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DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

14 April 2015 
 

6.00 pm – 9.18 pm 
Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud 

 
Minutes 

3 
 

Membership 
 
Stephen Moore** 
John Marjoram * 
Liz Ashton 
Dorcas Binns 
Nigel Cooper 
Paul Hemming 

P 
P 
P 
P 
P 
P 

Haydn Jones 
Dave Mossman 
Steve Robinson 
Roger Sanders 
Emma Sims 
Tom Williams 

A 
P 
P 
P 
P 
A 

 
** = Chair * = Vice-Chair  A = Absent P = Present 
 
Other Members in attendance 
 
Councillor Chris Brine Councillor Nigel Studdert-Kennedy 
Councillor Mattie Ross Councillor Rhiannon Wigzell 
 
Officers in attendance 
 
Strategic Head (Development Services) Principal Planning Officer 
Development Control Team Manager Locum Solicitor 
Principal Marketing Officer Democratic Services & Elections Officer 
 
DC.109 APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Haydn Jones and Tom 
Williams. 
 
DC.110 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
None pursuant to the Code of Conduct. 
 
DC.111 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the Development Control Committee held on 

10 March 2015 are accepted as a correct record. 
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The Chair reminded Members not to make any political comments because they 
were in the Purdah period.  
 
Prior to the meeting Committee Members had received late pages and updates via 
email.  Also a further bundle of documentation was circulated prior to the meeting.  
(Hard copies of all of the late documentation was circulated to each Committee 
Member prior to the meeting). 
 
DC.112 PLANNING SCHEDULE 
 
Representations were received and taken into account by the Committee in respect 
of the following applications:- 
 

1. S.13/1498/FUL 2. S.13/1499/CAC 3. S.13/2284/FUL 

4. S.14/1905/FUL 5. S.14/0677/FUL 6.  

 
DC.113 PUBLIC SPEAKING 
 
The Chair outlined the procedure to be followed as outlined in the revised procedure 
in late pages for public speaking.  
 
Public Speaking on Brunsdons Yard, Ryeford Road, South Applications 
(S.13/1498/FUL and S.13/1499/CAC) 
 
Councillor Rhiannon Wigzell (Amberley and Woodchester Wards) raised concerns 
about the Daniels Industrial Estate application which if granted would take customers 
from other supermarkets and affect independent traders, especially in Nailsworth, 
putting the supermarket in Nailsworth at risk.  The Council supports growth in town 
centres within their Jobs and Growth Strategy and all of the applications were out of 
town. 
 
Councillor Nigel Studdert-Kennedy (The Stanleys Wards) also spoke on behalf of 
Councillor Steve Lydon who both acknowledged the objections made by the Parish 
Councils, but after speaking to residents some welcomed the Brunsdons Yard 
applications.  However, the village shops did not want to be lost. 
 
Mr John Clarke spoke on behalf of the Applicant outlining reasons for approving the 
applications.  
 
Public Speaking on Daniels Industrial Estate 1 and 2 Applications 
(S.13/2284/FUL and S.14/1905/FUL) 
 
Councillor Nigel Prenter (Rodborough Ward) spoke against the applications 
because, in his opinion, there was no need for another supermarket.  He highlighted 
current traffic issues and thought that the industrial estate should be retained. 
 
Parish Councillor Charles Pedrick spoke on behalf of Rodborough Parish Council 
reading out a statement outlining reasons why the applications should be refused. 
The Parish Council felt that the site should be used for mixed housing and for small 
businesses.  He also raised concerns on highway issues that included traffic volume, 
danger to pedestrians and speeding vehicles.  Another supermarket would also 
affect the Town Centre. 
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Mr Julian Sutton from Signet Planning spoke in opposition to the applications.  If 
granted there would be a loss of the only HGV filling station within the area.  The 
applications also contravened Paragraph 70 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) which was an important consideration. 
 
Mr Doug Wilson and Mr Paul Fong represented the Applicant and outlined reasons 
why the applications should be granted. 
 
Public Speaking on Application S.14/0677/FUL – Avocet, Dudbridge Industrial 
Estate, Dudbridge Road, Stroud 
 
A written statement was read out in support of the application on behalf of Councillor 
Mark Rees (Cainscross Ward). 
 
Ms Joanne Hampton from Stroud Against Supermarket Saturation Group outlined 
reasons why all of the planning applications should be refused referring to the 
Emerging Local Plan.  The retail study undertaken in July 2013 had stated that there 
was no urgency for a supermarket in the area.  Out of town shopping would have an 
impact on existing traders. If the application were to be granted on Daniels Industrial 
Estate the petrol station would be lost and also there would be a significant increase 
in traffic. Shopping habits had changed and consumers now shopped on-line and 
topped up their shopping in the Town.  Large out of town shopping centres are now 
dated.  If the applications for a supermarket were to be granted they would take the 
heart out of the Town and severely impact on the existing traders. 
 
