of the adopted local 

plan and is reflected in wording of the now deleted Policy SH12 (SD2008) (see 
below). 

 
8.14  However this ‘need’ test was removed  following the publication of PPS4 and was 

replaced by an ‘impact’ test. This impact test continues the over-arching 
requirement to safeguard the viability and vitality of defined town centres via an 
assessment of the ‘impact’ of a proposal on the town centre. 

 
8.15  The method and factors to be taken into account in the assessment of this impact 

are the second key area of change within retail guidance. 
 
8.16  Up until the revocation of PPS4 by the NNPF, impact was assessed by 

consideration of the following five factors outlined in Policy EC16 of PPS4: 
 

• planned investment; 
• vitality and viability; 
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• scale; 
• financial impact and; 
• impact on the delivery of allocated sites. 

 
8.17  However these have now been replaced by the two factors contained in 

paragraph 26 of the NPPF which are: 
 

‘. When assessing applications for retail, leisure and office development outside 
of town centres, which are not in accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan, local 
planning authorities should require an impact assessment if the development is 
over a proportionate, locally set floorspace threshold (if there is no locally set 
threshold, the default threshold is 2,500 sq m).This should include assessment 
of: 

 
• the impact of the proposal on existing, committed and planned public and 

private investment in a centre or centres in the catchment area of the 
proposal;  

• and the impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and viability, including 
local consumer choice and trade in the town centre and wider area, up to 
five years from the time the application is made. For major schemes where 
the full impact will not be realised in five years, the impact should also be 
assessed up to ten years from the time the application is made.’ [Para 26 
NPPF] 

 
8.18  In simple terms the NPPF requires an Impact Test to be carried out alongside 

that of the Sequential Test, the re-occurring theme of which can be found at 
paragraph 24 of the NPPF which states that: 

 
‘. Local planning authorities should apply a sequential test to planning 
applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre and are 
not in accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan. They should require 
applications for main town centre uses to be located in town centres, then in 
edge of centre locations and only if suitable sites are not available should out of 
centre sites be considered. When considering edge of centre and out of centre 
proposals, preference should be given to accessible sites that are well connected 
to the town centre. Applicants and local planning authorities should demonstrate 
flexibility on issues such as format and scale.’ [Para 24 NPPF] 

 
The Impact Assessment approach has been incorporated into the emerging 
Local Plan via Policy EI9 (see below) which sets out the locally set threshold 
dependant on the centre affected by the proposal.  

  
8.19 In considering these two strands of the Impact and Sequential tests, the NPPF 

concludes at paragraph 27 that: 
 

 Where an application fails to satisfy the sequential test or is likely to have 
significant adverse impact on one or more of the above factors, it should 
be refused.’[Para 27 NPPF] 
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8.20  It is therefore clear that since the time of the adopted Local Plan, national retail 
planning policy has changed from sequential location, impact and need 
considerations to sequential location and impact consideration.  

 
9. THE ADOPTED LOCAL PLAN: 
 
9.1  The adopted Local Plan set out a series of policies to safeguard the retail 

functions of the principal town centres within the District and in line with the 
previously adopted Structure Plan at the time identifying Stroud and Dursley as 
the most important town centres, with Stroud being the largest within the District. 
The adopted plan also identified Stroud and Dursley as areas with more than a 
local catchment area. Sitting beneath on the same overall level were Berekley, 
Minchinhampton, Nailsworth, Painswick, Stonehouse and Wotton-under-Edge.  It 
was noted at this time that these latter centres had limited ability to attract 
national retailers due to their physical and locational restrictions. 

 
9.2  The retail policies within the adopted Local Plan identified the physical limits of 

the town centres and within these identified areas further delineated primary and 
secondary frontages. Within these frontages changes of use away from retail and 
other appropriate town centre uses are only permitted subject to compliance with 
a series of criteria. Such an approach reflected prevailing national guidance and 
enabled the retail functions of the centres and their associated overall health to 
be safeguarded. 

 
9.3 Outside of the defined town centres the adopted Local Plan sought to control the 

provision of retail parks and similar developments, via Policy SH12 (now deleted 
by SD2008) which along with a requirement to safeguard the viability and vitality 
of town centres, also contained a requirement for a ‘Need’ for edge of centre and 
out of centre proposals to be demonstrated.  

 
9.4  However it must be noted that the ‘need test’ outlined in this policy relates to a 

requirement of the now revoked PPS6. 
 
9.5  Policy SH12 along with other retail policies SH3 and SH4 were deleted by the 

SD2008 discussed above. 
 
9.6 Therefore the adopted Local Plan has no saved specific policy relating to edge of 

centre or out of centre retail proposals. 
 

9.7 However the adopted Local Plan does contain safeguards with regard to local 
centres and the uses contained therein. 

 
9.8 As part of these safeguards, the plan defines a series of local centres across the 

District which includes Cainscross. 
 
9.9 The Cainscross Local Centre is defined in Table 6.1 of the adopted Local Plan 

as: 
• Numbers 16-26 Westward Road (The parade opposite Tricorn House and the 

former White Horse public house) 
• Store between 26-50 Westward Road. (The Factory Shop) 
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10.  THE EMERGING LOCAL PLAN: 
 
10.1  Following on from the advice contained within national retail planning policy, the 

ELP contains a number of retail proposals and policies which build on a new 
evidence base to that used for the adopted local plan. 

 
10.2  Whilst the retail sections of the adopted plan are based on a number of studies 

and surveys carried out in conjunction with the Structure Plan, the ELP evidence 
base consists of fresh surveys. These are: 

 
• Stroud Town Centres & Retailing Study. July 2010. GVA Grimley 
• Stroud Retail Study Update 2013. GVA Grimley 

 
10.3  These studies looked at a number of factors affecting retailing and town centres 

across the District including retail and leisure trends, town centre health checks 
and the need for future retail floor space. In respect of the latter the studies 
looked at the relationship between the anticipated population levels for the future 
plan period up to 2031 including the various housing scenarios proposed within 
the overall planning strategy and the future roles of the town centres and the 
changes in shopping patterns. 

 
10.4  This information was then used to inform the Town Centres and Retailing chapter 

of the ELP which once again sets a hierarchy of town centres including defined 
geographical centre areas, primary and secondary frontages and policies to 
protect the viability and vitality of such centres. To this end Core Policy CP12 
states that: 

 
‘Core Policy CP12 

  Town Centres and retailing 
Town centre uses will be located according to the Retail Hierarchy as set out 
below, in order to promote choice, competition and innovation: 

 
•  Principal Town Centre: Stroud 
•  Other Town Centres: Dursley, Stonehouse, Nailsworth, Wotton-under-

Edge 
•  District Centres: Berkeley, Cam, Minchinhampton, Painswick 
• Local Centres: Cainscross, Hunts Grove (anticipated); Kings Stanley, 

Whitminster 
•  Neighbourhood Shopping: Kingshill, Woodfields, Brimscombe, Manor 

Village 
 
A. Stroud town centre will remain the principal town centre in the District. Proposals for 

major town centre uses will be directed sequentially to the Primary Shopping Area 

but then to the wider town centre. After Stroud, priority will be given to improving 

retail facilities in Dursley, Stonehouse, Nailsworth & Wotton-under-Edge. 

 

B.  The vitality and viability of all the District’s centres will be maintained and 
enhanced, as will their existing range of uses, including local markets. This 
will involve widening the range of uses and encouraging convenient and 
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accessible shopping, service and employment facilities to meet the day-to-
day needs of residents. 

 
C.  On large new urban extension sites, which are not within easy walking 

distance of existing shops and services, new local centres will be 
established or existing retail functions adapted to serve the needs of the 
residents. Such centres should be of a scale appropriate to the site, 
should not undermine the role or function of other centres within the retail 
hierarchy and should not become destinations in their own right. 

 
D.  Retail and other uses (including leisure, entertainment, cultural and tourist 

uses as well as other mixed-uses) that would support the vitality and 
viability of the centres in the hierarchy below Stroud town centre will be 
directed sequentially to within designated town centre or local centre 
boundaries, then to edge-of-centre locations and, only if suitable sites are 
not available, to out-of-centre locations, provided they: 

 
1. are of a scale and nature that is appropriate to the size and function 

of the centre, and; 
2. would not lead to unsustainable trip generation from outside their 

catchments. 
 

E.  Outside these centres, the following types of retail provision will be 
supported: 
 
1. bulky-goods non-food retail development so long as any increase in 

floorspace will not have an unacceptable impact on town centres 
and the proposal is in accordance with the sequential test as set out 
in national policy 

 
2. specialist uses (including car showrooms) and trade centre 

developments not within key employment sites, where it will not 
have an unacceptable impact on a town centre 

 
3. small-scale ancillary retail uses within employment sites (including 

showrooms) 
 
4. changes of use to retail and other local services within existing 

neighbourhood centres and 
 
5. small shops within residential areas to serve the local area.’ [CP12 

ELP] 
10.5  In the supporting maps to the ELP, the Cainscross Local Centre is shown to 

include: 
 

• 16-26 Westward Road (The parade opposite Tricorn House and the 
former White Horse public house) 

• Store between 26 and 50 Westward Road. (The Factory Shop) 
• 31-37 Westward Road (Stroud Furniture Makers, Mill Clean, 

Corinium Fitness) 
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• 59 Westward Road (Cytek Cycles) 
• 16 Cashes Green Road (The Co-Op and associated facilities) 

 
It should be noted that the extent of the local centre has been expanded beyond 
that in the adopted Local Plan and now deliberately includes the Co-Operative 
store as well as the collection of shops on the southern side of Westward Road. 

 
10.6 Core Policy CP12 must be read alongside Delivery Policy EI9 which looks at the 

method of assessing the impact of proposals for new retail proposals and echoes 
the guidance contained in NPPF para 26 for assessments and para 27 for 
determination: 

 
‘Delivery Policy EI9 
Floorspace thresholds for Impact Assessment. 

 
In order to ensure that full consideration is given to the scale of development and 
whether this would have any significant adverse impacts, proposals involving 
additional retail floorspace and variations in the types of goods to be sold from 
existing floorspace, that is in excess of the following thresholds, should be 
accompanied by a Retail Impact Assessment: 

 
 

Retail hierarchy 
settlement 
classification 

Defined settlements 
in the District 
 

Retail floorspace 
threshold (gross) 
 

Principal Town 
Centre 
 

Stroud 1000 sq m 
 

Other Town 
Centres 
 

Dursley, Nailsworth, 
Stonehouse, Wotton-
Under- 
Edge 

500 sq m 
 

District Centres Berkeley, Cam, 
Minchinhampton, 
Painswick 

500 sq m 
 

Local Centres Cainscross, Hunts 
Grove 
(anticipated), Kings 
Stanley, 
Whitminster 
 

500 sq m 
 

Neighbourhood 
Shopping 
 

Brimscombe, 
Kingshill, Manor 
Village, Woodfields 
 

500 sq m 
 

Outside the 
identified retail 
hierarchy 
 

 500 sq m 
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The Council will expect Impact Assessments to contain information on the 
following issues: 

 
1. the impact on existing, committed and planned public and private 

investment; and 
2. the impact on town centre vitality and viability, with particular reference to 

choice and competition and town centre trade/ turnover.  
 

Exceptionally a Retail Impact Assessment may be required for smaller units 
where it is considered that the development either alone or with other 
development would harm nearby centres.  

 
Where Impact Assessments present evidence of significant adverse impacts on 
an existing centre, development will be refused.’[Policy EI9] 

 
10.7  As noted above, the ELP policies have moved towards a sequential and impact 

test based assessment in their protection of the viability and vitality of the 
identified town centres in line with the NPPF and the previous advice contained 
in PPS4. As such the ELP policies are up-to-date with regard to the NPPF and 
have key differences to the deleted Policy SH12 (SD2008) of the adopted plan. 

 
10.8  In terms of any identified need for additional retail floor space across the District, 

the GVA Grimley evidence base has been used to inform the ELP and states at 
para 2.58 of the ELP: 

 
‘The Council has prepared a Town Centres and Retailing Study and Update to 
inform the local strategy for the town centres to 2031. Within the District as a 
whole, the Study forecasts 2640 sqm of convenience goods floorspace capacity 
by 2031 and 4840 sqm of comparison goods floorspace capacity by 2031 on the 
basis of the anticipated population growth and distribution of development in 
accordance with the development strategy.’ 

 
 Net additional 

convenience 
floorspace (sqm) 
capacity by 2031 

Net additional comparison 
floorspace (sqm) capacity by 
2031 

Stroud  1,390 3,630 
Cam/Dursley  320 320 
Nailsworth  500 480 
Stonehouse  410 140 
Wotton  30 270 

 
10.9  The ELP does not allocate any sites for future retail development but does state 

at para 2.62 that: 
 

‘The Local Plan establishes a retail hierarchy based upon the function of the town 
centres and supports proposals for improving the quantity and quality of retail 
floorspace at the main town centres, particularly at Stroud. Proposals are 
directed in the first instance to town centre locations, with edge and out of centre 
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proposals tested against their impact on the health of nearby town centres.’[Para 
2.62.ELP] 

 
10.10  However the approach and evidence base outlined in the ELP must be tempered 

with the comments of the EIP Inspector outlined at Section 3 above.  
 
10.11  All three applications are accompanied by Retail Impact Assessments (RIAs), the 

scope of which have been agreed with the Council’s external Retail Analyst (GVA 
Grimley). 

 
10.12  The Retail Analyst has then considered the RIAs of the proposals both 

individually  and cumulatively  and offered advice in respect of their conformity 
with the sequential and impact tests outlined in paragraphs 24-27 of the NPPF. 
This advice is discussed within the individual reports. 

 
11  RELEVANT EMPLOYMENT POLICY BACKGROUND 
 
11.1 The Adopted Local Plan 

All three sites (Brunsdon Yard, Daniels Industrial Estate and Avocet) form part of 
key employment sites EK6, EK8 and EK7 and as such are afforded protection via 
saved Policy EM3 which states that: 

 
‘Policy EM3 
The key employment land ...(which although not reproduced includes EK6, EK7 
and EK8) ...will be retained as areas where employment needs take precedence 
and where redevelopment for alternative uses or changes of use from 
employment use will not be permitted.’ 

 
11.2   The adopted plan offers guidance at para 4.12 as to the term employment uses 

by defining employment land as land that provides jobs within Use Classes B1, 
B2, B8 and sui generis industrial uses.  

 
11.3 The Emerging Local Plan  
 
11.4 Brunsdon Yard: 

Under the ELP the site is categorised as Key Employment Site EK30 and is 
afforded protection by ELP Delivery Policy EI1 which states: 

 
‘Delivery Policy EI1 
Key Employment Sites 
The key employment sites listed below (again whilst produced but contains 
EK30) will be retained for B Class Uses. Redevelopment for alternative uses or 
changes of use from employment use will not be permitted on these sites.’ 
 

11.5  It is noted that the policy specifically refers to ‘B’ classes uses. 
 
11.6   Daniels Industrial Estate: 
 Under the ELP the site is categorised as ER7 and is classed as an employment 

regenerating site via ELP Delivery Policy EI2 which states: 
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‘Delivery Policy EI2 
Regenerating existing employment sites 
Regeneration of existing employment land ... (again ER7 is included) ...will be 
permitted for mixed-use development, including employment-generating uses, 
provided that there are demonstrable environmental and/or conservation benefits 
and site rationalisation leads to investment that provides greater employment 
opportunities for the local community.’ 

 
11.7   Avocet: 

Under the ELP the site is categorised as SA1a and is classed as a specific site 
allocation via ELP Sites Allocation Policy SA1 which states: 

 
‘Site Allocations Policy SA1 
Stroud Valleys 
Land within the Stroud Valleys at the following specific locations (as identified on 
the policies map) is allocated for mixed use development including at least 300 
dwellings: 

 
 SA1a Land at Dudbridge - Canal related tourism development, retail and 

employment uses 
 SA1b Cheapside- 30 dwellings, town centre and canal uses 
 SA1c Ham Mill - 50 dwellings and employment uses 
 SA1d Brimscombe Mill - 40 dwellings and employment uses 
 SA1e Brimscombe Port - 100 dwellings, canal related tourism development and 

employment uses 
 SA1f Wimberley Mills -50 dwellings and employment B1-B8 uses 
 SA1g Dockyard Works - 30 dwellings and employment B1-B8 uses 
 

Development briefs, to be approved by the District Council, will detail the way in 
which the land uses and infrastructure will be developed in an integrated and co-
ordinated manner. 

 
These will address the following: 
 
1. The provision of 30% affordable dwellings, unless viability testing indicates 

otherwise 
2. Contributions to education and community uses to meet the needs of the 

development 
3. Accessible natural greenspace, public outdoor playing space and/or 

appropriately landscaped canal public realm space 
4. Landscaping incorporating existing hedgerows and trees 
5. The acceptable management and disposal of surface water, including 

sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) to meet the requirements of the 
Environment Agency 

6. Cycle and pedestrian routes along the canal and river corridors, linking up 
with the existing network 

7. Improvements to or restoration of the related canal and towpaths 
8. Contributions towards bus services to improve bus frequencies and 

quality, and to connect the development with Stroud and adjoining 
settlements 
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Phasing arrangements will be put in place to ensure that employment land is 
developed and completed in parallel with housing land completions.’ 

 
11.8  At paragraph 3.13 of the ELP, further clarification of the Dudbridge allocation is 

given: 
 

‘Land at Dudbridge has potential in addition to employment provision, for canal 
related tourism and retail development provided it is compatible with the retail 
hierarchy. A new access to the site will be achieved from Dudbridge Road. There 
is potential to enhance significantly this gateway location into the town and the 
setting of the canal.‘ 

 
11.9 It is clear that as part of the informed growth and employment strategy within the 

ELP, that a hierarchy of employment sites exists, starting with the safeguard of 
sites via Policy EI1 for traditional B classes uses, followed by the provision of 
mixed use sites via Policy EI2 and thirdly the desire to regenerate specific sites 
allocated under Policy SA1. 

 
11.10  This represents a key difference between the classification of the sites between 

the adopted Local Plan and the Emerging Local Plan (ELP). 
 
11.11  The National Planning Policy Framework:  

Within the three stranded definition of sustainable development within the NPPF 
outlined in paragraph 7 that the planning system has an economic role to perform 
by contributing to a strong, responsive and competitive economy and underlines 
this in paragraph 19 stating that the ‘government is committed to ensuring that 
the planning system does everything it can to support economic growth’. 

 
11.12  This desire is further emphasised within paragraph 17 which states that one of 

the core principles that planning should achieve is to proactively drive and 
support economic development to deliver business and industrial units.   

 
11.13 In addition para 17 also states that planning should encourage the effective use 

of land by reusing brownfield land provided that it is not of high environmental 
value. 

 
12.  RELEVANT LANDSCAPE POLICY BACKGROUND  
 
12.1  The Adopted Local Plan: 

The adopted plan seeks to protect and safeguard the rural character of the 
Cotswold Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) via saved Policy NE8. 
This policy requires the decision maker to ensure that proposals are sympathetic 
in scale, siting and nature to the AONB and that important landscape features 
are retained. The policy also looks to safeguard the setting of the AONB. 

 
12.2 In addition to the protection of the statutory designated landscape, saved policy 

NE10 also identifies a number of landscape character areas which should be 
considered in determining relevant applications. 
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12.3  The Emerging Local Plan: 
The ELP continues the safeguarding approach to the AONB via Delivery Policy 
ES7 which combines a requirement to consider the impact of proposals on the 
AONB as well as the various landscape characters identified across the District. 

 
12.4   The National Planning Policy Framework:  

Within the core principles outlined at paragraph 17 of the NPPF, it recognises the 
intrinsic value and beauty of the countryside, whilst offering dedicated protection 
for the AONB at paragraph 115 within Chapter 11 (NPPF). 

 
13  RELEVANT ECOLOGY POLICY BACKGROUND  
 
13.1   The Adopted Local Plan:  

Within the adopted plan there are a suite of ecology based policies which seek to 
protect Key Wildlife Sites (KWS), protected species and identified wildlife 
corridors. These saved policies look to safeguard and promote habitats and bio-
diversity and are contained within Policies NE3, NE4 and NE5. 

 
13.2  The Emerging Local Plan:  
  Again the ELP continues the ecological safeguarding approach via Delivery 

Policy ES6 which is an all encompassing policy catering for designated habitat 
areas and protected species in one policy. 

 
13.3  The National Planning Policy Framework  

Within chapter 11 of the NPPF, paragraph 118 states that in determining 
applications Local Planning Authorities should seek to conserve and enhance 
biodiversity. It further states that where proposals are being considered which 
require appropriate assessment under the HRA regulations then the presumption 
in favour of development outline in paragraph 14 does not apply. 

 
14.  RELEVANT HYDROLOGY POLICY BACKGROUND  
 
14.1   The Adopted Local Plan  

The original Local Plan policy GE4 which dealt with flooding consideration was 
deleted by SD2008 and hence the adopted Local Plan has no relevant applicable 
flood policy. Matters of flooding must therefore be considered with regard to the 
contents of the NPPF and accompanying Technical Guide. 

14.2 The Emerging Local Plan:  
Delivery Policy ES4 of the ELP requires that future development locations within 
the District are informed by the Strategic Flood Risk Assessments (SFRA 1 and 
2) and that site specific proposals must demonstrate that they are safe, do not 
increase flood risk elsewhere and maximise opportunities to reduce flood risk.  
The policy goes on to say that use should be made of sustainable urban 
drainage systems (SuDs) wherever possible and that enhancement of 
watercourses and their associated wildlife corridors achieved. 

  
14.3 The National Planning Policy Framework  

Chapter 10 of the NPPF outlines the Government’s position of the consideration 
of flood risk which is summarised primarily in paragraphs 100-104 which state 
that: 
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 ‘100.  Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided 
by directing development away from areas at highest risk, but where 
development is necessary, making it safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere. 
Local Plans should be supported by Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and 
develop policies to manage flood risk from all sources, taking account of advice 
from the Environment Agency and other relevant flood risk management bodies, 
such as lead local flood authorities and internal drainage boards. Local Plans 
should apply a sequential, risk-based approach to the location of development to 
avoid where possible flood risk to people and property and manage any residual 
risk, taking account of the impacts of climate change, by: 
 

● applying the Sequential Test; 
● if necessary, applying the Exception Test; 
● safeguarding land from development that is required for current and 

future flood management; 
● using opportunities offered by new development to reduce the 

causes and impacts of flooding; and 
● where climate change is expected to increase flood risk so that 

some existing development may not be sustainable in the long-
term, seeking opportunities to facilitate the relocation of 
development, including housing, to more sustainable locations. 

 
101. The aim of the Sequential Test is to steer new development to areas with 

the lowest probability of flooding. Development should not be allocated or 
permitted if there are reasonably available sites appropriate for the 
proposed development in areas with a lower probability of flooding. The 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment will provide the basis for applying this 
test. A sequential approach should be used in areas known to be at risk 
from any form of flooding.  

 
102 If, following application of the Sequential Test, it is not possible, consistent 

with wider sustainability objectives, for the development to be located in 
zones with a lower probability of flooding, the Exception Test can be 
applied if appropriate. For the Exception Test to be passed:  
● it must be demonstrated that the development provides wider 

sustainability benefits to the community that outweigh flood risk, 
informed by a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment where one has 
been prepared; and  

● a site-specific flood risk assessment must demonstrate that the 
development will be safe for its lifetime taking account of the 
vulnerability of its users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, 
and, where possible, will reduce flood risk overall.  

 
Both elements of the test will have to be passed for development to be 
allocated or permitted. 

 
103 When determining planning applications, Local Planning Authorities 

should ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhere and only consider 
development appropriate in areas at risk of flooding where, informed by a 
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site-specific flood risk assessment following the Sequential Test, and if 
required the Exception Test, it can be demonstrated that: 

 
● within the site, the most vulnerable development is located in areas 

of lowest flood risk unless there are overriding reasons to prefer a 
different location; and 

● development is appropriately flood resilient and resistant, including 
safe access and escape routes where required, and that any 
residual risk can be safely managed, including by emergency 
planning and it gives priority to the use of sustainable urban 
drainage systems.  

 
104.  For individual developments on sites allocated in development plans 

through the Sequential Test, applicants need not apply the Sequential 
Test. Applications for minor development and changes of use should not 
be subject to the Sequential or Exception Tests22 but should still meet the 
requirements for site-specific flood risk assessments’.[NPPF] 

 
14.4  This guidance is supplemented by further advice in the National Planning Policy 

Guidance. 
 
14.5 It is important to note that the Sequential Test required for hydrological 

consideration is different from the Sequential Test required for retail purposes. 
The former aims to steer development into the lowest flood plan category (Flood 
Zone 1) wherever possible, whilst the latter seeks to seeks to locate retail 
development as close to an identified town centre as possible. They are distinct 
and different tests. 

 
14.6   When considered together the tests act as a ‘sieving’ mechanism as to the 

overall availability of potential sites and a balance has to be struck between the 
potentially competing objectives of each sequential requirement. 

 
15.  RELEVANT HERITAGE POLICY BACKGROUND  
 
15.1  The Adopted Local Plan: 

In terms of the proposal affecting heritage assets (listed buildings, conservation 
areas and archaeology etc), the relevant saved policies are BE5, BE12 and 
BE14. These policies relate to proposals affecting the character and appearance 
of conservation areas, the setting of listed buildings and the potential 
archaeological remains. 

 
15.2  The Emerging Local Plan: 

This degree of heritage protection is continued in Delivery Policy ES10 of the 
ELP which again is an all encompassing heritage policy. 

 
15.3 The NPPF and The Planning (Listed Building and Cons ervation Areas) Act 

1990: 
Chapter 12 of the NPPF outlines the requirement to safeguard designated 
heritage assets whilst at the same time promoting a balancing approach between 
the degree of harm caused to an asset, the heritage significance of that asset 
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and the benefits arising from the overall scheme. Paragraphs 128 and 132-134 
refer. 
 

15.4 In addition to the above a decision maker must also have regard to the statutory 
duty imposed by Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Building and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  
 

15.5 In respect of listed buildings this must involve having regard to the desirability of 
preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or 
historic interest which it possesses. (Section 66) 
 

15.6 In respect of Conservation Areas this must involve paying special attention to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of that 
area. (Section 72) 

 
16.  RELEVANT HIGHWAYS POLICY BACKGROUND  
 
16.1  The Adopted Local Plan: 

Saved Policy GE5 is the key policy reference within the adopted plan and seeks 
to ensure that development proposals are safe for all highway users and are not 
detrimental to highway safety. 

 
16.2  In addition saved policies TR1 and TR2 seek to ensure that proposals are well 

integrated to potential catchment areas and are accessible by a wide and 
sustainable ranges of transport modes with relevant parking standards. 

 
16.3   The Emerging Local Plan: 

Delivery Policy ES3 seeks to protect highway safety whilst Delivery Policy EI12 
looks to enhance the accessibility of sites and promotes the use of travel plans 
and relevant parking standards. 

 
16.4  The NPPF: 

In promoting sustainable transport modes and safeguard highway safety, 
Chapter 4 sets out the Government approach with paragraph 32 stating: 

 
‘All developments that generate significant amounts of movement should be 
supported by a Transport Statement or Transport Assessment. Plans and 
decisions should take account of whether: the opportunities for sustainable 
transport modes have been taken up depending on the nature and location of the 
site, to reduce the need for major transport infrastructure; safe and suitable 
access to the site can be achieved for all people; and improvements can be 
undertaken within transport network that cist effectively limit the significant 
impacts of the development. Development should only be prevented or refused 
on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are 
severe.’ [NPPF para 32] 
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17. THE MATTER OF ACCESSIBILITY   
 
17.1. In line with the guidance contained in paragraph 24 of the NPPF, it is important to 

ensure that any proposed site for a retail development is in the most accessible 
location possible when connection to the town centre is considered. Para 24 
states: 
 
‘24.  Local Planning Authorities should apply a sequential test to planning 

applications for main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre 
and are not in accordance with an up-to-date Local Plan. They should 
require applications for main town centre uses to be located in town 
centres, then in edge of centre locations and only if suitable sites are not 
available should out of centre sites be considered. When considering edge 
of centre and out of centre proposals, preference should be given to 
accessible sites that are well connected to the town centre. Applicants and 
Local Planning Authorities should demonstrate flexibility on issues such as 
format and scale.’ [NPPF] 

 
17.2.  At an overarching level this consideration relates to the geographical location of 

the site in terms of centre, edge of centre, out of centre locations, but at a lesser 
level also relates to the accessibility of a site to the catchment area which it 
serves. In this instance accessibility relates to not one of access by vehicular 
drivers, but to those seeking to access a site by other modes of transport such as 
walking, cycling or public transport. 

 
17.3  In order that this level of consideration can be given to the current proposals, the 

LPA has commissioned a bespoke Accessibility Study which seeks to consider 
the credentials of the various sites with regard to access by walkers, cyclists, 
public transport and car users (the four user groups). This study has been 
updated and amended since the previous meeting. 

 
17.4  The Study assesses these credentials by establishing the relevant journey time 

and distance that each of the three users groups would undertake/ travel by their 
respective transport modes and any barriers to such trips to the respective town 
centres of Stroud, Stonehouse and Nailsworth. 

17.7.  On careful analysis of the study results, the decision maker can then ascertain 
which or any of the sites is ‘accessible’. 

 
17.8.  This has been done for each of the application sites and can be found under the 

relevant headings in the individual reports / chapters. 
  
18.  WASTE MINIMISATION 
 
18.1 As part of development proposals involving redevelopment of existing sites and 

the demolition of buildings, regard must also be had to the need to minimise the 
generation of waste. 

 
18.2 In line with the environmental objective which forms one of the three key strands 

of sustainable development, the NPPF seeks to use natural resources prudently 
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and to minimise waste both as a generated factor and as the re-use of existing 
materials. 

 
18.3  This objective builds on the adopted Supplementary Planning Document ‘Waste 

Minimisation in Development Projects. 2006.’ produced by Gloucestershire 
County Council. 

 
19. FURTHER ADVICE AND GUIDANCE 
 
19.1  Whilst this prologue is intended to act as useful background for the determination 

of these applications, the full National and Local Retail Planning Policy and 
guidance can be found via the following hyperlinks: 

 
19.2  SDC Adopted and Emerging Planning Strategy 
 
19.3  The National Planning Policy Framework 
 
19.4  The National Planning Practice Guidance 
 
20. GENERAL USEFUL DEFINITIONS:  

 
Throughout discussions a number of different terms will be heard. For the 
assistance of Members the following definitions are given: 
 
Convenience goods: 
Food and non-alcoholic beverages, tobacco, alcoholic beverages, newspapers 
and periodicals and non-durable household goods. 
 