Mr David Hutchinson spoke on behalf of the Applicant.  If granted the Avocet 
application would enable Stroud Metal Co. to expand and move to another site.  The 
vacant site could then be regenerated.  Concerns regarding flooding and 
contamination would be addressed. 
 
Market Tavern, Union Street, Stroud 
 
Mr Simon Arundel spoke on behalf of Stroud Town Council and outlined two possible 
scenarios for the future of the Town Centre.  He requested the Committee to either 
refuse or defer the applications before them. 
 
Mr Andrew Watton confirmed that meetings with M&S were ongoing and his clients 
were committed to the development of the Market Tavern site.  This would be a 
catalyst and other schemes would follow.  He requested Members’ support and 
patience. 
 
At 6.55 pm the meeting adjourned to give Members time to read the late bundle of 
papers that were given to them prior to the meeting.  The meeting reconvened at 
7.05 pm. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer updated Members on all of the late submissions.  He 
also clarified that retail uses were not specific to a particular retailer.  Decisions 
should be made on the basis of the acceptability or otherwise of the land use and not 
the potential occupier. 
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The retail impact assessments for all of the applications had not included any future 
development proposals to the west of Stonehouse, and clarification was given as to 
the relevance of this omission.  
 
Key changes in guidance were also highlighted with particular attention to the fact 
that the need for a supermarket was no longer a material consideration.  The two 
strands of Paragraph 26 of the NPPF were explained and clarification given that any 
reference to ‘existing, committed and planned public and private investment’ required 
any potential scheme to fall within one or more of those descriptions rather than 
having to satisfy all.  It was made clear that the Planning Authority had not received a 
scheme for the Market Tavern either by way of formal application or active pre-
application discussion. 
 
The following corrections to the Officer’s report were highlighted:- 
 

 Page 21, paragraph 10.10, Section 3 should have read Section 4. 

 Page 32, paragraph 1.2, fourth line should have read Kings Stanley not Leonard 
Stanley. 

 Page 53, paragraph 13.5, second line the word ‘unacceptable’ should have read 
‘acceptable’. 

 
DC.114 QUESTIONS BY DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 

MEMBERS OF OFFICERS 
 
Officers provided the following answers in response to Members questions on the 
applications:  
 
The Principal Planning Officer had requested confirmation from M&S of their 
commitment on the Market Tavern site but none had been forthcoming.  The only 
evidence was as per the Setmind’s letter dated 13 April 2015 before the Committee.  
There had been a lot of speculation on social media and in the press but this 
information was not before the Committee.  In respect of the existing market square 
at the Cornhill, it was confirmed that the lease for the Farmers’ Market had a break 
clause in it, which was subject to various conditions and requirements. 
 
The Solicitor advised that, applying the principles set out in the Redcar and Cleveland 
case, it would not be unlawful for the Committee to determine the applications 
notwithstanding the fact that the Council was in the pre-election Purdah period. 
 
He confirmed that both of the applications for Brunsdons Yard and one at Daniels 
Industrial Estate had already been appealed.  If the Committee were minded to refuse 
an application, the Inspector would look at the Committee’s reasons for doing so and 
the evidence to support a refusal.  If the Inspector concluded that the refusal had 
been unreasonable, he could award costs against the Council.  Members must make 
a judgement on each of the applications and would need to state reasonable planning 
grounds for refusal. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer explained flooding zones within the NPPF.  The 
Daniels Industrial Estate was an ageing employment site and would require 
significant investment to bring it up to modern occupation standard with a resultant 
negative return arising from subsequent rental values.  The site is allocated in the 
Emerging Local Plan for mixed use. 
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Members were again reminded that the only evidence before them regarding the 
Market Tavern site was one single letter.  When making recommendations Officers 
could only look at facts and had received no quantitative evidence, eg a planning 
application.  If applications were refused because of their potential impact on the 
Market Tavern scheme, the promotors must be prepared to appear at the appeal to 
provide evidence as a Rule 6 Party. 
 
Slow moving traffic on the A46 between Stroud and Nailsworth was an accepted 
inconvenience and not a severe traffic problem or a reason for refusal.  The flow of 
traffic for peak time shoppers would be different from peak time traffic from works 
traffic. 
 
Section 26 of the NPPF and the sequential test local authorities should apply was 
explained (a copy of this section had been given to all Committee Members prior to 
the meeting).  In sequential terms there was no site available in Stroud Town that was 
capable of accommodating a proposal of approximately 6,500sqm gross with the last 
such site having been previously taken by Homebase. 
 