Comparison goods 
Any other goods, including clothing, shoes, furniture, household appliances, 
tools, medical goods, games and toys, books and stationery, jewellery and other 
personal effects. 
 
The (Retail) Sequential Test: 
Town centre first, edge of centre second, out of centre third. 
 
The Impact Test: 
The impact of the proposal on the viability and vitality of the local centres affected 
by the proposal, including consideration of the trade draw, loss of investment and 
attractiveness to shoppers and retailers. 
 
Accessibility: 
The ease of access to a location for potential visitors in respect of the 
attractiveness of reaching the site by different modes of transport including 
physical and topographical obstacles to any routes from potential catchment 
areas. Differs from the single consideration of the highway safety aspects of such 
trips. 
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Quantitative Assessment: 
An assessment of the demand for a service or facility versus the supply of such a 
service or facility.  
 
Qualitative Assessment: 
An assessment of the range and type of service that is provided versus the range 
and type of the service that could be provided.  
 
The (Hydrology) Sequential Test: 
An overall aim to steer new development to the lowest area of potential flooding, 
Flood Zone 1, and then if no such sites are available within that zone to Flood 
Zone 2 and then accordingly Flood Zone 3. However regard must be had to the 
suitability and vulnerability of placing various uses with areas of high flood risk 
and not all uses are acceptable within all Flood Zones. 
 
The Exception Test: 
A consideration of whether the wider sustainability objectives of a proposal or 
strategy to the community outweigh the flood risk issues associated with the 
proposal given its location with an area of known flooding such as Flood Zones 2 
and 3.  
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Application No.  
Site No. 

S.13/1498/FUL 
PP-02748673 

Site Address  Brunsdons Yard, Ryeford Road South, Ryeford, Stonehouse 
 

Town/Parish  Stonehouse Town Council 
 

Grid Reference  381357,204431 
 

Application 
Type 

Full Planning Permission 
 

Proposal  Demolition of existing buildings on site and erection of a new retail 
foodstore along with associated access arrangements, car parking, 
servicing, landscaping. (Revised Plans received 23rd and 24th Dec 
2014). (Additional Information received 16th September 2013, 
Revised FRA 16th Jan 2014.) 
 

  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s 
Details 

Mr John Clarke 
C/o GL Hearn, 1 St James's Square, Manchester, Lancashire,  
M2 6DN 
 

Agent’s Details  GL Hearn 
1 St James's Square, Manchester, Lancashire, M2 6DN,  

Case Officer  Darryl.J. Rogers 
 

Application 16.08.2013 
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Validated  
  
 CONSULTEES  
Comments  
Received  

Archaeology Dept (E) 
Environmental Health (E) 
Natural England (E) 
English Heritage (E) 
Highways Agency (E) 
Contaminated Land Officer (E) 
Parish / Town 
SDC Drainage engineer 
The Environment Agency (E) 
Planning Strategy Manager (E) 
Development Coordination Revised Details (E) 
Archaeology Dept (E) 
Natural England (E) 
South Gloucestershire Internal Drainage Board 
Development Coordination Revised Details (E) 
Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust (E) 

Not Yet 
Received  

Canal & River Trust (E) 
 

 CONTRIBUTORS  
Letters of 
Representation  

A number of letters for, against and commenting on the 
application have been received and can be seen on the 
Council’s website. 
 

  
 OFFICER’S REPORT  
 
1. THE SITE 
 
1.1 The application site consists of an area of former industrial land located on the 

southern side of the A419 Ebley By-Pass in the Stanley Mills / Ryeford Industrial 
Estate area of the District. The 4.2ha site forms part of a detached parcel of land 
contained by the A419 to the north, the Ryeford Road South to the west, Stanley 
Mil Pond to the south with the south eastern and eastern boundary being formed 
by the River Frome. 

 
1.2 At the current time there is a dilapidated two storey brick and sheet clad industrial 

building on the site which is served by an access of Ryeford Road South with a 
further basic storage building and second access point located on the immediate 
road boundary on the approach to Leonard Stanley. The site has been vacant for 
a number of years since its last occupation. 

 
1.3 Although outside of a defined settlement boundary, the site forms part of a Key 

Employment site (Ryeford Industrial Area) and is dissected by the Stroud 
Industrial Heritage Conservation Area along its north-south axis with the Stanley 
Mills Conservation Area immediately abutting the extreme southern boundary. 
The River Frome along the south eastern and eastern boundary also marks the 
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start of the Cotswold Area of Outstanding Beauty running up to Selsley Common 
and beyond. In addition the southern half of the site includes part of the River 
Frome Key Wildlife site which covers an extensive area of the surrounding land, 
with the close proximity of the river also placing the whole of the site in Flood 
Zone 2 (Medium Probability of Flooding) and the eastern half in Flood Zone 3 
(High Probability of Flooding).  

 
1.4 The site also straddles the boundary between Stonehouse Town and King’s 

Stanley Parish administrative areas. 
 

2. THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The proposal seeks the demolition of all of the existing buildings and the erection 

of a food retail store with associated car parking and new access. The store 
would extend to an overall area of 6,050sqm including welfare, storage / 
warehousing and cafe area, with the net sales area being 3,365sqm. 

 
2.2 A new signalled control access direct from the A419 is proposed to serve the 

development along with the provision of 374 car park spaces. 
 

2.3 The proposed store would be of a ‘sawtooth’ design made up of single large 
footprint covered by a series of similar bay northlight roofslopes running east-
west across the site with a central larger bay providing the main entrance. The 
building would be of brick and profile sheet / clad construction with large 
elements of aluminium glazing and louvers and would be located towards the 
western (Ryeford Road South) of the site with the car parking where the existing 
main building is. Servicing would occur from the Ryeford Road South off the 
existing secondary access with a small single storey extension proving loading 
access. 

 
2.4 The submitted information indicates that the building would be predominantly 2 ½ 

storeys in height, with the ridge height to the top of the north lights being 9.5m 
and have a main elevation depth of 58m and a length of 78m. Additional and 
enhanced landscaping is also proposed to the site. 

 
2.5 This application is currently the subject of an appeal against non-determination. 
 
3. REVISED DETAILS 
 
3.1 During the consideration of the application the filling station originally proposed to 

the far eastern corner of the site was deleted due to hydrological and 
contamination issues. As a result the key (although not exhaustive) additional / 
revised details received during the course of the application can be summarised 
as follows: 

 
• Revised Plans: 

o  V12114-L01 Rev.B Landscape Plan 
o  V1211-101 Rev.D Layout Plan 
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• Revised Food Risk Assessment TPIN1016/FRA Rev.B and Appendices 
January 2014 

• Waste Minimisation Statement. REC. 45217p1r0. September 2013 
• Additional Noise Information. Sharps Redmore Letter. 7th October 2014 
• Bat Report. ECUS Ltd October 2013 
• Consideration of Key Retail Impact Issues. HOW Planning. February 2014. 
• Retail Mitigation Strategy 

 
4. MATERIALS  

 
Roof:   Profile Sheet Panel Colour TBC 
Walls:    Buff and Red Brick Colour TBC 
Fenestration:  Aluminium Grey Colour TBC 

  
5. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
5.1 The site has a long and extensive history for a range of industrial, retail and 

commercial proposals. Whilst these previous decisions are listed below, one of 
the most relevant decisions relates to the erection of a retail store with associated 
café, petrol filling station under reference S.2825/1/D originally refused by the 
LPA in March 2003 and dismissed on appeal by the Secretary of State in 
December 2004. 

 
5.2 Stroud Store Wars 

Application S.2825/1/D was an outline application for the erection of a store of up 
to 2,601sqm net floor space and was indicatively indicated to be located in the 
eastern corner of the site with a petrol filling station immediately adjacent the 
River Frome to the south and access of the King Stanley Road. 
 

5.3 This application formed part of three similar applications for retail superstores 
submitted on sites at Redlers at Dudbridge, Lewis and Hole Foundry also at 
Dudbridge and the Brunsdons Yard site at Ryeford. All three applications were 
refused by the LPA with the subsequent appeals called in by the Secretary of 
State (SoS) as part what become known as the ‘Stroud Store Wars’. 
 

5.4 At the time of his decision, approximately 20 years ago, the Tesco store on 
Stratford Road was operational and the Waitrose at London Road, under 
construction.  
 

5.5 In determining the application for Brunsdon Yard, the SoS stated that the key 
considerations and his corresponding conclusion were at that time: 
 
Consideration 1: 
• The effects of the proposed development on the vitality and viability of the 

Stroud Town centre and other local shopping centres; 
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Conclusion 1: 
• There was capacity within the retail sector for one further ‘third’ 

supermarket to be provided without adversely affecting the vitality and 
viability of existing centres. (Third being in addition to Tesco and Waitrose) 

• A third supermarket would accord with bulk shopping opportunities 
outlined in the then in force PPG6 and would provide an opportunity to 
prevent leakage of such shopping outside of the District and increase 
competition between existing supermarket operators. 

 
Consideration 2 
• The effects of the proposed development on the supply of employment 

land and on employment land; 
 
Conclusion 2: 
• An adequate supply of employment land would be retained across the 

District as whole if the site was developed. 
• The proposal would give rise to employment in its own right. 
 
Consideration 3: 
• the cumulative impact of the proposal together with other superstore 

proposals in the Stroud area on the vitality and viability of Stroud Town 
centre and other local shopping centres and on the supply of employment 
land;  

 
Conclusion 3 
• A ‘fourth’ supermarket would seriously harm the vitality and viability of 

Stroud Town centre and other local centres whilst also harming the supply 
of industrial land available. 

 
Consideration 4 
• The impact of the proposed development on the character and 

appearance of the area, including on the Stroud Industrial Heritage 
Conservation Area, the Stanley Mill Conservation Area and the adjoining 
Cotswold AONB. 

 
Conclusion 4: 
• The proposal would not adversely affect the designated conservation 

areas given both the existing screening and the then current use of the 
site for the storage of scrap cars. 

• The proposal lies outside of the defined urban area and is visually and 
physically separated from the Ryeford Industrial area and must therefore 
be considered in a rural location.  

• The impact of the proposal at this rural location would be seen as a major 
incursion into the open countryside harmful to the setting of the AONB and 
its rural boundary at this location. 

• This harm to the nationally designated AONB is not outweighed by the 
local benefits arising from the scheme. 
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5.6 Overall the Inspector stated that the Brunsdon Yard proposal, notwithstanding 
the viability and vitality issues, would have an unacceptable impact on the 
landscape of the area and on the Cotswold AONB. 

 
5.7 In a parallel discussion about the other site at Redlers, the Inspector concluded 

that the Redlers proposal would have an unacceptable impact on the character 
and appearance of the Stroud Industrial Heritage Conservation Area regardless 
of the overarching viability and vitality and employment land considerations.  

 
5.8 In the case of the remaining site at Lewis and Hole, the Inspector stated that the 

site was acceptable in visual, landscape, highway and retail terms and hence the 
recommendation to the SoS was that the Lewis and Hole site be permitted. 

 
5.9 Given these deliberations and recommendations from the Inspector and given 

the clear evidence that only one store was acceptable in impact terms, the SoS 
refused the sites at Redlers and Brunsdons but permitted the Lewis and Hole 
proposal, which is now occupied by the Sainsburys store.  

 
5.10 Other Relevant History 
 
S.2825/b   Erection of factory      Permitted  6/1/65 
S.2825/c   Erection of R &D unit for factory    Permitted 8/7/65 
S.2825/E   Erection of cash and carry premises   Refused 26/5/71 
S.2825/K   Erection of factory for post equipment   Permitted  13/11/74 
S.2825/1/C   Single and two storey extensions   Permitted 11/06/91 
S.2825/1/C/AP Approval of reserved matters    Approved  9/8/94 
S.2825/1/G  Erection of retail store (duplicate to S.2825/1/D) Refused 19/11/92 
S.2825/1/K  Outline Application for retail warehouse   Dismissed  11/7/97 
S.96/586  Outline application for B8 use    Refused 12/11/96 
S.96/1274  Outline single & two storey exts to factory  Permitted 11/03/97 
S.97/1799  Outline application for DIY store / garden centre Refused 10/11/96 
S.00/166  Approval of reserved matters from S.96/1274  Approved 12/07/00 
 
5.11 This last permission granted following outline and reserved matters approvals 

was implemented in March 2002, with foundation works being inspected under 
Building Control reference 2001/721. Hence the permission remains live. 

 
S.02/1315  Certificate of Lawful Use for as Motor Salvage Yard Granted 3/4/03 
S.06/0776/FUL Single storey extension to north    Permitted 14/06/06 
 
6. CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 
6.1 In recognition of the parish boundary issues affecting the site both Stonehouse 

Town and King’s Stanley Parish Councils have been formally consulted. 
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6.2 Stonehouse Town Council 
In objecting to the application the Town Council state: 

 
Initial Comments: 
‘The Town Council object to this proposal due to the risk of future flooding which 
is not resolved by the mitigation proposal. A full archaeological survey of the site 
is required before determination. Even though Highways Dept of GCC have not 
acknowledged the traffic congestion on the A419 the Town Council speaks with 
local knowledge in stating that the exit and entry to the proposed site will cause 
traffic disruption and impinges on the objective to achieve green transport 
movement. The Town Council seeks to maintain 100% occupancy of High Street 
shops which will be put under threat by the application in the long term, and we 
also recognise the need for the elderly to access these services on foot and 
maintain their independence. The application is in contradiction of the Local Plan 
Guiding Principles 3.17 and on that basis alone should be refused’ 

 
Revised Comments: 
“The Town Council would agree with the GVA findings that the application site 
lies outside of the defined town centres in the District Local Plan and also 
conflicts with Kings Stanley's aspirations for retail opportunity. We believe the 
District Council should be allowed to apply a sequential test to determine this 
application against other supermarket applications on alternative sites. 

 
Our main concern has to be that the Co-op store is vulnerable to the loss of part 
of its customer base and we consider that GLH has significantly under-estimated 
the financial impact upon the Co-op store in Stonehouse town centre and the 
future effects on smaller traders relying on that store for footfall. The effect would 
not be immediate but would be evident in say 5-10 years time. 

 
The proposed store car park consists of 374 parking spaces and whilst Highways 
have made an assessment of the access for buses and vehicle manoeuvre they 
have not estimated the number of vehicle passes in and out of the site per day. 
They merely state "that the Bristol Road arm on the Horsetrough Roundabout is 
predicted to be slightly over capacity with a maximum ratio to flow capacity of 
0.92 (operating capacity is 0.85) with the development included for the year 
2020. This is likely to increase the maximum vehicle queue by between 4 and 5 
vehicles at the busiest pm peak times between 16:30 and 17:00 hrs". This 
Council doubts that this is a realistic prediction and would like to see the 
evidence from regular and recent traffic surveys. 

 
It is proposed to access the new store from a new signalised junction onto the 
Ebley By-Pass (A419) some 130m to the east of the existing junction with 
Ryeford Road. This will add to the congestion already witnessed on this road and 
there is a lack of forward vision in relation to the Local Plan requirements of 
further employment land and associated HGV movements on the A419. 

 
The flood impact assessment recognises the flood zones within the site but has 
not drawn on local knowledge that the Mill Pond actually floods. The assessment 
also recommends measures which require confidence in the LPA's control of 
them and long term riparian co-operation.  
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The Town Council believes this application should be refused. The emerging 
Local Plan does state "The physical distinctiveness of Stonehouse will be 
retained: avoid physical and visual amalgamation by resisting development at 
key ¬gaps', such as west of Ebley/Ryeford". 

 
6.3 King’s Stanley Parish Council 

The Council comments as follows: 
 

‘Kings Stanley Parish Council Wishes to object to the planning application for 
Brunsdon Yard based on the following points: 
 
-The need for further supermarkets is in question as there are at least eight 
supermarkets within reasonable reach of Stonehouse and King's Stanley 
 
-The proposed access for service vehicles via Ryeford Road South would put the 
proposed new housing development in jeopardy 
 
-The site is on predominantly greenfield land which is contaminated and is a 
designated flood plain. The Parish Council has concerns about the Developer's 
solutions to dealing with excess water which could cause flooding further 
downstream towards Bridgend. There is a history of the A419 flooding and within 
the last 12 months this main bypass has been closed on several occasions 
causing major traffic disruptions. 
 
-As shoppers would be using their cars to get to the proposed supermarket, this 
increase in traffic would have a detrimental affect on the traffic flow along the by-
pass 
 
-Views from the escarpment across the Cotswold Way attract walkers and 
associated tourism activity which impacts on the economic sustainability of the 
Parish. The very large size and inappropriate design of building proposed by the 
developers will detract from the surrounding countryside which includes the 
Cotswold Way lying within AONB land.  
-The proposed site is within the curtilage of an industrial heritage conservation 
area which includes a Grade 1 listed mill and a recently renovated canal. 

 
6.4 Leonard Stanley Parish Council: 

In commenting on the application state that: 
‘Leonard Stanley Parish Council are concerned that this could potentially put at 
risk the trade/shops in King's Stanley and they would not like to lose these 
facilities’ 

 
6.5 Local Highway Authority 

No objection to the proposal subject to the imposition of conditions relating to 
Construction Method Statement, Travel Plan, access and visibility provision, 
highway improvements, footpath and cycle provision, loading and unloading 
areas and fire hydrants.  
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6.6 Environment Agency 
Although initially raising a fundamental objection to the proposal, the Agency now 
has no objection to the proposal subject to the imposition of conditions regarding 
flood storage compensation, floor levels, flood evacuation plans and ground 
contamination investigation. This approach follows significant amendments to the 
scheme including the deletion of the proposed petrol filling station and additional 
flood modelling of the whole site. 

 
6.7 English Heritage 

Comment that the buildings to be demolished are of low architectural merit and 
makes little contribution to the area. The proposed buildings, whilst being a retail 
store, are of a design that ties in with the conservation area with the dark grey 
saw tooth roof form being key. In addition the separation of the proposed 
buildings away from Stanley Mill will preserve the setting of this listed heritage 
asset. However careful consideration of any signage and illumination is required 
to further safeguard this setting. 

 
6.8 County Archaeological Officer: 

Raises concerns that given the size of the site and the recent archaeological 
discoveries on two other development sites in the locality, there is potential for 
similar archaeological remains to be present. Therefore comments that an 
archaeological field evaluation should be carried out prior to the determination of 
the application. 

 
6.9 Natural England 

Comments that the proposal has the ability to impact on the AONB and hence 
the views of the Cotswold Conservation Board should be sought. In addition the 
proposal should fully mitigate its impact on the River Frome Local Wildlife Site 
(Key Wildlife Site) and further consideration should be given to the need for 
additional bat survey work prior to determination. Following the submission and 
consideration of such additional surveys, NE are content with the mitigation 
proposed. 

 
6.10 District Council Drainage Officer: 

Interim comments raised concerns over the location of petrol filling station and the 
drainage strategy proposed on the initial application. States that the proposal 
requires remodelling of the flooding issues and the relevant flood maps. 

 
6.11 Environmental Protection Manager 

Having consideration addition noise and air quality submissions, raises no 
objection to the proposal subject to the imposition of conditions regarding 
maximum noise levels. 

 
6.12 Contamination Land Officer: 

Comment that whilst the submitted information is incomplete, the site is capable 
of development subjection to the imposition of conditions regarding the 
conduction of full contaminated land surveys, assessments, mitigation and 
verification. 
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6.13 Gloucestershire Constabulary / Crime Prevention Officer: 
Makes a number of detailed suggestions and recommendations as to features 
and design issues to ensure that the proposal seeks to reduce crime wherever 
possible. 

 
6.14 Highways Agency: 

Comment that the proposal will not have any detrimental impact on the strategic 
road network. 

 
6.15 Council for the Protection of Rural England: 

Whilst the CPRE do not support the application and would prefer to see a much 
less dominating building on the site, it does acknowledge that the existing 
industrial building has been vacant for a decade and hence serious consideration 
should be given to the proposal in terms of redeveloping an unattractive site and 
providing valuable employment. However there are concerns regarding the 
proposed colour of the materials chosen which are considered to be too dark and 
out of character with the nearby listed Stanley Mill. In addition the proposal will 
have a significant impact on the setting of and views into the adjacent mill pond 
and suitable consideration and controls should be put in place to safeguard this 
view and relationship with the AONB. 

 
6.16 Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust 

Comment that whilst the site forms part of the River Frome Key Wildlife Site 
(KWS), it does not necessarily follow that this land is of inherent ecological value 
and is not capable of sensitive development subject to mitigation and 
enhancement measures. In this instance this improvement should be focused on 
safeguard the river corridor to the south of the site and localised species 
enhancement measures to tie in with the identified habitats around the adjacent 
Stanley Mill pond. 

 
6.17 Canal and Rivers Trust 

No comments received at the time of writing. 
 
6.18 Public Representation 

There has been a mixture of letters of comments and objection received to the 
development and these largely centre around the following issues; 

 
• Cumulative impact on existing retail and business premises within the vicinity 

(jobs / vitality and viability) 
• Loss of employment in other retail outlets  
• Impact on traffic and highway safety 
• Visual impact  
• Not in keeping  
• Impact on adjacent Industrial Heritage Conservation Area and AONB 
• Design, layout, scale and height 
• Disruption / noise pollution  
• Disruption during construction  
• No requirement for additional supermarket – site suited for housing  
• Suitability of the site 
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• Landscaping  
• Harm to wildlife 
• Pollution  
• Accessibility  
• Loss of key employment site allocation  
• Sequential test not clear  
• Analysis of shopping patterns is flawed 
• Retail impact assessment – not adequate 
• Concerns regarding Contaminated land 
• Opening hours 
• Infrastructure unable to accommodate additional traffic generation  
• Impact on existing parking provision of residents of Bath Road 
• Errors in transport assessment  
• Poor access  
• Contrary to allocation site in the emerging development Plan  
• Contrary to allocation site in the development Plan  

 
6.19 There has also been letters of support received to the development and these 

largely centre around; 
 

1. Opportunity to develop the area 
2. Creation of jobs 
3. Improvement to area 
4. Provide choice, convenience and competition  
5. Fuel saving and less pollution 

 
6.20 Other non material concerns have been raised such as devaluation of properties, 

loss of view however these can not be taken into account.   
 
7.0 DISCUSSION 
 
7.1 The policy and guidance background for an application of this type has been 

summarised within the prologue provided to this report and other than explicit 
bespoke policy matters relating to this individual application, it is not intended to 
duplicate that guidance. 

 
7.2 Having set out that background it is clear that this application gives rise to testing 

in the areas of: 
 

• The Retail Sequential and Impact Tests. 
• Employment Protection and Opportunities 
• Landscape and Visual Impact 
• Hydrology and Flooding. 
• Design 
• Heritage Impact 
• Ecological Impact  
• Highway Matters 
• Retail Cumulative Impact of the three proposals. 
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8. RETAIL SEQUENTIAL & IMPACT TESTS 
 
8.1 The Sequential / Accessibility Test: 
 
8.2 As previously noted all the  applications are accompanied by individual Retail 

Impact Assessments (RIAs) which look at the availability of alternative sites for 
the proposal together with the impact of the proposal on the viability and vitality 
of district and local centres. 

 
8.3 In respect of the sequential test, there is clearly a finite supply of land within the 

Stroud District and moreover within the sub-area of Stroud and Stonehouse to 
which these applications either individually or collectively relate. To this end 
there is a common agreement that a discussion about the availability of 
alternative sites applies equally to all applications given that the proposals are 
all seeking to serve the same overall catchment areas and hence in sequential 
test terms are all looking at the same search site search area. 

 
8.4 In terms of alternative sites your officers along with the applicants and the 

Council’s Retail Analyst have considered a range of sites both within centres 
and edge of centres including: 

 
• Stroud Police Station and associated car parks; 
• London Road Car park; 
• Merrywalks; 
• Cheapside / Wallbridge; 
• Stonehouse Police Station and associated car park; 
• Brunsdons Yard, Ryeford 
• Daniels Industrial Estate; 
• Avocet / Dudbridge Industrial Estate; 

 
8.5 In looking at these sites, the applicants have been requested to demonstrate a 

flexible approach to their requirements including the dissemination of floor space 
and parking requirements, in order to ensure that a robust investigation of these 
sites has taken place.  

 
8.6 However it is apparent from looking at these sites, that with the exception of the 

final three, there are no suitable alternative realistic sites either within defined 
centre or edge of centre locations capable of accommodating a proposal of this 
size.  

 
8.7 In terms of the announcement in the local press of a potential supermarket on the 

site of the Market Tavern (previously the Pelican) in Union Street, Stroud, a site 
within the defined town centre boundary, this is a matter which will be discussed 
in the fourth and Summary Chapters in this schedule.  

 
8.8 Regardless of the existence of other retail applications, which for the purposes of 

the sequential test merely demonstrate that all three sites are available, 
conformity with the sequential test must include an assessment of the 
accessibility of the potential alternatives in accordance with paragraph 24 of the 
NPPF.  



43 
 

8.9 The NPPF requires the decision maker to ensure that any new out of centre retail 
proposal is situated on an available site which has the optimum connections to 
the nearest local centre, having first considered all of the other available / 
deliverable sites. This again is a matter of direct comparison between the 
potential sites and is an assessment which can be found in the Summary 
Chapter. 

 
8.10 Therefore in order for the decision maker to be fully informed as to the 

accessibility of the application site and to determine if the Sequential Test has 
been fully met in accordance with NPPF para 24, your Officers have 
commissioned an independent accessibility study.  

 
8.11 This study has been updated and revised since the July DCC meeting and now 

looks at the accessibility of the sites to the defined town centres of Stroud, 
Stonehouse and Nailsworth rather than the wider populous as was the earlier 
case.  

 
8.12 These centres have been chosen as they represent the biggest district and local 

retail centres and reflect those directly affected in retail impact trade terms. 
 
8.13 The study looks at the ease of access via the range of transport modes of 

walking, cycling, public transport and the private car.  
 
8.14 By definition of being an out of centre site, the use of the private car will always 

be the preferred user mode with walking the least attractive.  
 
8.15 However the study seeks to identify and assess the ability of the site to offer the 

best choice of connective transport modes to the town centres with the aim of 
reducing car use and the promotion of linked trips to the centres.  

 
8.16 The study compares each site to an identical fix point within each of the town 

centres and assesses the ease of access to this point by the various modes. 
However as noted above each of the sites lies beyond the maximum 800m 
distance specified in the ‘Providing for Journeys on Foot’ document published by 
the Chartered Institute of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) in 2006. 

 
8.17 Walking (accepting the above standard distance): 
 

• To Stonehouse Town Centre is approximately a 1,400m  / 17 minutes 30 
second walk to along the pavement with incline towards the Horsetrough 
roundabout where there is uncontrolled crossing provision. The route is 
surfaced and lit. 

• To Stroud Town Centre (4,100) and Nailsworth Town Centre (7,700m) the 
distances are considered too far to walk. 

 
8.18 Cycling (assuming an approximate trip limit of 4km): 
 

• To Stonehouse Town centre there are three routes: 
� Approximately 1,400m / 5 minutes 18 seconds cross the A419, up 

Ryeford Road North and along the Bath Road to High Street. Route 
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is on the carriageway with limited overlooking and uncontrolled 
crossing at Horsetrough Roundabout. 

� Approximately 1,520m / 5 minutes 42 seconds along the 
designated cycle route 45 alongside the A419 to Regent Street. 
Some unbound sections and lack of lighting with some gentle 
inclines. 

� Approximately 1,590 / 6 minutes crossing the A419, up Ryeford 
Road North and along the canal to Regent Street. Some unbound 
sections and inclines. 

 
• To Stroud Town Centre there are two routes: 

� Approximately 3,940m / 14 minutes 48 seconds along cycle Route 
45 and into Stroud along the old railway line to Wallbridge. 
Unbound in places with inclines along the lock sections of the 
canal. 

� Approximately 4,145m / 15 minutes 30 seconds cross the A419 and 
up Ryeford Road North and along the canal to Wallbridge. Some 
unsurfaced section with no overlooking or lighting. 

 
• To Nailsworth Town Centre the distance at 7,700m is considered too far. 

 
8.19 Public Transport: 

Assumes a bus stop with 400m / 5 minutes walk of the site, direct (no change 
required) service, a frequency of at least one service every two hours and a 5 
min allowances for service delays. 

 
• To Stonehouse Town Centre a single service within 6.5 minute walk offering a 

20 minute service (3 minute travel time). 
• To Stroud Town Centre a single service within 6 minute walk offering a 20 

minute service (13 minute travel time). 
• To Nailsworth Town Centre no direct service is available. 

 
8.20 Car Transport: 
 

• To Stonehouse Town Centre 1.5km / 2 minutes trip time 
• To Stroud Town Centre 4.3 km / 7 minute trip time 
• To Nailworth Town Centre 7.8km / 9 minutes       

 
8.21 As an individual location the Brunsdons Yard proposal can be summarised as 

being: 
• Within a feasible walking distance of Stonehouse Town Centre for those 

willing to walk the distance along a generally level and surfaced footway 
adjacent to the carriageway with no significant obstacles or physical barriers 
long the routes. 

• Accessible to both the Stonehouse and Stroud Town centres by a number of 
cycle routes is feasible. 

• Accessible to both the Stroud Town centre by bus by is only available from 
bus stops outside of the preferred 400m / 5 minute walk distance. 

• Offers general accessibility to all three centres by car. 
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8.21 It must be noted that the walking distance, whilst on useable routes, exceeds the 
preferred distance of 800m.  

 
8.22 As a related matter to the accessibility considerations, the applicant is proposing 

to fund a shuttle bus service for the food store. This shuttle service would operate 
on a loop centred on the store taking in the Stanleys and Stonehouse Town 
centre making use of existing stops in the vicinity. 

 
8.23 It is stated that the service would be operated a hourly service between 0800-

1900 Monday to Saturday and during trading hours on a Sunday and would be 
funded for a period of five years. 

 
8.24 Whilst the final details of this accessibility mitigation would need to be secured 

with a suitable legal agreement, the provision of a dedicated developer funded 
bus service would address the shortcomings of the public transport to 
Stonehouse Town Centre as highlighted by the Accessibility Study in the short 
term. 

 
8.25 Given this situation the site is considered accessible and complies with the 

accessibility requirements contained in NPPF paragraph 24, Local Plan policy 
TR1 and ELP policy EI9. 

 
8.26 However the comparative performance of this site against the other sites is a 

matter for discussion in the Summary Chapter. 
 
9 RETAIL IMPACT TEST 
 
9.1 Following on from the sequential test, the RIA also provides data on the 

forecasted impact of the proposal on the viability and vitality of the town and local 
centres.  

 
9.2 The RIA has been prepared in discussions with the Council’s Retail Analyst and 

uses the GVA Grimley Retail Studies as a starting point, thereby dovetailing with 
the evidence base underpinning the ELP and the methodology and study areas 
therein. Indeed the Retail Analyst undertaking the application led impact test, 
also under took the preparation of the ELP retail evidence, thereby enabling 
further professional continuity.  

 
9.3 The RIA sets out the agreed baseline situation in respect of the town and local 

centres potentially affected by the proposal along with the current retailers, locally 
and nationally, which make up the existing trading sectors.   

 
9.4 The town and local centres included in the RIA and the subsequent appraisal by 

the Council’s retail analyst follow the Retail Hierarchy outlined in the ELP, by 
considering the principal town centre of Stroud first, the district centres of 
Stonehouse and Nailsworth second and then the local centres of Cainscross and 
King’s Stanley. As stated above the appraisal includes all aspects of retailing in 
respect of convenience and comparison goods and their availability from town / 
local centres as well as the supermarkets of Tesco, Waitrose, Sainsburys, 
Morrisons and the various Co-Operative stores. 
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9.5 The Independent Review of the Brunsdons Yard RIA: 
 

In line with an instruction from your Officers, GVA Grimley have reviewed the 
submitted the RIA and the findings are summarised below: 

 
• An immaterial negative financial impact upon the Stroud town centre’s retail 

sector of 1%; 
• A large negative financial impact upon the Stonehouse town centre’s retail 

sector of £3.2m (or 21%) (trade diversion) and a £2.8m (or 35%) impact upon 
the convenience goods sector; 

• The current overall health of Stonehouse town centre is not showing 
significant signs of concern; 

• There is a significant impact upon the Co-op store, including its post-impact 
trading performance which will be significantly lower than its average 
benchmark trading level and the possibility that future investment in the store 
could be affected; 

• The Co-Op in Stonehouse would suffer a potential loss of £2.76m (39%) in 
trade. 

• The role of the Co-op in the town centre, including its anchor status, and the 
wider effect on town centre businesses via loss of linked trips will be affected; 

• The proposal would give rise to a new large supermarket which is closer to 
(but not within) Stonehouse and which can compete with the currently 
dominant Tesco, Sainsburys and Waitrose stores, albeit the proposed store 
would also be in an out of centre location; 

• There is a likelihood that the proposed supermarket may not be able to offer 
significant positive benefits to Stonehouse town centre via linked trips or 
spin-off benefits, albeit some linked trips may well occur. 

• The Co-Op at King’s Stanley is likely to receive a large impact of around 34% 
of its annual turnover (£0.4 million). This could cause the store to be 
unviable. 

 
9.6 The main key points arising from this analysis relate to the impact of the proposal 

on the role of the Stonehouse Co-Op both as a town centre retailer and as an 
anchor store within the town centre.  

 
9.7 In considering the simple impact of loss of trade experienced by the Co-Op, it is 

unlikely that this would lead to the closure of the town store, although it could 
suffer a loss of investment as its trading status declines and / or the format and 
services of the store amended accordingly. Indeed it is noted that objections on 
behalf of the Co-Op has been received to this end. 

 
9.8 This situation could then adversely affect the anchor role the store plays in the 

town centre and its attractiveness to shoppers who in visiting the store, carry out 
a number of linked trips to other services in the overall centre. Although there is 
disagreement between the applicants and the Council’s Retail Analyst over the 
significance and ultimate interpretation of the data, the survey data used for the 
RIA does indicate that the Co-Op acts as an attraction to shoppers visiting the 
centre who then go on to visit other professional or financial services. 
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9.9 If the role or trading position of the Co-Op is undermined by the proposal, these 
linked trips would be lost and secondary effects felt by other town centres 
services and the health of the town centre as a whole. Again a fear outlined by 
Stonehouse Town Council. 

 
9.10 Given the out of centre location of the proposed supermarket it is not immediately 

apparent how such linked trips would be likely from the new facility to the wider 
town centre. Indeed the store could be seen as a single trip destination at which 
a multitude of services and facilities could be available. 

 
9.11 In summary having considered the submitted RIA against the requirements of 

paragraph 27 of the NPFF, it is the advice of the Council’s Retail Analyst that the 
proposal is likely to have a significant adverse impact on the health of 
Stonehouse town centre. 

 
9.12 In recognition of this opinion the applicants are proposing a Mitigation Package, 

which not only includes the aforementioned shuttle bus service, but also the 
potential for contributions to the Stonehouse Shared Space Project and provision 
of 8 click and collect lockers. 

 
9.13 The Stonehouse Shared Space Project (SSSP) would involve enhancing the 

local built environment by improvements to the urban realm and the creation of 
shared spaces, reducing street clutter, reviewing street lighting and encouraging 
active shop fronts. may reduce the overall impact to an acceptable level in 
respect of paragraph 27 of the NPPF. 

 
9.14 In total the mitigation package could be in the region of £325K. 
 
9.15 When this mitigation work is considered against the significant adverse impact 

demonstrated above, it is clear that there is a judgement to be made as to 
whether these works offset that harm. 

 
9.16 Paragraph 27 of the NPPF is clear that where significant adverse harm is 

identified, the application should be refused. However the interpretation of the 
retail harm arising does involve a degree of professional interpretation and 
arguments can be made either way. 

 
9.17 In terms of the SSSP offered, the consideration to be made is one of whether the 

package will promote and increase linked trips to the town centre to off-set those 
lost to the new store. 

 
9.18 Although the works to the built environment may increase attractiveness of 

Stonehouse Town Centre to shoppers, it has not been demonstrated that the 
centre in is current form is posing a barrier to users of the town centre that 
requires immediate redress. 

 
9.19 The LPA is not aware that there is identified problem with people wishing to visit 

the town centre, being prevented from doing so via its unattractive nature 
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9.20 Whilst clearly any improvements will make the centre more attractive and 
potentially more efficient, there is no evidence base to suggest that it is not 
attractive and efficient enough in its current form. 

 
9.21 The implementation of remotely located click and collect lockers is a new concept 

and as such the applicant is unable to provide evidential proof of their success or 
failure in attracting linked trips.  

 
9.22 However the installation of a small number of lockers (8), whilst being useful to 

some shoppers is unlikely to offset the loss of linked trips lost to a major new 
food store and may indeed be used solely by some as a simple remote means of 
collecting shopping without the need to visit the store or other shops in the town 
centre. 

 
9.23 Given this situation it is not considered that these evolving mitigation works are 

sufficient to offset the significant adverse impact identified to the Stonehouse 
Town Centre. 

 
9.24 In respect of the impact of the proposal on local centres, the nearest local centre 

is Cainscross which according to additional analysis would be affected by a: 
 

• £0.04m - £0.05 Trade diversion from a turnover of between £2.26m – 
£2.79m 

 
9.25 Given this low level of impact combined with the differing retail functions of the 

centre and its distance from the application site, the retail impact on the local 
centre is not adverse.  

 
9.26 However when considering the wider implications on the Stonehouse Town 

Centre a significantly adverse impact has been identified. 
 
9.27 The NPPF Impact test is therefore failed. 
 
10. EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES & PROTECTION 
 
10.1 As noted in the prologue the application site forms part of the Ryeford Key 

Employment Site EK6 which is afforded protection for traditional employment 
uses under saved policy EM3. Indeed the site continues to be protected for B 
class uses under emerging policy EI1 as part of site EK30. 

 
10.2 However it is noted that the site forms only part of the key employment site with 

the majority of EK6 being located on the northern side of the A419 and is indeed 
a high occupancy employment site providing many jobs within the B class uses. 
Conversely it is the applicant’s case that despite realistic marketing the 
Brunsdons Yard section of EK6 has remained vacant since 2003, some 11 years 
ago and has now fallen into disrepair. 
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10.3 It is clear from the evidence base used to inform the ELP that, EK6 can be 
considered as two separate areas. Both the GVA Grimley Employment Land 
Review October 2007 and the AECOM Stroud District Employment Land Study 
February 2013 both clearly identify the differences between the northern and 
southern sections of EK6.  

 
10.4 The GVA Grimley Review states that the southern, Brunsdons, part of the site is 

underused and presents a good opportunity for redevelopment provided a new 
access could be provided. In addition it is clear that such redevelopment should 
not include housing. 

 
10.5 The AECOM report similarly states that the southern half of the site provides an 

opportunity for refurbishment provided that ecological matters can be addressed 
and that a new access is provided. Is of note that whilst the report concludes that 
the overall EK6 site should remain in employment uses within B1, B2 and B8 
classes, it also states that motor retail uses are acceptable employment. 

 
10.6 If the site is to be retained in traditional employment uses, there is a danger that it 

may be safeguarded for a purpose for which there is no need or which can be 
met on a modern site better located to a catchment employment source such as 
Stroudwater or the Stroud valleys. To date the site has not been taken up the 
market and has lain vacant for over a decade. 

 
10.7 Whether this is the result of bad marketing, inflated asking price or the market is 

difficult to say, however what is certain is that there is a clear up to date evidence 
base suggesting that the southern half of the site is capable of redevelopment 
and that that redevelopment should include a new access.  

 
10.8 This regeneration can be carried out without detriment to the remaining north half 

of EK6 and indeed may raise the employment profile of the overall protected site. 
In this instance regard is had to paragraph 22 of the NPPF which states: 

 
‘Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for 
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for 
that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no 
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, 
applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their 
merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land 
uses to support sustainable local communities.’ [Para 22 NPPF] 

 
10.9 Given the lack of economic interest and investment over the last decade in the 

site and given the underlying key principle of the NPPF to boost the economy 
and generate employment opportunities, the release of part of the key 
employment site will not undermine the overall employment strategy in either the 
adopted or emerging plans and will provide an opportunity to secure up to 275 
new jobs on a vacant site. 
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10.10 Such an approach would not only accord with the NPPF but also the emerging 
wider strategic objective S02 outlined at paragraph 5.1 of the ELP: 

 
‘It is the broad aspiration of the Local Plan to provide two jobs for every new 
allocated house built. The definition of “employment” within the strategy goes 
beyond the traditional B1, B2 and B8 uses and now incorporates a large and 
diverse range of jobs including retail, healthcare and tourism. In seeking to 
address some of the District’s employment trends and commuting imbalances, 
the Council will actively promote growth in the following sectors:- construction, 
distribution, retailing, computing services, hotel & catering, transport, professional 
services, other business services, health and social work, engineering, creative 
and ‘green’ industries.’ 

 
10.11 No objection is therefore raised to the use of the southern half of EK6 for ‘non-

traditional’ forms of employment which will regenerate a vacant site and secure 
identified access improvements without detrimentally harm the supply of 
traditional employment land for the future. 

 
11. LANDSCAPE & VISUAL IMPACT 

 
11.1 It is clear from the location of the site immediately adjacent to the boundary of the 

AONB, that the proposal has the potential to adversely affect the setting of that 
designated landscape. Indeed the overall landscape impact was one of the key 
matters that led to the refusal of the previous supermarket proposal by the SoS in 
1994. However it also noted that the SoS was faced with an alternative, fully 
acceptable supermarket proposal which fulfilled the identified retail need outside 
of any designated landscape. 

 
11.2 Accepting the importance of the landscape, the previous SoS decision and the 

comments received from such groups as the CPRE and King’s Stanley Parish 
Council, your Officers have commissioned an independent landscape architect to 
carry out a full Landscape Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) of the proposal. 

 
11.3 This work was completed in May 2014 year and included assessing the impact of 

the proposal from a number of key vantage points including the Cotswold Way on 
Selsley Common, the public footpaths running along the River Frome and the 
adjacent fields, and from Doverow Hill looking back at the site. 

 
11.4 All of this has enabled the Landscape Architect to fully consider the impact of the 

proposal on the general landscape character of the area, the conservation area 
and heritage assets within the locality, the setting of the Cotswold AONB (and its 
management) and the various receptors and users who enjoy these areas. 

 
11.5 The findings of the LVIA were that whilst the character of the area will change, 

the level of impact on the wider IHCA will be negligible. In addition the impact on 
the setting of the AONB is considered to be minor adverse / neutral with a similar 
impact on the more sensitive receptors walking the local paths. 
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11.6 Therefore the local landscape and the wider designated AONB will be conserved 
in accordance with adopted saved policy NE8, emerging Policy ES7 and 
paragraph 115 of the NPPF. 

 
11.7 It must be noted that the findings of the LVIA were based on the assumption that 

a comprehensive scheme of additional landscaping along with landscape 
retention would be secured as part of the proposal. Such matters could be done 
via suitable conditions. 

 
12. HYDROLOGY & FLOODNG 

 
12.1 It is highly apparent from the received representations from members of the 

public and the local councils, that the key considerations include the flood risk 
arising from the scheme and the impact on local identified flood issues. 

 
12.2 In hydrology terms the site lies within both Flood Zones 2 and 3, with flood zone 

3 being functional flood plain. To clarify the west part of the site where the store 
building is proposed is located within Flood Zone 2, whilst the car park and the 
petrol filling station originally proposed were in Flood Zone 3b. 

 
12.3 In line with the advice contained in paragraph 102 of the NPPF and the NPPG, a 

site specific flood risk assessment has been submitted and this has been the 
subject of significant amendment following extensive discussions with the 
Environment Agency. 

 
12.4 These discussions have involved additional flood modelling to ascertain the 

extent of the flood plain and to provide updates to the SFRA and the Agency 
flood maps, as well as compliance with the Sequential and Exception Tests. In 
addition further discussions regarding the potential for groundwater pollution 
have taken place given the location of the proposal on a secondary aquifer, the 
geological composition of the site and its previous use as car salvage yard. 

 
12.5 In line with paragraph 101 of the NPPF, the proposal must satisfy a hydrological 

sequential test. In this instance given the unique nature of the proposal and the 
lack of alternative sites available to this particular applicant as identified in the 
retail discussions above, the Flood Zone 2 section of the site is the lowest 
category of flood zone land available to cater for the development. Hence the 
hydrological sequential test is passed. 

 
12.6 In addition given that a retail use is classed as ‘less vulnerable’ use for the 

purposes of the NPPG it is a use acceptable in flood zone 2. 
 

12.7 However it must be noted that the proposed car park is located in the Flood Zone 
3b (functional flood plain) of the site and as such this does not represent an ideal 
situation.  

 
12.8 In considering this impact further, it is noted that there is already a building within 

this area, and that its replacement by car parking at existing ground levels will 
actually improve the situation and provide additional flood storage. This 
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improvement will be coupled with a drainage strategy that would achieve a 
greenfield run-off plus 30% rate. 

 
12.9 The Agency’s acceptance of the flood risk is dependant on the imposition of a 

number of conditions regarding the flood resilience of the final building, the 
agreement of final flood compensation measures, floor levels and emergency 
evacuation plans for the car park and wider site in times of flood.  

 
12.10 With regard to groundwater pollution and the presence of a secondary aquifer, 

this led to the direct removal of the petrol filling station, which not only failed the 
exception test in respect of its location in flood zone 3, also gave rise to 
significant concerns over fuel leakage. 

 
12.11 In recognising these constraints and the previous uses on the site, a condition 

regarding full contamination land investigation and mitigation is proposed.  
 
12.12 In overall hydrology terms the proposal provides an opportunity for limited 

betterment and complies with the requirements of the NPPF and the NPPG, 
however there is compromise with regard to the location of the car park and 
hence potentially vulnerable customers within the identified flood plain. 

 
12.13 The car park would remain in Flood Zone 3b and as such whilst the proposal 

would comply with the requirements of paragraphs 102 with regard to the 
conduction of the Sequential and Exception Test, it would still place users of the 
development in areas prone to flooding and would necessitate flood evacuation 
measures to be in place. 

 
12.14 Although the concerns of the local councils and residents are noted regarding the 

existing flood situations arising along the adjacent bypass, there is no suggestion 
that this is due to the application site. Rather given that the flooding is primarily 
pluvial based and limited to the highway, may well be caused by blockages or 
lack of capacity within the highway drainage infrastructure. 

 
13. DESIGN 

 
13.1 Chapter 7 of the NPPF, the proposal provides a strong sense of place and 

linkage to the industrial heritage of the area and couples the large floor span 
requirements of a supermarket with an honest and functional design. 

 
13.2 The design has been amended following input from your Officers during pre-

application discussions and clearly represents a series of northlight / sawtooth 
buildings united together to provide one overall building. Such an approach is 
typical of the evolving form of many industrial buildings within the Stroud 
Industrial Heritage Area (IHCA) and is wholly appropriate for this location. The 
design and location of the building will consolidate the existing built form around 
the Ryeford Road South junction and with the relative low ridge height will not 
compete with the local hierarchy of buildings of which Stanley Mills is at the top. 
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13.3 In this manner the proposal represents a significant improvement over the 
original store proposed in 1994, which although in outline form, indicated a store 
located at the opposite eastern end of site and one of a far more elaborate and 
eye-catching design.  

 
13.4 It is noted that English Heritage have no adverse comment on the proposal and 

that the scheme has been significantly improved visually by the removal of the 
petrol filling station and the intrusion that brought. 

 
13.5 Subject to conditions regarding the final finish of all external materials, including 

all hard and soft landscaping, the proposal would represent an unacceptable 
form of development that responds to local character and history and reflects the 
identity of local surroundings in accordance with the NPPF. 

 
14. IMPACT ON HERITAGE ASSETS 
 
14.1 Designated heritage assets of in the vicinity of the site include the IHCA and the 

Stanley Mills Conservation Area together with the listed buildings of Stanley Mills 
itself. The siting design and landscaping of the proposal respects these assets. 

 
14.2 As noted above the design of the store has been drawn up in full recognition of 

the two conservations areas and it is clearly apparent from the comments of 
English Heritage that a successful solution has been achieved which safeguard 
the identified assets. The same is also true of the impact of the proposal on 
Stanley Mills, which subject to the retention of the tree cover, already noted in the 
landscape discussion, is again acceptable. 

 
14.3 In respect of archaeology, it is noted that the County Archaeologist has 

requested a pre-determination investigation based on previous incidents on other 
developments in the area. Although this request is normally met, this particular 
site has the benefit of an extant permission for a significant extension and new 
car parking area across large parts of the site which are common to the current 
proposal (S.00/166 as stated in the Relevant Planning History Section). Given 
this permission remains available for construction with no archaeological 
safeguard, it is considered unreasonable to request pre-determination work at 
this time. It is however proposed that an archaeological watching brief condition 
be imposed instead. 

 
14.4 In this manner the proposal accords with saved policies BE5, BE12 and BE14 

along with paragraphs 128, 132-134 of the NPPF. 
 
15. ECOLOGY 
 
15.1 As outlined at the start of the report the application forms part of the River Frome 

Key Wildlife Site and as such the ecological implication of the proposal must be 
considered against saved policies NE3, NE4 and NE5 and paragraph 118 of the 
NPPF. 
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15.2 Although the application is accompanied by an Ecological Assessment, the 
consultation process has involved discussions with both Natural England and 
Gloucestershire Wildlife, the latter being best placed to comment on the 
significance of the KWS designation. 

 
15.3 Following this consultations process it is clear that the KWS designation does not 

on this occasion imply that the application site is of inherent ecological value. 
Rather it appears to be a buffer area to support the ecology and habitats present 
along the Frome itself.  

 
15.4 To this end the various surveys have not identified any key protected species 

other than some of a reptilian and amphibian nature, namely grass snakes and 
toads. Whist bats are present on the site this has been demonstrated to be of a 
foraging nature rather for roosting purposes. 

 
15.5 Given this situation there is an opportunity for enhancement on the areas of the 

site left undisturbed by the proposal with further condition safeguards controlling 
matters such as lighting. 

 
15.6 Therefore subject to the agreement via of an comprehensive scheme of wildlife 

mitigation and enhancement, the proposal will accord with saved policies NE3, 
NE4 and NE5 together with paragraph 118 of the NPPF. 

 
16. HIGHWAY IMPLICATIONS  
 
16.1 Again the highway implications of the proposal have raised a number of significant 

representations and these are considered in light of the prevailing central 
government guidance contained in paragraph 32 of the NPPF.  

 
16.2 This paragraph can be found in the prologue to this report and set a threshold of 

severe of applications are to be refused on highway safety terms. 
 
16.3 In respect of this application, the submitted traffic assessment along with the 

overall highway nature of the proposal has been considered by the Highway 
Authority who raise no objection to the proposal subject to the imposition of 
conditions. 

 
16.4 In raising no objection the Highway Authority have looked at the capacity of the 

local roads and junctions to cater for the additional traffic generated by the 
proposal along with available public transport services and pedestrian access.  

 
16.5 A number of improvements to local junctions, bus stops and pedestrian access 

points are proposed within the scheme and these are controlled via the conditions 
suggested by the Highway Authority. 

 
16.6 Hence whilst the level of public concern is fully appreciated regarding the highway 

implications of the scheme, the proposal accords with both saved policy GE5 and 
NPPF paragraph 32. 
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16.8 It should be noted that this compliance relates to highway safety and highway 
accessibility only. The more practical accessibility test is contained within the 
sequential test outlined in NPPF paragraph 24 and is discussed earlier in the 
report. 

 
17. THE MERITS AND DEFICITS OF THE INDIVIDUAL APPLI CATION. 
 
17.1 As a standalone application it can be seen that the proposal has: 
 

Merits: 
 

• Is accessible to Stonehouse Town Centre 
• Is acceptable in hydrological and flood risk terms and 
• Has the potential to accord with paragraphs 100-104 of the NPPF and the 

Hydrological Sequential / Exception Tests. 
• Provides limited local flood risk improvements and ecology enhancements. 
• Will create additional job opportunities within the new proposal. 
• Could achieve the regeneration of previously developed land (PDL). 
• Does not give rise to a severe highway impact and hence accords with 

paragraph 32 of the NPPF. 
• Has potential for offering improvements to town centre built environment, click 

and collect lockers and the provision of a shuttle bus (5 year period only) 
 

Deficits 
 

• Will have a significant adverse impact on the viability and vitality of 
Stonehouse Town Centre contrary to Paragraphs 26 and 27 of the NPPF.  

• Is located on land within Flood Zone 3 an area of highest flooding potential 
and functional flood plain. 

• Compliance with the Exceptions Test will expose users to an element of risk 
by virtue of possible annual flooding of the car park. 

• Deliverability is questionable given the speculative nature of the proposal. 
  



56 
 

Application No.  
Site No. 

S.13/1499/CAC 
PP-02748673 

Site Address  Brunsdons Yard, Ryeford Road South, Ryeford, Stonehouse 
 

Town/Parish  Stonehouse Town Council 
 

Grid Reference  381357,204431 
 

Application 
Type 

Conservation Area Consent 
 

Proposal  Demolition of existing buildings on site. 
 

  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s 
Details 

Mr John Clarke 
C/o GL Hearn, 1 St James's Square, Manchester, Lancashire, 
 M2 6DN 
 

Agent’s Details  G L Hearn 
1 St James's Square, Manchester, Lancashire, M2 6DN 
 

Case Officer  Darryl.J. Rogers 
 

Application 
Validated 

13.08.2013 

 RECOMMENDATION  
Recommended Consent  
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Decision   
1. The works hereby permitted shall be begun before the 

expiration of three years from the date of this consent. 
  
 Reason: 

To comply with Section 18 of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Area) Act 1990 as amended 
by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004. 

  
 CONSULTEES  
Comments  
Received  

English Heritage (E) 
 
 

Not Yet 
Received  

Parish / Town 
Frances Ashfield 
 

 CONTRIBUTORS 
Letters of 
Objection  

 
 

Letters of 
Support  

 
 

Letters of 
Comment  

 
 

 OFFICER’S REPORT 
 
1. THE BUILDINGS 
 
1.1 This application pertains to two 20th century industrial buildings to the south east 

of the Grade I Listed Stanley Mill. The site lies within the Industrial Heritage 
Conservation Area. 

 
2. THE APPLICATION 
 
2.1 Demolition of existing buildings on site. 

 
2.2 This application is currently the subject of an appeal against non-determination. 
 
3. RELEVANT HISTORY 
 
3.1 S.13/1498/FUL. Demolition of existing buildings on site and erection of a new 

retail foodstore along with associated access arrangements, car parking, 
servicing, landscaping. (Revised Plans received 23rd and 24th Dec 2014). 
(Additional Information received 16th September 2013, Revised FRA 16th Jan 
2014) 
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4. CONSULTATIONS 
 
4.1 English Heritage has noted that the buildings are of limited architectural merit or 

historic interest. 
 
4.2 The CPRE has made no comment in the loss of the buildings. 
  
5 POLICY CONSIDERATIONS: 
 
5.1 Policy considerations with regard to listed building matters are given in the 

National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
5.2 Paragraph 132, 'When considering the impact of a proposed development on the 

significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the 
asset's conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight 
should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of 
the heritage asset or development within its setting…' 

 
6. CONCLUSIONS 
 
6.1 The Industrial Heritage Conservation Area is not traditionally 'pretty'. It is 

punctuated by manufacturing sites, which give it a workaday, unpretentious 
appearance. The buildings on these sites, generally demonstrate a mix of 
materials, and architectural styles which contribute greatly to the important 
scruffy character, appearance and special historic interest of the Conservation 
Area. 

 
6.2 Whilst the gritty, unmanicured appearance of the application site is typical of the 

character of the IHCA, the buildings proposed for demolition have little merit in 
Conservation Area terms. They have no inherent architectural interest, nor do 
they reflect any significant relationship with the historic environment. 

 
6.3 The loss of the buildings will not harm the character, appearance or special 

historic interest of the conservation area, therefore this application is 
recommended for Consent. The loss of the building and its resultant impact on 
the IHCA is acceptable even in the absence of an alternative replacement 
scheme. 

 
7. RECOMMENDATION 
 
7.1 This application is recommended for Consent. 
 
8. SI 2274 STATEMENT 
 
8.1 Following pre-application discussion on this project, it was found to be self 

contained and required no further dialogue with the applicant. 
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7. HUMAN RIGHTS 
 
9.1 In compiling this recommendation we have given full consideration to all aspects 

of the Human Rights Act 1998 in relation to the applicant and/or the occupiers of 
any neighbouring or affected properties. In particular, regard has been had to 
Article 8 of the ECHR (Right to Respect for private and family life) and the 
requirement to ensure that any interference with the right in this Article is both 
permissible and proportionate. On analysing the issues raised by the application 
no particular matters, other to those referred to in this report, warranted any 
different action to that recommended. 

 
9.2 For the purposes of Regulation 2 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2003, the reasons for 
the Council's decision is summarised below. In considering the Application, the 
Council has given special regard to the desirability of preserving the building, or 
its setting, or any features of special architectural or historic interest that it 
possesses. Where relevant, reference is made to Government policy set out in 
the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
9.3 This application has been considered with regard to Paragraph132 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework. The buildings proposed for demolition have 
no inherent architectural interest, nor do they reflect any significant relationship 
with the historic environment. The loss of the buildings will cause no harm to the 
character, appearance or special historic interest of the Conservation Area. 
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Application No.  
Site No. 

S.13/2284/FUL      
64 

Site Address  Daniels Industrial Estate, 104 Bath Road, Stroud, Gloucestershire 
DANIELS 1. 

Town/Parish  Rodborough Parish Council 
 

Grid Reference  383971,204305 
 

Application 
Type 

Full Planning Permission 
 

Proposal  Provision of new retail foodstore, petrol filling station, vehicular 
access, parking and associated landscaping. 
 

  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s 
Details 

Davidsons Crossmark Ltd 
C/O Hunter Page Planning Ltd, Thornbury House, 18 High Street, 
Cheltenham, Glos 
GL50 1DZ 
 

Agent’s Details  Hunter Page Planning 
Thornbury House, 18 High Street, Cheltenham, Glos, GL50 1DZ 
 

Case Officer  Darryl.J. Rogers 
 

Application 
Validated 

29.10.2013 
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 CONSULTEES  
Comments  
Received  

Parish / Town 
The Environment Agency (E) 
Development Coordination (E) 
English Heritage (E) 
Stroud Town Council 
SDC Drainage Engineer 
Flood Resilience Land Drainage (E) 
Environmental Health (E) 
Ecologist 
Contaminated Land Officer (E) 
Highways Agency (E) 
Arboricultural Officer (E) 

Not Yet 
Received  

 

 CONTRIBUTORS  
Letters of 
Representation  

 
A number of letters for, against and commenting on the application 
have been received and can be seen on the Council’s website. 
 

  
 

 OFFICER’S REPORT  
 
1. SITE 
 
1.1 The site is roughly triangular in shape, bordered by the A46, Dudbridge Hill and 

the B and Q store. A short northern boundary is adjacent to houses at Constance 
Close. The Kites Nest public house is just to the south. The site is 3.3ha and 
approximately 1.2km from the defined town centre boundary, and within the 
Stroud Urban Area.   

 
1.2 The site consists of several groups of varying twentieth century industrial and 

office buildings amongst hardstandings, with very little vegetation. The buildings 
have a functional appearance in a wide variety of materials and a mix of heights. 
They are occupied by a range of users. 

 
1.3 The site is just outside the Industrial Heritage Conservation Area which lies to the 

south, west and north. Similarly it is outside the AONB, but there is inter-visibility, 
especially with Selsley, Doverow and Rodborough Hills and 
Ruscombe/Whiteshill. There are no listed buildings on the site, but there are in 
the vicinity. It occupies an elevated position and therefore is unsurprisingly in 
flood zone 1. 

 
1.4 The site is significantly sloping from east to west. There are several access 

points from the A46 and Dudbridge Hill. 
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1.5 The site is in Rodborourgh Parish, with Cainscross and Stroud Parishes 
approximately 1km to the west and north respectively. 

 
2. PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 All of the existing buildings would be demolished and replaced with the retail 

store with associated car parking and new access. The store would be 5356sqm 
including welfare, storage / warehousing and cafe area, with the net sales area at 
3214sqm. Approximately 60% of the sales area would be for convenience goods. 

 
2.2 330 car park spaces, 17 motorcycles and 70 bicycles would be provided. A single 

access is proposed, off the A46. A petrol station and recycling area would be 
located towards the Dudbridge Hill/A46 corner of the site. Much of the parking 
would be towards the A46 frontage, with the store building at the western part of 
the site. The building would be two storey but set notably lower than the A46. A 
Cotswold ‘dry-stone’ wall would be provided along the A46 frontage with planting 
behind.  The Dudbridge Road frontage would be left as landscaping with a 
footpath connection. Servicing would be to the rear of the store, in its own 
dedicated area, segregated from the adjacent housing by a 3.5m acoustic fence. 
The B and Q boundary would be left as a 5+m wide landscaping strip.  