The letter from Lidl confirmed their interest in the site at Dudbridge. 
 
If the HGV filling station on the Daniels Industrial Estate closed, the nearest 
alternative facility was not known. 
 
Members had visited the sites in the past and were acquainted with their layouts. 
 
The Emerging Local Plan had not been adopted by Council but did promote the 
redevelopment of the canal corridor. 
 
At the moment there are no trading restrictions on the Daniels Industrial Estate, 
trading could take place for 24 hours, 7 days a week with the resultant impacts on 
traffic and amenity. 
 
Members were reminded that if they proposed a Motion contrary to the Officer’s 
recommendation then planning reasons had to be given. 
 
The planning application to regenerate the Dudbridge Industrial Estate was the first 
application received on that site since the publication of the Emerging Local Plan; 
there was no other application. 
 
DC.115 DEBATE 
 
During debate Members had differing opinions and made the following observations 
on each of the following sites:- 
 
Brunsdons Yard 
 

 If this planning application was granted shops within Stroud Town Centre would be 
affected and the larger shops would close, leaving only hairdressers therapists and 
coffee shops.  The Town of Nailsworth would also be vulnerable. 

 Paragraph 26 of the NPPF clearly stated that priority must be given to Town 
Centres. 
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 One supermarket would benefit the district and create more competition and a 
reduction in prices. 

 Opinions differed whether Stonehouse would be affected if a supermarket was 
situated at Brunsdons Yard. 

 
Daniels Industrial Estate 
 

 Traffic would be an issue. 

 This is a light industrial site. 

 Preferable to have housing built on the site. 
 
Avocet 
 

 This was the best of the sites. 

 The site could be improved to alleviate future flooding. 

 Existing jobs at Stroud Metal Co would be transferred to another site. 

 Regeneration of this site and the supermarket would be near Sainsburys. 

 This site would have the least impact on Nailsworth. 
 
The Market Tavern 
 

 A planning application had not been submitted on the Market Tavern site and there 
had been talk of M&S coming to Stroud for over 25 years.   

 Whilst a judgement could be based on what might or might not come to Stroud, a 
decision has to be made on what is before the Committee. 

 Generally Members agreed that another supermarket could be accommodated and 
that the competition from one more supermarket would benefit customers. 

 Shopping habits had now changed.  Younger people often visited several 
supermarkets for the best deals. 

 Members must look at the applications before them and determine them on their 
merits. 

 Concerns were raised regarding the affects of a new supermarket at the different 
locations and the affect this would have on the town centres. 

 Both the Towns of Nailsworth and Stonehouse currently have thriving businesses. 
 
DC.116 POINTS CLARIFIED BY OFFICERS 
 
Attention was drawn to paragraph 3.1 on page 133 of the Officer’s report regarding 
the retail impact tests.  If the Avocet application were to be granted it may affect the 
Co-op at Cainscross and hence have a potential impact upon the local centre. 
 
The Officer’s advice to refuse the Avocet and Brunsdons Yard sites was partly 
because these sites had both failed the hydrological sequential tests (NPPF, 
Paragraph 101), due to the availability of an alternative site within an area of lower 
flooding probability. 
 
The Highway Authority had raised no objection to the Daniels site. 
 
The planning application for housing on the former rugby site had now expired and no 
new application had been submitted. 
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Members’ attention was draw to the NPPF and the merits of each site in the 
sequential tests. 
 
It was confirmed that three applications are already the subject of an appeal: 
 
 Brunsdons Yard S.13/1498/FUL  

 Brunsdons Yard S.13/1499/CAC  

 Daniels Industrial Estate 1 S.13/2284/FUL 

and Members were requested to make a decision to assist Officers in preparing a 
Statement of Case for these appeals. 
 
A Motion to REFUSE all three applications was proposed by Councillor John 
Marjoram because of the impact of the proposals on the town centre’s 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 (NPPF, Paragraph 26).  He thought 
the decision whether to grant or not grant permission should be left up to the 
Inspector. 
 
The Locum Solicitor strongly urged Committee not to go down the route of a ‘blanket’ 
refusal of all applications and requested Members to look at each application on its 
own merits.  Members needed to give clear reasons which were evidence based 
when making a decision on each of the applications. 
 
The Motion was not seconded. 
 
DC.117 DECISIONS 
 
Brunsdons Yard, Ryeford Road South - Application (S.13/1498/FUL) 
 
A Motion to RESOLVE that PERMISSION would have been granted contrary to the 
Officer’s recommendation was proposed by Councillor Nigel Cooper but was not 
supported by a seconder. 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation and RESOLVE that the 
application would have been REFUSED was proposed by Councillor Emma Sims and 
seconded by Liz Ashton. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 8 votes for the Motion, 2 votes against and 0 
abstention; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED  If jurisdiction to determine the Application had remained with the 

Local Planning Authority, it would have been REFUSED, as set out 
in these Minutes. 