 
2.3 The proposed store would be flat roof, with an entrance towards the A46. The 

main public elevations would feature glazing interspersed with structural 
columns. 

 
2.4 This application is currently the subject of an appeal against non-determination. 

 
3 REVISED DETAILS 
 
3.1 Further details received on landscaping, cross sections, hard surfacing and 

access arrangements. 
 
4 MATERIALS 

 
Roof   Flat roof. Grey aluminium fascia. 
Walls:   East and south elevations: Cotswold stone, timber cladding, 

grey aluminium around entrance. West and north elevations: 
Grey metal cladding.    

Fenestration:  Aluminium Grey Colour  
  
5 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
5.1 Stroud Store Wars 
 In 1994 three similar applications for retail superstores were refused by the LPA 

with the subsequent appeals called in by the Secretary of State (SoS) as part 
what become known as the ‘Stroud Store Wars’. 

 
5.2 At the time of his decision, approximately 20 years ago, the Tesco store on 

Stratford Road was operational and the Waitrose at London Road, under 
construction.  
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5.3 Overall the Inspector stated that the Brunsdon Yard proposal, notwithstanding 

the viability and vitality issues, would have an unacceptable impact on the 
landscape of the area and on the Cotswold AONB. 

 
5.4 In a parallel discussion regarding the other site at Redlers, the Inspector 

concluded that the Redlers proposal would have an unacceptable impact on the 
character and appearance of the Stroud Industrial Heritage Conservation Area 
regardless of the overarching viability and vitality and employment land 
considerations.  

 
5.5 In the case of the remaining site at Lewis and Hole, the Inspector stated that the 

site was acceptable in visual, landscape, highway and retail terms and hence the 
recommendation to the SoS was that the Lewis and Hole site be permitted. 

 
5.6 Given these deliberations and recommendations from the Inspector and given 

the clear evidence that only one store was acceptable in impact terms, the SoS 
refused the sites at Redlers and Brunsdons but permitted the Lewis and Hole 
proposal, which is now occupied by the Sainsburys store.  

 
5.7 Other Relevant History 
 
 Planning references: 64, 4382, 18334, 18675 
 There is an extensive planning history that relates to the Daniels Industrial site 

comprising a mixture of development of new buildings, extensions, boundary 
treatments and associated works together with applications for change of use 
and advertisements.   

 
5.8 In addition a duplicate food store application is currently deposited with the Local 

Planning Authority. 
 

6.0 CONSULTATION RESPONSES  
 
6.1 Stroud Town Council 
 Stroud Town Council has expressed concerns regarding potential congestion on 

the A46 and the potential impact on local shops.  Stroud Town Council considers 
that Council’s priorities for land use on the proposed site should remain industrial, 
followed by housing and then retail.   

  
 Stroud Town Council has suggested that should the LPA be minded to grant 

consent a condition should be attached to only enable the store to sell groceries.   
 
6.2 Rodborough Parish Council 

Rodborough Parish Council has asked for the provision of a signalled pedestrian 
crossing on Dudbridge Road together with a rear pedestrian entrance and 
funding for a speed camera on the A46 and speed awareness courses.   
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6.3 Highways Agency 
Gloucestershire Highways Agency considers that the proposals will not have any 
detrimental effect on the Strategic Road Network and therefore raise no 
objections to the proposed scheme.  

 
6.4 Gloucestershire County Highways 

Gloucestershire County Highways raise no objections to the application subject 
to conditions and informatives.   

 
6.5 SDC Drainage Engineer  

Revised comments have been received form the Councils Water Resources 
Engineer.  The Councils Water Resources Engineer is now satisfied, however 
has recommended a condition relating to a detailed drainage design.   

 
6.6 Gloucestershire Centre for Environmental Records 

Gloucestershire Centre for Environmental Records has provided details of 
protected species recorded within the proximity of the site.  The records show 
that these species are within 50 metres of the site.   

 
6.7 Environment Agency 

Following submission of further information, the Environment Agency supports 
the proposed scheme subject to condition.  

 
6.8 English Heritage 

Comment that the submitted heritage report sufficiently outlines the potential 
impact of the proposal on the adjacent conservation area, which is agreed not to 
enhance the area but rather to have a neutral impact. Further state that careful 
consideration of materials is required together with consideration for a potential 
cumulative impact on the IHCA should a number of foodstores be permitted.  

 
6.9 Public Representations  
 

There has been a mixture of letters of comments and objection received to the 
development and these largely centre around the following issues; 
 
• Cumulative impact on existing retail and business premises within the 

vicinity (jobs / vitality and viability) 
• Loss of employment in other retail outlets  
• Impact on the town centre including the independent traders and farmers’ 

market. 
• Impact on traffic and highway safety 
• Lack of confidence in submitted traffic and queue surveys. 
• Visual impact  
• Design, layout, scale and height 
• Disruption / noise pollution  
• Disruption during construction  
• No requirement for additional supermarket given proximity of Sainsburys 

and Dudbridge petrol stations. 
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• Loss of key employment site allocation  
• Analysis of shopping patterns is flawed 
• Retail impact assessment – not adequate 
• Opening hours and potential for anti-social behaviour. 
• Infrastructure unable to accommodate additional traffic generation  
• Impact on existing parking provision of residents of Bath Road 
• Errors in transport assessment  
• Poor access  

 
6.10 There has also one unsubstantiated letter of support received. 

6.11 Other non material concerns have been raised such as devaluation of properties, 
loss of view however these can not be taken into account.   

 
7. DISCUSSION 
 
7.1 The policy and guidance background for an application of this type has been 

summarised within the prologue provided to this report and other than explicit 
bespoke policy matters relating to this individual application, it is not intended to 
duplicate that guidance. 

 
7.2 Having set out that background it is clear that this application gives rise to testing 

in the following areas: 
 
• The Retail Sequential and Impact Tests. 
• Employment Protection and Opportunities 
• Landscape and Visual Impact 
• Hydrology and Flooding. 
• Design 
• Heritage Impact 
• Ecological Impact  
• Highway Matters 
• Residential Implications 
• Cumulative Impact of the three proposals. 

 
8 RETAIL SEQUENTIAL & IMPACT TESTS 
 
8.1 The Sequential and Accessibility Test: 

As previously noted all three applications are accompanied by individual Retail 
Impact Assessments (RIAs) which look at the availability of alternative sites for 
the proposal together with the impact of the proposal on the viability and vitality 
of district and local centres. 

 
8.2 In respect of the sequential test, there is clearly a finite supply of land within the 

Stroud District and moreover within the sub-area of Stroud and Stonehouse to 
which these applications either individually or collectively relate. To this end there 
is a common agreement that a discussion about the availability of alternative 
sites applies equally to all applications given that the proposals are all seeking to 
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serve the same overall catchment areas and hence in sequential test terms are 
all looking at the same search site search area. 

 
8.3 In terms of alternative sites your officers along with the applicants and the 

Council’s Retail Analyst have considered a range of sites both within centres and 
edge of centres including: 

 
• Stroud Police Station and associated car parks; 
• London Road Car park; 
• Merrywalks; 
• Cheapside / Wallbridge; 
• Stonehouse Police Station and associated car park; 
• Brunsdons Yard, Ryeford 
• Daniels Industrial Estate; 
• Avocet / Dudbridge Industrial Estate; 

 
8.4 In looking at these sites, the applicants have been requested to demonstrate a 

flexible approach to their requirements including the dissemination of floor space 
and parking requirements, in order to ensure that a robust investigation of these 
sites has taken place.  

 
8.5 However it is apparent from looking at these sites, that with the exception of the 

final three, there are no suitable alternative realistic sites either within defined 
centre or edge of centre locations capable of accommodating a proposal of this 
size.  

 
8.6 In terms of the announcement in the local press of a potential supermarket on the 

site of the Market Tavern (previously the Pelican) in Union Street, Stroud, a site 
within the defined town centre boundary, this is a matter which will be discussed 
in the fourth and Summary Chapters in this schedule. 

 
8.7 Conformity with the sequential test must include an assessment of the 

accessibility of the potential alternatives in accordance with paragraph 24 of the 
NPPF 

 
8.8 The NPPF requires the decision maker to ensure that a new out of centre retail 

proposal is situated on an available site which has the optimum connections to 
the nearest local centre, having first considered all of the other available / 
deliverable sites. 

 
8.9  Therefore in order for the decision maker to be fully informed as to the 

accessibility of the application site and to therefore determine if the Sequential 
Test has been fully met in accordance with NPPF para 24, your Officers have 
commissioned an independent accessibility survey.  

 
8.10 This study has been updated and revised since the July meeting and now looks 

at the accessibility of the sites to the defined town centres of Stroud, Stonehouse 
and Nailsworth rather than the wider populous as was the earlier case. 
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8.11 These centres have been chosen as they represent the main district and local 
retail centres and reflect those directly affected in retail impact trade terms. 

 
8.12 The study looks at the ease of access via the range of transport modes of 

walking, cycling, public transport and the private car.  
 
8.13 By sheer definition of being an out of centre site, the use of the private car will 

always be the preferred user mode with walking the least attractive.  
 
8.14 However the study seeks to identify and assess the ability of the site to offer the 

best choice of connective transport modes to the town centres with the aim of 
reducing car use and the promotion of linked trips to the centres.  

 
8.15 The study compares each site to an identical fix point within each of the town 

centres and assesses the ease of access to this point by the various modes. 
However as noted above each of the sites lies beyond the maximum 800m 
distance specified in the ‘Providing for Journeys on Foot’ document published by 
the Chartered Institute of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) in 2006. 

 
8.16 Walking (accepting the above standard distance): 
 

• To Stroud Town Centre there is a choice of two routes 
� Approximately a 1,500m  / 18 minutes 48 second walk along Bath 

Road to Rowcroft / Wallbridge. Surfaced and lit route with 
significant incline from the site to the controlled crossing on the A46 
and then declines towards Stroud. 

• To Stonehouse Town Centre (4,200m) and Nailsworth Town Centre (5,000m) 
the distances are considered too far to walk. 

 
8.17 Cycling (assuming an approximate trip limit of 4km): 
 

• To Stroud Town Centre there is a choice of two routes 
� Approximately a 1,500m  / 5 minutes 36 second route along Bath 

Road to Rowcroft / Wallbridge. Surfaced and lit route on the 
carriageway with significant incline from the site to the controlled 
crossing on the A46 and then declines towards Stroud. 

� Approximately 2,150m / 8 minutes 6 seconds route down Bath 
Road, along Dudbridge Road and onto cycle route 45 to 
Wallbridge. Slopes down from the site, cycle route is unlit and not 
overlooked. Incline back towards Stroud. 

• To Stonehouse Town Centre (4,560m) and Nailsworth Town Centre (5,000m) 
the distances are considered too far for significant cycling 

 
8.18 Public Transport: 

Assumes a bus stop with 400m / 5 minutes walk of the site, direct (no change 
required) service, a frequency of at least one service every two hours and a 5 
min allowances for service delays. 

 
• To Stroud Town Centre a choice of two services 
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� A stop within a 5 minute walk offering a 120 minute (7 minute travel 
time) 

� A stop within a 4 minute walk offering a 30 minute service (8 minute 
travel time). 

• To Stonehouse Town Centre no bus service with the 400m / 5 minute walk 
radius. 

• To Nailsworth Town Centre a single service within 3.5 minute walk offering a 
30 minute service (12 minute travel time) 

 
8.19 Car Transport: 
 

• To Stroud Town Centre 0.8km / 3 minutes trip time 
• To Stonehouse Town Centre 3.5km / 5 minute trip time 
• To Nailworth Town Centre 5.0km / 6 minutes       

 
8.20 As an individual location the Daniels proposal can be summarised as being: 
 

• Within a feasible walking distance of Stroud Town Centre for those willing to 
walk the distance although the gradients do present significant barriers.  

• Accessible to Stroud by two cycle routes but are options of being either 
shorter and steeper or longer and flatter. 

• Cycle routes to Stonehouse and Nailsworth centres are available but are off-
road and are of a significant length. 

• Accessible to both the Stroud Town and Nailsworth Town Centres by bus but 
no direct connection to Stonehouse Town Centre. 

• Offers general accessibility to all three centres by car. 
 
8.21 Therefore as a single proposal the site offers a range of accessible by non-car 

borne transport modes albeit with significant gradients to cross. 
  
8.22 Given this situation the site is considered accessible and complies with the 

accessibility requirements contained in NPPF paragraph 24, Local Plan policy 
TR1 and ELP policy EI9. 

 
8.23 However its comparative performance against the other sites is a matter for 

discussion in the Summary Chapter. 
 
9.0 RETAIL IMPACT TEST 
 
9.1 Following on from the sequential test, the RIA also provides data on the 

forecasted impact of the proposal on the viability and vitality of the town and local 
centres.  

 
9.2 The RIA has been prepared in discussions with the Council’s Retail Analyst and 

uses the GVA Grimley Retail Studies as a starting point, thereby dovetailing with 
the evidence base underpinning the ELP and the methodology and study areas 
therein. Indeed the Retail Analyst undertaking the application led impact test, 
also undertook the preparation of the ELP retail evidence, thereby enabling 
further professional continuity.  
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9.3 The RIA sets out the agreed baseline situation in respect of the town and local 
centres potentially affected by the proposal along with the current retailers, locally 
and nationally, which make up the existing trading sectors.   

 
9.4 The town and local centres included in the RIA and the subsequent appraisal by 

the Council’s retail analyst follow the Retail Hierarchy outlined in the ELP, by 
considering the principal town centre of Stroud first, followed by the district 
centres of Stonehouse and Nailsworth and then the local centres of Cainscross 
and King’s Stanley. As stated above the appraisal includes all aspects of retailing 
in respect of convenience and comparison goods and their availability from town / 
local centres as well as the supermarkets of Tesco, Waitrose, Sainsburys, 
Morrisons and the various Co-Operative stores. 

 
9.5 The Independent Review of the Daniels Industrial Estate RIA: 
 

In line with an instruction from your Officers GVA Grimley have reviewed the 
submitted the RIA and the findings are summarised below: 

 
• The proposed store will have a comparison sales area similar to that at the 

existing Sainsburys. 
• The main impact of the supermarket will be concentrated on the centres of 

Stroud, Stonehouse and Nailsworth.  
• Stroud Town centre will lose up to 5% of its total annual income with an 

adverse impact on a modestly performing convenience goods sector. 
• The centre will also experience a material trading overlap with the 

comparison goods sector of the new store. 
• There will be a lower level of linked trips to Waitrose store and a loss of 

direct visits to the centre. 
• Stonehouse Town centre will lose between 5%-7% of its annual income 

resulting in an adverse impact. 
• The majority of this impact will fall on the Stonehouse Co-Op and this may 

have a knock on impact for the centre as a whole. 
• There will be a clear adverse impact on the centre. 
• Nailsworth Town Centre will suffer a similar impact to that of Stonehouse 

losing between 4%-8% of annual income. 
• The majority of trade diversion to the new store will come from the existing 

three supermarkets. 
 

9.6 In summary having considered the submitted RIA against the requirements of 
paragraph 27 of the NPFF, it is the advice of the Council’s Retail Analyst that the 
proposal is likely to have an adverse impact on the health of Stroud, Stonehouse 
and Nailsworth town centres.  

 
9.7 In respect of the impact of the proposal on local centres, the nearest local centre 

is Cainscross which according to additional analysis would be affected by a: 
 

• £0.16m - £0.23 Trade diversion from a turnover of between £2.26m – 
£2.79m 
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9.8 In determining the impact of this diversion, it must be noted that the planning 
system is not designed to safeguard the business interests of individual store 
operators. This is a matter for market forces to determine. 

 
9.9 However it is role of the planning system to safeguard the role that local centres 

perform with regard to providing a range of local retail and community services. 
In this respect consideration must be given to the wider impact on the local 
centre should the key store, in this case the Co-Op, reduce its retail offer or 
possibly close. 

 
9.10 Whilst there is no survey data immediately available it is highly likely that the Co-

Op store proves a strong attraction to the local centre for users and provides a 
high degree of linkage to the other retail functions contained in the local centre.  

 
9.11 It follows that a loss of trade to the primary retail use would have a knock-on 

impact on the remainder of the centre. Whilst there are a number of uses within 
the local centre that would continue to attract custom after the opening of any 
proposed supermarket, vitality and viability is likely to be affected. 

 
9.12 In addition it is noted that the Co-Op provides includes both a pharmacy and a 

post office function which are of significant community benefit.  
 
9.13 Although the overall effect of a loss of trade to a new retail store is difficult to 

quantify and is wholly dependant on the ability of the Co-Op to withstand this 
impact, there is nevertheless a risk of a reduced retail offer from the store or a 
potential closure of the store and a resultant negative impact on the viability and 
vitality of the wider centre.  

 
9.14 It is therefore clear that the proposal will have an impact on both town and local 

centres. 
 
9.15 However given that this impact is adverse and not significantly  adverse, the 

NPPF Impact test is passed. 
 
10 EMPLOYMENT PROTECTION & OPPORTUNITIES 
 
10.1 As noted in the prologue the application site forms part of the Key Employment 

Site EK8 which is afforded protection for traditional employment uses under 
saved policy EM3.  

 
10.2 Policy El2 of the emerging Local Plan includes the site in its scope for 

regeneration by mixed use development including employment uses. Given that 
this plan has yet to complete Part 1 of the EIP process and the employment 
strategy has yet to be formally agreed by the EIP Inspector, the allocation can 
only be given limited weight.  

 
10.3 In light of this situation the employment nature of this application will be 

considered primarily against the saved policies in the adopted plan and 
consideration given to the implications of releasing the land for non-traditional 
employment uses despite Policy EM3. A judgement will be made on the harm 
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arising from the loss of protected key employment land rather a reliance on 
policies within a non-adopted emerging plan. 

 
10.4 The October 2007 Grimley Employment Land Review concluded that the site was 

well used but the relatively poor access and slope constrain the size and shape 
of any new buildings. It would be unviable for employment redevelopment and 
challenging even for mixed use due to the high construction costs. These 
conclusions were confirmed in the subsequent AECOM report published in 
February 2014. It found that the site was still well used and “moderate quality” but 
redevelopment prospects unlikely as there are better sites elsewhere.  

 
10.5 This situation presents significant doubts over the long term potential of the site 

for continued traditional employment uses and paragraph 22 of the NPPF states: 
 

‘Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for 
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for 
that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no 
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, 
applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their 
merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land 
uses to support sustainable local communities.’  

 
10.6 It is a material consideration that the proposal would create approximately 250 

jobs which, in the line with the economic drivers within the NPPF, is a significant 
factor. 

 
10.7 With regard to the existing jobs on the site, information submitted by the agent 

indicates that as of the end of July this year there were 142.5 employees across 
16 different businesses. 

 
10.8 Within these figures 89 of these employees were attached to 3 companies 

(Meningitis Now 49, Central Compressors 24, Dibone Engineering 16). 
 
10.9 It is further indicated that of the overall 142.5 total approximately 26% were 

managerial staff, 39% were clerical staff, 33% skilled or semi skilled and the 
remainder were unskilled. 

 
10.10 In addition a number of the businesses were paying subsidised or below market 

level rents. 
 
10.11 Since the time of the July DCC meeting permission has been secured by this 

applicant, under reference S.14/1090/FUL, for the provision of employment 
space (1,825sqm) at Eastington Trading Estate. 

 
10.12 A statement from the applicant confirms that this new space is intended for the 

relocation of Central Compressors and Dibone Engineering and as such would 
safeguard those existing jobs. 

 
10.13 A further statement also states that other existing firms on the site are actively 

securing alternative premises in the locality and in advanced discussion to do so. 
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However the willingness of the occupiers to formally commit to new premises is 
dependant on the outcome of the current application. 

 
10.14 Although clearly these relocations are not controlled by this application and must 

be treated with a degree of caution, it appears that the proposal could result in 
additional jobs rather than replacement jobs. 

 
10.15 In addition it is acknowledged that the long term employment prospects of the 

site are questionable as buildings age and require replacement.  
 
10.16 The ability of a number historic employment sites within the District to adapt to 

and serve the needs modern industry is a common theme. 
 
10.17 In respect of the new employment opportunities, the existence of a known 

operator has enabled your officers to gain some certainty over the number and 
type of jobs created within the proposal. 

 
10.18 A statement provided by the operator states that the proposal will provide up to 

250 new jobs made up of: 
 

• Managerial   25 

• Skilled Jobs  40 

• Semi / unskilled  185 

 
10.19 It is stated these jobs would be spread across a range of departments and 

services within the store with training opportunities for all staff for career 
advancement. 

 
10.20 Whilst these statements and claims cannot be controlled by the planning 

process, they do provide a sense of realism as to the potential for job creation 
and the resultant economic prosperity for the wider District. 

 
10.21 Hence the proposal has in theory the potential to result in the creation of new 

employment opportunities above and beyond that associated with the existing 
site, whilst at the same time safeguard the existing ones albeit at a new location. 

 
10.22 Such a situation clearly demonstrates that the loss of this section of the key 

employment site EK8 will not adversely affect the employment opportunities 
across the district or result in a loss of traditional B class jobs. 

 
10.23 Therefore no objection is raised in employment terms. 

 
11 HYDROLOGY AND FLOODING 
 
11.1 The Daniels Industrial Estate is located within Flood Zone 1, the area of least 

flooding probability. 
 
11.2 In hydrology terms all uses of land are acceptable with Flood Zone 1 without the 

need for flood risk attenuation or improvement unless specifically identified by a 
site specific flood risk assessment. 
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11.3 In this instance no such need has been identified and the use of the site for retail 
purposes fully accords with the requirements of NPPF paragraphs 100-104 and 
guidance contained in the NPPG. 

 
11.4 The proposal is in full compliance with paragraph 101 of the NPPF which states 

that: 
 

‘The aim of the Sequential Test is to steer new development to areas with the 
lowest probability of flooding’. 

 
11.5 In respect of drainage strategies and surface run-off, these matters have been 

considered by the Council’s Drainage Engineer and can be controlled by 
conditions, ensuring both a satisfactory scheme and allowances for climate 
change. 

 
11.6 As such the proposal is acceptable in hydrology and drainage terms. 
 
12.0 CONTAMINATED LAND 
 
12.1 In response to the site’s varied industrial uses, an assessment of contamination 

and ground conditions has been carried using established methodology.  
 
12.2 The risk of contamination of groundwater from the petrol filling station has been 

considered specifically by the Environment Agency, and they have no objection 
subject to a condition. Similarly Environmental Health Officers have no objection.   

  
13.0 DESIGN AND IMPACT ON AREA 
 
13.1 The store building has been sited at the furthest point from the main public views, 

away from the A46. It has also utilised the lowest point of the site. Consequently 
the building would not particularly prominent. A submitted cross section shows a 
difference of height 8m from the floor level of the new building to the A46, with 
the height of the building at 9.75m. Therefore ensuring a low key appearance. 
This aspect is also helped by a new frontage Cotswold stone wall and planting. 
Similarly the store is sited away from Dudbridge Road, with a wide area of 
landscaping to the frontage. These aspects show the building would not 
particularly prominent. 

 
13.2 The existing site is not open but substantially covered a series of groups of 

buildings. Some of these are sited close to the adjacent roads especially at the 
southern half of the site. There is a range of heights and the buildings are readily 
visible from public view. The boundary treatments, height of the store and its 
siting would lead to less prominence of built form, as well improvement to the site 
frontages. 

 
13.3 The buildings cannot be described as attractive; at best they are functional, 

utilitarian. The store design addresses the main public elevations by providing 
glazing or cladding with pronounced reveals between supporting columns. The 
grey fascia provides an important eaves definition.  An entrance provides a sense 
of arrival. The mix of stone, timber cladding and metal work give a response to 
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the industrial context.  Plant would be incorporated into a louvered section in the 
centre of the roof, set back from the walls and therefore slightly away from 
elevational view.   

 
13.4 A north light building was considered at earlier stage but rejected on grounds of 

costs of servicing and maintenance, instead a simple roofline was preferred. 
 
13.5 The petrol filling station is a simple metal frame structure, which reflects is use.  

 
14 IMPACT ON HERITAGE ASSETS 
 
14.1 English Heritage did have concern over the lack of an independent heritage 

report, however a comprehensive report has now been submitted. English 
Heritage also highlight paragraph 128 of the NPPF on the consideration of setting 
of heritage assets, and the importance of views. The 2011 English Heritage 
publication “Seeing the history in the view”, provides guidance on how to assess 
setting. The 2011 English Heritage publication “The Setting of Heritage Assets”, 
does indicate that there can be various aspects to setting, especially historic 
connection. 

 
14.2 The IHCA is close to the site, being on the other side of Dudbridge Road, 

adjacent to the southern boundary and encompassing a small terrace to the east. 
The nearest listed buildings are Roborough Hall to the north, Lightmill Mill to the 
south and Dudbridge House to the west. Further away are several churches and 
Rodborough Fort. There are non-designated assets close.  As ever, the Stroud 
skyline features listed and non designated interesting buildings.     

 
14.3 The existing buildings have a very utilitarian, drab appearance and are prominent 

across much of the site. There is no coherency to their development: their form 
and style is random. However the site’s historic contribution is very limited too. 
The historic maps and research show the most of the buildings are not 
particularly old. The historic uses were as a foundry and a clay pit with 
brickworks. The oldest building is mid 19th century which dates back to its use as 
a foundry but this has been much altered. The showroom on the A46 is late 19th 
century but again this is much altered. Most of the buildings are from two periods 
of growth from 1902 and 1950s, party based on Daniels making pumps.     

 
14.4 Whilst the existing buildings reflect the industrial growth and development of 

Stroud, there are plenty of other examples, some which have more significance 
in their architecture, group value, setting, evolution or historic function. The 
buildings do not appear to link to the IHCA; there is no direct association. The 
Dudbridge Road Industrial estate has its own modern context, the Lightpill estate 
is further away and is self contained. There is a terrace of cottages opposite but 
they pre-date the Industrial Estate and therefore would not built for the workers at 
Daniels.     

 
14.5 The proposal improves the A46 site frontage by a Cotswold stone wall with new 

planting rather than sprawl of the current buildings. The siting and height of the 
store building means that it will not be prominent and neutral in impact. It leaves 
the IHCA unchallenged. The car parking is well shielded from the Conservation 



75 
 

Area. Only the petrol station would be significant but this is a simple appropriate 
metal framework structure. The proposal would improve the setting of the 
adjacent Conservation Area as the existing buildings do not make positive 
contribution. It offers a more assured future of the site avoiding the threat of 
dereliction. Whilst the industrial function is a reflection of Stroud’s development, it 
is not felt to be overly significant. Indeed the boundary of the IHCA appears 
somewhat circuitous to avoid this site, despite a 2008 review. The proposal 
would improve the setting of the listed buildings in the area, including the views of 
the churches, Rodborough Fort and Rodborough Hall. 

 
15 LANDSCAPE 
 
15.1 A Landscape and Visual Appraisal has been submitted. The site is visible from 

various elevated viewpoints from the AONB as well as views into the AONB as 
the hills form a backdrop. However the site is seen in conjunction with an 
extensive urban area. 

 
15.2 The building would be seen against the larger higher B and Q store. Some of the 

existing buildings are higher than the proposed store. There is also less building 
and although car parking would be provided instead, this is less obtrusive, 
especially with good tree planting around the frontage. A planting scheme has 
been submitted which shows extensive planting with spacious surroundings to 
allow proper maturity.  The petrol station is a small simple structure, without 
enclosed sides so should not be obtrusive.   

 
15.3 Accordingly the scheme is felt to improve the character of the area and its 

contribution to the setting of the AONB.  
  
16 ECOLOGY 
 
16.1 The site is largely covered by hard standing and buildings, which offer little scope 

for habitats. A comprehensive survey by experts using appropriate assessment 
was submitted with application. This included on site surveys (night time for bats) 
and liaison with local groups. Some of the buildings have potential for bats but no 
evidence was found. Similarly there were no badgers or other protected species, 
including amphibians, found. The existing vegetation is considered to offer little 
benefit for birds. 

16.2 The proposal provides significant new tree and shrub planting with indigenous 
species, which together with the grass verges, which should enhance bio-
diversity and compliment the nearby cycle track. Similarly bat boxes and bird 
nesting boxes could be placed amongst the trees to increase the range of 
species currently using the site. 

 
17 HIGHWAY IMPLICATIONS 
 
17.1 A Transport Assessment was submitted at the outset. This surveyed the existing 

traffic levels, flows, and speeds as well as permitted schemes. It also looked at 
accident records and considered public transport arrangements, pedestrian and 
cyclists safety.  Traffic generation was modelled as well as future traffic levels 
and flow. 
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17.2 The scheme proposes a sole access off the A46 with signal controls. This would 
feature a new central “right hand” turn lane. The Golden Cross junction would be 
improved by replacing the existing bus “cage hatching” to the north with a half 
lay-by, which whilst reducing the area of unlawful parking would enable cars to 
pass a bus in the stop which is currently not possible. 

 
17.3 To offset the loss of on pavement parking, the footway would be narrowed to a 

width of 1.2m for a short length past the new bus cage to allow for 5 on-footway 
spaces. 

 
17.4 To the south of the junction the existing bus stop would be relocated, this is 

preferable as the existing is too close to the junction.   
 
17.5 An uncontrolled pedestrian crossing would be provided across Dudbridge Road 

and similarly there would be ramped pedestrian link up to Bath Road.  
 

17.6 The capacity of the Golden Cross junction has been assessed. It is considered 
that it is currently inefficient but within capacity. The design allows for the 
pedestrian refuges on each arm to be increased to provide shorter crossing 
distances thereby allowing shorter signals.  

 
17.7 The Bath Road /Dudbridge Road priority junction is also operating safely with no 

adverse safety records. 
 
17.8 Similarly the Fromehall Park priority junction is considered to operate efficiently 

and should continue to do so. The A419 roundabout is also considered to have 
capacity, whilst pedestrian and cycle safety would not be not jeopardised.  

 
17.9 The site access would have 2 lane width with pavements on each side. A new 

roundabout within the site would give access to the petrol station, the main car 
park and the segregated service yard to the rear of the store.  This roundabout 
also helps to reduce on site traffic speeds by ensuring only short straight sections 
of road. The internal layout meets accepted standards in terms of its turning and 
visibility. 

 
17.10 330 parking spaces including 20 disabled and 20 parent and child, together with 

four click and collect and four electric charging spaces are provided in 
accordance with required standards.  

 
17.11 A Travel Plan has been submitted to promote sustainable travel to staff and 

customers. This can be covered by condition. The County Council also note the 
store’s accessibility and proximity to public transport.    

 
17.12 In respect of trip generation an assessment has been made with regard to the 

traffic generation potentially arising from the authorised employment use of 
industrial estate compared to that generated by the proposal. 

 
17.13 The proposal would involve the loss of 13,911 sqm metres of existing authorised 

industrial space which when assessed against the highway industry standard 
measure of The Trip Rate Information Computer System (TRICS) indicates a 
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traffic generation of 1,146 daily trips total with an AM peak of 569 and PM peak 
of 576. 

 
17.14 These figures represent the authorised highway baseline against which any 

proposal must be judged and are movements that could occur without any 
permission or further approval from the Local Authority. 

 
17.15 Using the same TRICS assessment, the proposal would generate an AM peak of 

276 two way trips and PM peak of 519 two way trips. The estimated Saturday 
peak hour generates 655 trips. 

 
17.16 Hence when compared to the extant authorised planning use of the estate, the 

proposal generates less vehicular movements in the weekday peak hours. 
 
17.17 Again the highway implications of the proposal have raised a number of 

significant representations and these are considered in light of the prevailing 
central government guidance contained in paragraph 32 of the NPPF.  

 
17.18 However whilst the level of public concern is fully appreciated regarding the 

highway implications of the scheme, the proposal accords with both saved policy 
GE5 and NPPF paragraph 32. 

 
17.19 It should be noted that this compliance relates to highway safety and highway 

accessibility only. The more practical accessibility test is contained with the 
sequential test outlined in NPPF paragraph 24 and is discussed earlier in the 
report 

 
18 RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 
 
18.1 There are houses close by including Constance Close, some along the A46 and 

to the west. The proposed service yard would be adjacent to the curtilages of 
Constance Close. There would be some intervening landscaping but more 
significantly a 3.5m high acoustic fence is proposed around the service yard. A 
covered “docking warehouse” is also shown. The lorry turning area is slightly 
further away from Constance Close. Consequently noise should be reasonably 
well contained and no worse than the existing industrial estate.  

 
18.2 The building is not particularly high and is sufficiently far away not to cause 

overbearing problems. Similarly there are no facing windows to cause privacy 
problems. 

 
19 CONTRIBUTIONS AND OBLIGATIONS 
 
19.1 A draft unilateral agreement has been submitted with £50k towards 

improvements to Stroud High St, Kendrick St. and King St. and the play area.  
This helps offset the impact on the town centre by providing some enhancement 
of the environs. 
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20.0 THE MERITS AND DEFICITS OF THE INDIVIDUAL APPL ICATION. 
 
20.1 As a standalone application it can be seen that the proposal has: 
 
 Merits: 
 

• Will not have a significant adverse impact on the centres. 
• Accords with paragraphs 24 -27 of the NPPF and the Retail Sequential Test. 
• Fully complies with the hydrological Sequential Test being located in Flood 

Zone 1 outlined in NPPF paragraph 101. 
• Will create additional job opportunities within the new proposal. 
• Has the potential to enable displaced jobs to be safeguarded and relocated 

within an approved scheme with potential for further expansion. 
• Could achieve the regeneration of previously developed land (PDL). 
• Does not give rise to a severe highway impact and hence accords with 

paragraph 32 of the NPPF. 
• Is accessible to the town centre by a range of transport modes 
• Provide the opportunity for financial contributions towards town centre 

improvements schemes. 
• Has a named operator in deliverability terms 

 
Deficits 
• The topography of the area and the associated gradients present some 

obstacles to accessibility by walking and cycling.  
• Will have an impact on the Cainscross Local Centre and has potential to 

affect the retail offer of the centre and its wider vitality and viability. 
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Application No.  
Site No. 

S.14/1905/FUL 
64 

Site Address  Daniels Industrial Estate, 104 Bath Road, Stroud, Gloucestershire 
DANIELS 2. 

Town/Parish  Rodborough Parish Council 
 

Grid Reference  383971,204305 
 

Application 
Type 

Full Planning Permission 
 

Proposal  Provision of new foodstore, petrol filling station, vehicular access, 
parking and landscaping. 
 

  
   

 
 
 
  
Applicant’s 
Details 

Davidsons Crossmark Ltd 
C/O Hunter Page Planning Ltd, Thornbury House, 18 High Street, 
Cheltenham, Glos 
GL50 1DZ 
 

Agent’s Details  Hunter Page Planning 
Thornbury House, 18 High Street, Cheltenham, Glos, GL50 1DZ 
 

Case Officer  Darryl.J. Rogers 
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Application 
Validated 

24.09.14 

  
 CONSULTEES 
Comments  
Received  

Parish / Town 
The Environment Agency (E) 
Development Coordination (E) 
English Heritage (E) 
Stroud Town Council 
SDC Drainage Engineer 
Environmental Health (E) 
Contaminated Land Officer (E) 
Highways Agency (E) 
Arboricultural Officer (E) 
 

Not Yet 
Received  

 

 CONTRIBUTORS  
Letters of 
Representation  

 
A number of letters for, against and commenting on the application 
have been received and can be seen on the Council’s website. 
 

  
 

 OFFICER’S REPORT 
 
1. SITE 

 
1.1 The site is roughly triangular in shape, bordered by the A46, Dudbridge Hill and 

the B and Q store. A short northern boundary is adjacent to houses at 
Constance Close. The Kites Nest public house is just to the south. The site is 
3.3ha and approximately 1.2km from the defined town centre boundary, and 
within the Stroud Urban Area.   

 
1.2 The site consists of several groups of varying twentieth century industrial and 

office buildings amongst hardstandings, with very little vegetation. The buildings 
have a functional appearance in a wide variety of materials and a mix of 
heights. They are occupied by a range of users. 

 
1.3 The site is just outside the Industrial Heritage Conservation Area which lies to 

the south, west and north. Similarly it is outside the AONB, but there is inter-
visibility, especially with Selsley, Doverow and Rodborough Hills and 
Ruscombe/Whiteshill. There are no listed buildings on the site, but there are in 
the vicinity. It occupies an elevated position and therefore is unsurprisingly in 
flood zone 1. 

 
1.4 The site is significantly sloping from east to west. There are several access 

points from the A46 and Dudbridge Hill. 
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1.5 The site is in Rodborourgh Parish, with Cainscross and Stroud Parishes 
approximately 1km to the west and north respectively. 

 
2. PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 All of the existing buildings would be demolished and replaced with the retail 

store with associated car parking and new access. The store would be 
5356sqm including welfare, storage / warehousing and cafe area, with the net 
sales area at 3214sqm. Approximately 60% of the sales area would be for 
convenience goods. 

 
2.2 330 car park spaces, 17 motorcycles and 70 bicycles would be provided. A 

single access is proposed, off the A46. A petrol station and recycling area would 
be located towards the Dudbridge Hill/A46 corner of the site. Much of the 
parking would be towards the A46 frontage, with the store building at the 
western part of the site. The building would be two storey but set notably lower 
than the A46. A Cotswold ‘dry-stone’ wall would be provided along the A46 
frontage with planting behind.  The Dudbridge Road frontage would be left as 
landscaping with a footpath connection. Servicing would be to the rear of the 
store, in its own dedicated area, segregated from the adjacent housing by a 
3.5m acoustic fence. The B and Q boundary would be left as a 5+m wide 
landscaping strip.  

 
2.3 The proposed store would be flat roof, with an entrance towards the A46. The 

main public elevations would feature glazing interspersed with structural 
columns. 

 
2.4 This application, with the exception of the deletion of the play area, is a 

duplicate to S.13/2284/FUL. 
 

2.5 Given this situation the following report mirrors that attached to the original 
application S.13/2284/FUL. 

 
3 REVISED DETAILS 
 
3.1 None received with the submitted plans reflecting the amendments already 

made to the earlier application S.13/2284/FUL. 
 
4 MATERIALS 
 

Roof   Flat roof. Grey aluminium fascia. 
Walls:   East and south elevations: Cotswold stone, timber cladding, 

grey aluminium around entrance. West and north elevations: 
Grey metal cladding.    

Fenestration:  Aluminium Grey Colour  
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5 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
5.1 Stroud Store Wars 
 In 1994 three similar applications for retail superstores were refused by the LPA 

with the subsequent appeals called in by the Secretary of State (SoS) as part 
what become known as the ‘Stroud Store Wars’. 

 
5.2 At the time of his decision, approximately 20 years ago, the Tesco store on 

Stratford Road was operational and the Waitrose at London Road, under 
construction.  

 
5.3 Overall the Inspector stated that the Brunsdon Yard proposal, notwithstanding 

the viability and vitality issues, would have an unacceptable impact on the 
landscape of the area and on the Cotswold AONB. 

 
5.4 In a parallel discussion regarding the other site at Redlers, the Inspector 

concluded that the Redlers proposal would have an unacceptable impact on the 
character and appearance of the Stroud Industrial Heritage Conservation Area 
regardless of the overarching viability and vitality and employment land 
considerations.  

 
5.5 In the case of the remaining site at Lewis and Hole, the Inspector stated that the 

site was acceptable in visual, landscape, highway and retail terms and hence 
the recommendation to the SoS was that the Lewis and Hole site be permitted. 

 
5.6 Given these deliberations and recommendations from the Inspector and given 

the clear evidence that only one store was acceptable in impact terms, the SoS 
refused the sites at Redlers and Brunsdons but permitted the Lewis and Hole 
proposal, which is now occupied by the Sainsburys store.  

 
5.7 Other Relevant History 
 
 Planning references: 64, 4382, 18334, 18675 
 There is an extensive planning history that relates to the Daniels Industrial site 

comprising a mixture of development of new buildings, extensions, boundary 
treatments and associated works together with applications for change of use 
and advertisements.   

 
5.8 In addition a duplicate food store application is currently deposited with the 

Local Planning Authority. 
 
6.0 CONSULTATION RESPONSES  
 
6.1 Rodborough Parish Council 

Object to the application on the following grounds: 
 
‘Traffic TR1 and TR12 
• Increased traffic volumes on the A46 Bath Road and Dudbridge Hill - mainly 

customers but also staff and deliveries, both of which can currently use the 
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entrance on Dudbridge Road. Dudbridge Hill is already congested at peak times 
with vehicles backing up to the junction with Dudbridge Road. 

• HGVs are currently not permitted to use Dudbridge Hill. The A46 north of the 
Golden Cross is totally unsuitable for larger lorries due to the narrow road and 
pavement. At present lorries accessing the industrial site can use Dudbridge 
Road, but Asda are not planning an entrance of any sort there. 

• TR12. The proposed changes to the junction at Golden Cross will mean that 
some parking spaces for the residents of Bath Road will be lost. What alternative 
provision will be made for them?  

• Dudbridge Road junction. This is already a difficult junction to exit (speed checks 
have shown excessive speeds around this location) and the increased volume of 
traffic expected will make this even harder, more dangerous and cause further 
congestion from this junction back towards Sainsburys roundabout. 

• Should Asda obtain planning permission, they are asked to consider funding a 
speed camera on the busy A46 and possible speed awareness courses 
alongside the Police Road Safety unit 

 
Retail impact   
The local plan states that “Town centres are the preferred location for all developments 
attracting large numbers of people as they provide the best opportunity for comparison 
between providers of goods and services, linked trips and access by public transport” 
and there is concern that a new supermarket will have a negative impact on town 
centre shops. 
 
Effect on local residents GE1 
Unlike most other out of town supermarkets, this application is in a largely residential 
area. 
• Constance Close - The development will have an overbearing impact on 

Constance Close due to the raised height of the land behind them and the 
possibility of noise pollution from the site. 

• Bath Road and Southgate Gardens – It is appreciated that the current site could 
operate 24 hours a day but in reality it is accessed mainly during daytime working 
hours. The new proposal is on a different order of magnitude and will mean 24 
hour light and noise pollution.  

 
Sustainability TR2 
The parish council is pleased to see that pedestrian access is now included from 
Dudbridge Road but should the application be granted, would like to see a signalled 
(rather than a refuge) crossing made the subject of a S106 agreement. 
  
Employment Gain 
There will be no overall employment gain. 
 
Please also note that the Statement of Community Involvement (10.2) still says that 
Asda intend to provide “a play space (10mx10m) for Rodborough Parish Council in the 
western corner of the site” yet the Planning Statement (1.2) says ” The revisions made 
centre on the removal of the play space previously proposed along Dudbridge Road”. 
 
In conclusion, Rodborough Parish Council considered that the district council should 
refuse this application and develop a strategy to improve the site for mixed housing and 
small businesses.’ 
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6.2 Stroud Town Council 
 Stroud Town Council has expressed concerns regarding potential congestion 

on the A46 and the potential significant impact on local shops of which a 
number are vacant within the town centre.  Stroud Town Council considers that 
Council’s priorities for land use on the proposed site should remain industrial, 
followed by housing and then retail.   

  
The Council is aware of an imminent application for a supermarket at the 
Market Tavern site within the town centre which is seen as a far preferable 
alternative which could invigorate the trade in the centre. 
 

6.3 Cainscross Parish Council 
Object to the application due to the resultant impact on highway safety and 
congestion that a proposal of this order would have. 
 

6.4 Nailsworth Town Council 
Object to the application due to the added congestion arising from the use of 
the store will make access to Nailsworth town centre more difficult and less 
attractive. 

 
6.5 Highways Agency 

Gloucestershire Highways Agency considers that the proposals will not have 
any detrimental effect on the Strategic Road Network and therefore raise no 
objections to the proposed scheme.  

 
6.6 Gloucestershire County Highways 

Gloucestershire County Highways raise no objections to the application subject 
to conditions and informatives.   
 

6.7 GCC Archaeology 
Raises no objection to the proposal subject to the imposition of a condition 
regarding an archaeological watching brief. 

 
6.8 SDC Drainage Engineer  

Raises no objection to the proposal subject to the imposition of conditions 
requiring the approval of the final drainage solution in accordance with the 
agreed drainage strategy.  

 
6.9 Contaminated Land Officer: 

Raises no objection subject the imposition of conditions requiring a full 
contaminated land survey to build on the report previously submitted. 

 
6.10 Environmental Protection Manager 

Requests clarification over the location and operation of a compactor but states 
that matters of construction related activities can be controlled via condition and 
a suitable construction method statement submission. 

 
6.11 Wales and West Utilities 

Raise no objections to the proposal subject to the safeguard of its infrastructure 
during pre, during and post construction. 
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6.12 Gloucestershire Centre for Environmental Records 
Gloucestershire Centre for Environmental Records has provided details of 
protected species recorded within the proximity of the site.  The records show 
that these species are within 50 metres of the site.   

 
6.13 Environment Agency 

Following submission of further information, the Environment Agency supports 
the proposed scheme subject to condition.  

 
6.14 English Heritage 

Comment that the submitted heritage report sufficiently outlines the potential 
impact of the proposal on the adjacent conservation area, which is agreed not 
to enhance the area but rather to have a neutral impact. Further state that 
careful consideration of materials is required together with consideration for a 
potential cumulative impact on the IHCA should a number of foodstores be 
permitted.  
 

6.15 Crime Prevention Officer 
Makes comment regarding improvements that could be made to the car parking 
and outside environs to improve surveillance and reduce the potential for ant-
social behaviour. 

 
6.16 Public Representations  
 

There has been a mixture of letters of comments and objection received to the 
development and these largely centre on the following issues; 

 
• Cumulative impact on existing retail and business premises within the 

vicinity (jobs / vitality and viability) 
• Loss of employment in other retail outlets  
• Impact on traffic and highway safety 
• Visual impact  
• Not in keeping  
• Impact on adjacent Industrial Heritage Conservation Area and AONB 
• Design, layout, scale and height 
• Disruption / noise pollution  
• Disruption during construction  
• No requirement for additional supermarket – site suited for housing  
• Suitability of the site 
• Landscaping  
• Harm to wildlife 
• Pollution  
• Accessibility  
• Loss of key employment site allocation  
• Sequential test not clear  
• Analysis of shopping patterns is flawed 
• Retail impact assessment – not adequate 
• Concerns regarding Contaminated land 
• Opening hours 



86 
 

• Infrastructure unable to accommodate additional traffic generation  
• Impact on existing parking provision of residents of Bath Road 
• Errors in transport assessment  
• Poor access  
• Contrary to allocation site in the emerging development Plan  
• Contrary to allocation site in the development Plan  

 
6.17 There has also been letters of support received to the development and these 

largely centre around; 
 

• Opportunity to develop the area 
• Creation of jobs 
• Improvement to area 
• Provide choice, convenience and competition  
• Fuel saving and less pollution 
 

6.18 Other non material concerns have been raised such as devaluation of 
properties, loss of view however these can not be taken into account.   

 
7. DISCUSSION 
 
7.1 The policy and guidance background for an application of this type has been 

summarised within the prologue provided to this report and other than explicit 
bespoke policy matters relating to this individual application, it is not intended to 
duplicate that guidance. 

 
7.2 Having set out that background it is clear that this application gives rise to 

testing in the following areas: 
 

• The Retail Sequential and Impact Tests. 
• Employment Protection and Opportunities 
• Landscape and Visual Impact 
• Hydrology and Flooding. 
• Design 
• Heritage Impact 
• Ecological Impact  
• Highway Matters 
• Residential Implications 
• Cumulative Impact of the three proposals. 

 
8 RETAIL SEQUENTIAL & IMPACT TESTS 
 
8.1 The Sequential and Accessibility Test: 

As previously noted all three applications are accompanied by individual Retail 
Impact Assessments (RIAs) which look at the availability of alternative sites for 
the proposal together with the impact of the proposal on the viability and vitality 
of district and local centres. 
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8.2 In respect of the sequential test, there is clearly a finite supply of land within the 
Stroud District and moreover within the sub-area of Stroud and Stonehouse to 
which these applications either individually or collectively relate. To this end 
there is a common agreement that a discussion about the availability of 
alternative sites applies equally to all applications given that the proposals are 
all seeking to serve the same overall catchment areas and hence in sequential 
test terms are all looking at the same search site search area. 

 
8.3 In terms of alternative sites your officers along with the applicants and the 

Council’s Retail Analyst have considered a range of sites both within centres 
and edge of centres including: 

 
• Stroud Police Station and associated car parks; 
• London Road Car park; 
• Merrywalks; 
• Cheapside / Wallbridge; 
• Stonehouse Police Station and associated car park; 
• Brunsdons Yard, Ryeford 
• Daniels Industrial Estate; 
• Avocet / Dudbridge Industrial Estate; 

 
8.4 In looking at these sites, the applicants have been requested to demonstrate a 

flexible approach to their requirements including the dissemination of floor 
space and parking requirements, in order to ensure that a robust investigation 
of these sites has taken place.  

 
8.5 However it is apparent from looking at these sites, that with the exception of the 

final three, there are no suitable alternative realistic sites either within defined 
centre or edge of centre locations capable of accommodating a proposal of this 
size.  

 
8.6 In terms of the announcement in the local press of a potential supermarket on 

the site of the Market Tavern (previously the Pelican) in Union Street, Stroud, a 
site within the defined town centre boundary, this is a matter which will be 
discussed in the fourth and Summary Chapters in this schedule. 

 
8.7 Conformity with the sequential test must include an assessment of the 

accessibility of the potential alternatives in accordance with paragraph 24 of the 
NPPF 

 
8.8 The NPPF requires the decision maker to ensure that a new out of centre retail 

proposal is situated on an available site which has the optimum connections to 
the nearest local centre, having first considered all of the other available / 
deliverable sites. 

 
8.9 Therefore in order for the decision maker to be fully informed as to the 

accessibility of the application site and to therefore determine if the Sequential 
Test has been fully met in accordance with NPPF para 24, your Officers have 
commissioned an independent accessibility survey.  
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8.10 This study has been updated and revised since the July meeting and now looks 
at the accessibility of the sites to the defined town centres of Stroud, 
Stonehouse and Nailsworth rather than the wider populous as was the earlier 
case. 

 
8.11 These centres have been chosen as they represent the main district and local 

retail centres and reflect those directly affected in retail impact trade terms. 
 
8.12 The study looks at the ease of access via the range of transport modes of 

walking, cycling, public transport and the private car.  
 
8.13 By sheer definition of being an out of centre site, the use of the private car will 

always be the preferred user mode with walking the least attractive.  
 
8.14 However the study seeks to identify and assess the ability of the site to offer the 

best choice of connective transport modes to the town centres with the aim of 
reducing car use and the promotion of linked trips to the centres.  

 
8.15 The study compares each site to an identical fix point within each of the town 

centres and assesses the ease of access to this point by the various modes. 
However as noted above each of the sites lies beyond the maximum 800m 
distance specified in the ‘Providing for Journeys on Foot’ document published 
by the Chartered Institute of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) in 2006. 

 
8.16 Walking (accepting the above standard distance): 
 

• To Stroud Town Centre there is a choice of two routes 
� Approximately a 1,500m  / 18 minutes 48 second walk along Bath Road to 

Rowcroft / Wallbridge. Surfaced and lit route with significant incline from 
the site to the controlled crossing on the A46 and then declines towards 
Stroud. 

• To Stonehouse Town Centre (4,200m) and Nailsworth Town Centre 
(5,000m) the distances are considered too far to walk. 

 
8.17 Cycling (assuming an approximate trip limit of 4km): 
 

• To Stroud Town Centre there is a choice of two routes 
� Approximately a 1,500m  / 5 minutes 36 second route along Bath Road to 

Rowcroft / Wallbridge. Surfaced and lit route on the carriageway with 
significant incline from the site to the controlled crossing on the A46 and 
then declines towards Stroud. 

� Approximately 2,150m / 8 minutes 6 seconds route down Bath Road, 
along Dudbridge Road and onto cycle route 45 to Wallbridge. Slopes 
down from the site, cycle route is unlit and not overlooked. Incline back 
towards Stroud. 

• To Stonehouse Town Centre (4,560m) and Nailsworth Town Centre 
(5,000m) the distances are considered too far for significant cycling 
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8.18 Public Transport: 
Assumes a bus stop with 400m / 5 minutes walk of the site, direct (no change 
required) service, a frequency of at least one service every two hours and a 5 
min allowances for service delays. 

 
• To Stroud Town Centre a choice of two services 
� A stop within a 5 minute walk offering a 120 minute (7 minute travel time) 
� A stop within a 4 minute walk offering a 30 minute service (8 minute travel 

time). 
• To Stonehouse Town Centre no bus service with the 400m / 5 minute walk 

radius. 
• To Nailsworth Town Centre a single service within 3.5 minute walk offering 

a 30 minute service (12 minute travel time) 
 
8.19 Car Transport: 
 

• To Stroud Town Centre 0.8km / 3 minutes trip time 
• To Stonehouse Town Centre 3.5km / 5 minute trip time 
• To Nailsworth Town Centre 5.0km / 6 minutes       

 
8.20 As an individual location the Daniels proposal can be summarised as being: 
 

• Within a feasible walking distance of Stroud Town Centre for those willing 
to walk the distance although the gradients do present significant barriers.  

• Accessible to Stroud by two cycle routes but are options of being either 
shorter and steeper or longer and flatter. 

• Cycle routes to Stonehouse and Nailsworth centres are available but are 
off-road and are of a significant length. 

• Accessible to both the Stroud Town and Nailsworth Town Centres by bus 
but no direct connection to Stonehouse Town Centre. 

• Offers general accessibility to all three centres by car. 
 
8.21 Therefore as a single proposal the site offers a range of accessible by non-car 

borne transport modes albeit with significant gradients to cross. 
  
8.22 Given this situation the site is considered accessible and complies with the 

accessibility requirements contained in NPPF paragraph 24, Local Plan policy 
TR1 and ELP policy EI9. 

 
8.23 However its comparative performance against the other sites is a matter for 

discussion in the Summary Chapter. 
 
9.0 RETAIL IMPACT TEST 
 
9.1 Following on from the sequential test, the RIA also provides data on the 

forecasted impact of the proposal on the viability and vitality of the town and 
local centres.  
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9.2 The RIA has been prepared in discussions with the Council’s Retail Analyst and 
uses the GVA Grimley Retail Studies as a starting point, thereby dovetailing 
with the evidence base underpinning the ELP and the methodology and study 
areas therein. Indeed the Retail Analyst undertaking the application led impact 
test, also undertook the preparation of the ELP retail evidence, thereby enabling 
further professional continuity.  

 
9.3 The RIA sets out the agreed baseline situation in respect of the town and local 

centres potentially affected by the proposal along with the current retailers, 
locally and nationally, which make up the existing trading sectors.   

 
9.4 The town and local centres included in the RIA and the subsequent appraisal by 

the Council’s retail analyst follow the Retail Hierarchy outlined in the ELP, by 
considering the principal town centre of Stroud first, followed by the district 
centres of Stonehouse and Nailsworth and then the local centres of Cainscross 
and King’s Stanley. As stated above the appraisal includes all aspects of 
retailing in respect of convenience and comparison goods and their availability 
from town / local centres as well as the supermarkets of Tesco, Waitrose, 
Sainsburys, Morrisons and the various Co-Operative stores. 

 
9.5 The Independent Review of the Daniels Industrial Estate RIA: 
 

In line with an instruction from your Officers GVA Grimley have reviewed the 
submitted the RIA and the findings are summarised below: 

 
• The proposed store will have a comparison sales area similar to that at the 

existing Sainsburys. 
• The main impact of the supermarket will be concentrated on the centres of 

Stroud, Stonehouse  and Nailsworth.  
• Stroud Town centre will lose up to 5% of its total annual income with an 

adverse impact on a modestly performing convenience goods sector. 
• The centre will also experience a material trading overlap with the 

comparison goods sector of the new store. 
• There will be a lower level of linked trips to Waitrose store and a loss of 

direct visits to the centre. 
• Stonehouse Town centre will lose between 5%-7% of its annual income 

resulting in an adverse impact. 
• The majority of this impact will fall on the Stonehouse Co-Op and this may 

have a knock on impact for the centre as a whole. 
• There will be a clear adverse impact on the centre. 
• Nailsworth Town Centre will suffer a similar impact to that of Stonehouse 

losing between 4%-8% of annual income. 
• The majority of trade diversion to the new store will come from the existing 

three supermarkets. 
 
9.6 In summary having considered the submitted RIA against the requirements of 

paragraph 27 of the NPFF, it is the advice of the Council’s Retail Analyst that 
the proposal is likely to have an adverse impact on the health of Stroud, 
Stonehouse and Nailsworth town centres.  
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9.7 In respect of the impact of the proposal on local centres, the nearest local 
centre is Cainscross which according to additional analysis would be affected 
by a: 

 
• £0.16m - £0.23 Trade diversion from a turnover of between £2.26m – 

£2.79m 
 
9.8 In determining the impact of this diversion, it must be noted that the planning 

system is not designed to safeguard the business interests of individual store 
operators. This is a matter for market forces to determine. 

 
9.9 However it is role of the planning system to safeguard the role that local centres 

perform with regard to providing a range of local retail and community services. 
In this respect consideration must be given to the wider impact on the local 
centre should the key store, in this case the Co-Op, reduce its retail offer or 
possibly close. 

 
9.10 Whilst there is no survey data immediately available it is highly likely that the 

Co-Op store proves a strong attraction to the local centre for users and provides 
a high degree of linkage to the other retail functions contained in the local 
centre.  

 
9.11 It follows that a loss of trade to the primary retail use would have a knock-on 

impact on the remainder of the centre. Whilst there are a number of uses within 
the local centre that would continue to attract custom after the opening of any 
proposed supermarket, vitality and viability is likely to be affected. 

 
9.12 In addition it is noted that the Co-Op provides includes both a pharmacy and a 

post office function which are of significant community benefit.  
 
9.13 Although the overall effect of a loss of trade to a new retail store is difficult to 

quantify and is wholly dependant on the ability of the Co-Op to withstand this 
impact, there is nevertheless a risk of a reduced retail offer from the store or a 
potential closure of the store and a resultant negative impact on the viability and 
vitality of the wider centre.  

 
9.14 It is therefore clear that the proposal will have an impact on both town and local 

centres. 
 
9.15 However given that this impact is adverse and not significantly  adverse, the 

NPPF Impact test is passed. 
 
10 EMPLOYMENT PROTECTION & OPPORTUNITIES 
 
10.1 As noted in the prologue the application site forms part of the Key Employment 

Site EK8 which is afforded protection for traditional employment uses under 
saved policy EM3.  
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10.2 Policy El2 of the emerging Local Plan includes the site in its scope for 
regeneration by mixed use development including employment uses. Given that 
this plan has yet to complete Part 1 of the EIP process and the employment 
strategy has yet to be formally agreed by the EIP Inspector, the allocation can 
only be given limited weight.  

 
10.3 In light of this situation the employment nature of this application will be 

considered primarily against the saved policies in the adopted plan and 
consideration given to the implications of releasing the land for non-traditional 
employment uses despite Policy EM3. A judgement will be made on the harm 
arising from the loss of protected key employment land rather a reliance on 
policies within a non-adopted emerging plan. 

 
10.4 The October 2007 Grimley Employment Land Review concluded that the site 

was well used but the relatively poor access and slope constrain the size and 
shape of any new buildings. It would be unviable for employment 
redevelopment and challenging even for mixed use due to the high construction 
costs. These conclusions were confirmed in the subsequent AECOM report 
published in February 2014. It found that the site was still well used and 
“moderate quality” but redevelopment prospects unlikely as there are better 
sites elsewhere.  

 
10.5 This situation presents significant doubts over the long term potential of the site 

for continued traditional employment uses and paragraph 22 of the NPPF 
states: 

 
‘Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for 
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for 
that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no 
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, 
applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their 
merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land 
uses to support sustainable local communities.’  

 
10.6 It is a material consideration that the proposal would create approximately 250 

jobs which, in the line with the economic drivers within the NPPF, is a significant 
factor. 

 
10.7 With regard to the existing jobs on the site, information submitted by the agent 

indicates that as of the end of July this year there were 142.5 employees across 
16 different businesses. 

 
10.8 Within these figures 89 of these employees were attached to 3 companies 

(Meningitis Now 49, Central Compressors 24, Dibone Engineering 16). 
 
10.9 It is further indicated that of the overall 142.5 total approximately 26% were 

managerial staff, 39% were clerical staff, 33% skilled or semi skilled and the 
remainder were unskilled. 
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10.10 In addition a number of the businesses were paying subsidised or below market 
level rents. 