 
Brunsdons Yard, Ryeford Road South - Application (S.13/1499/CAC) 
 
A Motion to ACCEPT the Officer’s recommendation, was proposed by Councillor 
Nigel Cooper and seconded by Councillor Roger Sanders. 
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On being put to the vote, there were 9 votes for the Motion, 0 vote against and 1 
abstention; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED If jurisdiction to determine the Application had remained with the 

Local Planning Authority, CONSENT would have been GRANTED 
as set out in these Minutes. 

 
Daniels Industrial Estate 2 - Application (S.14/1905/FUL) 
 
A Motion to REFUSE permission contrary to the Officer’s recommendation was 
proposed by Councillor John Marjoram and seconded by Councillor Dorcas Binns, 
stating the following reasons:- 
 

 Traffic congestion. 

 If granted there would be an adverse affect on Stonehouse, Nailsworth and Stroud 
Town Centres. 

 The future of the planned Market Tavern scheme would be affected. 
 
The Locum Solicitor reminded Members that Paragraph 26 of the NPPF stated that if 
an application were refused they must be satisfied there would be a significant impact 
on the vitality and/or have an adverse affect on Stroud Town Centre.  Evidence to 
substantiate these reasons for refusal must be given and be capable of defence at 
any current or subsequent appeal. 
 
The proposer confirmed that there would be a significant adverse affect on the Towns 
of Stroud, Nailsworth and Stonehouse if this application was permitted. 
 
Members debated the proposal. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 6 votes for the Motion to Refuse the application, 2 
votes against and 2 abstentions; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED  To REFUSE Application S.14/1905/FUL, as set out in these minutes. 
 
Daniels Industrial Estate 1 - Application (S.13/2284/FUL) 
 
A Motion to RESOLVE that the application would have been REFUSED contrary to 
the Officer’s recommendation was proposed by Councillor John Marjoram and 
seconded by Councillor Paul Hemming. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 6 votes for the Motion to Refuse the application, 
2 votes against and 2 abstentions; it was declared CARRIED. 
 
RESOLVED If jurisdiction to determine the Application had remained with the 

Local Planning Authority, it would have been REFUSED, as set out 
in these Minutes. 

 
Avocet, Dudbridge Industrial Estate, Dudbridge Road, Stroud, Glos - 
Application (S.14/0677/FUL) 
 
A Motion to GRANT PERMISSION contrary to the Officer’s recommendation was 
proposed by Councillor Roger Sanders and seconded by Councillor Dorcas Binns. 
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Officers asked Members for their reasons for granting the application because 
Officers had recommended refusal on the basis that the scheme failed the 
hydrological sequential test. 
 
The Proposer stated that the Daniels Road applications had been refused because 
of the adverse affect on Bath Road.  This application would allow Stroud Metal Co. to 
expand their business and the floor level on the site could be raised to alleviate any 
flooding issues. 
 
Members debated the application and the flood risk to the area. 
 
The Proposer stated that the Article 31 statement of reasons for granting permission 
should contain the following:- 
 

 The creation of employment. 

 Stroud Metal Co. would expand and move its business. 

 The site would be enhanced. 

 There would be little effect on the other Town Centres. 

 It would have no effect on the planned Market Tavern scheme. 

 It would not affect the HGV petrol station. 

 The canal corridor had been altered and the chances of flooding were minimal if 
the levels were raised on the buildings.   

 
Authority was also to be delegated to Officers, in consultation with the Chair of 
Committee, to impose conditions on the application. 
 
Councillor Dave Mossman suggested that an additional condition on the application 
be added securing the relocation of the Stroud Metal Co. 
 
Officers advised that the appropriate mechanism to secure this relocation potential 
was by way of a Section 106 Legal Agreement rather than condition and hence 
Members may wish to amend the recommendation accordingly.  The Proposer and 
Seconder agreed to this amendment. 
 
On being put to the vote, there were 5 votes for the amended Motion, 4 votes against 
and 1 abstention; it was declared CARRIED.  Councillor John Marjoram requested 
that it was minuted that he abstained from voting on this particular decision because 
he felt it was an inconsistent decision. 
 
RESOLVED To GRANT CONDITIONAL PERMISSION for Application 

S.14/0677/FUL, subject to the completion of a suitable legal 
agreement as set out in these minutes. 

 
The meeting finished at 9.18 pm. 

 
 
 
 
 

Chair 