 
10.11 Since the time of the July DCC meeting permission has been secured by this 

applicant, under reference S.14/1090/FUL, for the provision of employment 
space (1,825sqm) at Eastington Trading Estate. 

 
10.12 A statement from the applicant confirms that this new space is intended for the 

relocation of Central Compressors and Dibone Engineering and as such would 
safeguard those existing jobs. 

 
10.13 A further statement also states that other existing firms on the site are actively 

securing alternative premises in the locality and in advanced discussion to do 
so. However the willingness of the occupiers to formally commit to new 
premises is dependant on the outcome of the current application. 

 
10.14 Although clearly these relocations are not controlled by this application and 

must be treated with a degree of caution, it appears that the proposal could 
result in additional jobs rather than replacement jobs. 

 
10.15 In addition it is acknowledged that the long term employment prospects of the 

site are questionable as buildings age and require replacement.  
 
10.16 The ability of a number historic employment sites within the District to adapt to 

and serve the needs modern industry is a common theme. 
 
10.17 In respect of the new employment opportunities, the existence of a known 

operator has enabled your officers to gain some certainty over the number and 
type of jobs created within the proposal. 

 
10.18 A statement provided by the operator states that the proposal will provide up to 

250 new jobs made up of: 
 

• Managerial   25 
• Skilled Jobs  40 
• Semi / unskilled 185 

 
10.19 It is stated these jobs would be spread across a range of departments and 

services within the store with training opportunities for all staff for career 
advancement. 

 
10.20 Whilst these statements and claims cannot be controlled by the planning 

process, they do provide a sense of realism as to the potential for job creation 
and the resultant economic prosperity for the wider District. 

 
10.21 Hence the proposal has in theory the potential to result in the creation of new 

employment opportunities above and beyond that associated with the existing 
site, whilst at the same time safeguard the existing ones albeit at a new 
location. 
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10.22 Such a situation clearly demonstrates that the loss of this section of the key 
employment site EK8 will not adversely affect the employment opportunities 
across the district or result in a loss of traditional B class jobs. 

 
10.23 Therefore no objection is raised in employment terms. 
 
11 HYDROLOGY AND FLOODING 
 
11.1 The Daniels Industrial Estate is located within Flood Zone 1, the area of least 

flooding probability. 
 
11.2 In hydrology terms all uses of land are acceptable with Flood Zone 1 without the 

need for flood risk attenuation or improvement unless specifically identified by a 
site specific flood risk assessment. 

 
11.3 In this instance no such need has been identified and the use of the site for 

retail purposes fully accords with the requirements of NPPF paragraphs 100-
104 and guidance contained in the NPPG. 

 
11.4 The proposal is in full compliance with paragraph 101 of the NPPF which states 

that: 
 

‘The aim of the Sequential Test is to steer new development to areas with the 
lowest probability of flooding’. 

 
11.5 In respect of drainage strategies and surface run-off, these matters have been 

considered by the Council’s Drainage Engineer and can be controlled by 
conditions, ensuring both a satisfactory scheme and allowances for climate 
change. 

 
11.6 As such the proposal is acceptable in hydrology and drainage terms. 
 
12.0 CONTAMINATED LAND 
 
12.1 In response to the site’s varied industrial uses, an assessment of contamination 

and ground conditions has been carried using established methodology.  
 
12.2 The risk of contamination of groundwater from the petrol filling station has been 

considered specifically by the Environment Agency, and they have no objection 
subject to a condition. Similarly Environmental Health Officers have no 
objection.   

  
13.0 DESIGN AND IMPACT ON AREA 
 
13.1 The store building has been sited at the furthest point from the main public 

views, away from the A46. It has also utilised the lowest point of the site. 
Consequently the building would not particularly prominent. A submitted cross 
section shows a difference of height 8m from the floor level of the new building 
to the A46, with the height of the building at 9.75m. Therefore ensuring a low 
key appearance. This aspect is also helped by a new frontage Cotswold stone 
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wall and planting. Similarly the store is sited away from Dudbridge Road, with a 
wide area of landscaping to the frontage. These aspects show the building 
would not particularly prominent. 

 
13.2 The existing site is not open but substantially covered a series of groups of 

buildings. Some of these are sited close to the adjacent roads especially at the 
southern half of the site. There is a range of heights and the buildings are 
readily visible from public view. The boundary treatments, height of the store 
and its siting would lead to less prominence of built form, as well improvement 
to the site frontages. 

 
13.3 The buildings cannot be described as attractive; at best they are functional, 

utilitarian. The store design addresses the main public elevations by providing 
glazing or cladding with pronounced reveals between supporting columns. The 
grey fascia provides an important eaves definition.  An entrance provides a 
sense of arrival. The mix of stone, timber cladding and metal work give a 
response to the industrial context.  Plant would be incorporated into a louvered 
section in the centre of the roof, set back from the walls and therefore slightly 
away from elevational view.   

 
13.4 A north light building was considered at earlier stage but rejected on grounds of 

costs of servicing and maintenance, instead a simple roofline was preferred. 
 
13.5 The petrol filling station is a simple metal frame structure, which reflects is use.  
 
14 IMPACT ON HERITAGE ASSETS 
 
14.1 English Heritage did have concern over the lack of an independent heritage 

report, however a comprehensive report has now been submitted. English 
Heritage also highlight paragraph 128 of the NPPF on the consideration of 
setting of heritage assets, and the importance of views. The 2011 English 
Heritage publication “Seeing the history in the view”, provides guidance on how 
to assess setting. The 2011 English Heritage publication “The Setting of 
Heritage Assets”, does indicate that there can be various aspects to setting, 
especially historic connection. 

 
14.2 The IHCA is close to the site, being on the other side of Dudbridge Road, 

adjacent to the southern boundary and encompassing a small terrace to the 
east. The nearest listed buildings are Roborough Hall to the north, Lightmill Mill 
to the south and Dudbridge House to the west. Further away are several 
churches and Rodborough Fort. There are non-designated assets close.  As 
ever, the Stroud skyline features listed and non designated interesting buildings.     

 
14.3 The existing buildings have a very utilitarian, drab appearance and are 

prominent across much of the site. There is no coherency to their development: 
their form and style is random. However the site’s historic contribution is very 
limited too. The historic maps and research show the most of the buildings are 
not particularly old. The historic uses were as a foundry and a clay pit with 
brickworks. The oldest building is mid 19th century which dates back to its use 
as a foundry but this has been much altered. The showroom on the A46 is late 
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19th century but again this is much altered. Most of the buildings are from two 
periods of growth from 1902 and 1950s, party based on Daniels making pumps.     

 
14.4 Whilst the existing buildings reflect the industrial growth and development of 

Stroud, there are plenty of other examples, some which have more significance 
in their architecture, group value, setting, evolution or historic function. The 
buildings do not appear to link to the IHCA; there is no direct association. The 
Dudbridge Road Industrial estate has its own modern context, the Lightpill 
estate is further away and is self contained. There is a terrace of cottages 
opposite but they pre-date the Industrial Estate and therefore would not built for 
the workers at Daniels.     

 
14.5 The proposal improves the A46 site frontage by a Cotswold stone wall with new 

planting rather than sprawl of the current buildings. The siting and height of the 
store building means that it will not be prominent and neutral in impact. It leaves 
the IHCA unchallenged. The car parking is well shielded from the Conservation 
Area. Only the petrol station would be significant but this is a simple appropriate 
metal framework structure. The proposal would improve the setting of the 
adjacent Conservation Area as the existing buildings do not make positive 
contribution. It offers a more assured future of the site avoiding the threat of 
dereliction. Whilst the industrial function is a reflection of Stroud’s development, 
it is not felt to be overly significant. Indeed the boundary of the IHCA appears 
somewhat circuitous to avoid this site, despite a 2008 review. The proposal 
would improve the setting of the listed buildings in the area, including the views 
of the churches, Rodborough Fort and Rodborough Hall. 

 
15 LANDSCAPE 
 
15.1 A Landscape and Visual Appraisal has been submitted. The site is visible from 

various elevated viewpoints from the AONB as well as views into the AONB as 
the hills form a backdrop. However the site is seen in conjunction with an 
extensive urban area. 

 
15.2 The building would be seen against the larger higher B and Q store. Some of 

the existing buildings are higher than the proposed store. There is also less 
building and although car parking would be provided instead, this is less 
obtrusive, especially with good tree planting around the frontage. A planting 
scheme has been submitted which shows extensive planting with spacious 
surroundings to allow proper maturity.  The petrol station is a small simple 
structure, without enclosed sides so should not be obtrusive.   

 
15.3 Accordingly the scheme is felt to improve the character of the area and its 

contribution to the setting of the AONB.  
  
16 ECOLOGY 
 
16.1 The site is largely covered by hard standing and buildings, which offer little 

scope for habitats. A comprehensive survey by experts using appropriate 
assessment was submitted with application. This included on site surveys (night 
time for bats) and liaison with local groups. Some of the buildings have potential 
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for bats but no evidence was found. Similarly there were no badgers or other 
protected species, including amphibians, found. The existing vegetation is 
considered to offer little benefit for birds. 

 
16.2 The proposal provides significant new tree and shrub planting with indigenous 

species, which together with the grass verges, which should enhance bio-
diversity and compliment the nearby cycle track. Similarly bat boxes and bird 
nesting boxes could be placed amongst the trees to increase the range of 
species currently using the site. 

 
17 HIGHWAY IMPLICATIONS 
 
17.1 A Transport Assessment was submitted at the outset. This surveyed the 

existing traffic levels, flows, and speeds as well as permitted schemes. It also 
looked at accident records and considered public transport arrangements, 
pedestrian and cyclists safety.  Traffic generation was modelled as well as 
future traffic levels and flow. 

 
17.2 The scheme proposes a sole access off the A46 with signal controls. This would 

feature a new central “right hand” turn lane. The Golden Cross junction would 
be improved by replacing the existing bus “cage hatching” to the north with a 
half lay-by, which whilst reducing the area of unlawful parking would enable 
cars to pass a bus in the stop which is currently not possible. 

 
17.3 To offset the loss of on pavement parking, the footway would be narrowed to a 

width of 1.2m for a short length past the new bus cage to allow for 5 on-footway 
spaces. 

 
17.4 To the south of the junction the existing bus stop would be relocated, this is 

preferable as the existing is too close to the junction.   
 
17.5 An uncontrolled pedestrian crossing would be provided across Dudbridge Road 

and similarly there would be ramped pedestrian link up to Bath Road.  
 
17.6 The capacity of the Golden Cross junction has been assessed. It is considered 

that it is currently inefficient but within capacity. The design allows for the 
pedestrian refuges on each arm to be increased to provide shorter crossing 
distances thereby allowing shorter signals.  

 
17.7 The Bath Road /Dudbridge Road priority junction is also operating safely with 

no adverse safety records. 
 
17.8 Similarly the Fromehall Park priority junction is considered to operate efficiently 

and should continue to do so. The A419 roundabout is also considered to have 
capacity, whilst pedestrian and cycle safety would not be not jeopardised.  

 
17.9 The site access would have 2 lane width with pavements on each side. A new 

roundabout within the site would give access to the petrol station, the main car 
park and the segregated service yard to the rear of the store.  This roundabout 
also helps to reduce on site traffic speeds by ensuring only short straight 
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sections of road. The internal layout meets accepted standards in terms of its 
turning and visibility. 

 
17.10 330 parking spaces including 20 disabled and 20 parent and child, together with 

four click and collect and four electric charging space are provided in 
accordance with required standards.  

 
17.11 A Travel Plan has been submitted to promote sustainable travel to staff and 

customers. This can be covered by condition. The County Council also note the 
store’s accessibility and proximity to public transport.    

 
17.12 In respect of trip generation an assessment has been made with regard to the 

traffic generation potentially arising from the authorised employment use of 
industrial estate compared to that generated by the proposal. 

 
17.13 The proposal would involve the loss of 13,911 sqm metres of existing 

authorised industrial space which when assessed against the highway industry 
standard measure of The Trip Rate Information Computer System (TRICS) 
indicates a traffic generation of 1,146 daily trips total with an AM peak of 569 
and PM peak of 576. 

 
17.14 These figures represent the authorised highway baseline against which any 

proposal must be judged and are movements that could occur without any 
permission or further approval from the Local Authority. 

 
17.15 Using the same TRICS assessment, the proposal would generate an AM peak 

of 276 two way trips and PM peak of 519 two way trips. The estimated Saturday 
peak hour generates 655 trips. 

 
17.16 Hence when compared to the extant authorised planning use of the estate, the 

proposal generates less vehicular movements in the weekday peak hours. 
 
17.17 Again the highway implications of the proposal have raised a number of 

significant representations and these are considered in light of the prevailing 
central government guidance contained in paragraph 32 of the NPPF.  

 
17.18 However whilst the level of public concern is fully appreciated regarding the 

highway implications of the scheme, the proposal accords with both saved 
policy GE5 and NPPF paragraph 32. 

 
17.19 It should be noted that this compliance relates to highway safety and highway 

accessibility only. The more practical accessibility test is contained with the 
sequential test outlined in NPPF paragraph 24 and is discussed earlier in the 
report 

 
18 RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 
 
18.1 There are houses close by including Constance Close, some along the A46 and 

to the west. The proposed service yard would be adjacent to the curtilages of 
Constance Close. There would be some intervening landscaping but more 
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significantly a 3.5m high acoustic fence is proposed around the service yard. A 
covered “docking warehouse” is also shown. The lorry turning area is slightly 
further away from Constance Close. Consequently noise should be reasonably 
well contained and no worse than the existing industrial estate.  

 
18.2 The building is not particularly high and is sufficiently far away so as not to 

cause overbearing problems. Similarly there are no facing windows to cause 
privacy problems. 

 
19 CONTRIBUTIONS AND OBLIGATIONS 
 
19.1 A draft unilateral agreement has been submitted with £50k towards 

improvements to Stroud High St, Kendrick St. and King St.  This helps offset the 
impact on the town centre by providing some enhancement of the environs. 

 
20.0 THE MERITS AND DEFICITS OF THE INDIVIDUAL APPL ICATION. 
 
20.1 As a standalone application it can be seen that the proposal has: 
 
 Merits: 

 
• Will not have a significant adverse impact on the town centre. 
• Accords with paragraphs 24 -27 of the NPPF and the Retail Sequential 

Test. 
• Fully complies with the hydrological Sequential Test being located in Flood 

Zone 1 outlined in NPPF paragraph 101. 
• Will create additional job opportunities within the new proposal. 
• Has the potential to enable displaced jobs to be safeguarded and 

relocated within an approved scheme with potential for further expansion. 
• Could achieve the regeneration of previously developed land (PDL). 
• Does not give rise to a severe highway impact and hence accords with 

paragraph 32 of the NPPF. 
• Is accessible to the town centre by a range of transport modes 
• Provide the opportunity for financial contributions towards town centre 

improvements schemes. 
• Has a named operator in deliverability terms 
 
Deficits 
• The topography of the area and the associated gradients present some 

obstacles to accessibility by walking and cycling.  
• Will have an impact on the Cainscross Local Centre and has potential to 

affect the retail offer of the centre and its wider vitality and viability. 
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Application No.  
Site No. 

S.14/0677/FUL 
 

Site Address  Avocet (Dudbridge) Industrial Estate, Dudbridge Road, Stroud, 
Gloucestershire 
 

Town/Parish  Cainscross Parish Council 
 

Grid Reference  383590,204751 
 

Application 
Type 

Full Planning Permission 
 

Proposal  Demolition of existing buildings on site and erection of a new retail 
foodstore with ancillary cafe, along with associated access 
arrangements, car parking, servicing, flood 
mitigation/compensation, drainage works and landscaping. 
(Revised Plans received 10th and 23rd June and 28th July 2014) 
 

  
   

 
 
 

  
Applicant’s 
Details 

Avocet Industrial Estates LLP 
C/O Agent, Pegasus Group, Pegasus House, Querns Business 
Centre, Whitworth Road 
Cirencester 
Gloucestershire 
GL7 1RT 
 

Agent’s Details  Pegasus Group 
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Pegasus House, Querns Business Centre, Whitworth Road, 
Cirencester, Gloucestershire 
GL7 1RT 
 

Case Officer  Darryl.J. Rogers 
 

Application 
Validated 

19.03.2014 

  
 CONSULTEES 
Comments  
Received  

Highways Agency (E) 
Environmental Health (E) 
Contaminated Land Officer (E) 
English Heritage (E) 
Rodborough PC 
SDC Drainage Officer 
The Environment Agency (E) 
Development Coordination Revised Details (E) 
Sport England (E) 
Parish / Town 
Archaeology Dept (E) 
Crime Prevention Design Advisor (E) 
Stroud Town Council 
 

Not Yet 
Received  

Property Shared Services Centre British Waterways 
Canal Team (E) 
 

 CONTRIBUTORS  
Letters of 
Representation  

A number of letters for, against and commenting on the application 
have been received and can be seen on the Council’s website. 
 

  
 OFFICER’S REPORT  
 
1 THE SITE 
 
1.1  The application site consists of an area of industrial land located within the 

Dudbridge Industrial Estate in Stroud. The 3.25ha site forms part of the wider site 
known locally as Redlers and takes access of the dual carriageway section of the 
A419 between the Cainscross and Sainsburys roundabouts. 

 
1.2 The land is currently in employment use as part of the Avocet Business Park and 

contains a number of both original north light brick buildings together with a 
series of more modern profile sheet buildings. The site is bounded by the 
Stroudwater canal along the entirety of its northern boundary, with the old 
Marling school playing field to the eastern edge, the road to the west and the 
River Frome to the south which dissects form the Goldcrest Business Park and 
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overall industrial estate. To the far south of the site are the residential flats within 
the converted part of the former wider Redler holdings. 

 
1.3 Running along the eastern road boundary is the former two storey Redlers 

Drawing office and entrance building which frames the site to the pavement and 
highway beyond. 

 
1.4 The site lies within the defined urban area as well as the designated Stroud 

Industrial Heritage Conservation Area and is significantly within both Flood Zone 
2 (Medium Probability of Flooding) and Flood Zones 3a and 3b (High Probability 
of Flooding and Functional Flood Plain respectively).In addition the site along 
with the remaining industrial area of the Goldcrest site form part of Strategic 
Allocation SA1 within the ELP. 

 
1.5 Although within Cainscross Parish the site is located at the intersection of 

Cainscross / Rodborough and Stroud Parishes. 
  
2. PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The revised proposal seeks the demolition of all of the existing buildings except 

the roadside office building and the attached building to the rear and the erection 
of a food retail store with associated car parking and new access. The store 
would extend to an overall area of 5,402sqm including welfare, storage / 
warehousing and cafe area, with the net sales area being 3,395sqm. 

 
2.2 The existing access would be modified to provide a signalled control junction 

from the A419 carriageway enabling both eastern and western trips along with 
the provision of 326 car park spaces. The proposal also includes localised 
improvements to the footpath network including the canal towpath. 

 
2.3 The original submission included a petrol filling station in the original location of 

the Redler Office Building. This has now been deleted. 
 
2.4 The proposed store would be of a north light design made up of single large 

footprint covered by a series of similar bays running north-south across the site 
with a two storey entrance and feature element on the south end. The building 
would be of brick and profile sheet / clad construction with large elements of 
aluminium glazing and louvers and would be located towards the rear eastern 
part of the site with the car parking facing towards the existing dual carriageway. 
The modified access would serve both the shop and the service area located to 
the rear of the store access by a service road running parallel to the canal. 

 
2.5 The submitted information indicates that the building would be predominantly 2 

storeys in height, with the ridge height to the top of the parapet being 8.3m north 
lights being 9.5m and have a main elevation depth of 72m and a length of 67m. 
As stated above the main areas of the building would be located on the ground 
floor with a small second floor element providing staff welfare and office 
accommodation. 
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3. REVISED DETAILS 
 
3.1 Since the July meeting a suite of revised plans and reports have been received 

and have been subject to formal consultation. A list of these revisions is given 
below: 

 
• Retention of the Redlers Office building along with rear workshop to the 

rear 
• Deletion of the petrol filling station. 
• Revised Design and Access Statement Rev.A. 
• Revised elevation to canal. 
• Revised Plans: 

o 13554/PA 03 A Proposed demolition plan 
o 13554/PA 04 D Proposed site plan 
o 13554/PA 05 B Proposed Floor Plans 
o 13554/PA 06 B Proposed Roof Plan 
o 13554/PA 07 C Proposed Elevations 
o 13554/PA 08 B Proposed site sections 
 

• Revised Food Risk Assessment dated 22nd May 2014 
• Drainage Strategy Report. 486110/21/DS-01 dated May 2014 
• Contaminated Technical Note. CH2M Hill dated June 2014 
• Air Quality Assessment prepared by Air Quality Consultants dated June 

2014 
• Archaeological Evaluation prepared by Cotswold Archaeology dated May 

2014. 
• Transport Addendum  

 
4. MATERIALS 
 

Roof:    Standing Seam Panel Colour Grey TBC 
Walls:     Red Brick and sheet construction Colour TBC 
Fenestration:   Aluminium Grey Colour TBC 

  
5. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
5.1 Stroud Store Wars 

Application S.448/3/E was an outline application for the erection of a store of up 
to 2,787sqm net floor space and was indicatively indicated to be located in the 
eastern corner of the site with a petrol filling station, car wash, cafe and car 
parking on land to the immediate south of the current application site. 

 
5.2 The application site extended to a substantial section of the industrial estate from 

the existing Stroud Metal access southward from and including the drawing office 
round to the boundary with the former DSO depot on Dudbridge Hill. There was a 
degree of common area between the current proposal and the historic proposal 
with regard to the drawing building and areas of land to the east. 

 



104 
 

5.3 This application formed part of three similar applications for retail superstores 
submitted on sites at Redlers at Dudbridge, Lewis and Hole Foundry also at 
Dudbridge and the Brunsdons Yard site at Ryeford. All three applications were 
refused by the LPA with the subsequent appeals called in by the Secretary of 
State (SoS) as part what become known as the ‘Stroud Store Wars’. 

 
5.4 At the time of his decision, approximately 20 years ago, the Tesco store on 

Stratford Road was operational and the Waitrose at London Road, under 
construction.  

 
5.5 In determining the application for Redlers, the SoS stated that the key 

considerations and his corresponding conclusion were at that time: 
 

Consideration 1: 
• The effects of the proposed development on the vitality and viability of the 

Stroud Town centre and other local shopping centres; 
 
Conclusion 1: 
• There was capacity with the retail sector for one further ‘third’ supermarket 

to be provided without adversely affecting the vitality and viability of 
existing centres. (Third being in addition to Tesco and Waitrose). 

• A third supermarket would accord with bulk shopping opportunities 
outlined in the then in force PPG6 and would provide an opportunity to 
prevent leakage of such shopping outside of the District and increase 
competition between existing supermarket operators. 

 
Consideration 2 
• The effects of the proposed development on the supply of employment 

land and on employment land; 
 
Conclusion 2: 
• An adequate supply of employment land would be retained across the 

District as whole if the site was developed. 
• The proposal would give rise to employment in its own right. 
 
Consideration 3: 
• The cumulative impact of the proposal together with other superstore 

proposals in the Stroud area on the vitality and viability of Stroud Town 
centre and other local shopping centres and on the supply of employment 
land;  

 
Conclusion 3 
• A ‘fourth’ supermarket would seriously harm the vitality and viability of 

Stroud Town centres and other local centres whilst also harming the 
supply of industrial land available. 
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Consideration 4 
• The impact of the proposed development on the character and 

appearance of the Stroud Industrial Heritage Conservation Area. 
 
Conclusion 4: 
• The conservation area reflects the evolution of industry in the Stroud 

Valleys and contains a wide range of ages, styles and uses of 
development much of which is not visually attractive. 

• The character and appearance of the conservation area reflects the far 
wider range and diversity of attributes which bear witness to the evolution 
of industry in the area and comprise its heritage, including the many 
buildings of little architectural quality and industries other than the 
manufacture of cloth. 

• The proposal would result in dramatic, wholesale change to the character 
of the area and would represent revolutionary rather than evolutionary 
change. The proposed development would be radically different from the 
existing close knit and enclosed development of a varied appearance. 

• The development would lead to the destruction of the industrial heritage of 
an important and prominent part of the conservation area and an abrupt 
cessation of the process of evolution which is a marked characteristic of 
the site and of the conservation area. 

  
Consideration 5: 
• The effect of the highway works proposed on the access to the Dudbridge 

Garage and highway safety. 
 

Conclusion 5 : 
• The proposal would not be seriously objectionable in terms of its effects on 

access to the garage and highway safety. 
 
5.6 Overall the Inspector stated that the Dudbridge site, notwithstanding the viability 

and vitality issues, would have an unacceptable impact on the character and 
appearance of the Industrial Heritage Conservation Area. 

 
5.7 In a parallel discussion regarding the other site at Brunsdons Yard, the Inspector 

concluded that the Ryeford proposal would have a significant impact on the 
setting of the Cotswold AONB, regardless of the overarching viability and vitality 
and employment land considerations.  

 
5.8 In the case of the remaining site at Lewis and Hole, the Inspector stated that the 

site was acceptable in visual, landscape, highway and retail terms and hence the 
recommendation to the SoS was that the Lewis and Hole site be permitted. 

 
5.9 Given these deliberations and recommendations from the Inspector and given 

the clear evidence that only one store was acceptable in impact terms, the SoS 
refused the sites at Redlers and Brunsdons but permitted the Lewis and Hole 
proposal, which is now occupied by the Sainsburys store.  
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5.10 Other Relevant History 
 
5.11 There is an extensive planning history that relates to the Dudbridge Industrial site 

comprising a mixture of development of new buildings, extensions, boundary 
treatments and associated works.   

 
6. CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 
6.1 In recognition of the parish boundary issues affecting the site Cainscross, 

Rodborough and Stroud have been formally consulted. 
 
6.2 Cainscross Parish Council 

Cainscross Parish Council supports the proposed scheme in principle however 
has made comment on the proposed materials and potential highway congestion 
issues. Cainscross Parish Council also would not like to see a road alongside the 
canal, however have welcomed a footbridge from The Lawns.   

 
6.3 Rodborough Parish Council 

Rodborough Parish Council neither objects nor supports the proposed scheme 
however have commented that the development should enhance area between 
the canal and the building.  Rodborough Parish Council also considers that the 
delivery entrance could be moved adjacent to the south of the site rather than 
alongside the canal.   

 
6.4 Stroud Town Council 

Stroud Town Council do not agree with the principle of the development however 
have commented that this site (Dudbridge Estate) out of the three submitted 
supermarket sites may be the most viable combination of accessibility, 
safeguarding of jobs and design standard.  Stroud Town Council has also 
suggested the inclusion of permeable ground surfacing.  
 

6.5 Nailsworth Town Council 
 Strongly object to the application because of its negative impact on trade and 

employment in Nailsworth. 
 
6.6 Water Resources Engineer 

The Councils Water Resources Engineer in consideration of the revised 
hydrology information raises no objection so the scheme subject to the imposition 
of conditions. However this response highlights the dangers for users of the car 
park and the hazards presented by the cars themselves in times of flooding.    

 
6.7 Sport England 

Sport England has no comments to make on the proposed scheme. 
 
6.8 Environmental Protection Department 

The Council’s Principal Environmental Health Officer has requested an air quality 
assessment to be submitted as the proposed development may lead to a new 
traffic light controlled entrance / exit, the provision of more than 100 new vehicle 
parking spaces and an increase in vehicle trip generation.   
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EH have requested one planning condition should the LPA be minded to grant 
permission, this condition relates to a site operatives time restriction due to the 
proximity of the proposed development to existing dwellings.  Two informatives 
have also been requested by EH which relate to burning and a permit for the 
proposed petrol filling station.   

 
6.9 Contamination Land Officer  

The Council’s Environmental Protection Officer has recommended a land 
contamination condition should the LPA be minded to grant permission.   

 
6.10 Highways Agency 

The Highways Agency considers that the proposals will not have any detrimental 
effect on the Strategic Road Network and therefore raise no objections to the 
proposed scheme.  

 
6.11 Gloucestershire Constabulary 

Comments have been expressed by the Crime Prevention Design Advisor which 
relate to the crime prevention, designing out crime techniques and site security.   

 
6.12 County Archaeological Officer  

Concerns have been raised by the County Archaeologist regarding 
archaeological remains that may be present within the application site. However 
following a review of the revised archaeological information, he has confirmed 
that such matters can be covered by a condition requiring the submission and 
approval of a scheme of investigation. 

   
6.13 Gloucestershire Centre for Environmental Records 

Gloucestershire Centre for Environmental Records has provided details of 
protected species recorded within the proximity of the site.  The records show 
that these species are within 205 metres of the site.   

 
6.14 English Heritage 

English Heritage consider the principle of the development at the north eastern 
end of the site acceptable however comment that the loss of a number of other 
buildings and the resultant large expanse of open space created for the car park 
fails to reflect the intrinsic character and form of the conservation area.  

 
6.15 Environment Agency 

Having considered the revised proposal the Agency raises no objection to the 
proposal subject to the imposition of a number of conditions regarding flood plain 
compensation, surface water drainage strategies, flood risk and emergency 
evacuation plans, foul drainage and land contamination. The Agency response 
goes onto to highlight the potential annual possibility of the car park flooding to a 
depth of between 0.7 to 1.2m and the need to ensure that such matters are 
acceptable to Local Authority Emergency Planners.  
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6.16 Gloucestershire Highway Authority 
Raise no objections to the revised proposal subject to the imposition of conditions 
regarding the provision of a pedestrian crossing, additional car parking 
designations, pedestrian links improvement, travel plan and construction 
compound. 

 
6.17 Public Representation: 

There has been a mixture of letters of comments and objection received to the 
development and these largely centre around the following issues; 
 
• Cumulative impact on existing retail and business premises within the 

vicinity (jobs / vitality and viability) 
• Loss of employment in other retail outlets  
• Impact on traffic and highway safety 
• Visual impact  
• Not in keeping  
• Impact on adjacent Industrial Heritage Conservation Area and AONB 
• Design, layout, scale and height 
• Disruption / noise pollution  
• Disruption during construction  
• No requirement for additional supermarket – site suited for housing  
• Suitability of the site 
• Landscaping  
• Harm to wildlife 
• Pollution  
• Accessibility  
• Loss of key employment site allocation  
• Sequential test not clear  
• Analysis of shopping patterns is flawed 
• Retail impact assessment – not adequate 
• Concerns regarding Contaminated land 
• Opening hours 
• Infrastructure unable to accommodate additional traffic generation  
• Impact on existing parking provision of residents of Bath Road 
• Errors in transport assessment  
• Poor access  
• Contrary to allocation site in the emerging development Plan  
• Contrary to allocation site in the development Plan  

 
6.18 There has also been letters of support received to the development and these 

largely centre around; 
 

Opportunity to develop the area  
Creation of jobs 
Improvement to area 
Provide choice, convenience and competition  
Fuel saving and less pollution 
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6.19 Other non material concerns have been raised such as devaluation of properties, 
loss of view however these can not be taken into account.   

  
7.0 DISCUSSION 
 
7.1 The policy and guidance background for an application of this type has been 

summarised within the prologue provided to this report and other than explicit 
bespoke policy matters relating to this individual application, it is not intended to 
duplicate that guidance. 

 
7.2 Having set out that background it is clear the following key issues arise in the 

consideration of the application: 
 

• The Retail Sequential and Impact Tests. 
• Employment Protection and Opportunities 
• Hydrology and Flooding. 
• Design 
• Heritage Impact 
• Highway Matters 
• Cumulative Impact of the three proposals. 

 
8. RETAIL SEQUENTIAL & IMPACT TEST 
 
8.1 The Sequential / Accessibility Test: 
 

As previously noted all three applications are accompanied by individual Retail 
Impact Assessments (RIAs) which look at the availability of alternative sites for 
the proposal together with the impact of the proposal on the viability and vitality 
of district and local centres. 

 
8.2 In respect of the sequential test, there is clearly a finite supply of land within the 

Stroud District and moreover within the sub-area of Stroud and Stonehouse to 
which these applications either individually or collectively relate. To this end there 
is a common agreement that a discussion about the availability of alternative 
sites applies equally to all applications given that the proposals are all seeking to 
serve the same overall catchment areas and hence in sequential test terms are 
all looking at the same search site search area. 

 
8.3 In terms of alternative sites your officers along with the applicants and the 

Council’s Retail Analyst have considered a range of sites both within centres and 
edge of centres including: 
 
• Stroud Police Station and associated car parks; 
• London Road Car park; 
• Merrywalks; 
• Cheapside / Wallbridge; 
• Stonehouse Police Station and associated car park; 
• Brunsdons Yard, Ryeford 
• Daniels Industrial Estate; 
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• Avocet / Dudbridge Industrial Estate; 
 
8.4 In looking at these sites, the applicants have been requested to demonstrate a 

flexible approach to their requirements including the dissemination of floor space 
and parking requirements, in order to ensure that a robust investigation of these 
sites has taken place.  

 
8.5 However it is apparent from looking at these sites, that with the exception of the 

final three, there are no suitable alternative realistic sites either within defined 
centre or edge of centre locations capable of accommodating a proposal of this 
size.  

 
8.6 In terms of the announcement in the local press of a potential supermarket on the 

site of the Market Tavern (previously the Pelican) in Union Street, Stroud, a site 
within the defined town centre boundary, this is a matter which will be discussed 
in the fourth and Summary Chapters in this schedule.  

 
8.7 Regardless of the existence of other retail applications, which for the purposes of 

the sequential test merely demonstrate that all three sites are available, 
conformity with the sequential test must include an assessment of the 
accessibility of the potential alternatives in accordance with paragraph 24 of the 
NPPF.  

 
8.8 The NPPF requires the decision maker to ensure that any new out of centre retail 

proposal is situated on an available site which has the optimum connections to 
the nearest local centre, having first considered all of the other available / 
deliverable sites. This again is a matter of direct comparison between the 
potential sites and is an assessment which can be found in the Summary 
Chapter. 

 
8.9 Therefore in order for the decision maker to be fully informed as to the 

accessibility of the application site and to determine if the Sequential Test has 
been fully met in accordance with NPPF para 24, your Officers have 
commissioned an independent accessibility study.  

 
8.10 This study has been updated and revised since the July meeting and now looks 

at the accessibility of the sites to the defined town centres of Stroud, Stonehouse 
and Nailsworth rather than the wider populous as was the earlier case. 

 
8.11 These centres have been chosen as they represent the highest order district and 

local retail centres and reflect those directly affected in retail impact trade terms. 
 
8.12 The study looks at the ease of access via the range of transport modes of 

walking, cycling, public transport and the private car.  
 
8.13 By sheer definition of being an out of centre site, the use of the private car will 

always be the preferred user mode with walking the least attractive.  
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8.14 However the study seeks to identify and assess the ability of the site to offer the 
best choice of connective transport modes to the town centres with the aim of 
reducing car use and the promotion of linked trips to the centres.  

 
8.15 The study compares each site to an identical fix point within each of the town 

centres and assesses the ease of access to this point by the various modes. 
However as noted above each of the sites lies beyond the maximum 800m 
distance specified in the ‘Providing for Journeys on Foot’ document published by 
the Chartered Institute of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) in 2006. 

 
8.16 Walking (accepting the above standard distance): 
 

• To Stroud Town Centre is approximately a 1,530m  / 19 minutes 6 second 
walk to along the canal culminating with an uncontrolled crossing provision at 
Wallbridge / Rowcroft roundabout . This route comprises unlit and unbound 
pedestrian provision but is generally traffic free. 

• To Stonehouse Town Centre (3,200m) and Nailsworth Town Centre (5,800m) 
the distances are considered too far to walk. 

 
8.17 Cycling (assuming an approximate trip limit of 4km): 
 

• To Stroud Town Centre is approximately 1,535m / 5 minutes 48 secs along 
the canal culminating with an uncontrolled crossing at Wallbridge / Rowcroft 
Roundabout. Same characteristics as above. 

• To Stonehouse Town centre there are two routes: 
� Approximately 3,620m / 13 minutes 36 seconds along the canal 

and up Regent Street. Unlit and uneven along the canal with some 
gradient issues around the locks. 

� Approximately 3,900m / 14 minutes 36 seconds along the A419 / 
designated cycle Route 45 / Regent Street. Involves negotiating 
significant road junctions along the route although well surfaced 
and signed. 

• To Nailsworth Town Centre the distance at 5,800m is considered too far to 
walk. 

 
8.18 Public Transport: 

Assumes a bus stop with 400m / 5 minutes walk of the site, direct (no change 
required) service, a frequency of at least one service every two hours and a 5 
min allowances for service delays. 

 
• To Stroud Town Centre a choice of two services within 5.5 minute walk 

offering a 20 minute (5 minute travel time)  60 minute service (6 minute travel 
time). 

• To Stonehouse Town Centre a single service within 4.5 minute walk offering a 
60 minute service (10 minute travel time). 

• To Nailsworth Town Centre a single service within 3.5 minute walk offering a 
60 minute service (14 minute travel time) 
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8.19 Car Transport: 
 

• To Stroud Town Centre 1.6km / 3 minutes trip time 
• To Stonehouse Town Centre 2.7 km / 4 minute trip time 
• To Nailworth Town Centre 5.8km / 8 minutes       

 
 
8.20 As an individual location the Avocet proposal can be summarised as being: 

• Within a feasible walking distance of Stroud Town Centre for those willing to 
walk the distance with no significant obstacles or physical barriers long the 
routes. 

• Accessible to both the Stroud and Stonehouse Town centres by cycle routes. 
• Accessible to both the Stroud Town centre by bus by a journey time of less 

than 20 minutes, with a service to Stonehouse Town centre also available of 
just over 20 mins. 

• An additional service to Nailsworth is also available with a five minute walk of 
the site. 

• Offers general accessibility to all three centres by car. 
 
8.21 Therefore as a single proposal the site offers a good range of accessible by non-

car borne transport modes with particularly good bus / public transport 
connections. 

 
8.22 Given this situation the site is considered accessible and complies with the 

accessibility requirements contained in NPPF paragraph 24, local plan policy 
TR1 and ELP policy EI9. 

 
8.23 However its comparative performance against the other sites is a matter for 

discussion in the Summary Chapter. 
 
8.24 The Retail Impact Test 
 

Following on from the sequential test, the RIA also provides data on the 
forecasted impact of the proposal on the viability and vitality of the town and local 
centres.  

 
8.25 The RIA has been prepared in discussions with the Council’s Retail Analyst and 

uses the GVA Grimley Retail Studies as a starting point, thereby dovetailing with 
the evidence base underpinning the ELP and the methodology and study areas 
therein. Indeed the Retail Analyst undertaking the application led impact test, 
also under took the preparation of the ELP retail evidence, thereby enabling 
further professional continuity.  

 
8.26 The RIA sets out the agreed baseline situation in respect of the town and local 

centres potentially affected by the proposal along with the current retailers, 
locally and nationally, which make up the existing trading sectors.   

 
8.27 The town and local centres included in the RIA and the subsequent appraisal by 

the Council’s retail analyst follow the Retail Hierarchy outlined in the ELP, by 
considering the principal town centre of Stroud first, the district centres of 



113 
 

Stonehouse and Nailsworth second and then the local centres of Cainscross and 
King’s Stanley. As stated above the appraisal includes all aspects of retailing in 
respect of convenience and comparison goods and their availability from town / 
local centres as well as the supermarkets of Tesco, Waitrose, Sainsburys, 
Morrisons and the various Co-Operative stores. 

 
8.28 The Independent Review of the Avocet / Dudbridge Industrial Estate RIA: 
 

In line with an instruction from your Officers GVA Grimley have reviewed the 
submitted the RIA and the findings are summarised below: 

 
• The proposed store will have a comparison sales area similar  to that at 

the existing Sainsburys 
• The main impact of the supermarket will be concentrated on the centres of 

Stroud, Stonehouse and Nailsworth.  
• Stroud Town centre will lose up to 4%-5% of its total annual income 

resulting in an adverse impact. 
• The centre will also experience a material trading overlap with the 

comparison goods sector of the new store. 
• There will be a lower level of linked trips to Waitrose store and a loss of 

direct visits to the centre. 
• Stonehouse Town centre will lose up to 6%-8% of its annual income 

resulting in an adverse impact. 
• The majority of this impact will fall on the Stonehouse Co-Op and this may 

have a knock on impact for the centre as a whole. 
• There will be a clear adverse impact on the centre. 
• Nailsworth Town Centre will suffer a similar impact to that of Stonehouse 

losing between 5%-9% of annual income. 
• The majority of trade diversion to the new store will come from the existing 

three supermarkets. 
• There will be trade diversion from stores further afield from the centres 

indentified but the impact is likely to be less than predicted by the 
applicant’s RIA. 

 
8.29 In summary having considered the submitted RIA against the requirements of 

paragraph 27 of the NPFF, it is the advice of the Council’s Retail Analyst that the 
proposal is likely to have an adverse impact on the health of Stroud, Stonehouse 
and Nailsworth town centres.  

 
8.30 In respect of the impact of the proposal on local centres, the nearest local centre 

is Cainscross which according to additional analysis would be affected by a: 
 

• £0.17m - £0.24 Trade diversion from a turnover of between £2.26m – 
£2.79m 

 
8.31 In determining the impact of this diversion, it must be noted that the planning 

system is not designed to safeguard the business interests of individual store 
operators. This is a matter for market forces to determine. 
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8.32 However it is role of the planning system to safeguard the role that local centres 
perform with regard to providing a range of local retail and community services. 
In this respect consideration must be given to the wider impact on the local 
centre should the key store, in this case the Co-Op, reduce its retail offer or 
possibly close. 

 
8.33 Whilst there is no survey data immediately available it is highly likely that the Co-

Op store proves a strong attraction to the local centre for users and provides a 
high degree of linkage to the other retail functions contained in the local centre.  

 
8.34 It follows that a loss of trade to the primary retail use would have a knock-on 

impact on the remainder of the centre. Whilst there are a number of uses within 
the local centre that would continue to attract custom after the opening of any 
proposed supermarket, vitality and viability is likely to be affected. 

 
8.35 In addition it is noted that the Co-Op provides includes both a pharmacy and a 

post office function which are of significant community benefit.  
 
8.36 Although the overall effect of a loss of trade to a new retail store is difficult to 

quantify and is wholly dependant on the ability of the Co-Op to withstand this 
impact, there is nevertheless a risk of a reduced retail offer from the store or a 
potential closure of the store and a resultant negative impact on the viability and 
vitality of the wider centre.  

 
8.37 It is therefore clear that the proposal will have an impact on both town and local 

centres. 
 
8.38 However given that this impact is adverse and not significantly  adverse, the 

NPPF Impact test is passed. 
 
9. EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES & PROTECTION 
 
9.1 As noted in the prologue the application site forms part of the Dudbridge Key 

Employment Site EK7 which is afforded protection for traditional employment 
uses under saved policy EM3. Within the emerging local plan the site forms part 
of Strategic Allocation SA1A, a site allocation for canal related tourism, retail and 
employment uses. 

 
9.2 However it is important to note that the SA1A allocation falls within the scope of 

the emerging Local Plan which has yet to complete Part 1 of the EIP process. 
Although the initial comments of the LP Inspector have no identified fundamental 
flaws in the proposed overall employment strategy, the strategy has yet to be 
formally agreed and as such it is not considered that the allocation can be given 
significant weight. In addition the land uses to which the allocation is directed do 
not accord with that within the application. 

 
9.3 In addition it is apparent from the EIP Inspectors comments that there are 

outstanding matters surrounding the policy wording for the strategic allocations, 
especially with regard to compliance with the Environment Agency requirements 
and the over-arching Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 2 (SFRA2). This 
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however is an evolving situation which will be revisited on re-opening of the EIP 
process.  

 
9.4 In light of this situation the employment nature of this application will be 

considered against the saved policies in the adopted plan and consideration 
given to the implications of releasing the land for non-traditional employment 
uses despite Policy EM3. A judgement will be made on the harm arising from the 
loss of protected key employment land as the primary development plan 
consideration rather an over -reliance on policies within a non-adopted emerging 
plan. However the evidence base informing this draft allocation will be discussed 
in respect of hydrology. 

 
9.5 It is clear from the evidence base used to inform the ELP that, EK7 can be 

considered as a low quality employment site in need of redevelopment. Both the 
GVA Grimley Employment Land Review October 2007 and the AECOM Stroud 
District Employment Land Study February both clearly identify that the site is of 
low quality and has physical and financial constraints for continued employment 
uses. 

 
9.6 The GVA study of 2007 rates the site as ‘Below Average’ in respect of both 

market ranking and physical ranking and this is borne out by a visual inspection 
of the site which indicates a series of historic buildings that present significant 
challenges for the needs of modern industry. 

 
9.7 This situation presents significant doubts over the long terms potential of the site 

for continued traditional employment uses and regard is had to paragraph 22 of 
the NPPF which states: 
 
‘Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for 
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for 
that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no 
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, 
applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their 
merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land 
uses to support sustainable local communities.’ [Para 22 NPPF] 

 
9.8 It is a material consideration that the proposal would create approximately 250 

jobs which in the line with the economic drivers within the NPPF is a significant 
factor. 

 
9.9 When considering this job creation on the existing site it is also material to note 

that the existing occupier of the site, Stroud Metals, has secured permission for 
the relocation of the existing business. Planning permission has been granted 
under reference S.14/0353/FUL for the relocation of ‘Stroud Metals’ to a new 
Greenfield site at Stroudwater Business Park. 

 
9.10 It is stated in representations received from the Managing Director of Stroud 

Metals that the income generated from the securement of permission for a 
foodstore and its subsequent construction is the only means by which the 
relocation of the existing business can be funded. 
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9.11 It is further stated that the business currently employs circa 49 FTE and is 
looking to take on an additional 30 FTE imminently.  

 
9.12 It is still further stated that Stroud Metals is in advanced discussions to acquire a 

Midlands based business who currently employ circa 75 FTE, all of which Stroud 
Metals would be looking to relocate or offer similar employment opportunities for. 

 
9.13 Hence it is claimed that the proposal could not only generate significant new jobs 

by virtue of the new store (250 FTE) but also has the ability to safeguard an 
existing 49 FTE jobs with the potential for up to approximately a further 105 FTE 
( 30 Stroud Metal + 75 relocated) subject to the success of this application. A 
claim supported by representations from a local recruitment agency. 

 
9.14 Conversely it is claimed that if the proposal is not successful Stroud Metals will 

loose its existing customer base due to the inability for any expansion of the 
existing premises to cater for the modern market.  

 
9.15 It is stated that the existing premises are unsuitable by virtue of the identified 

flooding issues, dilapidated and constrained 1930s / 40s buildings and the 
existence of residential uses in close proximity within the converted mill buildings. 

 
9.16 The Managing Director goes onto say that if this application is not successful, the 

future of the business would be in jeopardy.  
 
9.17 In order to prevent such a scenario and to secure the necessary finances, the 

applicant is willing to enter into a legal agreement linking the financial uplift 
gained from a permission to the cost of relocation. 

 
9.18 This uplift in employment opportunities would represent a significant boost to the 

local economy if it could be secured and would be wholly in accordance with the 
economic drivers on which the NPPF is based. 

 
9.19 However these employment figures must be approached with caution and a 

degree of realism. 
 
9.20 It is a fact that the application is of a speculative nature and does not appear to 

be backed by any identified supermarket operator. Therefore the creation of the 
new 250 FTE within the foodstore is open to question over their deliverability. 

 
9.21 Any funding for relocation which may arise from the uplift of securing permission 

for a food store can only be achieved by either borrowing against the strength of 
a permission for a foodstore or as is more likely from the sale of the site to a 
potential occupier. Again given the speculative nature of the application either 
scenario is questionable. 

 
9.22 Finally there is no firm evidence or guarantee, other than the received 

representation from the Stroud Metals MD, that the 75 FTE from the proposed 
take-over will materialise.  
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9.23 Hence whilst the creation of new employment opportunities is a strong material 
consideration, the ability in real terms to secure such opportunities via the 
planning system, other than within the obligations of a legal agreement attached 
to a non-implemented planning permission,  must be also be considered. 

 
9.24 Nevertheless the proposal has in theory the potential to result in the creation of 

new employment opportunities above and beyond that associated with the 
existing site, whilst at the same time safeguard the existing ones albeit at a new 
location. 

 
9.25 Such a situation clearly demonstrates that the loss of this section of the key 

employment site EK7 will not adversely affect the employment opportunities 
across the district or result in a loss of traditional B class jobs. 

 
9.26 Therefore no objection is raised in employment terms. 
 
10 LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT  
 
10.1 The site is a good distance from the AONB. Whilst there is inter-visibility, the 

store building does not obstruct any fundamental views. The store and car 
parking would be seen in the context of an urban area and therefore would not 
appear out of context. The setting of the AONB would not be harmed. 

 
11. HYDROLOGY & FLOODING 
 
11.1 The site is located in Flood Zone 3, the highest risk classification and currently 

comprises areas of Flood Zone 3a (High Probability of Flooding) and Flood Zone 
3b (functional flood plain). These designations arise due to the site’s topography 
and its relationship with the River Frome and the canal (once completed). The 
Dudbridge Lock recently failed causing an overspill.  

 
11.2 It is acknowledged within both the prologue and the employment sections of this 

chapter that the application site forms part of allocation SA1A within the ELP. 
 
11.3 The ELP, which is yet to be formally adopted, allocates the site for ‘Canal related 

tourism development, retail and employment uses’. i.e. a range or mix of uses. 
 
11.4 This allocation has been informed by the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment Level 

2 (SFRA2) and supporting document which in promoting the site for the 
aforementioned uses set out a number of hydrology based criteria which be must 
be met by any subsequent scheme including the production of a site specific 
Flood Risk Assessment. 

 
11.5 In the case of this application a revised specific site risk assessment has been 

produced in line with the SFRA2 and this has been considered satisfactory by the 
Environment Agency subject to the conditions and limitations outlined in the 
Consultation Response section. 
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11.6 In addition it is clear from the allocation of the site within the ELP, that the 
Council has expressed a desire to see the site redeveloped and as part of that 
accepts the resulting hydrological implications. Indeed it is stated within the 
supporting evidence base to the allocation that the Council wishes to improve the 
flooding situation in the area and to relocate existing businesses to areas of 
lower flood risk. 

 
11.7 However allocation SA1A is: 

• contained within an emerging local plan and hence wholly consistent limited 
weight must be attached to the allocation and is; 

• for a specific mix or combination of uses i.e. ‘Canal related tourism 
development, retail and employment uses’. The proposal is not for these 
uses. 

• subject to supporting text which states that a detailed FRA will be needed to 
ensure that the site is safe, and the Council will seek opportunities to “reduce 
the overall level of flood risk in the area”.  

 
11.8 In the case of the first two points it is clear that limited if any weight should be 

given to the allocation of the site under SA1A. The allocation has not been 
formally adopted and even if this point is ignored, the proposal is not wholly 
consisted with the allocation, and whilst forming only part of the overall allocation, 
does form a significant part of the allocation and could significantly prejudice the 
delivery of the remaining elements. 

 
11.9 With regard to the third bullet point, this has a degree of relevance if one 

considers the site on an individual basis as a standalone development proposal 
within Flood Zone 3. 

 
11.10 At the current time the site is in employment use, a category which in hydrology 

terms is classed as ‘less vulnerable’.  A retail use or foodstore is also classed as 
less vulnerable and hence the degree of change in hydrology terms is limited.  

 
11.11 In its simplest form the hydrological sequential test seeks to ‘steer new 

development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding. Development should 
not be allocated or permitted if there are reasonably available sites appropriate 
for the proposed development in areas with a lower probability of flooding’ as 
stated in NPPF para 101. 

 
11.12 If this was the only site being considered for this form of development, it is 

possible, having applied the Sequential test, to apply the Exception test as 
outlined in NPPF paragraph 102. 

 
NPPF Paragraph 102 states that: 
 
‘For the Exception Test to be passed:  
 
• it must be demonstrated that the development provides wider sustainability 

benefits to the community that outweigh flood risk, informed by a Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment where one has been prepared; and  
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• a site-specific flood risk assessment must demonstrate that the 
development will be safe for its lifetime taking account of the vulnerability 
of its users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, where possible, 
will reduce flood risk overall.  ‘ 

 
11.13 In this instance it is stated that within the submitted Site Specific Flood Risk 

Assessment and the application documentation that the proposal will provide 
wider sustainability benefits by way of: 

 
• the implementation of flood alleviation works ahead of any 

foodstore construction which will not only safeguard the remainder 
of the site from flooding but will also benefit the wider area including 
properties and businesses located in the Dudbridge Road area 
(representations from Olympic Cars have received to this effect); 

• Will provide ecology enhancement along a 20m section of the River 
Frome corridor within the site; 

• Will provide employment opportunities to the wider district by virtue 
of the new store and the safeguarding of jobs through the 
associated relocation onto a site in Flood Zone 1 (the lowest 
probability of flooding); 

• Will provide much needed regeneration to this part of the Industrial 
Heritage Conservation Area thereby preserving and enhancing an 
area which will otherwise fall into disrepair as the existing occupiers 
move away. 

 
11.14 In respect of these benefits they are clearly tangible issues which arise from the 

proposal and accord with the Council’s stated objectives for SA1A but could arise 
from alternative proposals for the site, including any secured in the future through 
an adopted allocation wholly in line with exact nature of the allocation. 

 
11.15 With regard to the second point of the Exception Test, a site specific Flood Risk 

Assessment (FRA) has been prepared and considered acceptable by the 
Environment Agency. 

 
11.16 However whilst the Agency have found the document fit for purpose (subject to a 

number of conditions and caveats), the Agency have highlighted that the FRA 
identifies that areas of the car park will be prone to flooding and will require an 
evacuation protocol to be in place, the administration and operation of which, and 
indeed responding to incidents arising as a consequence of, will be the 
responsibility of Local Authority Emergency Planners. 

 
11.17 Indeed the Agency state that the car park serving the foodstore has been a 4% 

and 10% annual probability of flooding of up to a maximum depth of between 
0.7m and 1.2m (2ft 3” to 3ft 11”). 

 
11.18 Thus whilst the proposal may bring some sustainability benefits with it, it would 

also expose users of the development to a degree of risk by virtue of the car park 
acting as an area of flood storage and control. Given the nature of the proposal 
such users would be drawn from all walks of life and have vastly differing abilities 
to deal with being exposed to flood related incidents. 
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11.19 This point is further emphasised by the comments of the Council’s Drainage 
Officer who whilst not objecting to the proposal, strongly highlights the risk posed 
to shoppers not only to their person by flooding but also by the threat of the 
obstacles presented by the car themselves, the fuel pollution arising from them 
and the desire for owners to expose themselves and others to risk by seeking to 
rescue / save their cars. 

 
11.20 Therefore in flood risk terms, when considering the site in isolation the decision 

maker must determine whether the sustainable benefits to the wider community 
outweigh the identified risks.   

 
11.21 Whilst it may have been demonstrated that the proposal does not give rise to 

additional flooding concerns elsewhere and indeed may reduce flood risk, it has 
not been demonstrated that the development will be safe for its lifetime taking 
account of the vulnerability of its users.  

 
11.22 It is however important to note that the application of the exception test and the 

consideration of the arising sustainability benefits only arise if in sequential test 
terms the site is the only one capable of accommodating the proposed use and 
that there is an absence of any other site at a lower risk of flooding to cater for 
the proposal. 

 
11.23 This latter point is a matter for discussion within the Summary Chapter. 
 
11.24 In terms of surface water drainage and ground water contamination, these are 

matters which could be adequately controlled via suitable conditions. 
 
12.0 CONTAMINATED LAND & POLLUTION  
 
12.1 The site has a history of various industrial uses, although this type of commercial 

use poses less risk than residential uses. A survey has been undertaken and in 
principle the use is feasible albeit with some remediation. A condition is 
warranted for further investigation, monitoring and remediation.  

 
12.2 The petrol filling station was also subject to an Environment Agency objection on 

risk to groundwater from the underground tanks. This has been removed from 
the scheme.      

 
13.0 DESIGN 
 
13.1 The NPPF has a strong emphasis on design, which is an important consideration 

considering the prominence of the site, especially bearing in mind the 1993 
planning appeal. From Cainscross there are elevated views across the site, there 
are important close aspects from the bypass and the canal towpath.  

 
13.2 The design has been amended following input from your Officers during pre-

application discussions and since the time of the July meeting. 
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13.3 The frontage buildings would be maintained, which would preserve the character 
of the aspect along the bypass.  The new store building would be set into the 
east part, further away from the elevated views from Cainscross. The design is a 
series of northlight / sawtooth buildings united together to provide one overall 
building. Such an approach is typical of the evolving form of many industrial 
buildings within the Stroud Industrial Heritage Area (IHCA) and is wholly 
appropriate for this location.  

 
13.4 The front elevation is distinguished by the use of glazed walling with some brick 

cladding, which seeks to provide the sense of arrival. The detailing of the 
canalside elevation is considered in relation to the heritage section below.   

 
13.5 The scheme has been significantly improved visually by the removal of the petrol 

filling station and the intrusion that brings. 
 
14 IMPACT ON HERITAGE ASSETS  
  
14.1 The site is wholly within the Industrial Heritage Conservation Area and prominent 

from the canal towpath as well as viewpoints from the west.  
 
14.2 The proposal has been changed from the original submission, seeking to 

respond to the character of the area. The revised proposal retains the frontage 
buildings and facade onto Dudbridge Road which are a notable feature of the 
Conservation Area. It does demolish the rest of the buildings on the site, which 
are of varying quality but do assert the character of the Industrial Heritage 
Conservation Area.  However none are felt to have particular historic significance 
and are undistinguished in terms of appearance. It is unlikely that they could be 
economically reused, and their siting prevents wider redevelopment. This extent 
of demolition is far less than proposed at the time of “store wars”, and avoids the 
best buildings.  

 
14.3 English Heritage does not have a formal objection but note the impact of the car 

park. They conclude that there will be still be some harm but feel it has been 
“minimised”. They acknowledge the need to balance the harm with viability and 
public benefit. They indicate that some attempt has been made to redesign the 
scheme to address the surrounding industrial character and interaction with the 
canal. Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states that “where a proposal will lead to less 
than substantial harm to the significance of a designated asset, this harm should 
be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its 
optimum viable use”.   

 
14.4 The canalside elevation has been amended since the last meeting and now 

represents an acceptable design approach to this viewpoint. The elevation will 
appear solid, functional and unfenestrated against the canal but given the 
industrial designation of the area and the existence of similar approaches 
elsewhere along the canal corridor is not sufficient to warrant a refusal. The 
layout also places a new access road, with cars, service vehicles and lorries, in 
close proximity to the canal, which would require some landscaping to relieve the 
impact. There would also be a view, albeit narrow of the rear service yard.            
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14.5 There are listed buildings in the area, particularly to the north and west. However 
they have no historic connection to the site and they are sufficiently distanced not 
to be affected, especially as the frontage is being retained.  

 
14.6 In respect of archaeology, a pre-determination field evaluation has taken place. 

This found only one small area of interest and the County Archaeologist has no 
objection subject to a standard circular 11/95 condition. In this manner the 
proposal accords with saved policies BE5, BE12 and BE14 along with 
paragraphs 128, 132-134 of the NPPF. 

 
15. ECOLOGY 
 
15.1 The site borders both the canal and the River Frome, which provide habitats as 

well as paths for the movement of wildlife. The site itself is largely hard surfaced 
and appears to offer little potential. However some of the buildings, particularly in 
their poor state may offer habitat for bats.  

 
15.2 A desk top study and field evaluation have taken place. Several buildings were 

identified as having potential for bats. There were found to be in one of the 
buildings. Mitigation is suggested by providing alternative habitat by the river, 
which would have to be in accordance with a detailed specification agreed in 
advance. This building was originally proposed for demolition but this is now 
proposed for retention. Confirmation is awaited that the bat habitat will be left 
intact. A single outlier badger sett was also found, which can be retained within 
an area of landscaping.  Again the methodology to ensure its survival during and 
after construction will have to be agreed.   No significant birds, amphibians or 
fauna were found.    

 
15.3 The scheme shows flood works along the river corridor which are likely to offer 

enhancement especially to amphibians and birds. This should enhance 
biodiversity subject to a detailed landscaping scheme.       

 
15.4 These enhancements form part of an overall improvement to the river corridor 

and link back to the sustainability benefits outlined within the discussion on 
hydrology and flood risk. 

  
16 HIGHWAY IMPLICATIONS 
 
16.1 Again the highway implications of the proposal have raised a number of 

significant representations and these are considered in light of the prevailing 
central government guidance contained in paragraph 32 of the NPPF.  

 
16.2 This paragraph can be found in the prologue to this report and sets a threshold of 

severe if applications are to be refused on highway safety terms. 
 
16.3 The proposal uses a traffic light controlled junction on the southbound Dudbridge 

Road. A new pedestrian access would be formed from the canal. The site road 
would be two lane width and would split within the site to serve it’s the north and 
south parts of the site.  
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16.4 The site access and the surrounding roads have been modelled. An assessment 
has also been made of the existing traffic generation which could arise from the 
existing authorised employment uses and this has been offset against the new 
traffic generation arising from the proposal. In addition the capacity of the 
highway network and the potential impact on junction functions has been 
assessed. 

  
16.5 The modelling indicates that that the Dudbridge Hill roundabout would 

experience a 0.6% morning peak increase and 3.2% evening peak. Dudbridge 
Hill roundabout would have increase of 0.7% morning peak and 3.7% evening 
peak. During Friday peaks the increase for both would be below 4%. In the 
Saturday peak Cainscross would have an increase over 5% and Dudbridge just 
under 5%. This impact is not considered to be severe. 

 
16.6 The manoeuvring (tracking) around the new junction has been plotted and 

following the submission of revised plans a pedestrian crossing within the 
junction access junction could be secured by condition. 

 
16.7 The level of parking broadly complies with the Council’s adopted standards, but 

the final mix and user designation of the parking would need fine tuning via 
conditions.  

 
16.8 A Travel Plan has been outlined, promoting the pedestrians access and public 

transport. The finalised details and implementation would again be secured via 
condition.  

 
17. THE MERITS AND DEFICITS OF THE INDIVIDUAL APPLI CATION. 
 
17.1 As a standalone application it can be seen that the proposal has: 
 
 Merits: 
 

• Will not jeopardise the centres. 
• Is accessible to the town centre particularly with regard to public transport and 

access to the remaining town centres of Nailsworth and Stonehouse. 
• Accords with paragraphs 24 -27 of the NPPF and the Retail Sequential Test. 
• Is acceptable in hydrological and flood risk terms. 
• Has the potential to accord with paragraphs 100-104 of the NPPF and the 

Hydrological Sequential / Exception Tests. 
• Enables identified sustainability benefits to be achieved with regard to 

reducing flood risk in the area and ecological enhancements within the site. 
• Will create additional job opportunities within the new proposal. 
• Has the potential to enable displaced jobs to be safeguarded and relocated 

within an approved scheme with potential for further expansion. 
• Could achieve the regeneration of previously developed land (PDL) within the 

designated IHCA conservation area, thereby preventing potential decline of 
the character and appearance of that heritage asset. 

• Does not give rise to a severe highway impact and hence accords with 
paragraph 32 of the NPPF. 
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Deficits 
 
• Is located on land within Flood Zone 3 an area of highest flooding potential 

and functional flood plain. 
• Compliance with the Exceptions Test will expose users to an element of risk 

by virtue of possible annual flooding of the car park. 
• Could prejudice the potential future delivery of ELP allocation SA1A with 

regard to the other uses and elements making up that allocation as a whole. 
• Deliverability is questionable given the speculative nature of the proposal. 
• Will have an impact on the Cainscross Local Centre and has potential to 

affect the retail offer of the centre and its wider vitality and viability. 
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Site Address  The Market Tavern, Union Street, Stroud 
 

Town/Parish  Stroud Town Council 
 

Grid Reference  385192, 205039 
Proposal  Potential redevelopment of the site for retail premises. 

 
  
Applicant’s 
Details 

Mr. Lawrence Pinkney 
Setminds Limited  
Unit 7 Optima Business Park 
Pindar Road 
Hoddesdon 
Hertfordshire 
EN11 0DY 
 

Case Officer  Darryl J.Rogers 
Date Received  10th September 2014 

 
 

 
 
1.0 BACKGROUND 

 
1.1  At this stage it is important to note that this is not a formal proposal nor is it part 

of any confirmed pre-application discussion between the LPA and the applicant. 
 
1.2  At the time of writing (31/3/15) no planning application in any form has been 

submitted to the LPA and the LPA are not aware of any timetable for any 
potential submission. 
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1.3  This matter is included on the schedule solely to enable Members to make an 
informed decision with regard to the relevant weight to be given to relevant 
existing and potential material considerations and then to factor such duly 
weighed considerations into the overall decision making process.  

 
1.4  As noted in Chapter 1 ‘Updates’ to this schedule, the determination of the formal 

planning applications was deferred to give additional time for further information 
and clarification to be submitted in respect of the Market Tavern site.  

 
1.5  However whilst there may have been a number of reports produced in the local 

press regarding the site, no additional plans or information have been submitted 
in the 7 months following the September deferment, despite repeated request 
from your Officers.  
 

2.0 THE SITE 
 
2.1 The site relates to the triangle of land located between Union Street and the 

Cornhill, on the western edge of Stroud. The land is bookended by the Market 
Tavern public house to the south end and the retailers Sports Direct to the north 
with the farmer’s market area and various retail units in between. 

 
2.2 The land fronts directly onto Union Street along its entire western boundary with 

a similar relationship with the Cornhill to the east. To the north is Swan Lane / 
Threadneedle Street whilst to the south is the London Road and roundabout. 

 
2.3 The site is currently occupied by a number and range of retail units, some vacant, 

others occupied by Sports Direct and Iceland with some smaller units between.  
 
2.4 There is a service yard to the east off the Cornhill providing delivery / loading 

facilities for Iceland.  
 
2.5 The site lies within the defined town centre boundary for Stroud and within a 

designated conservation area with a number of listed buildings in close proximity. 
 
3. THE PROPOSAL 
 
3.1  The scheme has been submitted to identify a potential proposal that the applicant 

wishes to bring to the attention of the Committee as part of its deliberations on 
the existing formal supermarket applications. 

 
3.2  The information submitted to the Local Planning Authority indicates three 

potential concept schemes for the overall site. These can be summarised as: 
 

Option A: 
• Retention of the Market Tavern facade but new two storey build 

within providing 12,500 sq ft of space when combined with a new 
build wing along the Cornhill elevation. 

• Service Yard to the rear. 
• The provision of a new foodstore over the existing open market 

square, providing 16,000sqft space with parking over at first floor 
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level which is indicated to be an area also available for ‘occasional 
farmers markets’. 

• Retention of the existing commercial units currently occupied by 
Iceland and Sports Direct to give 6,500 sq ft of space. 

• In summary a series of three elements providing a total of 
35,000sqft.(3,251sqm) 

 
Option B: 

• Retention of the Market Tavern facade but new two storey build 
within providing 10,000sqft of space when combined with a new 
build wing along the Cornhill elevation. 

• The provision of a new foodstore over the existing open market 
square and public house car park, providing 15,000sqft space with 
parking over at first floor level which is indicated to be an area also 
available for ‘occasional farmers markets’. 

• Retention of the existing commercial units currently occupied by 
Iceland and Sports Direct to give 12,500sqft of space. 

• In summary a series of three elements providing a total of 
37,500sqft gross (3,483sqm) 

 
Option C: 

• Retention of the Market Tavern façade but remodelled providing 
5,000 sq ft of space. 

• The provision of a new foodstore over the existing open market 
square and public house car park, providing 15,000sqft space with 
parking over at first floor level which is indicated to be an area also 
available ‘to be used for farmers markets occasionally’. 

• Retention / remodelling of the existing commercial units currently 
occupied by Iceland and Sports Direct to give 18,000 sq ft of space 
over two floors. 

• In summary a series of three elements providing a total of 
38,000sqft gross (3,530 sqm) 

 
3.3  The proposals appear to indicate distinct units across the site with something in 

the range of 50-55 car parking spaces. 
 
4.0  RELEVANT FACTORS 
 

In attempting to understand the nature of the scheme your officer have sought 
clarity on three key topics these being availability, suitability and deliverability. 
The answers provided are as follows: 

 
4.1  Availability: 
 

• It is stated that the site is owned freehold by Setminds Limited and Market 
Taverns Stroud Limited. 

 
• The Market Tavern is vacant and the Market Square has a break clause in 

July 2016. 
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• Iceland lease expires in June 2016. Sports Direct lease has expired. 
 
• Assured Mobility expires June 2017 but can be relocated by June 2016 if 

necessary. 
 
• 13 Union Street is vacant and other users are tenants at will. 
 
• It is stated that the entire site is available by July 2016. 

 
4.2 Suitability 
 

• It is stated that there are no planning barriers to the scheme and that 
architects are looking at all issues. 

 
• There are no ground conditions that prohibit development. 
 
• The redevelopment of the site will enable a landmark commercial and 

architectural presence to be created for this part of Stroud. 
 
4.3 Viability 
 

• An identified occupier has requested the applicant to formulate proposals 
for 16,000sqft store which is achievable in the Market Tavern alone. 

 
• Other food store operators have expressed an interest in the other 

elements of the scheme but are wary of the current planning applications 
and their impact on the market. 

 
• Initial costings have been done and a commercial appraisal carried out 

which demonstrates that the scheme is viable and profitable. 
 
5.0  RETAIL POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

 
5.1 The provision of retail units within the town centre would be wholly in accordance 
 with guidance within the NPPF and the very essence of the retail sequential test, 
 which seeks to promote town centre schemes. 
 
5.2 Due to its location the proposal would not need to be subject to a retail impact 

assessment appraisal. 
 
5.3 The proposal could be considered as a potentially preferable location for a 

supermarket in sequential test terms. However this would require the site to be 
capable of accommodating the formal proposals in their current form and should 
be on the basis of a like for like comparison in both the floor space, facilities and 
land take terms contained with the formal planning applications. 

 
5.4 It is noted that all three of the potential options for the Market Tavern result in a 

maximum floor space of 3,500sqm gross. The existing formal applications all 
relate to stores with a net floor space of approximately 3,500 sqm.  
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5.5 Indeed this net floor space is provided across a single storey of trading 
accommodation with associated levels of car parking and ancillary facilities such 
as in one case a petrol station. The Market Tavern indicates split level 
accommodation with a significantly smaller car parking provision. 

 
5.6 Even allowing for an element of flexibility on behalf of the current formal 

applicants, it is highly unlikely that the Market Tavern offers a comparable 
alternative to the current supermarket proposals. 

 
5.7 Indeed during an initial meeting with the Tavern applicant, it was agreed that the 

site was not seen by them as a competitor to the supermarkets in sequential test 
terms. 

 
5.8 Moreover the concerns of the applicant were that the construction of an out of 

centre store may dilute the local retail and food markets thereby prejudicing the 
ability to deliver the scheme in a viable manner. 

 
5.9 Hence it appears to your officers that the relationship between the Market Tavern 

and the existing proposals is not one of a sequential nature but rather one of 
potentially affecting future investment in the town centre. 

 

5.10 This point has now been confirmed by the proposer of the scheme via letter 
received and dated 12th September 2014.  

 
5.11 It is acknowledged in paragraph 26 of the NPPF that Retail Impact Assessments 

submitted in support of edge of centre and out of centre proposal should include 
an assessment of: 

 
• ‘the impact of the proposal on existing, committed and planned public and 

private investment in a centre or centres in the catchment area of the 
proposal;  

 
• and the impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and viability, 

including local consumer choice and trade in the town centre and wider 
area, up to five years from the time the application is made. For major 
schemes where the full impact will not be realised in five years, the impact 
should also be assessed up to ten years from the time the application is 
made.’ [Para 26 NPPF] 

 
5.12 However for an assessment to take account of the first bullet point outlined 

above, the investment has to be known and ‘existing, committed and planned’.  
 
5.13 At the time the various RIAs were prepared for the planning applications, the 

Market Tavern scheme did not exist and could not therefore be included in any 
assessment.  

 
5.13 Indeed the Council’s own Retail Consultant has not had sight of any information 

at the time of writing. 
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5.14 Furthermore the submission of any formal information occurred less than a 
fortnight before the formal applications were to be considered at the September 
2014 DCC meeting, despite the various supermarket applications being 
submitted from August 2013 onwards and despite earlier repeated requests from 
your officers to do so. 

 
5.15  A situation further exacerbated by the Market Tavern applicant stating in his 

recent letter of the 10th September 2014 that the information provided is 
‘preliminary’ and subject to on-going public consultation.  

 
5.16 Indeed despite a deliberate move on behalf of the Development Control 

Committee to provide the Market Tavern operators with more time to clarify the 
exact nature of their proposal, no such clarification has been given in the 
intervening 7 months. 

 

5.17 However the position of Setminds is that the scheme represents planned 
investment. 

 
6.0 THE MERITS AND DEFICITS OF THE SCHEME. 
 
5.1 Merits: 

• Town centre location. 
• No requirement for a sequential test. 
• Could increase footfall and linked trips to the centre. 
• Could provide a qualitative retail addition to the town centre. 
• Re-use of redundant building. 

 
Deficits: 

• Appears somewhat embryonic in nature 
• No finalised scheme or planning application submitted 
• Is not a suitably sequentially preferable site to the current proposals. 
• Difficult to class as existing, committed and planned investment. 
• No firm evidence provided to identify a contractually confirmed operator of 

any element. 
• Would result in the potential loss of a food operator in the town centre in the 

short term with no confirmed long term replacement. 
• Potential short term and long term impact on the operation and retention of 

the existing farmers market with resultant significant change to the retail 
offer provided by Stroud Town Centre and the inter-relationship of this offer 
to the overall viability and vitality of the centre.  
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SUMMARY DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION  
 
 
1.1 The preceding reports set out the individual merits and deficits of each proposal 

when considered as standalone, isolated applications. In this manner Members 
can clearly see the conformity / non-conformity with prevailing planning policy 
along with the unique advantages / disadvantages of each proposal. 

 
1.2 However it is clear from the advice given by the Council’s Retail Consultant that 

the retail centres of Stroud, Stonehouse and Nailsworth only have the resilience 
in retail terms to cater for one of the proposals. 

 
1.3 The received advice indicates that the approval of any additional proposal in 

combination with Brunsdons Yard will magnify the already identified significant 
adverse impact on Stonehouse Town Centre. 

 
1.4 It further states that the approval of both the Daniels and Dudbridge proposals 

will also cause an impact tantamount to significantly adverse on Stonehouse 
Town Centre, whilst also adding to the solus adverse impact on the convenience 
and comparison shopping trade of Stroud and Nailsworth Town centres. 

 
1.5 For these reasons it is your Officers’ advice that only one of the proposals can be 

approved. 
 
1.6 In seeking to determine which one if any of the proposals should be permitted, it 

is proposed that the applications should be compared against one another with 
regard to firstly their conformity with the sequential retail test, secondly the 
impact test, thirdly the hydrology sequential test and finally the overall planning 
balance with regard to economic, social and environmental benefits arising. 

 
2.0 The Sequential Retail Test: 
 
2.1 An argument has been made by the agents for Brunsdons Yard that their site 

should not be subject to a sequential comparison with the other two applications 
due to the fact that the Brunsdons site is intended to serve the Stonehouse and 
Stanleys area only and hence should not be considered alongside the sequential 
performance of the remaining applications. 

 
2.2 This is not an argument supported by your officers or by the Council’s Retail 

Consultant. 
 
2.3 The Brunsdons Yard site is located on the eastern side of Stonehouse in the 

Ebley area of the District between the settlements of Stroud and Stonehouse. As 
such the catchment group using the store will be drawn from both settlements 
and its retail impact will be felt on both Stroud and Stonehouse and indeed 
Nailsworth. 
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2.4 Whilst there is a statistical argument made by the agent as to the location of the 
intended shoppers, based on a shopper survey, it is your officers’ opinion that the 
geographical location of the store can serve both Stonehouse and Stroud and 
there is no reason to separate the applications from the sequential test. 

 
2.5 Given the out of centre location of the site and the resultant influence that the 

majority of the shoppers will be car borne and the sheer physical road network 
location between the sites (the A419 Ebley by-pass essentially links all three 
sites), it considered that the sites should be considered together. 

 
2.6 There is no clear reason why the needs of the Stroud / Stonehouse / Nailsworth 

area cannot be equally served from any of the three sites and hence the 
sequential test should be applied equally.  

 
2.7 The Brunsdons Yard site has not been designed with a reduced floor space to 

reflect any reduced catchment area of the Stanleys and Stonehouse and is 
located on the main link road between Stonehouse and Stroud.  

  
2.8 In applying the sequential test to all three sites, regard must be had to the 

accessibility of the sites to their respective town centres and for this reference is 
made to the Accessibility Study outlined in each of the individual reports. 

 
2.9 In drawing together the various findings together the report produces the 

following table:  
 
Table 3.1: Overall Connectivity 
Mode Brunsdons Yard  Dudbridge Avocet  Daniels  
Walking     
Connectivity Ranking 1 2 3 
Cycling     
Connectivity Ranking 2 1 3 
Bus     
Connectivity Ranking 3 1 2 
Car    
Connectivity Ranking 3 2 1 
Total  9 6 9 

 
2.10 The table indicates that the site with the best overall connectivity between the 

town centres of Stonehouse, Stroud and Nailsworth is the Dudbridge / Avocet 
site. 

 
2.11 However the report goes onto conclude that: 
 

‘However, we would repeat that having regard to the likely number of shoppers 
who would use each mode, differences in journey time and deterrents to use of 
particular modes, we do not consider that there is a significant difference 
between the connectivity of the three supermarket sites.’ [Para 3.9. Key 
Transport Report.] 
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2.12 Given this assessment and its conclusions it not considered that there is any 
material difference between the accessibility of the sites to the town centres and 
hence no one site can be preferred on accessibility alone. 

 
2.13 With regard to the availability of alternative sites and the potential for the Market 

Tavern to provide a sequentially preferable location for a supermarket, it has 
already been discussed in the preceding report that the site is not physically 
capable of accommodating the stated accommodation requirements of any of the 
three applications. 

 
2.14 Even allowing for a flexible approach and a willing operator the Market Tavern is 

not physically able to offer a realistic like for like alternative site to the proposal 
before Members. 

 
2.15 Therefore in sequential terms the site is not relevant and should be discounted 
 
3.0 The Retail Impact Test 
 
3.1 In line with the requirements of paragraph 26 of the NPPF regard must be had to 

the two potential impacts that proposals may have. These are the matters of 
impact on existing, committed or planned public or private investment in town 
centres and the matter of impact on the viability and vitality of the town centre as 
a trading centre. 

 
3.2 Taking the latter issue first it has been shown that the Brunsdons Yard site will 

have a significant  adverse impact on Stonehouse Town Centre by itself, whilst 
the Daniels and Avocet sites will have an adverse impact on Stroud Town 
Centre. 

 
3.3 Given this situation the Brunsdon Yard site fails to satisfy paragraph 27 of the 

NPPF which states that: 
 

‘Where an application fails to satisfy the sequential test or is likely to have 
significant adverse impact on one or more of the above factors, it should be 
refused.’[Para 27 NPPF] 

 
3.4  As such the Brunsdons Yard application, S.13/1498/FUL, should be refused as 

directed by paragraph 27 regardless of any other merits or deficits that it may 
give rise to. The NPPF is clear that permission should be refused on impact 
grounds alone, not withstanding the hydrology discussions below, and that any 
balancing in respect of paragraph 14 of the NPPF is not applicable. 

 
3.5 In terms of the impact on local centres, it is apparent that the Brunsdons Yard 

application will have a minimal impact on the Cainscross local centre and will 
result in the lowest trade diversion of all three sites from this centre. 

 
3.6 However both Daniels and Avocet are identified as having the potential to 

influence the vitality and viability of this centre, with both proposals having three 
times the impact of Brunsdons. 
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3.7 Although it is difficult to quantify this harm and to distinguish between the Daniels 
and Avocet proposal given their similarities, it is noted that the trade diversion 
arising from the Avocet store is slightly higher than that arising from Daniels. 

 
3.8 However given the physical proximity of the Avocet site to the Cainscross local 

centre, the likelihood for pedestrian and car borne shoppers to divert away from 
the centre to a new store is higher than that of Daniels. 

 
3.9 This does not mean that Daniels will not have an impact merely that the impact is 

less severe though still high. 
 
3.10  Overall in respect of local centre impact, it is considered that the Avocet site will 

have the most harmful effect on the Cainscross centre. 
 
3.11 With regard to the remaining two applications, the question remains as to 

whether having passed the town centre impact test, they would nevertheless 
prejudice any existing, planned or committed public or private investment in the 
town centre. 

 
3.12  The sole potential investment relates to that of the Market Tavern. A speculative 

and embryonic scheme that is in concept form only, has no permission, is not the 
subject of a current planning application or active pre-application discussion and 
by the admission of the promoter is at a preliminary stage.  

 
3.13 Furthermore despite direct repeated requests to do so, no further evidence or 

details of the scheme have been provided since the deferment in September. 
 
3.13 In addition the scheme includes the potential loss of existing retail units which are 

understood to be trading at acceptable levels whilst also raising questions over 
the long-term future of the farmers market. 

 
3.14 The scheme must be judged as being at an embryonic stage, with some critical 

questions remaining and its deliverability and benefit questionable. 
 
3.15 Given this situation it is may be hard to categorise the investment as ‘existing, 

planned or committed’ for the purposes of paragraph 26. 
 
3.16 Hence it is not considered that such a scheme can be prejudiced by the 

remaining Avocet and Daniels applications. Indeed there is a strong argument 
that the applications cannot prejudice what does not exist. 

 
3.17 Both applications therefore satisfy the Retail Impact Test, however the Avocet 

site does have the highest impact on the local centre. 
 
4.0 Hydrology Sequential Test: 
 
4.1 It has been demonstrated that both the Brunsdons Yard and Avocet applications 

involves development in Flood Zone 3, whereas the Daniels application is in 
Flood Zone 1. 
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4.2 Following a simple application of paragraph 101 of the NPPF, development in 
Flood Zone 1 should be preferred to development in Flood Zone 3. 

 
4.3  The Government’s clear objective within the sequential test is to steer 

development to area of least flood risk and hence flood zone 1. 
 
4.4  This point is reinforced in the NPPG, which at Paragraph Reference 019 ID 7-

019-20140306 states: 
 

‘The aim is to steer new development to Flood Zone 1 (areas with a low 
probability of river or sea flooding). Where there are no reasonably available sites 
in Flood Zone 1, local planning authorities in their decision making should take 
into account the flood risk vulnerability of land uses and consider reasonably 
available sites in Flood Zone 2 (areas with a medium probability of river or sea 
flooding), applying the Exception Test if required. Only where there are no 
reasonably available sites in Flood Zones 1 or 2 sh ould the suitability of 
sites in Flood Zone 3 (areas with a high probabilit y of river or sea flooding) 
be considered, taking into account the flood risk v ulnerability of land uses 
and applying the Exception Test if required .’[emphasis added]  
 

4.5 Thus whilst there is not a moratorium on development in Flood Zones 2 and 3, 
there is a clear policy direction that this should only occur once the possibility of 
utilising sites in areas of lower flooding (flood zone 1) have been discounted. 

 
4.6 There is an argument being made by the applicants / agent for the Avocet site 

that the development of the site brings forward sustainability improvements in 
terms of reducing flood risk off-site and other tangible benefits. However this 
argument only works in the context of applying the Exception Test. 

 
4.7 NPPF paragraph 102 is clear that the Exception Test is applied only if it is not 

possible to locate the proposal in zones with a lower probability of flooding. In 
this instance there is clearly such a site available at Daniels Industrial Estate. 

 
4.8 The achievement of the sustainability benefits are a consequence of applying the 

Exception Test to the proposal and not a reason for applying it the first instance.  
 
4.9 As such the Brunsdons and Avocet applications fail the Hydrology Sequential 

test when it is applied across all three sites. 
 
4.10. This statement is not one of seeking to apply the Sequential Test as a sieving 

mechanism as part of a knockout contest, and it is acknowledged at 4.5 that 
there is not a moratorium on development in flood zones 2 and 3. Rather it is 
ensuring that the decision maker is aware of the lack of conformity with 
government policy, and is hence a key material consideration to which due 
weight should be attached. 
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5.0 The Planning Balance  
 
5.1 Both the Daniels and Avocet sites are acceptable in highway, landscape, design, 

employment, retail impact and accessibility terms and are both capable of 
accommodating a similar quantum of retail space. 

 
5.2 Both schemes involve similar levels of job creation arising from the new retail 

schemes and both involve potential relocation schemes for the existing jobs on 
the sites. 

 
5.3 In connection with this latter point if the statements made by the individual 

applicants are taken at face value, the Avocet site could result in the relocation of 
more jobs. However this is a matter of conjecture. 

 
5.4 What is material is that both proposals create and safeguard employment 

opportunities.  
 
5.5 The Avocet application does however enable the realisation of sustainable 

benefits to the local community, and could regenerate the wider IHCA, but this 
must be balanced against the identified flood risk to which users of the site would 
be exposed and the fact that development on the site would be contrary to the 
Hydrological Sequential test when a site in flood zone 1 exists. 
 

5.6 A rejection of the Avocet scheme would result in the loss of these benefits with 
resultant implications for the future management of the IHCA. However these 
benefits can be only achieved by the utilisation of land within Flood Zone 3 and 
the resultant implications of that. 
 

5.7 Given this situation it is considered that stronger preference should be given to 
the matters of ensuring that development take place in those areas of least 
flooding probability in accordance with paragraph 101 of the NPPF and the 
associated NPPG advice. 

 
6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
6.1 Daniels Industrial Estate 2 S.14/1905/FUL 
 Members are recommended to ‘RESOLVE TO GRANT PERMISSION’ 

permission for this application as having considered all of the material 
considerations the site passes the Retail Sequential and Impact Tests, the 
Hydrological Sequential Test and accords with all other policy considerations. 

 
6.2 Daniels Industrial Estate 1 S.13/2284/FUL 
 In a similar vein, if jurisdiction to determine this application had remained with the 

LPA, it is recommended that Members would have ‘RESOLVED TO GRANT 
PERMISSION’ permission as having considered all of the material considerations 
the site passes the Retail Sequential and Impact Tests, the Hydrological 
Sequential Test and accords with all other policy considerations. 
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6.2 Avocet Industrial Site S.14/0677/FUL 
 Members are recommended to REFUSE this application as having considered all 

of the material considerations the site passes the Retail Sequential and Impact 
Tests but fails the Hydrological Sequential Test in paragraph 101 of the NPPF. 

 
6.3 Brunsdons Yard S.13/1498/FUL (Planning Permission) 
 If jurisdiction to determine this application had remained with the LPA, it is 

recommended that Members would have REFUSED this application as it would 
have a significant adverse impact on the viability and vitality of Stonehouse Town 
Centre contrary to paragraph 27 of the NPPF and fails the Hydrological 
Sequential test in paragraph 101 of the NPPF. 

 
6.4 An evidence base on which to prepare a Statement of Case for the forthcoming 

appeal exists to support this approach. 
 
6.5 Brunsdons Yard S.13/1499/CAC (Conservation Area Consent) 
 If jurisdiction to determine this application had remained with the LPA, it is would 

be recommended favourably as the current building does not contribute to the 
quality of the conservation area and hence its demolition is acceptable 
irrespective of any replacement scheme. 

 
6.6 OTHER SCENARIOS 
 
 Should Members wish to pursue different recommendations, the following advice 

is given on the assumption that only one if any proposals are acceptable: 
 
6.7 Permission to Avocet Industrial Site: 
 An approval of the Avocet application in preference to the Daniels site would 

require justification in respect of how it is considered that any sustainable 
benefits outweigh and overcome the sequential test outlined in NPPF paragraph 
101.   

 
6.8 This would be hard to justify given the undeniable existence of an available site 

in an area of lower flood risk and the weight applicable to the hydrological 
sequential test. 

 
6.9 Permission to Brunsdons Yard Site 
 An approval of the Brunsdons Yard application would require justification in both 

flood risk terms given that the site lies in Flood Zones 2 and 3 (Hydrological 
Sequential Test) and a judgement that the identified significant adverse impact 
on the Stonehouse Town Centre is acceptable.  

 
6.10 This would be hard to justify and is contrary to the evidence available to the LPA 

on which any subsequent appeal could be defended. 
  



138 
 

6.11 Permission to Two or more retail proposals: 
 
6.12 The approval of two or more retail proposals, notwithstanding hydrological 

sequential test issues, would require justification that the combined impact of 
such permissions would not lead to a significant adverse impact on the vitality or 
viability of the town and local centres.  

 
6.13 Given that the current evidence indicates that such an impact will arise if one or 

more sites are permitted, compliance with NPPF para 26 would be difficult to 
substantiate. 

 
6.14 Refusal / Resolve to Refuse all four retail proposals. 
 
6.15 A refusal of all three applications would necessitate Members being of the 

opinion that the application(s) either collectively or individually would have either: 
 

A significant adverse impact on: 
• on existing, planned and committed private or public investment in one of 

the identified retail centres and / or  
 
• the vitality and viability of the town centre(s) and the local consumer choice 

therein. 
 
6.16 In respect of the potential prejudice arising to a planned or committed investment, 

the sole discussion point here is around the Market Tavern site. 
 
6.17 If this was to be advanced as a refusal reason Members would need to be of the 

opinion that the any such ‘scheme’ is credible and that there is sufficient 
evidence to support this view. Given the overwhelming absence of any such 
evidence this approach would be impossible to substantiate at appeal. 

 
6.18 With regard to the impact on the vitality and viability of the town centres, 

Members would need to be of the opinion that the proposal(s) would have a 
significant adverse impact on the town centre(s). 

 
6.19   The emphasis here is that any impact must surpass a certain threshold of harm. 

The existence of impact by itself is not sufficient to warrant refusal, it is the 
degree of impact that is the determining factor, a point clearly set out in the NPPF 
against which the applications must be considered. 

 
6.20 If Members were of the opinion that the impact is significantly adverse, evidence 

would need to be produced to substantiate such an opinion and to provide an 
evidential base from which to defend any appeal. 

 
6.21 No such evidence base exists to date and in the absence of any new evidence, 

such an opinion could not be defended at the forthcoming appeal.  
 
6.22 Indeed it is important to note that the recommendations requested of the 

Committee Members, have direct consequences on how and if the LPA can 
prepare a Statement of Case for the pending public inquiries. 



139 
 

SI 2274 Statement 
 
The case officer contacted the applicant/agent and negotiated changes to the design 
which has enhanced the overall scheme; these have been detailed above. 
 
HUMAN RIGHTS 
 
In compiling this recommendation we have given full consideration to all aspects of the 
Human Rights Act 1998 in relation to the applicant and/or the occupiers of any 
neighbouring or affected properties.  In particular regard has been had to Article 8 of the 
ECHR (Right to Respect for private and family life) and the requirement to ensure that 
any interference with the right in this Article is both permissible and proportionate. On 
analysing the issues raised by the application no particular matters, other than those 
referred to in this report, warranted any different action to that recommended. 
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